February 22, 2010
Ms. Ginny Rowen

County of Loudoun

Department of Planning

1 Harrison Street, S.E.

P.O. Box 7000

Leesburg, Virginia 20177-7000
Re: 
Townes at East Gate


(Proffer Amendment - 1st Submission)


Loudoun County Application Number ZCPA 2009-0010
Dear Ms. Rowen:

We have reviewed the above noted application as requested in your December 30, 2009 transmittal.  We offer the following comments:

1. Please see the attached e-mail dated Thursday, January 28, 2010 from James C. Zeller, P. E. of VDOT’s Preliminary Engineering Section.

2. Please see the attached e-mail dated Monday, February 08, 2010 from Ms. Kimberly A. McCool of VDOT’s Location and Design Section.

3. It appears that the cost of the proffered improvements would exceed the amount of money proposed to be contributed in lieu of those improvements.  

4. Our project managers (noted in comments # 1 and 2 above) for VDOT Project 0050-96A-101, R201, C501 would like to meet with the applicant and County representatives to coordinate other issues relating to the scope of these improvements and the VDOT project.
If you have any questions, please call me at (703) 383-2061.

Sincerely,
John Bassett, P.E.

Transportation Engineer
Attachments
cc:
James C. Zeller, P. E.


Ms. Kimberly A. McCool

Imad Salous, P. E.
From:
McCool, Kimberly A.

Sent:
Monday, February 08, 2010 2:12 PM

To:
Bassett, John (NOVA), P.E.

Cc:
VanPoole, Thomas B., P.E.; Zeller, James C., P.E.

Subject:
RE: Townes at East Gate - Proffer Amendment

John~

First, I also agree that the dollar amount seems very low.

Second, to follow up with Jim’s idea, if we were to change our plans at this stage it would have to be as a work order.  We do have an addendum pending, but it should go out this week and I don’t expect we can change the plans in order to get this included at this stage.  The technical proposals are due in March.  However, I don’t see a problem with doing the work order.  Having us take the dual lefts and signal modifications and having them construct the Poland Road improvements would definitely be the easiest way to go.  If we constructed the improvements on Poland then we would need to evaluate it for the NEPA document.  However, if the timing isn’t an issue we could do the evaluation.  The only risks here are that we find something related to the environmental, or in doing some redesign we end up with a bigger project.  

Kim

_____________________________________________
From: Zeller, James C., P.E. 
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2010 4:19 PM
To: Bassett, John (NOVA), P.E.; McCool, Kimberly A.
Cc: VanPoole, Thomas B., P.E.
Subject: RE: Townes at East Gate - Proffer Amendment
First of all, the dollar amount should be tripled.

Second, let me throw out a crazy idea to the group that may get us a much better performing intersection for relatively little money:  East Gate’s proffer is for double lefts on Rte 50 with supporting signal modifications and receiving lanes on Poland Road.  Our design maintains the existing single left.  (This was a cost savings measure and it was also needed to stay within the footprint of our NEPA document.)  What do you think of having East Gate construct the Poland Road improvements as currently proffered and we modify our design to provide the double lefts on Rte 50?  This means modifying the scope of our project and we will need Kim’s input on how, and whether, we should do this.

Looking forward to hearing your thoughts.

Jim Z.

