Development Review Committee

Government Center Complex Conference Room, Building C
March 2, 2005 - 4:00 p.m.

A. Roll Call
B. Minutes
1. Minutes - February 2, 2005
C. Consent Items
1. SP-145-04. Colonial Heritage - Phase 2, Section 1
D. Cases
1. SP-150-04. Abe's Mini Storage
2. SP-006-05. Stonehouse - The Fairways
3. SP-116-04. The Station at Norge
4. S-091-04. Marywood
E. Adjournment
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SP-145-04. Colonial Heritage, Phase 2, Section 1
Staff Report for the March 2, 2005, Development Review Committee Meeting

Summary Facts

Applicant: Mr. Chris Mulligan, AES Consulting Engineers

Land Owner: Colonial Heritage, LLC

Proposed Use: 73 Single Family Attached Units

Location: Richmond Road, across from the Williamsburg Pottery
Tax Map/Parcel: (24-3)(1-32)

Primary Service Area: Inside

Existing Zoning: MU, Mixed Use with Proffers

Comprehensive Plan: Low Density Residential

Reason for DRC review:  The development proposes more than 50 units.

Staff Contact: Karen Drake Phone: 253-6685

Staff Recommendation:

2,000 residential units are permitted within the Colonial Heritage development. As of January,
2005 and including this project, 669 residential units/lots have been submitted to the Planning
Division for review with 214 residential units/lots approved. The remaining residential units/lots
are in the various stages of site plan and subdivision review process.

Preliminary Approval for 134 residential units in Phase 2, Section 1 of Colonial Heritage was
recommended at the December 3, 2003 DRC meeting as part of JCC Case Nos. SP-131-03
and S-100-03. Preliminary approval is good for a period of one year during which time the
applicant must receive final approval of the development plans. Due to delays obtaining permits
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and a change in the proposed number of units, final site
plan approval was not obtained and preliminary approval for SP-131-03 expired in December
2004. Preliminary approval for S-100-03 was re-issued administratively on December 6, 2004
as per the Zoning Ordinance. The applicant has resubmitted the site plan proposing 73 units
that is now for review by the DRC. Staff recommends preliminary approval be granted subject
to the attached agency comments.

Karen Drake
Senior Planner
Attachments:
1) Site Plan (separate)
2) Agency Comments



Agency Review Comments
for
S$-100-03 & SP-131-03. Colonial Heritage. Phase 2, Section 1

Planning:
1. The plans are approved as submitted. As a reminder, prior to final site plan approval or final
plat approval, there are proffer requirements to fulfill that require financial payments.

County Engineer:
1. The plans are approved as submitted.

Environmental:
1. The plans are approved as submitted.

Fire Department:
1. The plans are approved as submitted.

Health Department:
1. The plans are approved as submitted.

JCSA:
1. Please refer to the attached memorandum dated February 7, 2005.

VDOT:
1. No comments as the streets are private.
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JAMES CITY SERVICE AUTHORITY MEMORANDUM
Date: February 7, 2005
To: Karen Drake, Senior Planner
From: Timothy O. Fortune, PE. - Civil Engineer
Subject: S-100-03, Colonial Heritage Phase 2, Section 1 (Construction Plans)

James City Service Authority has reviewed these plans for general compliance with the JCSA
Standards and Specifications, Water Distribution and Sanitary Sewer Systems and have the
following comments for the above project you forwarded on January 5, 2005. Quality control
and back checking of the plans and calculations for discrepancies, errors, omissions, and
conflicts is the sole responsibility of the professional engineer and/or surveyor who has signed,
sealed, and dated the plans and calculations. It is the responsibility of the engineer or surveyor to
ensure the plans and calculations comply with all governing regulations, standards, and
specifications. Before the JCSA can approve these plans for general compliance with the JCSA
Standards and Specifications, the following comments must be addressed. We may have
additional comments when a revised plan incorporating these comments is submitted.

Sheet 6:

1. It appears an additional JCSA Utility Easement area is required along the
proposed Offsite 8-inch waterline (adjacent to the Colonial Heritage Blvd right-
of-way and existing BMP). Easement shall be 20' width centered on the
waterline. Verify and revise accordingly

Sheet 8:
1. Revise Lot 52 water meter location to be at the right-of-way line.
Sheet 9:
1. Joint Restraint Table: Include joint restraint requirements for an 8-inch 45-degree

elbow.

2. Offsite Waterline:
a. Refer to Sheet 6 Comment #1 above.
b. Specify a wet tap connection to the 12-inch Colonial Heritage Blvd
waterline. Provide a thrust block at the proposed tap location.

Sheet 15:
1. Evensong Lane Profile: It appears the proposed waterline depth can be
significantly reduced between Sta 15+00 to Sta 17+69. Verify and revise the
profile accordingly.
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Sheet 21:
1.

3.

Keaton Le¢  ’rofile: Revise the profile to eliminat  : high point between Sta
13+00 (+/-) to Sta 15+00 (+/-).

It appears the Offsite Waterline (Keaton Lane to Colonial Heritage Blvd) will not
maintain a 10-foot minimum horizontal clearance with the landscaping provided
along Colonial Heritage Blvd. Verify and revise the waterline location or
landscaping to meet the requirements of JCSA standards Section 2.5.

It appears the proposed water service and fire hydrant location shown at the end of
Keaton Lane do not agree with the utility plans. Verify and revise accordingly.

Revise the Offsite Waterline Easement width to reflect 30-feet.

Water Data Sheet:

1.

Section Sc: The Applicant shall include each fire flow required for the type of
facility proposed (i.e. duplexes, triplexes, etc). This information is required on the
data sheet as part of JCC Fire Departments approval.

Section 5e: The 1000 gpm fire flow noted is permitted only for single family
dwelling units, not the duplexes and triplexes proposed. As previously agreed to
for Colonial Heritage, duplex units require a fire flow of 1850 gpm fire flow and
triplex units require 2250 gpm. It is noted that the Applicant’s ISO calculations
for the Golf Maintenance Facility (AES Fax dated 1/23/04 for JCC Case # SP-
107-03) was approved by the JCC Fire Department adjusting the fire flow
requirement to 1320 gpm.

Any fire flow other than that noted above for the duplex and triplex units shall be
approved by the JCC Fire Department with supporting documentation and
calculations submitted to JCSA for verification. Revise the Water Data Sheet and
water model accordingly to reflect the correct fire flow requirements for node J-B-
5.

Water Distribution Analysis:

1.

Summary Table: Revise node J-B-5 to reflect a 2250 gpm fire flow for triplexes.
Refer to Water Data Sheet Comment # 2 above.

Fire Flow Report: Revise node J-B-5 to reflect a 2250 gpm fire flow for triplexes.
Clarify why Node J-B-3 design report data is not listed. Provide accordingly.
The Applicant’s response concerning the fire flow applied at J-B-5 is incorrect.
Since the proposed units are triplex units, then a fire flow of 2250 gpm is required

for this area. Revise the Max Day + Fire Flow report to reflect this condition.

Provide a Max Day + Fire Flow scenario which analyzes a fire flow occurring in
the Pond Street area.

Please call me at 253-6836 if you have any questions or require any additional information.
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Site Plan 150-04. Abe’s Mini-Storage
Staff Report for the March 2, 2005 Development Review Committee Meeting

SUMMARY FACTS

Applicant: Mr. Alistair Ramsay, L.S., LandMark Design Group

Land Owner: Dr. John Matney

Proposed Use: 69,880 square feet of mini-storage space

Location: 5435 and 5433 Richmond Road

Tax Map/Parcel No.: (33-3)(1-15), (33-3)(1-59)

Primary Service Area: Inside

Parcel Size: 3.66 acres

Zoning: B-1, General Business District

Comprehensive Plan: Neighborhood Commercial

Reason for DRC Review: The applicant proposes a group of buildings which contain a floor area
exceeding 30,000 square feet.

Staff Contact: Ellen Cook Phone: 253-6685

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

At the last DRC meeting this case was deferred due to substantial Environmental issues that needed to be
addressed, including issues related to the BMP design and the lack of an adequate receiving channel to
receive the stormwater that will discharge from the proposed BMP. Since the February meeting staff has not
received any additional information or engineering documents from the applicant: it is staff’s understanding
that the applicant will be submitting geotechnical data related to an infiltration option, but that this data has
not yet been completed, and has not been submitted for County staff review. Therefore, staff recommends
deferral of this case until the March 30th DRC meeting.

Elion Loede

Ellen Cook

Attachments:
1. Agency Comments

SP-150-04 - Abe’s Mini-Storage
Page 1



AGENCY COMMENTS

Planning:

1. Cover Sheet. Location map - please verify the location of the parcels and revise the location map to
indicate the actual location of the project.

2. Cover Sheet. Please provide the project’s address.

3. Cover Sheet. Please provide a note listing the floor area ratio and the building coverage ratio to verify
that Section 24-398 is adhered to.

4. Cover Sheet. In accordance with Sec. 24-61, a minimum number of off-street loading spaces must be
provided. Please indicate the location of loading spaces on plan (Sheet C-3) and provide a note regarding
the square footage of loading areas on the cover sheet.

5. Cover Sheet. Please provide a note stating that all signs shall be in accordance with Article II, Division
3 of the JCC Ordinance. As previously noted in the conceptual plan letter, off-site signage on Richmond
Road for the storage unit facility is not permitted: signage is permitted on-site. Please contact one of the
Zoning Officers at (757) 253-6685 should you have any questions.

6. Sheet C-3. In accordance with Sec. 24-56(b), please provide a detail of the sign marking the handicapped
parking space. Also, in accordance with Section 24-56(c) please show the location of, and details for, all
curb cuts, ramps and detectable warnings where necessary to access the sidewalk connecting the office/apt.
to the 1 story building.

7. Sheet C-3. Please label the dimensions of the van accessible handicapped adjacent aisle

8. Sheet C-3. Please clearly label the front, side and rear setback lines.

9. Please provide a lighting plan in accordance with Sec. 24-57. The lighting plan should include any
fixtures mounted on buildings and should include details of fixture types and an iso-footcandle diagram.
10. Will there be any outdoor storage of vehicles (RVs, trucks, boats, etc.) in areas other than the
designated parking spaces? If yes, please illustrate the location on the site plan.

11. Can the positions of the fence and the landscaping be switched so that the landscaping is outside the
fence?

12. Will there be any parking spaces provided on the outside of the fencing for first time visitors?

13. Are any dumpsters provided for the site? If so, please note the location and how each dumpster will
be screened.

13. Please label entrances to the buildings.

14. Please provide information on signage and/or pavement markings which will be used to direct traffic
flow through the site.

15. Please provide evidence that there are no traffic or other use restrictions for the 50° ingress/egress
easement that would affect the proposed mini-storage development.
16. A property line extinguishment must be approved prior to final site plan approval.

Landscaping:

1. The row of mature Loblolly Pines and Dogwoods on the back side of the Day’s Inn parking lot must
be saved. Any grading in the root zone of these plants will most likely result in death. No indication of
saving these trees appears on the landscape plan. An existing swale lies to the west of this row of trees
and any grading should begin on the west side of this swale. A tree protection plan should appear on the
landscape plan.

2. The Planning Director and staff have no problem with transferring the plan materials as requested,
however the reduction in quantity is not necessary. Many opportunities exist to transfer these plants to
other parts of the property. The could be used to bolster the buffers in the front of the property, all
around the BMP, and even to enhance the landscaping in the median strip on Route 60. The later

suggestion could be done in the form of a donation to a scheduled landscape job that is already planned
for Route 60.

SP-150-04 - Abe’s Mini-Storage
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3. Thirty-five percent of all general landscape trees must have a caliper of at least 2.5 inches, and 35% of
all trees must be evergreen. The current plant schedule does not conform to these requirements. These
requirements can be found in landscape ordinance number 24-94.

4. Several stately mature trees exist on the property. Staff feels that the property would be greatly
enhanced by saving some of these trees. One tree in particular is an American Holly found to the south
of the existing antique warehouse. Staff would be willing to reduce the quantities of required plants in
exchange for saving some of these mature trees that are now in danger of being destroyed.

Fire:
1. The square footage of the two big buildings exceeds 12,000 square feet. The fire code requires this

building to be equipped with an automatic system which would require a fire department connection
located at least 40' from the buildings.

2. Because of the size of the buildings, three fire hydrants are needed to serve this area. These are
shown where suggested on the attached map.

County Engineer:
1. No comments.

JCSA:
1. Please see attached memorandum dated 1/27/2005.

Environmental:

1. The Environmental Division does not recommend that preliminary approval be granted for the project
for February 2™ DRC purposes. The primary reason(s) for our Division not granting preliminary approval
are outlined below:

A) Based on plan information and a field investigation by county staff, it does not appear that the
proposed BMP outfalls into a defined receiving channel. Minimum Standard # 19 of the Virginia Erosion
and Sediment Control regulations provide that the outfall from any stormwater detention facility must be
discharged to a receiving channel. Also, the Virginia Stormwater Management Handbook requires that
outflows from stormwater management facilities must be discharged to an adequate channel. Further, it
is unlawful, as it is an implied provision of trespass, to discharge stormwater in a concentrated manner
onto an adjacent property without a drainage easement of adequate size in existence to handle the
anticipated flows. Basins discharging stormwater in proximity to the associated property line and onto
the adjoining parcel with no defined channel require both a channel to be provided which can convey the
design flows and a drainage easement of adequate size for maintenance to be in place. Based on the
current configuration, the plan would require an offsite drainage easement to a point where a natural bed
and bank receiving channel exists or additional information must be presented to support that a natural
bed and bank receiving channel does indeed exist immediately below the BMP outfall. Other options
include the redirection of drainage from the BMP outfall to another acceptable receiving channel or
design of a BMP type which results in no surface stormwater discharge onto adjacent property (i.e.
infiltration basin, etc.). The infiltration basin option is very dependent on geotechnical investigation,
which was not presented in the current plan of development application, and careful design. (Note: This
issue was discussed in pre-application phone conversations with the owner/applicant.)

B) The current plan appears to reflect that in order to obtain the necessary 10 water quality points, the
combination of a wet extended detention county type A-3 stormwater management facility and
conservation easement on open space will be used. However, the current configuration does not contain
all the associated items consistent with a 10 point BMP facility. These items consist of a 15' safety
bench, 15' aquatic bench, and sediment forebay. Further, for undisturbed wooded areas to count toward
the required water quality points, they must be at a minimum of 35' in width to which the currently
proposed areas are not compliance. Additional information is also needed to assure the stormwater
management facility has been sized properly as topographic information indicates additional stormwater

SP-150-04 - Abe’s Mini-Storage
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will drain to the facility from the west side of the site. Survey information submitted further reflects that
a 30" stormwater pipe currently exists to the southeast of the site which apparently collects stormwater
drainage from the existing roadside ditch. With no outfall indicated, it is unknown if this drainage item
will either be effected by the placement of the proposed facility or contribute to the drainage area for the
facility. As all of the above concerns relate to the sizing of the proposed facility, and with the site being
wrapped so tightly around the proposed stormwater management pond , it is unknown if the site can be
developed to the density as presented without the extensive need for waivers and exceptions for items
associated with stormwater management facilities and water quality points.

VDOT:
1. Please see attached VDOT memorandum dated 1/26/2005.

SP-150-04 - Abe’s Mini-Storage
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Site Plan SP-006-05
Stonehouse - The Fairways
Staff Report for the March 2, 2005 Development Review Committee Meeting

SUMMARY FACTS

Applicant: Ryan Stephenson, AES Consulting Engineers
Landowner: 2J Investments, LLC

Proposed Use: 16 multi-family units

Location: 9720 Mill Pond Run

Tax Map/Parcel No.: (5-3)(1-12)

Primary Service Area: Inside

Existing Zoning: PUD-R with proffers

Comprehensive Plan: Low Density Residential

Reason for DRC Review: Section 24-147 (a)(1)(b) states that a site plan which proposes two
entrances on the same road shall be considered by the DRC.

Staff Contact: Trey Davis, Planner Phone: 253-6685

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

This project does not require the DRC to issue preliminary approval as it is under 30,000 square
feet and fewer than 50 units. DRC approval is required, however, for the two entrances along
Mill Pond Run. Agency comments, as attached, are minimal and there are no issues which
warrant special attention by the DRC.

Staff recommends that the Development Review Committee recommend approval for the two
entrances on Mill Pond Run and preliminary approval of the project subject to agency

comments.
4 B N
Trey Dav;
Attachments:
1. Agency Comments

2. Site Plan

SP-006-05 Stonehouse — The Fairways
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AGENCY COMMENTS
FOR
SP-006-05 Stonehouse — The Fairways

Planning:

1. Landscape requirements for the areas along the right of ways have not been adequately
addressed. Please refer to ordinance 24-96 (A) and 24-96 (2). Existing plant materials can
and are encouraged to be used.

2. Will a dumpster be used for trash removal? If so, please show location and screening.

3. Please show property lines on the lighting plan.

4. Is there adequate lighting for the common parking areas along the private street from the
adjacent right of way, or will supplemental lighting need to be added?

5. Will there be any signage indicating the common parking areas and will any parking

agreements be necessary for homeowners?

VDOT:

1. Clearly show the existing Right of Way on Site and Ulility Plan, Sheet 4.

2. Provide a stop sign (MUTCD R1-1. 30"°x30") and stop bar (24" width) at the proposed
entrances.

3. Provide the posted speed limit for Mill Pond Run (Route 1221) on the plans.

County Engineer:

1. Please place 2 JCC standard conservation easement signs and show these on sheets 2, 3, 4, 5,
6, and 9.
2. Add private street requirements to the plans.

Environmental:

1. The Environmental Division recommends preliminary approval of this project. Finaltechnical
comments will be forwarded once they are completed.

JCSA:

1. Attached.

SP-006-05 Stonehouse — The Fairways
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JAMES CITY SERVICE AUTHORITY MEMORANDUM

Date: February 23, 2005
To: Tammy Rosario, Planner
From: Timothy O. Fortune, P.E. - Civil Engineer

Subject: SP-006-05, Stonehouse - The Fairways (Construction Plans)

James City Service Authority has reviewed these plans for general compliance with the
JCSA Standards and Specifications, Water Distribution and Sanitary Sewer Systems and
have the following comments for the above project you forwarded on January 31, 2005.
Quality control and back checking of the plans and calculations for discrepancies, errors,
omissions, and conflicts is the sole responsibility of the professional engineer and/or
surveyor who has signed, sealed, and dated the plans and calculations. It is the
responsibility of the engineer or surveyor to ensure the plans and calculations comply with
all governing regulations, standards, and specifications. Before the JCSA can approve
these plans for general compliance with the JCSA Standards and Specifications, the
following comments must be addressed. We may have additional comments when a
revised plan incorporating these comments is submitted.

JCSA recommends preliminary approval.

Sheet 1:
1. Include the contact persons phone and fax number under the Property
Owner Information and the Developer Information.
2. Sign and date the professional seal affixed to the plan.

3. Provide the Miss Utility phone number as part of Note 12.

Sheet 4
1. Provide station reference for all connection points to existing sanitary sewer
and waterline locations.
2. Show and label the right-of-way line fronting on this parcel.

3. The Applicant shall dimension proposed JCSA (tilites from
proposed/existing features (such as face of curb).

4. Sta 10+44: Replace the 90-degree elbow shown with two 45-degree elbows.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Sheet 6:
1.

The Applicant shall verify and confirm that the easement shown on Common
Area #12 and the Stonehouse Community Center will be dedicated by the
property owner(s).

Sta 11+25: Relocate the mailbox gazebo outside of the proposed JCSA
easement.

Provide a JCSA Utility Easement along the gravity sanitary sewer line
adjacent to the northern entrance.

Revise the proposed casing length to extend 5-feet minimum past the
entrance curb and gutter.

JCSA as-builts show the existing force main along Mill Pond Run as 12-inch
diameter. Also, our as-builts do not reflect the force main stub-out shown
near waterline Sta 14+00 (+/-). Verify and revise accordingly.

Provide the inverts for those sanitary sewer laterals connecting directly to
manholes.

The Applicant shall specify heavy duty cleanouts (HRPDC detail SS_12) as
required in paved areas.

Provide the surveyed inverts of the existing storm sewer manholes upstream
and downstream of the proposed sanitary sewer casing pipe. This is
required to confirm that adequate separation will be provided at the crossing.

Relocate the proposed fire hydrant to the radial point of the entrance return.
Revise the location such that it will not conflict with the existing gas main.

It appears the stationing shown for the 11-1/4-degree elbow contradicts the
plan layout (Sta 15+04). Verify and revise accordingly.

Sta 15+55 (+/-): Based on the grading shown on Sheet 5, it appears the
valve boxes shown in this area will require adjusting to grade. The Applicant

shall also verify that the proposed grading will not reduce the minimum cover
of 3-foot over the existing waterline.

A note shall be added to the plan requiring the existing manhole to be

vacuum tested upon completion of the new connection. Test shall be
witnessed by JCSA.

The HRPDC Detail table shown is redundant with the table provided on
Sheet 8. It is recommended a note be provided on the plan simply
referencing the Sheet 8 table. Otherwise, revise the table to include all
pertinent details (EW_01, SS_08, etc) required to install this segment of
sanitary sewer line.

Provide a JCSA Utility Easement along the gravity sanitary sewer line
adjacent to the northern entrance.
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Sheet 7:

Sheet 8:
1.

The sanitary sewer pipe slope shown contradicts Sheet 4. Verify and revise
accordingly.

Provide beginning and ending stationing for the casing pipe.
Indicate the steel casing pipe wall thickness on the plan/profile.

Sta 13+18 (+/-): Show and label 18" minimum clearance between the casing
pipe and existing storm sewer crossing.

Show and label the proposed storm sewer crossings at Sta 13+50 (+/-) and
Sta 13+90 (+/-). A minimum vertical clearance of 18-inches shall be
provided at the crossing.

Show and label the existing force main crossing at Sta 13+10 (+/-).

Private Lane and Water and Sewer Profile:

a. The profile appears not to be to scale. Verify and revise accordingly.
b. Show and label the required waterline joint restraints.
C. Show and label the following crossings as part of the profile:

Existing gas main crossings

Proposed storm sewer crossings at Sta 10+30, Sta11+70, Sta

12+97 and 15+15 (+/-).

Existing cable TV line
It appears the storm sewer crossing at Sta 15+15 will conflict with the
waterline as designed. Similarly, the storm sewer crossing at Sta
11+70 and Sta 12+97 (+/-) either conflicts with or does not provide the
minimum vertical separation of 18-inches at the sanitary sewer pipe.
Verify and revise accordingly.

d. It appears that an air release valve is required near Sta 10+50. Verify

and revise plan and profile accordingly.

Remove the “Buttress for Tees” detail from the plan. Include the HRPDC
detail reference for “Standard Thrust Blocks - WS_05" as part of the detail
reference table.

HRPDC detail reference table: Replace HRPDC detail “SS_11" with HRPDC
detail “SS_12".

Water Hydraulic Analysis:

1.

Summary:

a. Provide a brief description of the model software used and any
assumptions made.

b. For clarity, reference the month for which the model data was

obtained (i.e. Oct 2002) as we have multiple submittals of the 2002
AES model on file.

Node Demand Table:
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a. The demand listed for Node “Section 1" does not agree with the
October 2002 AES water model. In that model, Node Fieldstone 102
cites a demand of 145.6 gpm for Average Day demand. The
Applicant shall verify this and revise the model accordingly.

b. Node “Sections 3-7": Based on the 1000 gpm fire flow noted, the
Applicant shall verify if the phased development within these areas
are all single family homes. If some of the areas are townhomes or
condominiums, then a fire flow of 2500 gpm shall be listed.

C. The Applicant shall describe in the report how irrigation requirements
for the commercial/office space areas were established.

3. Revise the pipe reports to reflect the Hazen-Williams “C” factors as applied in
the October 2002 AES water model.

4. Max Day Scenario: Revise Node “Sections 3-7" to reflect the demand with
irrigation. This will more accurately reflect field conditions.

5. Max Day plus Fire @ Clubhouse 2: Include the velocity and headloss
analysis as part of the report.

6. Peak Hour: Refer to ltems 2.a and 4 above. Revise accordingly.

7. Pump head characteristics for PMP 1/HC, PMP 4/Well-out and the operating
range/storage defined for tank 580000 G do not agree with the October 2002
AES water model. Verify and revise the model accordingly.

Water Data Sheet:
1. Section 5: Revise data accordingly per the water model comments.

Please call me at 253-6836 if you have any questions or require any additional information.
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Site Plan 116-04
The Station at Norge
Staff Report for the March 2, 2005, Development Review Committee Meeting

SUMMARY FACTS

Applicant: Lou Rowland, Stonehouse Station, L.P.
Land Owner: Sixty Four Associates, Inc.

Proposed Use: Approval of 104 apartments

Location: 7721 Croaker Road

Tax Map/Parcel No.: (13-4)(1-21)

Primary Service Area: Inside

Parcel Size: 10.167 acres

Existing Zoning: R-5, Multifamily Residential
Comprehensive Plan: Moderate Density Residential

Reason for DRC Review: The development proposes more than 50 units.
Staff Contact: Matthew Arcieri Phone: 253-6685
STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The attached agency comments are from the previous plan submission. The case has been resubmitted to
address those comments and new agency comments are not available, both Environmental and JCSA do not
object to issuance of preliminary approval. Neither the land disturbing permit nor certificate to construct
utilities will be released until these agency’s major technical comments are addressed.

Staff recommends preliminary approval subject to agency comments.

atthew 7 Arcferi
Attachments:
1. Plan (separate)
2 Agency Comments

SP-116-04 - The Station at Norge
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AGENCY COMMENTS

Planning;

1.

As areminder, prior to land disturbing the Phase 1 archaeological study for the entire property must
be submitted for review and approval.

2. In accordance with the approved proffers and master plan, please revise the path adjacent the
entrance driveway to a minimum five foot wide concrete sidewalk and terminate the sidewalk with
a VDOT CG-12 ramp.
3. Please revise the construction detail for the mulch path (Sheet C-17) to include a woven geotextile
layer.
4. For the dumpster screening detail on Sheet C-17, please confirm the proposed color.
5. Forthe PVC privacy fence detail on Sheet C-17 please note the proposed color. The proposed fence
color (white) is unacceptable - staff requests a darker color be utilized. As areminder, staff requests
the applicant provide a sample of the fence for the planning director’s review and approval.
6. It is noted that the revised lighting plan will be submitted separately or as part of the next
submission.
7. Please see the attached landscaping comments.
JCSA:

1. Please see the attached comments.
VDOT:

1. Please see the attached comments.
Environmental:

1.

Please see the attached comments.

SP-116-04 - The Station at Norge
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: MATTHEW ARCIERI, PLANNER

FROM: SCOTT WHYTE, LANDSCAPE PLANNER
SUBJECT: SP-116-04, THE STATION AT NORGE
DATE: 12/16/2004

I have reviewed the landscape plan for SP-116-04, The Station at Norge and have the

following comments;

1. The plan now meets all landscape ordinances required by James City County.

2. The size requirements for shrubs are now met since they are specified to be a minimum of
18”. However, finding dwarf Youpon Hollies, Carissa Hollies, and Dwarf Nandinas in a 3

gallon container, and at the required 18’ maybe very difficult. It may become necessaty to
step them up to a 5 gallon container.



JAMES CITY SERVICE AUTHORITY 101-E Mounts Bay Road

P.O. Box 8784
WILLIAMSBURG VIRGINIA 23187 878
P e R e R

JAN 2005

RECEIvVeD
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: Matthew Arcieri, Planner
FROM: Michael D. Vergakis, P.E., Chief Engineer - W% b
DATE: January 10, 2005

SUBJECT: Case No. SP-116-04, Station at Norge (Construction Plan)

e

James City Serv1ce Authorlty a CSA) has reviewed theses plans for general comphance with the
JCSA Standards and Specifications, Water Distribution and Sanitary Sewer Systems; and JCSA
have the following comments for the above project you forwarded on December 13, 2004.
Quality control and back checking of the plans and calculations for discrepancies, errors
omissions, and conflicts shall be the sole responsibility of the professional engineer and/or
surveyor who has signed, sealed and dated the plans and calculations. It is the responsibility of
the engineer and/or surveyor to ensure the plans and calculations comply with all governing
regulations, standards and specifications. Before JCSA can approve these plans for general
compliance with JCSA Standards and Specification, the following comments must be addressed.
We may have additional comments when a revised plan incorporating these comments is
submitted.

Based on the following comments JCSA does not recommend preliminary approval at this time.

General Comments:

1. Per Proffer Condition #2 for this development and previous comments from JCSA, the
Applicant is required to provide Water Conservation Standards for JCSA review and
approval prior to final site plan approval.

2. The following are observations made during the review process and for water and sanitary
sewer facilities behind the meter. These observations are made without jurisdiction by
JCSA but will be made available to Codes Compliance for their review of the plumbing
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permit application and may required your attention at that time in order to receive your
plumping permit:

a.

Suggest having Codes Compliance review and comment during site plan approval

process to alleviate delays acquiring the necessary permits for construction.

b.

1y

2)

3)
4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

Sheet C8:

Previous comment not addressed: It appears that pipe slopes shown do
not agree with the manhole structure data listed. The applicant shall
verify and revise accordingly. By applying the inverts up stream and down
stream and using the distance and slope only one of the pipe runs match the
data. Revise and correct the others.

Sanitary Sewer Structure Schedule: Identify which invert (in) goes to
which structures, same as you did for Structure 2. Revise and correct the
others.

Joint Restraint: Define the means and methods for joint restraint.
Provide sheet locations for all referencing details.

Provide a center cleanout for all dual service connections such as the
sanitary sewer laterals between Building 1 and Building 2. Provide a detail
of what that connection should look like. Revise and correct the plans at all
other similar locations.

Provide stationing, coordinates, or other means to properly locate and
establish all water fittings, valves and appurtenance.

Provide stationing, coordinate, or other means to properly locate and
establish all sanitary sewer laterals, manholes, and other appurtenances.

Previous comment not addressed: It appears that several labels for the
on-site utilities contradict the Utility Notes Legend (separation
requirements at crossings, valve locations, etc). It is recommended the
Applicant verify and revise for plan consistency and clarity. Provide
profiles or details for each potential pipe crossing of all water, sanitary
sewer and storm water. All potential conflicts should be designed out and
clearly shown as such on the construction drawings. Notes 12, 13, and 14
should be revised. If there are specific locations where the 18-inch
minimum separation is violated, then provide means and methods for
mitigating. This note as it reads now allows the Contractor to rest one pipe
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on another and place some sand in the excavation and cover up. This is not
an acceptable solution.

9) Item 31 and item 45 are on the same line and will not work as shown. The
siamese connection is provided to allow the Fire Department to connect to
the siamese connection and withdraw water from the system then pump the
water back into the system through the fire hydrant. As designed the water
will circulate between the siamese connection, fire truck, hydrant to
siamese connection, etc, etc. Revise and correct.

10) Provide contours on utility plan. It appears that there maybe less than 36-
inches of cover on some of the sanitary sewer laterals. This would be
clarified with providing profiles along the pipe lines.

11) Sanitary sewer laterals should not be further than 100-feet apart. Verify
with codes Compliance maximum Spacing between cleanouts.

Sheet C-8:

Previous comment not addressed by Applicant: The Applicant shall show and label a
private force main easement, dedicated to The Station at Norge, across the Speegle
property. Revise plan accordingly

Previous comment not addressed by Applicant: The Engineer shall clearly label the
Joint restraint required for all water line and force main fittings on the profiles.
Several notes listed on the plans indicate two types of restraint. This is not acceptable
as JCSA permits only joint restraint on its facilities. Thrust blocks are only permitted
at tap connections or at locations deemed necessary by JCSA. Provide the necessary
length of pipe requiring joint restraint to restrain the piping, fittings, valves, etc.

Previous comment not addressed by Applicant: Clearly label the Right-of-Way and
property lines as part of the plan.

Previous comments not addressed by Applicant: Show and label the construction
baseline on the plan. Clearly indicate stationing of the proposed water and sanitary
sewer appurtenances within the R/W. Clear indications would include stationing with
offsets, or coordinates, or other means to properly locate and establish all waterline and
sanitary sewer fittings, valves and appurtenances. Provide stationing with offsets, or
coordinates, or other means to properly locate and establish all water appurtenances and
sanitary sewer appurtenances.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Provide a match line sheet continuation for the force main.

Revise Utility Notes Item 1 to read: “Contractor shall field verify exact horizontal and
vertical orientation of all existing underground utilities, and structures including gas,
water, electric, force main, sanitary sewer, storm sewer, telephone, etc., prior to
commencing work. The contractor shall notify the Engineer if conflicts exist.”

Item 6: Specify the appropriate plan sheet number for the plan view of the continuation of
the force main.

Item 15: Relocate bore pit. See comment “9” below.

Item 17: Provide a casing pipe large enough for a 12-inch ductile iron water main.
Reference the appropriate JCSA or HRPDC details. Also extend bore so that the casing is
a minimum of 3-feet outside of the pavement on each side.

Item 18: In lieu of a concrete vault and detector check assembly specified the Applicant
can use the attached Detector Check Valve Assembly for Fire Suppression Systems (W-
17.0 new version). Provide pipe dimensions and sizes as maybe required for this project.
Show and reference the detail on the construction drawings. To request an electronic copy
of the detail contact Ms. Dion Walsh at 757-253-6820. If the Applicant chooses to keep
the vault and detector check as specified on the drawings then provide the reference for the
standard such as JCSA Standard W17.0 (old version) with the appropriate modifications to
meet this project. The old version is being deleted with the revised JCSA Standards and
Specifications.

Item 19: Use a 12” x 8” tapping sleeve and valve and provide a valve box for the valve.
Reference the appropriate JCSA or HRPDC details. Enlarge from the 8-inch tapping valve
to a 12-inch diameter water main.

Item 21: Use a 12” x 8” eccentric reducer. Orient the reducer so that the straight side is
on top. Specify means and methods of joint restraint. Retainer glands restraining joints
are allowed by JCSA standards. Provide length of joints to be restrained.

Item 32: JCSA Utility easements are a minimum of 20-ft in width. This is to provide a
minimum of 10-ft either side of the pipe. Item 32 will require a larger easement to
provide 10-ft on either side of the pipe. Revise accordingly.

Item 37: “Detail A”, delete the 6” x 3” reducer at the 12” x 6” tee.

Item 47: Revise water meter sizing calculations to represent the 2000 International
Plumbing Code (IPC) not the 1995 IPC. There are some changes to the fixture
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

allocations. Based on the 2000 IPC the peak flow is estimated at 300 gpm. A 3-inch
water meter is adequate for up to 255 gpm. The calculation provided suggest a peak
demand of 270 gpm and would not be within the range of a 3-inch water meter. Provide
the design for a 4-inch compound meter and the meter must be installed in a JCSA
approved meter vault. Provide a HRPDC WD 11 meter vault and bypass as detailed in
the standards with the following modification: Revise “Detail A” to comply. This meter
shall be purchased by the Applicant and installed by the Applicant’s contractor. The meter
shall be a Neptune 4-inch Tru/Flo Compound Meter. Installation of the water meter will
only be allowed after all appropriate fees have been paid, the vault inspected and approved
for installation by JCSA and the all other water lines are tested, disinfected and approved
for service by JCSA.

a. Add the following notes to the HRPDC WD-11 detail:

1 Vault shall be provided with gravity drainage to atmosphere or a 1-foot
square sump pump provided.

2) Joints exterior to the vault shall be restrained.

3) Pipe supports shall be stainless steel as manufactured by Stand-On or JCSA
approved equal.

4) Revise requirement for coupling in the vault.

5) Remove “Core Wall” and replace with “Provide a galvanized wall sleeve
(typ).

6) Revise Vault Plan as follows:
1. Delete the 4-foot vault width requirement. Vault width dimension

shall be based on providing a minimum 2-foot edge-to-edge
clearance between the water meter and vault walls.

Item 49: Do not specify another force main cleanout in the same proximity as Item 55.
Item 54: Specify the HRPDC or JCSA detail for a blow off assembly.
Item 55: Modify the detail to provide a gate valve and valve box at the right-of-way line.

Item 57: Specific means and methods of joint restraint. Retainer glands restraining joints
are allowed by JCSA standards. Provide length of joints to be restrained.

Item 58: Specify a valve box for the 12-inch gate valve. Specify the JCSA and HRPDC
details. Specify the restrained joint lengths required to restrain the valve.

Item 59: Specify lengths of joint restraint in all directions to restrain the tee. JCSA
standards mean what? Type of tee? Type of restraint? Revise and clarify.
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Sheet C11:
1. Revise Utility Notes Item 1 to read: “Contractor shall field verify exact horizontal and

vertical orientation of all existing underground utilities, and structures including gas,
water, electric, force main, sanitary sewer, storm sewer, telephone, etc., prior to
commencing work. The contractor shall notify the Engineer if conflicts exist.”

2. HRPDC requires a steel casing for the jack and bore. Provide documentation that VDOT
has approved this jack and bore for locations, means, methods and materials. Provide
documentation of how the Applicant will ensure water tight joints with ductile iron pipe
casing. Provide the HRPDC detail on the plans with the specific modifications required
for this project.

3. Previous comments not addressed by Applicant: Show and label the baseline stationing
and offset of all force main fittings on the plan. Clearly indicate stationing of the
proposed water and sanitary sewer appurtenances within the R/'W.” Clear indications
would include stationing with offsets, or coordinates, or other means to properly locate
and establish all waterline and sanitary sewer fittings, valves and appurtenances. Provide
stationing with offsets, or coordinates, or other means to properly locate and establish all
water appurtenances and sanitary sewer appurtenances.

4. Item 14: Specify a valve box for the 3-inch gate valve. Specify the JCSA and HRPDC
details. Specify the restrained joint lengths required to restrain the valve.

5. Previous comment not addressed: Utility Notes Legend: Revise the Utility Notes
Legend to comply with General Comments, Note #5 above. Note #5: The Engineer
shall clearly label the joint restraint required for all waterline and force main fittings
on the profiles. Several notes listed on the plans indicate “two types of restraint”.
This is not acceptable as JCSA permits only joint restraint on facilities. Thrust blocks
are only permitted at tap connections or at locations deemed necessary by JCSA.
Numerous items are labeled joint restraint, JCSA standard. This is unclear as to what the
Contractor is to do. Adequate joint restraint must be calculated for each fitting, etc., and
the appropriate length provided on the plans. This will ensure not only the joint is
restrained but also all joints within that length required are restrained as well. Revise all
notes and items accordingly.

6. Item 8: Calls for a reverse tap with thrust block. Call outs are required for all fittings
vertical and horizontal. Revise the plan to comply.

7. Previous comment not addressed: It is difficult to discern text and existing utilities as
shown on the plan. Either revise graphical representation to be clear or provide
additional labeling for existing utilities. Revise the plan view to be clear of existing,
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

contours, utilities, Right-of-Way lines, property lines, etc.

Previous comment not addressed: Sta. 15+49(+/-): As required by JCSA standard
Section 2.7, the Applicant shall provide a gate valve and full section of pipe after the
gate valve for future connection. Revise plan accordingly. The plan was revised to
show the gate valve connection. However, a full joint of pipe (20-ft) was not graphically
shown. In addition where is the Right-of-Way in this location? Provide easements if
connection is not within the Right-of-Way. Revise plan accordingly.

Graphically show the location of all vertical bends, horizontal bends, fittings and valves.
Provide supporting calculations for restrained lengths shown.

Previous comment not addressed: Per HRPDC detail WS 04, carrier pipe within the
casing shall be DIP. Clearly indicate the limits of DIP on the plan. The limits are not
clearly depicted on the plan. There is no point of clear change where the DIP ends and
the PVC pipe begins. Plan states 120-ft of 3” DI to extend from 45° bend to TSV. Which
45° bend?

Previous comments not addressed. Provide stationing of all fittings and limits of the
casing pipe on the profile. There is no stationing with off sets called for the casing pipe
or any horizontal bend, fitting, or appurtenance. Revise the plan accordingly.

Previous comment not addressed: It appears the force main pipe deflection shown at
Sta 12+00 (+/-) and Sta 12+20 (+/-) exceeds that permitted by the HRPDC
standards (1/2 of manufactures suggested pipe deflection). Verify and revise profile to
meet this condition or provide the necessary fittings. Two (2) bends are shown in the
profile calls but are not graphically shown in the profile. It is not clear by looking at the
profile where these bends should be located. Revise the plan accordingly.

Previous comment not addressed: Provide 18-inches minimum clearance between the
12-inch casing and the existing 16-inch water line. Plan shows 18-inches clearance
between the sewer pipe and the water main. The clearance needs to between the existing
water line and the proposed casing pipe. Revise the plan accordingly.

Previous comment not addressed: The applicant shall verify if VDOT requires 36”
vertical clearance between the ditch line and the casing. Plan show 36-inches clearance
between the proposed sewer pipe and the ditch line not the proposed casing pipe. Will
VDOT accept less than 36-inches of clearance between the proposed casing pipe and the
ditch line? Revise the plan accordingly.
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16.  Match line for sheet has the wrong sheet number. Revise the plan accordingly

17.

JCSA force main connection valve detail. Provide dimensions

Sheet C12:

1.

2.

Match line for sheet has the wrong sheet number. Revise the plan accordingly.

Previous comment not addressed: Sanitary force main plan view: Show and label the
baseline stationing and offsets of all force main fittings on the plan. Label all
appurtenances with the appropriate stationing and offset.

Is the proposed sidewalk as shown in the previous submittal deleted from the project? If
not show the proposed sidewalk to ensure the force main in the plan view is located out
from under the sidewalk as previously commented on.

Previous comment not addressed: Label the proposed force main fittings in accordance
with the Utility Notes Legend for consistency among plans. There is no item 7 labeled.

Previous comment not addressed: As a minimum, revise the profile to show the force
main alignment up to the right-of-way. Delineate on the profile the location of the right
of way. Also show in the profile the Low Pressure Force Main Terminal Flushing
Assembly and the gate valve and box locations.

Modify profile view per comments on water line from the plan view. ,

Revise restrain lengths for all water line and force main valves. Valves are to be
calculated as dead ends.

Water Line Profile:

a. Previous comment not addressed. Provide minimum 18-inches of vertical
clearance at all utility crossings. 18-inch minimum clearance includes other
utilities and the casing pipe.

b. Show location horizontal and vertical of all utilities in the Right-of-Way in the
profile.
c. Previous comment not addressed: Indicate joint restraint length required for all

water line fittings.
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d. Stationing shown for the casing pipe is confusing in the profile. Revise casing

length per comments given on the plan view.

e. Verify no vertical bends are required in the profile to stay within '/, of
manufactures suggested pipe deflection as per the HRPDC standards.

Sheet C15:

1. Show a gate valve and box located at the property line on the Low Pressure Force Main
Terminal Flushing Assembly.

Sheet C18:

1. JCSA Force Main Connection Valve: This detail is confusing. The plan view does not
show this connection near the property line. Revise accordingly.

Sanitary Sewer Data Sheet:

1. Section 6. Once the plans are revised showing a more detailed stationing and offsets the
lengths of force main can be more readily confirmed.

2. The flow calculations for the pool, clubhouse and maintenance building are based on 24-
hour duration. JCSA specifications allows for duration of 16-hours. If this facility will be
open 24 hours adjust the flow volumes accordingly. If they are not open 24-hours then
adjust the calculations accordingly. '

Pump Station Calculations:

1. Did the Applicant verify submergence between low water level and the volute of the pump
to eliminate vortexing and cavitations of the pump at low water level? Provide in
calculations submergence calculations to eliminate vortexing and cavitations of the pump.

2. Revise calculations if the flow values changed based on comment concerning the duration
of flow in the above comments.

Water Data Sheet:

1. Section 6. Once the plans are revised showing a more detailed stationing and offsets the
lengths of water line can be more readily confirmed.



To: Matthew Arcieri, Planner
For: SP-116-04, Station at Norge (Construction Plans) 01/10/05

Page 10 of 10

Water Meter sizing Calculations:

1.

4.

Water meter sizing shall be based on the 2000 International Plumbing Code not the 1995
IPC. Revise accordingly.

Revise fixture values in the calculations to the 2000 IPC. Revise accordingly.
Revise water meter required to a 4-inch compound meter. A 3-inch water meter is
acceptable between 130 gpm and 255 gpm. A 4-inch water meter is required when the

flows are in excess of 255 gpm.

Provide calculations substantiating the proposed 4-inch domestic service line are adequate.

Water System Hydraulic Analysis:

1.

2.

Revise water model based on revised IPC calculations.
Revise water model based on revision to the plan view and profile views.

Provide a node map that matches the proposed layout. Include on the node map, pipe
lengths, sizes and diameters. Also include elevations for nodes and demand locations.

Please contact me at 757-253-6677, if you have any questions or require any additional
information with regard to this review.

Cc:

Joe Basilone: JCC Codes Compliance
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
4451 IRONBOUND ROAD

December 22, 2004

Matthew Arcieri, Planner
James City County Planning
Post Office Box 8784
Williamsburg, Virginia 23187

Ref:  The Station at Norge
County Plan Number S-116-04
Croaker Road (Route 607), James City County

Dear Mr. Arcieri:

We have completed our review of the above mentioned site plan and offer the following
comments:

1) There are several inconsistencies noted throughout the plans with regards to Notes.
Review all plan sheets for consistency of Notes between sheets. We recommend only
providing the information necessary on each applicable plan sheet, for instance
provide all utility information on the utility plan, and omit utility information from
other plan sheets where it is not needed. Review and revise as necessary.

2) Provide a note on the plans stating, “THE EDGE OF ALL BORE PITS SHALL BE A
MINIMUM OF 5° FROM THE EDGE OF PAVEMENT”.

3) Provide a note on the plans stating, “CASING PIPE SHALL EXTEND 3° BEYOND
EDGE OF PAVEMENT”.

4) Revise Note 17 on Sheet C10 to read, “RECEIVING PIT”, and revise Note 18 on
Sheet C10 to read, “JACKING PIT”.

5) Provide on the plans.the available sight distance to the south of the proposed
entrance.

TOLL FREE 1-888-723-8404 WE KEEP VIRGINIA MOVING www.VirginiaDOT.org
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6) On Sheet C10, relocate the stop sign and stop bar to 10’ from the edge of the travel
lane on Route 607 and revise the sight line to the north of the entrance accordingly. It
appears that the existing tree line is within the line of sight necessary to achieve the
required minimum sight distance. Relocating the stop sign and stop bar forward
should alleviate this.

7) The symbol for Note 20 and its associated leader on Sheet C10 is still referencing the
previous boring location; revise as necessary.

8) Milling along Croaker Road (Route 607) shall be 2” deep and overlaid with 2” of
SM-9.5A to match existing grades. Revise all pavement-milling notes to reflect this
information on all applicable plan sheets.

9) Prior to widening Croaker Road (Route 607), each side of the existing pavement
shall be saw cut 1’ longitudinally from the edge of pavement. Revise associated Note
on Sheet C3 accordingly.

10) Demolish existing entrance located approximately 800’ north of site entrance, unless
it will still function as an access. If this is the case, provide .

11) Review the entrance pavement design (Calculation D), the D, value must equal or
exceed the value of Dr. Review and revise as necessary.

12) The following materials should be used for all pavement improvements within the
VDOT right of way, Revise all applicable plan sheets to reflect this:
¢ SM-9.5A for surface mix
¢ BM-25 for base mix
¢ 21A or B for subbase mix

13) A core-drill sample will be required from the existing Croaker Road to determine the
existing pavement section. The pavement section used must be equal to or greater
than what is existing and approved by this office prior to construction. The pavement
details shown on the plans should be used for bidding purposes only.

14) In accordance with “2001 VDOT Road and Bridges Standards™ Section 1301.88,
standard PM-3, remove all references to the “ONLY” legend located in the left turn
lane of Croaker Road (Route 607).

15) Shown location of the “sign” referenced by Note 12 on Sheets C11 and C12.
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16) Provide a typical cross section for Croaker Road (Route 607) to include cross slopes,
lane widths, and shoulder widths as appropriate. This detail has not been added since

the previous submittal.

17) Provide a typical cross section for the guardrail sections of Croaker Road (Route 607)
to include widths, cross slopes, and slopes required behind the guardrail. This detail
has not been included since the previous submittal.

18) Provide the standard guardrail type on the plans as well as appropriate end treatments.
Also note that it appears that the proposed guardrail posts are located in close
proximity to existing utilities. This comment has not been adequately addressed since

the previous submittal.

19) Provide contours on the east side of Croaker Road (Route 607). It appears that
regrading will be required due to the road widening and guardrail replacement. Show
the limits of construction on the plans for all regrading activities. This has not been
adequately addressed since the previous submittal.

When the above comments have been addressed, please submit two sets of revised plans to this
office for further review. Also, attach a letter noting what action was taken to correct the above

comments and any revisions that may impact the right-of-way.

Should you have any questions please contact me at 253-4832.

Sincerely,

=y ///

Bradley A. eldenhammer EIT
Transportation Engineer



ENVIRONMENTAL DIVISION REVIEW COMMENTS
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Note: In order for county staff to recommend preliminary approval for the above mentione@;
the following comments pertaining to the configuration of the proposed Temporary Sedime
final configuration of the proposed BMP must be addressed in full with next submittal. Shou
any questions relating to this or any of the comments contained herein, please feel free to contact
(253-6702) or Joe Buchite (253-6643).

General Comments:

1. Responsible Land-Disturber Notification. Previous comment #2 has been adequately addressed.
Provide the name and certification number of the individual who will be in charge of, and
responsible for carrying out, the land-disturbing activity throughout the duration of construction.
Typically the professional engineer who seals the plan set can act as the RLD for plan approval. The
person who will be the acting RLD during site construction can be provided at the time of application
for a land disturbing permit. Plans without this information are deemed incomplete and will not be
approved.

2. Plan Number. Please reference the assigned County plan number, SP-116-04, on all subsequent
submissions The plan number on the site plan resubmittal is not correct as it is referencing SP-1604.

3. Geotechnical Report. Previous comment #8 has not been adequately addressed. Though a
geotechnical report has been provided, the information contained therein reflects that the in situ soils
possess a high sand content. Typically, soils reflecting these qualities require additional preparation,
conditioning, or a liner to maintain the required normal water surface elevation in the BMP facility.
Provide geotechnical recommendations for the BMP soils with the next submittal and insure that any
special preparation specifications or requirements are included in the plan set to assure the
information is conveyed to the site contractor.

4. Stilling Basin. Previous comment #11 has not been adequately addressed. The referenced section of
the James City County Guidelines for the Design and Construction of Stormwater Management
BMP’s refers only to adequate outfall protection. While a stilling basin will function as an energy
dissipater, that is not the only purpose. A stilling basin allows for non-turbulent discharge into the
receiving channel of stream and, if properly installed, prodiices sheet flows where stormwater is
introduced into these channels. Additionally, stilling basins reduce the potential for erosion at the
outfall. Energy dissipaters only reduce the velocity at the point of introduction to the channel and, in
applications in proximity to woodlands, can become quickly clogged decreasing their effectiveness.
Therefore, provide a stilling basin/plunge pool at the BMP outfall and provide appropriate details and
with proposed contours.

Grading Plan:

5. The topography on the resubmitted plans is difficult to read and must be presented darker in order to
confirm that the proposed grading operations can be performed and drainage will be directed to the
proposed stormwater conveyance and management features. Please revise pages C.2, C.3, C.6, C.9,
C.10, and C.11so that contour lines are legible.



The contours provided do not agree with the surrounding grade or the propose limits of work and
clearing. It appears that substantial grading operations will be required around the site periphery in
order to tie the proposed grades into the existing contours especially for the installation of the
stormwater management facility at the front of the site. Proposed grades will be required to be
included on the grading and drainage plan sheet C5 and the limits of clearing and work will need to
be revised with updated information provided for the disturbed area estimates.

Slope Grading. The proposed ingress/egress drive for the site reflects grades of 10% to 14%. Due to
the location of the access with respect to Croaker Road and the fact that the drive is the BMP
embankment, the road elevation will be required to be raised to limit slopes to less than 10%.

Erosion and Sediment Control:

8.

10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

Silt fence. The following comments pertain to silt fence as shown throughout the site:

A) The silt fence as shown on the area west of the proposed sediment basin is not adequate for
the associated drainage area. Another means of erosion protection, such as a diversion dike
with check dams leading to the proposed sediment basin, must be proposed.

B) The silt fence shown below the outfall of the TSB barrel pipe must be relocated to reflect
installation above the outfall of the pipe. If’it is installed as shown, the control measure will
be overrun and fail to function properly.

The jack pit on Richmond Road appears to still be in the VDOT right of way ditch. Please revise or
provide dewatering information on the plans.

Limits of Work. Show and label a distinct limit of work (clearing and grading) around the site
peripnery. Be sure to include work associated with installation of erosion and sediment controls and
onsite or offsite utility connections and walking trail. Ensure disturbed area estimates match land-
disturbance inclusive within the limits of work. Comment not adequately addressed.

Tree Protection. Provide tree protection in conformance with the provisions of Minimum Standard &
Specification 3.38 and 3.01 of the VESCH. Comment not adequately addressed the proposed tree
protection on page C.6 is labeled as silt fence and does not meet VESCH standards.

Slope Labels. Previous comment #16L has not been adequately addressed. Label all graded cut and
fill slopes with slope indicators as intended (i.e. 3H:1V, 2H:1V, etc.). Slopes steeper than 3H:1V
require matting.

TSB/BMP Conversion. Notes have been provided on plan sheet C16 pertaining to the conversion of
the TSB to permanent BMP mode operation; however, these requirements state that an 8’ portion of
the principal spillway be removed for conversion. Because this portion of spillway will be both
upstream of a proposed inlet and below grade in the basin, there may be anti-seep collars in this
location. This also brings the stability of the riser structure into question as it will be placed on
saturated soils. For these reasons, the conversion process should be revised as such that the removal
of any portion of the system downstream of the riser structure is avoided and only minor
modifications to the riser are required.

Temporary Diversion Dike. The drainage area associated with the diversion dike shown to the
northeast of the proposed TSB exceeds the design parameters for that type of control measure.



15.

16.

17.

18.

Therefore, another type of control item will be required in this location. A properly designed drainage
channel in compliance with the requirements of state minimum standards #19 may be better suited in
that location to function as a stormwater conveyance item. An additional Diversion Dike will be
required along the southwestern portion of the site to direct sediment laden stormwater to the basin.

Temporary Sediment Basin. The following comments pertain to the Temporary Sediment Basin as
proposed:

A)

B)

&)

D)

E)

The temporary sediment basin has not been properly sized. Basins are to be sized based on
the largest anticipated drainage area to be experienced during construction, not the anticipated
area of disturbance as currently is the case. This makes the basin approximately half the size
needed to control the drainage area of approximately 13 acres. Revise the computations and
plans accordingly.

Provide the Temporary Sediment Design Data Sheets as contained in the VESCH.

Revise the detail on plan sheet C16 in which the anti-seep collars are shown at a 21’ spacing
and 21’ from proposed structures B-1 and B-2. Additional information must be provided to
indicate how the spacings were derived.

Provide details with required dimensions for the proposed anti-seep collars. Notes indicating
placement no closer than 2’ from any pipe joint and installation in accordance with ail
VESCH requirements must also be added to the plan set.

Provide routing computations to reflect the anticipated 2, 10, and 25-year water surface
elevations (WSEL) in the basin. If an emergency spillway is not to be used, 2 feet of
freeboard is required above the 25-year WSEL.

Sequence of Construction. Revise the Sequence of Construction (SOC) to indicate the following:

A)
B)

C)
D)

E)

Provide for the installation of inlet protection with the installation of the inlets
Revise step 8 to indicate all landscaping to be completed.

Provide for the recordation and submittal of information required for interim and final BMP
As-Builts and construction certification in SOC steps.

Provide a note on plan sheets C3, C4, C5, and C6 to indicate that all work shall be
coordinatcd with the Sequence of Construction as shown on plan sheet C16.

In SOC step #4, elaborate on the “land disturbing activities” as stated. Sequencing of the
demolition plan will also be required.

Outlet Protection. Class I outlet protection is being specified; however, Ds, is shown as 6” in lieu of
the 1.1’ that is required by VESCH. Revise where needed.

Erosion and Sediment Control Narrative. Under Erosion and Sediment Control Maintenance
Schedule, revise item #5 to indicate the requirements for cleanout of the basin in accordance with the
VESCH specifications for temporary sediment basins.



19.

20.

21.

22

Dust Control. Place the appropriate labels throughout the site to convey the use of dust control
throughout all areas of disturbance. Though construction may be more than 100’ from the edge of the
road, wind erosion may carry dust more than 100’ creating a nuisance and a potential threat to driver

safety.

Downstream BMP Protection. Previous comment #16j has not been adequately addressed. Provide a
note on the plans that states “Contractor shall be responsible for any and all costs associated with the
removal of sediment from the basin in proximity to Music Theater Williamsburg, JCC BMP# YC006,
as a direct result of land disturbing operations associated with this project.”

Construction Entrance. Response to previous comment acknowledged; however, should a
construction entrance not be provided at the current access to Croaker Road, a note must be added to
the plans stating that the existing drive to the parcel is not to be used during construction and
appropriate barriers shall be indicated on the plans.

Soils Information. Provide a soils map that shows the location of the varying HSG throughout the
site. This information can be included on the environmental inventory and can be used to delineate
areas of highly erodable soils, hydric soils, and other inventory items.

Grading Plan:

23.

24,

Proposed Grading. Responses to previous comments falling under item #26 have been
acknowledged; however, the comments still remain unaddressed. While proposed grades were
provided, they only show in the areas proposed to be paved. In order to confirm items such as the
location of the limits of clearing, drainage areas to the various proposed inlets, stormwater routing
through the site, etc, all proposed contours must be shown for the full limits of the site. Additionally,
the areas around the stormwater management facility must reflect that the minimum top width of the
BMP embankment is obtainable with the entrance drive and the BMP embankment in the proposed
location. Proposed grades will also support that the proposed work will be obtainable with the limits
of the site and within the property line assuring that no off site grading will be required.

Existing Contours. Some of the existing contours are missing from the site plan set including 110 and
108. revise as necessary to ensure that all existing information is included.

Chesapeake Bay Preservation:

25.

26.

27.

Environmental Inventory. Previous comment # 26 has not been addressed. Provide an environmental
inventory in accordance with Section 23-10(2) of the Chesapeake Bay Preservation ordinance.
Components include tidal wetlands, tidal shores, non-tidal wetlands in RPA, resource protection
areas, non-tidal wetlands in RMA, hydric soils, floodplains. and slopes 25 percent or greater. The
inventory shall also indicate the total area of said items proposed for disturbance.

Delineate Steep Slope Areas. Previous comment #28 has not been addressed. Section 23-10(2) of the
Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance requires delineation of areas with slopes 25 percent or
greater. Areas of steep slopes proposed for disturbance shall be tabulated in the environmental
inventory.

Request for waiver. Request for waiver to section 23-5 of the James City County Code pertaining to
the disturbance of steep slopes on the site has been received by our office; however, this waiver
cannot be approved without the proper information shown in the plans that supports the disturbance



of those, and only those areas throughout the site as quantified In the waiver request.

Stormwater Management and drainage

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

BMP Configuration. Revise the BMP to comply with the requirements of the October 1999 issue of
the James City County Guidelines for Design and Construction of Stormwater Management BMP’s.
This includes, but is not limited to, the 24-hour drawdown of the 1-year 24-hour storm, safety and
aquatic benches, forebays for all stormwater outfalls into the basin, volume requirements consistent
with a county A-3 type BMP, indication of pond buffers and setbacks exclusive of Lot areas, etc.
Additional information pertaining to the drawdown time of the 1-year storm as well as the 1, 2, 10,
25, and 100-year water surface elevations in the BMP must be provided in the computations with
WSEL’s shown on the BMP profile. Should any of the required items not be included on the
proposed construction documents without a waiver, approval of the site plan will not be
recommended.

BMP/Water Quality Points. There is significant concern as to the ability of the site to obtain the
required 10 BMP points through the methods reflected on the BMP points worksheet as provided.
First, the BMP does not contain all the items required to obtain the 8 BMP points as provided in the
country design guidelines. For any facility to obtain the full number of points, either all items
consistent with the James City County Guidelines for the Design and Construction of Stormwater
management BMP’s must be provided, or an approved waiver must be in the project file for all items
not included in the design. Second, with the disturbed area estimate for the project of 6.96 acres and
a total site area of 10.17 acres, only 3.21 acres exists that can be eligible for BMP points credit. Of
these areas, they must be no less than 35° in width and in their original undisturbed condition.
Further, only those areas contiguous to RPA and wetland areas are eligible for .15 points per 1% of
site. All areas not meeting this requirement may be eligible for 0.1 points per 1% of site. Prior to
recommending preliminary site plan approval, it must be clearly demonstrated that the site can obtain
all 10 BMP water quality points. Therefore, on the site plans. clearly show all areas where BMP
points credit is being obtained.

Open Space Credit. Previous comment #31 has not been addressed. Natural Open Space areas, if
claimed in the standard BMP worksheet, shall be dedicated, by easement, to the county and recorded
with the final plat. Any areas located within private lots, private property and within maintained
landscaping and active recreational areas are not eligible for open space credit. Only areas to remain
in their natural undisturbed state shall be eligible for open space credit.

Stormwater Conveyance Channel Details. Previous comment #33 has not been adequately addressed.
Provide typical sections with construction data for all proposed onsite stormwater swales with 10-
year design flows. All proposed swales must be analyzed for 2-year velocity and 10-year flows in
accordance with state minimum standard #19. Should velocities be found to be erosive within those
swales, appropriate matting will be required. Additionally, provide a note “see detail sheet C16” to
the end of item #13under layout notes, and provide a minimum depth and slope on the detail on sheet
Cle.

Stormwater Conveyance Computations. Previous comment #34 has not been adequately addressed.
The stormwater computations provided indicate that a roughness coefficients of .011 for HDPE and
.013 for RCP; however, computations are apparently showing that 0.011 is being used for all pipe.
For example, pipe segment A10 to Al1 is to be constructed from RCP, yet the proposed flow rates are
for HDPE. Revise computations accordingly.



33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

Yard Inlets. From past experience and from installations throughout the county, DI-7 or DI-5 VDOT
type top units are better suited for installation in open areas where leaf litter is expected to accumulate
at inlets. VDOT type DI-1 grates placed in these areas become clogged rather quickly and tend to
require more frequent maintenance to operate properly. For these reasons, please revise the callouts
for the yard inlets to reflect either a VDOT DI-7 or a DI-5 type inlet.

BMP Forebay. Revise the configuration of the forebay overflow to mimic that of a temporary
sediment trap spillway. The stone apron should begin at the bottom of the basin, extend
approximately 1’ above the normal water surface elevation for the basin, and be constructed from
Class I rip rap. Additional information must be included to show that the forebays are sized in
accordance with the James City County Guidelines for the Design and Construction of Stormwater
management BMP’s.

Principal Spillway Crest. Previous comment #40 has not been adequately addressed. Provide
information within the plan set and on the detail that explains what modifications will be required to
the proposed VDOT DI-7 inlet grate to prevent debris from settling on the top and contributing to the
clogging of the riser structure.

Emergency Spillway. With no alternative route for ingress/egress, and with no alternative route for
the overflow of stormwater from the basin, the proposed drive will be the acting emergency spillway
should anything occur with the BMP riser to prevent the discharge of stormwater from the proposed
BMP. This is unacceptable as the site will have only one point of entry and exit. Provide some type
of emergency spillway configuration to prevent stormwater from overtopping the entrance road.

Concrete Riser and Barrel. Previous comment # 41 has not been adequately addressed. Specify
watertight reinforced concrete pipe meeting the requirements of ASTM C361 or ASTM C76 for the
reinforced concrete pipe riser and outlet barrel on plan sheet C5 near the “Storm Drainage Piping
Schedule.” Indicate size and class of pipe and joint type required. Provide dimensions and
specifications for embedment of the riser into the concrete base. Include provisions for an access lid
and steps in the riser tor maintenance purposes.

Riser Base. Previous comment #42 has not been adequately addressed. As the riser structure will be
placed on hydric soils, an VDOT Manhole structures of this type typically weigh more than 2 tons, the
potential for rotation and collapse of the structure exists unless proper foundation information, as
concluded from the site geotechnical information, is included in the plan set. Provide the appropriate
information to assure the proper installation of the riser structure.

Low Flow Orifice Protection. Previous comment #44 has not been addressed. Provide a non-
clogging trash rack for the low flow orifice/weir or provide a valid reason why none is necessary.
Typically, a tumed down elbow in this location will suffice so long as debris cannot collect below the
orifice. Provide some type of protection for the low flow orifice to prevent clogging.

Pond Construction. Previous comment has apparently not been addressed. The appropriate notes and
details showing specific construction requirements for the pond (fill) embankment and outlet barrel
cannot be located. Requirements for sub-grade preparation, fill material type and placement, soil
compaction, concrete anti-seep collars (or toe drain), pipe bedding/backfill or cradle, and core trench
with appropriate dimensions based on geotechnical requirements as applicable for a wet pond type
facility must also be added to the plans.



41.

42.

Maintenance Plan. Response to previous comment # 46 is acknowledged; however, plans without a
maintenance plan for the stormwater management/BMP facility cannot receive final approval.

Pond Benches. Provide the required aquatic bench as contained in the James City County Guidelines
for the Design and Construction of Stormwater Management BMP’s. Include landscaping/planting
requirements for the aquatic bench on the landscaping plan.



K. CLOSED SESSION

1. Consideration of Appointments of Individuals to County Boards and/or Commissions,
Pursuant to Section 2.2-3711 (A) (1) of the Code of Virginia
a. Clean County Commission

L. ADJOURNMENT



Subdivision 91-04
Marywood Subdivision
Staff Report for the March 2, 2005, Development Review Committee Meeting

SUMMARY FACTS

Applicant: Jason Grimes, AES Consulting Engineers
Land Owner: Centex Homes

Proposed Use: Approval of 115 lots |

Location: Property adjacent Kingswood and Druid Hills neighborhoods
Tax Map/Parcel No.: 47-2)(1-47)

Primary Service Area: Inside

Parcel Size: 115.27 acres

Existing Zoning: R-1, Limited Residential

Comprehensive Plan: Low Density Residential

Reason for DRC Review: The development proposes more than 50 lots
Staff Contact: Matthew Arcieri Phone: 253-6685
STAFF RECOMMENDATION

At its January meeting, the DRC denied the applicant’s request for a cul-de-sac exception, approved the
request for a sidewalk waiver and approved the proposed open space. The plan has been revised so that all
cul-de-sac street are under 1,000 feet. This revision did not affect the total number of lots.

Based on the recommendation of the Environmental Division, staff recommends disapproval of this
application. Inaccordance withsection 19-23 ofthe subdivision ordinance, a recommendation of disapproval
must state specific reasons for the disapproval. Those reasons are as follows:

In accordance with Section 23-5 of the Chesapeake Bay ordinance, impacts to steep slope areas due
to proposed site work and utilities are excessive for the project and it has not been demonstrated that
these impacts have been minimized in an acceptable fashion.

Impacts to RPA and RPA buffer areas are excessive for the project and have not been minimized in
an acceptable fashion in accordance with the Chesapeake Bay ordinance. For example, there are
road crossings of RPAs on other projects such as Armistead Point in Kingsmill and The Settlement
at Monticello with appropriate measures employed to minimize impacts to the RPA.

In accordance with Section 23-10 and 19-32 of the Chesapeake Bay and subdivision ordinances, the
Environmental Inventory for the project does not appear to depict all areas of 25 percent slopes or
steeper making it difficult to determine if adequate buildable area exists on the following lots : 52,
66,67,64,70,75,77, 81, 86,97, 98 and 99. (Note that this lot count is based on the current plan set
and may be adjusted based on revised steep slope information.)

$-91-04 - Marywood Subdivision
Page 1



. In accordance with Section 19-32 of the subdivision ordinance, lot-to-lot drainage concerns
previously commented on have not been resolved in an acceptable fashion. Based on previous
comment #45, the following areas are of primary concern: Lots 2 to Lot 1; Lot 3 to Lot 4, Lot 6
(Kingswood) to proposed Lot 7 and 8; Lot 7 (Kingswood) to proposed Lot 9; Lot 5 to Lot 6; Lot 6
to Lot 7; Lot 7 to Lot 8; Lot 71 to Lot 70; Lot 68 to Lot 67; Lot 65 to Lot 64; Lot 62 to Lot 63; Lot
18 to Lot 17; Lot 17 to Lot 16; Lots 27, 26, 29 and 30 onto Lots 28 and 27; Lot 35 to Lots 34 and
36; Lot 102 to Lot 103; Lot 101 to Lot 100 and 103; and Lots 107 through 111 onto existing parcels
along John Tyler Highway (near the fire station).

. The dam breach analyses as presented for the proposed dual 48-inch culverts at Oxford Road Station
16+50 was performed using a “sunny-day” breach method for the existing BMP at La Fontaine. To
adequately protect the public health, safety and general welfare in accordance with Section 19-32(a)
of the subdivision ordinance, the analysis needs to consider a scenario in which a backwater
condition exists at the proposed culverts. Refer to Environmental comment #25 for more
information.

Procedure for Disapproval

Section 19-23 of the subdivision ordinance, the reasons for denial shall generally identify such modifications
or corrections as will permit approval of this plan. Those modifications or corrections are as follows:

. Revise plans to utilize construction techniques that minimize impacts to the RPA and steep slopes
as determined by the Environmental Director.

. Revise the environmental inventory to correctly depict all areas of 25% slope.

. Revise plans to correct the lot-to-lot drainage issues listed above.

. Submit a dam breach analysis that considers a scenario in which a backwater condition exists at the

proposed dual 48-inch culverts at Oxford Road and indicates the proposed culvert design does not
jeopardize public health, safety or welfare.

Should this case be disapproved by the Planning Commission, the applicant can modify the plans in
accordance with the above guidance and resubmit for DRC approval. In accordance with section 19-8 of the
subdivision ordinance the applicant may also appeal the disapproval directly to the Board of Supervisors
within 30 days of disapproval.

ftthew D. Atcieri
Attachments:

1 Agency Comments

S-91-04 - Marywood Subdivision
Page 2



AGENCY COMMENTS

Planning;

1.

The street name “Rembold Way” has been reviewed and approved.

2. Minimum lot width: Several lots do not meet minimum lot width or show incorrect front
setbacks based on minimum lot width. Please correct the lot width and front setbacks for lots
24, 25, 35, 60, 65, 97 and 110.

3. Please review and update the open space calculations on sheet 2 based on the calculations
presented at the February 2nd DRC and subsequent revisions the plan.

4. On sheets 19 and 20, please use a thicker line to delineate the walking trail, including the
portion of trail running along the existing gravel drive.

5. Based on the revisions to the street layout, please provide a trail connection between the
proposed trail on Marywood Drive running along the side of the BMP and connecting into
Braddock Drive.

6. Please see the attached landscape comments.

VDOT:

1. Please see the attached comments.

JCSA:

1. Please see the attached comments.

Environmental:

1. Please see the attached comments.

S$-91-04 - Marywood Subdivision
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: MATTHEW ARCIERI, SENIOR PLANNER
FROM: SCOTT WHYTE, LANDSCAPE PLANNER
SUBJECT: S-91-04

DATE: 2/25/2005

I have reviewed the landscape plan for S-91-04, Marywood BMP and have the following
comments;

1. The landscape plan looks like it does a very nice job of providing a naturalistic screening of
the BMP. The planner might want to consider pulling some of the plants farther up the hill
to provide better screening, especially along Braddock Road, assuming that utility easements
are not an issue.

2. Staff is wondering why a landscape plan is not required for the second BMP. If there were
enough natural vegetation in the RPA then it would not be required. However to have access
for construction it would seem necessary to do some plantings to restore the vegetation to
the area.



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
4451 IRONBOUND ROAD

PHILIP SHUCET WILLIAMSBURG, VA 23188 David A. Steele, P.E.
COMMISSIONER Interim Resident Engineer

TEL. (757) 253-4832
FAX (757) 253-5148
January 7, 2005 =R

Matthew Arcieri

James City County Planning
Post Office Box 8784
Williamsburg, Virginia 23187

Ref: Marywood Subdivision
County Plan Number S-091-04
James City County

Dear Mr. Arcieri,
We have completed our review of the referenced plan and offer the following comments:

1) A Traffic Impact Study will be required to evaluate what impacts the proposed
development will have on the existing roadway network.

2) MH #1-10 (Marywood Drive, STA 23+66) is currently located within the wheelpath of
vehicles and should be shifted to the Y-point of the road.

3) Plans must be revised to note lighting as “Security Lights” instead of “Street Lights”,
unless the street lighting is redesigned to ANSI standards for such.

4) If not already existing, a stop sign (MUTCD R1-1, 30”x30") will be required at Braddock
Road’s intersection with Spring Road.

5) Drainage structures greater than 8-feet in depth require the double letter series of drop
inlets. Revise structure SS#2-4 to reflect this.

6) Several discrepancies were identified between the plans and the drainage calculations
with regards to structure types: SS#1-7, SS#1-9, SS#2-7, and SS#6-4. Revise as
necessary.

TOLL FREE 1-888-723-8404 WE KEEP VIRGINIA MOVING www.VirginiaDOT.org
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7) The throat lengths for SS#3-3 and SS#5-1 differ between the plans and the drainage
calculations. Revise as necessary.

8) The drainage calculations show an 18 pipe required from SS#5-4 to SS#5-3 and from
SS#5-3 to SS#5-2, however the plans show a 15” pipe. Revise as necessary.

9) There are several locations where it appears that excessive gutter spread will occur:
Oxford Road STA 23+88L, Marywood Drive STA 27+50R, and Marywood Drive STA
27+50L. We recommend providing flanking inlets to limit the amount of spread
approaching the inlets. Please review and revise as necessary.

When the above comments have been addressed, please submit two sets of revised plans to this
office for further review. Also, attach a letter noting what action was taken to correct the above

comments and any revisions that may impact the right-of-way.

Should you have questions please contact me at 253-4832.

Sincerely,

Eufl A WA

Bradley A. Weidenhammer, EIT
Transportation Engineer




JEGOA

JAMES CITY SERVICE AUTHORITY MEMORANDUM
Date: January 13, 2005
To: Matthew Arcieri, Planner
From: Timothy O. Fortune, P.E™- Civil Engineer
Subject: S-091-04, Marywood Subdivision (Construction Plans)

James City Service Authority has reviewed these plans for general compliance with the JCSA
Standards and Specifications, Water Distribution and Sanitary Sewer Systems and have the
following comments for the above project you forwarded on December 29, 2004. Quality control
and back checking of the plans and calculations for discrepancies, errors, omissions, and
conflicts is the sole responsibility of the professional engineer and/or surveyor who has signed,
sealed, and dated the plans and calculations. It is the responsibility of the engineer or surveyor to
ensure the plans and calculations comply with all governing regulations, standards, and
specifications. Before the JCSA can approve these plans for general compliance with the JCSA
Standards and Specifications, the following comments must be addressed. We may have
additional comments when a revised plan incorporating these comments is submitted.

General Comments:
1. Per previous comment, the site plan shall be submitted to the Department of
Environmental Quality for review and approval since it involves more than 100
Lots and a proposed force main. The plan will not receive JCSA final approval
until approval has been received from the Department of Environmental Quality.

Sheet 6:
1. Verify if the easement labeled on Lot 40 is a drainage easement or a JCSA Utility
Easement. Revise label accordingly.
2. Remove the Natural Open Space easement cross hatch from the JCSA Utility
Easement on Lot 62.
Sheet 7:
1. Label the easement provided on Lot 14 as a JCSA Utility Easement for
consistency among the plans.
Sheet 8:

1. Relocate the 10x20 Sign Easements provided on Spring Road and Braddock Road
to outside the limits of the existing JCSA Utility Easements.

2. The existing JCSA easement width and location shown between Spring Road and

Lift Station 4-3 contradicts JCSA as-built records. Our records show a 15'
easement paralleling Kingswood Section C property lines. If the layout as shown
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Sheet 9:
1.

Sheet 18:
1.

Sheet 19:
1.

2.

Sheet 20:
1.

is actually recorded as such, please provide a copy of the deed for our verification
and records. Attached is a copy of the as-built for the Applicant’s reference.

Remove the Natural Open Space easement cross hatch from 1) the existing JCSA
Utility Easement on Lot 87 and 2) the proposed JCSA easement connecting into
the La Fontaine 12-inch waterline.

San MH #1-0 rim elevation contradicts the profile elevation. Verify and revise
accordingly.

It appears Lot 24 sanitary sewer lateral will conflict with the storm sewer system.
A minimum vertical clearance of 18-inches shall be provided. Verify and revise
accordingly.

Provide a sanitary sewer lateral to Lot 55.

It appears Lot 48 sanitary sewer lateral will conflict with the storm sewer system.
A minimum vertical clearance of 18-inches shall be provided. Verify and revise
accordingly.

Lot 47 sanitary sewer lateral cleanout location overlaps the storm sewer system.
Revise the cleanout location to provide a minimum horizontal clearance of 5-feet
from the storm sewer.

Per previous comment, provide a gate valve after the fire hydrant at Sta 33+12
Braddock Road to meet JCSA’s 800' separation requirement (refer to JCSA
standards Section 2.26 C). Also, location of the fire hydrant as shown contradicts
the baseline reference. A minimum horizontal separation of 5-feet shall be
maintained with the proposed storm sewer system. Revise accordingly.

Sta 26+49 (+/-): Relocate the gate valve to the opposite side of the tee (currently
shown as such on the profile). This will allow Braddock Road to be isolated
beyond Marywood Drive without impacting service to Marywood Drive. Revise
accordingly.

The Applicant shall provide notes advising the contractor that he must ensure that
Lift Station 4-3 does not overflow when shut down to accommodate relocation of
the existing force main. Any such overflow or spill during that time will be th
responsibility of the contractor. The contractor shall submit a plan to JCSA for
approval which details the proposed method(s) for bypass pumping the existing
stations. The proposed force main relocation shall not occur on a Monday or
Friday. This work must be coordinated with JCSA’s Operation division through
JCSA’s construction inspector at least 48 hours prior to scheduling the shut down
The contractor will have to secure pump and haul services to maintain sewer
service and ensure that the station does not overflow. JCSA Operations staff will
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Sheet 21:
1.

have to shut the station down and remain on site while the relocation is being
completed. The contractor shall construct the relocated force main and test it,
leaving only the connections at each end to be completed while the station is shut
down. The final connections shall be completed within six (6) hours of station
shut down.

Refer to Sheet 8, Note 2 above concerning the existing JCSA easement.

Per JCSA as-built records, the force main size from LS 4-3 to Spring Road is 4-
inch. Likewise, the existing force main connects to the existing gravity sewer
manhole near Kingswood Section C Lot 2 (refer to the attached as-built). Revise
the plan to show the appropriate tie-in, fittings, etc for the proposed force main
relocation.

Per previous comment, the Applicant shall replace the existing waterline along
Spring Road to the West Kingswood Drive waterline with an 8-inch line. Revise
the plan accordingly.

Spring Road Sta 12+83: Per previous comment, the graphical location of the air
release valve appears to contradict the proposed stationing. Verify and revise
accordingly.

It appears Lots 4, 6, 7, 8 and 75 sanitary sewer laterals will either conflict with the
proposed storm sewer system or not maintain a minimum vertical clearance of
18-inches. Verify and revise accordingly.

Relocate Lot 5 water meter adjacent to the proposed fire hydrant at Sta 14+43.
Revise the drainage easement label to read “Variable width drainage and JCSA
Utility Easement”.

The existing waterline along Braddock Road is 6-inch per JCSA as-built records.
Revise the plan view labeling as well as the proposed fitting sizes to reflect this
condition.

Specify a cut-in sleeve for use in connecting to the existing force main at

Braddock Road Sta 10+29 (+/-).

Per previous comment, the sanitary sewer pipe material between San MH #5-3
thru San MH# 5-11 should be DIP as indicated on the profile. Revise the plan
accordingly.

Label the proposed JCSA Utility Easement on Lot 87 for consistency among the
plans.

The pipe slope listed for pipe segment San MH #5-4 to San MH #5-3 contradicts
the profile. Verify and revise accordingly.
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Sheet 26:
1.

Sheet 27:

Sheet 28:

1.

Label the proposed easement between Oxford Road cul-de-sac and the La
Fontaine 12-inch waterline. Relocate the sidewalk such that a minimum
horizontal distance of 3-feet is provided. Waterline shall remain centered on the
easement.

Sta 26+38 (+/-): Eliminate the 90-degree bend and connect the 8-inch waterline
directly to the 12-inch waterline. Revise profile accordingly.

Marywood Drive Profile:

a. Provide minimum vertical separation of 18-inches between Lot 16, 18 and
19 sanitary sewer laterals and the proposed waterline.

b. Revise profile between Sta 16+50 (+/-) to Sta 17+79 (+/-) to eliminate the
undulation shown.

C. Sta 27425 (+/-): Deflection of the waterline as shown appears to exceed

the maximum deflection allowed by HRPDC (Y2 of the manufacturer’s
recommendation). Show an label the necessary vertical fittings.

Sta 10+97 (+/-): Per previous comment, revise the profile to provide a minimum
vertical clearance of 18-inches between Lot 1 sanitary sewer lateral and the
waterline.

Sta 10+11 thru Sta 13+85 (+/-): Clearly label the existing 8-inch waterline as “To
be removed”.

Verify rim elevation of San MH #1-19 as it appears to be lower than profile grade.

Sta 24+77 (+/-): Per previous comment, revise the profile to provide a minimum
vertical clearance of 18-inches between Lot 13 sanitary sewer lateral and the
waterline.

San Sewer from Marywood Drive Profile to LS 3-6:

a. Sta 22+40 (+/-): Two crossings of the existing force main is shown on the
profile but only one indicated on the plan. Verify which is correct and
revise the plan and/or profile accordingly.

b. The Applicant shall include notes on the plan which require the contractor
to expose the force main at the proposed sanitary sewer crossing and
confirm the elevation with the design engineer prior to constructing the
sewer bridge. Any change to the sanitary sewer profile shall be submitted
by the design engineer to JCSA for review and approval.

San Sewer between MH 1-4 & MH 1-3:

a. The profile shows a 6-inch sanitary sewer cleanout which contradicts plan
layout. Revise accordingly.
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Sheet 29:
1.

2.

Collington Court Profile:

a. Sta 10+08 (+/-): Revise the waterline profile such that the gate valve will
be perpendicular/on the same plane as the profile grade. Rotating the tee
as shown will not allow the valve box to be set perpendicular to finished
grade. As indicated previously, provide the appropriate fittings to achieve
the offset required.

b. Sta 10+73 (+/-): Show and label 18-inches minimum vertical clearance
between Lot 99 sanitary sewer lateral and the waterline.

Oxford Road Profile:
a. San MH #5-3 to San MH #5-4: Pipe slope contradicts the plan. Also,
entire pipe segment shall be DIP since it is within a fill area. Revise

accordingly.

b. San MH #5-3: The invert in elevation contradicts the plan. Verify and
revise accordingly.

c. Sta 24+06 to Sta 26+38 (+/-): Revise the profile alignment to eliminate the

high point. Provide a linear alignment between stationing.

Water Data Sheet:

1.

Section 5D: Per previous comment, this line item references Node J-9 which is
not included in the water model provided. Verify and revise accordingly.

Section SH: Clarify where the data presented was obtained as it does not reflect
any of the fire hydrant tests performed.

Section 6: Revise the 6-inch DI pipe length to reflect actual fire hydrant assembly
plan lengths.

Section 8: Plans show a total of 9 proposed fire hydrants. Verify and revise
accordingly.

Sanitary Sewer System Data Sheet:

1.

Section 6: Total 8-inch DIP listed contradicts the profiled length (2892 If). Revise
pipe lengths (PVC and DIP) accordingly to address comments made as part of this
review (i.e. Sheet 29, Comment 2.a).

Water Distribution Hydraulic Model:

1.

Provide a summary table describing node demands, irrigation requirements, etc as
part of the report.

Model shall be provided which shows pipe segment P-19 as “open” for all
scenarios. As previously stated, the Applicant shall confirm the existing system
will provide the required fire flow and duration and that head and velocity
conditions are not exceeded through the existing 6-inch waterline (P-19). It will
be the Developer’s responsibility to make any necessary improvements to the
existing system to meet JCSA standards.
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3. Detailed Report for Pump Definition: Oxford Road Hydrant:
a. Confirm if the “Design Discharge” and “Maximum Operating Discharge”
input data are correct as they do not reflect similar input fields for other
pump definition reports.

Please call me at 253-6836 if you have any questions or require any additional information.
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ENVIRONMENTAL DIVISION REVIEW COMMENTS
MARYWOOD SUBDIVISION
COUNTY PLANNO. S-91-04
February 22, 2005

approval for DRC purposes. The following outlines the primary reasons for such a determination:

[n accordance with Section 23-5 of the Chesapeake Bay ordinance, impacts to steep slope areas
due to proposed site work and utilities are excessive for the project and it has not been
demonstrated that these impacts have been minimized in an acceptable fashion.

[mpacts to RPA and RPA buffer areas are excessive for the project and have not been minimized
in an acceptable fashion in accordance with the Chesapeake Bay ordinance. For example, there
are road crossings of RPAs on other projects such as Armistead Point in Kingsmill and The
Settlement at Monticello with appropriate measures employed to minimize impacts to the RPA.

In accordance with Section 23-10 and 19-32 of the Chesapeake Bay and subdivision ordinances,
the Environmental Inventory for the project does not appear to depict all areas of 25 percent
slopes or steeper making it difficult to determine if adequate buildable area exists on the

following lots : 52, 66, 67, 64, 70, 75, 77, 81, 86, 97, 98 and 99. (Note that this lot count is based
on the current plan set and may be adjusted based on revised steep slope information.)

[n accordance with Section 19-32 of the subdivision ordinance, lot-to-lot drainage concerns
previously commented on have not been resolved in an acceptable fashion. Based on previous
comment #45, the following areas are of primary concern: Lots 2 to Lot 1; Lot 3 to Lot 4, Lot 6
(Kingswood) to proposed Lot 7 and §8; Lot 7 (Kingswood) to proposed Lot 9; Lot 5 to Lot 6; Lot
6to Lot 7; Lot 7 to Lot 8; Lot 71 to Lot 70; Lot 68 to Lot 67; Lot 65 to Lot 64; Lot 62 to Lot 63;
Lot 18 to Lot 17; Lot 17 to Lot 16; Lots 27, 26, 29 and 30 onto Lots 28 and 27; Lot 35 to Lots 34
and 36; Lot 102 to Lot 103; Lot 101 to Lot 100 and 103; and Lots 107 through 111 onto existing
parcels along John Tyler Highway (near the fire station).

The dam breach analyses as presented for the proposed dual 48-inch culverts at Oxford Road
Station 16+50 was performed using a “sunny-day” breach method for the existing BMP at La
Fontaine. To adequately protect the public health, safety and general welfare in accordance with
Section 19-32(a) of the subdivision ordinance, the analysis needs to consider a scenario in which
a backwater condition exists at the proposed culverts. Refer to comment # 25 for more
information.

General:

1.

Wetlands. Previous comment # 5 has not been addressed. A land-disturbing permit cannot be
issued for the project until evidence is provided that applicable federal, state and local wetland
permits have been secured for the project, consistent with Sections 23-9(b)(9) and 23-10(7)(d) of
the County’s Chesapeake Bay Preservation ordinance.

Dam Permit. The response to previous comment # 6 is noted; however, the response is not
consistent with state dam safety and impounding structure regulations, as capacity is based on the

volume capable of being impounded at the top of dam, which in this case is the road crest.
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Provide written correspondence from the state Division of Dam Safety that the dam is exempt
from the regulations.

Streetlights. It appears a streetlight rental fee for 21 lights must be paid prior to recordation of the
subdivision plat. Also, the following comments apply to the revised streetlight plan.

3a. It appears the streetlight at Lot 34/35 should be moved east along Marywood Drive to
provide equal spacing between the light at the intersection and the light at the cul-de-sac.

3b. The light at Lot 30/31 should be moved to the intersection of Marywood Drive and
Rembold Way.

3¢, It appears another streetlight is needed on the east end of Marywood Drive between the
intersection with Rembold and the end of the cul-de-sac (ie. near Lot 28/29).

3d. A light is needed at the intersection of Rembold Way and Braddock Court.

3e. With a revised light location to around Sta. 28+00 right, one light can be eliminated on
Braddock Road, between BMP # 1 and the intersection with Rembold. (ie. lights at Sta.
24+00, 281 00 and 32+00-intersection).

3f. Revise the streetlight plan for the north part of Oxford Road, from the intersection with
Collington Court to the end of the cul-de-sac. Equally space the lights so that there is one
at the intersection, one at 17+50 right, one at 21+00 and one at the cul-de-sac end

[nterim Certification. Pursuant to previous comment # 10 and it’s subsequent response, there is
nothing in the drawing plans or notes to indicate that interim certification is required for BMP #
1/Temporary Sediment Basin # 2.

Geotechnical. Previous comment # 11 has not been addressed. Provide a geotechnical report for
the design of BMP # 1/Temporary Sediment Basin # 2.

Plan Information. Label existing Braddock Road on Sheet 25 and Label Lake Powell and
associated normal and high water pool elevations on Sheets 10 and 25. Preliminary plat Sheet 6
needs to show the appropriate property information for the small tract of land at existing Lift
Station 3-6 where the 8-inch gravity sewer from the sewer bridge connects. Sheets 18 and 19 are
missing sanitary sewer line construction information across the entire sheet (ie. leaders but no
labels). Also, the BMP Point Display map (Sheet 1) does not reflect correct road/lot layouts in
the north part of the site (Oxford Road) and the south part of the site (revised Rembold Way and
Marywood Drive).

The development plan does not conform with recommendations made on December 13, 2004, for
the Water Quality Impact Assessment. One comment required a 25 foot separation from RPA
buffer to rear lot setback lines and 15 foot separation for side yards. As large areas of the RPA
are proposed to be impacted by the project, it is important to employ appropriate and reasonable
measures to protect the remaining buffer areas from both construction and long-term impacts.

This comment applies to the following lots: 41, 42, 59, 60, 61, 63, 64, 70,81,86,87, 88, 90, 98, 99 and
100.

Chesapeake Bay Preservation:




Resource Protection Areas.

7a.

7b.

7c.

Considerable excavation is now proposed for BMP # 1 in an effort to both provide the
necessary stormwater volume and all features required for it to serve as a County type A-
3 BMP (10-points) and to contain large storm water surface elevations onsite, reducing
the potential for off-site impounding. However, as the elevation corresponding to the
point of perennial flow will not fall below the normal pool elevation within the proposed
basin, the basin will not inundate the perennial flow; therefore, a 100” RPA buffer will be
associated the proposed basin. With this being the case, all areas lying within the
associatcd 100° buffer, as measured from the normal water surface elevation within the
proposed basin, will be required for replanting in accordance with the 2003 Chesapeake
Bay Local Assistance Department guidelines. Revise the location of the RPA
accordingly and provide a landscaping plan that satisfies this requirement. (Note: This
will affect preliminary plat, environmental inventory, grading and drainage, and
landscaping plan sheets as well as the total RPA impacts as designated in the water
quality impact assessment.)

The northern-most portion of the site proposes a large amount of RPA, steep slope,
stream and wetland impacts for relatively few lots. There is also a pipeline easement
through this area. As recommended by the WQIA comments, this area needs to be
looked at carefully for feasibility. Also, the road crossing has not minimized impacts to
the RPA in accordance with other projects that have had RPA impacts associated with
road crossings. Armistead Point and The Settlement at Monticello are two examples of
such projects where measures were employed that minimized the tmpact on the RPA and
other environmentally sensitive features.

In addition to minimizing impacts to the RPA, measures will also have to be employed
that mitigate any permitted impacts. These measures will have to be contained in the
WQIA, which is required to address any impacts to RPAs and is part of the application
for any exception requests for the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance.

Steep Slopes. Section 23-5 of the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance does not allow land-
disturbing activities to be performed on slopes 25 percent or greater. Although receipt of a
request to impact steep slopes dated September 22, 2004 is acknowledged, there are still many
1ssues associated with that request. These include:

8a.

The Environmental Inventory and Preliminary Plat Sheets do not appear to reflect all
slopes 25 percent or greater on the site tract. Examples include: Lot 52; the area around
BMP # 2; Lot 64; Lot 70; area around BMP # 1; Lot 75/77; Lot 78/81; Lot 83, 84 and 86;
and behind Lots 97 through 99.

(Note: There is some confusion as to the method of determining steep slopes as
presented on the environmental inventory. Several areas of steep slopes are not
highlighted and some highlighted areas do not appear steep according to the topographic
information provided. Several areas not currently delineated lie on many of the proposed
single-family lots while others fall within the limits of construction for the proposed road
infrastructure. These areas must be indicated properly on the inventory. For these
reasons, accurate field run topographic information relating to steep slopes will be
required to be obtained at the following locations: Marywood Drive between road Sta.
20+00 and 23+00 as currently indicated on plan sheet 6 and from the toe of fill as
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8b.

8c.

&d.

8e.

associated with the northern most cul-de-sac to station 18+00; Braddock Road between
stations 32+00 to 35+00, 28+50 to 31+00, and 18+00 to 24+00; and Oxford Road
between stations 14+00 to 18+00; and Lots 12, 38, 40, 41, 44, 45, 52, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67,
73,77, 81, 85, 86, and 86.)

Previous comment # 21b was not addressed as the Environmental Inventory still reflects
2.33 acres of steep slope impacts which matches that from the previously submitted plan.
The amount of impacts to 25 percent or steeper slopes appears excessive for this project
(for site and utility work) and no information (or response) was provided to address how
it has been minimized for the project. Evaluate the land-development plan to attempt to
minimize disturbance of steep slope areas.

Pursuant to previous comment # 21c, Lot 86 appears to not have adequate buildable area
due to presence of steep slopes and RPA. Also, based on the setbacks shown, it must be
demonstrated that the following lots have acceptable building area, as the building
envelopes appear small: Lots 59 through 61; Lots 73 and 74; Lots 87 and 88; Lots 93 and
94, and Lots 96 through 99.

The response to previous comment # 21e has not been addressed as there are still some
locations of 25 percent steep slope areas abutting RPA area and are present on lots that
are not contained within conservation easement. Examples include: Lot 51, Lot 63 and
Lot 64 plus any other lot areas in which the Environmental Inventory and Preliminary
Plat Sheets do not depict steep slopes - which abut RPA — on proposed lots and not in
conservation easement. Please review Section 24-242(b) of the Zoning ordinance and
examine the entire plan for compliance against this provision of the ordinance.

Previous comment #21f has not been adequately addressed. Drainage associated with
proposed Lots 1, 28, 30, 31, 42, 43, 73, 80, 83, 86, 90, 96, 103, and 108 can not be
addressed solely with the placement of 5’ perimeter easements on all lots nor by
delegating the responsibility for adequate drainage facilities to the single-family phase of
development.

Mapping. Please provide a digital CADD file in .DXF or .DWG format that includes the main
exterior property line, limits of the RPA, and the limits ot wetlands. This information will be
used to update the James City County GIS-RPA database. Should you have any questions

pertaining to this comment, please contact the James City County watershed planner, Mr. Mike
Woolson, at 253-6823.

Water Quality Impact Assesssment:

10.

Receipt of a WQIA (WQIA-010-04) dated September 2004 is here again acknowledged.
Comments were previously issued on this WQIA. However, due to road layout changes as a
resuit of lack of approval of the cul-de-sac waiver by the DRC and other miscellaneous plan
changes, preliminary comments based on this revised plan will be offered again as it relates to the
current plan of development review.

10a.

The revised WQIA must clearly show impact areas, quantify impact amounts and expand
on how impacts to RPA/RPA buffer area will be mitigated. The construction plan must

properly reflect the intent of the WQIA, whether under administrative or Chesapeake Bay
Board review.



10b.

10c.

10d.

RPA/RPA buffer impacts, quantities and location shown on the Environmental Inventory
and WQIA must be consistent.

Overall, RPA and RPA buffer impacts of 3.72 acres still appear excessive for the project.
Efforts must be made to minimize the amount of RPA buffer impacts for the project.
Some ideas include use of engineered walls or perhaps use of trenchless technology
(borings, etc.) for storm outfalls and other utilities within RPA buffer.

Overall, the current lot development plan does not reflect use of a 25 ft. separation (as
previously requested) from established RPA buffer locations to the rear building setback
or 15 feet for side-yard setbacks. It appears that a 10 feet setback was used at most
locations.

Erosion & Sediment Control Plan:

11.

Phase I E&S. The following comments pertain to the Phase I (Preliminary) erosion and sediment
control plan as presented on Sheets 10, 11, 12 and 13. Comments, in general, are in a south to
north direction.

11a.

11b.

l1c.

11d.

11e.

Comment # 27¢ was not addressed. Although lining of traps and basins with EC matting
will be a benefit to prevent erosion, the terminations where diversion dikes and diversion
channels enter traps and basins requires outlet protection in accordance with Minimum
Standards.

Provide a temporary slope drain in lieu of the EC-3 matting on the southwest corner of
proposed TSB #2. Ensure that the outtall of the slope drain is below the normal water
surface of the TSB to prevent scouring at the outfall. (Note: Although Information
submitted to address previous comment # 27g indicated that the slope of this diversion
channel will be approximately 4.6% and that the 2-year flows will not be conducive to
erosion; however, the slopes proposed later on during construction on fill will be
approximately 33.3% which will induce erosion and will potentially exceed that for EC-3
mating in ihiat areu. Tiype of final treatment in this area should be taken into
consideration.)

Add right-of-way diversions in accordance with Minimum Standard & Spec. 3.11 of the
VESCH to the sewer bridge area on Sheet 10. The silt fence checks as shown will be
ineffective and require constant maintenance and replacement..

Information in the design report for temporary Sediment Trap # 2 reflects a drainage area
of 2.94 acres while the plans still reflect 2.47 acres. Revise associated information to
agree throughout.

Provide revised computations for Temporary Sediment Basin # 2 (BMP#1) as associated
volumes and contour elevations have changed. Additionally, response to previous
comment is not satisfactory as information contained throughout the plans and
computations retlect differences in water surface elevations, dewatering orifice
dirameters, and other items required to ensure proper operation of the facility in the
various configurations as proposed at different stages of development. Information must



11f.

l1g.

11h.

111

L1j.

11k.

111

11m.

11n.

11o.

be included on the plans showing all items as required under Minimum Standard & Spec.
3.14 of the VESCH.

On Sheet 11, construction information for the EC-3 lined channel at the south end of
temporary sediment basin # 2 is scrambled. Also, no formal design computations were
provided in the design report for this EC-3 lined channel showing adequacy for erosion
and capacity based on Minimum Standard # 19. As this is a critical channel which
connects two subdivisions, adequacy of the design must be clearly presented and verified.
(It would be our initial assessment that a paved flume, in accordance with Minimum
Standard & Spec. 3.16 of the VESCH is necessary at this location.)

Landscape plan Sheet L1 shows a nature trail that will cross the EC-3 lined channel at the
south end of BMP # 1. The plan set must have provisions for how this trail will cross the
channel, whether it be EC-3 lined or a paved section/flume.

The Phase I E&S plan as presented on Sheet 12 does not provide for erosion control
within the land-disturbing area. It only provides sediment control by the use of temporary
sediment basin # 1. Application of erosion control practices within land-disturbing areas
is a basic principle of site erosion and sediment control.

Previous comment # 27m was not addressed as no schematic detail could be found in the
plan set for temporary sediment basin # 1. Also, the schematic for TSB # 2 on Sheet 10
should be on Sheet 11.

Previous comment # 270 has not been fully addressed. Provide right-of-way diversions
along the proposed sewer alignment between Braddock Road and the pump station,
directed toward the BMP.

Contrary to the provided response, a stormwater conveyance channel (SSC) could not be
found on Sheet 12 to address previous comment # 27p.

Previous comment # 27s was not addressed as Sheet 13 shows the use of silt-fence and no
rock check dam in the natural waterway on the downstream road fill for Oxford Road Sta.
16+50. This measure will be helpful to handle initial clearing, grubbing and road grading
operations in conjunction with proposed stream crossing sequencing and measures.

As the dual 48-inch culverts at Oxford Road Sta. 16+50 must be installed initially, the
Phase I E&SC plan must reflect proper construction information for the pipes (size,
slope, inverts, etc.).

Due to it’s environmental sensitivity and in addition to the stream crossing measures and
sequence proposed on Sheet 13, for the stream crossing at Oxford Road Sta. 16+50, it is
recommended that super-silt fence be specified from along the entire south limit of work
from road stations 13+00 to 19+00 left

Revise the location of silt fence as currently indicated below the outfall points of all
temporary sediment basin and traps. Silt fence in these locations should be shown to
terminate just before the stone outlet of the traps and be shown to be installed just upland
of the basin discharge pipes.
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12.

13

14.

l1p.  The phasing of construction and the erosion and sediment control plan requires
modification to avoid conflicts that will presented during construction. For example, the
plans currently provide for the installation of all utilities with all erosion and sediment
controls in place and operational. This results in conflicts with stormwater conveyance
structure SS #2-2 and portions of the associated piping that cannot be installed with
TSB#1 in operation, sanitary structures MH 1-3 and MH 1-2 and associated piping
cannot be installed with TSB #2 in operation, and several of the proposed diversion dikes
cannot be maintained while utilities are being installed. Revise the erosion and sediment
control plan as necessary to remove these conflicts.

Sequence of Construction. The following comments pertain to the Sequence of construction as
aresented on Sheet 10:

12a.  Add a first step to the Phase I sequence indicating to hold the preconstruction conference,
secure all necessary demolition and burning permits (if applicable) and VDOT entrance
permits.

12b.  An important component in the E&S plan for this site is to ensure all perimeter E&S
control measures are in place and functional prior to any mass land-disturbing activity.
Therefore, mass clearing as designated in Step 3 cannot precede installation of perimeter
erosion and sediment control measures in accordance with Minimum Standard # 4 of the
Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control regulations.

12c.  Previous comment #29b has not been adequately addressed. The Phase I sequence shall
specifically mention that stream crossing measures are to be implemented for this project
in accordance with procedure shown on Sheets 12 and 13.

12d.  Any changes to the sequence of construction on Sheet 10 should be also properly
reflected on the SOC shown on the Phase II plan on Sheet 14.

12e. It must be clearly stated in the SOC that at no point during construction shall any erosion
and sediment control measure be removed without authorization to do so by the James
City County Environmental Division.

Limits of Work. Previous comment # 31 has not been fully addressed. There remain several
areas of disconnection as to the limits of work. The limit of work must be clearly indicated to
prevent off site disturbance, disturbance in environmentally sensitive area, and keep work within
permit areas. Therefore, correct all discrepancies and disconnections in the designated limit of
work and ensure all erosion and sediment control plan sheets have the limit of clearing and
grading. For example, Sheet 17 has an incomplete limit of work between stations 11+55 and
18+00 left on Oxford Road.

Perimeter Diversion Dikes. Previous comment #32 has not been adequately addressed. Revise
the limits of clearing to minimize land disturbance throughout the site. Sediment trap # 4 still
shows the diversions entering the front of the facility rather than the rear and the limits of clearing
associated with TSB #1 can be revised to retlect only the area required for the installation of
associated piping and embankment. Additionally, construction access to this basin should be
through the drainage easement off Braddock Road rather than through the proposed common area
between Lots 51 and 52.



15.

16.

17.

Provide an erosion and sediment control measure detail sheet which outlines standard VESCH
details for primary control measures as proposed in the plan. This includes necessary VESCH
details for traps, basins, silt fence, etc.

Outlet Velocities. Response to previous comment #36 does not satisfactorily address the
comment. Information contained in the Storm Sewer Tabulation sheets indicates velocities
consistent with the inlets of the proposed stormwater piping. For instance, a velocity of 10.44
ft/sec 1s shown for the final pipe segment of system 1; however, a velocity of approximately 21.3
ft/sec can be expected at the outfall for that segment. This is repeated at all outfall locations as
contained and the Storm Sewer Tabulation worksheets provided in the current submattal.
Additionally, regardless of what VDOT may or may not consider as an erosive velocity, the soils
in this area exhibit properties that require the utmost attention with respect to the severity of
discharge velocities. Past experience with outfalls on similar soils (hydrologic soil groups 15 - all
:ypes - and 11C) has revealed that velocities exceeding 2.5 ft/sec will cause erosion. As
proposed, all outfalls appear to produce discharges greater than 13 ft/sec.

Culvert. Show all construction information for the replacement of the pipe culvert at Oxford
Road Sta. 12+50 on grading and drainage plan Sheet 25 (slope, inverts, etc.) It must be
confirmed that the downstream existing pipe segment which will be utilized is in good working
order and that pipe is of adequate structural integrity to be utilized.

Stormwater Management / Drainage:

18.

19.

Design Report. In general, the design report as provided for the project is not consistent with
ltem 2.9 of the County’s Stormwater Drainage Conveyance Systems, General Design and
Construction Guidelines. The design report should be presented in an orderly fashion with a table
of contents, a stormwater management and drainage narrative and computations placed in a
logical order for review. This makes it extremely difficult for the plan reviewer to find
information associated with previous comments or computations associated with a certain topic
area. In the future, plans submitted in this condition will not be reviewed and will be
immediately returned for compliance.

BMP Points. The following comments pertain to the BMP Point Display map (Sheet 1) and BMP
Worksheet as presented in the design report and in regards to responses provided to previous
comment # 42.

19a.  The BMP Point display map does not retlect revised subdivision plan information. For
example, lot/road configurations in the north part of the site (Oxford) are not consistent
with revised plats and plans and the map does not reflect revised road alignments
associated with Rembold and Marywood Drive in the south part of the site (as a result of
denial of the cul-de-sac waiver request through DRC.)

19b.  Hatching patterns as shown in the legend do not match that shown on the map. Firstly,
the hatchi pattern in the legend for 0.1 point open space shows dot pattern while the map
has line pattern. Secondly, there is a third hatch pattern shown on the map which is not
reflected in the legend. It is unclear if credit for this “third” hatch pattern is based on the
0.10 point or 0.15 point method.



20.

21.

19c.  Based on hatching patterns shown on the map, it appears that extra open space point
credit (using the 0.15 point method) is being taken for areas within existing RPA buffer at
Lots 95 through 99; Lots 100 through 105 and behind Lots 87 through 91. Existing RPA
and RPA buffer area can only receive natural open space credit using the 0.10 points
method.

19d.  The 0.1 point credit area taken around proposed Lots 1 through 4 has no benefit and
should not be considered in the BMP point computation.

19e.  No extra point credit (using the 0.15 point method) will be given for the dedicated
perimeter buffer strip to the north and east of Collington Court.

191, Areas to be disturbed cannot be used for natural open space point credit. An example is
the stilling basin area at the outfall of BMP # 1.

19¢.  The BMP Worksheet shows BMP # 2 as a County type F-1 BMP. This is a timber crib
wall BMP.

19h.  Our Division has received copies of initial wetland permit correspondence from the
USACOE and the USEPA (Permit # 04-V2812). Some serious concern is expressed
about initial feedback received on the applications as it pertains to use of BMP # 1 in
waters of the U.S. This BMP currently is receiving a considerable amount of structural
BMP point credit (ie. 5.43 points of 10.78 points total — or about 50 percent of all site
BMP points) due to the fact that it serves onsite development area and about 40 acres of
offsite uncontrolled drainage. Should this BMP not be able to be implemented as
proposed, serious concern would exists about the ability to achieve 10-BMP points for
the site under it’s current layout and configuration. Please keep us informed on the
progress of wetland permitting through the USACOE and DEQ and if this BMP is not
able to be implemented as previously and currently presented.

191. All the natural open space BMP point comments offered above will result in rework of
the BMP worksheet and demonstration of compliance with the County’s 10-point system.

Open Space Credit. The preliminary plat must retlect changes to the BMP Point Map. A
conservation easement plat will be necessary for all natural open space areas as claimed in the
BMP worksheet and as shown on the BMP Point Display map. This will not be a requirement for
1ssuance of the land-disturbing permit.

Lot-to-Lot Drainage. Response to previous comment # 45 is noted; however, the comment is not
considered resolved. Although performance standards of the County’s Chesapeake Bay
Preservation ordinance do stress “limiting land-disturbing to the area necessary for the proposed
use or development’ and “existing vegetation shall be preserved to the maximum extent
practicable”, addressing identified lot-to-lot drainage issues can be performed at the subdivision
nlan level if concerns are serious enough, if performed within proper procedure and context of the
Chesapeake Bay Preservation ordinance (ie. waiver requests, etc.) and if the benefit of providing
proper drainage clearly exceeds the negatives which would occur due to additional clearing and
disturbance. The lots which were previously identified per previous comment # 45 with lot-to-lot
drainage were of a serious enough concern that we feel cannot be left to be resolved at the SF
plan stage or by use of “global” § ft. perimeter HOA drainage easements. (Refer to previous
comment # 45 for a master list of lots which were identificd as lot-to-lot drainage problem areas
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23.

and a general statement about properly demonstrating no issues associated with drainage from
existing subdivisions onto Marywood and from Marywood onto existing neighboring
subdivisions.)

BMP # 1. The foliowing comments pertain to the revised plan for BMP # 1

22a.  The minimum width dimension for the aquatic bench and safety bench must be labeled
on etther plan Sheet 24 or the detail on Sheet 30. Bench widths must meet the
requirements of the County BMP manual.

22b.  Clearly label the interior graded side slopes as intended (ie. 3H:1V, 4H:1V, etc.)

22¢c.  As previously stated, it would appear that a paved flume is necessary for the inflow
channel at the south end of BMP #1. Either revise the plan to conform with Minimum
Standard & Spec. 3.16 of the VESCH; or alternatively, provide full computations and
construction information for whatever stormwater conveyance channel type is proposed
(ie. EC-3, riprap, etc.). In either case, there must be an adequate energy dissipation
device at the end of the inflow channel to prevent erosion and scour.

22d.  Ensure there is ample vertical separation (elevation) between design high water elevation
of BMP # 1 (El. 38.63) and the elevation of the adjacent sewage pump station, Lift
Station Site # 13.

22e.  There was no response to previous comment # 46¢ which recommended a interim slope
bench on the south mnterior graded slope of the basin — to provide a safety feature due to
the length and height of slope and due to the close proximity of the slope to an existing
neighborhood. (Note: The County BMP manual ulso states that contours of ponds shall
be managed to eliminate dropoffs and other safety hazards.)

22f.  The landscape plan as presented on Sheet L1 appears lacking in perimeter landscaping to
properly address previous comment # 46e (ie. adequate screening and separation, both
from Marywood lots and the adjacent existing subdivision.

22g.  Pursuant to previous comment # 461, a 48-inch outlet barrel would still require the need
for fencing on headwalls/endwalls. Refer to page 41 of the County BMP manual.

22h.  Pursuant to the response to previous comment # 461, if a pond drain/valve cannot be
provided for the BMP, then the maintenance plan must specifically address how the pond
1s to be drained for maintenance purposes. It must provide specific information on
procedure (where, how, etc.) and erosion and sediment control measures that must be
tmplemented during the draining/drawdown process.

BMP # 2. The following comments pertain to revised plan for BMP # 2, a dry extended detention
basin.

23a. It appears proposed lots 47, 48, 49, 50, 57, 59 and 60 will be subject to the pond
bufter/setback.

23b.  Water quality computations could not be found in the design report for BMP # 2.

10



24.

25.

26.

23c.  Design high water elevation (El. 29.91) cannot be on proposed Lots 59 and 60.

23d.  Similar to previous comment # 47e, it is not preferred that the portion of the access path
to BMP # 2, which runs parallel to the BMP contours, not be situated on Lots 59 and 60.
It is preferred that the access be in common area or maintenance/access easement.

MS-19. Channel adequacy analyses as provided in the “drainage analyses” shall be in accordance
with procedure as outlined in pages V-122 through V-141 of the VESCH and Technical Bulletin
No. 1, Stream Channel Erosion Control by the Virginia Department of Conservation and
Recreation. Although postdevelopment discharges at select location may meet pre-development
Jischarges, it is unclear if actual channel adequacy determinations were based on applying
determined flows to select surveyed channel locations and if applicable channel segments are
adequate for erosion resistance and capacity for the 2-year design storm event. Uncontrolled
areas cannot result in degradation of existing stream channels through the project area. (Note:
The design report shows no channel sections using actual surveyed stream cross-sectional areas.
Main areas of concern are the two stream reaches between the Oxford Road culvert outfalls and
POC [, the channel reach between POC 1 and POC 2; and the main channel segment between
POC 2 and POC 3.)

Dambreak Reports. The revised design report includes an analysis by Williamsburg
Environmental Group entitled “Preliminary Breach Analyses JCC BMP # MC039”. The
following comments pertain to the dam break analyses as presented.

25a.  Previous comment # 55 requested that the dam break analysis previously performed for
the large Riverside Hospital BMP (MC 038) be revisited due to revised road and drainage
configurations within proposed Marywood. This was not found in the design report.

25b.  The dambreak analyses for MC 038 (ie. below the |.aFontaine BMP) was based on a
sunny day breach condition and no prevailing headwater/backwater condition present at
the inlet end of the existing dual 48-inch culverts across Oxford Road (Sta. 16+50). In
the interest to protect the health, safety and welfare of potential lot owners/residences
which border the storage area to this culvert (ie. Lots 100 through 105 and Lots 95
through 99), the dam breach analyses must include a scenario by which there is an
existing backwater condition at the entrance of the dual culvert system when the
LaFontaine dam breach occurs.

Geotechnical. Previous comment # 56 was not addressed. Provide information (preliminary soil

evaluations, logs, test results, reports, etc.) as necessary to substantiate that existing soils beneath
BMP # 1 are adequate to sustain a permanent pool as intended for water quality purposes.

11



DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE ACTION REPORT
March 2, 2005

Case No. SP-145-04 Colonial Heritage, Phase 2, Section 1

Mr. Chris Mulligan of AES Consulting Engineers submitted a site plan proposing the creation of
73 single family attached units in Colonial Heritage, Phase 2, Section 1. The site, located on
Richmond Road, is further identified as parcel (1-32) on James City County Tax Map (24-3).
DRC action is required as the site plan proposes more than 50 units.

DRC Action: The DRC recommended preliminary approval be granted.
Case No. SP-150-04 Abe’s Mini Storage

Mr. Alistair Ramsey of LandMark Design Group, on behalf of Dr. John Matney, submitted a site
plan for a mini-storage facility to be located at 5435 and 5433 Richmond Road. The parcels are
further identified as parcels (1-15) and (1-59) on James City County Tax Map (33-3). DRC
review is necessary because the applicant proposes a group of buildings which contain a floor
area exceeding 30,000 square feet.

DRC Action: The DRC deferred the case.
Case No. SP-006-05 Stonehouse — The Fairways

Mr. Ryan Stephenson of AES Consulting Engineers, on behalf of 2J Investments, submitted a site
plan proposing the construction of 16 multi-family units on 9720 Mill Pond Run in Stonehouse.
The site is further identified as parcel (1-12) on James City County Tax Map (5-3). DRC review
is necessary as the site plan proposes two entrances on the same road.

DRC Action: The DRC deferred the case.
Case No. SP-116-04 The Station at Norge

Mr. Lou Rowland of Stonehouse Station, L.P. submitted a site plan proposing 104 apartments to
be located at 7721 Croaker Road. The site is further identified as parcel (1-21) on James City
County Tax Map (13-4). DRC review is necessary as the development proposes more than 50
units.

DRC Action: The DRC recommended preliminary approval for the case subject to agency
comments.

Case No. S-091-04 Marywood

Mr. Jason Grimes of AES Consulting Engineers submitted a subdivision plan proposing 115 lots
to be located adjacent to the Kingswood and Druid Hills subdivisions. The site is further
identified as parcel (1-47) on James City County Tax Map (47-2). DRC review is necessary as
the development proposes more than 50 lots.

DRC Action: The DRC deferred the case.



JAMES CITY COUNTY
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE REPORT

FROM:
I. SITE PLANS

2/1/2005 THROUGH:

2/28/2005

A. PENDING PRELIMINARY APPROVAL

SP-063-03 Warhill Sports Complex, Parking Lot Expansion
SP-116-03 Kingsmill - Armistead Point

SP-006-04 Williamsburg Christian Retreat Center Amend.
SP-016-04 Richardson Office & Warehouse

SP-025-04 Carter's Cove Campground

SP-047-04 Villages at Westminster Drainage Improvements
SP-067-04 Treyburn Drive Courtesy Review

SP-077-04 George Nice Adjacent Lot SP Amend.
SP-082-04 New Town - Sec. 2 & 4 Roadway Improvements
SP-093-04 Powhatan Plantation Ph. 9

SP-104-04 Williamsburg Community Chapel Second Entrance
SP-107-04 Noah's Ark Vet Hospital Conference Room
SP-108-04 Williamsburg Office Complex

SP-113-04 Williamsburg Landing SP Amend.

SP-116-04 The Station at Norge

SP-130-04 New Town - Court Square

SP-131-04 New Town - Towne Bank

SP-133-04 Haynes Distribution Center, Green Mount Indus Park
SP-135-04 Williamsburg Landing Parking Addition
SP-136-04 Stonehouse - Fieldstone Glen Townhomes
SP-140-04 Monticello Woods Clubhouse Modification
SP-141-04 Carolina Furniture Warehouse

SP-143-04 Portable 1000 Gallon Diesel Fuel Tank
SP-145-04 Colonial Heritage Ph. 2, Sec. 1

SP-146-04 Settlement at Monticello Temp Sales Office
SP-150-04 Abe's Mini Storage

SP-002-05 WindsorMeade Marketplace Amend. No. 1
SP-004-05 Longhill Grove, Fence Amend.

SP-006-05 Stonehouse - The Fairways

SP-007-05 Stonehouse - Clubhouse Point

SP-008-05 Williamsburg National Clubhouse Expansion
SP-009-05 Colonial Heritage Ph. 1, Sec. 4 SP Amend.
SP-010-05 Colonial Heritage Ph. 1, Sec. 2 SP Amend.
SP-011-05 Citizens and Farmers Bank Parking Extension
SP-014-05 New Town - Lambert Building, Blocks 6 & 7
SP-015-05 Hagee Building, New Town Block 8

SP-016-05 New Town- Retail Phase 2

Wednesday, March 02, 2005
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SP-017-05
SP-018-05

Williamsburg Community Chapel Building Exp.
Eckerd's

B. PENDING FINAL APPROVAL

SP-056-03
SP-091-03
SP-136-03
SP-023-04
SP-027-04
SP-056-04
SP-079-04
SP-092-04
SP-096-04
SP-098-04
SP-110-04
SP-112-04
SP-121-04
SP-124-04
SP-125-04
SP-126-04
SP-132-04
SP-139-04
SP-142-04
SP-144-04
SP-003-05

Shell Building - James River Commerce Center
Colonial Heritage Ph. 1, Sec. 5

GreenMount Industrial Park Road Ext. Ph. 1
Williamsburg Landing SP Amend.
Greensprings Condos SP Amend. (Braemar Creek)
Michelle Point

Norge Railway Station

Columbia Drive Waterline Extension

First Colony Subdivision Clubhouse

Warhill Green

Christian Life Center Expansion Ph. 1

Wythe-Will Distribution Center Landscaping Amend.

Williamsburg Crossing - Parcel 23

J.W. Crossing, Ph. 2

GreenMount Industrial Park Road Ph. 2

New Town, Section 2, Block 3

St. Bede Catholic Church, Rectory Building
Colonial Heritage Ph. 3, Sec. 1

Lafayette H.S., Track Drainage Improvements
Riverview Plantation Water Main Extension
Williamsburg National- Golf Maintenance Facility

C. FINAL APPROVAL

SP-108-03
SP-003-04
SP-004-04
SP-057-04
SP-088-04
SP-127-04
SP-129-04
SP-134-04
SP-138-04
SP-147-04
SP-149-04
SP-001-05
SP-012-05
SP-013-05

D. EXPIRED

Fieldstone Parkway Extension

WindsorMeade Villas

WindsorMeade - Windsor Hall

The Archaearium at Historic Jamestowne
Wal-Mart Distribution Center - Ph. 3

New Town, Retail Ph. 1

ADA Handicap Ramp to KM Resort & Spa Pool
Oktoberfest Expansion Ph. 2 Amend.

John Tyler Monopole Tower Co-location

Prime Outlets Ph. 5A and 5B Amend.
Strawberry Plains Center

Busch Gardens Festa Foul Shot Game

Busch Gardens High Striker Addition

Busch Gardens - New France Locker Structure

Wednesday, March 02, 2005

EXPIRE DATE

3 /4 /12005
8 /4 /12005
3 /15/2005
4 /2 /2005
6 /7 /2005
7 /12/2005
7 123/2005
8/18/2005
9/2 /2005
10/4 /2005
12/6 12005
10/21/2005
12/6 /12005
12/13/2005
12/2 /2005
12/22/2005
12/30/2005
217 /2006
1/11/2006
1/14/2006
2 /28/2006

DATE

2 /25/2005
2 /25/2005
2 /25/2005
2 /18/2005
2 /28/2005
21872005
2 /2 12005
2 /3 12005
2 /14/2005
2 124/2005
2 /17/2005
2 /2 12005
2 /18/2005
2 /28/2005

EXPIRE DATE
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Il. SUBDIVISION PLANS
A. PENDING PRELIMINARY APPROVAL

S-104-98 Skiffes Creek Indus. Park, VA Trusses, Lots 1,2,4
S-013-99 JCSA Mission Bank ROW Acquisition

S-074-99 Longhill Station, Sec. 2B

S-110-99 George White & City of Newport News BLA
S$-091-00 Greensprings West, Plat of Subdv Parcel A&B
S-086-02 The Vineyards, Ph. 3, Lots 1, 5-9, 562 BLA
S-062-03 Hicks Island - Hazelwood Subdivision

S-066-03 Stonehouse, BLA & BLE Parcel B1 and Lot 1, Sec. 1A
S-067-03 Ford's Colony Sec. 33

S-108-03 Leighton-Herrmann Family Subdivision

S$-116-03 Stonehouse Glen, Sec. 2

$-034-04 Warhill Tract BLE / Subdivision

$-046-04 ARGO Ph. 2

S-047-04 ARGO Ph. 3

S-048-04 Colonial Heritage Open Space Easement

S-063-04 123 Welstead Street BLE

S-066-04 Hickory Landing Ph. 1

S-067-04 Hickory Landing Ph. 2

S-087-04 Dudley S. Waltrip Family Subdivision

S-091-04 Marywood Subdivision

$-109-04 Scott's Pond, Sec. 3B

S-112-04 Wellington Sec. 6 & 7

S-114-04 Stonehouse - Parcel B1 and Lot 1, Sec. 1A
S-115-04 Brandon Woods ROW Subdivision

S5-118-04 Jordan Family Subdivision

S$-120-04 New Town, Block 8, Parcel C

S-121-04 Wellington Public Use Site

S-001-05 Toano Business Center

S5-002-05 The Pointe at Jamestown Sec. 2B

S-003-05 Waterworks & S. Clement BLA

S-004-05 New Town Block 2G, 3I, 6/7-A

S-006-05 167 West Landing BLE, BLA

S-007-05 Armistead Point- Kingsmill BLA

S-008-05 Colonial Heritage - Ph. 1, Sec. 3A

S5-009-05 2508 Campbell BLE

S-010-05 2886 Lake Powell Road BLA

S-011-05 New Town Blck 6 & 7 A,C,D,E Bick 3 Parcel B,C,D
S-012-05 Greensprings Trail ROW-Waltrip Property Conveyance
S-013-05 Greensprings Trail ROW-Ambler/Jamestown Prop. Conv
S-014-05 Greensprings Trail ROW-P L.L.L.C Prop. Conveyance
S-015-05 Colonial Heritage Phase 3, Section 2
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B. PENDING FINAL APPROVAL

$-037-02
S-044-03
5-049-03
S-055-03
5-056-03
5-073-03
5-098-03
5-099-03
$-100-03
S-101-03
S-106-03
S-002-04
S-009-04
$-035-04
S-036-04
S-037-04
S-038-04
S-045-04
S-059-04
S-065-04
S-071-04
S-074-04
S-075-04
S-077-04
S-080-04
S-081-04
S-090-04
S-097-04
S-100-04
S-105-04
S-106-04
S-108-04
5-110-04
S-111-04
S-119-04

The Vineyards, Ph. 3

Fenwick Hills, Sec. 3

Peleg's Point, Sec. 5

Colonial Heritage Ph. 1, Sec. 5

Colonial Heritage Ph. 1, Sec. 4

Colonial Heritage Ph. 2, Sec. 2
Stonehouse Glen, Sec. 1

Wellington, Sec. 5

Colonial Heritage Ph. 2, Sec. 1

Ford's Colony - Sec. 35

Colonial Heritage Ph. 2, Sec. 3

The Settlement at Monticello (Hiden)
Colonial Heritage Public Use Site B
Colonial Heritage Blvd., Ph. 2

Subdivision at 4 Foxcroft Road

Michelle Point

Greensprings West Ph. 4B & 5

ARGO Ph. 1

Greensprings West Ph. 6

133 Magruder Avenue - Sadie Lee Taylor Prop.
Cowles Subdivision -163 Howard Drive
4571 Ware Creek Road (Nice Family Subdivision)
Pocahontas Square

James River Commerce Center
Williamsburg Winery Subdivision
Subdivision for Lot 3 Norge Neighborhood
Minichiello Villa

Cowles Estate BLA

Williamsburg National Golf Course BLA
Gross Family Subdivision

8721 Pocahontas Trail Subdivision

Marion Taylor Subdivision (2nd Application)
New Town, Blocks 8B & 5F, Lots 1-20 & 25-34
Colonial Heritage Ph. 3, Sec. 1

The Retreat Ph. 2

C. FINAL APPROVAL

S-062-04
S-095-04
S-098-04
S5-102-04
S$-113-04
5-005-05

2400 Little Creek Dam Road

3338 Racefield Drive (Leonituk Family Subdivision)
Gilley Family Subdivision

New Town, Block 5, Parcel F, Lots 21-24

Cardinal Acres, JCSA Well Lot BLA

Scott's Pond Lots 22, 23, and Lift Station 6-1 BLE

Wednesday, March 02, 2005

EXPIRE DATE

5/4 /12005
6 /25/2005
71312005
8 /4 /2005
9 /8 /2005
10/6 /2005
4 /5 /2005
2 /3 12006
12/6 /2005
2 /2 12006
1/12/2006
3/1 /2006
3/18/2005
4 /28/2005
6 /15/2005
7 /12/2005
6 /9 /2005
6 /28/2005
9 /13/2005
8 /4 /2005
9/3 /2005
12/21/2005
9 /16/2005
10/4 /2005
12/6 /2005
10/11/2005
10/21/2005
11/4 /2005
11/4 /2005
11/23/2005
12/1 /2005
12/22/2005
1/12/2006
1/12/2006
1/27/2006

DATE

2 /1 /2005
2 /20/2005
212 /2005
2 /2 /2005
2 /22/2005
2 /15/2005

Page 4 of 5



D. EXPIRED EXPIRE DATE
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