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B. Minutes 
 1. Minutes - March 2, 2005 
C. Cases 
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D. Adjournment 
 
 
 
  



 

AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE OF 
THE COUNTY OF JAMES CITY, VIRGINIA, HELD IN THE BUILDING C 
CONFERENCE ROOM AT 4:00 P.M. ON THE 6th DAY OF APRIL, TWO 
THOUSAND FIVE. 
 
ROLL CALL  
  
 Mr. Jack Fraley, Chair 
 Ms. Ingrid Blanton  
 Mr. Don Hunt 
 Mr. Wilford Kale 
  
ALSO PRESENT 
  

Mr. Matthew Arcieri, Senior Planner  
Mr. Christopher Johnson, Senior Planner 

 Ms. Ellen Cook, Planner 
Mr. Matthew Smolnik, Planner   
Ms. Karen Drake, Senior Planner 

 Mr. Bill Cain, Civil Engineer  
Mr. Scott Thomas, Civil Engineer 
Mr. Brad Weidenhammer, VDOT 
Mr. Michael Drewry, Assistant County Attorney 

  
   
MINUTES 

 
Mr. Fraley recommended that the minutes from the March 2, 2005 meeting be 
changed to correct several typographic errors.  Following a motion by Mr. Hunt, 
the DRC approved the corrected minutes from the March 2, 2005 meeting by a 
unanimous voice vote.  

 
CASES 
 
CASE NO. S-116-03.  STONEHOUSE GLEN SECTION 2 
 

Mr. Arcieri presented the staff report stating that the case had been previously 
deferred in order for the applicant and staff to resolve environmental issues.  The 
plans had been resubmitted and now satisfied the Environmental Division’s 
concerns.  Staff recommended preliminary approval subject to agency comments. 
The committee held a brief discussion on when full agency comments would be 
available for the applicant to complete revisions to the plan.  There being no 
further discussion and following a motion by Mr. Hunt, the DRC recommended 
on a unanimous voice vote to grant the case preliminary approval subject to 
agency comments being satisfactorily addressed. 
  



 

 
 
CASE NO. SP-150-04.  ABE’S MINI STORAGE  
 

Ms. Cook presented the staff report stating that the case had previously been 
deferred at the March 2nd DRC meeting.  Since that meeting, the applicant had 
resubmitted plans which were currently under review by all review agencies.  In 
addition, the applicant and Environmental Division staff had met in the field 
regarding the adequate receiving channel, but had not come to resolution.  Ms. 
Cook stated that the conditions placed on the preliminary approval 
recommendation would protect adjacent property owners, and that the applicant 
could then follow one of several paths including pursuing the appropriate separate 
appeal process that is available through environmental ordinances.  Staff 
recommended preliminary approval subject to agency comments, and subject to 
obtaining necessary drainage easements and approval of stormwater and erosion 
and sediment control plans by the Environmental Director.  Ms. Blanton asked 
whether the applicant and the Environmental Division staff were closer to 
agreement on the adequate receiving channel issue.  Mr. Cain stated that they 
were still working with the applicant to address this issue.  Mr. Fraley made a 
general statement regarding the history of the DRC granting preliminary approval 
when major agency comments remained unresolved.  Ms. Blanton again 
questioned how close the adequate receiving channel issue was to resolution.  Mr. 
Ramsey of LandMark Design spoke, stating that he thought the issue was getting 
closer to resolution.  Mr. Ramsey then distributed a booklet to DRC members and 
staff titled “Abe’s Mini Storage” dated April 6, 2005, and began a presentation 
regarding state law as it pertains to adequate receiving channels.  Mr. Ramsay 
then stated that he requested preliminary approval, but did not want the 
conditions, as stated in staff’s recommendation, placed on that preliminary 
approval.  Mr. Kale then asked a technical question regarding Mr. Ramsey’s 
presentation, which was answered by Mr. Ramsey.  Mr. Drewry questioned 
whether the case had reached or exceeded the time period for action specified in 
state and County law.  Mr. Ramsey stated that he would request that the case be 
deferred if necessary.  Mr. Drewry then explained to the DRC that regardless of 
DRC action, the applicant would still need to adhere to the Chapter 8 Erosion and 
Sediment Control ordinance before the plan could receive final approval.  Ms. 
Blanton asked the applicant what preliminary approval recommendation he was 
looking for.  Mr. Ramsey stated that he objected to the conditions as stated in the 
staff report.  Mr. Fraley pointed out that it was extremely unusual for the DRC to 
grant preliminary approval without that recommendation being subject to agency 
comments.  The DRC members and staff discussed the history of DRC 
recommendations with regard to making them conditional upon agency 
comments.  After a request for comment by Mr. Fraley, Mr. Thomas stated that 
even with the conditions and agency comments referenced in the preliminary 
approval recommendation, that there was room for flexibility and the possibility 
remained open for all solutions to the adequate receiving channel issue.  Mr. 
Ramsey asked Mr. Thomas if the condition would be withdrawn if he could show 



 

that the solution shown on the current plan was in compliance with applicable 
laws.  Mr. Thomas answered in the affirmative, with Mr. Drewry’s concurrence.  
Mr. Drewry then asked Mr. Ramsey if he agreed that regardless of DRC action, 
he still needed to meet applicable environmental ordinances.  Mr. Ramsey 
answered in the affirmative.  Mr. Joe Steele, owner and developer for the Carolina 
Furniture Warehouse case, asked the DRC for permission to offer information 
regarding a regional Best Management Practice (BMP).  Mr. Ramsey stated that 
while theoretically possible, the regional BMP option presented too many legal 
problems.  Mr. Thomas gave a brief overview of the history of discussions 
regarding a regional BMP for this site and the Carolina Furniture Warehouse Site.  
Mr. Ramsey reiterated his previous statement about the regional BMP solution.  
Mr. Kale stated that he did not feel comfortable taking action on this case without 
full agency comments.  Ms. Blanton and Mr. Hunt agreed with Mr. Kale.  Mr. 
Ramsey then requested that the DRC defer this case, and as such, no vote and no 
action were taken by the DRC and the case was deferred to the April 27, 2005 
meeting.         

 
CASE NO. SP-141-04.  CAROLINA FURNITURE  
 

Ms. Karen Drake presented the staff report stating that the case was originally 
submitted in January, 2005 and there had been outstanding environmental issues; 
stormwater management and impacts on resource protection areas.  The 
resubmitted plans that were before the DRC for the first time addressed the 
outstanding environmental issues and staff now recommended preliminary 
approval of the site plan submitted February 23, 2005 subject to agency 
comments being addressed.    Mr. Scott Thomas verified for Ms. Blanton that 
concerns regarding RPA impacts had been resolved and that that site plan still 
needed approval from the Chesapeake Bay Board as part of the review process.  
Mr. Joe Steele, owner and developer, addressed the DRC regarding a potential 
change to the site plan.  Currently, the proposed BMP addressed stormwater 
management from the site only.  Mr. Steele noted that he was in discussions with 
Wayland Bass, County Engineer, regarding a regional BMP that would address 
stormwater management and aesthetics for the area, including Captain George’s 
restaurant.  Mr. Hunt verified that the regional BMP could be another solution for 
the stormwater management issues on the adjacent site with Case No. SP-150-04, 
Abe’s Mini Storage.  Scott Thomas added that when the Abe’s Mini-Storage and 
Carolina Furniture plans were initially submitted, he recommended a regional 
BMP to both applicants.  Mr. Thomas clarified for Ms. Blanton that the Powhatan 
Creek Watershed plan recommends regional BMPs but the Powhatan Creek 
Watershed Plan was only a guide for development plans as opposed to rezoning 
cases when staff could require specific improvements.  Mr. Thomas also verified 
for Ms. Blanton that granting preliminary approval at this time for the proposed 
Carolina Furniture Warehouses would not affect the possibility of a regional 
BMP. There being no further discussion and following a motion by Mr. Hunt, the 
DRC recommended on a unanimous voice vote to grant the case preliminary 
approval subject to agency comments being satisfactorily addressed.  



 

 
 
CASE NO. SP-016-05. NEW TOWN - RETAIL PHASE 2 

Mr. Smolnik presented the staff report stating that the New Town DRB approved 
the conceptual plan for this site plan on February 17, 2005.  This case was 
brought before the DRC because the site plan proposes more than 30,000 square 
feet. Mr. Smolnik stated that staff had reviewed the site plans and had responded 
to the applicant with pertinent comments and indicated that a total of three 
comment letters (one from JCSA, one from VDOT, and one from the 
Environmental Division) were mistakenly omitted from the DRC packet. Mr. 
Smolnik stated that copies of these three letters were currently available if 
members of the DRC were interested in the comments from the respective 
agencies. Mr. Smolnik stated that staff would work with AES to resolve the 
outstanding issues. There being no further questions or discussion, New Town 
Retail Phase 2 was granted preliminary approval on a voice vote following a 
motion by Ms. Blanton that was seconded by Mr. Hunt. 
 

CASE NO. S-015-05.  COLONIAL HERITAGE PHASE 3, SECTION 2  
 

Ms. Cook presented the staff report stating that the proposed layout for Phase 3, 
Section 2 significantly differs from the approved stormwater management master 
plan for Colonial Heritage.  Specifically, areas shown on the master plan as 
natural open space are now shown on this plan as reduced, altered or eliminated.  
Since natural open spaces receive credit in the stormwater management point 
system, changes in area could significantly affect the applicant’s ability to meet 
stormwater management requirements.  Staff recommended that the case be 
deferred until the April 27, 2005 DRC meeting.  Mr. Howard Price of AES 
Consulting Engineers stated that he concurred with staff comments and did not 
object to the deferral in order to allow time for all materials to be submitted to, 
and reviewed by, the Environmental Division.  There being no further questions 
or discussion, Colonial Heritage Phase 3, Section 2 was unanimously deferred on 
a voice vote following a motion by Mr. Kale that was seconded by Mr. Hunt. 
    

ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business, the April 6, 2005, Development Review 
Committee meeting adjourned at 5:15 p.m.  

 
 

__________________________                  ______________________________ 
Mr. Jack Fraley, Chairman  O. Marvin Sowers, Jr., Secretary 

 



AGENDA

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE

April 6,2005

4:00 p.m.

JAMES CITY COUNTY GOVERNMENT COMPLEX

Conference Room, Building C

Roll Call1.

2. Minutes

March 2, 2005A.

3. Cases

Adjournment4.

S-116-03 
SP-150-04 
SP-141-04
SP-016-05 
S-015-05

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Stonehouse Glen Section 2
Abe’s Mini Storage
Carolina Furniture
New Town- Retail Phase 2
Colonial Heritage Phase 3, Section 2



The Development Review CommitteeTo:

From:

Changes for the Development Review CommitteeRe:

Date: April 6, 2005

Chris Johnson, Senior Planner 
Matt Arcieri, Senior Planner

Staff recommends the Committee implement the following recommendation on a six month trial basis. 
Following the completion of this trial staff recommends that the Committee either revise the meeting 
format as necessary or initiate an amendment to the Planning Commission by-laws to make the changes 
part of standard DRC procedure.

2. Email distribution lists: The County offers two email distribution lists for citizens interested in 
receiving monthly updates on the DRC. The first list provides a copy of the upcoming agenda and is sent 
the Friday before the meeting. The second list includes a report on the DRC actions at their meeting and 
includes an overall summary of the last month's development plan activity. Any citizen can request they 
be added to these lists by contacting the Planning Division.

3. Revised meeting format: In order to permit orderly citizen comment during review of cases, the DRC 
meeting format has been revised to include opportunity for citizens to comment on cases prior to DRC 
discussion and prior to the DRC making its final recommendations. In addition time limits of two minutes 
for individuals and five minutes for groups and applicants have been established.

1. New website: Earlier this month a new Development Review Committee web page was added to the 
County website. This page includes information on the Committee's role and responsibilities. Also, 
starting with this month's meeting, the DRC agenda is posted online the Friday before the committee 
meets.

Staff has already implemented the above two changes. Any suggestions from the Committee for 
improvements are welcome.

At the request of the chairman of the Development Review Committee, staff has initiated several 
administrative changes in order to improve the transparency of the Committee, to allow citizens to better 
understand of the role of the Committee and how citizens may appropriately comment on issues of 
concern to them:

DRC Changes
Page 1



SUMMARY FACTS

Ronnie Orsborne, The LandMark Design GroupApplicant:

Stonehouse at Williamsburg, L.L.C.Land Owner:

Approval of 62 lots in Section 2Proposed Use:

9186 Six Mount Zion RoadLocation:

Tax Map/Parcel No.: (5-4)(l-3)

InsidePrimary Service Area:

Parcel Size: 96.31 acres

Existing Zoning: PUD-R, Planned Unit Development, Residential, with Proffers

Low Density ResidentialComprehensive Plan:

Reason for DRC Review: The development proposes more than 50 lots.

Staff Contact: Matthew Arcieri Phone: 253-6685

STAFF RECOMMENDA TION

Attachments:
1.
2.

Subdivision 116-03
Stonehouse Glen, Section 2
Staff Report for the April 6, 2005, Development Review Committee Meeting

Revised Subdivision Plan (separate)
Email from Bill Cain dated March 28, 2005

This case had been previously deferred in order for the applicant and Environmental Division to work out 
issues related to preliminary approval. The applicant and Environmental staff have met and revised plans 
have been submitted that satisfy their concerns. Staff recommends preliminary approval subject to agency 
comments.

S-116-03 - Stonehouse Glen Section 2
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Matthew Arcieri

Matt,

1

Upon review of the development plans, as received by planning on 3/16/05 pertaining to Stonehouse Glenn Section II, it 
appears that the items which led to our decision to not recommend preliminary approval have been adequately addressed 
and our division can recommend preliminary approval at this time. Final approval and land disturbing will be dependant on 
the address of full technical review comments.

»m:
nt:

To:
Cc:
Subject:

William A. Cain
Monday, March 28, 2005 8:41 AM
Matthew Arcieri
Scott Thomas
Stonehouse Glenn Section II

William Cain
James City County Environmental Division
Civil Engineer
Email: wacain@james-city. va. us
Phone: (757) 253-6702
Fax: (757) 253-4032



SUMMARYFACTS

Mr. Alistair Ramsay, L.S., LandMark Design GroupApplicant:

Dr. John MatneyLand Owner:

69,880 square feet of mini-storage spaceProposed Use:

5435 and 5433 Richmond RoadLocation:

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

InsidePrimary Service Area:

3.66 acresParcel Size:

B-1, General Business DistrictZoning:

Neighborhood CommercialComprehensive Plan:

Reason for DRC Review:

Ellen Cook Phone: 253-6685Staff Contact:

Ellen Cook

Site Plan 150-04. Abe’s Mini-Storage
Staff Report for the April 6, 2005 Development Review Committee Meeting

Attachments:
1. Agency Comments

The applicant proposes a group of buildings which contain a floor area 
exceeding 30,000 square feet.

STAFF RECOMMEND A TION
Staff recommends preliminary approval subject to agency comments, and subject to obtaining necessary 
drainage easements and approval of stormwater and erosion and sediment control plans by the Environmental 
Director.

SP-150-04 - Abe’s Mini-Storage
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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 the death of these trees. 
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. They 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.
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

SP-150-04 - Abe’s Mini-Storage
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County Engineer:
1. No comments.

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.

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

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

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.

Environmental:
1. As previously stated, 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.).
2. Please see attached memorandum dated 2/7/2005 for additional Environmental Division comments.

SP-150-04 - Abe’s Mini-Storage
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488 C-

JAN 200SCC

Memorandum
C

%50ALgzzuus9Ellen Cook, PlannerTO:

Michael D. Vergakis, P.E., Chief Engineer - WaterFROM:

January 27, 2005DATE:

Case No. SP-150-04, Abe’s Mini-StorageSUBJECT:

General:

Provide a water data sheet for this project.1.

Provide a sewer data sheet for this project.2.

3.

James City Service Authority (JCSA) has reviewed theses plans for general compliance 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 January 3, 2005. 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.

Provide calculation indicating the existing JCSA water system in that area can support 
a fire flow of 2500 gpm. If the existing water system can not provide the required fire 
flow requirements, then indicate the necessary improvements to the JCSA water system 
to provide the required fire flow requirements. Or provide the Fire Department 
approval of fire flows of lesser volume.

101-E Mounts Bay Road
P.O. Box 8784
WILLIAMSBURG, VIRGINIA 23187-8784

s 02005

JGSA
JAMES CITY SERVICE AUTHORITY



4.

Provide calculations sizing the water meter for this project.5.

Title Sheet:

to read in accordanceRevise the note that starts with “All components of the water ... 991.

Provide a list of all details required for this project either on this sheet or on Sheet C-3.2.

Sheet C-3:

1.

2.

3.

4.

Show existing water line size and location.5.

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

Provide Fire Department approval of fire hydrant locations and available fire flow for 
this project.

01/27/05
Page 2 of 2

To: Ellen Cook, Planner
For: SP-150-04, Abe’s Mini-Storage

Does the existing ingress and egress easement allow JCSA ingress and egress and 
maintenance of the existing JCSA water and sanitary sewer lines? If not show the existing 
JCSA easements or provide JCSA utility easements for the existing water and sanitary 
sewer lines.

with the JCSA Standards and Specifications Section 5.1 .A as follows: “All components of 
the water distribution and sanitary sewer system shall be installed and tested in accordance 
with the latest edition of the Authority Standards and Specifications for Water Distribution 
and Sanitary Sewer Systems, the HRPDC Regional Standards, and the Commonwealth of 
Virginia Waterworks and Sanitary Sewerage Regulations. The Contractor shall use only 
new materials, parts and products on all projects. All materials shall be stored so as to 
assure the preservation of their quality and fitness for the work. A copy of the JCSA 
Standards and Regional Standards must be kept on-site by the contractor during full time 
of installing, testing, and conveying facilities to the JCSA.

Our records indicate an 8-inch sanitary sewer line. Did you base the size of the existing 6- 
inch sanitary sewer line on your actual field observations?

Provide a JCSA Utility Easement of at least 7-ft in width across the front of the property 
for maintenance of the existing water main.

It appears the entrance road will be lowered than existing grade over the existing JCSA 
water main. Provide test hole data that clearly indicates the existing water main will have 
3-feet of cover to finish grade.
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General Comments:

1. A Land-Disturbing Permit and Siltation Agreement, with surety, are required for this project.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9. Provide a sequence of construction in the plan set.

Note: The above referenced site plan as currently proposed cannot be recommended for 
approval or a land disturbing permit by the Environmental Division as a defined and adeqiu 
channel does not exist for the proposed stormwater management facility also proposed for u.

Responsible Land-Disturber Notification. Provide the name of an individual who will be in charge 
of and responsible for carrying out the land-disturbing activity. Permits or plans without this 
information are deemed incomplete and not approved until proper notification is received.

Record Drawing and Construction Certification. The stormwater management/BMP facility as 
proposed for this project will require submission, review and approval of a record drawing (as- 
built) and construction certification prior to release of the posted bond/surety. Provide notes on 
the plan with requirements for such in the sequence of construction to ensure this activity is 
adequately coordinated and performed throughout the different stages of construction in 
accordance with current County guidelines.

Show all proposed temporary soil stockpile, staging, and equipment storage areas that will be used 
during construction or state on the plans that none are anticipated. Should it be stated on the plans 
that none are anticipated, add to said note that the contractor shall not stockpile material on site 
and all material shall be disposed of in a state approved facility designed for such use.

A Standard Inspection / Maintenance agreement is required to be executed with the County due to 
the proposed stormwater conveyance systems and Stormwater Management/BMP facilities 
associated with this project.

temporary sediment basin during land disturbing operations. Additional concern is raised as tom 
ability of the site to obtain the required 10 BMP points necessary to be in compliance with the 
requirements of the James City County Guidelines for the Design and Construction for stormwater 
management BMP's.

Water and sewer inspection fees, as applicable, must be paid in full prior to issuance of a Land- 
Disturbing Permit.

Interim Certification. Provide for interim construction certification at an adequate time in the 
sequence of construction to assure the appropriate information can be obtained at the appropriate 
time. Refer to current County guidelines for requirements.

A Geotechnical Report, prepared by a professional engineer, is required to be submitted for the 
BMP design prior to issuance of a Land-Disturbing permit for the project.

0516777,ENVIRONMENTAL DIVISION REVIEW COMMENTS 
Abe’s Mini-Storage 

SP-150-04
February 7, 2005
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Provide a Narrative Plan for the project in the plan set.10.

11.

12.

Erosion and Sediment Control:

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Provide for the installation of EC-2 matting on the southern portions of the proposed stormwater 
management facility due its proximity to the development and associated impervious area. 
Additional matting must also be specified for the proposed swales throughout the site with 
computations supporting the type of matting to be installed included with the next submittal.

The linetypes associated with the limits of silt fence and the proposed chain link fence are 
indistinguishable. Revise to eliminate confusion and convey the full extent of installation for both.

Super Silt Fence. Provide for the installation of Super Silt Fence at the toe of all proposed steep 
slopes as the velocity of runoff in these locations will exceed the design parameters for standard 
silt fence.

Replace all proposed straw bale barriers as currently shown throughout the site plans with rock 
check dams in accordance with the requirements of the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control 
Handbook (VESCH) standard and specification 3.20. Provide appropriate symbols and details in 
accordance wit the same.

Watershed. Provide a note on the cover sheet of the plans indicating that this project is situated in 
Sub-watershed 207, Catchments 207-101-1 of the Powhatan Creek Watershed).

Temporary Sediment Basin. Provide a detail for the proposed sediment basin with notes 
indicating any and all modification requirements for conversion to permanent BMP mode. 
Elevations, dimensions, specifications, etc. for all associated appurtenances must also be provided 
in the detail and associated notes. Additional information pertaining to the 2, 10 and 25-year water 
surface elevations must also be shown and supporting routings must be provided in the 
computations set.

Silt Fence. Regardless of the number of rows of silt fence proposed, silt fence cannot be placed at 
the outfall of a BMP or temporary sediment basin as the design parameters for the device a 
exceeded. Therefore remove the indication that item is to be installed in this location.

VPDES. Land disturbance for the project will exceed one (1) acre. Therefore, it is the owner’s 
responsibility to register for a General Virginia Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (VPDES) 
Permit for Discharges of Stormwater from Construction Activities, in accordance with current 
requirements of the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality and 9 VAC 25-180-10 et seq. 
Contact the Tidewater Regional Office of the DEQ at (757) 518-2000 or the Central Office at 
(804) 698-4000 for further information.

Outlet Protections. Provide information on plans stating riprap class (Class I minimum.) and 
provide all dimensions in accordance with requirements of the VESCH, Minimum Standards 3.18 
and 3.19, including d50 (1.1’ for Class I), La, W, and thickness of rip rap section.

Seeding and Mulching Specification. Provide a seeding and mulching specification or reference 
an appropriate mixture for the coastal plain region per the VESCH, Minimum Standard 3.32. 
Address both temporary and permanent stabilization requirements for the site. The current 
specification for Appalachian/Mountain Areas does not satisfy this requirement.



21.

22.

Chesapeake Bay Preservation:

23.

Storm water Management / Drainage:

24.

25.

26.

The inventory as currently presented does not delineate the existing areas of steep slopes along the 
eastern limits of the site. Therefore, revise the inventory plan sheet and waiver request to include 
all existing areas of steep throughout the site and those proposed for disturbance during 
construction.

Routing Computations. Information in the routing information reflects a pre-development curve 
number of 73 was used with a post-development curve number of 90; yet, the times of 
concentration remain unchanged. Additionally, the post-development drainage area appears to 
consider an area at the northeastern comer of the site that will not drain to the BMP consisting of 
the northeastern comer of the proposed building in that area, the dumpster pad, and a portion of 
the parking area. Please revise this information to assure proper routing, sizing of the facility, and 
to support compliance with the required water quality BMP points.

Provide information pertaining to the sizing of the dewatering orifice for the proposed temporary 
sediment basin in the computations package.

The details provided in the plans include a level spreader; however, there is no indication as to the 
location of fuse in the plan set. Either remove the detail or provide the location where this item is 
to be used. (Note: A level spreader placed at the outfall of the proposed BMP will not justify the 
discharge of stormwater onto the adjacent parcel.)

Stormwater Computations. Information contained in the stormwater conveyance system 
computations indicates that runoff coefficients of 90 were used to analyze several of the drainage 
areas to the proposed drop inlets. These areas are solely made up of new impervious surfaces, and 
though the stormwater handbook does provide a range of values to be used with the varying types 
of impervious surfaces, this range of variables reflects the age and condition of the materials used 
.Because all materials in these drainage areas will be new, and to reduce the potential for 
unnecessary flooding of the site as a result of undersized stormwater piping, the highest value in 
the range of runoff coefficients must be used in the design of the systems in those areas. Revise 
the computations accordingly and provide a drainage sub-area map for all portions of the system 
including supporting information for any composite curve numbers.

Because a defined and adequate receiving channel for stormwater does not exist anywhere in 
proximity to the site, and because it is unlawful to discharge stormwater in a concentrated manner 
onto an adjacent parcel without the presence of a drainage easement, a James City County Type 
‘A’ BMP cannot be approved for use on the proposed parcel as currently presented in the 
improvements package. Additionally, due to the severity of this issue, review of the stormwater 
management plan cannot be conducted at this time; however, we offer the following comments as 
they pertain to the rest of the site as presented. Should infiltration be taken into consideration, a 
geotechnical report containing information consistent with the requirements of the Virginia 
Stormwater Management Handbook must be included to support the infiltration rate of the soils, 
depth to water table, and structural considerations pertaining to the placement and construction of 
the embankment.



27.

28.

29.

A)

B)

C)

Preliminary Approval. In order for the environmental division to recommend preliminary approval 
for the above referenced project, the following items must be provided and addressed:

Preliminary stormwater routings to assure the stormwater management facility will 
function properly without any discharge onto the neighboring parcel up through and 
including the 100-year storm event.

BMP Points Worksheet. The James City County Guidelines for the Design and Construction of 
Stormwater Management BMP’s provides that the minimum depth required for conservation 
easements is 35'. As the areas proposed to take BMP points credit fall below this threshold, points 
for natural open space credit cannot be obtained for these areas. Revise the plans to comply with 
these standards.

An adequate erosion and sediment control plan that addresses the issues relating to an 
adequate receiving channel.

Roof Drainage. Provide the location of the down spouts associated with the proposed structures to 
reflect how drainage in these areas will be directed. Additionally, any proposed roof leaders 
should be shown on the site plan to support these drainage areas.

A preliminary geotechnical evaluation of the soils in the area of the BMP to support the 
design of the facility.



Don Jennings, Rickmond Engineering

Land Owner: Joseph Steele, II

52,850 sq. ft. of warehouses with office space & mini-storage.Proposed Use:

Location: 5431 Richmond Road

Tax Map/Parcel: (33-3)(1-16)

Primary Service Area: Inside

Parcel Size: 8.69 acres

Existing Zoning: B-1, General Business

Neighborhood CommercialComprehensive Plan:

Reason for DRC review:

Staff Contact: Karen Drake Phone: 253-6685

Staff Recommendation:

A

Attachments:

Page 1

Site Plan (separate) 
Agency Comments

SP-141-04. Carolina Furniture Warehouse
Staff Report for the April 6, 2005, Development Review Committee Meeting

Summary Facts
Applicant:

This site plan proposes sixty-four mini-storage units, warehouse space with 40 employees and 
3,402 square feet of office space. Offices and warehousing (with storage limited to a fully 
enclosed building) are permitted uses within the B-1, General Business zoning district and are 
exempt from requiring a Special Use Permit if any building predominately (85% or more of the 
total square feet of the building) is used as a warehouse, distribution center, office or for other 
industrial or manufacturing purposes. However, the site plan requires DRC review because the 
site plan proposes a building area of 52,850 square feet, exceeding the 30,000 square foot 
trigger. Staff recommends the Development Review Committee grant preliminary approval of 
the site plan contingent on the attached agency comments being satisfactorily addressed.

Karen Drake
Senior Planner

1)
2.)

The site plan proposes a group of buildings which contain a total 
floor area that exceeds 30,000 square feet.



Planning:
On the cover sheet:1.

a.

2.

a.

b.

five Cleyera japonicas fail to accomplish this goal. Please correct the plans

c.

(

Page 2

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

Up to 50% of adjacent building plants can be transferred to another area. However, 
existing plants that are not adjacent to a building cannot be considered transfer 
plants. It appears that this is what the applicant is attempting to do on notes 6&7 in 
the Adjacent to Building Table on Sheet L2. Please correct the plans accordingly.
BMP’s are reguired to be planted in a naturalistic style that makes them appear to be 
more natural than manmade per Section 24-98 D(3)(4) of the James City County 
Zoning Ordinance. Staff feels that the eight deciduous trees and the straight line of

b.
c.
d.

3.
4.

Update the references that water and sewer will be provided by the James City 
Service Authority.
Correct the reference that the maximum building height is 60’, not 20’.
Correct the reference that the front setback to 50’, not 45’.
The building area is noted as 52,600 sguare feet which does match the proposed 
building sguare footage on sheet C5, 52,850 sguare feet. Please verify and correct 
the site entire site plan accordingly.

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

accordingly.
All landscaping plan sheets need to be stamped accordingly before final approval.

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

JCSA:
1. Please refer to the attached comments dated March 30, 2005.

Environmental:
1. Please refer to the attached comments, dated March 18, 2005.

Regarding the fencing:
a. Please provide details of the fencing used to screen the dumpsters.
b. Please label the proposed location of the fencing around the mini-storage units.

Regarding parking, please label the loading areas.
Regarding Landscaping:

VDOT:
1. VDOT has completed their review of the site plan and it appears all applicable standards 

and specifications have been met as the Professional Engineer has acknowledged by 
stamping and signing the plans.

2. It appears from the plans that there will be no work performed within the State’s right-of-way, 
therefore a Land Use Permit will not be required.

Agency Review Comments 
for 

SP-141-04. Carolina Furniture Warehouse
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y.

/J were found to our previous comments as it pertained to major issuessponses
with the January 12th DRC meeting, no subsequent formal responses were provided to l !

I

I
IA Land-Disturbing Permit and Siltation Agreement, with surety, are required for this project.2.

3.

4.

5

6.

i

i

7. Clearly show percent impervious of the proposed site on the site tabulation on the cover sheet.

8.
14

9.

Watershed. Provide a note on the cover sheet of the plans indicating that this project is situated in 
Suwatershed 207 (Upper Chisel Run), catchment 207-101-1 of the Powhatan Creek Watershed.

Record Drawing and Construction Certification. The stormwater management/BMP facility as 
proposed to be modified for this project will require submission, review and approval of a record 
drawing (as-built) and construction certification prior to release of the posted bond/surety. Provide 
notes on the plan accordingly to ensure this activity is adequately coordinated and performed 
before, during and following construction in accordance with current County guidelines.

our technical comments dated January 21, 2005. Therefore, some of those comments may be 
reiterated again in this comment set.

A Standard Inspection / Maintenance agreement is required to be executed with the County due to 
the proposed stormwater conveyance systems and Stormwater Management/BMP facilities 
associated with this project.

Wetlands. Prior to initiating grading or other on-site activities on any portion of a lot or parcel, all 
wetland permits required by federal, state and county laws and regulations shall be obtained and 
evidence of such submitted to the Environmental Division.

VSMP. It appears construction activity for the site will exceed 2,500 square feet. Therefore, it is 
the owner’s responsibility to register for coverage under the General Permit for Discharge of 
Stormwater from Construction Activities, in accordance with current requirements of the Virginia 
Department of Conservation and Recreation and the Virginia Stormwater Management Program. 
Visit http://www.dcr.virginia.20v/sw/vsmp.htm or contact the DCR Central Office at 804-371- 
7330 for additional information.

MEO i ausilluts.
%

Powhatan Creek. This project is situated in the Powhatan Creek watershed. Please note the James 
City County Board of Supervisors, by resolution dated February 26th 2002, adopted eight (8) goals 
and 21 priorities associated with the Powhatan Creek Watershed Management Plan. This project 
is subject to the contents of that plan. The owner, applicant, developer and plan preparer should 
be advised of and completely review the goals, priorities (tools) and entire contents of this study, 
including sub-watershed maps, as layout and design of the proposed project could be affected by 
and should remain consistent with these items. Refer to the watershed management plan and the 
associated sub-watershed maps for environmental sensitive areas, features and/or

1

ENVIRONMENTAL DIVISION REVIEW COMMENTS 
CAROLINA FURNITURE WAREHOUSE 

COUNTY PLAN NO. SP - 141 - 04
March 18 2005

Althous
-

http://www.dcr.virginia.20v/sw/vsmp.htm


Chesapeake Bay Preservation:

10.

The environmental inventory applies to the site, not just within the project limits.10a.

I Ob.

10c.

J

lOd.

lOe.

11.

12.

1

2 ::

The inventory table on the cover sheet does not conform with components listed under 23- 
10(2)(a) of the Chesapeake Bay Preservation ordinance. Whether there are impacts or not, 
the inventory is missing 100-year floodplains and slopes 25 percent or steeper. Also the 
inventory table does not list that there are impacts to RPA and RPA buffer and does not 
quantify the amounts (acres, square feet, etc.)

1 :
! i

Environmental Inventory. Although pieces of environmental inventory information was presented 
on the cover sheet and on Sheets C2 and C3, an Environmental Inventory consistent with Section 
23-10(2) of the Chesapeake Bay Preservation ordinance was not presented for the project. Provide 
an environmental inventory plan sheet, which includes the table on the cover sheet and linework 
for all applicable features as identified in items al through a 7 of Section 23-10(2) of the County’s 
Chesapeake Bay Preservation ordinance. Also, as it pertains to the inventory and map, the 
following also apply:

WQIA. Provide a water qualify impact assessment (WQIA) due to the following impacts to RPA 
and/or RPA buffer: the 4-inch low flow (jacked) outlet from the pond; clearing within the RPA 
buffer; grading in the RPA buffer for the pond embankment fill; installation of the pond barrel and 
outlet protection in RPA buffer; installation of the pond access path in RPA buffer; site grading 
(fill) for a warehouse and two mini-storage units in RPA buffer; and possible improvement and/or 
outlet protection at the end of the existing paved channel at the south end of the site in RPA 
buffer. Refer to Sections 23-7(b) and 23-11 of the Chesapeake Bay Preservation ordinance for 
WQIA requirements. (Note: Impacts as proposed will result in both administrative and 
Chesapeake Bay Board reviews and approval.)

Show the limit of work on the inventory for the ultimate (maximum extent) disturbed area 
for the project. Sheet C2 shows installation of erosion and sediment control measures (SF, 
TP, etc.) well beyond the defined “limit of disturbance”.

Item C on the inventory table on the cover sheet indicates that no non-tidal wetlands in 
RPA are present. Although not present with the limits of work, this feature is present on 
the site (shown on C2).

Label the hatch pattern presented on Sheets C2 and C2 and on the inventory sheet. It is 
presumed that this is delineated non-tidal wetlands.

RPA Buffer. A Stream Evaluation/Resource Protection Area Delineation was submitted to our 
office on October 25, 2004 by Mr. Matthew Roth and approved on October 28, 2004. Please refer 
to this approved delineation for the extents of the RPA. Show the RPA and RPA buffer per this 
delineation.

recommendations that may apply to the sub-watershed in which the project area is situated. 
Specific items that may apply include: potential regional basin location; potential stream 
restoration area; and aquatic buffering. (Note: Special Stormwater Criteria does not apply to this 
catchment or this site.)



13.

Erosion & Sediment Control Plan:

14.
■

Show locations of temporary soil stockpile and construction laydown areas.14a.

14b.

14c.

14d.

14e.

14f.

14g.

1
14h.

14i.

3

Phase I E&S. The following comments pertain to the Phase 1 erosion and sediment control plan as 
presented on Sheet C2.

The line weights of the RPA buffer and limits of disturbance are to similar to the 
topographic line weights as shown. Revise as necessary to avoid confusion.

I

I

The diversion dike must extend to the temporary sediment basin and have outlet or slope 
stabilization where drainage enters the basin.

The silt fence shown along the west limit of work in the north part of the site does not 
meet the requirements of Minimum Standard & Spec. 3.05 of the VESCH. Slope length 
behind the silt fence under existing topography conditions, when the site is first cleared 
and topsoil removed, well exceeds 100 ft. of slope length. Some distances behind the silt 
fence to the site high point at El. 106 is well over 350 feet. Extension of the west 
diversion dike or additional diversion dikes/traps may be needed along this limit of work.

Provide a single rock check dam in the existing concrete channel to handle any disturbed 
area runoff associated with installation of the new 36-inch outlet barrel from the sediment 
basin.

The limit of work (disturbance) must correspond to where silt fence and tree protection 
installations are proposed.

A portion of silt fence crosses into the adjacent north property. Our Division cannot allow 
disturbance on adjacent offsite tracts unless permission is obtained from the owner.

The west diversion dike must have positive drainage to the sediment basin. Between 
existing contours El. 84 and 86, there is a 70 ft. segment of temporary diversion dike 
which goes uphill.

An important component of the initial E&S plan for the site will be stabilization of the 
temporary sediment basin and perimeter E&S control measures in accordance with 
Minimum Standard # 4 and # 5 of the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control regulations. 
Ensure this is reflected on the plans, plan notes or sequence of construction.

Once the correct RPA and RPA buffer is shown correctly, provide an electronic copy, either in 
.dwg or .dxf format to the Environmental Division for inclusion into the County’s GIS.

(Based on our revie>v of the project thus far, some initial guidance can be offered as it relates to 
the IVO I A. RPA buffer impacts appear excessive for the project, especially that related to site 
clearing within RPA buffer area as shown on Sheets C2 and site grading (fill) to the west of 
building units with finished floor elevations of 98.6. Also, upon initial review, site clearing and 
non-BMP related filling in RPA bujfer as well as installation of the 4-inch low flow outfall 
drain from the BMP is situated in the seaward 50’ of the RPA buffer, thus requiring 
Chesapeake Bay Board review and approval.)

I r

|



I4j.

I

15.

15a.

15b.
‘ I

15c.

15d.

15e.

16.

16a.

16b.

16c.

4

Phase 2 E&S. The following comments pertain to the Phase 2 erosion and sediment control plan 
as presented on Sheet C4.

The minimum thickness of riprap outlet protection shall be 2 times the maximum stone 
diameter (1.1 feet for Class I). Revise depth of stone shown on the table on Sheet C4.

Clearly indicate that storm drain inlet protections (IPs) shall be installed during or 
immediately following installation of the onsite storm drainage piping system (Step # 5).

Add conversion of the temporary sediment basin to final BMP mode in the last steps of 
the sequence.

Temporary Sediment Basin. Show cleanout elevation from the Sediment Basin Design 
Data Sheet on the sediment basin profile on Sheet C8. The diameter of the dewatering 
orifice does not correspond between the Sediment Basin Design Data Sheet (7 inch) and 
sediment basin profile on Sheet C8 (6-inch). Show top of dam elevations on the pond 
profiles on Sheet C8. Provide a hydrograph to support Q25 as shown in the Sediment 
Basin Design Data Sheet as only hydrographs for the 2-, 10- and 100-year storm events 
were provided in the design report. The Sediment Basin Design Data Sheet indicates that 
a 48-inch riser and 36-inch barrel are to be utilized while the basin is in sediment basin 
mode. The plans, basin profiles and sequence of construction must be clear in showing 
that the riser/barrel needs installed during the Phase I E&S plan phase and that the existing 
riser and barrel are not to be utilized during the basin’s use as a temporary sediment basin. 
Lastly, show the 25-year design high water elevation for the temporary sediment basin on 
the pond profile on Sheet C8 and show the basin baffle wall on the Phase 1 Erosion and 
Sediment Control Plan. 11k.

It is unclear what the purpose of the 4-inch PVC “jacked” pipe is leaving the BMP. Plan 
Sheet C4 and details on Sheet C8 show conflicting information as the details show the 4- 
inch low flow orifice connecting directly to the new riser structure.

Sequence of Construction. The following comments pertain to the sequence of construction 
shown on Sheet C4.

Remove Note # 1 from Sheet C4. The RPA/RPA buffer line is not to be delineated from 
the JCC GIS map.

Provide and label the cut-fill slope designations (ie. 3H:1V, 2H:1V, etc.) as intended on 
the grading plan sheet. This includes the embankment of the stormwater basin.

Provide outlet protection at the end of the existing concrete channel at the south end of the 
site.

The sequence needs to indicate that all perimeter erosion and sediment control measures 
and the temporary sediment basin as shown on the Phase I E&S plan need to be installed 
before upslope land-disturbing activities per Steps # 3 and # 4 can commence. Revise 
Steps # 1 and # 2 accordingly as currently they only call for installation of the CE, SF and 
TP.



MEMORANDUM

628293037,7
March 30, 2005Date:

MAR X.
^005 ovKaren Drake, Senior PlannerTo: C

CJ

UEPARTMEMCTimothy O. Fortune, P.E. - Civil EngineerFrom: 0

SP-141-04, Carolina Furniture Warehouse (Construction Plans)Subject:

General Comments:
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Provide the Miss Utility note, including phone number, on the title sheet.6.

Page 1 of 4

Co] 
(o)

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 February 24,2005. 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.

Per previous comment, the existing sanitary sewer manhole shown in front of the 
Moose Lodge does not reflect current JCSA GIS information. Has the Applicant 
inspected the manhole to confirm that the existing sanitary sewer system does not 
extend further into the property? Verify and revise accordingly.

Clearly label the existing access drive as a “Private R/W” on all plan sheets. Indicate 
the R/W width.

As previously noted, the plans will not receive JCSA approval until the Department 
of Environmental Quality (DEQ) approval has been received.

Add the following note to the title sheet: “JCSA shall be granted ingress/egress 
easements to water and sewer located within Private Right-of-Ways.”

Water inspection fees are required for this project and shall be paid in full to JCSA 
prior to issuance of a Certificate to Construct Utilities.

The Applicant will be required to provide a plat recording the water and sanitary 
sewer easements prior to JCSA’s acceptance of the utilities.

3
y

JCSA
JAMES CITY SERVICE AUTHORITY

8
o, A 549LsiiCV.

Sheet C5:
1.



2.

Remove the waterline gate valve shown prior to the DCV as it is not required.3.

4.

Graphically revise the proposed JCSA Utility Easements to be discernable.5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

Provide a detail on the plan for the proposed detector check assembly (JCSA W17.0).12.

13.

14.

15.

Page 2 of 4

The Applicant shall provide notes on the plan describing how the existing 6-inch 
waterline is to be replaced. Is the 6-inch waterline to be removed prior to installing 
the 8-inch main? It is recommended that a detail be provided if parallel installation 
is to be done. In any regard, the 6-inch line shall be removed and not abandoned in 
place. Clearly state that existing services are to be reconnected to the proposed line.

Revise the detector check valve assembly and proposed water meter to graphically 
terminate at the proposed easement (totally within the easement).

Per previous comment, a force main “saxophone connection” shall be detailed 
immediately upstream from the sanitary sewer manhole. Upstream from the 
saxophone connection a gate valve and box will be required (within 5-feet +/- of the 
manhole) which will designate the end of JCSA responsibility. The remainder of the 
force main leading back to the grinder pump station shall be privately owned and 
maintained and labeled as such on the plan.

Graphically dimension the waterline and force main location from the edge of 
pavement.

It appears the force main layout as shown may conflict with drainage structure A-4. 
Verify and revise accordingly.

BOP Sta 10+00 indicates a 45-degree bend required for the domestic service. 
Tapping of main needs to be at 90-degrees with a corporation stop. Verify and revise 
accordingly.

Clearly label the on-site water (those pipe lengths behind the detector check valve 
and water meter) as “Private”.

Indicate the valve(s) required to temporarily shut-down the waterline for replacement. 
It will be the Applicant’s/Developers responsibility to notify impacted property 
owners of any disruption in service and anticipated time frame.

As a minimum, the Applicant shall provide a profile for the section of waterline to 
be dedicated to JCSA. A minimum cover of 36" shall be maintained. Show and label 
all utility crossings as part of the profile.

Clearly indicate on the plan and/or profile the waterline thrust restraint lengths 
required.

Indicate the waterline and force main pipe material and size on the plan and/or 
profile.



16.

Label proposed fire hydrants as “Private”.17.

18.

Add the following notes to the plan:19.
a.

b.

cross connections. Any cross connections must be protected by the
appropriate backflow prevention device.

20.

21.

2.

Water Data Sheet:
1.

2.

Page 3 of 4

The General Notes provided do not agree with JCSA’s April 2002 standards. The 
Applicant shall revise the notes to reflect the JCSA General Notes in their entirety.

JCSA’s review is limited to those water and sewer utilities proposed for dedication 
to JCSA. It is recommended the Applicant have Codes and Compliance review and 
comment on the Private water and sanitary sewer during the site plan approval 
process to alleviate any delays acquiring the necessary permits for construction.

The Applicant shall provide a note on the plan requiring the Contractor to test hole 
the existing waterline between Richmond Road and the proposed point of connection 
to verify if the existing line size is 8-inch. If it is not, JCSA will require the waterline 
to be replaced out to Richmond Road. JCSA inspector Chris Courson shall be 
contacted at 757-592-1803 to witness the test hole.

Clearly indicate how the DC V water meter (refer to JCSA W17.0) is to be positioned. 
It is recommended an enlarged detail of this area be provided clearly indicating the 
DCV, the DCV water meter and domestic water meter positioning.

Revise JCSA April 2002 standards Note K to read as follows: “K. The Contractor 
shall acquire a Certificate to Construct Water And Sewer Facilities from JCSA prior 
to commencement of construction of any water or sanitary sewer facilities.” For the 
Applicant’s reference, JCSA now issues the Certificate instead of the JCC 
Environmental division.

The Applicant shall revise the JCSA water and gravity sewer easements to coincide 
with the Private R/W lines and extend into the R/W 10-feet from the centerline of the 
utility. Label easements as Variable Width JCSA Utility Easements.

Only JCSA personnel are authorized to operate valves on the existing JCSA 
water main”.
The plumbing inside the building must be inspected by Mr. John Wilson, 
JCSA Utility Projects Special Coordinator at (757) 259-4138, for potential

Section 5b: Flow listed needs to be based on the IPC calculations (divided by 4 to 
yield Average Day Domestic). Revise accordingly.

Section 5: Area listed for office warehouse space appears not to reflect the site plan. 
Verify and revise accordingly.

General Notes: Revise Note 4 to include the JCC Case Number of the referenced site 
plan.

Sheet C5A:
1.

Sheet C13:
1.



3.

4.

Section 8: Annotate the 2 fire hydrants as being “Private”.5.

Water Meter and Service line Sizing Calculations:
1.

Clearly indicate/annotate the selected meter size as part of the calculations.2.

Please call me at 253-6836 if you have any questions or require any additional information.

Page 4 of 4

Indicate the service line velocities as part of the calculations. Provide a sketch which 
correlates to the pipe segments noted in the service line calculations.

Section 6: The pipe material listed is not permitted by JCSA for use in waterlines. 
Revise to either reflect PVC or DIP.

Section 5e and 5h: As previously noted and verified by the data listed, the 2,500 gpm 
at 20 psi cannot be supplied to the site according to the hydrant flow test data 
submitted (1264 @20 psi). The Applicant shall verify that the proposed 8-inch line 
size will provide the 2500 gpm required or provide calculations with an approval 
letter from JCC Fire Department which justifies a reduction in the fire flow 
requirements for this development.



SUMMARY FACTS

Mr. Robert Cosby III, AES Consulting EngineersApplicant:

Landowner: Developers Realty Corporation

Proposed Use: Retail and restaurants

Location: 5206 Monticello Avenue

Tax Map/Parcel No.: (38-4) (1-50)

Primary Service Area: Inside

Existing Zoning: MU, Mixed Use with Proffers

Comprehensive Plan: Mixed Use

Reason for DRC Review:

Staff Contact:

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

-L./.S.LP/atthewJ.SmolnikMatthew
Attachments: Planner

Section 24-147 (a)(1)(a) states that a site plan which proposes a 
single building or group of buildings which contain a total floor area 
that exceeds 30,000 square feet shall be considered by the DRC.

Site Plan SP-016-05
New Town Retail Phase 2
Staff Report for the April 6, 2005 Development Review Committee Meeting at 4:00 PM

1.
2.

Staff recommends that the Development Review Committee recommend preliminary approval 
for this project subject to agency comments.

Matthew J. Smolnik, Planner
Phone: 253-6685

The New Town DRB reviewed and approved the conceptual plans for these buildings on 
February 17, 2005. Agency comments, as attached, are minimal and there are no issues which 
warrant special attention by the DRC.

Agency Comments 
Site Plan

SP-016-05 New Town Retail Phase 2
Page 1



Planning:

1. Please indicate on sheet 1 that the site plans are for Main Street for Section 2 of New Town.

5. Please provide a cut sheet showing the handicap sign detail.

4. On sheet 9, you indicate the light fixture having a black powder coat finish while the pole is a 
pratt and lambert graphite matte finish. Is this color combination consistent with the other 
streetlights throughout New Town?

6. On sheet 10 in the sign detail cut, you indicate that there will be a 24” by 24” MUTCD STD R5- 
1 “Do Not Enter” sign; however you show a stop sign. Please correct and indicate both types of 
signs in the sign detail as you did in SP-127-04.

8. Where will the dumpsters and dumpster pads be located for the six buildings? There is one 
dumpster pad located to the west of Building 400, which was designed in SP-127-04, while 
several other dumpsters are located throughout Block 3 (JCC-SP-126-04). Staff would like 
further explanation on how tenants will be assigned dumpsters based on their proximity to the 
stores.

2. According to the New Town - Sections 2 and 4 Proffers (Z-03-01 and MP-05-01), proffer 4(e) 
states:

Please provide an update of the office square footage and p.m. peak hour trip generation from 
the Property. This information should include approved development as well as development 
currently under review.

3. There seems to be plenty of lighting and particular areas are lit by several different lights. Can 
you reduce the total number of light poles along Main Street and still achieve the desired lighted 
atmosphere?

9. Staff is curious as to where the loading/unloading areas will be located for the tenants of the 
buildings? What is the plan for individual merchants to receive their merchandise to stock their 
stores? Please refer to James City County Zoning Ordinance Section 24-61: Off Street Loading 
Requirements, for further details.

7. There are 84 total proposed parking spaces on Main Street; however there are zero handicap 
parking spaces. Please indicate why no handicap spaces are provided in the area closest to the 
store fronts, as staff feels the handicap spaces should be closest to the store entrances, not 
behind the buildings.

SP-016-05 New Town Retail Phase 2
Page 2

Prior to occupancy of greater than 175,000 square feet of office space or, if sooner, 
equivalent p.m. peak hour trip generation from the Property, the following road 
improvements shall, subject to section 23-4.01 of the Virginia Code, as applicable, be 
completed (or bonded pursuant to the County Code) at the intersection of Monticello 
Avenue with ironbound Road:
(i) A second through lane on eastbound Monticello Avenue and on westbound Monticello 

Avenue.
(ii) Right turn lanes on eastbound and westbound Monticello Avenue.

AGENCY COMMENTS 
FOR 

SP-016-05. New Town Retail Phase 2



Landscaping:

Fire:

Code Compliance:

Environmental: Please refer to attached memorandum dated March 18, 2005.

JCSA: Please refer to attached memorandum dated March 18, 2005.

VDOT: Please refer to attached memorandum dated March 17, 2005.

County Engineer: Accepted as submitted.

10. According to James City County Zoning Ordinance Section 24-60: Bicycle parking facilities, 2 
facilities with a minimum of five (5) parking spaces per facility are required for retail or office 
development with a total building square footage between 50,001 and 200,000 square feet.

1. New Town guidelines call for a minimum spacing of 25’ for street trees that are in the New 
Town Center or along retail frontages.

2. Staff is assuming that adjacent to building requirements shall be addressed in future plans 
when the retail spaces have been filled. If this is not the case, then adjacent to building 
requirements need to be addressed or a request for landscape modification needs to be sent to 
the planning director.

2. On building number 400, if future construction requires this building to be sprinkled it will need 
a post indicator valve and a fire department connection.

3. Staff is concerned with the small amount of space provided for the roots of the street trees. 5’ 
is a very small area for a tree with a caliper of 3.5’, especially if the Shumard Oak is chosen. 
Perhaps the Pistachio would be a better choice.

1. On building numbers 200, 300, 700, and 800 place the post indicator valve and the fire 
department connections within 8 feet of the corner of the building, if possible, to the corner 
nearest to a fire hydrant.

2. Depending on the area of the A-2 group or the occupant load of the A-2 group in each 
building and whether or not it is separated from the M group by fire resistance rated 
construction, sprinkler systems could be required in each building.

3. A portion of the exterior north wall of Building 600 (the part next to Building 500) must be 1 
hour fire resistance rated due to the fire separation distance being less than 10’.

1. Construction type for buildings in II B, not 2B. Construction type 2B is not recognized by the 
IBC.

SP-016-05 New Town Retail Phase 2
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SUMMARYFACTS

Richard Smith, AES Consulting EngineersApplicant:

Land Owner: Colonial Heritage, L.L.C.

Approval of 50 lots in Phase 3, Section 2Proposed Use:

Location: 6895 Richmond Road

Tax Map/Parcel No.: (24-3)(l-32)

InsidePrimary Service Area:

Parcel Size: 21.48 acres

MU, Mixed Use, with ProffersExisting Zoning:

Comprehensive Plan: Low Density Residential

The development proposes 50 lots.Reason for DRC Review:

Ellen Cook Phone: 253-6685Staff Contact:

Attachments:
1. Agency comments

Subdivision 15-05
Colonial Heritage Phase 3, Section 2
Staff Report for the April 6, 2005 Development Review Committee Meeting

STAFF RECOMMEND A TION
The proposed layout for Phase 3, Section 2 significantly differs from the approved stormwater management 
master plan for Colonial Heritage. Specifically, areas shown on the master plan as natural open space are 
now shown on this plan as reduced, altered or eliminated. Since natural open spaces receive credit in the 
stormwater management point system, changes in area could significantly affect the applicant’s ability to 
meet stormwater management requirements. Staff recommends deferral of this case until the April 27,2005 
DRC meeting in order to allow time for the applicant and the Environmental Division to address this issue.

S-15-05 - Colonial Heritage Phase 3, Section 2
Page 1
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Ellen Cook



AGENCY COMMENTS

Planning:

1.

2.

5.
a.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

Landscaping:

1. Please see attached memorandum dated 2/28/2005.

3.
4.

The above referenced subdivision proposes more than 50 lots and requires review by the DRC in 
accordance with Section 19-23 of the James City County Ordinance.
Staff acknowledges that in accordance with Proffer I-l, the detailed master plan for Land Bay 2B 
has been reviewed and approved.
Please provide a sheet number on Sheet 11.
Street names. There is a Kingston Court existing in York County. The ordinance specifies that 
street names should not be similar in sound or spelling to existing street names in the northern 
portions of York County. Since Kingston Court is located in the southern portion of York County, 
staff would not require the name to be changed, but staff does suggest that an alternate name be 
selected.
Setbacks

Sheet 7. Please label the easement widths along Harrington Commons as they are different 
than those along Kingston Court (which are labeled).
Sheet 7. Please show a side setback for lot 41.
Sheet 8. The rear lot setback line should be labeled for lots 30, 31, 32, 33.
Sheet 8. Please label the side setback for lots 33 and 34. Please provide information on why 
the front setback for lots 33,34,35,36,37, and 38 differ from the 20’ standard setback used 
for all other lots in this Phase.

Sidewalks. Staff suggests a curb ramp from the proposed sidewalk along Kington Court to reach the 
future road (and sidewalk) that branches off to the north toward the further future development in 
Phase 3. There is a parallel curb ramp detail shown on Sheet 24, but there doesn’t appear to be 
anything provided on the plan sheets.
Bike/pedestrian path. The location of the bike/pedestrian path connecting to the sidewalk at the end 
of Kingston Court is not shown on the approved Golf Course Site Plan (SP-86-03). Staff requests 
more information on how this path would interact with the golf course cart path. Additionally, staff 
notes that this path appears to go through a proposed natural open space easement.
Sheet 24. Staff suggests eliminating the off-site parking schematic since this plan does not have 
attached duplexes or triplexes.
Sheet 24. The CG-12 detail does not match the sidewalk width shown in the sidewalk detail on the 
same page or on other plan sheets.
Open Space. Open space on the plan and in statistical tables should either be listed as “Common 
Open Space” or “Natural Open Space,” not both as shown on various pages of this plan. Please 
review the entire plan to ensure that this is correctly listed throughout (and that acreage figures are 
accurate).
Open Space. Staff expects that prior to final subdivision approval, all natural open space easements 
listed on the plan as “existing”will be recorded: these easements have been submitted to the County 
as case S-48-04 but have not been approved or recorded. All other proposed natural open space 
easements (currently labeled as “Common” open spaces #2 and 5, and Undisturbed Natural Open 
Space Easements 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6) will also need to be recorded by the County Engineer: this 
requires mylar and plat copies, a copy of the natural open space legal document, and a check for the 
courthouse fee.
Prior to final approval, all cash proffer amounts will need to be finalized and submitted, and any 
other proffers triggered by these plans will need to be addressed.

S-15-05 - Colonial Heritage Phase 3, Section 2
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Fire:

1. Approved as submitted.

County Engineer:

Health Department:

1. No comments.

JCSA:

1. Please see the attached memorandum dated March 15, 2005.

Environmental:

1. Please see the attached memorandum dated March 29, 2005.

1. Drawing No. 6: Please show sign locations for conservation easements.
2. Drawing No. 7: Please show sign locations for conservation easements; and “Existing” easement has 

not been recorded.
3. Drawing No. 8: Please show sign locations for conservation easements; and “Existing” easement has 

not been recorded.

S-15-05 - Colonial Heritage Phase 3, Section 2
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: ELLEN COOK, PLANNER

FROM:

1.

2.

3.

4.

SUBJECT:

DATE:

SCOTT WHYTE, LANDSCAPE PLANNER

S-15-05, COLONIAL HERITAGE PHASE 3, SECTION 2

2/28/2005

The second best alternative would be to install another type of planting or berm and planting 
that would help screen out the utilities.

If all the above suggestions prove to be unreasonable, then the county would suggest 
moving the plant material to another area on the property or even on the medium strip out 
on Route 60.

James City County would like the appEcant to explore some solutions other than just simply 
deleting the trees from the plan. Having such a large gap in the tree line would greatly take 
away from the effect that the street trees have on the area, and it would expose the utilities 
that run parallel to Harrington Commons Road.

Ideally, the county would Eke to see Harrington Commons Road moved to the north-east 
enough to allow the trees to remain.

I have reviewed the request for landscape modification for S-15-05, Colonial Heritage Phase 
3, Section 2 and have the following comment;



21 4 <?
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Date: March 15,2005

Ellen Cook, PlannerTo:

Timothy O. Fortune, P.E. - Civil EngineerFrom:

S-015-05, Colonial Heritage, Phase 3 Section 2 (Construction Plans)Subject:

JCSA grants preliminary approval.

General Comments:
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6. Label the size of the existing JCSA force main on all applicable plan sheets.

Page 1 of 6

LS o) co

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 February 24,2005. 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.

Water and sanitary sewer inspection fees are required for this project and shall be 
paid in full to JCSA prior to issuance of a Certificate to Construct Utilities.

The fire hydrant locations will need to be reviewed and approved by the James City 
County Fire Department.

MAR 2005

RECEIVED

Provide JCSA Utility Easements around all proposed fire hydrant assemblies located 
on or outside R/W lines in accordance with JCSA standards. Label easements 
accordingly on all applicable plan sheets.

Based on the sanitary sewer master plan, the original intent was to serve each 
property with gravity sewer. If a basement is desired for any property, then a private 
sump pump shall be provided by the homeowner. Provide notes on the plan 
accordingly.

2la069557938

The design engineer is to refer to and coordinate this project with review comments 
provided for other phases of the development.

35516777),JCSA
JAMES CITY SERVICE AUTHORITY



Provide JCSA standard General Notes, in their entirety, on the plan.7.

8.

Show all profiled waterline reducers as eccentric reducers.9.

10.

Revise the JCSA Notes table provided on all plan sheets as follows:11.
a.

b.

12.

Provide north arrow and graphic scale on the plan.

2.

3. Provide additional labeling on the existing contours for clarity.

Page 2 of 6

The Applicant shall clearly indicate on these plans how access to Lift Station (LS) 
9-9 will be maintained during construction of this development phase (i.e. temporary 
access road, etc). It appears that construction of Harrington Commons overlaps with 
the access road to the pump station. Notes shall be added on the plan requiring the 
Contractor to maintain access to LS 9-9 at all times, once operational. Contractor 
shall contact JCSA 48 hours prior to demolition, removal or relocation of the gravel 
access road. Revise plan accordingly.

The Applicant shall verify if the existing force main location shown on the plans is 
as constructed in the field. If not, the Applicant shall locate surface features (i.e. 
valve boxes) which substantiates the constructed location. This is required as JCSA 
does not have as-builts on this line.

The proposed 20x20 JCSA Utility Easement label provided at future road extension 
locations is confusing. Easements are to be dedicated as part of this phase, not 
abandoned. Verify and revise accordingly.

Sta 25+89: Since the connection is part of an overall looped system, the Applicant 
shall provide a note on the plan/profile indicating the joint restraint length required 
beyond the existing 12-inch gate valve. JCSA requires the note at this location so the 
Contractor is clear on what is required during construction.

Revise the water meter separation note provided on the plans to require only 18- 
inches minimum separation from the back of sidewalks. Revise all applicable plan 
sheets accordingly.

The Applicant shall revise the waterline and sanitary sewer layout such that the 
waterline remains to the right of the baseline and the sanitary sewer is located to the 
left of the baseline. Revise plan and profile accordingly.

JCSA will only permit installation of water and sewer service connections 
within the P.U.E. for Lots along the east side of Kingston Court (lots 27-37 
and 41 -42). It appears that all other locations can be installed within the R/W 
per the typical sections on Sheet 24. Revise Note 1 on all plan sheets to 
specifically state this requirement.
Revise Note 3 from “JCSA has access...” to “JCSA has ingress/egress 
rights....”.

Sheet 6 & 7:
1.

Sheet 3:
1.

Sheet 9:
1.



4.

5.

6.

7.

Relocate the waterline gate valve shown at Sta 36+26 to the tee at Sta 35+80.

2.

Provide a 12-inch gate valve on the waterline at Kingston Court Sta 17+85 (+/-).

2.

3.

4.

5.

2.

3.

Page 3 of 6

It appears the sanitary sewer lateral serving Lots 30/31 may conflict with the storm 
sewer as designed. A minimum vertical clearance of 18-inches shall be maintained. 
Verify this and other storm sewer/sanitary sewer lateral crossings accordingly.

Refer to Sheet 6 & 7 comment above concerning the JCSA Utility Easement label at 
the future road. Verify and revise accordingly.

Show the existing access road drainage culverts installed as part of the Sewage Lift 
Station No. 9-9 & Force Main site plan (JCC Case #SP-034-03). Clearly indicate 
which culverts are to remain and/or those to be removed. Any culverts which will not 
be utilized as part of this design and cross over the existing JCSA force main shall 
be removed, not abandoned. Verify and revise accordingly.

Refer to Sheet 6 & 7 comment above concerning the JCSA Utility Easement label at 
the future road. Verify and revise accordingly.

San MH # 3-57 rim elevation contradicts proposed grading and the profile. Verify 
and revise accordingly.

Sta 30+00 LT: The Applicant shall verify that the proposed cut will maintain 3-feet 
of cover over the existing force main. Verify if force main air release valve needs to 
be adjusted to grade. Revise accordingly.

Relocate all water and sanitary sewer services along the eastside of Kingston Court 
to terminate at the P.U.E. line.

Remove the waterline gate valve shown at Sta 30+29 (+/-) or provide reasoning as 
to why it is required.

It is recommended the proposed fire hydrant shown at Sta 30+29 be relocated to a 
common property line, if possible, per JCSA standards Section 2.26 F. Revise 
accordingly.

Joint Restraint table: Add joint restraint length required for the 12-inch blow off 
assembly.

Provide an 8-inch gate valve at Sta 12+43 (+/-). Eliminate the valve provided at Sta 
11+65.

Relocate Lot 40 sanitary sewer lateral from beneath the proposed guardrail. Provide 
a minimum horizontal separation of 5-feet from the guardrail terminal (10-feet 
preferred).

Sheet 12:
1.

Sheet 11:
1.

Sheet 10:
1.



4.

5.

6.

7.

2.

3.

4. Sta 41+00: Provide matchline with station and sheet reference.

Sheet 20:
Harrington Commons Profile:1.

Sheet 21:
1. Provide a 12-inch waterline gate valve at Sta 17+85 (+/-).

2.

3.
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a.
b.

Show the existing force main crossing as part of the profile. Verify that a minimum 
vertical clearance of 18-inches is provided.

Sta 20+41: Station label of the 12x8 tee contradicts the plan. Verify and revise 
accordingly.

Provide an air release valve at Sta 25+89 (+/-) as a high point in the line has been 
created. Revise plan and profile accordingly.

The Applicant shall refer to JCSA comments issued on March 7, 2005 for the 
pedestrian/sewer bridge (JCC Case # SP-009-05, Colonial Heritage Phase 1, Section 
4 & 5 Amendment). Revise the water and sewer layout accordingly.

For the Applicants consideration, it appears that a street light pole has been located 
within the sidewalk limits at Sta 12+50 RT (+/-).

Relocate all water and sanitary sewer services along the eastside of Kingston Court 
to terminate at the P.U.E. line.

The Applicant shall clearly label the station limits for which DIP through fill areas 
is required. Provide accordingly on all profiles.

Revise the offsite sanitary sewer main to coincide with Lot 33/34 common property 
line between MH’s #3-40 and #3-39. Revise location of waterline to be 5-feet off the 
sanitary sewer alignment. Sewer main shall be pressure rated pipe in this location. 
This revision will permit JCSA to have maximum separation from building 
foundations should access/maintenance of the utilities be required. The proposed 40- 
foot JCSA Utility Easement shall remain as shown.

Sta 36+26: Relocate the waterline gate valve shown at Sta 36+26 to the tee at Sta 
35+80.

The approved master plan for this development indicates a 12-inch waterline for this 
segment of waterline along Golf Hole #14. The Applicant shall verify this and revise 
accordingly.

Sta 41+00: Provide matchline with station and sheet reference.
Verify if the waterline gate valve shown at Sta 41+17(+/-) is required as it is 
not shown on the plan. Revise accordingly

Sheet 22:
1.

Sheet 19:
1.



2.

a.

d.

2.

3.

4.

Sanitary Sewer System Data Sheet:
Section 5c: Include flows associated with the Comfort Station.1.

2.

3.

Water Data Sheet:
1.
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Section 6: Although minor, it appears the PVC pipe length listed contradicts that 
profiled for the project (JCSA estimated 2053 If). Verify and revise accordingly.

Include flows associated with the Comfort Station. Verify with the JCC Fire 
Department the fire flow demand required for the Comfort Station and list 
accordingly. Any fire flow other than 2500 gpm must be approved by the JCC Fire 
Department with appropriate documentation submitted to JCSA for verification.

The waterline drop shown at Sta 10+55 (+/-) is unacceptable. If the Applicant elects 
to install this section of waterline in advance of the actual development, JCSA will 
require the alignment/roadway to be brought to rough grade (outside of the pavement 
section). Associated profile grade elevations shall be indicated on the profile. If it 
is preferred not to rough grade in the road at this time, the Applicant shall eliminate 
this section of waterline and provide a stub-out for future extension.

If the Applicant elects to extend the waterline and rough grade the road alignment as 
part of this phase, then the following shall also apply:

Section 7: Verify the total number of manholes listed (plan shows 22 proposed 
manholes, tabulation lists 23). Verify and revise accordingly.

Re-label the existing sewer bridge as 10-foot wide “Pedestrian and Sanitary Sewer 
Bridge”. Reference the case number associated with the installation of the sanitary 
sewer along the bridge.

The Applicant shall indicate on the plan how the future Lots will be served totally by 
gravity sewer. The alignment shown and the proposed profile provided will not 
provide gravity sewer service to the future northwestern lots. Grinders will not be 
permitted as the approved sanitary sewer master plan shows this area as being served 
by gravity. Revise layout accordingly.

Profile Sta 14+89 (+/-): The rim elevation shown contradicts the plan view. Verify 
and revise accordingly.

Structure data provided for San MH #3-59 contradicts Phase 1 Section 4 and 5 Site 
Plan Amendment (JCC Case # SP-009-05). Verify and revise accordingly.

Sta 15+07: Provide a JCSA Utility Easement around the proposed fire 
hydrant.
Sta 17+64: Provide one full joint of pipe beyond the blow-off valve.
Clearly indicate a private waterline easement to the Comfort Station beyond 
the JCSA Utility Easement. Layout of the future development shall be revised 
to account for this easement.
Profile Sta 17+64 (+/-): It appears that 3-feet of cover will not be maintained 
based on the proposed grading.

b.
c.

Sheet 23:
1.



2.

3.

4.

Water Distribution Model:
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

Please call me at 253-6836 if you have any questions or require any additional information.
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Demand Summary Table: The Applicant shall verify elevations listed for nodes J-Z-8 
and J-Z-9 as they contradict proposed finished grades. Verify and revise accordingly.

Provide calculations in accordance with the International Plumbing Code which 
substantiate the Comfort Stations water meter size.

The Nodal Map provided does not reflect the layout along Kingston Court and the 
offsite segment of waterline towards Phase 1 Section 4. Verify and revise 
accordingly.

Detailed Report for Pump: PMP-1: Provide clarification of the Pump Definition -3 
which differs from previously approved hydraulic analyses resulting in a different 
Calculated Results Summary.

The model scenarios provided are labeled “..w/BSA”. Revise the title to eliminate 
this designation as this does not reflect the model/phase of development.

Section 5: Revise accordingly based on comments provided on the Water 
Distribution Model.

Junction Report: Elevation listed for Node J-X-12 (el. 90) contradicts the model 
submitted for Phase 2 Section 1 (el 95). Verify and revise the appropriate model 
accordingly.

Section 6: Length of 8-inch DIP does not reflect the profiled lengths. Verify and 
revise accordingly.

The Applicant shall address JCSA comments previously issued for Phase 3 Section 
1 (JCC Case # S-111-04) per memo dated January 7, 2005 as part of this model 
resubmittal. Likewise, JCSA’s comment letter dated March 9, 2005 for Colonial 
Heritage Phase 2 Section 1 shall also be addressed as part of this model.

Pipe Reports: Verify pipe lengths shown for P-Z-8 and P-Z-9. Also, node P-K-4 pipe 
length for the 8-inch main does not agree with Phase 3 Section 1 plans. Revise 
accordingly.

Refer to Sheet 22, Comment # 2 above. If the Applicant elects to install this 
waterline as part of this phase, then the model shall include this length with 
associated demands.

Summary Page: The Applicant shall verify the fire flows listed in Paragraph 5 as they 
contradict the data provided on the node table. Revise accordingly.

Include a “Detailed Report for Pump” which indicates a Calculated Results 
Summary.
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General Comments:

1. A Land Disturbing Permit and Siltation Agreement, with surety, are required for this project.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

1

Interim Certification. Due to the characteristics and dual purpose function of BMP III-2.1, interim 
construction certification will be required. Refer to current County guidelines for requirements.

Offsite Work. Sheet 13 shows grading and placement of erosion and sediment control plan 
features and/or placement of storm drainage piping systems on the existing cross-country gas, 
waterline and power utility corridor/easement. Our Division cannot authorize land-disturbing 
activity on these areas until evidence of permission is obtained from applicable utilities. Also, the 
utility companies must be made aware of the proposed arrangement for concentrated drainage from 
storm drainage outfalls SS # 32-2-1 and SS # 32-1-1 to be directed across the utility corridors.

A Standard Inspection / Maintenance agreement is required to be executed with the County due to 
the proposed stormwater conveyance systems and Stormwater Management/BMP facilities 
associated with this project.

A Subdivision Agreement, with surety, shall be executed with the County prior to recordation of 
lots.

Wetlands. Prior to initiating grading or other on-site activities on any portion of a lot or parcel, all 
wetland permits required by federal, state and county laws and regulations shall be obtained and 
evidence of such submitted to the Environmental Division.

Record Drawing and Construction Certification. The stormwater management/BMP facilities as 
proposed for this project will require submission, review and approval of a record drawing (as- 
built) and construction certification prior to release of the posted bond/surety. Provide notes on 
the plan accordingly to ensure this activity is adequately coordinated and performed before, during 
and following construction in accordance with current County guidelines. (Note: This includes 
the large dry pond and the pretreatment forebay.)

Land-Disturbing. As this site is highly dependent on access through the Phase 3 Section 1 site (S- 
11-04/SP-139-04), a land-disturbing permit cannot be issued for this phase of the project until the 
road through Phase 3 Section 1 has approved E&S control measures installed.

1 s
thei^Iplai
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ENVIRONMENTAL DIVISION REVIEW COMMENTS 

COLONIAL HERITAGE SECTION 3, PHASE 2 
COUNTY PLAN NO. S-15-05

March 29, 2005

(At this time, our Division does not recommend granting preliminary approval for 
April 6"' 2004 DRC meeting. This is due primarily to the layout of the project not^nfon?^ 
natural open space arrangement in accordance with the approved stormwater man^ement 
for Colonial Heritage, especially that related to the location of BMP 111-2.1 in area proposed as 0.15^^ 
point credit factor natural open space and the location of a forebay and several proposedldtsjrtfff^ 
point credit factor natural open space.)

g62126293
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9.

10.

11.

Chesapeake Bay Preservation:

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

The “boxed note” for dedication of drainage easements on Sheet 3 appears to be incorrect.17.

18.

Provide a north arrow on the environmental inventory sheet.19.

20.

2

A steep slope impact waiver request dated February 23, 2005 is acknowledged. This request will 
not be processed until erosion and sediment plan and BMP related issues are further resolved.

The environmental inventory impacts table on Sheet 3 is incorrect as there appears to be impact to 
RPA buffer area. Also, the floodplain component of the table is missing.

A revised environmental inventory sheet was provided at the March 14, 2004 roundtable meeting 
based on site-specific perennial stream determinations. Based on the location of the revised RPA 
buffer line, it appears a Water Quality Impact Assessment (WQIA) is required for this section of 
the project due to the following impacts: the outfall structure and dam fill grading for BMP III-2.1 
and clearing, filling and sanitary sewer impacts at the north end of Kingston Court. Provide a 
water quality impact assessment consistent with Sections 23-7(b) and 23-11 of the Chesapeake 
Bay Preservation ordinance.

Clearly label and darken line work for the limits of work (clearing and grading) and label the RPA 
buffer line on Environmental Inventory Sheet 3

Reference the USACOE wetland permit number (02-V2190-18 or as applicable) on the 
environmental inventory sheet.

Include provisions on the plan for installation of signs identifying the landward limit of the RPA. 
Refer to Section 23-7(c) of the Chapter 23 Chesapeake Bay Preservation ordinance.

Presentation. Label master stormwater Pond # 2A on Sheets 3 and 14. Sheet 12 needs to 
reference the most recent plan amendment (SP-9-05) for the sewer bridge There is a missing sheet 
title number for Sheet 11.

The project description in the bottom left-hand corner of environmental inventory Sheet 3 is 
incorrect.

Due to the proposed fill height and valley placement, a geotechnical report, prepared by a 
professional engineer, is required to be submitted for the design of BMP III-2.1 prior to issuance 
of a Land-Disturbing permit for the project.

VSMP. It appears construction activity for the site will exceed 2,500 square feet. Therefore, it is 
the owner’s responsibility to register for coverage under the General Permit for Discharge of 
Stormwater from Construction Activities, in accordance with current requirements of the Virginia 
Department of Conservation and Recreation and the Virginia Stormwater Management Program. 
Visit htip://www.der, virgi n ia. go v/s w/vsmp.him or contact the DCR Central Office at 804-371- 
7330 for additional information.

http://www.der


Erosion & Sediment Control Plan:

21.

22.

23.

23a.

23b.

23c.

23d.

23e.

24.

24a.

24b.

Phase I E&SC. The following comments pertain to the Phase I erosion and sediment control plan 
as presented on Sheet 13.

Step # l of the sequence must include that the entrance roadway associated with approved 
plan S-111-04/SP-139-04 (Phase 3, Section 1) must have approved erosion and sediment 
installed and functional before land-disturbing can begin on this phase of the project.

TSB 111-2.1. Based on a comparison of stage-storage data between sediment basin mode 
and final BMP mode, it is unclear how the sediment basin can have a considerable 
increase in available volume as compared to final BMP mode. For instance, the stage­
storage tables indicate that at proposed El. 60, the sediment basin has 20,166 cubic feet of 
volume, yet for permanent BMP mode there is only 8,088 cubic feet. Also, the sediment 
basin design data sheets indicate that a baffle is not necessary for sediment basin design. 
Based on the inflow locations of storm drainage pipes to the riser structure, it would 
appear that a baffle structure would be necessary while the basin serves in sediment basin 
mode. (Note: Only about 25 feet separate the inflow storm drain pipes and the riser.)

Temporary Stockpile Areas. Show any temporary soil stockpile, staging and equipment storage 
areas (with required erosion and sediment controls) or indicate on the plans that none are 
anticipated for the project site.

Offsite Land Disturbing Areas. Identify any offsite land disturbing areas including borrow, waste, 
or disposal sites (with required erosion and sediment controls) or indicate on the plans that none 
are anticipated for this project.

The east diversion dike into temporary sediment basin III-2.1 is directly located within 
sitework areas (lot grading, utilities, etc.)

There appears to be excessive clearing associated with this project outside the proposed 
section. Sheets 13 and 22 show additional clearing for a 8-inch PVC waterline (Offsite 
waterline # 3) which appears to be associated with a future phase of development. It is 
unclear why this utility work needs to be performed as part of this development plan and 
should be removed unless a reasonable explanation is provided.

As previously noted, permission will be needed from the utility/easement corridor for 
installation of temporary Sediment Trap # 1 and # 2 and all associated erosion and 
sediment control measures.

Sequence of Construction. The following comments pertain to the sequence of construction as 
presented on Sheet 13.

The plan shows use of three level spreaders with associated diversion dikes. Level 
spreaders are not sediment-trapping facilities per Minimum Standard & Spec. 3.21 of the 
VESCH.

Remove terminology for level spreaders from Step # 2 of the sequence. Sediment traps or 
other structural measures will be necessary for perimeter sediment-trapping purposes.

3



24c.

25.

Stormwater Mana^enient /Drainage:

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Channel Adequacy. There are approximately 2 areas associated with this development plan which 
discharge into existing natural drainage channels from storm drain pipe or channel systems in an 
uncontrolled manner (i.e. without SWM/BMP control). One is at 15-inch outfall SS # 32-1-1 and 
the second is at 15-inch outfall SS # 32-2-1 along Harrington Commons. Although simple channel 
adequacy computations were provided in the design report, channel adequacy computations shall 
be in accordance with Minimum Standard # 19 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. (Note: Channel adequacy computations shall be 
based on field-surveyed sections as the bottom width of the natural receiving bed and bank 
channels are not 14 ft. and 50 ft. wide for SS # 32-1-1 and SS # 32-2-1, respectively.)

Phase 2 E&SC. The rock check dams shown in the stormwater conveyance channels to the level 
spreaders should be temporary features, only used during the land-disturbing phase. Ensure there 
are notes on the grading plan sheets to indicate their removal upon stabilization.

Natural Open Space. The arrangement for natural open space associated with this plan does not 
appear consistent with the approved stormwater management master plan for Colonial Heritage. 
Discrepancies are noted at the following locations: the south side of Harrington Commons road 
at/near to Lot 1; the north side of Harrington Commons road at/near Lots 2 and 3; the location 
where the pretreatment sediment forebay is situated to the west of the intersection of Kingston 
Court and Harrington Commons; and at the location where BMP III-2.1 is situated, which was 
supposed to be 0.15 point credit factor open space next to Golf Course Hole # 14. (Note: The 
following options exist to address this comment: reconfigure the plan to show compliance with 
the master stormwater management plan; provide further explanation as to why the features must 
be present in dedicated NOS areas; commit to equal exchange for impacted NOS on other areas 
of the Colonial Heritage project; and/or show that loss of 0.10 and 0.15 natural open space as 
proposed in this section will still result in master plan 10-point compliance.)

Basin 111-2.1. Some concern is expressed about the function of this stormwater basin while the 
facility serves in temporary sediment basin mode. Due to highly infiltratable soils (HSG A) on the 
site, predevelopment discharges to the point of analyses at the basin are shown to be fairly low - 
showing 0.09 cfs for a predevelopment 2-year design storm event. In permanent BMP mode the 2- 
year postdevelopment discharge from the basin is 0.42 cfs and during sediment basin mode the 2- 
year discharge is 1.65 cfs, both which exceed predevelopment 2-year storm levels.

It shall be clear that Step # 9 only applies to backfilling operations associated with 
temporary sediment traps/basins. It shall not be interpreted that grading not reflected on 
the approved grading plans can be performed.

Based on the proposed site’s location in Yarmouth Creek watershed, this plan of development is 
subject to Special Stormwater Criteria (SSC). Please show how SSC is achieved using the SSC 
guidance document.

Stilling Basins. To reduce the chance of surface erosion through the cross-country easement areas, 
it is recommended that storm drainage system outfalls SS # 32-1-1 and SS # 32-2-1 have stilling 
basin outlet designs rather than traditional outlet protection (OP) type designs.
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31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

5

The BMP maintenance plan on Sheet 25 appears to only be for a dry pond (earthen embankment) 
BMP. Provide a maintenance plan for the swale-level spreader BMP devices.

Forebay. The purpose of the pretreatment forebay shown on Sheet 17 is unclear. Firstly, the 
facility is not directly connected to the proposed BMP. Secondly, the feature accepts no direct 
drainage from onsite storm drainage piping or channels. Thirdly, the feature is in an area intended 
to be 0.10 point factor natural open space. It is unclear what the benefit of the feature is as 
compared to the natural open space and steep slope impacts that will occur.

At our meeting dated March 14, 2005 it was expressed that our Division would, rather than return 
to plan due to lack of perennial stream information, do our best in the time remaining to perform a 
full technical review of the project in advance of the next DRC meeting. The above comments 
were our best attempt to perform a full technical review in advance of the meeting. Our Division 
further reserves the right to perform a full review of inlet and storm drainage system design 
computations for the project and based on issues pertaining to the above related comments, the 
erosion and sediment control plan and stormwater management plan for the project.

Access to Level Spreaders. Access to the proposed level spreaders does not appear practical from 
road/lot areas but from the golf course areas or golf cart paths. Ensure this will not be a problem 
for long-term maintenance.

Storm System. Based on storm sewer tabulations in the design report, pipe capacity is exceeded 
for the 18-inch storm pipe segment between SS # 32-3-4 and SS # 32-3-5.

Dry Swales. The development plan shows the use of four permanent level spreader devices, each 
with inflow contributing stormwater conveyance channels. Due to residential settings for these 
applications (to promote dewatering and reduced chance of standing water), dry swale applications 
should be explored for stormwater conveyance channels leading to level spreaders which are less 
than 4 percent design slope. Dry swale means a surface channel with underlying permeable soil 
media and underdrain pipe similar to a County type E-2 BMP design.



MEMORANDUM

April 1, 2005DATE:

The Development Review CommitteeTO:

FROM: Trey Davis, Planner

SP-006-05; Stonehouse - The FairwaysSUBJECT:

At the March 2, 2005 meeting, the DRC voted to defer the consideration of the two 

proposed entrances for this project onto Mill Pond Run. The applicant has submitted a letter 

requesting withdrawal of this case from DRC consideration and stating his intent to revise the 

plans to show one entrance. If the plan is submitted with one entrance, it would be subject to an 

administrative review

Staff has been in contact with residents of Stonehouse who have expressed varying 

opinions on this case. Should there be unresolved issues between an adjacent property owners 

and the applicant after the plans are revised, the Zoning Ordinance does provide for DRC 

review of the case to determine consistency with the Ordinance and the approved master plan.

In addition to Mr. Bennett’s letter, please also find attached a letter from Mr. Walter 

Rybak in reference to the March 2, 2005 DRC meeting.
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CONSULTING ENGINEERS

April 1,2005

RE:

Dear Mr. Davis;

Sincerely,

AES king Engineers
/

S:\Jobs\9028\22-TheFairway\Wordproc\Document\902822L03.vmb.doc

1980-2005: Celebrating 25 Years of Excellence

TOTAL P.02

5248 Olde Towne Road, Suite 1, Williamsburg, VA 23188
614 Moorefield Park Drive, Richmond, VA 23236

(757) 253-0040
(804) 330-8040

www.aesva.com

V. Marc Bennett
Senior Project Manager

Mr. Trey Davis
Planner
James City County Planning 
101 -A Mounts Bay Road 
Williamsburg, VA 23187-8784

The Fairways
JCC Case No. SP-006-05
AES Project No. 9028-22

Originally, the site plan incorporated a design promoting two entrances from a public 
right-of-way, thereby initiating the need for the site plan to be reviewed by the Development 
Review Committee. The current revisions to the site plans will be reducing the number of 
entrances to one. Therefore, there is no need for the site plan to be on the agenda for the 
Development Review for this condition.

Following, and considering, the information presented at the March 2, 2005, 
Development Review Committee, please consider this correspondence as a request for the 
removal of this project, “The Fairways”, JCC Case No. SP-006-05, from the agenda for the next 
Development Review Committee meeting, scheduled for April 6,2005.

Should there be any questions to the intent of this correspondence, please feel free to 
contact me.

http://www.aesva.com
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March 29,2005
1

MEMO TO:
।

I

Sincerely,

Walter P. Rybak

Cc: Mr. Andy Bradshaw

attachment

Mr. Jack Fraley 
Ms. Ingrid Blanton

Mr. Willford Kale
Mr. Don Hunt

As a reminder, I was the person who presented and used a visual showing the details regarding 
the proposed two entrances into The Fairways project I also read a letter that was signed by each 
of the Neighborhood Voting Representatives that explained our concerns regarding the potential 
traffic safety impact if two entrances instead of one entrance were approved by the DRC. A copy 
of this letter was presented to you at the end of my presentation.

In closing, I want to thank each of you for your interest in and action to “defer” the proposed 
Fairways project to the next DRC Public Hearing.

I would have written to you much sooner, but I was out of the country for several weeks 
beginning March 5,2005. I do not know whether Mr. Moore’s letter to me is typical real estate 
developer reaction when property owners speak up at a Public Hearing, but I do plan to seek legal 
counsel regarding the letter he handed to me.

James City Country Planning Commission
P.O. Box 8784
Williamsburg, VA 23187

The very next morning (March 3,2005), I was personally presented by Jerry L. Moore a letter 
written to me by him which was very disturbing to me and the 600+ property owners I 
represented at die March 2 DRC meeting. For your information, a copy of this letter is attached. 
Just so you know, Mr. Moore was not in attendance at the March 2 DRC meeting.

I want to thank you for the time and opportunity you afforded me in order to represent the 
property owners in the Mill Pond at Stonehouse community at the March 2,2005 DRC Public 
Hearing.

Following my presentation, Jeff Miller discussed the potential impact of The Fairways 
condominiums project on the adjacent Summerfield residential neighborhood.

9808 Turning Leaf Drive 
Toano,VA 23168 
757-566-3445
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Case No. S-116-03 Stonehouse Glen Section 2

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

Case No. SP-150-04 Abe’s Mini Storage

DRC Action: The applicant requested deferral of the case.

Case No. SP-141-04 Carolina Furniture

Case No. SP-016-05 New Town Retail Phase 2

DRC Action: The DRC recommended preliminary approval be granted.

Case No. S-15-05 Colonial Heritage Phase 3, Section 2

DRC Action: The DRC deferred the case.

Mr. Richard Smith submitted a subdivision application proposing 50 lots in Phase 3, Section 2 at 6895 
Richmond Road. The site is further identified as parcel (1-32) on James City County Tax Map (24-3). 
DRC action is necessary because the petitioner proposes 50 or more lots.

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.

Mr. Don Jennings of Richmond Engineering submitted a site plan proposing the construction of 52,850 
square feet of warehouses with office space and mini-storage to be located at 5431 Richmond Road. The 
site is further identified as parcel (1-16) on James City County Tax Map (33-3). DRC review is necessary 
because the petitioner proposes more than 30,000 square feet of building space.

Mr. Bob Cosby of AES Consulting Engineers submitted a site plan proposing the creation 
of 6 buildings along Main Street in Section 2 of New Town. The site, located at 5206 Monticello Avenue, 
is further identified as parcel (1-50) on James City County Tax Map (38-4). DRC action is required as the 
site plan proposes more than 30,000 square feet.

Mr. Ronnie Osborne of LandMark Design Group submitted a subdivision application proposing 62 lots in 
Section 2 of Stonehouse Glen at 9186 Six Mount Zion Road. The site is further identified as parcel (1-3) 
on James City County tax map (5-4). DRC review is necessary because the petitioner proposes more than 
50 lots.

DRC Action: The DRC recommended on a unanimous voice vote to grant the Case No. SP-141 
04, Carolina Furniture Warehouse preliminary approval subject to agency comments being 
satisfactorily addressed.

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE ACTION REPORT 
April 6,2005
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