COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

COUNTY OF FAIRFAX

4100 CHAIN BRIDGE ROAD
FAIRFAX, VIRGINIA 22030

Januaty 19, 1982
STAFF REPORT

APPLICATION NUMBER RZ 81-P-116

PROVIDENCE DISTRICT

Applicant: Board of Supervisors

" Present Zoning: R-1 Requested Zoning: R-8
Proposed Use: Single Family Attached Acreage: 1.659
' Residential

Subject Parcels: 48-1((1)) 98'

Application Filéd: January 30, 1981

Planning Commission Public Hearing : JanugEX‘ZS, 1982
Board of Supervisors Public Hearing : February 8, 1982

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends that the proposed R-8
District not be approved. Staff further recommends that without
adequate noise attenuation no increase in density be approved for
the subject property.

It should be noted that it is not the
intent of the staff to recommend that the Board, in adopting any
conditions proffered by the owner, relieve the applicant/owner
from compliance with the provisions of any applicable ordinances,
regulations, or adopted standards.



REZONING APPLICATION

Number: 81-P-116
Acreage: 1.659
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RZ 81-P-116

A GLOSSARY OF TERMS FREQUENTLY
USED IN STAFF REPORTS WILL BE
FOUND AT THE BACK OF THIS REPORT

DESCRIPTION OF THE APPLICATION

On November 16, 1981, the Board of Supervisors authorized
advertisement of a public hearing on the Board's Own Motion to
consider rezoning of the subject property from the R-1 District to
the R-8 District. This action arose out of discussion with the
owners of the property, the objective of which was to arrive at an
acceptable pre-trial settlement of a pending court case filed by the
owners against the Board of Supervisors. The suit was initiated
because the Board denied the owners Rezoning Application 78-P-124
and accompanying Special Exception 035-P-79 on September 17, 1979.

The owners have submitted a revised Development Plan (GP) which
depicts & twelve unit townhouse communicy; a reduction of one-unit
from the earlier development plan. This GP has been proffered along
with commitments addressing most other development issues (Appendix
2).

LCCATICN AND CHARACTER QF THE AREA

The property in this application is adjacent to Sutton Road,
directly across from Oakton High School. The right-of-way for
Interstate Highway Route $#66 abuts the property to the South. The
location of the future Metro Station 1s planned approximately
one-half mile to the east. Properties to the immediate north and
east have been rezoned to and are developing at the R-8 Districct.

A single family detached dwelling is currently situated on the

property. The proffered development plan proposes to retain this
structure in its eXxisting use.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN RECOMMENDATION

The subject property i1s located in the Vienna Metro Station
Complex Area of the Vienna Planning District in Area II. ,0n pagde
224, under Specific Recommendations (Tract D), the Plan states the
following:

"(Tract D) Residential: 5-8 units per acre with noise buffering
from I-66."

The adopted Ared& IT Plan map indicates the subject property as
planned for residential-use at 5-8 units per acre.
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PUBLIC FACILITIES ANALYSIS

Information regarding sanitary sewer, water service, Fire and
Rescue services, and Park Authority are located in Appendices 3
through 6, respectively. The Water Authority has determined that to
have adequate water service, an offsite water main extension will be
required,

TRANSPORTATIQON ANALYSIS

Three transportation issues (road improvements, sight distance,
and parcel consoljdation) developed from the analysis of this
application. It was determined that, to offset probable safety
impacts assoclated with vehicles turning at the site entrance, road
improvements should be constructed along the site's frontage. Road
improvements would be particularly appropriate here to ensure smooth
traffic flow along this access to the proposed Vienna Metro
Station. Final determinacion of sight distance adequacy will be
completed by DEM at the Site Plan review stage.

Consolidation (access) to adjacent parcels is normally desirable
when such parcels are also zoned and developing at a compatible
use. However, in that construction on adjacent Parcel 102 has
already commenced (by another property owner), redesign of Parcels
98 and 102 to accomodate consolidated access is not feasible.
Additional transportation analysis is located in Appendix 7.

ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ANALYSIS

The Environmental Analysis, Appendix 8, determined that the
property is subject to very severe levels of highway noise from
I-66. Projected (1995) noise level estimates indicate that noise
levels are anticipated to be in excess of 75 4BA Ldn for that
portion of the site within 120 feet of the property line adjacent to
I-66,

EPA's Information on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to
Protect Public¢ Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety
states that:

(1) a 24-hour yearly average not in excess of 70 4B is requisite
to protect the public health and welfare with an adequate
margin of safety from a permanent hearing loss;

(2) ‘an 8-hour daily averadge not in excess of 75 4B is
requisite to protect the public health and welfare with an
adequate margin of safety from a permanent hearing loss.
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(It should be noted that other health and welfare impacts such as
sleep interference, stress responses such as blood pressure
elevation, and speech communication and activity interference occur
at much lower levels.)

In order to protect the residents from the negative health and
welfare impacts associated with highway noise, noise attenuation
measures to achieve a maximum interior noise level of 45 dRA Ldn
should be taken.

This interior noise level would protect the residents from sleep
interference and speech communication and activity disruptcion. 1In
addition, an exterior noise level for recreational areas should not
exceaed 65 dBA Ldn. This will promote a comfortable environment,
minimizing annoyance and activity interference. These levels are
based on the recommended levels cited in HUD's "Environmental
Criteria™ (24 CFR Part 51) and the Federal Interagency on Urban
Noise publication, "Guidelines for Considering Noise in Land Use
Planning and Concrol."

Additional noise, geology, topography, hydrology, and soils
analyses are included in the environmental AppendiX.

DEVELOPMENT PLAN ANALYSIS

The development plan proposes to construct twelve townhouse
units and to retain the existing single family dwelling on 1.659
acres of land. The resultant density would be 7.83 du/ac. Open
space for the proposed development (approximately 47%) 1is
concenctrated along the eastern/souctheastern end of the property.

Units 11 and 12 do not satisfy either the minimum rear yard or
the privacy yard requirements. BRoth of these requirements may be
waived by the Board in conjunction with the rezoning. In addition,
privacy fences are necessary for all the units.

Since September 1979, when the previous request to rezone this
property to R-8 was denied, two key factors have developed to
warranct staff reevaluation. First, the environmental staff has
further refined its noise forecasting model per standards utilized
by the Federal Highway Administration. From this refinement, staff
has determined that excessive noise levels (greater than 75dBA Ldn)
extend approximately 120 feet into the site from the property line
adjacent to the I-66 right-of-way. The remaining portions of the
property are within the 70-75 dBA Ldn'noise range., Staff believes
that residential units could be located within the 70-75 dBA Ldn
zone Without promoting adverse health impacts if, and only if,
appropriate acoustical treatment to such units is accomplished.
Farlier staff analysis, based on state-of-the-art methodology, had
projected noise levels in excess of 75 dBA Ldn impacting the éentire
Site,
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The second factor responsible for this reevaluation was an
agreement by the property owner to revise the development plan such
that all proposed townhouse units (except for the southeastern
corner of unit #12) would be located outside the severe (75 dBA Ldn)
noise impact zone. In conjunction with this sechack, the owner
agreed to acoustically treat the townhouses in a manner eXpected to
attain acceptable eXterior and interior noise levels for each,

A revised and proffered development plan has situated the
townhouses (except for the SE corner of #12) outside the severe
noise zone. Additional proffers (Appendix 2) address the exterior
and interior noise attenuation measures for the townhouses located
in the 70-75 dBA Ldn zone. Staff reviewed the exterior proffer -
"acousStic barriers" - and determined that it satisfies appropriate
noise criteria for resolving this problem. An evaluation of the
proffer for interior noise mitigation revealed that it lacked
sufficient commitment to adequately mitigate the projected noise
impacts on all townhouse units; including that portion of unit 12
which is located within the 75 dBA Ldn noise zone.

As discussed in the previous staff report (RZ 78-P-124), the
property is located almost entirely within the minimum 200 foot
setback as required pursuant to the provisions of Sect. 2-414 of the
zoning Ordinance. Without a satisfactory commitment to adequate
noise attenuation, as recommended in the Comprehensive Plan, staff
would not support a waiver of this requirement.

The major transportation issue, road improvements, has been
satisfied with an appropriate proffer. The other proffers are a
continuation of those submitced with the earlier rezoning
application.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION

Conclusion

The development plan proffered by the owner along with the other
proffers only partially satisfy the development issues pertinent to
this property. The proffer for interior noise mitigation has not
heen satisfactorily addressed by the owner at this time.

Recommendation

The staff recommends that the proposed R-8 bistrict not be
approved., Staff further recommends that without adequate noise
attenuation no increase in density bhe approved for the subject
property,
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It should be noted that it is not the intent of the staff to
recommend that the Board, in adopting any conditions proffered by
the owner, relieve the applicant/owner from compliance with the
provisions of any applicable ordinances, regulations, or adopted
standards.

Appendixes

Board Authorization
Draft Proffer Statement
Sanitary Sewer

Water Service

Fire and Rescue Services
Park Authority
Transporcatcion Analysis
Environmental Analysis
Glossary
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' ppendix 1
FAIRFAX COUNTY, VIRGINIA c£27178

MEMORANDUM
Director, Office of
TO: Comprehensive Planning Darx November 16, 1981
FROM: Sarah J. Cox égég}/’
Agsistant to the County Exe ive
FILE NOs R
suamens Public Hearing for Rezoning of T 48-1 ((1)) 98
(Providence District)
REFERENCE:

On November 16, 1981, the Board of Supervisors authorized
advertisement of public hearings to rezone the property
described as T™ 48-~1 ((l)) parcel 98 from R-1 to R-8
District, as recommended by the County Attorney in settle-

ment of litigation.

You will be informed by separate memo when this case has
been scheduled for public hearing.

SJC:vb

cc: County Attorney

cg: James C. Wyckoff, Jr.
cc: Catherine Denny, OCP
cc: Board Scheduling Folder



Appendix 2

PIOI'FERS

APPLICATION OI' TRIFAM SYSTEMS, INC,.
REZONING APPLICATION 81-P-116

Pursuant to Section 15.1-491{a) of the Code of Virginia
(1950, as amended) and Section 18-204 of the Zoning Ordinance of
Fairfax County (1978}, the applicant and owner do hereby proffer
the following conditions contingent upon a rezoning to R-8
district to allow twelve (12} townhouse units and one single
family dwelling:

1. The property will be developed for residential
townhouse use as shown on the submitted development plan entitled
"Development Plan, Trifam Systems, Inc.," prepared by Charles J.
Huntley Associates, Inc. and dated 9/4/81, hereinafter "the
Development Plan". No new units will be constructed on those
‘portions of the site which are within 120 feet of the property
line adjacent to the I[-66 right-of-way unless the ambient noise
level estimates are 75 dBA Ldn or less except for those poriions
of units 11 and 12 as shown on the Development Plan. The
existing structure that is within 120 feei of the said property
line shall recmain and shall be renovated as a part of the
development subject to these proffers.

2. To address for noise attenuation from Interstate
Route I-66 traffic the applicant shall:

{(a) Construct privacy fences to seven (7) feet
as shown on the Development Plan. Said fences shall be "acoustic
barriers" as defined by the Federal Highway Administration in

Noise Barrier Design Handbook (1976).




Proffers
Rezoning Application 81-~P-116
Page 2

(b} All units will be acoustically treated‘so as
to insure interior spaces that are within applicable countywide
noise standards. Such acoustical treatment shall include steel
insulated doors, double glazed windows, and insulation as
follows: ceilings, R-30; walls, R-13.

3. The density of this property shall not exceed
thirteen (13) units, which is a dehsity of 7.84 dwelling units
per acre. The location of dwelling units within the property
shall be generally as shown on the Development Plan, subject only
to engineering refinement for subdivision and sife plan sub-
missions.

4. On Sutton Road dedication will be provided for
right-of-way to 45 feet from center line and 80 feet from the
cpposite existing curb, with such to be aligned with the
right-of-way dedication to the north. Road widening shall be
constructed with face of curb set 35 feet from the-centér line,
such construction to align with road improvements to the north.

5. The owner will cooperate with the owner of that’
area known as "Runnymeade Drive," which is adjacent to the
northern edge of this property, for the vacation thereof.

6. Either no basements will be provided for these
units or a two-year express warranty of dry basements will be
provided upcn settlement.

7. The existing trees in the eastern section of the

parcel shall be preserved as indicated on the Development Plan,



Proffers
Rezoning Application 81-P-116
Page 3

subject only to the provision of sanitary sewer or other

utilities through that area.

TRIFAM SYSTEMS, INC.

January 19, 1982 By:

Gary Veaver
Owner/Applicant



45-1-001-98
1.659 Ac.~-R-8 : : Appendix 3

Date 12-20-81

TO: Staff Coordinator (Tel: 531-3387)
Plan Implementation Branch, OCP
5th Floor, Massey Building

FROM: Robert W. Morris Tel: 681-2131)

Systems Analysis Secxtion, Orfice of Waste Management,
Deparitment of Public Works

SUBJECT: Sanitary Sewer Analysis, Rezoning Application 81-P~116

The followlng information is submitted in response to your
request for a sanitary sewer analysis for subject rezoning applicatien:

1. The application property is located in the _accofink Crk, (M)
Warershed. It would be sewered into the Lower Potomac

Treatment Plant.

2. Based upon current flow and committed flow, there is excess capacity in .
th: Lower Potcmac Treatment Plant at this time. For purpeses of this
report, committed flow shall be deemed that for which fees have been
previously paid, building permits have been issued, or priority reser-
vations have been established by the Board of Supervisors. No commitment
can be made, however, as to the availability of treatment capacity for thes.
development of the subject property. Availability of treatment capacity
will depend upon the current rate of construction and the timing for the
development of this site.

3‘ m -

inch line located in - an easement and
approx. 40 feet from the propeérty is/fmxxmet adequate for the pro- ]

posed use.

4, The following table indicates the condition of all related
sewer facilities and the total effect of this application.

Existing Use Existing Use
Existing Use + Application + Application
Sewer Network + Application + Previous Rezonlings + Comp. Plan
Adeq. Inadeq. Adeg. Inadeq. Adegq. Inadeq.
Collector
Submain X X X
Main/Trunk ﬁ X e .
Interceptor |
Qutfall
5. Other pertinent information or comments: _g i L

the West Branch sanitary sewer pro-rata share shed. Additional unit charge
—Epplicableé Briofr Lo 1lssuance Of plumbilng permits. .




TO:

FRO@:

SUBJECT:

Appendix &

Date January 6, 1982

Staff Coordinator (Tel: 691~-3387)
Zoning Evaluation Branch
5th Floor, Massey Building

Chief, Planning and Engineering (Tel: 698-5600 )
Engineeraing and Construction Division
Fairfax County Water Authority

Water Service Analysis, Rezoning Application RL-81-P-116

The following information is submitted in response to your
request for a water service analysis for subject rezoning application:

..1;

The application property is located within the franchise area

of the Fairfax County Water Authority.

2,

Adequate water service is available at the site.

Yes ¥ No

Offsite water main extension is required to provide
x _Domestic Service x Fire Protection Service Not Applicable
The nearest adequate water main available to provide

x Domestic Seyrvice x Fire Protection Service

'is a 12 in¢éh main located 150 feet from.

the property. See enclosed property map.

Other pertinent information or comments:

-
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FROM:

SUBJECT:

Appendix 5

_January 11, 1982

i e
e AT
AN T s,
A )
Staff Coordinator (691-3387) PR
Zoning Evaluation Branch, OCP My -
5th floor, Massey Building ! — Al PR

spoies ap
wiliva W

JoAnn Knight, Supervisor (691- 4385)" conongseisIiE
Research and Planning Division '

Fire and Rescue Services

Fire and Rescue Services Preliminary Analysis,
Rezoning Application RZ-81-P-116

R-8

The following information is submitted in response to your request for a pre-
liminary Fire and Rescue Services analysis for the subject rezoning application:

1.

3.

The Fire and Rescue Servicesg' protection guidelines for this type of
development is that the development should be no farther than 2
miles from a properly manned fire station. The Insurance Services
Office mileage guideline for maximum insurance benefits for th1s pro-

perty ls 1.3 miles,
The application property is 2 miles from the Vienna
Fire Department, Company number 2 .

This fire department is equipped with the following apparatus:

2 piece engine company
Med -

This fire department is authorized 23 As of
the department was FXEEX 1 personnel in pro-

viding proper staffing of‘lts apparatus, or 1 paid firefighters
short /pgmex per shift.

After construction programmed for FY
by the Fire Department which will be
miles away. This distance is/is not adequate under the minimum mileage
response criteria. )

personnel. 7/81 '

. this property will be serviced ’

In summary, the Fire and Rescue Services considers that fire protection:
is adeguate now
would be adequate with satisfactory personnel allocation

c. will be adeguate when the proposed fire station becomes
fully operational

is not adequate and will not become adequate without an
additional facility which is not currently planned oz
funded.



Fairfux County  Park Avthority Appendix 6

E M O R A N D U M

To : Sidney R. Steele, for Staff Coordinators  Date:l2-30-81
Chief, Zoning Evaluation Branch-OCP

From: Dorothea L. Stefen, Assistant Superintendent = = >

N
' T

Division of Land Acgquisition-FCPA L

Subject: RZ-81-P~116
Loc: 48-1((1))98

~The Fairfax County Park Authority staff has reviewed the above
referenced rezoning application and it appears that the proposal
does not conflict with the plans, policies and/or holdings of
the Park Authority.

cc: Oscar Hendrickson-DEM
Ed Spann-0OCP

DLS/rmk



Appendix 7

FAIRFAX COUNTY, VIRGINIA

MEMORANDUM

Sidney R. Steele, Chief

TO: Zoning Evaluation Branch, OCP DA™  Januyary 14, 1982
FROM: Robert L. Moorelnn“
Office of Transportation
FILE NOy 3_4
sunmeh Transportation Impact

AZFERENCE: RZ81-P-116, Board of Supervisors, 48-1

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Compatibility with the Adopted‘Plan

The subject application is located on Sutton Road, a facility
that is recommended in the Countywide Plan for improvement to current
two lane standards. This improvement has already been constructed
across the frontage of the site and the submitted develcpment plan
shows further right-of-way dedication to accommodate additional rocad
widening. However, no additional lanes to accommodate traffic
generated at the site, particularly turning movements, have been
provided.

Although the potential trip generation of the development would
be relatively low, the impact of traffic disruption by turning '
vehicles at the site entrances could be seriocus at this location.
Disruption of traffic flow near Country Creek Road would affect the
quality of access to the proposed Vienna Metro Staticn wvia this
facility.

Traffic Impact

The potential trip generation of this site is estimated to be
about 10 vpd at its existing R-1 zoning, 105 vpd with the R-8 develop-
ment plan submitted and 65 to 105 vpd for development within the
5 to 8 du/ac density range recommended in the Plan. These traffic
volumes are based on trip generation rates of 10 vpd/du for single
family detached dwellings and € vpd/du for townhouses. The single
family rate is from the ITE Trip Generation report and the townhouse
rate is from Five Year Plan data.

The traffic from this development would have its most direct
impact on the roads listed below. The 1979 VDH&T secondary road
traffic counts, the latest available, are alsoc shown.

Sutton Road (Rt. 701)
Chain Bridge Road to Courthouse Road 4,044 vpd
Courthouse Road to Blake Lane 3,879 vpd



RZ81-pP-116 -2- January 14, 1982

Courthouse Road (Rt. 673)

Chain Bridge Road to sutton Road 2,440 vrd

Sutton Road to Nutley Street 6,133 vpd
Blake Lane (Rt. 655)

Lee Highway to Sutton Road . 13,582 wvpd

Sutton Road to Jermantown Road 10,633 vpd
Country Creek Road (not in VDH&T system) not available

Sutton Road is a two lane road for most of its length although
some sections have been widened in conjunction with contiguous develop-
ment. The widened sections include the frontages of the Oakton High
school, opposite the subject site, and the Country Creek development,
just tothe north of the subject site. However, the remaining two
lane sections form the governing capacity restrictions. Because of
the resulting congestion, low average speeds, and lack of adequate
passing opportunities, Sutton Road is estimated to be operating at
level of sgervice E.

DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS

The development plan for this application shows two entrances,
both of which are located on a curve. The geometrics of this curve
limit sight distance to some extent. Although field inspection in-
dicates that sight distance may be adequate, final determination must
be made by the Department of Environmental Management and VDH&T at
the time of site plan review when detailed engineering information
would be available.

The major entrance to the development is also located too closge
to Country Creek Road to meet crossoOver spacing standards and the
quality of access to the gite would be reduced if a raised median is
constructed on Sutton Road. Left turn access would then no longer
be possible. Therefore, development in this area ideally should be
consolidated so that access via Country Creek Road would also be
available.

SUMMARY

Three transportation issues remain outstanding with this appli-
cation. Road improvements should be constructed along the frontage
of the site to offset the impacts that vehicles turning at the site
entrances would have on through traffic. Road improvements would be
particularly appropriate here to ensure smooth traffic flow along this
access to the proposed Vienna Metro Station. The final determination
of sight distance adequacy cannot be made until additional information
is made available. This would normally occur at the time of site plan
review. Direct left turn access to the development may also no longer

be possible once sutton Road is improved with a raised median. Con-
solidation with other land would be desirable to allow access via
Country Creek Road also.

RLM/JCH/thp
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7 o _ _ Appendix 8
;e et Nurier: RZ-81-5-116 Loration: _48-1((1))98 e
Zxisting Zoning: R-1 Prorosed Zoning anc/or Use: R-8 BE:Lage:___l_§§ ac.
Presence
Site F=atures ves no Comments
A. Geology: Coastal Plain, Piedmont, C. Located in headwaters of Accotink.
Triassic See Attachment 1.
1. shallow bedrock . . . . . . . . X
X
2. g?oundwater resource . . . . .| 2 __| D. (1a+) Floodplain - highwater table,
3. mineral resources . . . . . . .} ) x low bearing strength and poor infiltra-
tion soils - not suitable for building
B. Topegraphy: location.
1. steep slopes (>15%) . . . . . . x
2. irregular landform . . . . . . | x (10B) Glenville - high water table,
marginal for building support and
C. Hydrolegy: poor for groundwater recharge.. If
1. water features c e e e - pls basements are constructed in this soil
2. critical location in watershed | x they should be engineered to ensure
3. water supply watershed . . . . X dryness. See Attachmentsl and 2.
D. Soils:
1. marine clays. . . . . . . + . . X
2. shrink-swell clays . . . . . . X
3. highly erodible soils . . . . . x
4. high water table soils . . . .| X
5. soils with low bearing strength] X
6. poor infiltration soils . . . .| X
E. Vegetation, Wildlife & Open Space:
1. quality vegetation . . . . . . X
2. wildlife habitat . , . . . . . x
3. adopted EQC . . . + . . <« < . . X
Problems
Environmental Quality yes no Comments
F. Noise: - F. Severe noise impacts which exceed 75
1. 2airport NOiSe .« « o o o o - . . dgA Ldn héve been est%mateé t? impact
2. highway noise . . . . . . . . . — | ;ha: p;rt;on of thz si?e w1t§1n 120
3. railroad noise . . . . . . . . Ko | — ee o. he property ‘1?e aé;acant to )
4. other types of noise . . . . . I -i“- I-66 right-of-way. Mitigation measures
I should be provided. See Attachment 1
G. Water: for details.
1. point source liution . . . .
- ion oint sourzz pollution " = G. Conversion of this site to its proposed
“ . - - -
P use will increase non-point loadings
H. RAir: into Accotink Creek. See Attachment 1
: Co . for details about impacts and mitigation
1. mobile source pollutien . . . X - -
. , —_ measures.
2. stationary source pollution . X
. ] I. Interior landscaping of parking areas anc
I. %ei“hEticsi For gx%mpie. it along property line adjacent to I-66
1? ernaf v‘iws% vle“;, rom site. can provide important visual amenities
views of site from adjacent x to the tightly aligned townhouse units.
development . . . . . . . . . .. _— In addition, landscaping will reduce
glare from parking areas and can provide
J. Other: . . . « o = « o =« o - | 1 energy savings to residents.




Attachment 1

GEOLOGY

This parcel is located in the Piedmont geologic province. It is underlain by
phyllite, metasilstone and slate at depths of between 50 feet and 100 feet.
Pnyllite and metasiltstone weather to saprolite of irregular thickness; slate
commonly is overlain by very thin, clay-rich saprolite ans soil. A schist
aquifer of low yield (i.e. 50 gal/min to 150 gal/min) and good quality
underlies this site as well. No geologic constraints are associated with this
site.

TOPOGRAPHY

No irregular configurations likely to require extensive cutting or filling are
present on this site. Elevations range from 342' in the southeast to 358' in
the northwest. Slopes on this site are nearly flat; ranging from 0 - 2%.

HYDROLOGY

This site lies within the headwaters of the Accotink Creek watershed. There
is a very small drainage swale located along the eastern boundary of this
parcel. Because of the sensitive nature of the parcel's location (i.e.
headwaters region), sedimentation and erosion controls should be strictly
enforced. Stormwater management as directed by DEM should be provided to
mitigate impacts associated with runoff volumes, and BMP's as noted in the
Public Facilities Manual which are under the review of DEM could be provided
to alleviate impacts to water quality.

SOILS

Approximately twenty-five (25) percent of this site consists of Mixed (1A+)
Alluvial Land soils. This soils type is subject to periodic flooding. It
rates poor for both building support and recharge of groundwater. The
remaining seventy-fi..ve (75) percent consists of Glenville (10) silt loam
soll. This soil is subject to a seasonally high-water table. It rates poor
for both building support and groundwater recharge. See Attachment 2 for
solils map.

ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE

The entire site is impacted by severe levels of highway noise from I-66.
Projected (1995} noise levels for the portion of the site within 120 of the

property line adjacent to I-66 have been estimated to range between 77 and
75dBA Ldn.

In addition to the mitigation measures staff mentioned as suitable in the
report and addendum of RZ 78-P-124, a previous rezoning application on the
subject property, the following noise attenuation measures will also meet the
intent of the Plan language (see Comprehensive Plan Analysis for specific
language} and should be provided:



a4 maximum exterior noise level for receivers at any given open window
not to exceed 75 dBA Ldn ;

a maximum interior noise level not to exceed 45 dBA Ldn

a maximum eXterior noise level for some usuable recreational space
(privacy yards/areas of outdoor recreational use) in which the
maximum acceptable level is 65 dBA Ldn.

(These noise levels are based upon the Federal guidelines cited in the main
text of Environmental Analysis).

One example of mitigation measures which could achieve the maximum acceptable
noise levels which correlate directly to 1-3 above includes:

1.

2.

In order to achieve a maximum exterior noise level for receivers at
any given open window not to exceed 75 dBA Ldn, any one of the
following measures could be provided:

(a) construction of a barrier/fence/berm or any combination thereof
to ensure that a receiver directly in front of any open window
- (especially second story) is not exposed to noise levels in
excess of 75 dBA Ldn. (The estimated projected 1995 noise level
at the propetfty line is 77 dBA Ldn, hence a 2dBA reduction for
receivers in the vieinity of the property line is necessary).
However, the necessary height and location may vary; or

(b) construction of acoustically designed and engineered balconies
such that any receiver directly in front of any open window or

on the balcony is not exposed to noise levels in excess of 75
dBA Ldn; or

(c) set-back to behind the projected (1995) 75 dBA Ldn contour which
is estimated to be approximately 120 feet from the property line
adjacent to I-66.

The submitted development plan generally observes (c) above for all
new units and would meet Criteria 1.

In order to achlieve a maximum interior noise level not to exceed 45
dBA Ldn, the following could be provided (as one appropriate
mitigation alternative) for new units 1-12 which are setback at least
120 feet from the property line adjacent to I-66:

(a) exterior walls should have a laboratory sound transmission class
(STC) of at least 45, and

(b) doors and windows should have a laboratory sound transmission
class (STC) of at least 37.



Should any remodeling occur to the existing single family detached

unit within 120 feet of the I-66 right~of-way, the following could be
provided:

(2a) exterior walls should have a laboratory sound transmission class
(STC) of at least 47

(b) doors and windows should have a laboratory sound transmission
class (STC) of at least 39.

At a minimum, storm doors and storm windows should be provided.

Acoustical treatment to achieve this interior noise level may include:

‘= use of building materials of a given sound transmission class
(Sound level reduction capability) as suggested above

=~ reduction of window to wall space

- use of double and triple glaze windows
~ use of storm windows and doors

- use of insulation

Based on the information submitted by the applicant, it is not
possible to determine if Criteria 2 is satisfied.

3. In order to provide a maximum exterior noise level for some usuable
recreational space (privacy yards/areas of outdoor recreation) not tao
exceed 65 dBA Ldn, the following could be provided (as omne
appropriate mitigation alternative) for the yards of the new units
1-12 which are setback at least 120 feet from the property line
adjacent to I-66:

- architecturally solid fencing at least 7 feet in height should
be provided to shield privacy yards.

Should any remodeling occur to the existing single family detached
unit, the following could be provided:

=~ architecturally solid fencing at least 10 feet in height should

be provided to shield a usuable portiom of the yard i.e. patio
area.

All fencing should be flush with the topography.

The submitted development plan indicates that architecturally solid
fencing 7 feet height will be provided to shield privacy yards for
new units 1-12; and Criteria 3 would be satisfied for all new units.

(It should be noted that the above information is based upon a noise analysis
that was updated from the one originally performed for RZ 78-P-124).
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Appendix 9

S103SARY

This Glossary is presentad to aasist citizens in 4 bettar understanding of 3taf? Reports; it should not be aoa=
atryed 23 represanting legal definitions.

BUFTER = A strip of land eatablished 43 a tranmition betwaen distinct land uses. May <ontain natural or planced
shrubs, walls ar fencing, aingly or in scmbination.

CLUSTER - The "alternate dansity” provisions af the Zoning 9rdinance, whizh permi?y smallar lots and pipeateanm
lots, i 3specifiad apen space i3 provided. Frimary purpose is t3 prasarve snvironmental feazures duch as
streda vallays, steap slopes, Prine wocdlands, ete.

CUVENANT ~ A privata lagal restriztion on the use of land, recorded in the land records of the Caunty.

CEVELOPHENT PLAN - Conceptual, Final, Generalized. A Develcoment Plan consiats of zraphic, textual or pistarial
information, usually in combination, which ahows the naturw® a7 developmant proposed for a paresl of land.
The Zoning Ordinance contains specific inatruyctions an the content of development plans, based upon the purs
pess which they are o serve. In generzl, devejopment plins contain sueh information as: tepography, loca-
tion of streets and traill, means by which utilities and storm drainage are to be provided, general locatizn
and types of structures, open Ipacs, recreation facilicies, etc. A Conceorual Develcoment Plan is raquired
to be submitted with an application far the PUH or POC Districr: a FInas cave.Lcoment ©lan 1§ a2 Dore detailed
plan which is required to De submittad %o the Planning Commiieion after approvar of i PCH or PDC Distriss
and the ralated Concsptual Development Plan;: a Ganaralized Developmant Plam is required to he submiftted with
ill residential, coomarciai and industrial applications other than FLH or rhC.

DEZICATE - Tranafer of properwy from private to public swnership.

JENSITY - Numbar of dwelling unitm divided 5y the grose acreage being developed (DU/AC). Rensity lonus is an
increase in the denaity otherwise allowed, and zranted under specific provisions of =hw fening urdinance
whan daveloper provides excess open spaca, Tecreation faeilities, wmoderately prized housing, ete.

CESIGH REVIEW « The Division of the Deparrment of nvironmental Managemant which reviews all subdivision plats
and sita plans for conl{ormance with County pelicies and requirements contained in the Zoning Ordinance, the
Subdivigion Cantrol Qrdinance, the Aublic Facilities Manual, the 3uilding Cade, ste, and for conformance
with any proffersd plans and/or conditions.

ZASEMENT - A right given by %he cwner of lind 2o aother parsty for specific limited use of that land. Ffor exam-
ple, an Owner may give or 3all easemanty to allow pagsage af Hubllic utilities, aceses to anothar property, atz.

QPEN SPACE - The %orfal aresa of land and/or water not improved with a building, structure, stiwet, voad or parking
4rea, or cuntaining only such improvements as are complementary, nessssary or appropriate 2 use and enjay-
2ant of the open area.

Common - All apen space designed and sat 2side for use by 4all or designated portions of residents of a deva lop-
ment, and not dedicaced 48 public lands (dedicated t9 a. homeowners association which than owns and
naintaina the property).

Dedicarad ~ JPen space which is conveyed to a puyblie bady far public use.

Develaped Recrwation « That portion of open sp-lcc, whethar comaon or dedlcared, which is improved for
recteation purposes,

PROFFER - A Development plan and/or writTen condition, which, when affered dy an ovwner and accepted %y the Jcard
of Supervisors, hbecomes a legally binding part of the regulations of tha zoning district pervaining to the
preparty in queation. Proffars, or proffered conditions, auat be considered by the Planning Commission and
suphmi tted by an owner in writing prior ta the Board of Suparvisors public hearing on a2 ™Mmzening applicaticn,
and thereaffer a3y Ye aodilfied only By an application and hearing process sinilar to that required of a
reazoning application.

SaLIC FACILITIES MANUAL - The manual, adoprad by the dcard af Supervisors, whigh defines zuidelines whizh zovern
the design of those facilities which must be conetTucted 20 sarve naw develsoment. Tha guidelines inglude
1treets, drainage, Janitary sewers, 2region and sedimmnt comtrol and “Tee preservation and alanting.

SERVICE LZVEL - An estimate of %he eflectiveness with which a roadway carrias wraffie, ugually decsrmined uncar
peak anticipated load conditions. :

SETAACK, REQUIRED ~ The <distance [Irem a lot line of ather refarence point, within which no structure 2ay e located.

3IT% PLAN - A detailad plan, to scals, depicting development of a parcel of land and caataining all informaticn
required By the Iloniag Ordinance. Site plans arwe r=quired, in Zeneral, for all townhouse and aulii-famly
residenzial development and .Jor all commercial and industrial devalopment.

SUR0TVISION QRODINANCE - An ordinance regulating the divizion 2f land inte smaller paresnls and <high, together Jixh
The Zoning Jdrdinance, defines rwquilwd condicione laid Jown 5y the Joard of Supervisors far che demizn. Zeci-
cation and lapravement of land, -

IUBDIVISION PLAT - A dmtailed drawing, %9 scale, depigting division af a rarcel of tand int3 twe ST more [3T3 ind
szntaining snginesring sonsiderations and other informacion rTequirsd 5y he Iuddiviaion Jdrdinanca.

UEE - The specific purpose for which 2 par=sl of land or a uilding, is designied, arranged, infenced, occupisd ==
zaintained. .

fermitied -~ Usas specifically peraitind Yy ine loning 2r<inancs Aegulaticns 9f =he lgaing Jiavrize withia
which the parsel is lo<ated. AlsQ descrided a8 a Caniprming 'Ysa.
Yon-Conforming ~ A4 use <hich L3 not permizi<ed in the Toning District in whizn the use is ‘.:cated_‘.‘:ut L3
1llowed %2 zontinue dus T its sxistafica priar 7% the 2ffeczive date 9f the Iloning Aegula-
ion(3; naw zaverming.



-

USE - Cont imud.

Spacial Permil = A use fpecified {n the Zoning Yrrinence wnich may be authorized By the 3Zeard of Zoning
Appeals ac tne Joard of Sugervisors in specificd zoning districts, upon a fiadiag that
the usa will nat de detrimental +2 the chacacter 4nd davelopment of the adjicwnt land and
will be in hacmony with the policies contained in the latest adopted comprshensive 21 . ‘o
the ares in which the proposed use i3 ra e locatad. A Special Permit is called 4 Zpecial
Excupticn when jranted by the Board ol Superrisars.

Transitional - A yme which provides & mmiavation of inteneliy of use SetuWa=n uses o hijher and lowar
intensity.

TARIANCE - A perui® which grant3 a property ounecr celle? from cartain aravisions af cthe Zoning Jrdinance winen,
bacause of the particular phywical surroundings, shape ac topograghisal sendition of She proparsy, compli-
ancw “ould result Lln a4 pacticular hardship ar practical difficulty which would Zeprive the gweer 3 the
reasanables use of the land or building involved. Yariancew may Se jrantwd by the 3oard 2f loning Appeals
after notiflcation, advectizing, paeting and conducs of a public haaring on the natter in questisn.

PR ~ VYehicle tTipe per day (for example, the round rip t2 and {rom wotx equalsd twao VPD). Also AT = Average
Oaily Treffic. o

ENVIROMMENTAL TEINS

ACQUSTICAL BCAM - Usually & trlanagqular-chaped easthen structure parslleling a highway noisa soures and sxtwnd-
ing up from the elevation af the rosdway z distance sufficlent o brudk he line of sight with vehlcles
on the raodway.

AQUIFER » A permeable undarground Zesalogic formation through which groundwater flowe.
AQUIITR RECHARGEL AREA - A placas wherw surface tunaf? enrers an aquiler.

CHANNEL ESNLAAGIMENT - A development-reslated phencmeran wherwly the streas’s Bank full capacity is axcseded with
4 greater [TWquangy ilan under natural undevelopad conditiane. resulting in bank and stresam HotTIm arosicr.
Hydrolegy litsraturs suggasis that (lowe produced By a st3rm event vhicn 2ccurs oncae in 1.3 ysars ars e
cnannel ~“efining [lowa fac that stTwanm.

CTASTAL PLAIN GEQGRAPHIC PROVINMCE - [ Fairfax County, [t is the relacively [lat scucheasterm 1/4 of he County,
distinguiahed by low relief and a prugonderance of sedimencary rocks and matarials (sands, gravels, silts!
and a tsndency towards peerly drained solls.

dBCAY = Ahnnuiaﬂ.-an for a dacibel or measurwe of the Noiaw level Jarcwived by the ear in the A scale or range
of best husen Twsponse 20 4 nolse sourcs. -

DRAINAGT DIVILE = Th-' nigheet ground betwean t™wo U Sferant vatarsheds or subsheda.

ENVIRONMENTAL LAND SUITABILITY - A ryfecance o i land use (ntensity or deneilry which should ocour on a site ar
ares bacause of ltz environmmntal characteristics.

ERAOGLIILE SOILS - Salls csuscwptibie to diaminishing by exposure to elamenty such an wind ar watar.

TLOUDPLAIN + Lind #rwa, adjacent {9 4 stream or other surfics waters, whleh may be cubmerged >y (loading;
uaually the comparatively flag plain withia which & stTeam or rivecbed meancdern.

IMPEXVIONS SURFACE - A naturel or san-made surface (road, parking log, roof %Top, patio) which (stroes rainfail
to runoff rather than infilcrats,

MONTMORILLONITIC CLAY « A fine freined earth aateriasl waome propertiss cause The cSlay %o swell when vel and
thrink whan dry. la addition, ia Fairfax County Shese clays tend T 1lip 3r slumg when =hay are sxca-
vated {rom slope situations.

NEF - Noise Exposure forecasat - A noige description far airpore noise soulcas.

PEACIMT SLOPT - The inclinarion of a landform surface /Tom ansoiuts Rorizoncal: formula i3 vertical cise { fraew)
aver horizontal distance (f«ec) ap Y/H.

PIEDMONT SLOGRAPMIC PROVINCE - The csntral partion of tfhe Cauaty, characterizad 3y zently relling sopegriehy,
substantial veTwam dissection. Y-shaped stream vallsy, an underlying metamgrohic rock marrix {schisc,
fneias, irwenstone) and ensrally good bearing soils.. : .

PIES/TNVIRONMENT - Prejeqt [awact Cvaluaticm =« A stystamatic, czaprehensive environewntal ceview process used
1] J‘.dmﬁfy and svaluat® likely snvironsental imgacts isscciated wilh individual sroiect or srea 2lan
proposals.

SHRINK-SWELL RATE -~ The suscepeadilisy far a soil's volume I3 chenge dus %o loee 9r gain ia maiscure =ontenc,
High snrinkeawall wolls can buckls roads and crack fsundations.

I0IL 3LARING CAPACITY - Tha 4bility of zhe soil T3 suppare 4 vartical load (3ees) from foundations ., =add, erz.

ITREAM YALLIY - Any stream and the land sextending Jrom either sida of L% o a line ostablished 3y the hign
7ainc af the concave/convex opograpgny, 48 delineatad gn & nap idopiwd Uy iMe StTe4m Vallay dgard. fop
surposes of ttream valliey 4gquzgition, the five-criterfia cefinitian 9f screwem salleys concained ia A
Ramtudy of the Pohick datarshed” (.367) will apply. The 2w prizary eriteria incluge all the land «itnin
the l00=year ‘loodpiain and he area dlong the [lcadplaia in alopes 2 15 Jar~znt 2c¢ mare.

ITORM “ATIR MANAGTIMENT - An smarging are/sciance that 4T7eopes %2 TheeT 3t3rm wdatse tynof! ¢ ~he soures and
18 a4 *e0urce. SEOIM watsr' Tanagement PCORTAME Jesxk 9 1iligats or abaty quantity and Jjualily Lmpacts
typizally aseociated wish development Dy thw specillec dasign of cnaiie svstame such 4e Cerantion Caviige
whteh siow dowm runcsf! and in tome cases laprove jualiity, ang Ratention Svesame, whidh NQld C4acx Junoi;.

TRIASSIC SIDGRAPHIC PROVINCE - Te wastarn L/4 of Faicfax County, shavacterizad Dy J094d expanzes 2 drearly
level tapegravhy, subTls rldge linew, a shallow dapth T3 sadisentary rocxs w»hich are logally intiuded
by igneous TOCke and 4 TEndENnTy Twapds soils wiit Algh stipk-qwell Jroparties.



RIREAX COUNTY. VIRG'

MEMORANDUM

. Oscar Hendrickson, Chief
TO:! Site Plan Review Branch,SRD,DEM Damw March 26, 1982

FROM: Philip G. Yates

Zoning Administrator
FILE NOv

sussects  Deviation of Yard Requirement, RZ 81-P-116, B/S Own Motion

REFERENCE,:

This memorandum responds to your office's inquiry to Joe Wiltse
regarding B/S waiver of the 200 foot yard requirement for re51dent1a1
buildings along interstate highways.

On February 8, 1982 the Board approved rezoning of the
referenced application to the R-8 District. The application was
filed on the B/S Own Motion in settlement of litigation with
Trifam. In conjunction with the rezoning, the Board accepted
proffers from Trifam of the Generalized Development Plan and
development conditions providing noise attenuation. The conditions
satisfied the need for noise attenuation identified in the staff
report as a basis for approval of residential buildings within
200 feet of an interstate.

It is my determination that the Board's approval action and
acceptance of proffers clearly indicated its intent to authorize
deviation from the 200 foot yard requirement under the provisions
of Par 3 of Sect. 2-414.

cc: Sidney R. Steele, Chief
Zoning Evaluation Branch, ZAD, OCP
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