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 AGENDA ITEM NO.  F-1  
  SMP NO.  3.d  
 
 M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
DATE: September 27, 2005 
 
TO: The Board of Supervisors 
 
FROM: Bernard M. Farmer, Jr., Capital Projects Administrator 
 
SUBJECT: Easement, Dominion Virginia Power - Little Creek Park 
           
 
In order to install the underground electrical service for the new rest room building under construction at the 
Little Creek Reservoir Park, Dominion Virginia Power has requested a 15-foot underground utility easement 
from the County.  Attached is a sketch showing the location of the easement and the proposed easement 
document.  Staff has reviewed the proposed easement and agrees with its location as indicated on the attached 
sketch.  The majority of the route will be constructed using directional bores to limit the amount of 
disturbance. 
 
Staff recommends adoption of the attached resolution authorizing the County Administrator to execute the 
documents necessary for granting an easement to Dominion Virginia Power for electrical power at the Little 
Creek Reservoir Park. 
 
 
        

      
Bernard M. Farmer, Jr. 
 
CONCUR: 
 
 

   
 
 
BMF/gb 
LtlCreekPark.mem 
 
Attachments 



 
R E S O L U T I O N 

 
 

EASEMENT, DOMINION VIRGINIA POWER - 
 
 

LITTLE CREEK PARK 
 
 
WHEREAS, James City County owns 37± acres commonly known as 180 Lake View Drive designated 

as Parcel No. (1-26) on James City County Real Estate Tax Map No. (21-1); and 
 
WHEREAS, Dominion Virginia Power requires a 15-foot utility easement in order to provide electrical 

service to the Little Creek Reservoir Park rest room facility presently under construction; 
and  

 
WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors is of the opinion that it is in the public interest to convey a utility 

easement to Dominion Virginia Power. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of James City County, Virginia, 
 hereby authorizes the County Administrator to execute the Right-of-Way Agreements and 

such other documents necessary to convey a utility easement to Dominion Virginia Power 
for the Little Creek Reservoir Park rest room facility. 

 
 
 
 

____________________________________ 
Michael J. Brown 
Chairman, Board of Supervisors 

 
ATTEST: 
 
 
________________________________ 
William C. Porter, Jr. 
Deputy Clerk to the Board 
 

Adopted by the Board of Supervisors of James City County, Virginia, this 27th day of 
September, 2005. 
 
 
LtleCreekRestrmFac.res 



PIN: 21 10100026 
Portion of 180 Lakeview Drive 
f37.6 Acres 
Owner: 
County of James City, a Political Subdivision 
of the Commonwealth of Virginia 

Little Creek Reservoir 

140 Lakeview Drive 
f3.6 Acres, N/F Booth 

R-0-W ----____ 

- 

Plat to Accompany 
Right-of- Way Agreement 

VRGNIA ELECTRIC A M )  POWER COMPANY 
doing h ineas  as 

Dominion Virginia Power /UNDERGROUND 
DI.tr*1 

EASTERN REGION 
DI.tr*1-- cantrw sta* 

STWEHWSE JAMES CITY VA 
Legend M(& pbtwvnbu 

------- Location af Boundoy Unr  of Right of Wa 
30 Feet in Wdth ((k-d) and 15 Feet In 'YMLh (Undwgrwnd) 

WILLIAMSBURG 28-05-0069 
E.timot. Number Grid Nurnk  

lndiitar Propew Uns is Right-of-way 
w n *  6416243 MI541 

I Page 5 of 5 ~ d e  BV ~ o s e  A Pesquera 

- 

Owner's Initials 



 AGENDA ITEM NO.  F-2  
  SMP NO.  3.e  
 
 M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
DATE: September 27, 2005 
 
TO: The Board of Supervisors 
 
FROM: Wayland N. Bass, County Engineer 
 
SUBJECT: Developer/County/State Agreements for Inspection and Maintenance of an Extrinsic Structure - 
  Greensprings West Golf Course Cart Tunnel Under Monticello Avenue 
          
 
The Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) requires that the County assume responsibility for 
“Extrinsic Structures” crossing VDOT roads.   
 
The County requires a corresponding agreement where by the developer assumes full responsibility for the golf 
course tunnel.   
 
Staff recommends adoption of the attached resolution authorizing the County Administrator to execute these 
Agreements. 
 
 
 
        ___________________________________ 
        Wayland N. Bass 
 
        CONCUR: 
 
       

     __ 
John T. P. Horne 

 
 
WNB/gs 
tunnel.mem 
 
Attachment 



 
R E S O L U T I O N 

 
 

DEVELOPER/COUNTY/STATE AGREEMENTS FOR INSPECTION AND 
 
 
MAINTENANCE OF AN EXTRINSIC STRUCTURE - GREENSPRINGS WEST GOLF COURSE 

 
 

CART TUNNEL UNDER MONTICELLO AVENUE 
 
 
WHEREAS, the Virginia Department of Transportation requires that the County be responsible for 

inspection and maintenance of the Greensprings West Golf Course tunnel under 
Monticello Avenue; and 

 
WHEREAS, the County requires a corresponding agreement with the developer. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of James City County, Virginia, 

hereby authorizes and directs the County Administrator to execute all required documents 
on behalf of the County. 

 
 
 

____________________________________ 
Michael J. Brown 
Chairman, Board of Supervisors 

 
ATTEST: 
 
 
________________________________ 
William C. Porter, Jr. 
Deputy Clerk to the Board 
 

Adopted by the Board of Supervisors of James City County, Virginia, this 27th day of 
September, 2005. 
 
 
tunnel.res 



 AGENDA ITEM NO.  F-3  
  SMP NO.  1.b  
 
 M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
DATE: September 27, 2005 
 
TO: The Board of Supervisors 
 
FROM: Doug Powell, Acting Community Services Manager 
 Leo P. Rogers, County Attorney 
 
SUBJECT: Budget Appropriation and Amended Lease and Purchase Capital Agreement with the 

Colonial Williamsburg Foundation in Support of Jamestown 2007 
          
 
Attached for your consideration is a resolution authorizing the County Administrator to execute a Budget 
Appropriation and Amended Lease and Purchase Capital Agreement and budget appropriation for the 
procurement of seven additional natural gas buses for the Colonial Williamsburg Foundation (CWF) in 
support of Jamestown 2007.   
 
This procurement by James City County resulted from a $1,904,000 congressional earmark obtained through 
our Jamestown 2007 partners and the assistance of Senator John W. Warner.  The earmark provides 80 
percent of project cost with the additional 20 percent shared by CWF and the Virginia Department of Rail and 
Public Transportation. 
 
The Board of Supervisors approved the original Lease Purchase Agreement for nine natural gas buses through 
a previous congressional earmark on June 24, 2003.  This amended Agreement continues the relationship 
between Williamsburg Area Transport (WAT), CWF, and James City County for purchasing natural gas 
buses for public transportation supporting Jamestown 2007 with WAT acting as the pass-through fiscal 
agency with oversight responsibility in accordance to Federal Transit Administration (FTA) regulations.  
 
CWF, WAT, and County staffs have reviewed the amended Lease and Purchase Capital Agreement.  
Important provisions of this Agreement include: 
 

• WAT will apply for the grant, purchase the buses, and lease them to CWF.  CWF will provide all 
funds in excess of the Federal and State grants needed for the purchase of these buses. 

 
• The term of the Lease is the useful life of these buses as identified by the FTA.  After the Lease term 

expires, CWF has the option to assume ownership of the buses and WAT has the right to terminate 
the Lease upon default by CWF. 

 
• CWF is responsible for maintaining the buses during the term of the Lease. 
 
• Under the terms of the Master Agreement between WAT and the FTA, WAT is responsible for 

ensuring that CWF operates the buses according to Federal law.  CWF is required to file a report of 
all information that the FTA requests from WAT.  While leased to CWF, the buses will be part of 
WAT’s transportation system. 

 
Staff recommends approval of the attached resolution authorizing the County Administrator to execute the 
Budget Appropriation and Amended Lease and Purchase Capital Agreement and budget appropriation on 
behalf of James City County. 



Budget Appropriation and Amended Lease and Purchase Capital Agreement with the  
Colonial Williamsburg Foundation in Support of Jamestown 2007 
September 27, 2005 
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       CONCUR: 

 
 
________________________________ 

  Leo P. Rogers 
 
   CONCUR: 
 
   
 
 
 
DP/LPR/gs 
CWFleaseagr.mem 
 
Attachments 



R E S O L U T I O N 
 
 

BUDGET APPROPRIATION AND AMENDED LEASE AND  
 

PURCHASE CAPITAL AGREEMENT WITH THE 
 

COLONIAL WILLIAMSBURG FOUNDATION IN SUPPORT OF JAMESTOWN 2007 
 

 
WHEREAS, James City County has available congressional earmark revenues of $1,904,000 to 

purchase seven natural gas buses; and 
 
WHEREAS, these Federal funds must be directed to an existing recipient of Federal funds; and 
 
WHEREAS, Williamsburg Area Transport will serve as a pass-through entity to receive the grant, 

purchase these buses, and lease them to the Colonial Williamsburg Foundation; and 
 
WHEREAS, James City County will act as the administrative, fiscal, and purchasing agent for the 

project; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Colonial Williamsburg Foundation, with the assistance of the Virginia Department of 

Rail and Public Transportation, will fund the cost to purchase the buses; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Colonial Williamsburg Foundation is committed to operating and maintaining these 

buses according to Federal laws; and 
 
WHEREAS, these buses are critical for efforts to continue public transportation and support needs for 

Jamestown 2007. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of James City County, Virginia, 

authorize the County Administrator to execute the amended lease and purchase option 
agreement with the CWF for seven natural gas buses. 

 
 
 

____________________________________ 
Michael J. Brown 
Chairman, Board of Supervisors 

 
ATTEST: 
 
 
________________________________ 
Sanford B. Wanner 
Clerk to the Board 
 

Adopted by the Board of Supervisors of James City County, Virginia, this 27th day of 
September, 2005. 
 
CWFleaseagr.res 



 AGENDA ITEM NO.  F-4  
 
 
 M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
DATE: September 27, 2005 
 
TO: The Board of Supervisors 
 
FROM: William C. Porter, Jr., Assistant County Administrator 
 
SUBJECT: Rescind Declaration of Local Emergency – Hurricane Ophelia 
          
 
The Board of Supervisors initiated a Declaration of Local Emergency to prepare for the County’s response to 
activities and requirements associated with Hurricane Ophelia. This action was approved by the Board of 
Supervisors at its regular meeting on Tuesday, September 13, 2005. 
 
It is necessary to for the Board of Supervisors to rescind the declaration. 
 
Staff recommends approval of the attached resolution. 
 
 
 

      
William C. Porter, Jr. 
 

 
WCP/tlc 
RecinEmer.mem 
 
Attachment 



 
R E S O L U T I O N 

 
 

RESCIND DECLARATION OF LOCAL EMERGENCY  - HURRICANE OPHELIA 
 
 
WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors of James City County, Virginia, declared a local state of 

emergency for Hurricane Ophelia on September 13, 2005; and 
 
WHEREAS, the County has now completed its missions related to the Hurricane. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of James City County, Virginia,
 that a local emergency no longer exists and the declaration is hereby rescinded. 
 
 
 

____________________________________ 
Michael J. Brown 
Chairman, Board of Supervisors 

 
ATTEST: 
 
 
________________________________ 
William C. Porter, Jr.  
Deputy Clerk to the Board 
 

Adopted by the Board of Supervisors of James City County, Virginia, this 27th day of 
September, 2005. 
 
 
RecinEmer.res 



 AGENDA ITEM NO.  G-1  
 M E M O R A N D U M 
 
DATE: September 27, 2005 
 
TO: The Board of Supervisors 
 
FROM: Matthew D. Arcieri, Senior Planner 
 
SUBJECT: Case No. S-91-04.  Marywood Subdivision 
 
          
 
Mr. Alvin P. Anderson of Kaufman and Canoles on behalf of Centex Homes has submitted an appeal to the 
decision of the James City County Planning Commission pursuant to Section 19-8 of the James City County 
Code.  On July 11, 2005, the Planning Commission denied the above-referenced case, which seeks to 
subdivide a 115.27-acre parcel into 114 single-family lots.  The property in question is located adjacent to the 
Kingswood and Druid Hills neighborhoods with access off John Tyler Highway, Hickory Sign Post Road, 
Oxford Road, and Spring Road and is further identified at Parcel No. (1-47) on James City County Real 
Estate Tax Map No. (47-2).  The parcel is zoned R-1, Limited Residential. 
 
Staff has provided the approved minutes of the Development Review Committee (DRC) and the original staff 
report provided to the DRC on this case, which includes the original staff recommendation of approval and all 
agency comments.  
 
At its July 11 meeting, the Planning Commission voted to deny approval based on its opinion that the 
proposal did not properly minimize environmental impacts and created traffic conditions on the internal 
streets (Spring Road and Oxford Road) and at the intersections of Spring Road and Oxford Road with 
Jamestown Road, which would be harmful to the safety, health, and general welfare of the public.   
 
The Commission considers these issues vital to its consideration of the request and, to date, the applicant has 
not submitted redesigned plans that would further reduce environmental impacts and further reduce and 
redistribute traffic impacts on internal streets and the intersections of Oxford Road and Spring Road with 
Jamestown Road.   
 
The applicant has, however, had numerous conversations with staff and an individual member of the Planning 
Commission as to potential changes to the plan that would address the Commission’s stated concerns and 
appears willing to implement such changes.  Accordingly, there are reasonable and legitimate grounds for the 
Board to uphold the Planning Commission’s denial of Case No. S-91-04. 
 
 
 

      
Matthew D. Arcieri 
 
CONCUR: 
 

 
 
 
 
MDA/gb 
S-91-04.mem 
 
Attachments: 

1. Letter from Marvin Sowers to Jason Grimes dated July 15, 2005 
2. Approved minutes of the July 6, 2005, Development Review Committee 
3. Approved minutes of the July 11, 2005, Planning Commission 
4. Staff report for the July 6, 2005, Development Review Committee meeting 



 AGENDA ITEM NO.  G-1  
 M E M O R A N D U M 
 
DATE: September 27, 2005 
 
TO: The Board of Supervisors 
 
FROM: Matthew D. Arcieri, Senior Planner 
 
SUBJECT: Case No. S-91-04.  Marywood Subdivision 
 
          
 
Mr. Alvin P. Anderson of Kaufman and Canoles on behalf of Centex Homes has submitted an appeal to the 
decision of the James City County Planning Commission pursuant to Section 19-8 of the James City County 
Code.  On July 11, 2005, the Planning Commission denied the above-referenced case, which seeks to 
subdivide a 115.27-acre parcel into 114 single-family lots.  The property in question is located adjacent to the 
Kingswood and Druid Hills neighborhoods with access off John Tyler Highway, Hickory Sign Post Road, 
Oxford Road, and Spring Road and is further identified at Parcel No. (1-47) on James City County Real 
Estate Tax Map No. (47-2).  The parcel is zoned R-1, Limited Residential. 
 
Staff has provided the approved minutes of the Development Review Committee (DRC) and the original staff 
report provided to the DRC on this case, which includes the original staff recommendation of approval and all 
agency comments.  
 
At its July 11 meeting, the Planning Commission voted to deny approval based on its opinion that the 
proposal did not properly minimize environmental impacts and created traffic conditions on the internal 
streets (Spring Road and Oxford Road) and at the intersections of Spring Road and Oxford Road with 
Jamestown Road, which would be harmful to the safety, health, and general welfare of the public.   
 
The Commission considers these issues vital to its consideration of the request and, to date, the applicant has 
not submitted redesigned plans that would further reduce environmental impacts and further reduce and 
redistribute traffic impacts on internal streets and the intersections of Oxford Road and Spring Road with 
Jamestown Road.   
 
The applicant has, however, had numerous conversations with staff and an individual member of the Planning 
Commission as to potential changes to the plan that would address the Commission’s stated concerns and 
appears willing to implement such changes.  Accordingly, there are reasonable and legitimate grounds for the 
Board to uphold the Planning Commission’s denial of Case No. S-91-04. 
 
 
 

      
Matthew D. Arcieri 
 
CONCUR: 
 

 
 
 
 
MDA/gb 
S-91-04.mem 
 
Attachments: 

1. Letter from Marvin Sowers to Jason Grimes dated July 15, 2005 
2. Approved minutes of the July 6, 2005, Development Review Committee 
3. Approved minutes of the July 11, 2005, Planning Commission 
4. Staff report for the July 6, 2005, Development Review Committee meeting 



July 15.2005 

Mr. Jason Grimes 
AES Consulting Engineers 
5248 Olde T o w e  Road 
Suite I 
Williamsburg. VA 231 88 

RE: S-91-04? Mqwlood 

Dear ?vb. Grimes: 

This lener is lo confirm thal on .lul\. 11 .  2005. the James Cin, Counry Planning 
Commission did not approve the abo\.e referenced case. The Commission delemined thal 
the proposal did no1 properly minimize environmend impacts and created trafic 
conditions on the internal streets (Spring Road and Oxford Road) and at the intersections 
of Spring Road and Oxford Road with J a m e s ~ o ~ n  Road which would be harmful to the 
safery. health and general welfare of the public. In accordance with James City Counn, 
Code Section 19-23. the applicanl may redesign the plan lo funher r e d u c e e n ~ i m e n m l  
impacts and funher reduce and disuibute vaffic impacts on inrernal suers and h e  
intersections of Oxford Road and Spring Road uith .lamestow Road. This redesign may 
be submined to the Developmen1 Re\.ieu. Comminee for reconsideralion ofprelimifiap 
appro\-al . 

In accordance uih lames C i v  Counnv Code Section 19-8, the subdivider may also 
appeal ~s decision 10 the James C i n  Counn; Board of Supenlisors. This appeal musl 
be filed in writing with Mi. Sanford 3. 14;anner. Clerk 10 the .Junes C i p  C o u n ~  R o d  
of Supenlisors, within 30 days of disappro\,al or the decision shall be final and 
unapjxalable. 

If you hzve an!; questions, please conracl me at (737) 253-6665. 

cc: Manhew.hcieri 
Allen M q h y  
John Hmx 
LeoRopers 
SanTwd \Vazbw 



AT A REGULAR MEETIXG OF THE DEVELOPMEhT REVIEW COh1IMlTTEE OF  
THE COUNTY OF  JAMES CITY, \JIRGhllA,  HELD h1 THE BUILDING C 
COhFEREXCE ROOM AT 4:00 P.M. OW THE 6 h  DAY OF JLTLY; T W O  
THOUSAND FIVE. 

ROLL CALL 

Mr. .lack Fraley. Chair 
Ms. Ingrid Blanlon 
Mr. Don Hunt 
Mr. Wilford Kale 

ALSO PRESEXT 

Sb. h4anhew Arcieri. Senior Planner 
Mr. Bill Caine. Civil Engineer 
Mr. Darryl Cook. Environmental Director 
Ms. Karen Drake. Senior Planner 
Mr. .lohn Home. De\;elopment Manager 
Mr.  Allen Slurphy. Principal Planner 
Mr. Scon Thomas. Civil Engineer 
Mr. Leo Rogers. County Attorney 

Follouinp a motion by Mr. Kale. the DRC approved. as amended. the minutes 
from the June I .  2005 meeting by a unanimous voice vote. 

Mr. Frale?- ga\.e an overview of  he p q o s e  of the DRC and its rerponsibilities. 
He described the public input process and noted h e  public comment periods for 
the respe,c~i\.e czses on the agenda pro\.ided ~hroughout the meeting as noled on 
the agenda. Mr. Fraley opened the meeting to  public commenl a1 3: lSPM. 

Plb. .lack Kirkland made commenls regarding &e inconsjsiency beween  the 
reponed timing of the  eagle's deparnrre and the acrual docurnen:ed timingt related 
to the Kingsmill-Spencer's Grant proposal. 

There hejnp no funher speakers. MY. Fraley then closed h e  m e t i n g  to public 
commenl. 

Ms. Karen DraLr presen~ed h e  staff repon detailing the q m e r l \  update and 
annual re\.ieu. of the shmdpa rk ing  arrmgernent for Section 2 ik 4 of Sew Town 



that to date had reduced the number of required parking spaces by approximately 
300. 34s. Drake introduced h4r. Larry Salzman of New Town Associates who 
commented that the shared parking concept was working as businesses began to 
open in Xeu: Town, with the real test of the shared parking occurring uith the 
movie theater .grand opening. Mr. Salzman noted that New Toun .4ssociales was 
making changes to address minor parking conflicts arising in the field: especially 
between residents and reuilers, and crealing reserved time limit parking spaoes 
for banks. 34r. Salzman noted that Kew- Town Associates was considering 
parking decks as a possibility for Block 9 depending on the rype ofde\;elopment 
as well as the location of bicycle racks. Mr. Salzman confirmed for Mr. Kale that 
if parking became a problem in a panicular block there was adequate space for a 
parking deck lo be constructed if needed. Ms. Blanton commended the reduction 
in h e  parking spaces that reduced environmental impacts and the planned bicycle 
racks. h4r. F r a l e~  commended the overall parking mehodolop. Mr. H u n ~  
seconded by Ms. Blanton, made a motion to approve the New Toun Section 2&4 
quanerly shared parking repon for Blocks 2. 3, 4,  5 ,  6, 7 8: 8 and the S e w  Toun 
Section 2&4  ,4nnual shared parking review: 144th the addition that bicycle rack 
information be incorporated into the quarterly repom, construction of parking 
decks remain a viable solution and that shared parking be considered as well in 
New Toun Section 386. The proposal u.az approved by a 4-0 voice \:ore. 

CASE NO. S-53-05. Kn'GSM JLL-SPENCER 'S GRANT 

h4.r. Arcieri presented the staff repon. Ms. Blanton asked for explanation ofthe 
hardship warranring a cul-de-sac waiver. 36. Arcieri responded that rhe waiver 
would ecsble circum\.ention of impacts to sleep slopes and open space. A h .  Kak 
asked for clarifications on setback and buffer requiremenu. Ms. Blanton asked if 
the eagle sirualed in the proposed suhdi\.ision had lefi its nest. Mr. Arcieri 
responded thal the issue was in the jurisdic~ion ofthe Sute Depanrnent of Game 
8: Inland Fisheries but that the En\:irc?nmenul division would no1 issue land 
disturbing permits until the issue \?.as resol\.ed. Discussion ensued regarding the 
exact timing of the eagle's d e p m e  and applicable documentation prc?\.ided by 
the State. 

A letter \vas presented that confirmed abandonment and satisfaction of h e  post- 
abandonmen1 lime requirement nec.essar-y for ensuing development. Mr. 
Kirkland. resident. claimed that Busch Gardens and the State had a contract 
specifying the appropriate time period for de\.elopment follow~ing abandonment, 
and that there \\.as no proof of waiver of contract. I he  applicant. 3llr. Voliva. 
stated ha t  he had documentation fiom the sule on h e  bird s w i n g  in 1993 when 
it arrived, until 7002 when it lefi. He added that Kingsmill u;ould uphold is 
repurntion for exceeding open space and buffering requirements u.ith its new 
proposal. 34r. Brian M'ans, Director of Consen!ation at William and Mq..zlated 
that Slate guidelines require a 330 fi. buffer around active nests and that 



Kingsmill had thus far been cooperati\:e in protecting nests. He continued, noting 
that State and Federal guidelines imposed the same required Jag period between 
abandonment and destruction of h e  site. He stated h a t  he spoke to  he Slate and 
h e  Fish 8: Wildlife 0% cet and neiher were party to direct agreemen1 beween 
Busch and hese  agencies. 

Mr. Kale questioned the origin of h e  lener. Mr. Wans responded h a t  f ie  lener 
was issued in error. >IT. Hun1 asked if the nalo \.ear lime period n.as enough. 
Discussion f o l l o ~ ~ e d  about *e scientific purpose of guidelines related 10 

spontaneous relocalion rates. Mr. M'illiam Cain of the Environmental Division 
stated h a t  he had a lener staling thal the three year post-abandonment period was 
met, but h a t  he would check the validity. He recommended appro\.al. Ab. 
Kirkland stated thal he recommended deferral. Mr. Fraley asked for h4r. Voliva's 
response. 34r. Voliva staled Lhal he \vould \vithdraw if the lener 1 a 7 a  deemed 
inaccurate. Mr. Fraley reiterated that land disrurbing permits would no1 be issued 
until Lhe issue was resolved. 341. Kale stated that deferral would be ad~ultageous. 
Mr. Arcien stated Lhat he concurred u ih  Mr. Cain's comments and recommended 
approval. The DRC recommended preliminary approval subiecl lo  agent!; 
comments. appro\.al of h e  cul-de-sac wai\ er. and approval of the side\a.alk 
waiver b\ a Yote of ? - I .  u i th  Mr. Kale dissenting. 

DRC RECOMMEhDATlONS 

There being no funher discussions, the DRC made he i r  recommendations as 
noted abo\.e for each case. 

PUBLIC C O U h E N T  iMar\u:ood) 

Mr. Frale!; opened the public hearing a1 4 :  10 pm. hJs. Shereen Hughes. resident 
of Holly Brook voiced her concerns regarding the 5ilap~wood proposal cirinp three major 
issues. For traffic impacts. she slated that over a quaner of h e  year. trafT~c is in-creased 
due 10 pool traffic. Additionally, she'noled ha1 iniemal roads were used a.s greenways 
due to the absence of a hike path on .larnes~o\\n Road and that h e  roads in fact appeared 
as bike paths on h e  Bike Beau website. For buffer concerns, she stated that the border 
between M a ~ w o o d  and Wesl Kingswood usas being used as a service rcad insread of h e  
n a m e  trailhuffer onpinall!: proposed. She claimed thai h e  senlice authorin. r e q w s l d  it 
be uidened to 25 feet. and referenced Counn: c.ornments that Lhe buffer ulould be 
reduced. For environmental concernst she stared thai the repon did mt accurarel!: reflect 
the true amount of acreage impacled. She added lhal h e  entire plan was no1 viable unless 
the Deparunent of En\.ironmenml Quality and the .4rm!. Corps. of Engineers approved it. 
She staled thal she \%.as concerned aboul impacts on surrounding watem.a!s m d  noted 
that she did not see an!- reason for appro\:al until the? got a permit for B54P = 1. La$rlyl 
she requested thal en~.ironrnenul impacts on projxn? owners be recognized. 

34r. Fraley thanked Ms. Hughes and n a e d  thai DEQ and Army C-oq~. ofEngineen 



review was independent of DRC. and not considered in rhe Cornmitree's review. 
h4r. Charles Resner of I 18 Spring Road stated that when initial zoning upas issued. the 
County would not have envisioned a slash and burn approach to cuning trees. He noied 
that there would be no parantee from the builder that an!lthing would be preserved and 
thal a clear cuning approach was eminent. He then stated that this was not teasible when 
h e  zoning designation \s7a.s firs1 applied because of lack of proper equipment. Mr. Resner 
finally recommended that the DRC take more care in analyzing the functionalin; of 
current zoning designations and address inadequate buflers specific to the proposal at 
hand. 

S4r. Tony Oppeman, an emplo?ee of VDOT and resideni of 108 Spring Road stated he 
ulould speak out as a residenl of Spring Road and was not representing VDOT. He stated 
 at Virginia State Law gives the Couny authorin to locate roads that uill  become pan 
of the secondary road s!stem. He h e n  noted that VDOT could exercise passiw authority 
and accept Centex's proposal or take afirmati\:e authorin and recommend a 
reconfiguration 10 spread out traffic distribution, ~e laner being in the best interest of 
citizens. He recommended equal access points, ujth exclusi\~e access on Route 5 and 
reiterated that James Cin; Counn needed to push for reconfiguration of roads that would 
e\:entuall y become public roads. 

34r. Oppeman continued, ciiing several reasons why R o u e  31 wras a poor choice 
including: I )  level of sen:ice B being bener than C or D, which Route 5 could 
accornrno&be; 2) sigh1 distance in question of Spring Road, with only 485 feel of sight 
distance, as opposed lo  the required 600 feel; 3) dramatic vertical profile of Route 3 I ,  
especially at Spring Road: 4)  no shoulders or room for correction; 5) b i c \ ~ l e  and 
pedesman safen issues: 6) 1000 additional trips on Jarnesiowm: 7) 28-1 05% increase in 
rurning mo\lemenIs. Mr. Oppeman concluded thai if the DRC i,pored sratistics in 
making jts decision. h e  decision would be shonsighted. 

Mr. Jones, resjdeni of Kingsu-ood, staled that there were IOU of near misses a1 the comer 
of Jarnestown and Spring Road. and emphasized die d i f i cu lp  in nuning lefi m d  right 
onlo Spring Road from .lamesio~sn. He noted ha1 four and five cars at a time would be 
sucked in waiting lo nun onlo Spring Road and thai he re  was no traf5c control stud? 
thai addressed the problem. He staled that his dn\-euVay was ofien blocked on3pring 
Road from o h e r  traffic and that additional a a s c  would be disastrous. 

Ms. Anne Maurine of 107 \I'esi Kingswood affirmed thal there were 5 homes behind the 
pre\!iously mentioned r a \ . e l  road that had been lefi our of the decision. She asked for 
c.onfinnation h a t  the gra\.el road had been c.on\:ened to an access streei to the pump 
stalion and noled thai Ms. Dudley upas 19 feet from h e  property line looking out directly 
across from the acc.ess road. 34s. Mawing asked if the road would become a recrea~ion or 
maintenance access. She then staled that she would like to see the buffer increased and 
reminded the comminee h a t  suucnues should be located a minimum of 60 feel from the 
cenlerline of the sueel. She concluded that d i e  burden should be shared b? Cemex. 

Ms. Laura Viantour. resideni of 209 Oxford Road sated that theeomer of Imesto\sn 



and Oxford did not suffer similar visibility issues to Spring Road but that she upas 
concerned about increased traffic when the f e m  lets out. She stated that she estimated 
increased traffic impact for the .larnestown/Oxford intersection if the propcsal woukl be 
appro\~ed. 

>like, resident at I 15 Spring Road questioned whether the proposed de\!elopment could 
be devimental to h e  floodplain. 

CASE NO. S-91-04. >WRYWOOD SLiBDIVlSIO3 

h4r. Fraley asked Mr. -4rcieri to give the suiff repon. Mr. ,4rcieri read the slafirepan and 
noted changes. He noted that the minimum requirement of VDOT to achieve visibility at 
the comer in question was 390 feet. He concluded that staff recommended preliminary 
appro\fal subject to agency comments. Mr. Kale asked why access to Route 5 and 
I-lickory Signpost Road u - a n - I  considered. VDOT suff referenced scenario nvo in rhe 
slaff repon. 34r. Kale asked if the Chesapeake Bay Board had been consulted. Mr. Scott 
Thomas, Environmental Divisiont stated that comments were outstanding at thal point. 
34rs. Blanton noted &at there were still areas present uith greater than 25% slopes not 

- 

sho\m on the consen.ation plan and referenced lots 64. 66.67. and 73. h4rs. Blanton &ED 
asked about item 9C and voiced concerns o\-er drainage. Mr. Thomas responded that the 
applicant offered a grading plan forecast independent of subminal requiremenu and 
clarified that development plans reflected pading for roads. utilities, and necessary 
impro\lements for subdivision. He suited thar 101-lo-lot issues would be made apparent 
when the final grading plan exhibil u7as submined. 

34ra. Blanton inquired about the clearing of Ihe corridor. and asked if vepewtion would be 
clear cut. Mr. Thomas responded that developmen1 plans must show clearing limits for 
u~ilities, drainage-etc. He added that comments on the Erosion and Sediment Conrrol 
plan reflected outsranding issues. Mrs. Blanton inquired about controls to minimize 
clear-cuning. Mr. Thomas rela!ed that clear-culs \would be minimized to the grearet 
extent possible. as reflected in steep slope impaci sutistics and other associated staiistics. 
34rs. Blanton reference.d Page 6. item 23F md inquired ahout the number of 101s &at 
\would direct flow onlo other 101s in the master grading plan, specificall), =king about f i e  
issue of 101-to-lot drainage. 34~. Thomas responded thal the grading exhibit brought out 
drainage issues but thal  he?. \&;ere directly reviewed when sin.gle famil?; building pwmio 
u.ere reviewed. Mr. Kale asked who would be buildinp the homes. A representaii\fe of 
Centex replied that fie\: u:ould be building all the homes. 

34r. Bemen introduced himself and legal counsel of Kaufman and Canoles. He sac& 
that three years ago the proposed M q - ~ v o o d  propern. was viewed as Je\:elopable 
property. He stated that there uere  several object~\es set at the meeting including: I )  
sening aside parcels for buffers and open space: 21 ensuring kw poinu of envy inlo the 
development: 3) not allo~a-ing through access via Oxford from l a m e s t o ~ n  to Rome 5:  4) 
possibly incorporatinp an emergency access to fire: 4) ensuring treatment of off-sire 
storm water runoff: and 6) paranteeing that no access to Route S be made. 



Mr. Bennen next listed objectives met: I )  DRW did additional studies for traffic a1 
.lamestown and Route 5 ;  2) effect of downstream drainage towpard Lake Powell closel\~ 
studied; 3) separalion from RPA buffer wras accoumed for. Mr. Bennen noted ha t  in h e  
end, once all issues were considered, they were lefi 144th a lemon. He stared to the 
Cornminee that once all impacts were mitigated, the current proposal materialized into 
what was being presented. Mr. Bennen offered ~ ~ Q l \ ~ 0 0 d ' S  comparison to Druid Hills! 
citing 101 size and noling thal M ~ w ; o o d  was very similar except that it set aside open 
space. 

Mr. Bennert stated he would address the concerns shared by several adjacenl p r o p e p  
owners. He ensured thai they worked hard 10 generale compliance on significanl issues. 
He suited thal the senlice road/bufTer was going to be access to the lifi station and had 
been there for decades. He confirmed that the access road wwuld not be paved or 
\tidened; rather the easement would be widened to 25 ke l .  Mr. Kale asked if the 
applicant was prepared to do a physical berm benveen the North pan of the access road 
and the M q u l o o d  p r o p e p .  Fh. Bennen replied &a1 h i s  wfas addressed by meandering 
of roadway. Mr. Kale asked who made the decision no1 to consider access on Route 5 
rather h a n  .lamestown. Yllr Bennen replied h a t  \TDOT's expectation a1 the conceprual 
stzge was thal the original six objectives were rearonable crireria for the de\ elopmeni 
plan. h41. Kale stated rbat a road was cut 20 years ago connecting Jarnesioun with Route 
5. but h a t  h e  Board of Eupenisors blocked h e  h o u g h  road. He added that \'DOT had 
approved that road. and cut it. and that it had since growa up. Mr.  Bennen stated h a t  h e  
current project team did no1 panicipate in the earlier initial discussions. 

h4r. Fraley remarked thai nobody a1 VDOT indicated h a t  &is access should not be placed 
through lo Route 5. 3lr. Bennen slated h a t  the plan represented criwria set in p!ace !:ears 
ago that VDOT concurred with a1 the time. $ 4 ~ .  Frale?. sured h a t  he had no1 seen the 
proposal he asked lor. Mr. Kale asked for clarification h a t  none of the present ream 
panicipaled in the original de\elopment pre-hearing. Mr. Bennen noted thai the meering 
that took place was not a pre-hearing, bur raher a stmi-lomaldiscussion with VDOT: 
the Army Corps. of Engineers. h e  En\lironmenlal Division. and Planning. 34~. Kale 
esked if notes were d e n .  3b. Bennen suted he had a note about connectivin- to Roule 
5 .  Mr. Kale asked \vho panjcipated from Planning sufl .  34r. Afcieri stated h a t  he had. 
and ha1 VDOT staff concurred with h e  criteria esrahlished. Mr. Arcien staled that there 
was no possibilin for exclusi\.e access in staff s mind and ha1 staff had considered many 
options for a Route 5 access. 

3h. Kale remarked thal  his \\.as an infill project and b! nature demanded bener anention 
because such pro-iects ha\ e lo fit in with eveq*ing around it. He propo3ed access lo 
Route 5 w i h  a cul-de-sac and staled thal the currenr projecl did not bring a n ? h n g  10 the 
table. He stated thai h e  minimums were being v ~ e u e d  as accepuble. He added zhai the 
proposal was like Druid Hills excep thai lopograph!. \\.a terrible. He conlinued sating 
h a t  h e  proposal \vas not a fruit salad. and that  is lvas u.ha1 you get when !,ou combine 
all lots in an area lhal would not take lots. Mr.  Kale added thal rhe propsal  \vat no1 
going to mesh. He staled thai the projeci did no1 ac.coun1 for any sensiti\:iv. an3 rhat 
issues of en\rironment and na%c were alarming. He added iha~ h e  applicant made no 



sacrifices of greenspace or trails. He concluded thai comparisons to Ford's Colony and 
Kingsmill were unfair, but thai the submitted proposal was not the best pro-iect it could 
be. 

h4r. Bennen stated that the agreed upon criteria were met. that B34P compliance was met, 
and that the proposal accomplished leaving a large expanse of open space. He added that 
the project had met obligations by code and policy a a de\.elopable plan. He noted that 
there were probably 60 ways to develop it. Mrs. Blanton asked if traffic studies were 
conducted for the internal roads. Sb. Dexter \Villiams of \;DOT responded that internal 
studies were not conducted and that focus was kept on external roads. He sated that no 
performance criteria approached the issue of \valking on the roads, and that there u.w no 
heshold thai h i s  project would violate. Lastly. he added that the traffic study was done 
to suit VDOT. and that access to Route 5 feasibility was approached at a VDOT meeting 
and the causeway was shot doun. 

34rs. Blanton stated Lhai this assumes that all traffic would ingress/egress on Route 5. 
341. \4iilliams stated thai VDOT panies responded thal this proposal uras out of h e  
question. He added thal Hickory Sign Post Road \\,as one of h e  more narrow roads in the 
Count?; and the worsl candidale for accommodatin_e additional traffic. He stated ha t  
rhere was not much difference in alternati\~es Lhai could meet environmental smdards 
and ha t  which upas presen~ed. Mr. Bennen added ha1 11 \\.as h e  intent of the del elopers 
lo preserve I5 acres of open space toward Hickory Sign Posl Road. Mr. Kale remarked 
thai w i h  the existing configuration. you could take oui 30 existing lots and place hem - 
toward Route 5 to be accessed from Route 5 :  and added Lhai it urould not take much to 
change the current proposal. h4r. Bennen responded Lhal Lhe connectivity to Route 5 
analysis was compleled and Lhat based on h e  alignmen1 of Route 5, there were major 
dcs~gn challenges in accessing the subdivision f ~ o m  Route 5. 

Mr. Fraley recommended thal &e applicanl approach rhe vaf ic  issues in re\ ene order. 
asking the question. "If 1 \van1 lo miljgate traffic 10 Spring and Oxford Road ho\x u ~ u l d  
t h~s  look if based from Rouie 5." He added that trafic \vzs already bad in the uea. and 
thai he ulas troubled h? using Oxford and Spring as ma@ aneries into the suhdi\.ision. 
nonvithsunding issues once ?-ou drive into it. He staled that he could not in good 
conscience accommodaie a plan uith those kind of conditions. He requesred that the 
applicant sm uith hou access \vould work. and no1 sm uith getting 1 1 4  lo~s  and move 
backward. He encouraged the applicant to begin wrking to accommodate a plan uith 
Route 5 access. Mr. Bennen noted thai Mr. Opperman wanted a determination of 
Virginia State Code Sec~lon :3- 129. ,141. Leo Rogers staled hat  this code section dated 
back to Lhe Bird Road .Act. He explained thai righl-of-%a?. was dedicated lo a localin 
and that h e  code section did no1 speak to access points. and was misinterprered to be 
referencing something differenr 

Mr. Bennen stated thai both sigh1 and stopping distance Mere adequate and me1 minimum 
requirements. He then spoke lo the queuing of cars rnzklng lefi hand rums He added 
that the client wanted a contiguous subdivision with inlerconnected streets. no1 separate 
access points. He conl~nued b? stating that this allow~d for more control and thai the 



drawings represented an honest abiding plan of James C i p  Counn, Code. He hen  
remarked that VDOT. En\lironmental, and Planning expenise was relied upon. 

Mr. .Alvin Anderson introduced himself and smted hat  i t  was a pri~lilege to appear. He 
reminded the comminee oilheir oath to abide by the C o m n  rule book and he suggested 
that the 34aqu100d submission met the require men^ ofthat rule book. He asked how a 
DRC determines i i a  proposal meets or exceeds requirements of laws that such comminee 
is supposed to uphold. 34r. Anderson advised that the DRC look to Planning. 
En\lironmental, and VDOT suff in making a decision on a plan. He clarified &at he was 
not suggesting that public commenB be ignored but was sugges~ing thai expen opinions 
be gi\.en appropriate weight. 13e advised that if the rulebook did not provide adequate 
protection to the public. then the rulebook be chaneed in Comprehensive Plan update and 
zoning ordinance amendment. He added that it  was not fair to hold one person 10 a 
different smndard than another and smted that Centex was commined 10 doing evep-hing 
ha1 the Zoning Ordinance required. He asked the DRC iithe Environmen~l Division, 
Planning Division, and VDOT staff wvas u.ronf in h i s  case. He then posed w o  questions 
to the Zoning Adminiruator: I) were plans consinent with James City County codes. 
rules. and regulations and 2) was  he applicani entitled to preliminary appr~ \~a l  o i  plans 
at this jmcnue. 

34~. Allen Murphy, Zoning Adminisvator, stated thar zoning minimums were met. and 
thatcrileria set fonh in the suhdi\:ision~rdinance were met. Ms. Blan~on asked how ulell 
Mr. Murph~  felt the proposal addressed mixed use. pedestrian- and interconnecti\;i~ 
goals in the Comprehensi\le Plan. Mr. Fraley read Comprehensive Plan goals and 
obiecti1:es specific to 34rs. Blanton's question verbalim. Mr. Murphy responded thal the 
Comprehensive Plan objectil-es were most appropr;ztel!. applied in the re\:ieu- o i a  
Special Use Permit or Rezoning applicalion. He added thal the proposal met the ha ic  
requirements of the zoning and subdivision o rd i~mce .  He staled that the subdi~.ision 
ordinance specified thai rhe DRC make a recommendalion that the Planning Commission 
then take action on. 

M r .  Bemen swed thal suff was provided a 10- 13 page memo with an anached pading 
exhibit to be incorporated into the full design oiplms.  He noted that prior to the 
cubmirtal of exhibits and additional informationl Kaufman and Canoles worked to adjust 
e\-ep~hing so it \%*as consisienl across the board. 3b. Frale!; asked for comments from 
\:DOT engineer Bradley M:eidenhammer. h h .  ll'eidenharnmer reiterated commenls 
made about the preliminary meetinp by h4r. Bennen, and suted that a Route 5 access was 
all;r.ays assumed to be a cut-through. He noted thai impacts to the Route S Cornmunit?. 
Characler Corridor were discussed and at h e  time delemined that Route 5 access should 
be discouraged. h4r. Paule!: stared that i t  was nor an issue of access on either 3 I or 5 .  bul 
thai the determination u3as to not allow an access on both (permining a cut-through.j He 
&en stared that three possibjli~ies were approached: 

I ) full access on Route 3 I : 2) panial access on R owe 5. or 3) full cut-through 
bemeen Route 5 and 3 1 .  

341. Frale! noted thai the propen?. f~onied on Route 5 .  nor 31. and that it made senze 1.0 

accommodate an access to John Tyler. 



341. Pauley clarified VDOT's role in reviewing prop~sals noting that they do not direc~ 
localities where secondar-y roads have to be placed. $41. Kale asked when h e  three 
options smted by Mr. Pauley uere presented. Mr. \Villiams stated thai the study revealed 
that other options took a linle traffic off and did not change much. He added ha t  it did 
not limit access points and added an access point on historic Route 5. Mr. Kale 
questioned which access point was bener. Spring Road or Route 5 and stated that the 
applicant was asking for mlo entrances on one road. Mr. \4:illiarns referenced a section of 
86 lots and responded that Spring would be in worst shape if Oxford was not used. Mr. 
Kale countered that three makes more sense than two. 

Mr. Bennen noted that they had modeled external runoff into mbutaries leading into Lake 
Powell. A citizen remarked thai all should be aware that the darn stays in flu>; all times 
of h e  Fear. Mr. Fraley opened h e  hearing for public comment. 

PUBLIC COMMENT (Man~vood) 

Ms. Shereen Hughes reminded the DRC that if a plan had an impact on public safety of 
citizens on roads and traffic. il  could be denied. She then noted that en\7ironmen1al 
impact u.as also a significani point. and that the DRC had a right to deny. h43. Hughes 
pointed out ha t  there was Feai expertise in the cornmunip. as well, and thai additional 
information presented was _ei\:en from an expen's perspective. She added that ever?, 
person involved in preljminay. approval misinterpreted en\.ironmental stadstics. anddid 
no1 realize the stream from Bh4.P # I  was perennial. She miid that a threelpod approach 
was presented to VDOT. the En\Tronmental Division. and the Army Corps. Of Engineers 
and thai some Bh@-s would ha\ e to be eliminated from a >e\.en pod approach 34s. 
Hughes continued, noting thai h e  alternative to evenl?; define the burden beween 
c.ommunities was not reviewed or c.onsidered by the zppl~cant. She stated that &e .bn?- 
Corp. wanted confinnaijon ~ha i  all impact would be avoided 10 maximum potential. 

3lr. Jim Waldeck staled ~ha i  he felt 34r. Fraley and 341. Kale's c.omments \were on track. 
and reileraied that the C o u p  should not senle for medjorrin. He stated thai the 
applicant ignored neighbor's meetings and that \vha~ \vas presented was not the *I p!an. 
He concluded that the plan did no1 meet criteria in  the James C i p  C o u p  Code thai 
uould make it compatible. 

Mr. Tony Opperman staled h a 1  the applicant's only objectil-e was gening I 1 4  lots on I 14 
acres. He presented piciurez of traffic during swim me.ets 10 the DRC. 

34s. Kim Lee of I I I Braddoch Road stated thai here was a lack of information a d  a !ack 
of process. and g as bothered thai someone could iell the DRC what their job lvas. S,k 
explained that she vieued t h ~ s  as a f o m  of intimidation and requesied deferral until the 
proposal was well thought oui 

54s. Gale Pin of 107 Braddock Road stated that she realized that lawyers and de\;clqxrs 
had to stick to their puns professionallyt but may ha\-e pri\.aie opinions. She agreed that 



the proposal was one of minimums. S h e  s a ~ d  that she noticed obfuscation, t!e ability to 
answer questions using passive voice to diven ques~ions. She added that the DRC was 
there to add human f o n  and brain to the mix and ask if it ufas what was best for the 
communiv.  She restated that the pro-ject became a lemon and was glad Mr. B e m n  
admined that. She continued. stating that as the process progressed. integration was 
avoided. She addressed the applicant. stating that their job was to champion this housing 
pro-iect noting that the one finally submined \was not in the citizens' best interest. but 
rather Centex's. She added that she hoped progress and process would work in the 
future. 

h4s. Yancy McCann questioned m.hy Centex hired legal c.ow.sel to push the project d o u a  
the County's throat and added that when you dot 1's and cross 7 ' s  you may o\~erlook 
\ ~ h a t ' s  right. She staied that outside expens cannot decide what is good for residents \%rho 
live he re .  

Ms. Elizabeth Rhodes of 7750 Golinea Road state thal she \vas concerned with possible 
impacls the de\lelopment would ha\ e on the Nonh  side of the de\~eloprnent. 

34r .  Fraley closed the public hearing for comment. 

94.r. Kale noted the difficuln: ofde\:eloping the parcel proposed for development. He 
stated that if they clear-cut the applicant claimed that runoff \ x ~ u l d  not b e  increased into 
the lake. and he could no1 possibl\l swallow that assessment. He reiterated his concerns 
ahoui traffic, noting that it \vas bad in 1976. He added h a 1  ii was never safe 10 walk 
along .lamestourn or Spring Road and that expens have no1 satisfied him with minimums. 
He suted that it was possible for some homes to  be built hack there. and h a 1  he!: were 
no1 giving this projeci an\: more scrutiny than other pro.iectc h a t  do not pass h e  rest. He 
explained that every time a prc-jecl ljke this arises \vith major public o u i c n  they gel a 
hener pro.iect. He  conc1ude.d thai the developer was maMe l o  answer in every s p e c t :  all 
Issues. 

345. Blan~on  stated that the role of the DRC was lo  pose an independent judgement of 
issues before them, and that the envjronmenul issues were an area of primary c.oncern 

94r. Hun1 explained that the!. \&:ere presented with a plan. and it ulas not the direc~ive ,of 
the Commission to  direci the applicant with how the?. uvant to come forward with the 
propem.. 

341. Frale!: stated thai he \vas no1 against developing the properr!. and mauld gladl!. 
suppon a proposal with IOU rn\.ironmenlal impact. sman design, and c rea~ iv in .  He 
staled he would suppon a proposal that was accepuble. He s w e d  that if &e\: \were 
meeting h e  ordinance. the:. were acceptable, bur that there were safety concerns 
conne.cted with traffic. He added thai there were VDOT issues regarding safe?. and nm- 
compliant roads. He  concluded thai he found the proposal unaccep&le. 

DRC RECOMMEhDATIOYS 



There being no funher discussions, the DRC made  heir recommendations on the 
Mapwood Subdivision case. 

341, Kale made a motion to recommend disapproval of preliminary approval ofthe plm. 
The motion was seconded b\: 34~s. Blanton. The motion carried 3- I with Mr. Hunt 
dissenting. 

There being no further business, the .luly 6, 2005, Development Revien; 
Comminee meeting adjourned a1 7: 31 P.M. 

\w/ / / 

0.3&&1n Sowers. . b e c ~  



APPROVED 31IYL:TES OF THE .JULY 11,2005 3lEETISG 
OF THE PLASSISG CO,1J;11lSSIO3 

DE\lELOP?4ES T RE\'lEW CO34341 TTEE (DRC) 

341. Fraley presenied the repon. The DRC considered three cases a1 its Jul!~ 6'h 
meeting. 

The DRC unanimousl~. reconimend preliminar! appro\.al. subject to agenc! 
comments of the .lul! 2005 quarierl! updale for shared parking in Yeu To\im. Section 
2&4. Blocks 2.5.4.5.6.7. 8 6 10 as bell as continualion of quarlerly parking updale 
presenmiions to the DRC. The Comminee also recommend preliminary appro\-al. subject 
to agenc! comments. of S-53-05 Kingsmill- Spencer's Grant. of the cul-de-sac wail er. 
and appro\ a1 of the sidewalk er b! a ole of 3- I .  

Last]!.. the DRC recommended disappro~al of case S-91-04 M q w o o d  proposal 
by a \-0ic.e \-ole of 3-1. The DRC deiennined that the proposal did not properly minimize 
en\-jronmenul impacts and creaied a traffic situaljon harmful lo the safer\.. heallh and 
general welfare of the public. 

34s. Jones motioned lo appro\.e the repon. 

hb. Kale seconded the moiion. 

In a unanimous 1-oice \;ole lhe repon u-as appro\.ed (5-0') (Hun1 and Billups absenl) 



Subdivision 91-04 
3lar)wood Subdivision 
Slaff Repon for the July 6. 2005. De\ielopment Review Comminee Meeting 

SU,MAMRY FACTS 

,4pplican1: Jason Grimes, AaES Consulting Engineers 

Land Owner: Centex Homes 

Proposed llse: Approval of I 14 lots 

Location: Propem, adjacent K ingswood and Druid Hills neighborhoods 

T a r  Mapiparcel No.: (47-2)(1-4 7) 

Pr imary  Srn , ice  Area: Inside 

Parcel Size: 1 I 5.27 acres 

Existing Zoning: R- I Limited Residential 

Comprrhrn9ive Plan: Low Density Residential 

Reason for  D R C  Review: The development proposes more than 50 lots 

Staff Contacl: Manhew Arcieri Phone: 255-6685 

STAFF REC0MMEJ4'DA TlON 

Staff recommends preliminary approval subject to agency cornmenu. 

En\lironmenlal Issues 

As pan of its original re\liew, the En\lironmental Division had recommended disapproval ofthe plan for five 
reaons: 

. In accordance with Section 2 3 -  of the Chesapeake Eay ordinance. impacts to steep slope areas 
due to proposed site work and utilities were excessive for the prqject and it had not been 
demonstrated that these impacts halie been minimized in an acceptable fashion. 

lrnpacts to RPA and RPA buffer areas were excessi\le for the pro-ject and had not been minimized 
in an acceptable fashion in accordance with the Chesapeake Bay ordinance 

. 
In accordance with Section 23-1 0 and 19-32 of the Chesapeake Bay and subdi\lision ordinances. 
the En\lironmental ln\fenton for the project did not appear to depict all areas of 23 percent slopes 
or steeper making it difficult to derermine if adequate buildable area exists. 

In accordance with Section 19-32 of the subdivision ordinance. 101-to-lot drainage concerns 
pre\~iously commented on had not been resol\~ed in an acceplable fashion. 

. The dam breach analyses as presented for the proposed dual 48-inch cu l \~ens  at Oxford Road 
Station was performed using a "sunny-day" breach method. 

S-91-04 - Mary\& Subdivision 
Page 1 



The applicant has submined revised plans which address the issues mentioned above. Specifically: 

• It was adequately demonstrated that steep slope impacts were reduced in a satisfactory manner 
from 2.33 acres to I .88 acres. This results in a reduction of 0.45 acres of steep s l o p  impact. This 
was mainly due to site plan reduction strategies and the revised location for dry pond BMP # 2. 

• I t  \\!as adequately demonstrated that RPA and RPA buffer impacts were reduced in a satisfactory 
manner from 4.54 acres total (3.72 acres for RPA buffer; 0.82 acres for RPA) pre\liously to 3.93 
acres (3.20 acres for RPA buffer; 0.53 acres for RPA). This results in a reduction of 0.52 acres of  
RPA buffer impact and 0.09 acres of direct RPA impact respecti\lely. This was mainly due to 
o\~erall site plan reduction strategiest especially concentrated at the two major roadlweiland 
crossings at Oxford Road and Braddock Road, and due to the revised location of dry pond BMP 
# 2.  Dry pond BMP # 2 was moved upland out of perennial sneam and RPA/RPA buffer area. 

• Based on detailed sun1ey and lot sketch information as pro\~ided by the plan preparer, there are 
no additional steep slope areas (25 percent or steeper) on the lots as previously identified. 

• A master clearing and grading plan exhibit has demonstrated that the lot-to-lot drainage issues as 
previously raised could be sol\~ed during a block grading scenario or during the single-family 
building application process and did not need to be addressed at the plan of development level. 

. The revised dam breach analyses demonstrates that the pipe c u h e n  sizes as proposed at the wo 
crossings on Oxford Road are satisfactory to keep flood ele\~ations below proposed home 
locations. 

It should be noled that although these five items are now considered addressed by the En\lironmental 
Division. many technical issues still remain for the project. These issues must be adequately resolved 
before a land-disturbing permit and final suhdi\~ision plan approval can be granted. Also, the project is 
subject to administrative and Chesapeake Bay Board review for impacts associated with the RPA and 
RPA buffer. This includes review of the revised WQIA (water qual in impact assessment) which is 
currently under staff review. Chesapeake Bay Board items will be subject to public hearing. 

Road lmpro\;ements 

As part of lhis plan subminal, the applican~ has proposed impro\,ernrnt5 lo the Oxford and Spring Rcad 
intersections. At both intersections slopes will be regraded to impro\ e site distance. At Spring Road. 
four feet of pa\ement ui l l  be added bringing the width of Spring Road at the intersection to 24 feet. 250 
feet of Spring Road will be resurfaced. 

Traffic Srud\. 

As pan of their initial comments on this case VDOT requested thai a uafflc study be submined for the 
proposed de\,elopment. This stud) \ v u  submined to VDOT on May 6.2005.  The study examined three 
scenarios: 

Altemati\;e I - All I 1  4 lots accessing Jamestou~n Road via Oxford and Spring Roads 
Alternative 2 - Separate access to Route 5 (John Tyler Highway) for 29 lots currently accessing 
Jamestown Road via Oxford Road. 
Altemati\;e 3 - An Oxford Road connection between lamestown Road and John Tyler Highway 

VDOT's comments on this plan conclude that neither of the two alternatives considered represents a 
.bener proposal than Alternative I .  Therefore the current ~ r o ~ o s a l  with access onto Jamestown Road via 
Oxford Road and Sprine Road is acceptable. 



Based on the traffic study, staff believes that the plan as proposed represents the &I possible access 
solution for the Marywlood subdivision. Under all scenarios thrutlefi movements on Jamestown Road 
operate at a level of service (LOS) A. Diverling 29 lots onto John Tyler Highway reduces delay at the 
OxfordlJamestown Road inlerseclion by 1.2 seconds in the AM and 2.7 seconds in the PM. The level of 
senlice a1 this intersection is a LOS C in the AM and LOS D in the PM under all scenarios. 

.4pproach 

lamestoun Rd. ?dB 
At Spring Road 
ThroughILefi 

Jarnestown Road NB 
A1 Oxford Road 

Throughkfi 

John Tyler HUT SB 
At M q w o o d  Entrance 

Lefi-Turn lane 

ALTERYATl\rE I 

AM - A (7.8) 
PM - A (8.8) 

AM - A (7.9) 
PM - A (9.2) 

Oxford Road EB 
At Jamestoun Road 

LehBight 

N/A 

Spring Road EB 
A1 James~oun Road 

Lefimighl 

I I I I I 

Nolation: Peak Hour - LOS (Delay) 

A LTERY.4TJVE 2 

AM - A (7.8) 
PM - A (8.8) 

AM - A (7.9) 
PM - A (9.2) 

AM - C (23.0) 
PM - D (31.4) 

Mqu*c?od Entrance WB 
AI John Tyler Huy 

LeftlRigh~ 

Source: These values are compiled from thr  Tramc Impact Studits prrformrd by Drrter Williams dated 
.4pril I. 2005. .April 2, 2005, and April ?O. ?005. 

1 

ALTERh'ATIVE 3 
- 

AM - A (7.8) 
PM - A (8.8) 

AM - A (7.9) 
PM- A(9.1) 

AM - A (8.3) 
PM - A (8.3) 

AM - C (17.0) 
PM - C (20.1) 

Given the minimal difference in LOS and delay. s~a f f  does not believe that shifting 29 lots onto John 
Tyler will ha\,e an appreciable affeci on conditions on Oxford. Spring or Jarnestown Road. Staff and 
VDOT continue to  no1 suppon access onto John Tyler Highway. Such an access p i n t  will severel! 
impact the Community Character Corridor by eliminating ponions of the exisling tree canopy to 
construct a lefi turn lane and creates ano the~  potenlial lrafic confl ic~ on a road already categorized as 
se\~erel\~ conpested on the HRPDC-s 2026 Transportation Plan. 

AM - A (8.4) 
PM - A (8.6) 

AM - C(21.8) 
PM - D (28.7) 

N ;A 

VDOT minimum required sight dislance for the intersections of Oxford and Spring Road with .larr,estown 
Road is 390 feel. With the proposed intersection impro\lementsr sight distance is 483 feel or greater in 
all directions. Staff has also asked VDOT to review sight distances for queued \lehicles on lamestown 
Road u.aitinp lo make a lefi turn onto Spring and Oxford. VDOT's analysis indicates that there is 
adequate sight disrance for five queued \,chicles. Based on  he traffic sludy. the likelihood of five 
vehicles slacking on Jameslown Road based on the cunenl  LOS and de!ays provided in the t raff~c stud! 

AM-C(18.7) 
PM - D (26.6) 

AM- C(l7.O) 
PM - C (20.1) 

is v e p  low 

AM - C ( 15.9) 
PM- C(19.3) 

AM - B ( 1  1.9) 
PM - B (12.9) 

m nhew D. Arc' ri 

AM - B (13.0) 
PM - C (20.7) 

Anachments: 
I .  Plan (separale) 
3 -. Agent? Comments 

/ 
3. Email from Bradley Weidenhammer to  Manhew Arcieri ,dated June 28,2005 
4. Lener from Bradley Weidenhammer to Jack Fraley dared June 28. 2003 
5. Citizen Commenrs 

S-91-04 - M a w  Subdivision 
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AGEXCY COMhlENTS 

VDOT: 

I .  Please see b e  anached comments. 

Environmen~al : 

I .  Please see the anached comments. 

ICSA: - 
1 .  Plezse 5ee the anached comments. 

S-91-04 - Mary& Subdivision 
4'- 4 



IlLlP SHUCET 
)MMISSIONE R 

June 15.2005 

COMMONWEALTH of VlRSlNlA 
DEPAHT51EST OF TRAYSPORT.4TIOS 

W11LLIAA4SBURG RESIDENCY 
4451 IRONBOUND ROAD 

WILLIAMSBURG. \'A 23188 
J A W S  W. B R f  WER 

RESIDENCY ADt4INISTRAlOG 
TEL (757) 1534631 
FAX (557) 253-5748 

Manhew Arcieri 
James City County Planning 
Post Office Box 8784 
\Villiamsburg. Virginia 23 187 

Ref: h4ar\:\vood Subdivision - Traffic lmpaci Analysis 
Counry Plan Number S-091-04 
dames Ciry County 

Dear Mr. Arcieri, 

We have completed our review ofthe Traffic Impact Analysis that analyzed the traflic access 
altemati\ es for the above referenced proposed de\relopment. and offer the following comments: 

4 IVe concur with the submilied traffic impact analysis in thai  he surrounding roadway 
netu;ork will operale with an accep~able level of service (10s) with this proposed 
de\~elopment. 

4 Upon review of the al~ernati\,es provided within the submined traff~c impaci study. no 
subs~antial difference in delay experienced was found in an\. one option. Therefore. each 
al~emati \~e is acceptable. 

Under the three alternaii\;es presented. there is no appreciable difference in the LOS of 
the through movements on dameslo\kn Road (Roure 3 I )  or John Tyler Highway (Rowe 5) 
in the AM or PM peak hours. 

The analyses for the Jamesto\a.n Road intersections zssume one through lane in each 
direction with no turn lane impro\ ements. Both directions maintain a LOS .4 in both 
peak hours under all t h ~ e e  alternati\les. 
The analyses for ihe John T\.ler Highway intersection assume one ihrough lane in 
each direction as well as a lefi-turn lane for southbound ~raff;c inio the p r o p o d  
de\.elopmeni. The through mo\.ements experience no dela:. and ihe lefi lum operaws 
a1 a LOS A in the A M  and PhJ peak hours under all three aJternatives. 

i'dE KEEP Vdf?GlN!4 MOUI!JG 
3 1 



Marywood Subdivision - Traffic Impacl Analysis 
June 15.2005 
Page T w o  

4 Under the t h e e  allemalives presented. there is no  appreciable difference in the LOS o f  
the approaches (Spring Road and Oxford Road) onto -1arnesloun Road in the AM or PM 
peak hours. 

4 Under the two allernali\les presented t h a ~  provide access onlo John Tyler Highway. the 
approach to John Tyler Highway is shown lo operale a1 an acceptable LOS in the Ah4 and 
PM peak hours. 

4 James1ou.n Road and John Tyler Highway are both posted as 35 MPH facilities. The 
minimum required inlerseclion sight dislance for this speed per VDOT's Minimum 
Srondurds ojEnrrances ro SIUMJ l f ighwaj~) .  is 390-feel. With the inlersection 
impro\,ements proposed lo  Spring Road and Oxford Road. inrersection sight distznces in 
all directions will be 485-feel and greaier, as shown on the sire plan. The conceptualized 
John Tyler Highway inlersection will have interseclion sigh1 distances in excess o f 6 0 0 -  
feet in both direclions. per  he r,ana~i\le included in the traffic slud!.. 

4 A faclor in compuling a roadway segmenl's o\lerall capacily and LOS is the number o f  
access points. 11 is VDOT's general preference thal addilional access points be 
minimiied.  

Technical Document Appendix C o f t h e  l-lompron R o u d  2026 Rcgionol Trunsporrarion 
Plon. published in June 2004 by the Hampion Roads Planning Districl Commission. 
pro\lides esl i~nales of  average weekday traffic \~olumes and congestion le\lels in the year 
2026 for o \  er 1.300 road segments in the region. The 2026 trafEc forecasl for the subject 
segment of  .lamestown Road is 9.000 \~ehicles with congestion classified as below 
moderate. The  2026 forecasl for the subjecl seclion of John Tyler Highway is  17.000 
\iehicles \vith congestion clzssified as severe. 

Se\:eral issues presenled in the nmal ive  ponions of  lhe submilled lraffic study, s.uch as 
selback requirements. \~ariances. easemenu. public opposilion. elc.. require County 
consideration and were not considered by V D O T  in reviewing the submined allerr,ati\:es. 

V D O T  \vill assist the County in providing additional signage. as appropriate, along 
existing roads that may provide access 10 the proposed de\:elopment. 

Should you ha\:e questions please contaci me a1 253-4832. 

Sincerely. 

Transponaiion Engineer 



PHILIP S H U C E 1  
COMMlSSlONE R 

May 19.2005 

COMMONWEALTH of VlRGlKIA 
I ) C P 4 H T h l C N l  OF T R A N S I ' O H I A I  101 

M 11-1-1 4M5R1 IHt; H1_4;11)1:h:t'\ 
4451 IH4)N\'HOl~NII ROAIJ) 

U 11-1  IAh4\HI <R(.;. \:IRI I I ~ I A  271Xh 

J A M E S  W. BRELD#ER 
RESIDENCY ADldltJISTRAl OR 

TEL (757) 253-4622 
FAX (757) 153-5146 . 

Matthew Arcieri 
James City County Planning 
Post Office Box 8784 
Williamsburg, Virginia 231 87 

Ref: h4aryvood Subdi\lision 
Count!; Plan Number S-091-04 
James C i c  County 

Dear Mr. Arcieri, 

We have comple~ed our review of the above referenced subdivision plan and offer the following 
comments: 

I )  The submined Traflic lmpaci Sludy is currently under review7 in Harnpion Roads Disvici 
Traffic Ensineering. The results of this review will be provided under separate cover. 

2) The horizon~al grade line elevaiion a1 SS #2-22 exceeds the ground elevation. Review 
and re\:ise as necessary. 

3) The VDOT zwdard  drop inlets Dl-3C and Dl-3CC ha\e a 6-fool minimum slol leng~h. 
Re\.iem SS #2-5. SS #2-2;. SS $2-22. and SS $5-5: revise calcu:aiions as necessary. 

4) Drainage srruclures greater than 8-feet in depth require the double letter series of drop 
inlets. Revise SS  #I-2. SS #I-3. SS #I-4. and SS #I-5 lo refleci this. 

5) The erosion control sione a1 the ouilei end of siorm sewers shall he VDOT Std. EC- I .  
Class 1. D=?4". 

6) A standard safei? slab (SL-1) shall be used on all manholes and drop inlets with heights 
greaier than 12-feet. Review SS $2-4. SS #2- 13. SS #2- 15. SS $2- 18. SS  #3-8, SS #3-9. 
SS $3- 10. SS #5-1. and SS # 5 - 2 .  Also provide a detail on the plans. 



M q w o o d  Subdi\~ision 
May 19.2005 
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7) It  should be noted on the plans tha~  the typical pavement sections provided on the plans 
should be used for bidding purposes only. Soil borehole and test repons must be 
submitted as outlined in Note 12 of the VDOT General Notes. This will indicate the 
present soil types and condition under the proposed roads. the groundwater ele\lation. and 
any need for possible soil treatment. undercut. geotextile fabric. drainage. etc. The final 
approval of a typical section \vill be based on this information. 

8) I t  should be noted on the plans that all pipes 36" in diameter and greater will require 
location specific bedding designs. The approved thickness of the bedding material musl 
be designed taking into account the type of soil, grounduba~er ele\lation, pipe size: and 
inven ele\~ations. The consulting engineers may contact Hampton Roads District 
hlaterials if any assismnce is needed in the bedding designs. 

9) Sole on the plans that backfill located within existing or proposed righl of way must use 
VDOT Select Material. Type 11. Minimum CBR 20. 

10) Provide on the plans details for all standard iiems located within the right-of-way. to 
include DI-4FF. EW-2s. GR-2. SL-I. PB-1. etc. 

11) Additional right-of-way shall be dedicated on Oxford Road from approximate Stations 
16+00 to 17+50 for main~enance of  he proposed fill slopes. The dedicaied right-of-v..a\. 
should extend 10' beyond the toe of the slope. 

12) Addi~ional right-of-way shall be dedicated on Oxford Road around Station I 3+OO RT for 
mainienance of the outfal 1 pipe. The dedicated right-of-way must include all embankment 
to the pipe. and extend 1 0' beyond all VDOT maintained iiems. 

13) The Depanment will only consider accepting the subdi\)ision streets adjoining the 
proposed dam loca~ed on Braddock Road at approximate Station 2 3 5 0  if all of the 
provisions set forth in VDOT-s Subdivision Street Requirements (23 VAC 30-91-10) are 
satisfied. The key items that must be addressed are agreements with the Counry, design 
review, right-of-way requiremenu, altemati\le access, and permits. A copy of the current 
"County-Swte Agreement for hllainienance of a Road Over a Dam" has been included for 
your reference. Additional infoma~ion regarding the use of dams in subdi\lisions can .be 
found in the VDOT Drainage hlanual. Section 14.3.5 and Appendix 14D-1. 

When the above comments have been addressed. please submit t\vo 5ets of revised plans to t his 
office for fmher  review:. Also, anach a letier noting what action was taken to correct the a h v e  
comments and any revisions that may impact the riphl-of-way. 



Marywood Subdivision 
May 19.2005 
Page Three 

Should you have ques~ions please contacr me ar 253-4832. 

Sincerely. 

~rans~onaKon Engineer 



hlARY\+'OOD SUBDIVISION 
COUNTY PLAS NO. S - 91- 04 

June 3, ZOOS 

General: 

1 .  Wetlands. A Land-Disturbing permit cannot be issued for the project until proper evidence is 
submined that applicable wetland permits have been'secured. 

2. Dam Permit. Evidence o f a  construction permit from the Virginia Soil and Water Consenlation 
Board will be required for BMP # I prior to final approval of the plan of development by the 
En\~ironmen~al Division! unless the impounding structure is specifically excluded from the 
regulations. O\iore: A Lond-Disrurbing permir ma): nor be issuedjor rhr projvcr unril approval o j  
[he projecr c.orrcc.pr is wr13edjrom rtie DCR Divi.tion ojDom Sofpp.) 

3.  Streetlights. Responses to pre\lious comment # 3 are acknowledged. It appears the streetlight 
that was added to Oxford Coun, Sla. 2 1 +00 should be situated at the ouier radius ofthe road, 
between LOIS 1 1 I and 1 12, rather than on the inside radius at Lot 101. 

4 .  Interim Cenification. The location of BMP #? (Sediment Basin # I )  was reconiigured since the 
last plan submission. As this facilin will now serve as a temporap sedimeni basin (Sediment 
Basin t: I)! it  will be subject to interim cenification requirements. Similar ro that for BMP # 1 ,  
ensure appropriare noles are provided on the plan to ensure this acrivin is performed. 

5 .  Geotechnical. A georechnical repon (GET Solutions: WM04- 194G. dated February 25,2005) 
was provided for the projecr to address previous comment # 5 .  The repon needs revised 
accordingl!~ to reflect plan changes associared with Bh4P # 2TTempo:an Sediment Basin # 1 .  
The repon still assumes that the BMP is situated funher downs~ream and the sediment basin is 
sirua~ed upsileam. Bolh are now s i ~ u a ~ e d  a1 ihe upslream location and ihe design has changed. 

Chcsopeoke Bar Prr.r cr~lorion: 

6.  Resource Proteciion Areas. Be advised that though the propcsed BMP requires subs:antial 
grading near ihe headwaters ofthe perennial stream. the ele\laiion of the perennial stream origin, 
the normal warer surface elevalion of the dacilin is not being propcsed shove the elevation of the 
current ele\.ation corresponding to the origin of the perennial stream: therefore, should 
groundwater be found to discharge inlo the BMP above the normal pool ofthe pond afier it is 
installed, and pursuant to the definitions under section 23-3 ofthe .lames C i n  Counw code for 
both water Bodies with Perennial Flow and Resource protection aleas! a 100' buffer will be 
imposed from the normal pool elevalion u,ithin the BMP. 

5 .  This project will require a WQlA and adminisirative andlor Chesspeahe Bay Board review and 
appro\.al for impacts to RPA and RPA Ouflrer areas. Previous assipned \VQIA number was 010- 
04. flare: -4lrholrph response lopre\-ious cornrnenr 10 is orknoh,ltdgcd. ir ~hould be norcd rhor 
nor incorporor~np rhr ruquesred ir~mr.from rhr prc.viorcs 14'Ql-4 rrv1c.h. lnro r h ~  plan or rhis rime 
may crcore lrrtdue burden in rhr need ro re\'i~e  he plan ofde~:elopn;cnr or o larer dare due 10 

condirions rho] ma). be placed on rhe Chusaproke Day Excrprion oppro\;al./ ,---\I p.clQ3 -q, 
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8 .  Sleep Slopes. Additional information was provided to address previous comment 8 as it 
pertained to sieep slopes. Two outstanding comment remains on this issue. First, previous 
comment # 8a requesied additional infomalion for the area around BMP # 1 and BMP # 2. No 
addi~ional informalion was provided for these locations on the 11 x 17 insel maps to confirm if 
additional sleep slope areas (and impacts) ex is^. Second, pursuant to previous comment # 8d there 
are still areas present which have 25 O/u slopes presenl on lots. which abut W A  buffer, that are no1 
shown in consen,alion easement. These lou include: Lots 64,66,  67 and 73. Correct the 
preliminary plat, plans and mass gradingldrainage plan accordingly. 

9. Avoidance and Minimization Memo. AI  he request of Division staff and pursuant to  one of 
several reasons for not granting prelim in^ approval previously, the plan preparer prepared an 
"Avoidance and Minimization Memorandum" dated hlarch 7,2005. The purpose of this 
memorandum was lo quantijl and supply information to show how sleep slope and RPA/RPA 
buffer impacts were minimized, reduced and avoided during the course of  he project. A 
subsequen~ meeting was held.beween Division staff and the applicant/p.!an preparer on March 22, 
2005 lo review rhe memo and for Division staff lo give guidance/direc~ion on select issues. The 
memorandum utas revised by the plan prrparer d a ~ e d  April 1,2005 and various changes 
incorporated inlo  his revised plan sel. The following comments prfiain to ihe revised 
memorandum daled April I ,  2005: 

9a. Provide mention of the March 2?"' meeiing het-ween the p!an preparer. applicant and 
Counn  En\~ironmenial Division staff. 

9b. The last i ~ e m  under "BMP # 2 Impacts" on page 7 is based on rhe previous design. There 
is no mention ofthe basin being moved upsiream lo it's curreni localion (concurrent wirh 
the locaiion of iemporary sedimen~ basin # 1 )  and resulting impacts lo sleep slope areas. 
11 can also be mentioned  ha^ RPA and perennial stream impac~s were avoided by moving 
ihe proposed BMP upstream. 

9c. The m s i e r  lot clearing and grad~ng p!an as provided lo address lot-lo-lo1 drainage 
concerns is incomple~e in many aspects. See stormwater rcznspemen~!drainage 
comments below for a comple~e explwaiion. 

10. Steep Slopes. Previously our Division acknou,ledped receipt of a requesl to impact steep slopes 
dated Sepiember 22.2004. This lener musl he revised and resubmlned as sieep slope impacl 
quanti~ies halac changed and impact5 a1 BhlP k 2 are now difTerent ~ h a n  hefore. 

Erosion B. Scdimcnr Conrrol Plan: 

11. Phase 1 E 6 S .  The following comments penain to the Phase 1 erosion and sediment control 'plan 
as presrn~ed on Sheets 10, 11, 12 and 13. Comments, in general, are in a south lo nonh direciion. 

1 1 a. Sediment Basins. A Ithough no1 required. it may be easier 2nd less confusing to provide 
consislency heween BMP and Sedimen~ Basin call-outs. Curren~ly BMP # 1 is Sediment 
Basin :: 2 and BMP # 2 is Sedimen~ Basin # 1 .  Perhaps 8M1' t: 1 should he TSB # 1 and 
BMP t: 2 should be TSB 2: 2. 

1 1 b. Stdimeni Trap t: 1 .  Revise the coni~guration of diversions zssociaied with iernporaq 
sedimen~ irap # 1 (Sheel 10) so  ihai they discharge inlo ihe trap. C u r ~ e n ~ l ~   he diversions 
are shown with outfalls b l o w  fop of berm. 
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I 1 c. Diversions. Pursuant to previous comment t: 1 1 c, the diversions across the sewer righl- 
of--la! should be labeled as right-of-way diversions (RWD). Diversion dikes and right- 
o f - \ s f a ~  dikersions are two different measures used for separate dislinct purposes. The 
same is also true for the diversion proposed along the sewer to the east of BMP # I m S B  
# 2. 

1 Id. Sediment Trap # 2. Revise grading associaled with temporary sedimenl n a p  # 2 on Sheet 
10, to reflect top of berm at El. 48 :ather than just peaking at El. 48.  This may affecl the 
limits of clearing and grading in that area. 

I le.  Concrete Channel. Outlet protection or other energy dissipalion measures are required at 
the out fall end of the concrete-lined stormwater conveyance channel which conveys 
drainage from existing K ingswood suMivision into BMP # 1 .  The O P  must be installed 
when the channel lining is installed (ie. Phase I t  final: etc.) 

l l f. Sediment Eesin # 2. The schematic for TSB # 2 shows a 72-inch riser and a 48-inch 
CMP barrel. Combined with the configuration o f the  principle floul control structure for 
BMP t: 1: it is a bit unclear if the temporary riserharrel will connect to the permanent 
riserharrel or if the temporary riserhamel will be a separate syslem, independen1 of the 
permanent riserbarrel. Provide clarification. 

11g. Sediment Trap # 7. B a e d  on the current plan. access for landdirrurbing at the end of 
Oxford Coun will need to ford through the weVdry storage area of temporary sedimenr 
trap 8 7.  The map must be reconfigured to avoid this situation or pro\lisions for proper 
access across the trap must be made (ie. CRS. temporary cul\~eWroad fill, etc.). 

12. Culven. The nole added to plan Sheet 2 to bddress previous comment r 17 should g o  on to say 
that "otherwise rep!acement is necessaq-'. If the existing culven is found to be in deleriorated 
condition. it should be replaced. 

1 .  Dewatering. Provide peneral notes on thc erosion and sediment connol plan or sequence of 
construction to ensure that any necessan, deuatering operations necessap durin.g the land- 
disturbing phzse are conducted in accordance with Minimum S!andard & Spec. 3.26 of the 
VESCH. 

Srormn~orer Manoacmcnr / Drainage: 

14. Narrative. Paragraph 4 under the "storrnu.aler managemenmest Manqemem Practic.es" section 
of the storrnu,aler management narrative (pzge 2) needs to indicate that p r a p o s d  onsite BMPs are 
designed to meel current Counr?, sneam channel protection criteria which is ?4 hour detention of  
the postdevelopment I-year, 24 hour storm. The same is also true in thc conclusion on page 3 of 
the narrative. 

15. BMP \Vorksheet. Overalll responses and revisions to the BhlP Point Displa! map and the BMP 
worksheet appezr to address previous comment t! 19. Howe\ler. one small comment remains. 
The sum of drainage areas (onsite and ofisite) for BMP t: 1 on the BMP uorksheet and lhe o\lerall 
drainage p!an Sheel 5 show the drainage area to BMP # 1 as 62.59 acres. However, Hyd;aflow 
hydrograph No. 1 (Atea 3 to wet pond) shou.5 59.22 acres. Adjust pond h~draul ics  or the 
drainage map/u,orksheet accordingly to :be consistent. more:  E v ~ n  wi:h rhr lower droinoge ore0 
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for BMP # I ,  i t  would appeor thot 10 Bh4Ppoinrs are achievedjbr the sire bused on the current 
con$gurorion. Strucrural BMPs would ochieue a 10101 015.13 poinrs and ZI'OS would ochieve 
5.06jor o total 0110.19 BMPpoinw.) 

16. Lot-to-Lot Drainape. Response to previous comment # 45 is noted: hou,e\ier, the comment is not 
considered fully resolved. Based on the 1 inch = 50 fi. scale master (lot) grading and drainage 
planr it would appear lhat there are still lot-to- lot drainage issues at the following locations: Lots 
38 and 40 to Lot 4 1: Lot 49 to Lot 48; and Lot 82 to Lot 81. These areas are of a serious enough 
concern that we feel cannot be lefi to he resol\lrd at the SF plan stage or b! use of "global" 5 fi. 
perimeler HOA drainage easemenls. 

17. BMP t: 1. The following comments penain to the revised plan for Bh4P t: 1 

18a. The width of the aquatic bench proposed at BMP # 1 does not meet minimum 
requirements of the County BMP manual. hlinimum width is 15 feet. 

18b. Pursuant to the response to previous comment # 22c, a paved flume ufas provided in the 
back of BhlP # 1 .  Computations in the design repon show that flow depth in the channel 
at 0.96 feet for the IO-year s~orm. As the channel is only I fi. deep as cons~ructed and 
due to the neighborhood "interconnecti\~in" issue as pre\liously raised. it is preferred that 
this channel have freeboard as outlined in Item 3.1 of the J0rne.c. Ciry Counp 
Efi~:iror(nic.n~al D~I-i>ion, Srormk:orrr Droinope Conveyoncc. S):~rcm.c, Grnerol Design ond 
Con-r~rucrion Guidelines. Pro\~ide a channel design with adequate freeboard (0.5 feet 
prefened: minimum.0.25 feet). Alsot as pre\liously stated, an energy dissipater is 
required at the end of the channel as design \gelocity for the 2-year storm event is shown 
at 23.4 1 feet per second. (Rejer 10 Item 6 .2  ojrhe Stormwarer Droinogr Conveyonce 
Sj7srrms,-General Design ond Consrruction Guidelines). 

18c. Response to previous comment r 23e is acknowledged. Our Division will not require an 
intrrmediate slope bench and will concur with the response that a 3H:lV slope is not 
considered a "drop-off' for this specif~c review case. if a roup of ahrubbe9 !andscaping is 
pro\,ided alone the nonh side and just parallel to the nature trail. This row of shrubben 
landscaping u~ould be on the slope lust off the trail and would s e n e  as funher separation 
betu ern the rrail. the existing subdivision and BMP t: 1 .  

I8d. Similar to pre\fious comment :: 19i. should this BMP not be able to be implemented as 
propcsed. serious concern would exists aboul the ability for  he slte to achieve IO-BMP 
poinls under it's current layout and coni~puration. Plezse keep us informed on the 
progress of wetland perminine through the USACOE and DEQ and if this BMP is not 
able to be implemented as pre \~iousl~  9nd currently presented. 

19. BMP # 2. The follou,ing comments penain to B5lP # 2. a dry extended de~rntion basin. which 
has a revised location since the last p!an subm~ssion. Thr BMP was mo\,ed approximately 450 
feet upstream to avoid sensiti\le steep slope. RP.4 buffer and perennial stream areas. 

19a. It appears proposed LOIS 51 and 53 ujill be subject to the pond bufferlsetback 

19b. Computations in the design repon show a 3-inch low flow orifice at El. 40; however, 
const~uction plan Sheet 30 shows a 4- inch orifice. 



19c. Final rourings for BMP # 2 (dry pond) for the 1 -, 2-, 10- and 100-year postdevelopment 
design srorm event could not be found in the design repon. 

20. BMPs. Provide drawdow~n calcularions ro clear]? demonstrate that volumes for the 
postdevelopment I-year, 24 hour storm achieve 24 hour deiention through the 6-inch orifice for 
BMP # 1 and the 4-inch orifice for B34P # 2. Bzsed on hydrograph summaries in the design 
repon, inflow \/olurne for BhlP  # 1 (wet pond) is 248.914 cubic feet and 42,02 1 cubic feet for 
BMP # 2. 

MS-19. Previous commenl # 24 does not appear lo be adequately addressed. Although channel 
adequacy computalions were provided in  he design repon for analyses Sections A, 8, C, and D1 
our Division specifically requested to know iflhe channel sections as anal!ted were b e d  on 
field survey informalion. Based on informalion in the design repon, the computational section 
depth (height) doed nor appear to  represent the low flow base channel (channel bed and bank) 
condirions as  obsenied in the field but ralher a full secrion including overbank areas. Although 
poslde\lelopment discharges at select location may meei pre-de\lelopmenl discharges, it is unclear 
if actual channel adequacy determinations \sere based on applying determined flow's to select 
surveyed channel localions and if applicable channel segments are adequate for erosion resistance 
and capacity for  he 2-?ear design srorm event. 

? 3 . Storm Drainage S ~ s l e m .  The following comments penain ro design compurarion and 
construction plan information for the onsiie siorm drainage piping sysrem. 

22a. Pipe conslrucrion information is not labeled for the 24-inch pipe segment between storm 
drainage structure S S  # 2-3 and S S  # 2-2. 

22b. Construclion plan Sheet 1 4  shows an 18-inch pipe segmenr between storm drainage 
slrucrures SS  3-3 and SS # 3-2: haue\,er.  rhe design compularions shows a 15-inch 
pipe. Plans and computations should he consisrent with information. 

22c. Pipe slope does nor match beween  the computarions and design plan Sheet 24 for the 15- 
inch pipe segment beween  srorm drainape structure S S  # 3 -  and SS w 3-4. 

22d. Rim ele\-arion information in the desi_m repon does not march  he construclion plan for 
s r o m  dra~nege  slructures SS # 3-4A. SS r j-3B and S S  # 3-3A. 

23.  Master Clearing and Grading Plan. A 4-sheer. I inch = 50  fi. scale maslei clearing and grading 
plan exhibit \\.as pro\,ided as a response ro previous comment # 2 1 (lot-to- lor drainage issues) and 
to  provide our Division with a visual aid as to the fulure anricipated extent of single family home 
clearing and drainape panerns. The  following comments pertain to the mzster clearing and 
grading plan exhibit: 

23a. The exh ib i~  plan needs l o  show ~l_o f u n h e ~  encroachment inro RP.4 bufler b e ~ o n d  that 
shown on rhe plan of de\lelopment. Re\~i.re the SF limits of clearing shown a1 LOU 48, 
64. 87. 90. 102 and 104. Any encroachments inlo RPA buffer as a result ofsingle-family 
construction u,ould require rhe single-family applicant lo  pursue appropriale 
administrali\:e andlor Chesapeake Bay Board waivers or exemprions. 

23b. Work shown uould require erosion and .redimen1 control measures in accordance with 
rhe single-famil!, building permit process. 

4 



23c. The master lot clearing and grading plans shows additional steep-slope impacls beyond 
that depicted on the plan of development at Lot 86. Appropriare approvals will be 
necessary from the Environmental Division during the single-family building permit 
application process. 

23d. As discussed at previous meetings. it is encouraged that any block (ie. multi-101) grading 
or erosion and sediment control p!an as de\leloped for single-family construction be 
submined for advance review and approval by the En\lironmental Division before 
applicable. individual single-family building permit applications are submined for 
review. I t  is the intent ofthe Division to ensure block gradingldrainage plans are 
consistent with the rnaster clearing and grading plan exhibit as provided in this subminal, 
before individual single-family plans are reviewed. In that manner. the single-families 
would then need to be consistent with approved block grading and drainage plans and 
will aid ro expedited the review process and ensure consistency with the overall plan of 
de\lelopment. 

23e. Lots 12. 57 and 58 have no clearing limits. 

23f. The "hfasler Grading plan" provided wirh the latest subminal may resolve many issues 
associated with Lot-to-Lot drainage (per previous comment # 2 1 ); however. ir does now 
reveal additional concerns as to how the site will be controlled during !and disturbing 
operalions have been creared. The inteni of requesting a master grading plan was to 
promote drainage in a positive manner toward adequate discharge locations and away 
frorn single family residences while minimizing the impacts to steep slopes and other 
environmentally sensitive areas. Under the current plan. it appears that pading  in some 
areas may cause erosion by concennalinp drainage upland of sleep slopes. Funher, it 
appears that several lots are propcsed for clearing but are not propcsed ro he graded. For 
example. onl!; 14 Lots were required for drainage irnpro\lemenrs re!ating to Lot-to-Lot 
drainage; however. 60 101s are prnpcxd for clearing. Of these 60 Lots. only 37 are 
proposed to be re-paded. addition all^. the grading plant as propc5ed. does not entirely 
address the lot-to-Lot drainage issues. b u ~  in some innances exacrrba~es i t .  For example. 
LOIS 46. 47. 48.49. 62, 63. 64, 65, 66,67,  69 and 70 will direct storm\.s.arer more readily 
tow.ard the ad-iacent units. Please review  he proposed master grading plan for these 
issues and revise to prevent stormu~aier frorn being directed toward single family 
dwelling areas and the concentration of runoff onto sleep slopes. /Trckrric~olly, Minimum 
Srandard # 19 nlould apply ro rhe onsire chofinels proposed or Lors 46 /47 ,  or LOIS 63/64 
and or Lor 6'1. Concenrrored drainope jrom .rn.ole or channel ou~jolls ccnnor be direcred 
onro slopes wirh no norurol receiving c.harinel.) 

23g. I t  should he cjear thal land-disturbing (clearing B grading) zssociated with the master 
(lot) clearing and pading plan exhibit will not authorized under the landdisturbing 
permit for 5-91-04. 

Geotechnical. In response to previous commeni :: 16. a geotechnical repon (GET Solutions: 
WM04- 194G. dawd February 25. 2005) u8as provided for the project. The follau,ing .comments 
penain to the geotec hnical repon as it relates to the de\~elopment plan. 

24a. The geotechnical tepon assumes to be bas~ng recommendat~ons for BMP ti 2 based on 
it's previous location. Revise the repon and recommendations acrordingly. 



24b. I r  is unclear if checkmark ilem # 4 in Secrion 4.7 (Engineering BMP Evaluation) on page 
14 ofthe repon penains to wet pond BhlP # 1 .  If it does, it is unclear if BMP # 1 
requires a liner. 

2 4 ~ .  Ensure Yoies # 4 and # 5 in  he "General Nores for Construction of Stormwater Basins" 
on plan Sheet 30 are consistent with recommendations as offered on pages 14 and 15 of 
the geoiechnical repon. There appears to be some discrepancies in soil clusifications for 
the dam cores and keys. 

24d. Xores # 2 and # 3 ofthe "General Sores for Construcrion of Stormw'ater Basins" on Sheet 
30 reference rhe need for an onsire geoiechnical engineer ro inspecr and observe work. 
As rhe georechnical invesrigation performed is clear and specific abour implementation 
measures for dam fills as it relares lo senlemenr and stabiliry, ensure thai the onsite 
georechnical engineer has fully reviewed the geoiechnical repon and considers ir*s 
recommendaiion during the scope of onsiie services. Add language lo the notes as 
appropriate to reference rhe geoiechnical repon and link it to the onsiie geoiechnical 
engineer. 

23e. The design plan or georechnical repon needs lo specifically address or provide 
recomrnendai~ons for seepage conirol methods for the dam at BMP # 1 (wet pond at 
Braddock Road). Due to the size and $rnsiii\lip of this dam as a road. dam consmcrion 
should at a m~nimum follow Minimum Standards 6: Specs. 3.01 and 3 02 of the Virginia 
Srormu~ater Management Handbookuse of anti-seep collars in this specific application 
may nor be 

Dambreak Analyses. In response ro previous commeni # 25, a revised dam breach analyses 
repon was provided (\irEG: # 23 1 1; May 17. ,7005). The following comments pecain lo the 
revised dam breach analyses. 

24a. On Page 1 1 of Section 5.2 "BMP 3lC 029 (LaFonlaine BMP)" of ihe repon: the narralive 
indicales a bleach flow of452 cfs; houe\er. rhe summary information in Figure 5-3 
indicaies 425 cfs. Clarify which breach flow upas used to sei the u.aiel surface elevation 
at 55.87 fi. $IS1 and ihe minimum f~nishtd floor elevarion at 57.0 fi .  MSL for the area 
upland of ihr  dual 38-inch culveri sysqern a1 Oxford Road Sta. 1 6 + 0 .  

24b. For the dam breach analyses from MC 0?8 (Riverside) to the single 48- inch culven at 
Oxford Rcad Sta. 12+50,the compuled \haler surface elevation ar the up!and side of the 
culven uras at 50.93 fi. hlSL. This would appear ro make the existing p!at lot at Lot 22 
Section A Druid Hills (4720700022; 221 Oxford Road). v inua l l~  unbuildable. It is 
advisable thai this informarion be pased on lo the currenr owner of that lor. 

24c. The conc lusion on page 16 ofthe repon indicaies that based on "exisring structures and 
polential building areaVthar rhere are no tesrriciions to proposed Manwood lots upland 
of I he flrsl crossing (Oxford Road S L ~ .  124 50) and only one lor (p1oporc.d Lot 104) could 
be affecied upland of the second crossing (Oxford Road Sta. 16+50). The preliminary 
and final plai for rhe subdi\lision should indicaie minimum Finished Floor Elevation. 
wrherever ihe dam breach elevation c rcses  onto the subject lots. This would appear to 
affect Lor 85 (minimum required finished floor a1 52 fi. MSL) and Lots 96.97,98,99, 
102, 103. 104 (minimum required f1nishe.d floor elevation ar 57 fi. MSL). - 
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JGA 
JAMES C I ~ Y  SERV~CE AUTHORI~Y M E M O H . 4 Y D U M  

Dai e : May 13.2005 

To: Manhew Plrcieri. Planner 

From: Timothy 0. Fonune, S I i l  P. . Engineer 

Sub-jeci: S-091-04. Maryulood Subdi\,ision (Construction Plans) 

lames City Senice Authority has reviewed ihese plans for general compliance with the JCSA 
Standards and Specifications. \Vaier Distribulion and Sanitary Sewer S!fsiems and have the 
following comments for h e  above projec~ you fonkrarded on April 12, 2005. Quality control and 
back checking ofthe plans and calculalions for disclrpancies. errors, omissions. and conflicts is the 
sole responsibiliiy of the professional engineer andlor sunleyor who has signed: sealed. and dzled 
the plans and calculalions. 11 is rhe responsibilii> ofthe engineer or surveyor lo ensure the plans and 
calcula~ions comply \s.iih all governing regula~ions. standards. and specificaiions. Before the JCSA 
can approve these plans for general compliance wiih  ihe lCSA Standards 2nd Specifica~ions. the 
following commenu musi he addressed. \4;e ma! ha \e  additional commenu \vhen a revised plan 
incorporaling these comments is submilled. 

General Comments: 
I .  Per previou5 commeni. ihe sile plan \&.ill  no1 receive JCSA final zpproval un~il 

appro\:al has been received from ~ h r  Depanmeni of En\:ironmen~al Quaiiry. 

2 .  lndicaie R:M7 widths on all plan shee~s 

Sheel 4: 
I .  11 appears thai San MH #I -8 and -"I -9  ale inconectl!~ labeled as Drop MH's. Per the 

profiles. h4H #I-4 is the on]! siruclure idenlif~ed as a drop manhole. Verify 2nd 
revise labeling according1 y .  

Sheei 6: 
I .  Per previous comment, il appears ihe eaemenl shown on Lo1 39/50 (labeled as Lo1 

39/40 on previous submina1)is inconecily labeled as a drainage ezsernenl. Veri6 and 
revise accordingly. 

2. Remove the 30' JCSA Uiilii\, Easemeni label near Lot 62 as no easemenls are 
proposed in h i s  area. 

Sheei 8: 
J7 1-01 11/12: The 30' lCS,4 I.liilii? Iiaetneni shaU be clearly separaled from the 

Variable Width Drainage Easemeni This shall be accomplished by exlending  he 
easements across one ano~her ( i.e JCSA I_'l i l i t> Easenlenl shall extend 10  he K/\V 
line). 'Revise accordingly. 



Sheet 9: 
I .  

Sheet 12: 
I .  

Sheet 18: 
1 .  

Per pre\lious comment. remove the Saiural Open Space Ezsement hatch from the 
existing .lCS.4 Utiliq Easement across 1-01 87. 

Oxford Road Sta 12+70 (+I-): Clearl! lahel 2nd hatch the JCSA sewer line easement 
area to be extinguished within the KIM.'. 

Show- and lahel the existing lCSA 1 i i ~ l l i !  easement along h e  LS 4-3 gravity sewer 
locaied souh of Oxford Road. Hrn~o\.e ihe Yatural Open Space Easement hatch 
from the easement area. 

Oxford Road Sta 13+00 RT: Label ihc ptoposed lCSA Utility Ezsement. 

Clearly indicate the Owner of the 10' 1)crmanent Easement shown north of Oxford 
Road. 

Lot 1051106: Extend the proposed .ICS.A Utility Ezselnent lo the propeny 
linelexistinp lCSA Utility Easemeni on rhe La Fontaine propen!;. 

Label the existing dCSA Utility Easemen1 along the La Fontaine propeny line. 

The Applicant shall clarify if the 15"RCP for ST $4 will be removed afier Phase 1 
work is compleie. Clearly state t h ~ s  on ihe plan andlor sequence of construction. If 
the cul\;en is lo remain. show and label accordingly on the profiles. Appropriate 
clearances sllall he maintained with prcyosed JCSA utilities. 

Show; se\set connections to Lots 48/19 az perpendicular to rhe main. 

Label the JCSA Easement shown on 1-01 49/10. 

Remo\;e \a.aier and sanitary sewer ser\ lies provided to Bh4P %2 

I t  is recommended the Applicanl \-erii! 1f Idol 57 sanitap sewer lateral will conflict 
with h e  s t o m  selver system when exiended at the same slope. 

Sheet I 8 matchline does not match into Sheei 1 9. Verijj and revise accordingly. 

Revise easement label between San 1414 * I - ?  to #I-4  to reflect a "JCSA Utili~y 
Ezsement". not a drainage easement. 

Per the profile. 11 appears h4H #I - I rim ele\.ation \vill extend ah1.e finished pade 
approximaiel~ ?-feet wihin the VDO1' R.'M'. Clarify wh!- this is required and if 
acceptable - to VDOT. - 

14RPDC:ICSA Detail Reference J ahl i  
a. 11 I S  not clem where K S A  dela~l S1 b 0 is u - 4  for L ~ I S  p q c w  If not used. 

;ern@\ e rekre3nc.e from the table R.e\.lse table accodingl> on all plan s h s .  



b. Since lCSA detail S18.0 has not yet been adopted b! JCSA. add a nole 
referencing the detail on Sheet 33.  Revise accordingly on all plan sbeets. 

9. Required Joint Restraint Table: Clearly indicate Oxford Road and Braddock Road 
(nonh of Spring Road) as looped systems and requiring joint restraint on both sides 
of fittings. Revise all charts provided on the plans to indicate this requirement. 

Sheet 19: 
1 .  Label all proposed lCSA Utility Easements along the nonh side of Braddock Road. 

2. . Relocate San M H  # ] - I 6  such that i t  is at the quaner point of the Braddock Road 
around Sta 28+50. 

3. Connect Lot 14 lateral directly to San 34H # 1-1 7. Provide laieral inwn as pan ofthe 
manhole description. 

4. Braddock Road and Rembold \Va! h4atenalstable: Length of %inch u3aterline shown 
contradicts the plan. Verify and revise each accordingly. 

Sheet 20: 
I .  Lot I 1 & 12: Relocate sanitary sewer cleanouts southward to pro\.ide at least 10-feet 

separa~ion from the building setback lines. 

2. San MH " 2 - 2  to 2-1 pipe material contradicts the profile. Vertfy and revise 
accord~ngly 

- * - .  Refer to Sheet 8, Comment # 1 abo1.e. 

4. Relocale Lot 8 sanitary sewer lareral to Sla 1 b 0 2  (+ I - )  to elilninaie a conflicl with 
the proposed s t o m  sewer system. 

5 - .  Relocare Lot 5 sanitary sewer cleanout to the RIM; line. Pro\;iue a JCSA Utili~y 
Easement specific for the fire hydrant. Revise the "Variable k'idth Drainage and 
lCSA Utili~y Easement" to only a "\;ariable Width Drainape Eesement". 

6 .  Relocale Lot 3 u.ater meter to Spring Road as adual connection wiih Lot 2. This will 
eliminate an apparent conflicl with the s tom sewer system along Braddock Road. 

7 Braddock Road S u  10+29 LT and Su 10- 10 RT: The Applicanl shall either provide 
thrust blocks on ihe proposed 90-degree elbows or indicate the length of exisring 
main to be exposed and joint resuaint applied. 

8 .  Clarif?: uth!. a 6-inch lateral is proposed to Lor 3. Unless capacity:\~locity related. 
revise plan 10  show a 4-inch pipe. Pipe material shall be DIP. 

9. Revise the force main location along Spring Road to be at h e  qumer Giint. Revise 
the Sorcr main layout at thc Braddock Road!Spriny Road inl~*rsc.ct~c)n 10 use 35- 
degree bends east of San IVH #2-6 in lieu ofthe Wdegrer bend shoi%,m. 



Shou and label the existing force main along Spring Road up to the manhole 
connection. Clearly indicale the existing force main shall be removed, not 
abandoned in place. 

Spring Road Sta 15+00 to Sra 16+80 (+ I - ) :  Clearly indicale requirements (i.e. saw 
cutting. pa\,ement demolition. o\;erla\1 areas. eic) for install~ng ihe u.aierline along 
esistlng Spring Road. IVhal does the haich showm indicate? 

Al l  rxlstlng waler services along Spring Road shall be replaced w11h new services 
between rhe proposed waler main and water meter. Re\.~se notes on the plan 
accnrd~ngl! 

The ptnpnsed waterline connection on Spring Road specifies a cut-in sleeve while 
the profile shows a tapping sleeve and valve. Which is correct? 

Label  he proposed 25' JCSA Utilii?: Easemenl provided along the LS 4-3 access 
road Clearly indicate the existing 15' easement as being extinguished. 

Revire the CG-9A entrance such that an asphall entrance is provided. Revise 
according]\:. 

Re \~se  the note provided near the Sprlnp Road \vaterline connec~ion to require 
remo\ a1 of the 6-inch waterline. not abandonment. Also, revise the note such h a t  
i t  is clear that the contractor will m d e  the cohection (as writ~en. I I  could be inferred. 
that .ICSA \vill perform this work whlch 15 not the case). Rev~sc accord~ngly. 

Pro\ ide  he follo\ving noles on the plan \vhich specifi lCS.4 requirements for 
connection into the system: 
a. The Engineer and Contractor shall have a coordination m e e ~ ~ n g  with JCSA 

personnel at least 10 business cays prior to the planned shutdou.n and provide 
a u-rjrten schedule of \vorl\. The schedule shall be a detailed work plan 
including valve operationr insiallation procedures and resting processes. An 
anl~cipated rimeline of h e  shut domn shall also be pro\:ided by h e  
Contractor. JCSA shall review. the schedule and either approve it or schedule 
a meelin? with the engineer and Contractor u i h i n  3 business days follou4ng 
receipt of the plan to work wirh the Conuactor ro satisfactoril~ modify it. 

b. The proposed waterline s h u i d ~ \ ~ n  shall not occur on a Monday. Friday or 
weekend. 

c. The Contractor's JCSA contact for this \vork is Sturn Burcham at 592- 1809. 
Cnn~ractor shall contact Mr. Burcham during normal busmess hours to 
schedule the coordination meelin and \waterline shutdoun 

d. Contraclor shall excavaie the points of connection and exisling urility 
crossings to determine pipe materials and field conditions. l'his shall be 
included in h e  plan of the work.. 

e. 11 w.ill be h e  responsibilil?; of the De\~eloper/Contrac~nr to con tat^ all 
res~denu 38 hoursyn ad \mcr  \vhose service could hc intermpled by ihe- 
shu1dou.n. 



Sheei 26: 
I .  

Spring Road Sla 12+83: Provide a JCSA Utility Easement around the proposed fire 
hydrant as i t  will exlend beyond the proposed WW (based on 7.5' min from FIC). 

Revise  he pump slalion shut down nole as follows: 
a. Include I-S 3-7 as part of the noie since h i s  sut ion will also be shut down 

during force-main tie-in. 
b. Add  he requirement for  he b!pass pumping plan to  be subm~tted to the .. 

' ' . . . d t ~ r p n  engineer and JCSA for appro\lal..:.. 

Show and label  he exisling JCSA Uliliiy easement along the LS 4-3  pra\:it> sewer 
(behind exisling LOIS I B 2). 

Label the JCSA Ulility Easements localed around San MH 85-5 and 35-6 

Sta 20+70: Relocaie fire hydrant lo  the Lot I 11/112 common propen? line. 

Add a noie requiring Lot 106 waler meier l o  maintain a minimum separarion of 18- 
inches with the proposed side\valk. Revise  he JCSA euemeni  accordingly 10 

accommodaie this requirement and ins~allation of h e  meter. 

lndicaie  he exlning 12-inch uaierline easemenl w i d h  on the plan 

Refer lo  Sheei 9 Comment #6 above. 

Sta 12+ 15 Oxford Road: Graphicall>, sho\\i the fire hydrani as 7.5' from the face of 
curb. Provide a JCSA Ulility Easemeni accordingly. Grade around h e  hydrant such 
thal i i  is no1 locaied on the fill slope. 

General Comment : Show all ulaierlinc I educers as eccentric reducers 

M q w o o d  Drive Profile: 
a. San E\IH 1-8: Provide in\.en oui u part of h e  descnprion. 
b. The pipe slope noled betureen San E\4H $ 1  - 8  l o  1-9 appears incorrect. Verifv 

and revise accordingly. 
c. Revise the force main saxophone to he invened per the detail on Sheet 34. 

Re\.jse the connection ele\,ation. eic l o  reflect this detail and reference Sheet 
#34 as pan of lhe  descriplion. A minimum cover of 3-feet shall he provided 
over h e  main. 

Spring Road Profile: 
a. 11 appears lhat 3-feel minimum cover is no1 maintained over the proposed 

u*aterl~ne at h e  profiled high poini. Verifi and revise according]!,. 
b. Lou-er Lot 3 sanitary sewer laieral such t h a ~  it  passes under the proposed 

wa~erline m d  maintains I &inches \,enical separation w i h  h e  vvarerline and 
f o ~ c e  main. This will permit thc ua~er!ine profile to maintain 3- feel of ccn:er 
t h ~ ~ u g h o u i .  Revise accordin,el!-. 



Sheet 27: 
I .  

Sheet 28: 
I .  

c.  Show and label a force main saxophone prior to connection to the existing 
man??ole. 

d. Either provide the requ~rctd force main joint restraint lengths on the profile 
or add a note requlrlng lhe force main to be restrained throughout. 

Rembold \Vay Profile: 
a. Eliminate San MH $1-7.  11 appears t h a ~  approximately 8-feet horizontal 

separation can still he main~ained between the proposed water and sewer 
lines. &:en the separaliol~ and depth of the sewer around 12-feet. [his will 
meet .lCSAas requirement and eliminaie a potential source of  ]&I .  

b. Verif! co~nputed depth of  San h4H $1 -8. 
c. San MH $1-6 rirn ele\alion contradicts the plan. Verify and revise 

accordingly. 

Sta 11+00 ( + I - ) :  11 appears the sani1a.p- sewer lateral to Lot #I  will not maintain 3- 
feet of co\;er. Verify and revise accordinpl!:. 

Clearly indicate finings for the lorce main alignment wih a "FM-' label. Either 
provide the required force main ,iolnl restraint l e n g h s  on the profile or add a note 
requiring the force lnain to be res~l-arned throu_rhout. 

S t a  15+40: Fire hydrant location contradicts rhe plan. Verify and revise accordingl\;. 

Provide the DIP l~atch convention for consisiency among the plans. Coordinate pipe 
material labeling lo  be consist en^ between the plan and profile. 

I t  appears the pipe deflec~ion sh0w.n a1 Sla 25-25 (+/-) exceeds {hat permitted b). 
HFWDC s ~ i n d a r d s  (V:  of that permitted by ihe manufacrurer) Verify and if 
necessary. provide h e  approprlale f ~ n i n g s  for the venical ofisel. 

Sta 26+56: Fire hydrant location c o n ~ r a d i c ~ s  the plan. \;erif\. and revise 
accordingly. 

I t  appears that 18-inches venical sepzralion \vill not be mainlained between the 
lateral serving Lot 56  at the storm sewer crossing. Verify and revise plan/profile 
accordingly. 

San Sewer from Marl\, wood Drive 
a. Pipe malerial listed between San ;24H $1-3 to 81-2 contradicts h e  plan. 

Verif) and revise accord jnpl!, 
b. Revise San MH #I -0 to he a "Propozed" Straddle MH (incorrectly labeled as 

existing). 
c .  Revise h e  note requirin.: {he Contractor to locate the existing force main - 

"...prior to ins~allation of the pr.o\.i!-\ sc.\4;er main". not the force main. 



Sheei 29: 
1 .  

Sheei 33: 
I .  

Sheei 36 :  
I 

San Sewer off of Braddock Road. 
a.  Provide the DIP haich con~,eniion for consisiency among the plans. 

Coordinale pipe malerial lahe1in.g lo be consisie~lt beiween rhe plan and 
profile. 

b. Graphically show "EX MH" a> exisling. 

Oxford Road Profile: 
a. Verify the pipe s l o p e l r n ~ r n ~  heiueen San M H  # 5 - 2  lo  5-1. Revise 

accordingly. 
b. Pipe slope belueen San h4H r i -4  lo 5 -5  contradicts the plan. V e r i b  and 

rewse accordjngI\. 
c. Re\.ise Lot 100 saniur! se\ktl la~cral 5uch t h a ~  1 &inches ~ninimum venical 

clearance is provided with ihe uralerline crossing. 
d. The Applicani shall ver i f~  IS San h4H "5-6 rim elevation is correct based on 

the proposed lypical secllon aiid plofile grade shown on the plan. Verify 
and revise accordingly. 

Per noie 5 of the Pipe Bridge Detail. ihc .4ppiicanl shall submit pipe bridge design 
calculalions sea1e.d b\: a Professional I~ng~necr  regislered in V A  for JCSA-s record. 

The JCSA General Noles for G n n d e ~  Pumps are no loneer a p u t  of the JCSA 
General Noies. 11 IS the .4pplicanl's d ~ ~ . r e l ~ o n  to use these noies. howe\.er references 
lo JCSA shall be removed from the General Koies. 

Grinder Pump Conneciion to Seu.er C'leani>ul derail: Revise the de~ail  lo elimina~e 
the ball \lal\e and \.al\.e box. Graphicall\ shnu. the cleanoul a1 rhe property line. 

The Applicmi shall clarify  he \;enical dslum used for the plan \.iews. Existing 
conlouring and u-uciure elevations shw4.n a e  not refleclive nor consisrent uith the 
projecl ares. 

.lamesio\in Road/Spring Road lmpro~~rments:  
a. The existing walerline location 2nd size shown dong Spring RG-d a. are no1 

reflective of JCSA as-builts (cop! anached for your reference). The Applicant 
shall field \,erif?i and revise plan accoldinply. 

b. Show and label the exisling force main and walerline alone .lanses~ou,m Road. 
c. The Applicanl shall confirm ihal the proposed VDOT S I H  and storm sewer 

will no1 conflict with the exisling \kalerlines and force main in h i s  area. The 
Applicani shall have these utilities Incaled as part of the design process. not 
during construction. 

d. A new f ~ r e  hydrant assembl~,  shall be provided at the location indicaled 
(exist~ng fire h!;drant no1 lo reurcd). If hydranl is tobe 1ota1e.d behind h e  
dilchline as shown.  he Plpplic.iint shall detcmmine i l 'a  cul\.en I S  requiredper 
HRPIIC derail WD - 07. 
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3 lamesioun RoadiOxford Road Imprn\!ements: 
a. Show and label the esisting \vaierline along Jamesioun Road. The .4pplicant 

shall field locate the line and delemine if a minimum of 3-feet of cover will 
be maintained afier ditch relocation. 

Water Data Sheet: 
I .  Section 6: I t  appears that pipe lengths shou-n for 6 and 8-inch p1pin.g do not agree 

with plan lengths. Verifi and revise accordingly. 

Saniiani Seuer Svstems Data Sheet: 
I .  Section 4: Revise to reflect the correct l i f i  stations serving the projeci area (LS 3-6, 

-3-7 g; 4-3). 

2 Section 6: 
a. &inch PVC and DIP pipe lenpths noied appear no1 lo maich profiled lengths. 

Profiles indicate a total length (PVC & DIP) of 6514 If. Verify and revise 
accordingly. 

b. The 8-inch force main length appears not to match  he plan. \?en@ and 
revise accordingly. 

c. lCSA requlres any sanitary seuer la~erals 6-inch in size ( 1  e dual laierals) to 
be included as pan of the tahulatlon block Provide accorJrngl> 

3. Section7: Verifi the number of 48 and 60-inch manholes. 1CSPI totaled w n r y  four 
48-inch MH's and nine 60-inch MH's. Verifi; and revise accordingly. 

Niater Distribution Svsiem Analvs~s: 
1.  Include fire flo\v rests as pan of the model repon 

7 - Summary MJorksheet : The h4a.x Dernand \v/lS'l/o rrrigation for node -1- 1 appears to be 
incorrect (should he 35.3 p n ~ ) .  Rev~se uorksheet and model scenariosa~ordingly. 

- 
3 - .  Max Day Plus Fire Flow - Fire Flou- Repon: Description of w homes per node 

contradicts h e  Summary Miorksheet. \'enf\' \\.hich is correcl and revix accordingly. 

4 Detailed Repon for Pump Definition - Oxford Road H>drant: 1he Max Operating 
Head and M a  Operating Discharge do not refleci the fire flou test data required to 
develop h e  3-point c w e  (gloned point uses head for Q?,, and max discharge for Q,,). 
Revise accordingly. 

4 The De~ailed Resemoir Reports for Braddock Road and Oxford awar to indicate no 
inflow/outflow from hose  analysis points. Plezse clarifi if this is correct ulih 
appropriate explanation. 

h .  Provide a model scenario which applies a 1000 gpm f ~ r e  flou: at node 1-8. I t  is 
recognized that the system will connect to h e  I ?-inch \vzterline along - La Fonlaine, 
however an a<essment needs to be made G iu as sysien3 dynun~cs  for h e  existing 
water s!'stem. 

Pleasf call me at 253-6836 if >:ou ha\:e any questions or require any a d d i l i ~ a l  infunnation. 
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Matthew Arcieri 

: 'We~denhammer. Bradley A. {Bradley.Weidenhammer@VM)T,Vir~inia.~v] 

@ Tuesday, June 28,2005 12:29 Ph4 

To: M a h e w  Arcieri 

Cc: Marvin Sowers; Allen Murphy; John Horne; Brewer, Jim (Wil l iamsbrg) 

Subject: RE. Comments - Marywood Traffic Study 

Man: 

Responses to your questions based on the submitted traffic study: 

I) Staff would like further analysis of  venical sight and stopping distance 
for queued vehicles on Jamestown Road at both Spring and Oxford Road. Will 
quewd vehicles on Jamestown Road impact safety or level o f  service? 

Response: The s:andard methodology for determining queue lengths was used in 
the study. In general. the level o f  service!delay will dictate the queue 
lengths. rather than the queue lengths dictating level o f  serviceldelay. The 
level o f  service determination methodology for nonhbound Jamestown Road 

through movements presented in the study do take into account queuing. 
therefore queued vehicles wi l l  have no funher Impact on the LOS over whal 
is  presented in the study. 

e srudy shows that the 95th percentile queue lengths for the northbound 
meaown Road through movements w i l l  be less than I vehicle in each of  the a 

sce~arios presented. The required intersection sight distance for a 35  MPH 
?-lane facil ip based on VDOT's Minimum Standards of.Ennances to Swre 
Highways is 390-feet. This requirement encompzjses both horizontal and 
venical components. and must be obtained both from the intersection as well 
as to the leh-turn position at the entrance. The submitted site plans show 
that:he:e wi l l  be 485-feet o f  sight distance from the'spring Road 
intersection and 500- feet of  sight distance at the Oxford Road 
intersection. Given the standard assumption that a queued vehicle takes up 
approximately 20-feet, there is adequate sight disance for a minimum of  5 
queued vehicles based on the information presented. Funher analysis i s  
required to derermine the implications o f  sight distance with queued 
vehicles, as each queued vehicle wi l l  represent a new point from which to 
meuure the sight distance. 

We a!so note that A.4SHTO's stopping sight distance requirements are less 
than VDOTs intersection sight distance requirements. Using a conservative 
design speed o f  45MPH. the required stopping sight distance per AASHTO is 
approximately 360-feet. 

2) Staff u,ould like further clarification of  the third bullet point: 

hen ;he letter sates there is no "appreciable difference" in level o f  
service. how does this translate into difference in actual level of.servke 
and de!ay at the three potential intersectioos. 



RE: Comments - Marywood Traflic Sady 

Response: Please see the anached tabk with the compiled results from the 

anatyses This should aid in comparing the impacts ('level o f  service and 
delay) of each alternative on each specific approach. 

- In the statement on John Tyler Highway. at what level o f  service does the 

through movement operate at? 

Response: Assuming construction of a southbound left-turn lane on John Tyle: 
Highway. both the northbound and southbound through movements would 
experience no delay. thus operating at a LOS A. 

3)On March 21, ZOOS John McGlennon provided a letter to VDOT requesting a 
fonnal public hearing by VDOT to hear and address citizen concern. What was 
VDOTs final decision on this matter? 

Response: I have recently provided you with a letter from James Brewer to 
Mr. McGlennon dated May 9.2005 concerning th~s matter. Lel me know i f  you 
would like additional copies. 

Let me know i f  you have any further questions 

Bradley A. Weidenhammer. EIT 
Transportat~on Engineer 

C illiamsburg Residency 
51 Ironbound Road 

Williamshrg, VA 23 188 
757-253-4832 

----Orlginal Message----- 
From: Manhew Arcieri [ r n a i I t o : M A T T H E ~ ; l ~ i a m r s ~ c i ~ . v a . u s ]  
Sent: Friday. June 17.2005 8:54 A M  
To: Wedenhammer, Bradley A. 
Cc: Marv~n Sswers; Allen Murphy; John Horne 
Subject: RE: Comments - Marywood Traffic Study 
Impfiance High 

Brad: We are in receipt o f  your June 15. ZOO5 letter on the Marywood 
Traf!ic Impact Analysis. At your earlies1 convenience. could you pleve 
provide us with the following additional information: 

I )  Su f f  would like further analysis of vertical sight and stopping 
dist~ance far queued vehicles on Jamestown Road at both Spring and Oxford 
Road. Wil l  queued vehicles on lamestown Road impact safety or level of 
service? 

2 )  Staff would like further clarification o f  the :hird bullel point: a - - When the lener states there is no "appreciable di'EerenceW in level 

of service. how does this eans!are into dimereace in actual level of 
service and d,elay at che three poential in:ersec:ions. 



RE: Comments - M a r y 4  TratEc Sody 

- In the sutement on John Tyler Highway. at what level of service does 
the through move,mnt operate at? 

On March 24. 2005 John McGlennon provided a letter to VDOT requesting 
iomal public hearing by VDOT to hear and address citizen concern. e 

Wha~ was VDOTs final decision on this maner? 

Thank you in advance for all your work on this project. I look forward 
to your response. 



R3ary~vood Subdivision 
Access Alternative Comparisons 

A l t r r n a t i v ~  I - Cunent  access plan 
A l t e r n a t i v ~  2 - Separate access lo  Route 5 for 29 N o n h  LOU 
AIterna~i \ ;p  3 - Oxford Road connec~ion between Route 3 1 and Route 5 

Yoxition: Peak Hour - LOE (Dela!.) 

Thesr  \.slues a r e  rompi l rd  f rom t h r  T r a m r  l r n p a c ~  Studies p r r f o r m r d  by D r r r ~ r  \ililliams d a t e d  
.April I .  2005. Apr i l  2:?005. a n d  .4pril ?U. 2005. 

,4pproach 1 ALTER!!ATJ\rE I ALTER!.4Tl\'I 2 

AM - A (7.8) 
PM - A (8.8) 

AM - A (7.9) 
PM - A (9.2) 

AM - -4 (8.j)  
PM - A (8.3) 

AM - C (21.8) 
PM - D (28.7) 

AM - C 117.0) 
PM - C (20.1) 

AM-B(11 .9 )  - 
PM - B (12.9) 

l a m e n o u n  Rd.  NB 
A1 Spring Road 

ThroughlLefi 
Jarneaown Road NB 

A1 Oxford Road 
ThrouphLefi  

John T!,ler Hw? SB 
At hdapwood Entrance 

Lefi-Turn lane 
Oxford Road EB 

At Jamt.srow*n Road 
Lefi'Right 

E p r ~ n g  Road EB 
At lamestown Road 

Lefi;Right 
M apweood Entrance WB 

At John Tyler Hwy 
LefiiRighr 

A L T I R Y A T W I  3 1 
AM - A (7.8) 
PM - A (8.8) 

AM - A (7.9) 
PM - A (9.1) 

AM - A (8.4) 
PM - A (8.6) 1 

AM - C (18.7) 
PM - D (26.6) 

AM - C (15.9) 
PM - C ( 19.3) 

AM - B (13.0) 
PM - C (20.7) I 

I 

AM - A (7.8) 
PM - A (8.8) 

AM - A (7.9) 
PM - A (9.2) 

N!A 

AM - C (23.0) 
PM - D (31.4) 

AM - C (17.0) 
PM - C (20.1) 

N 'A 



PHILIP SHUCET 
COMI~ISSIONEK 

COh.IM0NWEALTl-i o/ VIRGINIA 
DLP4RTHLST OF TRASSPORTATIO~ 

N'ILLIAMEBURG RLSIDE5CJ 
4 4 5  1 IRONBObih'D ROAD 

N'lLLl.kMSBURG VIRGINIA ?3 l bb 

JAMES W. BRfVJER 
RE SIDE NCY ADldlNISTfLA1Ofi 

TEL (557) 2534831 
F A X  1757) 153-5146 

Mr. John J. McGlennon 
Board of Super\glsors 
J a m e s ~ o w n  Dis t r ic~ 
Posl O f f ~ c e  Box 8'784 
M'illiamsburg. Virginia 23 I 87 

Referrnck$:ryuood Subdivision 

Deal M. M#on.Y 

Thl: 1: ~n reference lo your l e t ~ e ~  lecei led  In this office on A p r ~ l  25. 2005- reques~ing the 
r e s~dency  col lc i~  public Inpui. ~nclucln: a posslble hea r~ng .  p r ~ o l  lo [he Issuance any land use. 
conslrucllon. or access perrmic 

.A: we dlscusbed by ~elephone.  I ~ I :  >ubdi\;ision i5 no1 an ic5uc ~ t ; t ~  the \;ir,cinia D e p a n m r n ~  of 
Transponslion would become ~n\ ,oI \ .ed .  a far  a s  a public hear l r~r  I: concelned. 11 i: [he 
le:pon:ihil~~y of the iocal ,po\~e~nmeni  lo c o n ~ r o l  land de\ , t loprnen~ a c ~ i v i ~ ~  and es~sblishe:. lstu 

:lrceL:. t h t  ~.elocatiorr of e x i ~ i n p  :ilecl> hnd the cr i~er ie  po\*errr!rip  he d e v t l o p m e n ~  of cucl-I 
slreeL: 

\;DOT onl! es~ablishe: the rmn~mbrn  !~andald: t h a ~  musl he ~ b ~ i s i ~ e d  101 a new s u M l \ ~ l s ~ o r .  
?l let l :  10 be consldeled fol rnarnienance b! the D e p a n m e n ~  ij? pi.1-1 of [he Secondary S y s ~ e m  
\Vhen V D O T  levleuls a sel of con5irucllon pian>. we 01-11> make ~ecorrimenda~ion: lo the couc~!  
a: lo n ha1 we feel IS  a rrunlmum slbndard f o ~  a load 

W e  rec r~ \ l ed  the Traffic l m p a c ~  Siud! on M a y  6.2005 from ~ h t  developer. which shouls the 
1 ~ 6 f f ) c  impacl of this suhdi\~ision.  Once uct have had the opporiuni~!. l o  review 1hi5 dala we will 
:UDITUI oul {Indings 10 the COUTII!,. In  he meantime. >hould ! o ~  h a \ c  addi~ional  question: 01 

~ e c o m r r ~ e n d a ~ i o n s  concernin,r 1h1: malie:. please give mr  a c h l l  ? ' ? 4 S ? 2 .  

- /a+A&fq 
<amps \4'  Brewer 

Residency Adrninis~ralol 

cc 7\41 Dennis Heuel. P E 
? 4 1  C. M. Clarke 



June 28 .2005  

COMMONWEALTH of VlRSlNlA 
DEP.sRT31EuT OF TRAXSPORT.4TIOI 

W:ILLIAMSBURG RESIDENCJ' 
4451 IRONBOUND ROAD 

WILLIAMSBURG. VA 2318% 
JAMES W. 5REWER 

RESIDENCY ADMINISTRATOR 
TE1 (757) 1554e32 
FAX (757) 253-5146 

Mr. Jack Fraley, Chairman 
JCC De\~elopmen~ Review Committee 
Post Office Box 8784 
Williamsburg. Virginia 231 87 

R e t  VDOT Re\.iew ofA4arywood Traffic Sludy 

Dear Mr. Frale?.: 

At the De\~elopmenl Review Comminee (DRC) meeting on January 12. 2005. the DRC asked for 
the stalus of VDOT's review ofthe Marywood Subdivision. \J7e staled that VDOT continues 10 

recommend to the County thal a traffic study be submitted for the developmenl. 11 is my 
underslanding thal one of the reasons for the deferral of this case \&.as for the applicanl lo prn\.ldr 
a traffic study to \'DOT for revie\& Afier re\.ie\\. VDOT \sould then provide comments to the 
County staff 

Since the J a n u q .  12.2005 DRC meeting. the following has occurred: 

I .  \'DOT me1 with the applicant. their consultants. and County staff on March 2 I .  2005 lo 
determine the scope of work for the traffic study. 

2 .  The traffic study was submined lo the VDOT Williamsburg Residency on May 6 . 2 0 0 5 .  
and fonslarded 10 Hamp~on Roads District Traffic Engineering for review. 

3. Disuicl and Residency personnel re\:iewed the traffic study. and comments were 
provided to County staff on June 1 5 , 2 0 0 5 .  

In brief. \'DOT found thal each ofthe three altemati\~es presented for 5ubdivision access is 
acceplable. 2nd thal there was no1 an? appreciable difference in traffic delay and level of senlice 
beween the three allernatives. The full texl of our findings can be obtained from Counly staff. 
Should you have any queslions please contacl me at 253-4832. 

Sincerely. 

James W. Brewer 
Rrsidency Adin ini sirator 



Matthew Arcieri 

From: Tony Opperman [aopperman@cox.net] 

@Sent : Wednesday. May 25. 2005 8:59 PM 

To: John J McGlennon 

Cc: SSHues@aol com; Waldeckj@aol com. ha~slip@verizon.net; annet~mwring.com; Matthew Araeri. 
jlfraley@cox.net: John Horne; david steele@vdot.virginia.gov: jim.9ewer@vdot.virginia.gov 

Subject: Comments on Marywood Traffic S:uc?y 

John - 
I wish to take this opportunity to offer some comments on the Marywood traffic s:udy prepared by Centex Homes. AES. 
and ORW Consultants. First of all I wish to thank Mati Arcieri of the county's planning staff for providing a copy of the 
study to Shereen Hues promptly after it was initially r,eceived by VDOT. 

Here are my major observations: 

1. Level of Service (LOS) B is fundamentally be!ter than LOS C or 0. 

The study reaches a conclusion that a connection to Route 5. ~f only for 29 of the 11 5 proposed homes. "is less 
desksable" than cwnect~ons to Jamestown Road by Spring and Oxford Roads Yet the study factually 1ndlca:es !hat the 
LOS for Spr~ng and Oxford will be C and D. respeciively, a contrad~ctory conclusion The facts :hat support a LOS B for a 
Route 5 connection log~cally can only support a conclus~on that Route 5 is the Se5er place to put trafftc from Marywood. at 
least in part and perhaps in whole (see below) In addition, the actual traffic counts conducted for Rou:e 5 conclus~vely 
demonstrate tha! Soth AM and PM exsting peak-hour turn~ng movement volumes are worse along James:own Road than 
on Route 5 (Apr~l 2. 2005 Memo. Exhib~:s A1 and A2) This fact further undermines any rematnlng rat~onale for the overall 
onclusion that Route 5 IS somehow "less deslreable" for Marywood traffic 

. The existing safety defiency at the intersection of Jamestown and Spring Roads caused by poor sight distance @ 
was not considered. 

Exhtb~ts D and E in DRWs Apr~l 1. 2005 memo show that there will be peak-hour ~ncreases In turn~ng motlons at Sprlng 
and Jamestown Roads Sy 28% (AM, northbound from Spnng), 1059'0 (PM wes:bound from Jamcs:own south) and 39% 
(PM. westbound from Jamestown north) Thts d~sproportlonately large Increase w:Il exacerbate the hazardous cond~tion 
caused by poor slght d~stance along Jamestown Road at Sprlng and w~l l  be made worse by d~sproport~ona:e Increases in 
turnlng mot~ons at the same peak hour at Oxford Whlle trafic models r a y  s:~ll consider th~s situat~on to be LOS C. 
models cannot comple!ely replicate actual on-:he-ground cond~t~ons which already are hazardous, espec~al!~ when 
travelling north on ?ames:own Road only to unexpectedly encounter a veh~cie trying to make a left-hand turn on Spr~ng 
(the same location that w~l l  be Impacted by a 10S0/0 Increase In turn~ng PM turn~ng act~ons) 

3. The additional impact of construction vehicles using residential stree!s and interfering with 2007 traffic flow 
was not considered. 

Re-dential traffic is not all that will be generaied by the construction of Marywood. Over the next couple of years a 
cansiderable flow of construction traffic, includ~ng a signifcant proportion of large vehicles, will Se using Spring. Oxford. 
and Jamestown Roads. None of those vehicles are reflected in the traffic study nor in the subseqwnt LOS conclusions. 
The estimated LOS of C and D for Spring and Oxford proposed by the study will likely be far worse during a lengthy 
construction period ihat will extend into the 2007 celeSration.period wh.en use of Jamestown R ~ a d  will Se higher than 
normal. 

4. The traffic coun:s made for the AM peak hour at Jamestown Rcad (April 1, 2005 memo, Exhibit A l )  maybe 
skewed low. 

R ose cwnts  were made on March 29. 20C5 Tha! day coincided w~th  the week-long spring breaksfor the W~l l~amburg- 
m s  Clty County School system. a per~od tn wh~ch schools were clcsed. pa:ents took off work. and there w e e  fewer 

vehrcle trlps made Th~s  traffic count needs :o be re-done to be  cons~derec! vahd 

5. The option for an exclusive Route 5 entrance far all o! Marywomi was not  considered. 
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There we no empc:lcd fac:s pe%n:ed cwcernlng the traffic rm\fica!ions of an exclus~ve Route 5 a n t i m e  for aH of 
Maywcad If the projected LOS for 29 homes 1s 8 what would be the LOS for all 11 57 As noted above. LOS 6 IS still 
&nor?strably better than C or D I have no doubt that an exctusive Route 5 entrance for all of Marywood would 1) cost 

re. 2) have engneenng challenges, and 3) cause greater t:affic Impacts to Route 5 (perhaps result~ng In a LOS C em parable to that of Jamestown Road) What's needed are !acts, and th~s study should not be cocsldered complete or 
acceptable untll those facts are provided The current plans prepared by AES dep~ct mlnlmal Improvements to the wtah 
and turning rack1 for Spr~mj Road at ~ t s  lntersectlon with Jamestown Road, an inadequa!e concession that further 
emphasizes the need for a factual analys~s of putllng all of the traffic onto Route 5 

6. Most of  the points made by Marc Bennett and Jason Grimes in their April 15.2005 memo to Dex!er Williams 
actually reflect that Route 5 i s  a better place to put Marywood traffic than Jamestown Road. 

SpeclficJly 1) there are at least as many residential entrances on Jamestown Road as Route 5.  2) both rcads have the 
same speed Iim~t. 3) Route 5 actually has a wlder ROW wldth than Jamesiown Road, 4) Route 5 has Setter s~ght dis:ance 
than Jamestown Road - especially at Spr~ng Road 5) a buffer wldth reductton to allcw Marywood traffic on Route 5 may 
be a fair exchange 6) the s:ated concern about the Colonlal P~pellne IS speculat~on, not fact, 7) there are at least as many 
"undeurable" deslgn elements for connect~ons to Jamestown Road. espec~al!y lnvolvlng safety and s~ght d6:ance. 8) 
Jmestown Road 1s alsa a Community Character Corridor. 9) more current res~dents will be Impacted by Marywood traffic 
In ex~sling neighborhoods than any number along Route 5. and 10) perceived cltlztn opposltton ts not relevont In a factual 
andyslo of trafffc impacts (also see below) 

7. important decisions by public agencies deserve real opportunities for public involvement. 

The wgument repeated in the traffic sludy that there will not "be any less objection with this (Rt. 5) rcad connection that 
the residents of Klngswood have provided" is irreievznt to a factual analysis of traffic impacts. At best, such a s:a:ements 
is speculative since the project sponsors have not sought pu,blic involvement nor has VDOT consented to lnvolvernent of 
the public, in transpocation decision-making. At worst, it reflects a condescend~ng attitude from Centex that opposition 
from existing neighborhoods is somehow less irnporiant than the imagined oppos:!ion from other citizens. It certainly 
rekcts the ongoing deficiency in fostering real public involvement in decisions Sy public agencies over the use and 

ration of pubhc highways. The best way to correct this is to allow all members of the public to have a formal 
portunity to express their views. I f  VDOT won't do ~ t ,  then James City County should take the lead on behalf of its 

That said, I do apprec~ate your continued wllllngness to llsten to the views of your cons!ituents and to work on Behalf of 
our interesis I look forward lo attending the ORC rneetlng on June 1 

Tony Opperman 
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Matthew Arcieri 

Tony Oppeman [aoppermm@cox net] 0::: Thursday. June 30,2005 9% PM 

To: John J. McGlennon 

Cc: Joe McClain; SSHues@aol.com; Waldeckj@aol.com; haislipjr@verizon.net; anne@mooring.com. 
jlfraley@cox.net; Matthew Arcieri; John Horne; bradley.wei&nhanmer@vdot.virginia gov 

Subject: M a q w d  Traffic. County Authority 

John - 
You are probabty aware by now that VDOT has reviewed the CENTEX traffic s:udy and has stated that any of the 
alternatives presen:ed a e  acceptable to them. By finding aU of the alternatives acceptable - even resulting in a level-of- 
service (LOS) D ratin.9 at Oxford and James:own - VDOT has shifted all of the decision-making responsibility for 
Marywood traffic back on James City County. While I find VDOT's broad-scale acceptance disappointing, the fact 
remains that state law gives counties - not VDOT - the authority to make decis~ons concerning the loca!ion of roads in 
their jurisdictions. Specikdly. Section 33.1-229 of the Code of Virginia gives local government the responsiSility "for the 
estaMishment of new roads in their respective counties, which shall, upon such es:ablishment. become parts of the 
secondary sysem of state highways within such counties" (Code of Virginia 33.1-229). James City County has all of the 
authority it needs to direct CENTEX where to locate the roads for its project, Subject to VDOT's permit to connect with the 
secondary sys:em (and it appears they will approve just about anything). 

I have attached a copy of VDOT's letter for your convenience Of particu!ar Impoflance 1s the fact that the 2325 !raffic 
projections cited by VDOT (from the Hampton Roads Plannrng Dlstrtct Comm~ss.on (HRPDC)) are not conss:ent w~th  the 
projections by the County The HRPDC document can be found at 
Mto://www hrpdc orqltrans~oNreportsl2026TechDocappend pdf (page 76 I thtnk) while the county's projections are 
located at http Ilwww lcceqov com/pdflolann1nq/fy2004pdf~~l RoadPro~ecttons pdf While the HRPDC projec:s 2026 

lumes of 9.000 and 17.000 vehlcles per day for James:own Road and John Tyler Highway, respecttvely. the county's 
,ejections are almost completely the oppos~te. 25,000 and 12.000 vehicles per day, respectfully Traffic projections this 0 

contradictory undermine both the valtdtty d the CENTEX analysis as well as VDOT's acceptance of it This essenttal 
contradiction. along w~th s~ght-dis!ance safety concerns that are dismtssed wi:h no practical on-:he-ground ana!ys~s and 
minimal mttlgatron by CENTEX, demons!rates that traffic ~mpacts are netther unders:ood nor resolved CENTEX needs to 
start over 

With the July 6 DRC meeting upon us. I believe ihat its time for the County lo take a clear, unequivocal s:ance on the 
traffrc impacts Marywood will cause. As I note above, the County has the legs! authority to force CENTEX to loca!? the 
roads in a manner ths: will reduce traffic impacts to existing neighborhoods CENTEX may choose to ignore County 
requests if they plan lo have Marywood serviced by a private roadway ne?mrk and without the state-suppoflzd 
maintenance of roads in the secondary sys:em 

Here is what I ask the County to do: 

1. Exercise its authority under Section 33.1-229 of the Code of Virginia and a5rmatively direct CENTEX to reconfigure the 
location of the roads in their proposed development. That reconfiguration effort should 

a) consider exclusive access to Marywood from Route 5, and 
b) consider a three-pod layout with unconnected access to Route 5. Hickory S~gnpost Road. and James:own Road. and 
c) absolutely no cut-through access between Rou:e 5 and Jamestown Road 

2. Direct CENTEX to subs:antially revise the11 traffic analysis to include conside:a:lon of the layout al!err,at!ves defined 
abve .  

I'm sure ihat CENTEX won't Se happy with such requests and will make much th:eatening noise However, the County 

0 s t!w tegd authority to make such requests jus!lfied by the County's responsibility to lookout for the 1n:sres:s of I!S 
lzens who will otherwise Se disproporttonate!y tnpacted by the present proposal The County can and must 

a#irrn&~vely direct CENTEX w~th regard to roadways and not simply be the passwe rectpant of what the company 
happens to be offering 



As you know. I do not oppose the concept :hat :he Y m y  tract can be d e v e w d  In saying that I must a l w  w n t  out that 
I'm speaking only for myself. I do, however, oppose :he unimaginitive design that's on the !able and :he dispropMionate 
impact that 11 w~l l  have on long-established nerghborhoods. CENTEX, or some dher developer, can do much Setter. It's 

for the County to Sand-up and use the legal author~ty 11 has to ask for s~meth~ng Setter. 

for your help 

Tony Opperman 
5651 121 

P S Coincrdentally the K~ngswood pool will be hav~ng one of its swim meals on July 6 after the DRC nea!~ng The traffic 
on Spring Road from a swim meet, comb~ned wrlh Marywood traffic, would crea:? grrdlock along Spring Road and further 
exacerbate the problems that Marywood wrll cause at Spring and James:own 



Matthew Arcieri 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

APIAtlanti@aol.com 
Wednesday. July 06,2005 2:49 PM 
PIanning 
drcajames-city.va.us 
propcsed Ma~wood development re Mee:ing Wed. July 6, 2005 at 4 pm 

' 6 ~  ~ t ? ~ I ? a j  y CppCEE tr!d ?tcGITZTt€nd oenia!  of M i ~ q ' w o ~ d  ~ E C E U S E  of : l i f !  i c  
a n d  e n v i r c n m e n t & S  c o n c e r n s  i n d  a i r e a c y  c v e r b u r d e n e a  s t r e e t s .  

S h o u l d  t h i ~  u n u i n t ~ d  p r c p c s ~ d  developxlent  h ~ p p e n ,  jt need: t o  be  i 

deve lopmen t  w i t h i n  j t ~ e l :  b i o c k i n c  i t s  t r ~ f f i c  from t h e  u s e  of  
Spring a n d  Oxfo rd  ~ C E C E  ~ n c  h i v e  ~ n d l j s e  jt: own m t l e t  I C ~ G  t c  ;nc f rom F t .  
199, 
which  i s  f e i s l b j ~  ( c r z w i f c ~  End p l a n s  ~ n d  ~ I t e r n i t j v e s  hzve  zeer ,  ~ h c u n  c n c / c r  
provid~ol . 
E i s e 6  on t h e  cverbihe;x,lr ,c o ~ p c s ;  t i o n  t c  ;hi:  ~ r o ~ o s e d  c e v e l  cpntenr i n d  t h e  
i d v e r s ~  6nd d ~ ~ i t :  i? j ?>c 
i 3 I l ~ i c t  i t  w i l l  r . ~ v t ,  st .:- ,. c e  you ,  :he 2 C C  F j i n n i n c  C c m ~ i t t e t  E S C  35C E o ~ r a  
NOT t c  p e r m i t  t k e  
d r v r l o p e z / b u i l c t ~  :c c e ~ e i c ~  t h j :  p r cp t r t ! ;  t y  i n y  meens.  
,hi$ I: your  c~pc r t c r . : : \ :  t c  e n f o r c e  i ~ d  u r t  t?,e p c u ~ z  s n d  t c : h c ? i l y  e z p o ~ e r e c  
you t.0 STOP t h i r  i c t j c n .  

Do n o t  perrrii t  , i i . 2  c u ,  c r  c r e n t  c e v e l c p ~ r s  / t u i j d e r s  (whc c i r t  nct;T.ir,c i b o l j t  
! indr c r  i t s  p ~ o p i e )  
:a i n v ~ d e  2nd r i v ~ c t  t h e  lind f o r  t h e i r  cun c i i n  2nd t h e n  s r e  cone  l e ~ v f n g  
nc:hirra b u t  j r r e v t r s i k l e  daniace, 
tc c j c t ~ t e  t o  zrAc cer;.ar;c cf you .  
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Matthew Arcieri 

From: Norman Neal Inneal2@msn.com] 

Sent: Wednesday. July 06, 2005 302  PM 

To: geogilleds@aol.com; maryjones@cox.net; wk~le@mrc.s!ste.va us; b!anton3@cox.net; hpS1 l@nsn.am;  
John Horne; Matthew Arcieri; jlfraley@cox.net; jmmcci@wm.edu; John J. IdcGIennon 

Cc: anne@mooring.com; nneal2@msn.com 

Subject: Supporl for comments by Anne Mooring about propcsed Marywood Development 

Dear FIlladams and Sirs: 

I hzve lived in my home for the past 26 years. I have enjoyed the quality of I~fe made pcssible by the lot size and the 
w@ed nature of our neighborhood. I have always been able to walk the streets without sidewalks and feel safe due W 
the tow traffic flows. After all these years I now find thal thts propcsed development will change all this dramatically. 

I fully support the comments of Anne Mooring sent to you on July 4'". As you can Expect because of my locajion (102 
Regency Court). I am very troubled by the !ack of a buRer %Ween my property snd thls new development. The type 
development is so different that this buffer is crilical. I oppcse making the JCSA Access Rcad part of Marywood's cature 
trail. This would mzke my property unusable on the Noah end where I currently enjoy plcnics and !amity gatherings. I 
support a minimum 60 loot buffer from the center of the access rcad. Please relocate the nature trail toMar)wo&'s 
prowrty from the exisline access rcad. 

Rcspxtfully submitted 
F .  Norman Neal 

102 Regency Court 
253-0254 
nnea@verizon.net 
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Christy Parrish 

From: Richard Dunn [rdedilions@widomaker corn] 

Sent: Wednesday. July 06,2005 1 3 7  PM 

To: Donald C. Hunt; Jack Fraley; John J. McGlennon; Planning 

Subject: Marywood hearing 

Gentlemen, Though I will be unable to attend today's hearing, please cse your efforts 40 
prevent the detioratiion of our neighborhoods through greedy developers, and pkzse listen to 
the residents who will be present. 

Thank you. 
Richard Dunn 
100 Oxford Circle IDruid Hills] 
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MaCChew Arcieri 
- - - 

From: SSHues@aol com 

Sent: Sunday, July 03.2005 8 45 AM 

f o: John J. McGlennon, aopperrnan@cox net 

Cc: jmmccl@wm.edu; W~ldeckj@aol.com; haislipjr@verizon.net; anne@mooring.com; jltraley@cox.net; 
Matthew Arcieri; John Horne; b:adley.weidenhammer@vdot.virginia.gov; hpll91l@msn.com; 
Blanton3@cox net: wkak@mrc.s!ate.va.us; Michzel Brown; Jay Rarrison; Bruce Goodson; Andy Bradshsw; 
maryjones@cox.net; GeoBillEDS@aol.com 

Subject: Re: Marywood T roff~c, County Authority 

Dear John, 

Our community and I am in full agreement with you. The propcsed incrfsse in traffic onto Jamestown Road from 
Marywood will have a detrimental impact on dl county citizens that use the road on a daily basis. 

It is apparent to our community (Kincswood. Hollybrook, 2nd Druid Hills) that other development alternatives are avai!able 
and should be considered S ~ t o r ~  settling with the current, less than desirable, p!an. 

There are, of course, env1ronmen:al ~mpl~cations wtth the 3-pod apprcach; however, there ore envlronmental 1mp1ca:cons 
wdh anv apprcach that tries to pack 114 (or 115) houses onto an environmentally sensitrve tiact of !and To date. Ceniex 
:and its consultants) has not demonstrated that the env~ronmental lmFact of the 3-pod apprcach w~l lbe grezter that the 
cur:ant plan. In my mlnd the environment cannot be used as the defining factor to el~mtr.a:e thts al:ercatlve and the 
current traffic impact analysts aE well as VDOTs comments do not el~mlnate the alternatr\le elther 

Like Tony Opperrnan. I do not begrudge a landowners r~ght lo  develop the Yancy tract, however, I do begrudge the 
negative impactfhat the proposed development will have on the environment and ssfety end quality of life on our 
netghborhood as well as the JCC community at large. 

I intend to address my environmental concerns with the Chesapeake Bay Board. Vlrg~nts DEO and the US Army Corp of 
Engtneers I sppeal to you. zs v,~e ll as all the Bcard of Superv:sors, Planning Dlvts~on znd P!ann~ng Commrss~on, lo not 
sezle with the exlsttng propcsed rcad configurat~ons for Marywood 

? I &  Tonv Opperman I ssk it#€ Ccun:y to 

7 Ererc ls~  its author1:y unoel Src l~cn  55 7-23 01 the COO€ of \/1r?tr?18 znd zff~rmei~brly 0 l ~ r C . i  C E N T E X  to recon:$rlr~ the 
iC)CZtOn of the roads In lhrtr propcseo developmen1 T h a  reconttpurat~on etlon shoulo 

f \ consldrr erclus~vr scce5s lo Msrywood from Routr 5 and 
b) mcs~der z three-pod IB~CUI wrlh unconnecled accrsc l c  Foul€ 5 Hlckory Slpnpcsl Kcsc End Jarastown Rcad snd 
c'! s5solulely no cut-lhrouch cccez5 between Route 5 an0 JbmESiOwn R G B ~  

Shereen Hughes 
'103 Holly Road 
i%tll;smsburg, VA 231 85 
557-358-9250 



Matthew Arc ieri 

From: Robert Stermer [roblstermer@cox.net] 

Sent: Sunday, July 03,2005 11~03 AM 

To: Matthew Arcieri 

Subject: MARYWOOD 

Dear Sirh4adam, 

As a participant in h e  DRC meeling on .luly 6h, we ask ?ou lo please 
exercise your mandate under Seclion'33.1-229 ofthe Code of Virginia and 
direc~ CENTEX to redesign the Marywood development. The new plan should 
include h e  following road reconfigurations: 

I .  no cut-through access benueen Route 5 and Jamesio\vn Road 
2 .  exclusive access to M q w o o d  from Rouw 5 
3. a h e e - p o d  lay out of the development ui& unconnecied access to Route 
3. Hickory Signpost Road, and .lamestow Road. 

Funhennore, a traffic analyis should be included in any new layoui 
alumati\;es that are considered. 

Thank you. 

Roben and Amanda Sterner 



MaRhew Arcieri 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Carl Gerhold Icartbeth@cox.net] 
Monday, July 04, 2005 376 PM 
Matthew Arcieri 
Marywood Development 

James:oun 5 0 ~ d  5s c j c c c e d  r:c,w wj t r :  t r i f f j c  i n d  r h e r e  e r e  n o  ~ i & n ~  i c 
i m p r o v e  t r ~ f f i c  f l c v  i r ;  7f;e i r e ;  of O x f c r c  c,: S ~ r i n p  Fcad:, t h e  pc.3:: 
of  e n t r y  t o  t h i s  n e v  c ~ v e l c p r r t e n t .  The i d d l t j c r i  C! c a r :  s ~ f f i c j e n :  ! o r  
1 1 5  f ~ m 5 3 1 e s  w i l l  m i k e  a  b e d  s i t u z t i o n  i n t c 3 ~ r i b I e .  T h e  e x t r i  r r i f : i c  
w i i i  nliiie i t  much nlcre d j ? f ; ' c c 3 ?  t c  ~ e :  c n t c  ~ E ~ E S ~ O W ~ J  f i c i d  c u r i n g  h j c r ,  
i r e f f i c  p e r i o d s .  T h e r e  i s  r ~ c  c l ~ c r  l l n ~  c f  5lcr.1 f o r  : r & f f i c  t r y ; r J c  t c  
s e t  O n t c  > a n ~ € s t o u n  'hced f r c n  Oxford  o? S p r i n ~ .  The i d d e d  c E r s  v j i >  cr;] y 
i n c r ~ i s e  t i i €  p r c t a i ; i l j : ? ;  c: i n  c c c l o e r r t  uher,  i c s r  j x l l r  i n r c  cr!cczlr:g 
t r i f f j c .  l n  i d d i t S o r . ,  ~ F J E : E  ~ C C C C  C E J S  or. S C I ~ T J C  i r i d  C x f c r d  Fc td :  x i12  
o r ~ ~ t i y  c c r n ~ r c m 5 s e  ti.€ z e f e t y  c f  p e d e s t r j a z s ,  s j r ~ c e  t r ~ e r e  e r e  n c  
~ j d e w i l  i c ~  . 

A - n c t L ~ r  c c n t r i c t c ?  t e ~ k : .  c 3 e i r l n c  r h ~  l a n d  i r .  z i n i 2 z r y  f c r  
c c n s ~ r v c t j c ~ ~  c f  t h c c : ~ :  c f i  E r i c d c c k  K c i d  1- P r c j c  E i l i c .  Khe- ;kt 
c c n t r e c l o r  moved h i :  r.etv!: E C C ~ C I T I E ~ I ~  j r , ,  i t  C I C ~ E  E t ~ i t ~ r  ~ A E ~ T ,  rLr:r.ir:c 
XTJCEI E ' r eddock  F c i d .  T i . €  n ~ i j n  K t 5  r e p i l r e d ,  t o ?  t i e r q e  h o l e  W E E  j e t :  
jr: t h e  r c i d  t h i t  w i ~  r :c i  ~ e t i j r ~ d  u n t i l  3;s; mcn:r,. I ?  t h e  E O S ~ ~ T : E F . ~  

. . - 
EPC€ES.C?y t o  bu136 5 ?.cL:E: Gin c a u s e  this s c r :  c f  d i m i q e ,  h7r.~t K: - i  
tT:e j m p i c t  o n  t h e  l c c i l  :::eeis when t r g c k :  2nd e c c i p n ~ e n t  n e c r s s i : ) .  t c  
c j e e r  :he 1 z n d  e n d  b u l l c  2 2 '  h c u s e s  d e s c e n d  on o u r  n ~ j g h b c r h o o d ?  T I E  
c c n 1 r i c : c r  nc,: t * ~  r ~ - . r c r . s i k j e  fo: f j x j r : ?  t h e  d i m i g ~ ,  s c  K E  1 r . r  
? i X F i ? : E l S  w i l l  t .zve 1 c  k.€iir The C C h t  of : f J 3 i ; l L .  ;.rib t h e  ? E E ~ c € T . - . c  C! 

K>r:csucod, D r u j c  F.i 2 l: , 6r.d : - : c3 ly t rcck  t j i l  f.eve T C  e 3 d u r e  t h : ~  
: n c c . ~ ~ v e n j ~ n c e  E Z C  t h e  . f . t z t r c -  c e ~  t c  :he de: :?~.c : icn o f  t h e  r c c c c  r?! 
;F.E r:e i ~ h t c ? ? ~ ~ o c .  

T h i s  de i : e icpment  is K L C  f c r  ;he  e x i s t i n c  cc,x,~:.ir:j:?; End j t  js Led i c r  
.?&71€5 C:T\; C C G E : ~ .  H c k ~ v e r .  i i  i; i5 n e c e ~ : e ? l .  : K i t  :h€ dev€>cp::e~.:  C C  

< c r u ; r d ,  2 i s k  y c u  ; C  r ~ c ~ : r e  CERTEX t c  d e v e l c ;  ~ 7 ;  i c c € ~ t i b j €  t ~ c i f i c  
7 ,  - -  . . 
k;~,.. 'Ikjs w o u l d  t e  E L ; I ; E I  t c  r ; , ~ i c ~  2 3  E X C L ~ . - C I I : E  E ~ . : . T ~ F ~ c E  :cT;, 5c:;r L 
. .. 
m-;?. FAC C c n Z e c i j ~ r  :c  C x f c ? d  c r  S ~ r l n g  5c id -C;  c:, i f  :h€ C x f C ? d  2 - C  

tpr:r:c 50kd e n t r i n c c c  L:E : ~ t i i ? ! ~ d ,  t t  r . i i % ~  t t f . : : ~  E ~ ~ ~ J ~ Y J C E  ! T C Y .  E c . ~ ; E  
5 t ; ; h  n c  ccnnec t j c : .  ; c C x i c r c  cr S j r r ~ n c  F c ~ c : .  

- >  ? , . c . . k  -r* ~ C U  :or Y C U I  E I ; E T . ~ ~ C . T ~  a n c  ! l o o k  f c r ~ t ~ c  ;c see in^ you i+; ;?.E 

> ~ v e i c p x ~ e n t  F e v j  e ~  CCX:.~ : ' lee  r r ~ e e t j ~ ) ~  or, K E G T : E : C E ~ ,  J u ~  y  6 .  
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Matthew Arcieri 

From: anne mooring {anne@mooring.com] 

Sent: Tuesday. July 05, 2005 735 AM 

To: anne mooring; GeoBillE DS@aol.corn; maryjones@cox.net; wk~le@mrc.s?ate va.us; Blanton3@cox.net; 
hpll91'1@msn.com; John Horne; Matthew Arcieri; jlfialey@cox.net; jmmccl@wm.edu; John J. McGhnnon 

Cc: 12'aldeckj@aol.com; Tony Opperman; Joe McClarn; SSHues@aol.com 

Subject: Re: Comments on Marywood Development for July 6 meeting 

Dear Madams and Sirs, 

My original memo contained a math error. I s!ated that Centex!AES would need to r~duce the number of houses from 
114 to 99 to protect RPA zreas. They would only need to reduce the number of houses to 109. 1 have highlighted the 
error in red in the re-issued memo below. Note that with housing prces (not costs) climbing at 15% per year. Centex will 
still rea,p a healthy profit even with the reduced number of houses. 

lJy rsards: 
Anne M.ooring 

----- Original Message ---- 
From: anne mooring 
To: GeoB~llEDS@aol com n?ary~ones~@cox net. wkzle@mrc S!E:E va us , B!antonj@cox net , h~111911tBmsn com . 
~@horr~rQames-c~ty va us Ii4ATlHEL'vA@;ames-c1ty vs us ~I&~ie\,@cox net , j m r n c t I ~ 6 ~ ~ m  edu . JJMCGLrniarnes- - -- 
CITY va us 
Cc: \r\rzldeck~@aol com , Tonv Op~erman , Joe McC!aln. SSHues@aol com 
Sent: Monday, July 04.2005 6 59 PM 
Subject: Comments on Marywood Development for July 6 meetlng 

I Dear MsCam's and Sirs. 

I I I k2Ve rewewed the JCC S:zfl Ueporl and attachments for !he July 6 meeting which !,tan Arcieri kindly supplied. In 
ticic?ition, I have reviewed t h e  April 6 plans submitted by AE SICeniex. 

I I issues: 

Only CentexlAES selected Mzrywood entrance scecsrlcs P,.zve &en 1nvestl5ated VDOT only makes 
:ecommendat~ons that the propcsals meet min~mum requ~rements County stofl P,ss :he suthorlty tooptimize :he 
en1:ance poss~bilrtcs for the communrty Could county s!afl cse th~s authorrty to the comrnunlty's Senefrt, rnssad 
relylng on developer funded IrsRlc studies There IS a three pod development scecsrlo with no Jamestownr%t 5 cut 
through that has not been coosldered 

The tdarywood development rs still impacting env~ronmen:ally secsltlve lands The new plan reduces sleep slope 
Impact from 2 33 acres to 1 88 ticres Why are 1 88 acre: st111 king ~mpacted? The Resource Prolection Area (RPA) 
and RPA bufler Impacts v,*ere reduced from 4 54 acres rota1 to 3 93 acres Why are 3 93 acres s t i l l h~ng  ~m~acted? 
T ~ E  environmental ~mpact csn be reduced by wmbin~ng some of the lo!s along Brsbdock Rcad, sbtlenlng B:adcbck 
Rcad roughly 50 feet. and pulling the property hnes ofl the h ~ a v ~ l y  sloped and RPA buver rqlons Ifthe county 
depends on rndrv~dual propeny owners to unders:and and respect that they cannot bulM on up to two-lhrrds 01 t k l r  
property, there will be v~o!al~ons The small fines exacted for lndrv~dual properly cwners v~oStlng envir0rnen:al rcks 
are slmllar to a luxury !ax (RE C t v ~ d  Tuftee's vlo!atlon of C h e ~ s e p ~ ~ k e  Eay Preservatton 0 r d 1 r . a ~  with a $1,590 
he--June 28 aqendz) Lots 60 and 61 at the end of Br&dock Rcad are carlzu!ary bo(h€:some-the properlies 
should be comblned or the rcad shotlewd Other quest~or.zble M s  In order of decrEsslng rmpact include ES(mrnbne 
wrih 68), 99(combrne with 98) €4 snd 63 (should be comb~ned wrth 62 and%), The to!lowlng IXs s b u M  haw their 
k x k  propeny lrnes pulled avzy from the RPA buger 47-51 and 57 50.72-74, and 81, 85-98, 100-105. T13ese s tep  
a n  be taken with AESlCen:er reducrng the number of Muses from 114 to 109 Thrs is not an undue financial 
haresh~p 

I I Ther.asler lot ckaiing and .gr&ing.p!an is imp:sr per JCC Environmental Review-Ciomrrrents ofbR#)S. inday will 
pdiminary appoval be p a n W  with irrdmp&-$aiis? 
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The five houses backing up to the access street to the pump sfation behind West Kingswod will have minimal Sufler 
beheen their houses and the new development. The access street will be asphalt instead of gravel and will count as 
, p a r (  of the 35 foot buffer between their property line and :he Marywood subdivision. In addition, J a m s  City County 
Service Authority has requested that the access buffer 3e incr~ased from 15 to 25 feet. According to the residents. 
this access street is used sfler every heavy rain. If the drive is pzved, it may be used by other vehicles to access the 
8MP # I  pond. Given this information, the access drive should be classified as a street and the,buffer should be 
increased from 35 feet to 60 feet from the access street's centerpoint(Sec 24-236). At the very least, the paved 
access street should not be located on the Kingswood resident's side of the perime:er buffer-but equally positioned 
between the ~xisting neighborhood and Marywood. The AESlCentex p!ans should a!so reflect this is a paved read 
rather than showing i t  as a nature path. Note that shifting the back property lines of the Marywood development could 
be accommodated by co~solidst~ng the seven properlies (lots 5-1 1) to sir propeeies. 

The owners of 221 Oxford Rcad will not be able to build on their 0.5 acre lot after this development. County staff 
merely advises that :he current owner should be told. It is not mandated. Has the.owner k e n  notified and 
compensated (Grogan Corp. 8C9 Main St. Suite 200, Newporl News. VA 23605) 

A huge amount of earth will need to be moved to construct BMP # I .  Where is all this dirt going lo go and how? 

On the plus side, the Msrywood development does include Rature trails thal will link the pool to Marywood and the new 
end of Oxford drive to the La F on!aine condiminiums-more biking and walking pcssibil~!ies However. Spring Road 
will become less pedestrian and bike friendly due to incr~ased ::ritf,c. What about a sibewalk? 

Regards, 
Anne Mooring 
229- 1438 
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Matthew Arcieri 
- - -  - -  ~ 

From: Bonnie Shelton [bkshellon@cox.nel] 

Sent: Tuesday, July 05.2005 9:23 AM 

To: Development Management; geobilleds@aol.com; jlfrsley @coxmet; hpfl911 @msn.com; ib!anton@cwf..wt; 
wk~k@mrc.s!ale.va us; rr,aryjones@cox.net; Matihew Arcieri; John Horne; Devebpment Management; 
geobilleds@aol corn; jlfrsley@cox.net; hpfl91 l@msn.com; ib!anton@cwf.net; wkzle@mrc.s:&e.va.us; 
rnaryjones@cox.net; Matthew Arcieri; John Horne 

Subject: RE: Marywood 

P l e c s e  cse your power under the Virginia code 33.1.229 lo  elimir.at~ or minimize the necative impact that 
Marywood Development will ksve on the adjoining neighborhoods and our environment. We live in an older 
neighborhood with narrow streets and no sidewalks. Many of our residents walk these narrow streets daily. 
Please consider the necative impact on our quality of life. 
Thank you for your consideration. 

Bonnie 5. Shellon 
223 Kingswood brive 
Williornsburg, VA 23185-3222 
SksheltonOcox.nei 

-- - - - - - - - - - 

TREE Emoticons f o r  your email! Click Here! 



 AGENDA ITEM NO.  G-2  
  SMP NO.  3.d  
 
 M E M O R A N D U M 
 
DATE: September 27, 2005 
 
TO: The Board of Supervisors 
 
FROM: John E. McDonald, Manager of Financial and Management Services 
 
SUBJECT: Budget Amendments 
          
 
Under provisions of the State Code any budget amendment exceeding $500,000 can be adopted only after a 
public hearing.  The appropriate public hearing has been advertised to amend the operating and capital 
budgets by an amount not to exceed $3,500,000. 
 
One source of funds for this adjustment is an estimated $2,500,000 undesignated fund balance as of June 30, 
2005.  The audit and accrual adjustments have been made and a final figure of $2,454,283 has been identified 
as undesignated.  A report illustrating the major sources of these undesignated funds is included in the 
Board’s reading file. 
 
The second source of funding is an increase in borrowing for the Stonehouse Elementary School addition.  
This frees-up cash previously budgeted for the project to be reallocated.  To provide a total of up to $3.5 
million – that figure would be $1,045,717. 
 
The attached resolution authorizes the transfer of $2,979,220, less than $3.5 million advertised, to address the 
needs of two capital projects: 
 
High School Construction Budget - $2,479,220.  Combined with the $3,520,780 approved on September 13, 
the total mid-year increase for the construction budget of the new high school grows to $6 million.  How the 
$6 million fits in the funding total for the high school project is shown as an attachment prepared by the 
Schools. 
 
Community Building - $500,000.  Combined with $1 million previous dedicated from the Jamestown 2007 
Fund, the total appropriation will equal the project budget of $1.5 million. 
 
After deducting the undesignated fund balance an additional $524,937 would need to be borrowed for the 
Stonehouse Elementary School addition – if existing budget estimates prove reliable.  The Board may be 
asked to approve additional borrowing authority when project construction bids are received. 
 
Staff recommends approval of the attached resolution. 
 
 

      
John E. McDonald 
 
CONCUR: 
 
 

 
 
 
JEM/nb 
BudgetAmend.mem 
 



Attachment 



 
R E S O L U T I O N 

 
 

BUDGET AMENDMENTS 
 
 
WHEREAS, the James City County Board of Supervisors has been requested to increase the funding for 

the new community building; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors has identified a need for an additional $6,000,000 in County 

funds for the third high school; and 
 
WHEREAS, appropriating the undesignated June 30, 2005, fund balance and the possibility of 

increasing the amount borrowed for the Stonehouse Elementary School addition are two 
options to generate the needed additional funds. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors of James City County, Virginia, 

authorizes the following budget amendments for FY 2006 and appropriates these sums, as 
follows: 

 
OPERATING REVENUES 

  Undesignated Fund Balance add $ 2,454,283 
 
 OPERATING EXPENDITURES/TRANSFERS 
  Transfer to Capital Projects add    2,454,283 
 
 CAPITAL PROJECT REVENUES 
  Bond Proceeds add       524,937 
  Transfer from Operating Budget add    2,454,283 
 
 CAPITAL PROJECT EXPENDITURES 
  Third High School add    2,479,220 
  Community Building add 500,000 
 
 
 

___________________________________ 
Michael J. Brown 
Chairman, Board of Supervisors 

ATTEST: 
 
 
________________________________ 
William C. Porter, Jr. 
Deputy Clerk to the Board 
 

Adopted by the Board of Supervisors of James City County, Virginia, this 27th day of 
September, 2005. 
 
 
BudgetAmend.res 
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