
1 
 

                                                                                   
PUBLIC HEARING AGENDA REQUEST 

Owners/Applicants: 
 
Donald R. Tharpe, Trustee & Toll Land X Limited 
Partnership (Owners)/Donald R. Tharpe (Applicant) 

Planning Commission Meeting Date: 
 

August 27, 2009 
 
 

Staff Lead: 
 
Holly Meade, Senior Planner 

Department:  
 

Community Development  
 
Magisterial District:   
 
Lee 
 
Service District:  
 
Bealeton 

 
PIN:  

 
6990-10-5075-000, 6899-19-6609-000  
6899-29-1470-000, 6990-20-9359-000                                    

 
Topic: 
 
REZN08-LE-005 – Donald R. Tharpe, Trustee & Toll Land X Limited Partnership 
(Owners)/Donald R. Tharpe (Applicant) – White Marsh (Formerly Colonial Crossing) Mixed Use  – 
Applicant wishes to rezone approximately 97.13 acres from Rural Agriculture (RA), Commercial-
Neighborhood (C-1), and Residential - 4 (R-4) to the Mixed Use Special District – Bealeton Service 
District (MU-Bealeton) 
 
Topic Description: 
 
The applicant is requesting the rezoning of four (4) parcels totaling ninety-seven (97) acres to 
Mixed Use Special District - Bealeton Service District (MU - Bealeton).  The proposal consists of a 
Mixed Use-Core area of 20.3 acres and a Mixed Use – Residential area of 76.8 acres.   
 
The Mixed Use - Residential area proposes one hundred seventy-three (173) units, which consist of 
twenty-seven (27) townhomes and one hundred forty-six (146) single family detached units.   The 
Mixed Use – Residential area is also proposed to contain 23,000 square feet of Public, Civic, and 
Institutional uses. 
 
The Mixed Use - Core area proposes one hundred thirty-seven (137) residential units, consisting of 
one hundred ten (110) apartments and/or condominium units, and twenty-seven (27) live-work 
units.  In total, a potential of three hundred ten (310) residential units are proposed with this project.  
The Core area also is proposed to contain 278,500 square feet of commercial space including retail, 
restaurants, bank, offices, and boutique hotel.  The Core area also proposes 22,500 square feet of 
Public, Civic and Institutional uses.   
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Location, Zoning and Current Land Use: 
 
The properties are located in the Bealeton Service District, east of Route 17 (Marsh Road), at its 
intersection with Route 837 (Old Marsh Road), north of Liberty High School.  The parcels are 
currently zoned a combination of Rural Agricultural (RA), Residential (R-4) and Commercial (C-1).  
There is one residential structure on one of the smaller parcels and the remainder of the site is 
currently vacant.   
 
 

Zoning Map 

 
 
 
Surrounding Zoning and Current Land Use: 
 
The neighboring properties to the north are located in the Village of Liberty and zoned as such 
(Village).  Other properties to the north are zoned Rural Agriculture (RA).  Property to the south 
and east is zoned Rural Agricultural (RA).  Property to the west was rezoned Planned Residential 
Development (PRD) with the Freedom Place rezoning.  Mixtures of residential and agricultural uses 
are located in the vicinity of the parcels, with Liberty High School to the south. 
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Site History: 
 
On December 17, 2001 the Fauquier County Board of Supervisors approved a rezoning request for a 
two acre portion of former PIN #6899-29-5691-000 (the 60 acre parcel) from Rural Agricultural 
(RA) to Commercial Neighborhood (C-1).  At the time, it appears the applicant was anticipating 
construction of a financial institution on the two acres. 
 
On June 14, 2007 the Fauquier County Board of Supervisors approved a proffered request to rezone 
the 3.1-acre parcel identified as PIN #6990-10-5075-000 and zoned Village (V), and a 60-acre 
portion of parcel 6899-29-5691-000 (85.03 acres total size) zoned Village (V) and Rural 
Agricultural (RA) to Residential (R-4) to construct a development of 95 single family detached 
dwellings.  At the same time the Board of Supervisors also approved a Category 20 Special 
Exception for an aboveground sewer pumping station to serve the proposed Colonial Crossing 
residential development. 
 
In December 2007, the applicant submitted the first version of the revised Colonial Crossing 
rezoning, proposing a total of 385 residential units and 235,000 square feet of commercial in 
addition to a hotel and two or three commercial outparcels.   
 
On January 8, 2009, the Board of Supervisors approved a Comprehensive Plan Amendment which 
designated a 37-acre portion of the site as “Commercial Office/Mixed Use.”  At the time, this was a 
newly created designation within the Bealeton Comprehensive Plan.  The application was 
subsequently renamed White Marsh and revised as a neo-traditional Main Street project. 
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Land Use Map 
 

 
 
 
Bealeton Service District Plan: 
 
The burgundy area (1) shown on the map above is designated Commercial Office/Mixed Use and 
the yellow area (6) represents Low Density Residential.  Surrounding the site, the lime green area 
(7) is designated as Medium Density Residential, and the blue area (12) represents the high school. 
 
The Mixed Use Special District – Bealeton Service District (MU-Bealeton) zoning designation was 
established for the Bealeton Service District to provide for mixed use development when consistent 
with the Comprehensive Plan and the county-wide land use vision of undeveloped rural countryside 
interrupted by more densely developed and populated traditional towns. The District envisions 
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development occurring as a series of connected neighborhoods, each with its own focus and 
comprised of a mix of commercial, residential, civic, and open space uses and organized to create 
development in a compact form  that functions as a discernable center for employment, retail, 
service, entertainment, cultural and civic activities in a traditional neighborhood design that would:  
 

·  Include residential, commercial and civic buildings in a walkable community; 
·  Be gathering places for social interaction and special events, such as parades, markets, street 

festivals; 
·  Be pedestrian oriented, with buildings, spaces, heights, lighting, signage and walking 

distances of a human scale;  
·  Include parks and open space as an integral part of development and sited at key locations; 
·  Include rehabilitation and use of historic buildings, incorporate and create buildings with 

historical or architectural features referencing an inventory of existing architectural styles 
consistent with the community; 

·  Incorporate significant environmental features into the design and protect and accentuate 
natural features and resources such as topography, floodplains, wetlands, and habitat 
corridors; 

·  Incorporate energy efficiencies. 
 

The applicant’s proposal includes Mixed Use – Core and Mixed Use – Residential.   These two 
designations are outlined in the Comprehensive Plan as follows: 
 

“Mixed Use – Core.   This sub-district is intended for areas designed to function as a center 
and major focal point for a service district, as specifically designated in the Comprehensive 
Plan.   A core is a neighborhood or series of neighborhoods focused around a concentration 
of active store-front style commercial uses to include retail, restaurants and services as well 
as a broad range of office and employment uses, and would function as the gathering place 
for the community, including the opportunity for outdoor events.  Multi-family and attached 
housing types are included to help create a vibrant round-the-clock center and to provide a 
variety of housing needs.   
  
Mixed Use - Residential.  This sub-district is intended for areas within the Service Districts 
designated for residential development in the Comprehensive Plan.  This sub-district is 
designed to create pedestrian oriented residential neighborhoods of traditional design 
focused on civic or open spaces and physically integrated with adjoining or adjacent mixed 
use development. 

 
The number and combination of sub-districts utilized in a particular project is anticipated to 
vary depending on the size and location of the project relative to the goals of the 
Comprehensive Plan.   While it is desirable that areas designated for mixed use in the 
County’s Comprehensive Plan be developed in an overall coordinated fashion, it is 
recognized that smaller areas of a Service District may develop individually at different 
times in response to market conditions and owner needs.  Therefore, these regulations are 
intended to permit significant flexibility from project to project within the specific 
requirements set forth herein, allowing the applicant and the County to consider the broader 
contribution to mixed use development existing and anticipated throughout a Service 
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District.  The specific parameters for a particular development shall be set forth in a Code of 
Development for the project, consistent with Section 4-923, to be approved in conjunction 
with the rezoning.”   
 

The White Marsh project proposes a density in the Mixed Use – Residential area of 2.25, which is 
above the 1.0 starting point for density pursuant to the Bealeton Comprehensive Plan.  Justification 
for the increase to 2.25 units/acre needs to be provided in the applicant’s Statement of Justification 
pursuant to Section 4-908 of the Zoning Ordinance.  The density in the Mixed Use – Core is 6.75 
units/acre, for an overall density of 3.19 units/acre for the entire project.  This is discussed in more 
detail in the Staff Analysis section of this report. 
 
The Bealeton Land Use Plan designates 37 acres of this project as Commercial Office/Mixed Use in 
the Land Use Plan (Figure BE-1) shown above.  The applicant’s original proposal in 2007 showed 
34 acres as “Mixed Use – Core.”  The Core area followed the property line which is similar to the 
Comprehensive Plan line.  The current proposal shows the Mixed Use – Core as 20.3 acres, shifting 
the area north of the previous proposal.  This leaves approximately 17 acres of  planned Commercial 
Office/Mixed Use area slated for Mixed Use – Residential development in the White Marsh 
proposal.  The proposal shows a smaller core area than envisioned by the Comprehensive Plan’s 
Commercial Office/Mixed Use land use designation.  Although the area is smaller, it is also more 
dense.   The Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will need to determine if this is in 
conformance with the Comprehensive Plan.   
 
The Comprehensive Plan also calls for a hard edge along the boundaries of the Service District.  
The applicant is proposing larger single family dwelling units along this edge.  The proposed lots 
along the northern property line are approximately 200 to 300 feet deep.  According to the 
Landscaping Plan found in the Code of Development, the existing tree line is to be used as a buffer.  
Once again, a determination will need to be made if this conforms to the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Staff Analysis: 
 
Key issues highlighted in this staff report include the following: 
 

1. Residential Density; 
2. Project Design;  
3. Transportation; 
4. Site Suitability/Environment; 
5. Historic Resources; 
6. Community Facilities; 
7. Proffers; 
8. Public Utilities; 
9. Public Facilities; 
10. Stormwater Management. 
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 Residential Density  
 
Fauquier County’s Comprehensive Plan promotes a range of residential densities for its Service 
Districts, including low density (single family detached homes at a density of 1-3 dwelling units per 
acre), medium density (typically townhouses at a density of 4-6 dwelling units per acre) and high 
density (garden apartments or low-rise apartments at a density range of 7-10 dwelling units per 
acre).  
 
The Bealeton Land Use Plan (Figure BE-1) designates these parcels as Commercial Office/Mixed 
Use and Low Density Residential.  The density in the Mixed Use – Residential section is 2.25, 
which is above the 1.0 bottom end of the threshold.  Justification for the increase needs to be 
provided by the applicant.  In staff’s view the applicant’s request for a higher density is not a radical 
departure from the Comprehensive Plan; it just needs to be justified.  The density in the Mixed Use 
– Core is 6.75 units/acre, for an overall density of 3.19 units/acre for the entire project.   
 
Increases in density can be justified with: 
 

1. Provision of affordable housing; 
2. Elimination of lot subdivision potential through easements; 
3. Implementation of unique town-scale designs consistent with the adopted Service District 

plan; and/or 
4. Combinations other than cash/material contributions to the needs of the County. 

 
The inclusion of townhomes/apartments adjacent to the existing school leads one to think that 
“affordable” type housing may be present.  The rezoning proposal certainly includes unique town-
scale designs.  The Planning Commission and Board will need to determine if increases over the 
minimum are justified.   
 
Project Design: 
 
The current Bealeton Plan envisions a liveable community with vibrant commercial centers, 
accessible to surrounding residential developments, permeated by parks, recreational opportunities, 
and walkable streetscapes.   

 
Design principles appropriate for a traditional settlement are specified in Section 1 of this plan. 
These principles are especially critical in mixed-use areas and include: 
·  Pedestrian orientation; 
·  A generally rectilinear pattern of blocks and interconnecting streets and alleys; 
·  Parks and open spaces; 
·  Buildings and spaces of human scale; and 
·  Relegated parking behind the principle structures; 
 

For these commercially based mixed-use areas, other design principles also need to be incorporated.  
These include: 

·  Buildings placed directly behind the sidewalks; 
·  A focal point (civic building, square, park, monument, sculpture, etc.); 
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·  Two and three story buildings to create a strong streetscape; 
·  A mix of uses within buildings; 
·  Window and door openings on the first floors;   
·  Wide sidewalks to accommodate activities such as outdoor dining; 
·  Street furniture (benches, planters, lighting); 
·  Landscaping, including street trees; 
·  On-street parking; 
·  Shared parking to minimize the areas of impervious surface; and 
·  Signage of a size, design and placement in keeping with a traditional main street. 

 
The neo-traditional Main Street project appears to satisfy the majority of these design guidelines.  
Specific suggestions related to design are included in the Zoning comment section of this 
document. 

 
Transportation: 

The applicant is proposing access via a Comprehensive Plan local access road, Colonial Crossing 
Parkway that connects Marsh Road (Route 17) to Liberty Road (Route 745) through the White 
Marsh project and a right-in/right-out on Marsh Road.  Colonial Crossing Parkway is shown in the 
Comprehensive Plan as full access; it is shown in this proposal as a right-in/right-out.  The Virginia 
Department of Transportation (VDOT) has verbally commented that there are serious issues with 
the conceptual layout, access management, trip distribution, road widths, public/private road 
connections and traffic movement. Another issue that has been raised is the Concept Development 
Plan does not match what was scoped in the Traffic Impact Analysis.  The applicant has met with 
staff and VDOT to discuss the traffic issues.  More meetings are expected as the project is further 
refined.  Discussions are continuing regarding access, typical sections, incorporating a roundabout 
at the current “Y,” and bringing a north/south connection behind Liberty High School and Grace 
Miller Elementary School from Route 28 to the site into the VDOT state system. 

The Comprehensive Plan shows two Route 17 boulevard illustrative cross-sections.  The applicant 
has opted to use Alternative #2 in Figure BE-3, which includes local lanes that carry local traffic 
separated by a landscaped median from the through lanes that carry regional traffic.  The applicant 
is proposing a road network that would relieve Route 17 and Route 28 of some of the traffic issues 
they currently face by adding local access lanes parallel to Route 17, connection to Route 28 and 
several connections to Route 17 and Independence Avenue.  The incorporation of local access lanes 
and a diverse road network with a key emphasis on connectivity is a positive step in the right 
direction.  The detail of how the “urban vision” can be achieved continues to require work on the 
part of the applicant, staff and VDOT.  

 Site Suitability/Environment: 
 
The applicant briefly addresses environmental issues in the Statement of Justification.  There are 
some Jurisdictional wetlands and a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 100-year 
floodplain located to the rear (east side) of the large parcel.  The applicant states they intend to 
preserve these sensitive environmental features consistent with the jurisdictional requirements; 
however, the location of Colonial Crossing Parkway makes some disturbance necessary.  The Soil 
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Scientist has noted that there are two major stream beds being compromised with this proposal.  The 
applicant should consider protecting these important areas by avoiding development within the 
stream beds. 
 
 Historic Resources: 
 
The Comprehensive Plan, Appendix C, identifies historic resources located with the County.  The 
Appendix does not identify any historical features on this site by the plan.  However, this list is not 
exhaustive and Chapter 2 of the Comprehensive Plan states that there are more historical sites 
beyond those listed in the Appendix.  A site visit by staff showed an older home and rock wall that 
was somewhat in disrepair located on the property.  The applicant is proposing to incorporate the 
existing house as part of the organic farm market and a type of community center/civic gathering 
area.  Saving the rock wall and existing trees, and incorporating the older home into the organic 
farm market, will help provide a visual edge to the Service District. 
 
 Community Facilities: 
 
The Comprehensive Plan for Bealeton calls for a mix of uses including civic uses and urban parks 
and squares.  The applicant’s Statement of Justification requests the ability to allow many public, 
civic and institutional uses; however, these uses have not been identified in the applicant’s proposal.  
The applicant also contends they will provide small squares and/or green spaces; yet key open 
spaces have not been identified at this time.  These items will continue to be analyzed as the project 
develops. 
 
 Proffers: 
 
The applicant has not included draft proffers.  Although proffers are voluntary, the applicant should 
consider traditional proffers such as the commitment to the Code of Development, Concept Plan, 
timing of road construction and improvements, open space improvements, and impacts to the 
schools.   
 
 Public Utilities: 
 
Staff has not received any comments from the Fauquier County Water and Sanitation Authority.  
The applicant is strongly encouraged to work directly with that agency.  
 
 Public Facilities: 
 
Rezonings must include an analysis of infrastructure capacity and needs, such as fire and rescue 
facilities and schools and the fiscal and community-wide impacts.  Rezoning applications typically 
use the proffer model to determine impacts.  The community facility needs generated by the 
proposed development and the community facility needs of the Service District need to both be 
considered.  
 
 Stormwater Management (SWM): 
  

The stormwater management facilities on plan sheet 5 do not match the SWM in the Code of 
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Development.  It is unclear if the applicant is proposing a wet pond or a dry pond.  As the County’s 
Technical division previously commented (November 25, 2008) the area designated for the wet 
pond may not be adequate.  The applicant will be required by Virginia law to accommodate all of 
their stormwater management on-site.  Staff is investigating additional engineering analysis when 
the project is resubmitted. 
 
Staff and Review Agency Comments: 
 
Staff and appropriate referral agencies have reviewed this request for conformance with the 
Comprehensive Plan, the Zoning Ordinance, and other relevant policies and regulations. Findings, 
comments, and recommendations are outlined below.  

 
Zoning  
 
Zoning staff would note that while the submission is significantly more complete and much 
improved with respect to clarity and consistency with the MU zone, significant deficiencies 
continue to exist with the proposed Code of Development (COD).  Aside from some detailed 
architectural elements in the COD, few details or standards are provided to assure that the project 
will actually evolve as required. Additional standards are required to be placed within the COD on a 
variety of plan elements to assure compliance with the MU district and assure development of the 
plan as proposed.    
 
One recurring problem in the COD is the repetition of whole MU District code sections from the 
Zoning Ordinance.  In few cases is this appropriate.   The COD should refine these requirements 
and show how these requirements will actually be addressed in the context of this plan.  For 
example, to list a 10% open space requirement for the Core and show 15% open space in the plan 
creates ambiguity about what is actually being proposed with the plan.  The comments below 
provide more details about such ambiguities in the plan.    
 
Because the COD is such a critical document, staff feels that it is important to keep it “clean,” free 
to the extent possible of “soft” language which tends to be ambiguous and free from justifications or 
explanations as to why particular elements are being proposed or requested.  This type of language 
belongs in the Statement of Justification.   On the other hand, specific approvals or standards belong 
in the COD.  Thus the descriptions of the special exception and special permit uses being approved 
as part of the rezoning should be in the COD, whereas justification for why such uses should be 
approved belongs in the Statement of Justification.   Keeping the COD “clean” will clearly benefit 
the developer and the County as we move forward with implementation over the upcoming years. 
 
In addition to the technical requirements related to the content of the COD, staff would also note 
that several significant substantive deficiencies appear to exist with the project.    A full assessment 
of these issues is difficult without the technical details.  However, as a preliminary assessment, the 
street design raises significant issues in terms of functionality, as well as appropriateness for the 
project.  The lack of on-street parking in large areas is not only inconsistent with the MU provisions, 
but also is contributing to what staff sees as a severe shortage of parking provided in the project.   
Open space may work and meet the requirements of the project, but only if significant refinement 
occurs to assure functional development of what would otherwise be unusable pieces of leftover 
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space.    
 
Specific Comments: 
 
1. Staff would suggest eliminating page 3 of the COD.  It is difficult to read and adds nothing that 

the maps on the prior pages already show (with respect to location). Likewise, page 4 is 
basically unreadable and is suggested to be removed.  Again, staff would reiterate that this 
document will be the guidebook for the development of this site over the upcoming years and 
we strongly recommend keeping its contents focused and removing extraneous, repetitive or 
“mushy” language so that 1) it is easy to use and 2) requirements are clear. 

 
2. The location of each of the Perspective Views on pages 6 to 9 should be identified on each page.  

A small location map in the corner with an arrow designating the view would be helpful.   
 
3. The “General Development Plan” section on page 11 appears to be more an overview of the 

project. Staff finds the Section of the COD labeled “General Development Plan” overly vague 
and somewhat repetitive (internally repetitive, repeats somewhat text in prior section 
“Comparison with Bealeton Service District Plan,” and also repeats much of the language in the 
Statement of Justification.   And, as noted previously, sections of the ZO are regurgitated into 
the text rather than refined to address the specific project.  Staff has prepared refined language 
as an example of how to improve [Attachment].   Obviously, there is no one correct way to write 
this portion of the document, but staff would note the following  key issues that need to be 
addressed with a revised version: 

a. Only after several reviews was the location of the “Key Pedestrian Streets” identification 
(p. 16) found.  The key pedestrian streets should be identified more clearly in the COD, 
and should be extended to include the northern portion of the Route 17 frontage road, up 
to but not including the farm.  Noting the location of the Key Pedestrian streets in the 
overview seems appropriate.  It would also seem appropriate to show visually on the 
graphic (perhaps the Map on p. 12 that shows the sub-district boundaries). 

b. Nowhere in the document is there any discussion of the “organic farm,” or its purpose.   
Elaboration is needed elsewhere in the document regarding key commitments to this use, 
but it seems appropriate to mention this key feature, along with the museum and hotel, in 
the overview for the project. 

c. All the references to percentages (of each use, of first floor use, etc.) are not really 
overview issues.  They are basic compliance issues that need to be addressed, but 
certainly do not need to be presented over and over.  Compliance can be illustrated 
utilizing the land use tabulations shown elsewhere in the document.   What would be 
appropriate as part of the overview is something like a “project snapshot” that shows a 
summary of key elements of the project.  

 
4. The “Proposed Land Use” page (12) includes text that adds nothing (tells what the ZO 

requirement is, rather than what is proposed) and includes a duplicate zoning map (already 
provided on Page 2) which is irrelevant to the proposed land use issue.   The graphic showing 
the MU-Core and MU-Residential boundaries is important, and staff would suggest 
incorporating it into the prior section (overview), as that section discusses the two sub-districts 
and it would be helpful to have the map reference to understand where the two sub-districts are 
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located. 
 
5. The “Potential Uses” (pages 13 and 14) are really “Proposed Uses,” going beyond what is 

allowed under the MU to what is proposed under the MU in this particular project.   Staff notes 
the refinement of the table with respect to actual uses desired is a good start in the right 
direction.  However, the proposed uses are not clearly or completely identified in this section.  
While certain uses are requested in the application form for Special Permit and Special 
Exception approval as part of the rezoning,  little or no justification is provided for these uses, 
and more critically, the proposed standards for such uses are virtually non-existent (for example, 
how many 50,000 square foot buildings are requested, how many drive-throughs, for what uses, 
etc.)?   Also, the COD does not present these special permit and special exception uses as uses 
being approved with the rezoning, which will create confusion as the document is utilized to 
guide future approvals.  Much of the language in this section of the COD is a pure regurgitation 
of the language of the ZO for Section 4-904, whereas the COD should refine the language of the 
ZO to focus on the actual proposal at hand.  Staff has prepared a revised section to replace pages 
13 and 14, eliminating “mushy”  language while maintaining actual requirements [Attachment 
1] to illustrate some of these deficiencies and requirements.  As part of this proposed revision, 
staff has also incorporated the proposed Special Permit/Special Exception proposals into the 
table.   The modeled approach, or some other approach that incorporates and makes clear the 
approvals granted with the rezoning, should be utilized by the applicant.   Staff would note that 
as part of any revised language, the following substantive issues need to raised/addressed: 

a. The number/location of duplex/triplex, quadriplex units authorized. 
b. The size of townhouse “strings” and their proposed locations in the development. 
c. The size and location of any assisted living facility. 
d. The character and location of any B&B. 
e. The size and location of the hotel. 
f. The size and location of civic/public uses. 
g. The size and location of the medical care facility. 
h. The number of uses/buildings authorized for up to 50,000 square feet (two: one active 

commercial grocery store and one other commercial multi-tenant office building) and 
their location. 

i. Allowance for special events (staff has found that planned communities find ability to 
have such events helpful). 

j. Size, location and number of commercial and civic uses allowed within the MU-
Residential district. 

k. The number of drive-throughs allowed, the types of uses they are authorized for, and 
locational requirements. 

l. The location and nature of the proposed pumping station.  (Need more information to 
evaluate). 

m. Need to clarify where accessory DUs will be allowed. 
n. Need to clarify whether approval is being sought for any outdoor activities.  Farm 

activity may need. 
o. The nature of Live/Work uses (the application mentions that the live/work units will 

simply have home offices on the first floor w/no patrons or employees).   This is not 
live/work; it is residential and as such creates issues because it will count as ground floor 
residential. 
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6. The “Statistics” section on page 15 is necessary for two reasons: one, to show compliance 

with the various use requirements of the MU District, and 2) to clearly establish the 
parameters for which uses are allowed and required in the project.   Additional information 
is required related to open space, although staff would suggest moving the tabulations of 
open space to another section on Open Space, as discussed in a comment to follow.  This 
section could then be related to the proposed Land Use Program.   The table format is 
confusing, and there appear to be conflicting statistics. Also, the tables aren’t entirely 
consistent with the remainder of the application.  For example, limited commercial uses are 
proposed for the MU-Residential district in the statement of justification, yet none are 
tabulated in the tables.   Also, it is unclear whether the assisted living use requested for the 
commercial area is tabulated as residential.   Staff is also concerned about the level of 
precision set forth in the tables with respect to land uses.  Staff had suggested the applicant 
propose numbers in terms of ranges, providing more flexibility for the build-out of the 
project.  The specificity of the break-down of active commercial uses seems particularly 
troublesome.  Is the applicant really committing to providing ‘3500 sf’ of artist gallery with 
sales?  12,000 sf of hobby/book/music?   A local post office of 1,000 sf (when there is 
already a PO in Bealeton)?   This type of specificity is not required by the MU provisions 
and staff would strongly recommend that such specific commitments not be made in order 
for the developer to maintain needed flexibility for build-out.  Specific commitments should 
be made to key uses and broader commitments for types of uses should then be provided for 
within the COD.  The Attachment provides an example (Additional Standards for Civic 
Uses) of how to address these issues.    
a. One table shows no civic ground floor space in MU-Core and 12,000 sf Hotel space in 

MU-Core, while other table shows 18,000 sf civic in MU-Core and no Hotel space in 
MU-Core.  Clarify.  

b. Density in MU-Residential is 2.25, above the 1.0 starting point for density pursuant to 
the Bealeton Comprehensive Plan.  Justification for increase to 2.25 units/acre needs to 
be provided in the Statement of Justification pursuant to Section 4-908 (it is now not 
addressed specifically in the Statement of Justification, rather there is a single statement 
that says “the development has exceptional neighborhood traditional design and provides 
a substantial amount of affordable housing). 

c. A waiver will be needed to count the Farmer’s Market/Farm House as a Civic/Open 
Space Use, as it is technically a commercial use.  Staff would support such a waiver, as 
the nature of the proposed use is consistent with the intent of the MU with respect to 
Civic/Public uses. 

 
7. An Open Space section should be provided that includes the tabulation of open space pulled 

from the statistics page, the illustration of Open Space currently found on page 47, the 
buffering and landscaping concept shown on page 48 (staff is unsure as to the benefit of 
having these as two separate illustrations; the second appears to be more of an open space 
concept as well, and it seems they largely overlap and could easily be combined).  Staff 
would further suggest that all trails be shown on the open space exhibit, as well as the 
recreational facility (swim club?).   In addition, more information is necessary regarding 
planned open spaces in order to evaluate their adequacy, and concepts or standards are 
necessary for key open spaces in order to assure their development consistent with the 
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proposal.  The information on the “Landscaping and Buffering” exhibit (page 48 of the draft 
COD) begins to do this, but does not go far enough.  [See the Attachment for some staff 
ideas on how to present this information (Additional Standards for Open Spaces.]    Staff 
would note that open space is a significant concern, with much of the open space not 
appearing to meet Open Space requirements of the MU District and Zoning Ordinance.  On 
the other hand, staff believes that, generally, the open space being provided could satisfy the 
requirements and intent of the MU District if specific waivers are requested and specific 
commitments are made as to the development of certain spaces.   Note these specific issues 
that need to be addressed: 
a. Open spaces are included that do not meet the minimum size requirements (4-912.1.C) 

and need clear justification to be counted as open space (medians next to floodplain park, 
small park on Main Street and two small parks across from the school).   Staff strongly 
supports such a waiver for all but the medians, if concepts can be committed to for their 
development, although staff is concerned about the size of the small park on Main Street 
(can it really be functional?)   Staff does not believe the two medians can be shown to be 
integrated usable open space.   It also appears that portions of the ROW going through 
the floodplain park are being counted as OS (and cannot be).  Other questionable open 
space includes the strips toward the north portion of the project; (old driveway ROW at 
north end, strip along north edge of connector road); these OS need further explanation/ 
development to be considered usable and countable.     

b. The stormwater management ponds are also being counted, and to do so, they must be 
defined as open space features; more details on such design & commitments are 
necessary.   It is not clear that dry ponds can be designed to be such open space features.    

b. Entire median along 17 is shown as open space, and portions, if not all of it, are clearly 
unusable.  Plus, some concept plans show a building where other concept plans show 
open space. 

c. Although somewhat ambiguous, a waiver may be necessary to allow the Organic Farm 
to be counted as Open Space.  Staff strongly supports the concept of the market and the 
approval of a waiver, provided the concept plan incorporates commitments as to the 
nature and character of the farm space. 

d. While it is clear that active recreational spaces are intended (half the space is required to 
be active by the MU provisions), the concepts for these active spaces are unclear and 
need more conceptualization as part of the plan.  What is the “orchards and future tennis 
club”?  What is meant by orchard? Are fruit trees planned to be planted?  How many 
courts are committed to?  What is the structure shown on some of the concept sheets 
adjacent to the courts?  And what are the smaller red blocks shown in the floodplain 
park? (and other parks).What is the meaning of future?  What is that structure next to the 
tennis courts shown on some concept plan sheets?   Similar issues are left unaddressed 
for the other key open spaces, including the “swim club,” White Marsh Square, the 
square at the entrance to the Core from the east at the crossroads of the major street, and 
the tot lots.   Concepts and commitments need to be fleshed out as part of the COD. 

e. Open space tabulated is more than minimum required (although this may change as open 
space tabulations are amended to address staff comments).   As the larger amounts are 
shown on the concepts and tabulations in the COD, it is the larger amounts the developer 
will be held to.  If flexibility is desired, this should be written into the COD. 

f. What is the meaning of ARB (Exhibit on p. 45 states “open space easement managed by 
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White Marsh ARB”? 
g. What are the small red squares shown within open spaces on some of the concept sheets? 
h. Areas labeled as “Preserved Trees” on exhibit on page 40 appear to run through house 

locations, parking areas, and buildings shown on the plan.  Are these really tree save 
areas?  If not, requirement of 4-914.4 may not be met.  

i. The trail system seems to be disconnected, and design details (trail sections) are not 
provided.  The Comprehensive Plan envisioned a trail through the stream valley, 
following the connector road to Route 17, where it will then continue across 17 with the 
extension of the connector road.  No trail is shown along the connector road and a small 
piece of disconnected trail is shown on the old ROW lot; where does this piece go and to 
what does it connect? 

 
8. Issues with the Lot Regulating Plan shown on p. 16: 

a. Does not meet the requirements of the MU District, which requires that a variety of lot sizes 
and widths be provided for residential lots within blocks, and neighborhoods.  The 
illustration shows very little variety within blocks and block faces, as required.  Plan needs 
to be amended to mix lot types in order to comply with MU regulations and intent. 

b. What is the meaning of “Gallery Frontage”?  Is there a requirement related to this? 
c. What are the small purpose dots/squares all over the place colored as Civic Lots?  These are 

too small to be lots or to meet the requirements for Civic Space. 
d. What is the rationale behind the “required two story accessory”?   Where is that requirement 

actually imposed in the standards?  
 

9. Architectural Standards/Using this Book: 
a. p.17 indicates exceptions to architectural massing can be approved by County (should be 

town architect? 
b. p. 18 height limitations listed not consistent w/Zoning Ordinance on how height is measured 

(does include portions of roof).  Also does not reflect MU district limitation of 3.5 
stories/40’ height for residential uses.   Also, is nothing here or elsewhere in document that 
will require or ensure a variety of heights within development, including within blocks. 

c. Additional standards need to be added to address key locations, i.e. the two prominent sites 
on Route 17 and building that will be located at the convergence of Main Street and 
Connector Road. 

 
10. Detailed Standards for Unit Types do not entirely comply with MU provisions and no waivers 

or justification provided.  Also, some requirements are unclear.   More specifically: 
a. Setbacks of 20-30 feet exceed maximum allowed (4-909.4.B). 
b. No info on lot sizes, lot widths or lot depths  is provided as required by MU District (4-

909.1,2,3).   
c. No mechanism to assure required variety within blocks and block faces (4-909.6). 
d. Suggest an increase in type size of setback info; difficult to read (COD p. 19). 
e. Allows 100% coverage in buildable area of all many unit types? (Small lots? Multi-

family)  Is this intended, as it is not illustrated as an option.  If allowed, is it unlimited; 
how many lots can take this approach? 

f. States that no single building façade may be wider than 64’ unless by “special 
exception” by Community Architect.  (COD p. 34)  
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g Special Exception language has particular meaning in County, use other language, 
(waiver).  Also, needs standards associated w/this (mass must be broken down, only for 
the two 50,000K buildings requested?  Only if multiple storefronts along street?  If not, 
only for a certain number of buildings or buildings at a certain location?)    

h. Page 34 Live Work implies 1st floor devoted to commercial use (except possible 
residential entrance).  What is being shown for commercial on 1st floor is not, in staff’s 
estimation, live work.   Small amount of commercial space illustrated seems less than 
viable for true commercial uses. 

i. Page 34  States that upper stories may encroach over sidewalks; is this allowed by 
VDOT, as sidewalks are in public ROW?  Also, seems inappropriate unless sidewalks 
are extra broad.    

j. Page 34  States that building heights from 1 to 4 stories; violates MU provisions (4-910); 
1 story buildings not allowed unless expressly authorized by BOS; no such request has 
been made or justified.  All buildings could be 1 story?  Also, how does code guarantee 
the variety of heights required by the MU District (within District as well as within 
blocks). 

k. Page 42 Security doors and window grills must be approved.  (By whom, under what 
standards?) 

l. Page 42 “These regulations will be updated periodically, and all subsequent changes will 
apply to all buildings which have yet to complete schematic design.  Seems to suggest 
Architect/Developer can update the guidelines at will.  No, requires amendment to 
rezoning/BOS approval. 

m. Page 43 Community Architect review.  As presented, the Community Architect review 
and review by “White Marsh” appear to be considered one and the same under the 
process outlined, with White March having approval authority, enforcement authority, 
authority to set fees and change the process and authority to change the guidelines.  The 
Community Architect needs to be an entity responsible to Fauquier County, not the 
developer, although it is anticipated that the developer will be required to fund the 
position.   This entire section and its rules need to be reworked to reflect this fact.  Also, 
the procedures need to be clearly presented in the context of required County approvals 
(subdivisions, site plans, zoning permits, building permits); as presented, there seems to 
be suggestion of review replacing these requirements (i.e. discussion of soils review, 
etc.) 

n.  The minimum floor-to-ceiling heights and variety requirements of Section 4-911 do not 
appear to be addressed by the COD. 

 
11. COD Provides a good start on signage regulations, but as these completely replace the signage 

requirements of Article 8 of the Zoning Ordinance, what is provided is not nearly 
comprehensive enough.  More details needed to address freestanding signs for the development 
(Absolute prohibition?  Entrance Signs?  What about in Park?  Or at Farm?  What about civic 
uses in the residential district (not addressed)?  3’ height sign ban seems excessively large for 
many of the small scale buildings; is it allowed on all facades or only front façade?  Does it need 
to be located above the 1st floor, or can it be elsewhere on the building?  Window signs?   
Temporary Signs.  “Blade Signs”  ZO uses term “Projecting Signs”   8 foot clearance over 
sidewalk may be insufficient; need to discuss.  Also need to discuss ability to project into the 
ROW.  3D Alternative signage can be approved by Community Architect.  Too Broad; allows 
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anything without any standards.  Staff would suggest that the applicant elect for separate sign 
program approval in the future, as allowed by Section 4-917 of the MU District. 

 
12. Street regulating Plan and Street Sections. 

a. Staff finds the graphic on p. 49 difficult to read.  The legend is too small to read and the 
coloring of the streets is difficult to discern for some categories.  The notations along the 
street segments are also unreadable.  The dimensions for the street sections are unreadable. 
Please fix.    

b. Minimum sidewalk requirement of 5’ (4-912.2.A)  is not met, nor is requirement for 
sidewalks on both sides of all streets.  Note, St-45-33 is particularly troubling; located right 
off the key pedestrian street (where other commercial uses are anticipated, these sidewalks 
are 4-6’ wide (can’t read), including tree wells.  Sidewalk needs to be 5’ plus area for tree 
well.    

c. Minimum 10’ must be met on all key Pedestrian Streets.    
d. Staff does not believe the sections proposed for 45-20 or 52-18  meet the requirement or 

intent of 4-913 where parking is only provided intermittently in the planting strip.  This 
entirely neighborhood is left with almost no on-street parking.  Note, staff also has technical 
concerns about this street design (comments provided elsewhere).   Nor does St-32-16 meet 
the parking or sidewalk requirement (note, should be trail along this section). 

e. Appears that 4-914.3.A is not met (requirement for street trees along all existing and 
proposed streets). 

f. Are 4-914.3.B, C or D C addressed?  Couldn’t find in COD. 
 

13. It does not appear that any of the requirements in Section 4-914.4 or 5 are addressed by the 
COD. 

 
14. Staff recommends that the parking analysis provided should be moved to the statement of 

justification, with only the parking rules included in the COD (in order to maintain the clarity of 
the COD).   Also, it is almost impossible to read the parking plan exhibit because of a 
combination of the tiny type size and the red on blue type.    Staff has been unable to fully 
evaluate the parking because the analysis provided does not appear to be correct.   By our 
estimate, 1,497 spaces are required by the Ordinance, taking into consideration the 20% 
reduction allowed for commercial uses pursuant to Section 4-915.1.  In summary, parking 
appears to be grossly inadequate, with only 425 off-street parking spaces provided to support 
278,000 square feet of commercial and 137 live/work and multi-family units and various civic 
uses.    Even assuming the Smart Code requirements of 2-3 spaces per 1000 sf rather than the 
County’s requirements of 4-6 spaces per 1000 sf, the parking requirement for  the Core area is 
closer to 1000 spaces; even with on-street parking, this requirement is not close to being met.   
Specific technical and other issues identified include: 
a. Wrong requirement used for live/work.  (2 spaces per unit, with no additional required for 

commercial component).  However, would note that the note regarding L/W on the parking 
page is inconsistent with the County’s vision of Live/Work.  Live/work is not a home office 
w/no employees or no visitors.  If this is all that is being proposed, these are not live/work 
units; they are residential townhouse units with typical home occupations as allowed in all 
residential units. 

b. The estimate for active commercial is not consistent with the County’s parking 
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requirements.  Staff calculates a requirement of 932 spaces, after the 20% reduction. 
c. No parking calculation for a significant portion of the 45,000 sq. ft. of civic space.  Church 

calculation seems very off.  An 8000 sf church is likely 200-300 seats.  
d. The 20% reduction provided by the MU district is intended to provide a shared parking/ 

pedestrian orientation reduction.  Therefore, taking the “Smart Code” deduction on top is 
probably somewhat repetitive.   Also, the box labeled smart-code refers to “off-site” 
requirement.  Is this in addition to an on-site requirement?  Unclear. 

e. Please distinguish between “on-lot” and “on-street” parking by tabulating separately.  The 
table is very confusing.   Also, please tabulate on-street for residential area separately from 
core area; it appears that residential on-street spaces are being counted toward the core 
commercial requirement.  It also appears there is a discrepancy between p. 59 and p. 60.  P. 
59 shows 55 off-lot/on-street parking spaces in MU-Residential; p.60 indicates132 spaces. 

f.  Virtually no visitor parking is provided for most of the residential area, on-street parking that 
is provided is not available to all reasonably. 

g. Need to address loading conceptually.  In the tight core environment, how will loading be 
handled off-street? 

h. Are accessory units planned? There was no separate parking requirement for such units 
because on street parking was to be provided on every street, providing sufficient space for 
such units.  But with lack of on-street parking, this assumption may not be correct. 

 
This table illustrates some of staff’s assessment.   
 

PARKING 
REQUIRE-
MENTS 

 # of Units 
or 

Total 
Square Feet 

County 
Requirement  

County 
Requirement 

- 
20% 
(non-

residential  
only) 

Smart Code 
Requirement. 
per applicant 

(non-
residential 

only) 

Active Commercial 160,000 800* 640 480 
Other Commercial 65,000 228** 183 195 
L/W 27 54 54 54 
Hotel 40,000 40 36 40 
Multifamily 110 165 165 110 
Civic 22,500 79** 71 68 

MU-Core 

SubTotal Core  1,339 1,122 947 
Single Family 146 292 292 292 
Townhouse 27 54 54 54 
Active Commercial 5,000 20 16 15 
Other Commercial 5,000 20 16 15 
Civic 23,000 81** 72 69 

MU-
Residential 

SubTotal Residential  467 450 445 
TOTAL REQUIREMENT  1,806 1,572 1,392 

*Assumes 4-6 spaces/1,000 (average 5) 
**Assumes 3-4 spaces/1000 (average 3.5) 

 



19 
 

 
 MU-Core 
In Garages 54 
In Lots 425 

PARKING 
PROVIDED 

On-Street 243? 
TOTAL PROVIDED 668 
TOTAL REQUIRED (Smart Code) 947 
ESTIMATED DEFICIENCY 279 
Visual estimate by staff based on graphic on p. 60 
of COD.  Staff estimates about half of the on-
street parking is within the MU-Core and half 
within the MU-Residential 

 
15. Lighting text on pg. 45 of the COD does not meet requirement of Section 4-916 of the MU 

District.  
 

16. The phasing plan, comprised of a single map, is inadequate.  Need to address and make 
commitments regarding phasing of open spaces, civic uses, transportation improvements, 
residential vs. commercial development, etc., all in the context of phasing. 

 
Environmental (Dated July 14, 2009) 
 
Code Compliance: 

1. Applicant shall prevent unnecessary loss or degradation of natural resources, including 
prime agricultural and forestal lands, floodplains and seasonally wet soils (Zoning 
Ordinance 2-406).  Prime cropland includes soil map units 14B, 71B and 75B.  Floodplains 
include soil map 5A.  Seasonally wet soils include soil map units 5A, 14B, 74B, 78A, 79A, 
178A, 178B and 475B.  

 
2. Applicant shall minimize alteration of the natural features of the site (Bealeton Service 

District Plan page 5).  Two stream channels in the residential section should be protected 
from development. 

 
Findings: 

1. A Type 1 soil report has been completed for 6990-10-5075, 6899-29-1470 and 6990-20-
9359.  Based on that report and the Fauquier County Soil Survey for parcels 6899-19-660 
and old 6899-19-5387, 20% of the site is rated very poor for general development using 
central sewer and water; 14% is rated poor; 28% is rated fair and 37% is rated good.  36% of 
the site is mapped as soils rated as Prime Cropland. 

 
2. The site limitations include shallow to bedrock, high seasonal water table, and high shrink-

swell potential.  
 

3. Applicant should not place houses in drainageways. 
 

4. The County recommends that no below grade basements be constructed on soils with high 
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water table due to wetness unless the foundation drainage system of the structure is designed 
by a Virginia Licensed Professional Engineer to assure a dry basement and preclude wet 
yards and recirculation of pumped or collected water.  All exterior foundation drainage 
systems shall be designed to gravity daylight without assistance from mechanical means 
unless, in the opinion of the County Engineer, the topography of the lot in relation to the 
overlot-grading plan precludes grading the site to drain the basement to daylight.  All 
discharged water (mechanical or gravity) must be conveyed to the subdivision stormwater 
collection system and discharged though the stormwater management facilities.  Drainage 
easements, where necessary, shall be placed on the final plat.  A note shall be placed on the 
final plat stating that “Basements are not recommended in mapping units 5A, 14B, 74B, 
78A, 79A, 178A, 178B and 475B.  Basements in these mapping units are subject to flooding 
due to high seasonal water tables.  Sump systems may run continuously, leading to possible 
premature pump failure.” 

 
5. The stormwater management facilities on plan sheet 5 do not match the stormwater 

management in the Code of Development (pages 5 and 49).  Given the proximity to the 
FEMA floodplain boundary, it appears that grading for Pond 1 will cross the floodplain 
boundary.  If so, then an SE is required for work in the floodplain. 

 
6. Applicant should identify squares in open space on east side of creek. 

 
7. Due to soils present, underground stormwater management facilities should not be designed 

for infiltration and should be designed to accommodate a high seasonal water table. 
 
Future Actions: 
 

1. A preliminary soil report will have to be prepared for parcels 6899-19-5387 (old PIN) and 
6699-19-6609 if a preliminary plat, major site plan or infrastructure plan is to be submitted 
at a later date. 

 
2. Due to the presence of soil map units with a shrink - swell potential greater than moderate, a 

geotechnical investigation shall be performed prior to submission of construction plans. 
 

3. Due to presence of soil map units with hydric soils and/or hydric inclusions, a jurisdictional 
determination shall be required if a preliminary plat, major site plan or infrastructure plan is 
to be submitted at a later date.  Any impacts to wetlands will require a permit from USCOE. 

 
Engineering (Dated June 22, 2009) 
 

·  No engineering review was done for this rezoning application as per the revised Fauquier 
County Design Standards Manual adopted on June 11, 2009.  It is requested that 
rezoning applications be limited to an environmental review done by others at this time. 

 
Previous Comments dated November 25, 2008: 
 

1. The proposed area designated for the wet pond may not be adequate considering other State 
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and local requirements that must be addressed on the final site/construction plan.  This 
includes but not limited to the following additional design criteria: 
 

a. A sediment forebay is required at each discharge point into the pond. 
 

b. A minimum 20 ft. wide vegetated buffer shall be maintained beside the basin at a slope 
no greater than 5%. 

 
c. An access road shall be provided to allow vehicular access to both the outlet structure 

area and at least one side of the basin. 
 

d. A separate emergency spillway is to be provided to pass the 100-year storm event.  The 
embankment must provide 1 foot of freeboard from the maximum 100-year water 
surface elevation. 

 
e. The distance between inlet and release structures shall be maximized to the greatest 

extent possible to avoid short-circuiting of the incoming flow. 
 

f. The pond embankment toe and abutment contacts shall be located at least 25 feet from 
property lines for maintenance purposes. 

 
g. Utility lines and the associated easements cannot be located along the dam 

embankment. 
 

The applicant may want to conduct a floodplain study to determine actual limits and revise 
the effective FEMA floodplain modeled with approximate methodology.  
 

2. Preserve natural channels to the maximum extent practical.  The 3 proposed road crossings 
of the intermittent stream should be limited to just Colonial Parkway. 

 
3. Provide a copy of the Jurisdictional Determination from USACE for all parcels shown on 

this application and clearly identify the wetlands on the plans. 
 

4. It does not appear that the proposed StormFilters meet the manufacturer’s design criteria and 
will be feasible based on the impervious area to be treated.  Provide supporting calculations 
to verify the proposed number of cartridges and tank size shown on the plans.  Please be 
advised that all designs shall be reviewed by the manufacturer to insure that the system is 
correctly designed and sized prior to approval of the final site/construction plan in 
accordance with the Virginia Stormwater Management Handbook. 

 
Recommendations 

 
 Resolution of the abovementioned findings could impact the layout of the concept plan and 

should be addressed prior to approval.  It is also recommended that the issue below be 
incorporated in the applicant’s proffer statement and represented on the accompanying 
zoning plat for the proposed residential development. 
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1. The County recommends that no below grade basements be constructed on soils with 

high water table due to wetness unless the foundation drainage system of the structure is 
designed by a Virginia Licensed Professional Engineer to assure a dry basement and 
preclude wet yards and recirculation of pumped or collected water.  All exterior 
foundation drainage systems shall be designed to gravity daylight without assistance 
from mechanical means unless, in the opinion of the County Engineer, the topography of 
the lot in relation to the overlot-grading plan precludes grading the site to drain the 
basement to daylight.  All discharged water (mechanical or gravity) must be conveyed to 
the subdivision stormwater collection system.  Drainage easements, where necessary, 
shall be placed on the final plat.  A note shall be placed on the final plat stating that 
“Basements are not recommended in mapping units 14B, 74B, 178B, and 475B.  
Basements in these mapping units are subject to flooding due to high seasonal water 
tables.  Sump systems may run continuously, leading to possible premature pump 
failure.” 

 
Future Actions (Significant issues that shall be addressed on the final site/construction plan) 

 
1. The “C”, CN, Tc and other pre-condition assumptions will be evaluated with the final 

construction plans based on values from the Fauquier County Design Standards Manual. 
All on-site channels must be verified to be adequate in accordance with the Virginia 
Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook Minimum Standard #19 for the total drainage 
area to the point of analysis within the channel in addition to reducing post-development 
peak discharge to predevelopment based on the overall project area. The existing storm 
drain system at Liberty High School shall be verified as adequate to collect runoff from 
the western portion of the subject site. (FCDSM 201.8 #1.A.4 & A204.1 #1) 
 

2. BMP qualifying open space is to be limited to jurisdictional wetland and floodplain areas 
that do not have overlying encumbrances such as easements and trails. Areas within 
private lots do not qualify. (FCDSM A204.2.2) 

 
3. In areas of streambeds subject to inundation with 100 acres or more of watershed, the 

100-year flood water surface elevations shall be computed.  Drainage easements must be 
designated on site to preserve the inundation zone.  Calculations shall be based on land 
use as outlined in the Comprehensive Plan. (FCDSM 201.8 #1.A.3) 

 
4. Every stormwater treatment practice shall consider acceptable forms of water quality 

pretreatment. (FCDSM A204.1 #4) 
 

5. Evidence of approval of all applicable environmental permits for the project shall be 
provided prior to approval of the final site/construction plan. (FCDSM 201.8 #4) 

 
Parks and Recreation (Dated July 23, 2009) 
 
·  Park land dedication – using state standards of 10 acres of local parkland per 1,000 population, 

and a projection of 312 units X 2.89 persons per unit, this equates to a need of approximately 
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9.01 acres of parkland.   
·  Recreational facilities – using county standards the need for facilities is specifically defined for 

each facility on the attached spreadsheet.  
·  Location of facilities – the department would like to see what recreation facilities are located in 

the parks and would also like to see that the internal trail system is part of the Bealeton loop, 
which will connect residents with adjacent schools and on-site amenities and services. 

·  Facility quality – the department would strongly urge that any facilities constructed conform to 
any existing departmental design standards in order to assure their long-term usefulness.  

·  Future viability – the department requests an opportunity to review and comment on the 
covenants of the homeowners association to provide for continued maintenance of the 
recreational facilities, limited usage by the department, etc. HOA requirements should not apply 
to the department. 

·  The department would also like to recommend that issues related to ownership, construction, 
maintenance, etc. for any recreational facilities and related open space be resolved prior to plat 
approval. 

·  Recreation facilities should be constructed as part of the development site work, not during 
construction of the actual residences. 

·  Proffer Cost- The County’s cost of $2,260 per dwelling to offset cost associated with new 
recreational facility construction. If facilities are not provided as requested, a donation of 
$705,120 for land and recreation facility construction is requested.   

 
VDOT (Kim Yeatman)  
 
Conceptual Street Layout 
 

1. Provide dimensions between existing and proposed intersections on Route 17 to demonstrate 
compliance with Road Design Manual Access Management Standards Appendix F. 

2. Separation between intersections does not appear to be in conformance with the standards, 
and will require a waiver to be submitted and approved prior to the approval of the rezoning. 

3. Provide some type of street identification on the plan to use for reference. 
4. All streets that are proposed to be accepted into Secondary System of State Highways will 

need to be designed in accordance with the 2009 Secondary Street Acceptance 
Requirements. 

5. Corner clearance (distance from the major road to the first intersection) for all minor streets 
from Route 17 needs to be in accordance with Access Management Standards pages 71 – 72, 
and is based on sight distance and queue length.  At a minimum the corner clearance needs 
to be 225’, and none of the streets appear to meet.  The queue length needs to be provided 
for each intersection in order to determine the distance from Route 17 to the first street 
intersection. 

6. Any street with over 4000 vehicle trips per day must be designed in accordance with the 
Road Design Manual Appendix A rather than Appendix B which is for subdivision and local 
streets. 

7. Provide one plan that shows which streets are public and which are private, and shows the 
street types rather than having the information shown on two different plans. 

8. Colonial Crossing Parkway needs to be extended as close to the property line as possible. 
9. The street shown as a “Y” does not appear to meet VDOT standards for maintenance, and 
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will need to be privately maintained. 
10. Several streets that are shown to be publicly maintained are ending at private streets which 

will not provide a turnaround for maintenance purposes.  Any link between intersections that 
is shown to end at a private road will need to be designated as privately maintained. 
(24VAC30-92-120 F) 

11. The service drive parallel to Route 17 that runs from Independence Avenue to the main road 
into the project is shown as one-way, but the traffic volumes on this section are shown to be 
6500.  Although this street is shown to be private, VDOT standards restrict one-way streets 
to 400 ADT.  This volume of traffic appears excessive for a one-way street. 

12. The conceptual street layout plan does not match the TIA for the access to Route 17.  An 
additional entrance has been shown on the conceptual street layout plan between 
Independence Avenue and the main entrance that is not shown on the TIA, and has not been 
evaluated for traffic. 

13. Each street segment appears to have a different typical section, and will create variable road 
widths and right-of-way widths along the entire length of a street.  Each street should only 
have one typical section. 

14. Proposed entrance at the intersection of Independence Avenue and Route 17 is too close to 
the intersection of Route 17, and was previously discussed to be removed. 

15. The road connection from Old Marsh Road to the subdivision should be constructed to allow 
the intersection of Old Marsh Road and Colonial Crossing Parkway to be removed since it 
does not meet the intersection separation from Route 17. 

16. Traffic counts at the main entrance do not appear to be added up correctly to show the total 
traffic at this intersection. 

17. The triangular configuration of the intersection of Colonial Crossing Parkway and what has 
been referred to as “Main Street” needs to be reconfigured in order to be in conformance 
with our standards.  A roundabout may be an option at this intersection. 

18. Clarification is needed on what is ultimately intended for the intersection of Independence 
Avenue and Route 17.  This intersection may need to be right-in/right-out in order to meet 
Access Management standards. 

19. Provide clarification on the status of the School Board’s agreement to allow through traffic 
from the proposed site to Independence Avenue.  The plan appears to be indicating 7700 
vehicle trips per day from White Marsh through Independence Avenue. 

20. All of the street separation for the internal streets needs to be reviewed to verify they are in 
accordance with our standards. 

21. The County’s Comprehensive Plan, Freedom Place rezoning, and the previous Colonial 
Crossing rezoning all showed Colonial Crossing Parkway (East/West Connector) as being a 
four-lane divided roadway with a 110’ right-of-way.  The road shown in the same location 
on this plan is significantly different, and does not appear to serve the same function.  
Further clarification is needed on the status of this roadway.  Based on just the traffic 
generation information for this project of almost 16,000 vehicle trips per day at one 
entrance, it appears that the road is needed to split up the traffic. 

22. The acceptance of Independence Avenue into the state system for maintenance as a school 
road will restrict the connection of the streets within White Marsh subdivision to 
Independence Avenue. 
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Code of Development 
 

1. Street sections are shown at too small of a scale to read all of the dimensions; therefore, we 
are not able to provide a complete review. 

2. Pervious pavers are being shown for the parking lane and sidewalks.  The parking lanes 
along state maintained roads need to constructed with asphalt.  In order for the pervious 
pavers to be used for sidewalks, the County will need to provide an agreement for 
maintenance. 

3. All street trees within the VDOT right-of-way will need to be in accordance with our 
standards. 

4. Typical sections need to be designed in accordance with the 2009 Subdivision Street 
Acceptance Manual and the Road Design Manual Appendix B-1, and need to include the 
following: 

a. Street widths need to be determined based on the ADT and the parking for each 
street, but they do not appear to meet the standards. 

b. Provide 3’ from the back of curb to the sidewalk if there are no street trees, and 6’ if 
street trees are used. 

c. Right-of-way needs to be a minimum of 1’ from the last object maintained by 
VDOT, and needs to be a minimum of 30’. 

d. It is unclear what is intended for the swale for the curb, but all VDOT maintained 
streets need to be constructed in accordance with the Road Design Manual and the 
Road and Bridge Standards. 

e. Parking pads need to be asphalt rather than gravel. 
f. Additional comments may be provided when we receive a typical section at a scale 

larger enough to read all of the dimensions. 
 
Traffic Impact Analysis 
 

5. Provide VDOT sign off page for scoping document. 
6. Figure 11 does not appear to show total traffic volume at Colonial Crossing Parkway and 

Route 17.  Old Marsh Road traffic needs to be added to the total. 
7. Figure 11 on page 22 of the TIA is showing full access to the main entrance at Route 17 with 

12,624 ADT on weekdays and 15901 on weekends, but the conceptual street layout shows a 
right-in/right-out entrance.  It appears that traffic needs to be redistributed. 

8. A minimum of 1320’ is needed between unsignalized intersections for a 45 mph design 
speed. 

9. Suggested Improvements have been shown for the intersection of Routes 17 and 28, but the 
plan does not indicate who will do these improvements. 

10. TIA indicates that the intersection of Route 17 and Independence Avenue is to remain as a 
partial access, but other studies and proffers have indicated the need to signalize this 
intersection. 

11. Page 23 shows the intersection of Colonial Crossing Parkway and Route 17 being right-
in/right-out only, but this is already a full-access intersection.  The scoping for the TIA did 
not include an analysis of this intersection being converted to a right-in/right-out. 

12. Any revisions to the TIA will need to include a CD with the electronic file for update to our 
database.  Please provide the synchro files in a separate file from the report. 
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Erosion & Sediment Dated March 14, 2008 
 
An erosion and sediment control plan must be developed and submitted for approval as this plan is 
further developed.  The E&S plan must address the revised plan review checklist which may be 
found on the Fauquier County or John Marshall website.   
 
Please be sure to address the following site conditions:  

·  Wetlands and a stream / waterway are located on these parcels.  
·  Please coordinate with state and federal agencies for applicable water quality permits.  
·  Please be aware that MS-19 applies throughout project construction.  All areas of 

concentrated flow release during construction (including Phase 1) must meet the 
requirements of MS-19.  

 
Water and Sanitation Authority (WSA)  
 
Comments not received 
 
Emergency Services (J. D. Mitchell), Dated June 22, 2009 
 
This office does not oppose the rezoning request. 
 
No exceptions noted at this time. 
 
Detailed plans will be required in order to determine fire department apparatus access, fire lane and 
fire protection water supply requirements. 
 
School Administration (Dated July 8, 2009) 
 
Our previous comments of May 1, 2007 on this project remain the same.  These comments 
incorporate a change in the number of dwellings.  Based on the proposed development, the parcel 
will be divided into 156 single family cottage lots, 34 townhouses and 192 apartments, which are 
anticipated to generate additional students attending Fauquier County Public Schools.    
 
The capital cost (note 1) to the school division for each single family detached dwelling is $21,424; 
$13,390 for each single family detached dwelling; and $5,951 for each apartment.  In addition, the 
school division incurs an annual per pupil operating cost (note 2).  Total estimated costs to the 
school division resulting from this development are shown in the table below: 
 

CAPITAL COSTS FROM DEVELOPMENT  
    
 Dwelling Type Number Per Unit Cost 1 Total Cost 
 Single family detached 

Single family attached 
Apartments 

146 
27 
137 

$21,424 
$13,390 
$  5,951 

$ 3,127,904 
361,530 
815,287 

Total Capital Costs   $4,304,721 
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ANNUAL OPERATING COSTS FROM DEVELOPMENT  
  
 Elementary school students 75 
 Middle school students 32 
 High school students 38 
 Total students from development 145 
 Cost per student 2 $11,359 
Total Annual Operating Costs $1,647,055 

 
Transportation: 
 
Please note that transportation issues remain a concern and should be addressed during the planning 
process.  These safety concerns include the following: 
 

·  A traffic signal at the intersection of Route 17 and Independence Avenue is needed. 
·  The development will likely encourage pedestrian traffic across Independence Avenue, 

which is heavily travelled by buses and cars. 
 
MCV Associates (Dated July 29, 2009) 
 
General: 
 
The proposed development is projected to generate over 21,600 “new” vehicle trips on Saturday and 
over 17,600 “new” vehicle trips on a weekday.  The peak one hour “new” vehicle trips on a 
Saturday and a weekday are 1,890 and 1,645, respectively.  These vehicle trips increase the 
weekday daily traffic on US 17 from 24,000 vehicles (in the background conditions) to 
approximately 31,000 vehicles (an increase of 30 percent).  Similarly, Route 28 traffic increases 
from approximately 17,000 vehicles to over 22,000 vehicles (an increase of 30 percent).  This is a 
very significant impact on the existing roadways, particularly US 17 and Route 28.  Can the existing 
number of through lanes carry this much traffic, particularly on the two-lane Route 28?  The traffic 
report and the Applicant have not proffered roadway improvements to mitigate these significant 
impacts.  The traffic study suggests improvements that can be implemented to mitigate these 
impacts, however, the report also states that, “Funding for the aforementioned improvements has yet 
to be determined.”   
 
The report emphasizes “suggested improvements” to achieve LOS D at build-out, but does not state 
the improvements that the Applicant would make.  The suggested improvements outlined in the 
report are as follows: 
 

·  Route 17 & 28 – An eastbound left-turn lane, a westbound left-turn lane and through lane, a 
northbound left-turn lane and through lane and a southbound through lane would be 
required. 

·  Route 17 & Site Driveway – This is a new intersection.  Traffic signalization along with 
separate left-turn and right-turn lanes along Route 17 will be required. 

 
The report should look at improvements that are either committed or funded by others in 
background conditions and improvements proffered by the Applicant in total conditions with site 
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developed.  The Site Driveway is projected to carry almost 16,000 vehicles and the two-lane 
Independence Avenue to Route 28 is projected to carry almost 8,000 site generated traffic (over 
9,000 with background traffic).  These roadways have to be sized accordingly, including adequate 
storage on turn lanes.   
 
Site Trip Generation: 
 
As determined at the scoping meeting, the trip generation analysis has used a 10% internal capture 
for mixed-uses and a 40% pass-by capture for fast food restaurant uses.  These trip adjustment 
factors were discussed at the scoping meeting and VDOT noted a reduction was allowed per 
Chapter 527. 
 
Levels of Service: 
 

1. The levels of service analysis at the intersection of Route 28 and US 17 shows a LOS E/F/E 
for AM/PM/Saturday in the background conditions with no committed improvements.  The 
addition of the site traffic (with no improvements) results in LOS E/F/F.  As noted above, no 
improvements are recommended to be made by the Applicant.  The TIA should recommend 
improvements to make the LOS (delay) no worse than the background conditions 

2. Based on the vehicle trip generation of White Marsh, the trip assignments and the LOS 
computations, US 28 may have to be a four lane roadway.  The HCS two-lane roadway 
analysis needs to be done to verify roadway capacity and demand. 

3. Table 5 shows the back of Queue results at all approaches, particularly left turn lanes and 
right turn lanes.  Comparison with the existing turn lane storage lengths show a significant 
shortfall at several locations.  How is the Applicant addressing this shortfall?  

4. A traffic signal and associated improvements are proposed on Route 17 at the Site 
Driveway.  Who is responsible for implementing these improvements? 

 
Summary and Recommendation:  
 
In summary, this application still requires a great deal of refinement. The applicant realizes the 
application is not ready for action; however, the applicant is seeking input from the Planning 
Commission on key issues.  The Planning Commission should provide views on the following 
topics so the applicant and his team has direction on how to proceed as they work toward 
resubmittal of the project: 
 

·  Density; 
·  Mix of Residential Uses; 
·  Special Exception/Special Permit proposals; 
·  Open Space; 
·  Collector Road; 
·  Hard Edge; 
·  Architectural Review. 
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Requested Action of the Planning Commission:   
 
Conduct a public hearing.  

Identify any other Departments, Organizations or Individuals that would be affected by this 
request: 
 

Department of Community Development 
Fauquier County Water and Sanitation Authority 
Department of Emergency Services 
Fauquier County Public Schools 
Citizens of Bealeton 

 
Attachments: 
 

1. Statement of Justification Dated June 30, 2009 
2. Rezoning Plan prepared by Carson, Ashley & Associates, Dated June 30, 2009 
3. Code of Development Dated June 30, 2009 
4. TIA Excerpt Dated June 25, 2009 
5. TIA Addendum Dated July 7, 2009 
6. Landscape Map 
7. Neighborhood Plan 
8. Special Exception/Special Permit Exhibit 
9. Street Regulating Plan 
10. Exhibit Showing Private and Public Streets 
11. District Exhibit Dated July 9, 2009 
12. Letters From the Public 

 
 
 

 


