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	DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND DEVELOPMENT

COUNTY OF LOUDOUN

MEMORANDUM




DATE:

January 21, 2010

TO:

Ginny Rowen, Project Manager, Department of Planning
FROM:
Todd Taylor, Environmental Engineer
THROUGH:
William Marsh, Environmental Review Team Leader

CC:

Sarah Milin, Community Planning, Department of Planning



Teresa Miller, Zoning Planner


SUBJECT:
ZMAP-2009-0006 & SPEX-2009-0026
Morley Corner – Temple Baptist Church and School
(2nd Submission)

The Environmental Review Team (ERT) reviewed the revised application and offers the following comments:
1. To demonstrate compliance with Revised General Plan (RGP) River and Stream Corridor Policy 2, please depict the full 50-foot management buffer on the rezoning plan set and the special exception plat.  Note that the “Potential Future Parking” identified on the rezoning plan set and the basketball courts identified on the special exception plat are not permissible uses within the buffer, per River and Stream Corridor Policy 18.  
2. Staff finds that the “clearing” and “grading” allowance in the Riparian Buffer proffer (Proffer VI.B), and the undefined land uses permissible towards the 20 percent disturbance threshold in the Tree Conservation Area proffer (Proffer VI.A), does not meet the intent of the River and Stream Corridor Policies in the RGP.  In addition, the current layout likely accounts for the full 50-foot management buffer.  
As such, staff encourages the applicant to identify the full buffer as a tree conservation area on the rezoning plan set and special exception plat.  As previously stated, the young vegetation (early succession) immediately east of the mature trees along the floodplain corridor is suitable for preservation and is preferred over vegetation removal and replanting.  In addition, the Tree Conservation Area proffer should be updated to limit encroachments that can be counted towards the 20 percent disturbance threshold, to trails, stormwater management facilities, and utilities, consistent with language approved by the County Arborist and with other recent rezoning applications.  Increasing the tree conservation area width will better protect the stream from site runoff, including fertilizers, pesticides, and insecticides used to maintain the athletic fields.  As stated on Page 5-32 of the RGP, “riparian forests along streams provide the greatest single protection of water quality by filtering pollutants from stormwater runoff, decreasing stream bank erosion, and maintaining the physical, chemical, and biological condition of the stream environment”.  If the above changes are made, the Riparian Buffer proffer could be removed.  The changes should also result in less expense to the applicant.
3. Besides the acknowledgement of the Stormwater Management proffer (Proffer VI.D), the applicant has not provided information regarding anticipated onsite water quality measures.   Staff’s previous comments highlighted the importance of onsite water quality measures considering the receiving stormwater (SWM) pond was constructed without a sediment forebay, which is now a requirement for all new ponds.  Staff understands the need for flexibility, but requests that the applicant describe the onsite water quality approaches being considered.  Previous ERT comments for ZMAP-2006-0003, which remain applicable, recommended the use of bioretention near stormwater inlets and providing forebays at the principal stormwater outfalls to the pond.   [Revised 1993 Loudoun County Zoning Ordinance (Revised 1993 LCZO) Section 6-1211(E)(9)]
4. The applicant’s responses state that the athletic fields will be irrigated using an onsite well.  Staff recommends that the applicant consider cistern storage of rooftop runoff that can be harvested for irrigation. Staff further recommends that the applicant complete a hydrogeologic assessment for this application as early in the land development process as feasible.  Section 6.240 of the Facilities Standards Manual (FSM) requires a hydrogeologic assessment where a development extracts an average of 10,000 gallons per day during a 30-day period.  [Revised 1993 LCZO Section 6-1211(E)(5)]
5. The applicant’s responses reference a noise attenuation study that has been completed by Polysonics Corporation.  Please provide a copy of the study for staff to review.   [CTP Noise Policy 2 and RGP Highway Noise Policies 1 and 3]  
6. The applicant’s responses state that incorporating energy and water saving features in the design of the buildings is being considered, but is not far enough along in the building design process to commit to any program at this time.  The responses go on to state that examples of the measures being considered include energy recovery heating and AC units, tankless hot water heaters, and water saving fixtures and toilets.  Staff supports energy and water saving measures and is available to discuss design options.  County school and public facilities have had recent success incorporating such measures and could be a resource with the proposed project.
Please contact me if you need any additional information. 
