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AGENDA

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE

September 7, 2005

4:00 p.m.

JAMES CITY COUNTY GOVERNMENT COMPLEX

Conference Room, Building A

Roll Call1.

Minutes2.

July 27, 2005A.

Public Comment3.

4. Cases and DRC Discussion

Public Comment5.

6. DRC Recommendations

Adjournment7.

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.

C-102-05
SP-21-05
SP-84-05
SP-100-05
S-78-05
SP-103-05/S-79-05

3406 N. Riverside Overhead Utility Waiver 
Powhatan Phase 5 Amendment and Sidewalk Waiver 
New Town, CDA Condos- Block 8, Parcel E 
Ironbound Square, Bay Aging 
Stonehouse, Fairmont Sections 1-4 
Colonial Heritage Phase 4



SUMMARY FACTS

Mr. Greg FindlayApplicant:

Mr. Eugene AndrewsLand Owner:

3406 North Riverside Drive, LanexaLocation:

Tax Map/Parcel No.: (09-4)(l-8H)

OutsidePrimary Service Area:

Approximately 53.595 acresParcel Size:

A-1, General AgriculturalZoning:

Comprehensive Plan: Rural Residential

Reason for DRC Review:

Staff Contact: Jose Ribeiro Phone: 253-6685

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Conceptual Plan 102-05 Overhead Utility Waiver
Staff Report for the September 7, 2005, Development Review Committee Meeting

Staff recommends that the DRC grant the exception request to allow for the extension of the overhead utility 
lines. Overhead utility lines are presently located throughout North Riverside Drive extending back into the 
Eagle Tree Farm subdivision for approximately 2,500 feet. To meet the requirement for underground utilities, 
the new power line would have to be bored underground from existing power poles located approximately 500 
feet from the proposed dwelling unit. The overhead extension would require the addition of approximately two 
or three new poles, with the last one being connected to the owner’s residence by underground cable. Overhead 
utility lines are already located inside the owner’s property and extending overhead utilities for development of 
another parcel would be consistent with surrounding properties since neighboring houses are served by 
overhead utility poles. X / A

Section 24-200 of the Zoning Ordinance states that new utilities are 
generally to be placed underground. However, upon a favorable 
recommendation of the Development Review Committee, the Planning 
Commission may waive requirements for underground utilities, in 
consideration of voltage requirements, existing overhead services, existing tree 
cover and physical features of the site and the surrounding area.

Project History:
• Planning Commission: N/A
• Development Review Committee: N/A

C-102-05 Overhead Utility Waiver
Page 1

Jose Ribeiro



Attachments:
Location Map1.

2. Agency Comments

C-102-05 Overhead Utility Waiver
Page 2



C-102-05 Overhead Utility Waiver
Photo Copyright 2005 State of Virginia
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AGENCY COMMENTS

VDOT:

1.

Fire:

Fire Prevention Code requires a minimum vertical clearance of 13 feet and 6 inches (13’6”).1.

Approval of this request will have no impact to the existing or future State right of way, and 
therefore have no objections to this waiver being granted.

C-102-05 Overhead Utility Waiver
Page 3



SUMMARY FACTS

Applicant: Clark Willey

Land Owner: Centex Homes

Location: Villages at Powhatan Phase 5

Tax Map/Parcel No.: (37-4)( 14-206); (37-4)(14-207)

Primary Service Area: Inside

Parcel Size: 27 acres (full Townhouse Parcel)

Zoning: R-4, Residential Planned Community

Comprehensive Plan: Low Density Residential

Reason for DRC Review:

Staff Contact: Ellen Cook Phone: 253-6685

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

path and installation of walking trail signs at trailheads.

SITE PLAN 21-05. Powhatan Phase 5 Site Plan Amendment
Staff Report for the September 7,2005, Development Review Committee Meeting

The applicant has requested that the DRC modify the sidewalk requirement in the ordinance to eliminate an 
approximately 80 foot section of sidewalk which would be located along Turnberry Drive between Pleasant 
View Drive and Harding Road. To satisfy the ordinance requirement of providing equivalent pedestrian 
facilities, the applicant proposes to construct approximately 180 feet of crusher run pedestrian path to the 
common area behind Eaglebrook Drive with the intent of giving added access to this common space. In 
addition, the applicant proposes to install walking trail signs to help residents identify trail locations. Staff 
recommends approval of the sidewalk modification contingent upon installation of the additional pedestrian

Section 24-35 of the Zoning Ordinance states that sidewalks shall be 
provided for one block commencing at the entrances on at least one side of 
all entrance roads serving residential development which serves more than 
500 vehicles per day. The ordinance further states that upon favorable 
recommendation of the DRC, the Planning Commission may modify this 
requirement if equivalent pedestrian facilities have been installed which 
adequately provide for pedestrian access within the development.

Project History:
• Planning Commission: N/A
• Development Review Committee: At its August 29,2001 meeting, the DRC did not approve a request 

to waive all internal sidewalks for the area covered by Site Plan 32-01 Powhatan Village Phase 1 and 
2. At that time, the applicant did not propose additional sidewalks or trails in lieu of the internal 
sidewalks.

SP-21-05. Villages at Powhatan Phase 5 Site Plan Amendment
Page 1

Z00oa Lank
Ellen Cook



Attachments:
1.
2.
3.
3.

Sidewalk and Proposed Trail Plan
Trail Sign Detail
Applicant Letter
Agency Comments

SP-21-05. Villages at Powhatan Phase 5 Site Plan Amendment
Page 2
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CENTEX HOMES
Southern Virginia Division

centexhomes.com

RECEIVED
AUG '3July 28, 2005 2005

Re Powhatan Village SP-21-05 Villages of Powhatan Phase 5 site plan amendment

Dear Ellen,

Phone: (757)215-1260

Fax: (757) 215-1261

Phone: 757-215-1274
Fax: 757-215-1261
Mobile: 757-438-9245

As we discussed, this amendment is to eliminate a small 80 foot section of concrete side walk at the 
intersection of Turnbury and Eaglebrook and add approximately 180 feet crusher run pedestrian path to 
the common area behind Eaglebrook and Falcon Creek Drive giving added access to the common space 
located behind Eaglebrook Drive. Centex also proposes adding signage to delineate the Public and the 
private sections of this path system.

I am requesting an exception to sec.24-35 of the sidewalks spelled out in the James City County Zoning 
ordinance. According to subsection b) upon a favorable recommendation of the development review 
committee I wish to modify the requirements listed in item 4 by providing an equivalent on site pedestrian 
facility that would better serve this community. I am requesting that this proposal go before the 
September board for review and approval.

Ellen Cook
James City County 
101-e Mounts Bay Road 
Williamsburg VA 23187

I have enclosed 7 copies of the schematic pedestrian plan for your review. Please contact me at 
757-438-9245 if you need any additional information.
Thanks for your assistance consideration on this matter.

7021 Harbour View Blvd.

Suite 101

Suffolk, VA 23435

Clarke H Willey
Land Development Project Manager 
Southern Virginia Division (HPT)

ENVIRONMENTAL—DMSION 1

centexhomes.com


AGENCY COMMENTS

Planning:

Environmental:

1.

JCSA:

No Comments.1.

1. Please remove the County plan number SP-52-05 and the date (April, 2002) from the cover sheet.
2. Please show and label any additional proposed trails and sign locations.

Plan is approved. Sheet C-4 needs professional stamp and seal to match revision date of 
2/22/2005.

SP-21-05. Villages at Powhatan Phase 5 Site Plan Amendment
Page 3



SUMMARY FACTS

Applicant: Mr. Kenneth Jenkins, LandTech Resources, Inc.

Land Owner: Mr. Andy Piplico

Proposed Use: Retail / Residential

Location: 5215 Center Street

Tax Map/Parcel No.: (38-2) (24-4)

Primary Service Area: Inside

Parcel Size: 0.501 acres

Zoning: MU, Mixed Use, with Proffers

Comprehensive Plan: Mixed Use

Phone: 253-6685Staff Contact: Matthew J. Smolnik

Staff recommends that the Development Review Committee recommend preliminary approval for this
project subject to agency comments. 70/42

atthew J/SmolnikMatthew

Attachments:
1.
2.

Site Plan
Agency Comments

SITE PLAN 084-05. New Town Section 2 & 4, Block 8, Parcel E Building
Staff Report for the September 7, 2005, Development Review Committee Meeting

Reason for DRC Review: 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.

Project History:
• Planning Commission: None
• Development Review Committee: None

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
The New Town DRB reviewed and approved the site plan for this building on July 21, 2005. Agency 
comments, as attached, are minimal and there are no issues which warrant special attention by the DRC.

SP-084-05: New Town Section 2 & 4, Block 8, Parcel E Building
Page 1



AGENCY COMMENTS

Planning:

1. Approved as submitted.

County Engineer:

1. Approved as submitted.

Environmental:

1. Please refer to memorandum dated July 21, 2005 for further details.

JCSA:

1. Please refer to memorandum dated July 14, 2005 for further details.

VDOT:

1. Approved as submitted.

Fire:

1. Approved as submitted.

SP-084-05: New Town Section 2 & 4, Block 8, Parcel E Building
Page 2
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General Comments:
c

A Land-Disturbing Permit and Siltation Agreement, with surety, are required1.

Erosion and Sediment Control:

Inlet Protection. Provide inlet protection on all inlets in proximity to the site.2.

Grading Plan:

3.

Stormwater Management / Drainage:

4.

s 
5

The finished floor elevation presented on the plan for the center units I slower than the 
surrounding. This either needs to be revised to be above this elevation or information must be 
provided to indicate now this is to be accomplished and protected against stormwater infiltration.

Down Spouts. Indicate on the plan the location of the proposed down spouts and indicate what 
measures will be provided to guard against erosion at the outfall. Additional information must be 
provided to show that adverse conditions are not being created along the pedestrian walks.

ENVIRONMENTAL DIVISION REVIEW COMMENTS 
New Town, Section 2 & 4, Block 8, Parcel E Building 

SP-084-05
July 21, 2005

.43061S602/,

0 "or J “MggrezW



MEMORANDUM

t JUL 2005

t MESEIVEp 1July 14, 2005Date:

ClientYTo: Matthew Smolnik, Planner

“oeg2g229From:

Subject: SP-084-05, New Town Section 2 and 4, Block 8 Parcel E (Construction Plans)

General Comments:
1.

2.

3.

Clearly label all right-of ways as “Private” or “Public”.4.

5.

6.

Page 1 of 3

Add the following note to the detail: “The Developer/Contractor will be required to 
permanently label each water meter in the field (i.e. brass plate) which clearly

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 June 30, 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.

Each individual Residential Unit will be assessed a system facilities charge of $225 
per bathroom fixture. JCSA is providing this information as a change in JCSA 
Regulations (pending) is being sought which permits multiple 
condominium/timeshare units to be served off a single meter.

The Applicant shall reference adjoining site plan case numbers as part of this site 
plan submittal.

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.

Clearly indicate the retail space (square footage) and number of residential units on 
the plan.

The fire hydrant location(s) will need to be reviewed and approved by the James City 
County Fire Department.

Timothy O. Fortune, P.E. Civil Engineer
Michael Marshall, E.I.T. - Engineer Intern Al )?t

JGSA
JAMES CITY SERVICE AUTHORITY

' S 
097

.1576%).0) * o

Sheet C3:
1.



2.

3.

4.

Dimension the proposed waterline location from the existing curbline.5.

6.

Indicate the proposed invert connection to the existing sewer cleanout.7.

7.

8.

The Applicant shall show any proposed transformer locations as part of the site plan.9.

10.

11.

Water Data Sheet:
1.

2.

Page 2 of 3

The Applicant shall provide JCSA detail W17.0 - “Detector Check Valve Assembly 
for Fire Suppression Systems” on the plan as it has not been adopted to date (refer 
to attached drawing). An electronic copy of the detail can be provided to the 
Applicant by contacting JCSA Engineering.

Indicate a minimum separation of 5-feet between the proposed FH/DCVA and the 
FDC main.

Add a note to the plan stating “Backflow prevention for the fire suppression main 
shall be provided within the building”.

Show and label pavement replacement required for installation of the proposed 8- 
inch waterline.

Indicate on the plan the proposed waterline material, a minimum of 3-feet of cover 
shall be maintained and that all joints shall be restrained.

The Applicant shall revise the plan to remove the existing section of 8-inch waterline 
beyond the proposed 2-inch water meter connection. Waterline shall be capped off 
(blow off valve not required) at this location. Revise the existing JCSA Urban 
Easement to terminate behind the capped location.

identifies the space for which the meter is to serve. Water meter labeling shall be 
done prior to JCSA issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy”.

Section 5b: Clarify how the Average Day Demand was determined as it appears not 
to match the meter calculations provided.

Section 6: Provide pipe lengths associated with the proposed 6 and 8-inch 
waterlines.

Show and label a proposed JCSA Urban Easement to extend along the proposed 
water main up to and including the DCVA. Waterline beyond the DCVA and 
associated appurtenances (i.e. PIV, FDC) shall be “Private” and labeled as such on 
the plan.

It appears that proposed landscaping may conflict/not provide appropriate clearances 
from JCSA water meters. Verify and revise accordingly.

Clearly label the building space served by each water meter (i.e. Residential, Unit 
“A” Retail, etc).

Sheet C6:
1.



Section 7: Clearly indicate the building space/unit served by each water meter.3.

4.

Sanitary Sewer Data Sheet:
1.

Water Meter Calculations:
1.

2.

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

Page 3 of 3

Section 5b thru 5e: Refer to Water Data Sheet Comment #1 above and revise 
accordingly.

The Fixture Unit value shown for “Residential Units” Private Bathtub appears not 
to be per the IPC. Verify and revise calculations accordingly.

Add a note which states “Above data obtained from Master Water Model for New 
Town as prepared by AES Consulting Engineers dated July 6, 2004.

The Applicant shall verify if a 3-inch domestic service line will be adequate for the 
Residential Units.



SUMMARY FACTS

Applicant: Vaughn Poller, JCC Housing and Community Development

Land Owner: Williamsburg Redevelopment and Housing Authority

Proposed Use: 67 apartment units for low income seniors

Location: 4400 Ironbound Road

Tax Map/Parcel No.:

Primary Service Area: Yes

Parcel Size: 3.75 acres

Mixed Use with ProffersZoning:

Comprehensive Plan: Low Density Residential

Reason for DRC Review:

Phone: 253-6685Staff Contact: Joel Almquist

In addition, staff recommends preliminary approval subject to agency comments./dez
Joel Almquist

Attachments:

SITE PLAN SP-100-05. Bay Aging
Staff Report for the September 7, 2005, Development Review Committee Meeting

1)
2)

(39-l)(8-3), (39-l)(l-59), (39-l)(l-58), (39-l)(l-57), (39-l)(8-4),
(39-l)(8-l), (39-l)(8-64)

Building exceeds 30,000 sq/ft.
The applicant is requesting a modification to the setback 
requirements in Sect. 24-527(a) and (b).

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Section 24-527(a) of the Zoning Ordinance states that structures shall be located 50 feet or more 
from any existing or planned public road right-of-way which is 50 feet or greater in width. The 
applicant is proposing to reduce the setbacks along Ironbound Road to vary between 15 and 30 
feet, this was first proposed during the rezoning process for Z-2-05 to designate the parcel as 
Mixed Use. Section 24-527(c) states that the DRC may grant a reduction upon finding the 
proposed setback is for the purpose of integrating proposed mixed use development with adjacent 
development. This is an infill project and the design is consistent with the surrounding 
neighborhood and the New Town development across Ironbound Road. Staff recommends 
approval of the proposed setback modifications.

Project History:
• Planning Commission: April 4, 2005 PC recommended approval of Z-2-05/MP-3-05 by 

a vote of 6-0; waiver granted to Sect. 24-59 for a reduction in 
off-street parking.

SP-100-05 Bay Aging
Page 1



AGENCY COMMENTS

Planning:

1.

JCSA:

See attached sheet.1.

VDOT:

See attached sheet.1.

Environmental:

Environmental has not completed its full technical review but recommends1.
preliminary approval.

Fire:

No comments or objections.1.

Landscaping:

1.

2.

1.
2.
3.

Page 1 General Notes should have comments concerning the setback and 
landscaping waivers.

Site Plan (under separate cover)
Agency Comments
Planning Commission Minutes

Deciduous shrubs are required to be at least 22” in height when installed. The 
plant schedule lists Clethra, Hydrangea and the Viburnums as 18-24”, please 
revise.
There appears to be an unidentified ground cover in the courtyard. It is located on 
the sides in front of the Otto Luyken Laurels and the Viburnums. Please label 
these plants.

SP-100-05 Bay Aging
Page 2
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AUG 2005wresg
RECEIVED

August 25, 2005

Dear Mr. Almquist:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

WE KEEP VIRGINIA MOVING

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

GREGORY A. WHIRLEY
ACTING COMMISSIONER

O o.

It appears that the utility connections proposed along Ironbound Road will disturb the 
existing pavement. Provide a detail for the proposed connections and restoration.

It appears that the proposed sidewalk will be placed overtop of the outfall of an existing 
18” RCP pipe; review and revise as necessary.

FAX 757-925-1618
WWW.VIRG1N1ADOT.ORG

Provide the method of installation for the 6” sanitary sewer lateral on Carriage road. All 
open cuts must have a pavement patch in accordance with the VDOT Bituminous 
Pavement Patch Standard for Secondary Roadways, which includes a 15’ overlay on 
both sides of the trench. Jacking and boring is the preferred method.

D 
US — 

())

We note that the approved proffers call for a left-turn lane on southbound Ironbound 
Road onto Carriage Road. A site plan must be submitted depicting this improvement 
prior to construction of this improvement.

Per the approved proffers, the 30’ right of way dedication should be made to the County 
rather than VDOT.

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

757-925-2500
TOLL FREE 1-888-723-8400

Ref: Bay Aging
County Plan Number SP-100-05
Carriage Road (Route 672), James City County

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA R onnn
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 19.9

1700 NORTH MAIN STREET
SUFFOLK, VA 23434

A S S

http://WWW.VIRG1N1ADOT.ORG


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

Sincerely,

UAA w
A. Weidenhammer, EBradley A EIT

Transportation Engineer

When the above comments have been addressed, please submit two sets of revised plans to this 
office for further review. Also, attach a letter noting what action was taken to correct the above 
comments and any revisions that may impact the right-of-way.

Bay Aging 
August 25, 2005 
Page Two

6) Provide drainage calculations for the onsite drainage system that is draining to the VDOT 
right of way.

7) The temporary sediment basing should be relocated such that it does not encroach onto 
state right of way. The 2:1 slopes to the edge of pavement are not acceptable.
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MEMORANDUM 222829303),gr
AUGAugust 29, 2005Date: ^005

To: Joel Almquist, Planner

16,Timothy 0. Fortune, P. Civil EngineerFrom: <9LSIpisW
Subject: SP-100-05, Bay Aging (Construction Plans)

JCSA recommends Preliminary Approval of this project.

General Comments:
1.

2.

3.

4. Add the following notes to the drawings:
a.

b.

Page 1 of 4

X.
OY
GDI

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 August 4, 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.

co
(o) sy

Per the proffers, the Applicant shall be responsible for developing water conservation 
standards to be submitted to and approved by the James City Service Authority prior 
to final plan approval. Please contact Mrs. Beth Davis, JCSA Environmental 
Education Coordinator at (757) 253-6859 for coordination as early in the design 
process as possible.

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.

Only JCSA personnel are authorized to operate valves on the existing JCSA 
water main.
The plumbing inside the buildings must be inspected by JCSA Operations, 
at (757) 229-7421 for potential cross connections. Any cross connections 
must be protected by the appropriate backflow prevention device(s).

JCSA
JAMES CITY SERVICE AUTHORITY

& Re% Mig



1
6.t

7.

8.

2.

2.

3.

4.

Page 2 of 4

The Applicant shall confirm if all existing sanitary sewer laterals to this property 
have been shown, especially at locations where water meters and service are being 
removed. JCSA requires sewer lateral abandonment to be done by plugging the 
lateral at the sewer main with a grout plug either by open cut excavation or internal 
grout plugging from inside the main. Revise the plan and note(s) accordingly.

A minimum of 18-inches vertical clearance shall be maintained at the HRSD force 
main crossing. The Applicant shall test hole the HRSD force main to verify its 
vertical and horizontal location. Include the test hole information as part of the plan 
and submit report sheets to JCSA and HRSD for record.

Clearly indicate the vertical and horizontal survey datum which this project was 
based. Reference the County monumentation used and/or temporary bench mark 
established on site.

All existing water meter boxes and water service lines proposed as “abandoned” for 
this property shall be removed. Water service lines shall be disconnected from the 
water main which shall involve removal of the service saddle and installing a full 
circle stainless steel repair band on the existing water main. A note shall be added 
to the plan clearly stating this requirement.

It appears the existing 8-inch waterline on Carriage Road (near the project entrance) 
is proposed for relocation. The Applicant shall clarify if this is the case and if so, 
clearly label whether part of this project or future construction. JCSA will require 
a valving schematic which shows how the system will be isolated for shutdown and 
reconnection with minimal disruption to customers. Appropriate notes and details 
shall be provided on the plan which describe how the work is to occur, the work 
hours permitted and a requirement that the existing waterline be removed.

The Applicant shall provide a profile for the proposed fire service/domestic service 
line and fire hydrant assembly. Plan and/profile shall clearly show and label a 
minimum 3-feet cover over all utility services to be dedicated to JCSA

Plan shall be submitted to HRSD to coordinate the waterline crossings of their force 
main.

The Applicant shall verify if any septic tanks and drain fields exist on site. If so, 
plans shall be submitted to the local Virginia Department of Health (Ms. Valerie 
Jordan at 757-253-4813) for review and approval of septic tank 
removal/ abandonment.

Will a grease trap be required for the facility? If so, provide a grease trap detail with 
a 4" vertical standpipe tee and a cast iron clean-out frame and cover to be used as a 
sampling station. This sampling station should be located within 5 feet from the 
grease trap on the effluent side. Add the following note stating “The proposed grease 
trap must be inspected by John Wilson, JCSA Utility Special Projects Coordinator, 
at (757) 259-4138".

Sheet 3:
1.

Sheet 4:
1.



1
1

Revise the fire hydrant line pipe material from “PVC” to “DIP”.5.

6. Provide thrust blocks at the proposed waterline wet taps.

7. Label all onsite waterlines, fire mains and sanitary sewer laterals as “Private”.

8.

9.

10.

Water Data Sheet:
1.

2.

Water Meter Sizing Calculations:
1.

2.

Page 3 of 4

Section 5c: Any fire flow other than that required by JCSA standards (2500 gpm for 
this type of facility) must be approved by the JCC Fire Department with appropriate 
documentation submitted to JCSA for verification. The Applicant shall provide this 
approval from the JCC Fire Department prior to JCSA’s approval of this plan.

Replace JCSA detail W17.0 with the attached detail. The Applicant can contact 
JCSA Engineering for the revised detail in ACAD format.

The Applicant shall verify if the 12-inch waterline location shown is per field 
location or some other reference. Per JCSA as-builts, it appears the waterline was 
offset as part of a VDOT roadway widening for Ironbound Road. This applies 
similarly for the sanitary sewer line along Ironbound Road. It is suggested the 
Applicant contact Miss Utility to have these utilities marked.

Hydraulic Analysis:
Note: JCSA considers this project to be “in fill” condition and not requiring a hydraulic model. If 
modeling is required by JCC Fire Department to establish available fire flows to the site, the 
Applicant shall resubmit the water model and address the following comments:

The Applicant shall verify if 18-inches minimum vertical clearance will be 
maintained between the existing 8-inch waterline on Carriage Road and the proposed 
sanitary sewer lateral. Indicate the lateral invert at the R/W line.

Section 5b: Revise demand to reflect the water meter sizing calculations (be sure to 
divide the International Plumbing Code peaked demand by 4 to obtain the average 
flow).

Indicate waterline thrust restraint requirements. If all joints are to be restrained, then 
clearly indicate this on the plan and/or profile.

The Applicant shall verify if a 3-inch domestic service line will meet the demands 
and pressure requirements of the facility. By JCSA estimates, velocities would be 
slightly over 5 fps which would be acceptable to JCSA. Verify and revise 
accordingly.

The fixture counts shown do not include any washing machines, whether public or 
private. Is this intended for the facility? Applicant shall verify and respond/revise 
calculations accordingly.

Sheet 10:
1.



»
1.I

2.

3.

4.

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

Page 4 of 4

It appears pipe segment P-7 diameter is incorrect (should be 12-inch). Verify and 
revise accordingly.

JCSA will require an updated fire flow test be performed for this site and 
incorporated into the model (fire flow test included in the report is over 2 years old). 
The Applicant shall contact JCSA to schedule a fire flow test and discuss hydrants 
to be tested.

Model shall be sealed by Professional Engineer registered in the Commonwealth of 
Virginia.

Provide pipe reports for all scenarios modeled. Pipe velocities shall not exceed 8 fps 
for all conditions.
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Z-2-05/MP-3-05 Ironbound Square Redevelopment

Mr. Trey Davis presented the staff report. Mr. Rick Hanson of the James City7
County Office of Housing and Community Development, applied to rezone

Ms. Blanton asked about the need for an age restriction.

Mr. Hunt opened the public hearing.

He gave the

Ms. Jones asked about the approximate square footage of the units.

Mr. Gemerek said the units would be approximate 550 square feet.

Mr. Billups wanted to know if elevators would be installed.

Mr. Gemerek answered yes.

approximately 6.03 acres of land along Ironbound Road from R-2. General Residential, 
to MU. Mixed Use for the development of a 67-unit. age and income-restricted apartment 
facility and five single-family residential lots.

Mr. Davis said the Comprehensive Plan update in 2003 identified this need. He 
also indicted that the restrictions are a part of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
requirements.

Mr. Davis said that the Virginia Department of Transportation. and County 
Environmental and Housing agencies have had discussions regarding creating a regional 
storm water management facility in this area for the entire Ironbound neighborhood re­
development. Those discussions have not been completed so on-site management is 
included with this proposal.

Mr. Joshua Gemerek. BayAging. represented the developer, 
company’s credentials and talked about similar projects in Virginia.

Mr. Billups wanted to know how a denial of the various variance requests would 
affect the project.

APPROVED MINUTES OF THE PLANNING COMISSIONS APRIL 4, 2005 
MEETING

Mr. Rick Hanson. Housing and Community Development, gave a presentation on 
the proposal giving the history7 of the project.

Ms. Blanton asked for elaboration on storm water management issues referenced 
in the staff report.



Mr. Fraley asked about the request for a variance for landscaping.

Mr. Kennedy asked about the price points for those over the 80% threshold.

Ms. Jones asked what the rents would be for the senior housing.

Mr. Hanson said it would be based on their incomes.

Mr. Hanson and Ms. Jones discussed approximate rental amounts.

Mr. Hanson confirmed that it had been designated as such during the 
revitalization plan but that after meeting with neighbors the actual re-development plan 
designated the property for senior housing with no stipulation for attached or detached.

Mr. Hanson said prices might be from S100.000 10 Si50.000 and might not differ 
between the two income levels.

Mr. Hanson and Mr. Fraley talked about HUD's requirement that the units be no 
more than 550 square feet and the amount of common area in the proposal.

Mr. Kennedy warned 10 know how much of the land had been acquired through 
condemnation.

Mr. Hanson said that was to allow for the possibility that one or two of the buyers 
might be slightly above the 80% median income.

Mr. Hanson said none of the property in this was proposal was obtained by that 
method.

Mr. Kennedy inquired about the status of two of the five single family homes that 
were not designated as affordable like the other three.

Mr. Kennedy thought the original proposal for the property was for single family 
affordable housing.

Mr. Kennedy and Mr. Hanson discussed the possibility of the applicant amending 
the proposal later.

Mr. Hanson explained that the requests are due to the nature of the concept for the 
proposal itself.

Mr. Davis said the landscape modification request would be reviewed at the time 
of site plan approval.

Mr. Hanson told the members that a portion of the property would be leased to the 
County for use as a park.



Ms. Blanton asked about accessibility 10 public transportation.

Mr. Billups asked if the proposal had support from the community.

Hearing no other requests to speak. Mr. Hunt closed the public hearing.

Mr. Billups also voiced concerns but stated he will support the application.

Mr. Kennedy motioned to approve the application.

Ms. Blanton seconded motion.

Mr. Hanson answered that the area is on a public transportation route that will 
eventually be re-routed to eliminate the need to cross over 10 access transportation 
traveling in the opposite direction.

Ms. Jones supported the project echoing Ms. Blanton’s concerns regarding 
accessibility to New Town.

Mr. Hunt shared Mr. Kennedy's concerns but stated he will also support the 
project.

Mr. Fraley supported the application stating that it was consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan.

Mr. Hanson said several public meetings were held including participating in a 
tour of similar projects in Richmond and West Point.

Mr. Kennedy felt the proposal had good merit and although he had some concerns 
he will support it.

Mr. Hanson said they are working with the state to address that issue. There is 
currently a proposal for a signal at Watford Lane.

Ms. Blanton stated she will support the proposal but requested the applicant to 
continue to work on transportation aspects.

Ms. Blanton questioned if the development would be a good fit for seniors raising 
grandchildren.

Ms. Blanton expressed concern about accessibility’ for pedestrians crossing over 
Ironbound Road to New Town.

Mr. Gemereck acknowledged that none of their other communities had occupants 
under age 62 living in them primarily because there is only one bedroom.



Mr. Drewry confirmed that the motion included a waiver of parking requirements.

In a unanimous roll vote the application was approved 6-0. AYE: Billups. Fraley.
Kennedy. Blanton. Jones. Hum (6): NAY (0): Absent Kale.



SUMMARY FACTS

Ronnie Orsborne, LandMark Design GroupApplicant:

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

Approval of 127 lotsProposed Use:

Location: Six Mount Zion Road

(5-4)(l-5), (5-4)(l-6), (5-4)(l-7), (5-4)(1-8), (5-4)(1-11)Tax Map/Parcel No.:

Primary Service Area: Inside

Parcel Size: 174.70 acres

PUD-R, Planned Unit Development, Residential, with ProffersZoning:

Low Density ResidentialComprehensive Plan:

Reason for DRC Review: 1) The development proposes more than 50 lots.

Phone: 253-6685Staff Contact: Matthew Arcieri

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

SUBDIVISION 78-05. Stonehouse, Fairmont Sections 1-4
Staff Report for the September 7,2005, Development Review Committee Meeting

Preliminary Approval
Based on the Environmental Division’s recommendation, staff recommends deferral of this case in order to 
resolve outstanding Environmental issues as detailed in the attached DRC screening form. In addition, the 
Environmental Division is concerned about a lack of water quality control measures for this subdivision which, 
if not addressed in these initial sections of Stonehouse, could result in the long term degradation of France and 
Bird Swamp. The applicant and staff met on August 29,2005 to begin discussing these concerns and staff will 
continue to meet through the month of September to resolve this case.

3) Cul-de-sac Exception: Galant Fox, War Admiral, Fairmont Trail and 
Alydar Drive exceed 1,000 feet in length.

2) Master Plan Consistency: The applicant has proposal requires a 
determination of master plan consistency for Stonehouse Land Bays 27, 
28 and 30.

Project History:
• Planning Commission: Current Master Plan and proffers approved by the Planning Commission on 

May 3, 1999.
• Development Review Committee: N/A

S-78-05. Stonehouse, Fairmont Sections 1-4
Page 1



Staff recommends the applicant find the proposal consistent with the Stonehouse Master Plan.

a.) strict adherence to the ordinance requirement will cause substantial injustice or hardship;

Staff finds that granting the exception to permit the longer cul-de-sac streets will not be detrimental to public 
safety, health, or welfare as no objection to the length has been raised by the Fire Department. Staff further 
finds that allowing a longer cul-de-sac will not negatively affect adjacent property. Furthermore granting an

e.) the hardship or injustice is created by the unusual character of the property, including dimensions and 
topography, or by other extraordinary situation or condition of such property. Personal, financial, or self- 
inflicted hardship or injustice shall not be considered proper justification for an exception.

According to section 24-492 of the James City County Zoning Ordinance, the designation shown on the master 
plan shall be the highest and densest use to which such land may be put without amending the master plan. 
However, where the planning commission finds that the project does not vary the basic concept or character of 
the planned community the planning commission may approve plans for projects with lower densities or a 
lower category of uses than those shown on the master plan.

b.) the granting of the exception will not be detrimental to public safety, health, or welfare, and will not 
adversely affect the property of others;

c.) the facts upon which the request is based are unique to the property and are not applicable generally to 
other property so as not to make reasonably practicable the formulation of general regulations to be 
adopted as an amendment to the ordinance;

Land Bay 30 is currently designated “B” Multi Family and is approved for 142 units. The applicant proposes 
changing this to an “A” designation to create 40 lots. The density of this land bay is 1.7 dwelling units per 
acre.

The current proffers limit overall density in Land Bays designated “A” to 2.1 dwelling units per acre. As the 
proposed densities for each land bay are lower than this maximum staff believes that the proposal does not vary 
the basic concept or character of the Stonehouse community. Staff is concerned that with these modifications 
the 8 acre park required by proffer 6.1.g not be overlooked. Based on discussions with the applicant, it has 
been determined that the park will be located in Land Bay 32, which is permitted by the proffers. Staff has 
requested the applicant provide a letter to the DRC confirming this discussion.

Land Bay 28 is currently designated “A” Single Family and is approved for 32 units. The applicant proposes 
changing this to an “A” designation to create 66 lots. The density of this land bay is 1.5 dwelling units per 
acre.

d.) no objection to the exception has been receiving in writing from the transportation department, health 
department, or fire chief, and

Cul-de-sac Exception
Section 19-18 of the Subdivision Ordinance states that the Planning Commission may grant an exception 
to any requirement of the chapter, but not unless first receiving a recommendation from the DRC and upon 
finding that:

Master Plan
Land Bay 27 is currently designated “J” Recreation. The applicant proposes changing this to an “A” 
designation to create 21 lots. The density of this land bay is 1.9 dwelling units per acre.

S-78-05. Stonehouse, Fairmont Sections 1-4
Page 2
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Attachments:

exception based on topographic constraints of the specific site does not set a precedent that would require a 
general amendment to the ordinance, nor is it possible to construct an ordinance that addresses the facts of this 
or similar properties. The need for a longer cul-de-sac for this proposal is driven by the unique topographic 
challenges presented by development of the Stonehouse property.

1.
2.
3.
4.

Plan (under separate cover)
Agency Comments
Cul-de-sac Exception Letter Dated August 26, 2005
Minutes of the May 3, 1999 Planning Commission

S-78-05. Stonehouse, Fairmont Sections 1-4
Page 3



AGENCY COMMENTS

Planning:

1.

2.

3.

a.

b.

c.

Fairmont Trail - Please provide another street name. “Fairmont” is already in use in Minor Lakes.4.

On sheet C-1 under tax parcel information please add parcel 0540100011.5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

It appears that this development is proposed to occur in Land Bays 27,28 and 30. The development 
as proposed is inconsistent with the approved master plan and will require approval by the 
Development Review Committee.

On sheet C-3, there is a 0.3005 acre parcel identified as “Reserved Area”. Per Sec. 19-42 of the 
subdivision ordinance this parcel shall be identified as a common or natural open space or combined 
with adjacent lots. Please clarify.

This plan proposes more than 50 lots and will be reviewed by the Development Review Committee on 
September 7, 2005 at 4PM. Please note that at this time the Environmental Division has indicated it 
will not recommend preliminary approval. In lieu of forwarding this case to development roundtable, 
a meeting to discuss and resolve these issues occurred on August 29, 2005.

Is a separate subdivision entrance feature proposed for this section? If so, the Planning Director must 
review and approve per Section 19-69 of the Subdivision Ordinance.

Prior to final approval please submit Community Association documents for review and approval by 
the County Attorney.

It appears that the section numbers identified on the location map on Sheet C-1 do not correspond with 
those listed on Sheets C-2 and C-3. Please correct as necessary.

Land Bay 27 is currently designated “J” Recreation specifically with a park required per 
proffer 6.1 .g. Staff believes that the proposed use (21 single family lots) is inconsistent with 
that master plan designation. However, as the applicant is currently pursuing a master plan 
amendment through the Board of Supervisors, staff will recommend master plan consistency 
and preliminary approval for Fairmont Sec. 4 provided the owner provides a letter indicating 
that per proffer 6.1 .g the required park will be located in Land Bay 32.

It appears that Galant Fox, War Admiral, Fairmont Trail and Alydar Drive exceed 1,000 feet in length. 
A written request for an exception to the subdivision ordinance was received by this office on August 

29, 2005.

Land Bay 28 is currently designated “A” Single Family and is approved for 32 units. Staff 
notes that this development exceeds the approved density by 34 units. However, given the 
reductions in Land Bay 30, staff is willing to support master plan consistency for this Land 
Bay.
Land Bay 30 is currently designated “B” Multi Family and is approved for 142 units. As this 
proposal proposes a change to a single family designation which will have fewer impacts, 
staff is willing to support master plan consistency for this Land Bay.

S-78-05. Stonehouse, Fairmont Sections 1-4
Page 4



Fire:

1. Please see the attached comments.

County Engineer:

1. On Sheets C-2 and C-3 show conservation easements to be dedicated to James City County.

2. Please submit draft easement signage plan.

VDOT:

1. Please see the attached comments.

JCSA:

1. Please see the attached comments.

Environmental:

1. Please see the attached comments.

S-78-05. Stonehouse, Fairmont Sections 1-4
Page 5



TRANSMITTAL

.(13147576)
.O)August 4, 2005DATE: 05« 3 NeO g

.CO

TO: C

FROM: Matthew Arcieri, Senior Planner

SUBJECT: S-78-05, Fairmont Subdivision, Sec. 1-4 (Stonehouse)

4
ACTION: This case will be heard at the September 7, 2005 DRC

Please review and return comments by August 18, 2005

Sheet C-9

1.

2.

Sheet C-10

COMMENTS: Suggested input is presented in accordance with James City Service 
Authority’s standards and specifications Sect. F (subsection b), and Sect. G.

Environmental+ 
Fire 
JCSA* 
Health 
VDOT** 
Real Estate 
Wayland Bass 
Scott Whyte

Relocate proposed FH located on the south side of the Gallant Fox & 
Secretariat Crossing intersection to the north side of the same 
intersection.
Add one additional FH to Secretariat Crossing between lots 9 & 10.

1. Locate additional FH at the intersection of Seattle Slew and War 
Admiral.

8 escehs
I S”

ITEMS
ATTACHED: Plan

Water and Sewer Calculations*
VODT Documents**
Engineering Documents+

Segngg3gosa9k?

4 )



Sheet C-11

Sheet C-12

D.C. Stanton Jr. 08/11/200:
()

1. Additional FH at the intersection of Fairmont Trail and Omaha Trail.
2. Relocate Proposed FH located on Fairmont Trail Lot 88 to the location 

between Lots 86 and 85 on Fairmont Trail.

1. Relocate proposed FH on Alydar Rd. located at Lot 121 to the location 
of Lot 125 on the same road.

2. Add an additional FH located at Lot 118 on Alydar Rd.



e

COMMONWEALTH of VIRQINIA

.S (O.AUG 2005Co

t RECEIVED —
PLANNING DEPARTMENT /August 22, 2005

C)23

(
4/01,6/8)

Ref:

Dear Mr. Arcieri:

Provide stop signs (MUTCD RI-1, 30”x30”) at all intersections as appropriate.1)

2) Provide a 25 MPH SPEED LIMIT sign on the entrance road to each section.

3)

4)

5)

6)

WE KEEP VIRGINIA MOVING

We have completed our review of the above referenced subdivision plan and offer the following 
comments:

GREGORY A. WHIRLEY
ACTING COMMISSIONER

Per VDOT’s 2001 Road and Bridge Standards, DI-3 drop inlets with heights between 8’ 
and 20’ require the double letter series. Revise structures 1, 2, 3, 4, 4A, 5, 5A, 9, 14, 22, 
22A, 24, 25, 27, 27A, 33, 33A, 33D, 33E, 46, and 50 to reflect this.

Fairmont Subdivision, Sec. 1-4 (Stonehouse)
County Plan Number S-078-05
La Grange Parkway (Relocated Route 600), James City County

Additional density tests will be required at 100’ intervals, and at all laterals, for all 
utilities placed within the pavement of roadways. Provide a note on the plans stating 
such.

Utilities placed in the roadway must be bedded in accordance with 2001 VDOT Road and 
Bridge and Standards (UB-1; std 1401.01). Provide detail on plans.

Provide intersection sight distances at all internal intersections and at the entrances onto 
La Grange Parkway (Relocated Route 600). Also provide the anticipated speed limit for 
La Grange Parkway.

FAX 757-925-1618
WWW.VIRGINIADOT.ORG

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

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
1700 NORTH MAIN STREET 

SUFFOLK, VA 23434

757-925-2500
TOLL FREE 1-888-723-8400

<) o,?

f 
b

6 4 .

http://WWW.VIRGINIADOT.ORG


7)

8)

9)

12) Provide on the plans the minimum dimensions for all outlet protection.

13) Provide drainage easements at all locations where the storm sewer system leaves the 
proposed right of way. Several portions of the systems connecting to BMPs are not 
within easements. Ensure that the preliminary plat reflects all proposed easements.

Provide hydraulic grade line (HGL) computations for the proposed storm sewer system. 
The storm system must be designed such that the HGL does not exceed any critical 
elevation for the design storm.

10) Per the VDOTDrainage Manual, Section 9.4.8.7 (Maximum Grades), “Slopes that incur 
uniform flow velocities in excess of 10 feet per second should be avoided because of the 
potential for abrasion.” While we realize that due to topography this is not always 
possible, there are several locations within the storm drain system where the velocity 
exceeds 10 feet per second. The engineer should review this and take appropriate actions 
to remedy this situation to the extent possible.

Hydraulic Design Advisory (HDA) 05-03, dated June 21, 2005, adopted the use of 
NOAA Atlas 14 Rainfall and Precipitation Data. A copy of this advisory has been 
included for your reference. Review this document and ensure that the methodology used 
to determine rainfall intensities complies with this advisory.

A standard SL-1 safety slab must be used in all manholes and drop inlets with a height 
greater than 12’, revise structures 9, 11 A, 14, 25, 27, 28A, 32, 35A, and 38A to reflect 
this and provide a standard detail on the plans.

Fairmont Subdivision, Sec. 1-4 (Stonehouse)
August 22, 2005
Page Two

14) We note that Sections II, III, and IV provided in the “Storm Sewer Sizing” portion of the 
drainage calculations do not correspond to the sections as shown on the plans; revise for 
clarity.

11) The computed runoff to the pipe connecting structures 35 and 35 A exceeds the computed 
capacity of the pipe; review and revise as necessary.

15) Due to the transitions required to drainage structures with the use of rolltop curbs, all 
entrances must be located a minimum of 10’ from any drainage structure; provide a note 
on the plans stating such. This has previously been an issue on lots with flanking inlets 
along the frontage, ensure adequate accommodations are made for the establishment of 
entrances.



24) The transition from rolltop curb to a structure should transition to a vertical faced curb 
rather than the CG-7 as shown to eliminate exposed corners of the drainage structure.

16) The minimum K value for a sag vertical curve located on a 25 MPH facility is 22. The K 
value for the sag vertical curve at PVI Sta 7+50 on Secretariat Crossing is below this 
minimum value; review and revise as necessary.

18) We note that all cul-de-sac radii are designed according to minimum standards, however 
no cul-de-sacs in these sections have been designed to accommodate busses. A 45’ radius 
is required to accommodate a standard 65-passenger school bus. The County must decide 
if it is appropriate for certain cul-de-sacs to be designed to accommodate busses.

Fairmont Subdivision, Sec. 1-4 (Stonehouse)
August 22, 2005
Page Three

When the above comments have been addressed, please submit two sets of revised plans to this 
office for further review. Also, attach a letter noting what action was taken to correct the above 
comments and any revisions that may impact the right-of-way.

19) If the assumed CBR and RF values presented in the pavement design guide are used, the 
designs should be used for bidding purposes only. A complete geotechnical report will be 
required for the project prior to construction that will include recommended pavement 
design, water table elevations, and remedial steps that must be taken during subgrade 
preparation. If this information is currently available, please include it in your next 
submission.

22) The 4’ sidewalk is noncompliant to minimum VDOT requirements and will not be 
maintained as stated in the title sheet note. The sidewalk will be allowed within the right 
of way under a land use permit issued to the County. VDOT is willing to accept 
maintenance responsibility if the sidewalk is designed to the requirements set forth in the 
2005 Subdivision Street Requirements and accompanying design guide.

17) Per the Road Design Manual, Appendix B (Subdivision Street Design Guide), the 
maximum grade for subdivision streets is 10%. There are locations that exceed this grade 
on Secretariat Crossing and Whirlaway Court; review and revise as necessary.

23) The note for the modified CG-7 curb states that the curb shall have 4” of stone base; this 
should be revised to 6” of stone base as depicted in the schematic.

20) The course thickness show on the pavement typical section do not match those provided 
in the pavement calculations.

21) The fire hydrant should be shown on the backside of the sidewalk in order to maintain the 
required 3’ clear zone.



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

Sincerely,

BuyA W
Bradley A WeidenhammerBradley eidenhammer, EIT
Transportation Engineer

Fairmont Subdivision, Sec. 1-4 (Stonehouse)
August 22, 2005
Page Four



MEMORANDUM -3021123,
7:

‘o40August 31, 2005Date: AUG 2005
RECEIVEDMatthew Arcieri, Senior PLTo: er 8 PLAMNUNG DEPARTMENT

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

S-078-05, Fairmont Subdivision, Section 1-4 (Construction Plans)Subject:

JCSA recommends preliminary approval of this project.

General Comments:
1.

2.

j.

4.

Page 1 of 10

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.

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 August 4, 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.

The fire hydrant locations shall reviewed and approved by the James City County 
Fire Department.

Provide inverts of all proposed sanitary sewer laterals connecting directly into a 
sanitary sewer manhole. If the proposed lateral is more than two feet above the 
outfall pipe invert, then a drop connection shall be specified.

NOTE: Review of the proposed Fairmont Pump Station (JCC Case # SP-101 -05) site plan and 
associated design documents is being handled by Mr. Danny Poe, JCSA Chief Engineer of 
Wastewater. Review comments relating to that submittal will be forwarded under separate letter to 
the Applicant.

The Applicant will be required to pay Master Plan Review fees associated with the 
“Sewer System Study and Design Report for Route 600 Corridor and Fairmont 
Development Area” (dated August 3,2005) submitted with this site plan. Comments 
relating to this study will be provided under separate letter by Mr. Danny Poe, Chief 
Engineer of Wastewater, once associated review fees have been paid.
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5.

The Applicant shall provide an Overall Utility Plan as part of the plan set.6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

Provide baseline station offsets for all sanitary sewer manholes.12.

13.

14.

15.

16. Provide matchlines on all plan sheets for the cross country sanitary sewer.(
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Clearly indicate the vertical and horizontal survey datum which this project was 
based. Reference the County monumentation used and/or temporary bench mark 
established on site.

The design engineer shall provide a response letter indicating actions taken and/or 
any additional changes made with resubmittal of this project.

Clearly label all existing and proposed right-of-way widths on all plan sheets. 
Indicate whether the right-of-way is Public or Private.

Clearly show baseline stationing on the plan. This shall include stationing of all 
cross country sanitary sewer mains.

Site plan shall be sealed, signed and dated by a Professional Engineer and/or 
Surveyor registered in the Commonwealth of Virginia.

Since this site plan involves construction of a force main, the Applicant shall submit 
plans to the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) for review and approval. 
The plans will not receive JCSA final approval until DEQ approval has been 
received. The Applicant shall provide JCSA a copy of the transmittal to DEQ once 
submitted.

Waterline gate valves shall be positioned directly at tees. Revise plan and profile 
stationing accordingly.

Waterline fittings/appurtenances (valves, air release valves, etc) are difficult to 
discern on plan views. The Applicant shall revise the plan graphics to clearly 
indicate location of these features.

The Applicant shall revise all proposed JCSA Utility Easement widths to meet the 
following conditions:
- Permanent easements of 20-feet width for water mains and services and 20- 

feet width for sanitary sewer mains and services, minimum, shall be provided 
on all private property. This shall include areas where the utility is within I O' 
of the right-of-way line.

- Combined water and sanitary sewer easements shall be a minimum of 30-feet
wide.

- For gravity sanitary sewers between 12 and 20-feet deep, the easement width 
shall be 30-feet minimum.

- For gravity sanitary sewers over 20-feet deep, easements shall be a minimum 
of 40-feet wide.



17.

18.

19.

20.

21. Clearly label waterline and force main sizes on all utility plan sheets.

22.

23.

Sheet C-9:
1. Gallant Fox:

a.
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b.
C.

On the profiles, label all water and sanitary sewer crossings as requiring minimum 
18-inches clearance.

Revise the proposed Conservation Easements to exclude all JCSA Utility Easement 
areas.

JCSA requires a minimum of one full joint of pipe be restrained on each side of fire 
hydrant connections. Revise drawings accordingly.

The Applicant shall confirm that all sanitary sewer lines are designed with entry into 
the manhole at an angle of 90-degrees or greater to the downstream line. This applies 
to locations where drop connections are not incorporated. Revise accordingly to 
comply.

Based on Lots with minimal right-of-way frontage (typically flag Lots or high density 
developments), it is likely that sanitary sewer cleanouts will be located within flag 
Lot driveways. JCSA standards require cleanouts located in driveways to be traffic 
rated in accordance with HRPDC detail SS_12. It is requested the Applicant require 
SS12 cleanouts for such lots and clearly note this on the plans. If not, the 
Applicant/Developer shall provide JCSA assurances that cleanout locations will not 
be located in driveways. The Applicant/Developer shall be made aware that any 
cleanout(s) installed in driveways which are not in accordance with HRPDC detail 
SS_12 will have to be removed and replaced accordingly prior to JCSA issuing a 
Certificate to Occupy for the dwelling.

Clearly label the proposed force main connection requirements (i.e. removal 
of plug, etc) and baseline stationing.
Sta 13+59 (+/-): Label the force main air release valve stationing and offset. 
Relocate San MH #69 to the sewer lateral serving Lots 33/34. Relocate Lot 
12 sewer lateral to tie into the manhole at this location.

JCSA nor the HRPDC standards require safety slabs in sanitary sewer manholes. 
The Applicant shall clarify why these are being specified and if not necessary, 
remove accordingly from the profiles.

Statistical Data: Include the contact persons phone and fax number under the 
Owner/Developer Information.

Provide stationing limits for all DIP water and sanitary sewer mains through fill 
areas. The Applicant shall clearly state the compaction requirements for any utility 
main which is placed within fill areas outside of the roadway prism to assure 
settlement will not occur, especially for the cross country sewer mains.

Sheet C-3:
1.

Sheet C-1:
1.



d.

e.

f.

Secretariat Crossing:2.
a.

Whirlaway Court:3.
a.

b.

4. Sanitary Line “B”:
a.

b.

5.
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C.
d.

The HRPDC/JCSA detail list appears to be incomplete. Fire hydrants should be per 
HRPDC detail WD_06 since roadways incorporate curb and gutter. Revise list to 
incorporate all applicable details.

Sanitary sewer segment San MH #65 to San MH #56 does not maintain 90- 
degrees with the downstream sewer. It is recommended the Applicant realign 
the sewer to meet this minimum requirement or provide calculations 
addressing debris settlement within the manhole bench and to assure a 
smooth transitional flow from the inlet to the outfall sewer main is 
maintained.
Clearly show any proposed grading over the sanitary sewer mains and 
identify how the fill slope will be stabilized to prevent any future erosion 
over the JCSA sewer main, especially at the BMP discharge point.

Sta 14+60: Relocate Lot 24/25 dual sewer lateral to align with the property 
line. Connect lateral directly into San MH #20.
Provide water service to Lot 25 and 26. Reference number for Lot 26 appears 
to be shown incorrectly (currently over BMP). Verify and revise accordingly. 
Delete water service shown to the BMP.
Sta 17+00 (+/-): Relocate waterline to maintain 10' horizontal clearance with 
San MH #3. Verify if waterline can be deflected (%2 of manufacturer’s 
recommended deflection as required by HRPDC standards) without using 
fittings. Revise accordingly.

Relocate waterlines to maintain 10' horizontal clearance with San MH #75 
and San MH #70. Verify if the waterline can be deflected (%2 of 
manufacturer’s recommended deflection as required by HRPDC standards) 
without using fittings. Revise accordingly.
Sta 9+94: Revise labeling of waterline to reflect a cross, not a tee.
Relocate the water service shown for the BMP to Lot 7.
Water and sewer service to Lot 5 conflict and do not maintain minimum 
separation requirements. It is suggested that Lot 5's water meter be located 
adjacent to the blow-off assembly and Lot 4's water meter be adjusted to 
maintain 10' separation from the sewer lateral.

Label all force main fittings including baseline stationing and offset. Provide 
a 20' JCSA Utility Easement centered on the force main at locations where 
the force main is less than 10' from the R/W line.
Sta 20+04 (+/-): Verify if the waterline can be deflected (%2 of manufacturer’s 
recommended deflection as required by HRPDC standards) without using 
fittings. Revise accordingly.
It is recommended Lot 18's water meter be relocated adjacent to the blow-off 
assembly. This will help minimize the potential for conflicts with the future 
driveway.

b.
c.
d.



War Admiral:
a.

b.

Seattle Slew:2.

Sanitary Line “A”:3.

Fairmont Trail:
a.

e.

2. Omaha Trail

c.

3. Sanitary Line “A”:
a.

Alydar Drive:
Relocate San MH #76 to Lot 107/108 sanitary sewer lateral.a.
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a.
b.

b.
c.
d.

a.
b.
c.

It is recommended a fire hydrant be provided at the intersection of War 
Admiral and Seattle Slew.
Relocate San MH #27 to Lot #39 sanitary sewer lateral.

San MH #14 to #15: Revise the easement label to state “30' Drainage and 
JCSA Utility Easement”.

Relocate San MH #31 to Lot #65/66 sanitary sewer lateral.
Provide a JCSA Utility Easement along the sewer lateral serving Lots 59/60. 
Sta 16+83 (+/-): Verify if the waterline can be deflected (%2 of manufacturer’s 
recommended deflection as required by HRPDC standards) without using 
fittings. Revise accordingly.

Clearly label the pipe bridge limits on the plan.
Relocate Lot 58's sanitary sewer lateral upslope and tie into San MH #8.
Show proposed grading over the sewer main between San MH #9 and #10.

Sta 11+16 (+/-): Eliminate the 8-inch gate valve shown as it is not required. 
There should be a gate valve provided at the waterline intersection of 
LaGrange Parkway and Fairmont Trail. Revise accordingly.
Eliminate one sanitary sewer lateral to Lot 76 (two currently shown).
Relocate the BMP water meter to Lot 87.
Sta 24+90 (+/-): Relocate the waterline to maintain 10' horizontal clearance 
with San MH #36. Verify if waterline can be deflected (%2 of manufacturer’s 
recommended deflection as required by HRPDC standards) without using 
fittings. Revise accordingly.
Relocate San MH #40 to Lot 67/68 sanitary sewer lateral. Verify if San MH 
#39 can be eliminated.

Relocate San MH #42 to Lot 101/102 sanitary sewer lateral.
Sta 19+39 (+/-): Relocate the blow-off assembly to Lot line 94/95 and realign 
waterline to maintain 10' minimum horizontal clearance with San MH #19. 
Relocate Lot 95 sewer lateral to the opposite property line.
Relocate Lot’s 93 and 94 sanitary sewer laterals to provide 18-inch minimum 
vertical clearance with the waterline and storm sewer (coordinate with 
profile).

a.
b.
c.

Sheet C-11:
1.

Sheet C-10:
1.

Sheet C-12:
1.



b.

c.

Sanitary Line “B”:2.
a.

2.

3.

Gallant Fox Profile:

e.

2. Secretariat Crossing Profile:
a.

b.

c.

Indicate joint restraint required for the proposed force main.

2.
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Clearly show any proposed grading over the sanitary sewer main and identify 
how the fill slope will be stabilized to prevent any future erosion over the 
JCSA sewer main.

The Applicant shall provide pipe bridge details as part of the plan. Attached are 
JCSA’s details for use and inclusion on the plan. The Applicant will be required to 
submit pipe bridge calculations and backup data sealed by a Professional Engineer 
licensed in the Commonwealth of Virginia for JCSA records.

Graphically show and label the waterline connection to Gallant Fox to include the 
gate valve and tee.

Cross Country Sanitary Line “B”: It appears that Lot 7 should actually be labeled Lot 
5. Also, sanitary sewer service for this Lot is already provided off Secretariat 
Crossing. Verify which is correct and revise accordingly.

Clearly Show Lots 109/110, 111/112 and 117/118 sanitary sewer laterals as 
connecting the manhole.
Maintain 1 O' horizontal clearance between Lot 117 water service line and Lot 
116 sanitary sewer lateral.

Refer to General Comments, Note #16 above. Matchline sheet references appear 
incorrect. Verify and revise accordingly.

San MH #73 invert elevations contradict upstream/downstream pipe data 
when calculated. Verify and revise accordingly.
It appears that 18-inches minimum vertical clearance will not be maintained 
between Lot 11 sanitary sewer lateral and the storm sewer crossing. Verify 
and revise accordingly.
It appears storm sewer segment #1 to #2 will conflict with the sanitary sewer 
main. Verify and revise to provide a minimum vertical clearance of 18- 
inches.

Show the existing storm sewer crossing at Sta 10+50 (+/-).
Sta 13+59 (+/-): Add “Waterline” after the air release valve label for clarity.
Verify pipe length shown for San MH #68 to #67.
Provide pipe information (length, slope, pipe material) for pipe segment San 
MH # 67 to #66.
San MH #65 invert elevations contradict upstream pipe data when calculated.
Verify and revise accordingly.

a.
b.
c.
d.

Sheet C-15:
1.

Sheet C-13:
1.

Sheet C-14:
1.



3.

4.

Verify pipe length shown for sanitary sewer pipe segment San MH #20 to #2.5.

6.

7.

2.

Revise San MH #25 thru #23 pipe material to DIP due to depth exceeding 16-feet.3.

4.

Specify San MH #6 as a drop manhole.5.

6. Computed depth of San MH #22 appears incorrect. Verify and revise accordingly.

2.

3. Specify San MH #28 and #9 as drop manholes.

4.

Fairmont Trail:
a.

b.i
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It appears that 18-inches minimum clearance will not be maintained between the 
waterline and Lot 55/56 sanitary sewer lateral. Verify and revise accordingly.

It appears storm sewer segment #23 to #23 A will conflict with the waterline. Verify 
and revise to provide a minimum vertical clearance of 18-inches.

It appears Lots 24/25 sanitary sewer lateral will not maintain a vertical clearance of 
18-inches with at the storm sewer crossing. Verify and revise accordingly.

Graphically show and label the waterline connection to War Admiral to include the 
gate valve and tee.

Specify San MH #2 as a drop manhole. Computed depth appears incorrect. Verify 
and revise accordingly.

Sta 15+94 (+/-): Label 18-inch minimum clearance between the force main and 
waterline crossing.

Joint restraint shown for the 8-inch gate valve appears insufficient (JCSA estimates 
96' required). Verify and revise accordingly.

Waterline connection stationing contradicts the plan sheet stationing. Verify which 
is correct and revise accordingly.

It appears that 18-inches minimum clearance will not be maintained between 
the waterline and Lot 67/68 sanitary sewer lateral. Verify and revise sanitary 
sewer profile accordingly.
San MH #38 invert data contradicts upstream pipe data. Verify and revise 
accordingly.

Sta 19+31 (+/-): Lower storm sewer segment #24 to #25 to provide 18-inch 
separation with the fire hydrant main.

Sta 17+00 (+/-): Revise storm sewer profile to provide minimum 18-inches vertical 
separation at the waterline crossing.

Sheet C-17:
1.

Sheet C-18:
1.

Sheet C-16:
1.



C.

d.

e.

f.

g.

h.

Omaha Trail:2.
a.

b.

c.

2. Computed depth of San MH #76 appears incorrect. Verify and revise accordingly.

3.

4.

5.

2.

j.

4. Show all storm sewer and waterline crossings as part of the profile.
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Reduce the gravity sewer influent pipe slope into the station (suggest 1 % maximum). 
The Applicant shall coordinate this request with Mr. Danny Poe, JCSA Chief 
Engineer of Wastewater as part of his review of the lift station design drawings.

San MH #77: Invert in from San MH #76 contradicts the pipe data. Verify and revise 
accordingly.

Graphically show and label the waterline connection to LaGrange Parkway. Include 
notes requiring removal of existing blow-off assembly.

The depth of the gravity sewer system adjacent to San MH #52 is unacceptable based 
on the grading indicated. Revise profile to provide 3-feet minimum cover over the 
pipe. Label San MH #52 as a Drop manhole unless the “Invert in” is located within2- 
feet of the “Invert out” elevation.

San MH #52: Structure reference for “Invert in (55)” should reflect “Invert in (53)”. 
Verify and revise accordingly.

Revise 4-inch waterline DIP length to begin at Sta 15+81 (+/-).This will eliminate a 
short segment of differing pipe material.

Graphically show and label the waterline connection to Fairmont Trail to 
include the gate valve and tee.
Computed depth of San MH #15 appears incorrect. Verify and revise 
accordingly.
San MH # 17 invert appears incorrect. Verify and review accordingly.

Station label of blow-off assembly contradicts the plan label. Verify and revise 
accordingly.

Sta 15+65 (+/-): Provide 18-inches minimum vertical separation between the 
storm sewer and sanitary sewer crossing.
Sta 16+17 (+/-): Station label of 8x8 tee contradicts the plan label. Verify 
and revise accordingly.
It appears storm sewer segment # 31A to #31B crossing will conflict with the 
waterline. Revise profile to provide 18-inches minimum vertical separation. 
San MH #35 to #36 pipe length appears to be incorrect. Verify and revise 
accordingly.
Computed depth of San MH #36 appears incorrect. Verify and revise 
accordingly.
Station label of blow-off assembly contradicts the plan label. Verify and 
revise accordingly.

Sheet C-19:
1.

Sheet C-20:
1.



5.

Show the proposed grading between San MH #9 to #10 per Sheet C-10..6.

7.

San MH # 11 Invert in contradicts upstream pipe data. Verify and revise accordingly.8.

9.

10.

Provide pipe information for pipe segment San MH #52 to #53.

2.

Show all storm sewer and waterline crossings as part of the profile.j.

Rim elevation for San MH #54 appears incorrect. Verify and revise accordingly.4.

5.

Show all storm sewer and waterline crossings as part of the profiles.

2. Sanitary Line “B” profile:
a.

b.

Gallant Fox to Cross Country Profile:3.
Refer to Sheet C-14, Comment #l.e.a.

4. Secretariat Crossing to Cross Country:
a.

Page 9 of 10

Computed depth of San MH #13 and #15 appears incorrect. Verify and revise 
accordingly.

Relocate San MH #5 upslope approximately 20-feet. Verify if the sewer can be 
realigned to eliminate this manhole.

Pipe length shown for sanitary sewer segment San MH #11 to #12 contradicts that 
shown on the Fairmont Trail Profile. It is recommended this pipe segment be shown 
as “dashed” with a note referencing the Fairmont Trail profile. This will eliminate 
duplicate profiles for the same main.

San MH #52: Structure reference for “Invert in (55)” should reflect “Invert in (53)”.
Verify and revise accordingly.

Sta 32+65 (+/-): Provide concrete encasement on the sanitary sewer main to extend 
5' minimum on each side of the grade low point.

Rim elevation and depth of San MH #70 contradicts profile on Sheet C-14. 
Verify and revise accordingly.

Computed depth of San MH #77 appears incorrect. Verify and revise 
accordingly.
San MH #77: Refer to Sheet C-19, Comment #4.

The Applicant shall verify if the sewer depths shown can be reduced by realigning 
the sewer. If the Applicant determines this as not feasible, JCSA will require steel 
casings be provided at all locations where the sewer depth exceeds 25-feet. Casing 
shall be located no closer than 25-feet to a manhole structure, in either direction, to 
allow JCSA to access and maintain the sewer if necessary.

Sheet C-21:
1.

Sheet C-22:
1.



Typical Road and Pavement Section:
a.

b.

Revise General Note #10 to reference the current JCSA standards.2.

2.

3.

Sanitary Sewer System Data Sheet:
The data sheet as submitted is incomplete and not reviewed with this submittal.1.

Water Data Sheet:
Section 6: Provide piping information.1.

2. Section 7: Total number of meters shown is incorrect.

Section 8: Total number of fire hydrants shown is incorrect.3.

4.

Water Distribution Analysis:
JCSA comments will be provided under separate letter.1.

Please call me at 253-6836 if you have any questions or require any additional information.
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Per recent discussions with DEQ, JCSA has elected to eliminate the requirement to 
provide a saxophone on grinder pump connections to a sewer cleanout. Revise the 
Grinder Pump Connection to Sewer Cleanout Detail to reflect this change.

General Notes (JCSA): Revise Note K to state the following:
“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.

Clarify where the “Low Pressure Force Main Terminal Flushing Assembly” is to be 
used on this project. Remove if not required.

Clarify the note stating “Utilities may be installed opposite hand depending 
on site constraints”. JCSA utilities shall be installed per the plan. If this is 
meant for Private Utilities (power, gas, phone, cable, etc), then revise the note 
to state such.
Show and label 3-feet minimum cover over the force main.

The Water Data Sheet will be reviewed in detail once properly filled out and 
resubmitted.

Sheet C-42:
1.

Sheet C-39:
1.
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REVISION DATE COMMENT

DWG NO. PB.1 SCALE: NONE
DWN BY: DAW DATE: JUNE 2004

5. PIPE BRIDGE DESIGN CALCULATIONS AND BACK UP DATA SHALL BE 
SEALED BY A REGISTERED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER LICENSED IN THE 
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA AND SUBMITTED TO JCSA FOR RECORD.

3/4" BOLTS WITH 
WASHERS (GALV.)

MECHANICAL JOINT 
DUCTILE IRON PIPE 
PRESSURE CLASS 350

1/2" NEOPRENE PAD BETWEEN 
STRAPS AND PIPE &
TIMBER AND PIPE

3. THESE DETAILS ARE APPROPRIATE FOR A MAXIMUM 12 INCH DIAMETER 
PIPE. LARGER DIAMETER PIPE AND/OR MULTIPLE PIPES WILL REQUIRE 
A SPECIAL DESIGN.

CAP TOP OF PILES WITH 
SHEET ALUM. NAILED 
TO SIDES WITH ------- \
GALV. NAILS (TYP.) \

NOTES:
1. PILE DIAMETER SHALL BE SELECTED BY THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL. 

MINIMUM PILE DIAMETER IS 8 INCHES AT THE BUTT AND 6 INCHES 
AT THE TIP.

4. PIPE BRIDGES FOR PRESSURE PIPE SHALL BE DESIGNED TO ADEQUATELY 
ACCOMMODATE THRUST RESTRAINTS AS APPLICABLE.

2. PILE DEPTH BELOW GRADE SHALL BE DETERMINED BY THE DESIGN 
PROFESSIONAL BASED UPON GEOTECHNICAL ANALYSIS.
MINIMUM DEPTH SHALL BE 10 FEET.

3x6 TIMBERS
PRESSURE TREATED (TYP.)

8” MIN. DIA. WOOD PILINGS

— 1/4 x 1 1/2" GALV. STEEL STRAP 
ATTACHED W/ 1/2" GALV. LAG SCREWS

PIPE BRIDGE 
1 OF 3
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MINIMUM CROSS BRACING REQUIREMENTS
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PIPE BRIDGE 
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PILE MATERIALS & MANUFACTURE

3. ALL KNOTS AND LIMBS SHALL BE CUT OR TRIMMED SMOOTHLY AND FLUSH WITH THE SURFACE OF THE PILE.

4. PILES SHALL BE PEELED SMOOTH, CLEAN, AND FREE FROM INNER BARK.

5. ENDS MUST BE CUT SQUARE WITH THE AXIS OF THE PILE.

7. BARK SHALL BE PEELED AS SOON AS POSSIBLE TO PREVENT DECAY OF SAPWOOD FROM FUNGI AND WORMS.

2. ALL ADZING, TRIMMING AND CUTTING SHALL BE DONE PRIOR TO TREATMENT.

7. EACH PILE SHALL BE LEGIBLY MARKED WITH THE AWPB QUALITY MARK INDICATING LP-55, GROUND CONTACT, 
PRESERVATIVE SYMBOL "C”, NAME OF TREATING PLANT AND YEAR TREATED, AND NAME OR TRADEMARK OF 
SUPERVISING QUALITY CONTROL AGENCY.

6. AFTER PILES HAVE BEEN DRIVEN AND CUT OFF, ALL CUT, BORED, AND TAPPED SURFACES SHALL BE TREATED AS 
SPECIFIED IN AWPA M4.

5. CORRECTION OF DAMAGE OR IMPAIRMENT TO THE PROTECTIVE TREATED SHELL, AS A RESULT OF TRIMMING OR DRIVING 
THE SLEEVE, SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH AWPA M4.

6. EVERY EFFORT SHALL BE MADE TO OBTAIN AIR-SEASONED TIMBERS CUT IN THE FALL OR EARLY WINTER FOR MAXIMUM 
STRENGTH AND DURABILITY.

C. TREATMENT:
1. ALL PILES SHALL BE TREATED USING THE FULL CELL PROCESS.

2. PILES SHALL BE FREE FROM SHORT OR REVERSE BENDS AND FROM CROOKS GREATER THAN ONE-HALF THE DIAMETER 
OF THE PILE AT THE MIDDLE OF THE BEND; A LINE DRAWN FROM THE CENTER OF THE BUTT TO THE CENTER OF THE 
TIP SHALL LIE WITHIN THE BODY OF THE PILE.

DWG NO. PB.1
DWN BY: DAW

B. MANUFACTURE:
1. PILES SHALL TAPER UNIFORMLY FROM THE POINT OF BUTT MEASUREMENT TO THE TIP.

3. ALL CONDITIONING AND PRESSURE TREATMENT SHALL BE PERFORMED ACCORDING TO CURRENT STANDARDS OF THE 
AMERICAN WOOD PRESERVERS ASSOCIATION AND BUREAU.

SCALE: NONE
DATE: JUNE 2004

PIPE BRIDGE 
3 OF 3

A. TIMBER PILES:
1. TIMBER PILES SHALL BE HIGHEST QUALITY, CLEAN-PEELED, ROUND, SOUND, STRAIGHT TIMBERS OF SOUTHERN PINE 

OR DOUGLAS FIR, CONFORMING TO THE CURRENT "STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR ROUND TIMBER PILES”, ASTM 
DESIGNATION D 25.

2. ALL PILES SHALL BE SAP PILES FOR HIGH RETENTION OF PRESERVATIVE. SOUTHERN PINE TIMBERS SHALL HAVE A 
MINIMUM SAP RING OF 1.5”, AND DOUGLAS FIR TIMBERS SHALL HAVE A MINIMUM SAP RING OF 1.5”.

3. ALL PILES SHALL BE FREE FROM ANY DEFECTS WHICH MAY IMPAIR THEIR STRENGTH OR DURABILITY, SUCH AS DECAY, 
SPLITS, TWISTS OF GRAIN EXCEEDING ONE-HALF OF THE CIRCUMFERENCE IN ANY 20’ LENGTH OR SHAKES MORE THAN 
ONE-THIRD OF THE AVERAGE DIAMETER OF THE PILE.

4. THE MAXIMUM DIAMETER OF A KNOT SHALL NOT EXCEED 4” NOR ONE-THIRD OF THE LEAST DIAMETER OF THE PILE 
WHERE THE HOLE OCCURS; NUMEROUS HOLES OR SMALL HOLES IN GROUPS WILL NOT BE PERMITTED.

5. TIMBER SHALL HAVE ONE-THIRD OR MORE SUMMERWOOD AND AVERAGE AT LEAST FIVE ANNUAL RINGS PER INCH.

4. PRESERVATIVE TREATMENT OF PILES NOT EXPOSED TO SEAWATER SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE APPLICABLE 
REQUIREMENTS OF AWPA C3.

JCSA
JAMBS CHY SVICI AUTHONTY



COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL DIVISION

Ok

Impacts to
□

Compliance with County 10-point BMP Criteria
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General:

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

2.

3.

4.

5. Label all roads and all phases on all sheets.

Provide match lines for all sheets throughout the plan set.6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11. Wetlands. Provide evidence that any necessary wetlands permits have been obtained, have not 
expired or are not necessary for this project. Refer to Chapter 23 Chesapeake Bay Preservation 
ordinance, Section 23-9(b)(9) and 23-10(7)(d). Additionally, prior to receiving final site plan 
approval, either a permit must be obtained for all wetlands currently shown on individual lots, or

Record Drawing and Construction Certification. The stormwater management/BMP facilities as 
proposed for this project will require submission, review and approval of record drawings (as- 
builts) and construction certifications 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.

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.

Offsite Work. Provide evidence of permission to occupy, develop and disturb the offsite adjacent 
tracts from the parcel owners, more specifically, Tax Parcel Id number 0540100009 (Tymar 
Capital, LLC) and Tax Parcel Id number 0540100002 (Six Hundred North, LLC).

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

Interim Certification. Due to the characteristics and dual purpose function of all BMPs serving as 
temporary sediment control devices, interim construction certification will be required. Refer to 
current County guidelines for requirements.

Streetlights. Provide a streetlight plan in accordance with established County requirements, and a 
rental fee for all of said streetlights must be paid prior to the recordation of the subdivision plat. 
Also lights should be placed on common property lines where feasible and at the ends of cul-de- 
sacs and at all intersections. Revise as necessary.

A Geotechnical Report, prepared by a professional engineer, is required to be submitted for the 
BMP designs prior to issuance of a Land-Disturbing permit for the project. The geotechnical 
information must contain a geotechnical engineer’s recommendations specific to the construction 
requirements for cut off trenches for each specific embankment as they are to be installed on 
steep slopes and highly erodable soils. Additional information should also include tie-in 
information for the sides of the embankments as well.

ENVIRONMENTAL DIVISION REVIEW COMMENTS 
Fairmont Subdivision, Sections 1-4 (Stonehouse) 

County Plan Number S-078-05
September 1, 2005

MP



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Subdivision Plats:

18.

19.

a letter from the USACOE must be submitted to our office that states the corps will not require 
permitting of these wetlands. (Note: This includes securing necessary wetland permits through 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Norfolk District and under the Virginia Department of 
Environmental Quality non-tidal wetlands programs, which became effective October Is' 2001.)

Wetlands. Provide evidence that the jurisdictional limits have been confirmed by the US Army 
Corps of Engineers. Refer to Chapter 23 Chesapeake Bay Preservation ordinance, Section 23- 
10(2)a) and 23-10(7)(a). An accurate wetlands line must be shown support the delineation of the 
100-foot Resource Protection Area buffer.

Professional seal and signature is required on final and complete approved stormwater 
management plans, drawings, technical reports, and specifications.

Dam Permit. Based on the existing characteristics of Richardson Mill Pond (height of dam and 
storage volumes), it appears that Richardson Mill Pond is subject to the provisions of Virginia 
Dam Safety Program and 4 VAC 50-20 Impounding Structure Regulations. Evidence of the dam 
safety permit from the Virginia Soil and Water Conservation Board will be required prior to final 
approval and land disturbing permit issuance for the plan of development by the Environmental 
Division, unless the impounding structure is specifically excluded from the regulations.

VDOT. It appears a VDOT CE-7 (temporary construction entrance permit) may be required. 
Contact the Williamsburg Residency, Permits and Subdivisions at 757-253-4832 for further 
information.

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.gov/sw/vsmp.htm or contact the DCR Central Office at 804-371-7330 for 
additional information.

Steep Slope Areas. Section 23-5 of the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance does not allow 
land-disturbing activities to be performed on slopes 25 percent or greater. In previous sections 
and phases of the Stonehouse development, it has been a recurring Individual house lot waivers 
may not be granted. Make sure that there is enough buildable area on each lot for the type of 
housing that is anticipated to be built (ie: 4000 SF house v. 1500 SF house).

All subdivision plats submitted for approval after August 6, 1990 shall clearly identify the 
boundaries of any RPA within the property. The wetlands shall be surveyed and the RPA line 
taken from the surveyed wetlands line for this legal document.

Plan Number. Please reference the assigned County plan number, S-078-05, on all subsequent 
submissions.

http://www.dcr.virginia.gov/sw/vsmp.htm


Floodplain:

20.

Chesapeake Bay Preservation:

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

RPA Signs. 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.

Steep Slope Areas. Section 23-5 of the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance does not allow 
land-disturbing activities to be performed on slopes 25 percent or greater. As a request for waiver 
from this section of the Chesapeake Bay Ordinance will be required, all areas must be clearly 
delineated and an accurate tabulation of the areas must be provided. Additionally, supporting 
plan sheets at an adequate sale to evaluate these areas of encroachment must be provided.

Delineate Steep Slope Areas. Section 23-10(2) of the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Ordinance 
requires delineation of areas with slopes 25 percent or greater. Not all areas of steep slopes have 
been shown, therefore the inventory as presented cannot be considered complete or accurate. A 
full evaluation of the encroachments onto step slopes will not be conducted at this time and 
preliminary approval cannot be recommended to the DRC.

Suitable Building Area. Lots 29, 30, 53, and 97 (as shown on sheet 34) appear to have a limited 
building area due to steep slopes. For this reason, these Lots should be broken up and absorbed 
into the adjacent Lots.

Water Quality Impact Assessment. A water quality impact assessment (WQLA) will be required 
for these sections of the development due to the location of the proposed sanitary sewer within 
the limits of the Resource Protection Area. Refer to Sections 23-7(b) and 23-11 of the 
Chesapeake Bay Preservation ordinance. All WQIA’s are to be submitted to our division under 
separate cover. WQIA’s that are not submitted under separate cover are not considered for 
review but will be filed with the plan set.

Environmental Inventory. Although an environmental inventory plan sheet was provided in the 
plan set, the tabulated areas of encroachments do not appear to be correct based upon the 
development plan presented (0.99 acres of steep slope with no encroachments into the RPA). To 
provide for additional clarity, it is requested that the overall development scheme is included on a 
single plan sheet at an appropriate scale, then broken apart over several plan sheets to show more 
detail at a lesser scale (i.e. l”=50’). The inventory should also show the limits of work or site 
clearing and grading, including that associated with utilities and installation of erosion and 
sediment controls, clearly transposed onto the sheet to properly evaluate impacts of the 
development plan to environmentally sensitive areas.

RPA line. The Resource Protection Area delineation varies throughout the plan set and is 
extremely difficult to determine the overall areas of encroachment. As this makes it impossible to 
determine impacts to the RPA, a full evaluation will not be conducted at this time and preliminary 
approval cannot be recommended to the DRC.

The FEMA maps for the above referenced project reflect that there are flood zoned areas other 
than those indicated on the title sheet of the plan. Additionally, as these other flood zone areas 
appear to encroach onto individual lots, the zones must be clearly delineated on the associated 
plat.



Grading Plan:

28.

29.

Erosion & Sediment Control Plan:

30.

31.

32.

a.

b. Under item #1, provide the case number S-078-05.

c.

d.

Step 5 needs to include sediment traps.e.

f.

33.

Sequence of Construction, the following comments pertain to the sequence of construction as 
presented on plan sheet C-38:

Outlet Protection. Provide for riprap-lined channels from the outfalls of all storm systems into all 
basins. Providing the terminus of stormwater conveyance systems at the top of steep slopes will 
cause erosion to these sideslopes damaging the basins and requiring excessive maintenance. If it 
is not the designer’s intent to provide rip rap lined channels on these slopes, the terminus of the 
system should be relocated to the bottom of the slope. Additionally, it appears that the outlet 
protection was sized based on the 10-year flows through the pipe. This is not consistent with the

Step 3 of the SOC should come before step 1 of the SOC as this will be required to be 
performed by the environmental Division Inspector prior to the pre-construction meeting.

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.

Step 8 must specify that storm sewer systems are to be installed starting at the temporary 
sediment basin/BMP and working up gradient.

Limits of Work. Show and label a distinct limit of work (clearing and grading) around the site 
periphery. Be sure to include work associated with installation of erosion and sediment controls 
and onsite or offsite utility connections. Ensure disturbed area estimates match land-disturbance 
inclusive within the limits of work.

Proposed Grading. Road grading for BMP access roads is excessive. Make the grades less than 
10 percent or provide a surface treatment that is consistent with the proposed gradient.

Revise the statement pertaining to the conversion of the temporary sediment basins to 
final BMP mode to state that this is only to occur after receiving written permission from 
the James City County Environmental Division or a representative thereof. This 
information must be reiterated in SOC step 14.

Step 4 of the sequence of construction must clearly indicate that only the minimum area 
necessary for the installation of the erosion and sediment control items shall be cleared, 
and the requirement for grubbing of these areas should be removed as this would promote 
erosion.

Temporary Construction Easements. The 20’ easements provided for the proposed sanitary sewer 
gravity to the rear of the lots and in areas of steep slopes does not appear adequate for the 
proposed burial depths in excess of 30’. Ensure Either increase the easement widths or provide 
information to support the current widths of the proposed easements. Make sure that all 
additional areas of impacts are accounted for in the environmental inventory.



34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42. Channel Adequacy. It has been observed on various different site visits throughout the proposed 
area of development and is confirmed in the USDA USGS soil survey for James City County that

Straw Bail Barriers. Remove all details and requirements pertaining to the installation of straw 
bail barriers throughout the plan set and replace with more appropriate erosion control measures 
such as rock check dams or right of way diversions. Straw bail barriers are not an acceptable 
form of erosion and sediment control in James City County.

Dust Control. Add dust control measures in accordance with Minimum Standard 3.39 of the 
VESCH to the erosion and sediment control plan for the site.

requirements of the VESCH. Revise the outlet protection requirements so that they are based on 
pipe flowing full conditions.

Baffle Walls. Provide for baffle walls in all basins as appropriate and in accordance with VESCH 
standard and specification 3.14.

Rock Construction Entrance. Provide a rock construction entrance at all access points to paved 
roadways in accordance with VESCH Minimum Standard 3.02. Provide any additional 
construction entrances, and revise those currently proposed, with the required minimum length as 
outlined under this minimum standard.

Temporary sediment traps and basins. Temporary Sediment Trap #1 is not properly labeled in the 
plan set. Additionally, provide all necessary and required information on the plan sheets 
pertaining to the various traps as proposed including the dimensions and elevations for the 
associated outlet, top of berm, and bottom of the facility, interior dimensions, and side slopes.

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.

Temporary Sediment Basins. The temporary Sediment Basin Routings will not be reviewed at 
this time as several issues prevent a full evaluation. First, the temporary sediment basins must be 
designed and constructed based on the ultimate drainage area to be served by the facility 
throughout the duration of the facilities operation. As these facilities will remain in operation up 
and until the site is stabilized and the majority of the single family dwellings have been 
constructed and stabilized, and with the drainage areas differing between the temporary sediment 
basins and the final BMP’s by several acres, it does not appear that this has been accomplished. 
Second, the dewatering orifice diameters for the temporary sediment basins have not been 
properly sized for any of the proposed basins and are severely oversized by as much as 6”. As 
this does meet the requirements of the VESCH for 6 hour draw down of the facility, a full 
evaluation cannot be performed at this time. Review and double check all sediment basins and 
insure that they are designed in accordance with all applicable requirements.

Downstream BMP Protection. Include provisions on the E&SC plan to monitor the existing 
offsite BMP (Richardson Mill Pond) for signs of sedimentation, specifically during or as a result 
of construction on this site. As this facility is not to be used for sediment control, the contractor 
should be aware that additional onsite or offsite controls may be necessary to protect the BMP 
from degradation. This may include additional E&SC measures, cleaning and sediment removal 
within the basin or connecting pipe systems and coordination with the owner, engineer or the 
County.



Stormwater Management/Drainage:

43.

44.

45.

Easements. All drainage easements designated on the plan shall remain private.46.

47. Low-Impact Design. Consider use of low-impact development (LID) design techniques, in 
addition to end-of-pipe water quality/quantity treatment to reduce the volume and frequency of 
runoff from the development site to the proposed stormwater management facility. These 
techniques, including use of bioretention, are well-documented by CBLAD, the Center for 
Watershed Protection, the USEPA, Prince Georges County, Maryland, and the Department of 
Conservation and Recreation. Forms of LID that would be suitable for this could be a small 
infiltration basin at the entrance of the subdivision designed to accept the runoff from the 
surrounding impervious areas. Such a landscaped area at the entrance would provide a great deal 
of aesthetics while delivering a water quality benefit with a minimal maintenance requirement.

Lot-to-Lot Drainage. There are several areas throughout the plan set that indicate Lot to Lot 
drainage will be an issue during the development of the individual lots. This must be addressed 
prior to the plans final approval by either reconfiguring lots, providing appropriate drainage 
features, or placing easements of adequate size over all natural drainage ways. Review Lots 1 
through 6, 8 through 11, 21, 26 through 36, 46 through 49, 50 through 57, and others that possess 
similar drainage patterns.

Drainage. Drainage easements of adequate width are necessary to ensure offsite drainage can be 
maintained through the proposed onsite storm drainage system and below all proposed BMP 
outfalls. Refer to Item 7 of the James City County Stormwater Conveyance Systems (Non BMP 
related) General Design and Construction Guidelines.

the soils in this area are highly erodable and extremely susceptible to erosion due to land changes 
be it timbering operations, road improvements, or single family land development. Current 
channel adequacy computations reflect that a Manning’s ‘n’ value of 0.055 has been determined 
for the channels under evaluation and that a velocity threshold of 2.5 FPS is to be assumed. 
Further, the channel section being used is that of a natural drainage way and not that of a natural 
defined channel with bed, bank, and associated flood plane. There area several portions of the 
adequacy computations that need to be revised prior to site plan approval. First, the ‘ns’ value of 
0.015 cannot be used and should be set equal to 0.00 resulting in a combined n for the channel of 
0.04. Second, the location of analysis must be relocated to the actual stream channel immediately 
below the point of intersection with the drainage way below the BMP’s. The channel adequacy 
computations accompanying the latest submittal reveal that flows in some areas have more than 
doubled for the 2-year storm, and no information has been given to support the 10-year portion of 
the Channel Protection criteria has been achieved. Revise the Channel Adequacy computations 
throughout the proposed area of development and ensure that conservative estimates are used 
within the channel sections. Additionally, as was performed with previous sections of the 
Stonehouse Development, provide additional information at the confluence of the drainage 
features that surround the development and for those to the rear of all currently proposed and 
future lot areas.

Site Tabulation. Provide a site tabulation which shows the total site area, impervious cover and 
disturbed area estimates for the project. Additionally, remove all areas contained within the 
proposed JCSA utility easement from the conservation easement tabulation and hatched areas 
presented throughout the plan set.



48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

BMP Service Roads. Indicate the method of surface treatment for all BMP access roads. Road 
stabilization should consist of all-weather type material which is resistant to erosion and can 
withstand loads associated with maintenance vehicles and equipment but yet is reasonably 
permeable to allow for infiltration. Since access is generally occasional, it is our preference to 
utilize alternative type all-weather surface material aggregate, rather than asphalt. Alternative 
surfacing should promote vegetative growth and minimizes impervious area but yet provides 
durability. Alternatives include compacted aggregate, high density polyethylene grid pavers or 
articulated concrete blocks. Provide appropriate details and manufacturer information as needed.

Drainage Map. Please label all appropriate features such as roads and swamps and provide inlet 
numbers on the structure drainage area maps. Also, the channel adequacy maps contain labeling 
errors pertaining to channel 4/5 and reach L/J.

Stormwater Management Narrative. Please revise the stormwater management narrative based on 
the discussion of the August 19th meeting between James City County staff and the various 
representatives of the Stonehouse Development.

Maintenance Easement. Provide a minimum 20 ft. wide maintenance easement and a minimum 
15 ft. wide access easement around the BMP facility. The easement shall extend from a public or 
private road and should extend to and around the facility, encompassing the embankment, graded 
side slopes, emergency spillway, forebay, benches, riser and outlet structures and extend 
sufficiently outward (25 ft. recommended) from the 100-year design high water elevation.

BMP Details. The following comments pertain to the various details for the associated BMP’s. 
As these details will more than likely be altered for the next submittal due to proceeding

Stormwater Management/BMP’s. The stormwater management facilities as currently proposed 
do not meet the requirements of the James City County Guidelines for the Design and 
Construction of Stormwater Management BMP’s as they do not provide 24-hour attenuation of 
the 1-year 24-hour storm. In the past, and in cases where the basins were serving larger areas 
and attenuation was close to that required, this requirement may have been relaxed. However, in 
this scenario, only values ranging from 1.6 to 6 hours of attenuation is being obtained in the 
associated BMP’s. This in combination with drainage areas as small as 1.62 acres, the intent of 
the County’s stream channel protection criteria has not been met. To meet the intent, the various 
basins must be increased in size to provide the required attenuation and the drainage areas to the 
basins should also be increased. If this cannot provided, stream channel protection will no longer 
be applicable and State Minimum Standard #19 will apply for all downstream channels as is 
stated at the bottom of page B-8 under tab 7 of the James City County Guidelines for the Design 
and Construction of Stormwater Management BMP’s. Additionally, due to the severity of this 
comment, a full review of the stormwater routings will not be performed at this time and our 
division reserves the right to comment fully upon the next submittal.

SWM/BMP. Pursuant to conversations in the August 30, 2005 meeting between James City 
County staff and various representatives of the Stonehouse Development, it was agreed to by the 
applicant that every attempt to provide water quality would be performed in the form of a wet 
extended detention facility in the larger of the currently proposed stormwater management 
facilities. It was also requested by staff that a water quality component be added to all proposed 
stormwater management facilities regardless of the type proposed. Please provide the appropriate 
revisions to the plan set and supporting documentation to reflect the incorporation of these 
requests.



Plan sheet C-27 is apparently a detail for BMP #5 but is labeled as BMP #6.a.
b. Ensure that any revised routings are incorporated into the details.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

RCP Pipe. Show class required for all proposed onsite reinforced concrete pipe storm drains and 
culverts. Consider dead and live loads and cover depths during and following construction.

Retaining Wall. Provide information in the plan set in the appropriate locations for the apparent 
retaining wall to be constructed around the outfall of BMP #6. This information must include 
design elevations, design specifications, reinforcement, footers, and material properties.

IS-1 Shaping. Inlet shaping is recommended within all storm drain structures. Inlet shaping will 
help to minimize and prevent debris buildups due to changes in pipe alignment. Use notes or 
details to specify inlet shaping at all structures in accordance with VDOT Standard IS-1. In 
addition, if final depths of the inlets are greater than 4 ft., include provisions for steps in 
accordance with VDOT Standard ST-1.

Pond Construction. Provide notes or details showing specific construction requirements for the 
pond (fill) embankment that comply with the requirements contained under minimum standard 
3.01 of the Virginia Stormwater Management Handbook.

Stilling Basin. Provide the computations used to size the proposed stilling basins at the BMP 
outfalls. Stilling basins designed in accordance with information contained under VESCH 3.18 is 
not acceptable.

Radial Pipe Placement. Provide documentation from pipe association or pipe manufacturer to 
support the curved (radial) placement of the reinforced concrete pipe as currently proposed. 
Additional information relating to joint displacement and type of gasket used on joints will also 
be required for inclusion in the plan set. Additionally, due to the increased potential for the 
system to develop leaks along the alignment, construction information for this pipe segment will 
be required to be shown on the as-built drawings.

Inlet/Storm Drain Computations. Design computations were provided to show capacity and 
velocities of pipes in the storm drainage piping system. Please provide additional hydraulic grade 
line computations for the systems as proposed. Ensure that any revisions made to the stormwater 
management facilities or the locations of the pipe system outfalls are incorporated into the HGL 
evaluation.

Token Emergency Spillway. Although the principal spillway mechanism (riser/barrel) is 
intended to pass the design 100-year event, it is common policy to require a token emergency 
spillway as a secondary release mechanism. The token spillway can be set at or above the design 
100-year WSEL as not to affect the BMP hydraulics and can be simple in nature such as 
minimum 8 ft. width, 2H:1V side slopes and grassed or matted lining. Use of a token spillway, as 
such, can reduce the freeboard requirement to 1 foot, if necessary, for design of the BMP.

comments, we will perform a full evaluation at this time and reserve the right to comment fully 
on the next submittal.

Geotechnical. A geotechnical report is necessary to support the design of the stormwater 
management facility embankments. Address slope stability, seepage control, settlement and 
recommendations for design and construction including density test requirements, intervals and 
frequencies.
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Fairmont at Stonehouse Cul-de-sac ExceptionsRE:

Dear Matt:

At this time we would like to thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Group, Inc.

CRO/tmp

DESIGN GROUP

• Galant Fox: 1,059 feet
* War Admiral: 1,129 feet
• Fairmont Trail: 1,446 feet
* Alyadar Drive: 1,114 feet

Engineers ♦ Planners ♦ Surveyors ♦ Landscape Architects ♦ Environmental Scientists
4029 Ironbound Road, Suite 100, Williamsburg, VA 23188 (757) 253-2975 FAX: (757) 229-0049 lmdg@landmarkdg.com

Ronnie Orsborne
Vice President

Sincerely, 
'he LandMark

C 
(] ss)

Pursuant to Section 19-52: Cul-de-sac streets within the James City County Subdivision 
Ordinance, we hereby request an exception to the 1,000 ft. limit. There are four roads 
within this subdivision that exceed this 1,000 ft. limit as a result of topographic 
limitations. The following are the four roads requiring the exception.

Mr. Matt Arcieri
Senior Planner
James City County
P.O. Box 8784
Williamsburg, VA 23187-8784

,11930223,
C T .

Copy: Mr. Ken McDermott
File 2002261-512.01
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UNAPPROVED MINUTES OF THE MAY 3, 1999 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING.

■

।

i

|

Attachment!

CASE NO, Z-1-99 AND MP-1-99, STONEHOUSE 1999 REZONING AND MASTER PLAN 
AMENDMENT,

■

i

I 
i

John Hagee stated staff had mentioned the cost figure for school children and said he did 
not recall any other cases where that focus had been drawn in terms of expecting a development 
to pay for each school child.

Willafay McKenna pointed out that it was the decision of James City County not to use the 
land proffered by Stonehouse for the new elementary school. She stated Stonehouse did not do 
anything to cause that mitigation to be withdrawn.

John Horne stated there was not sufficient infrastructure for roads, water, or sewer to that 
school site on the time frame that the County needed the land. He said it was not an Intentional act

Paul Holt stated staff felt those costs were needed to be mitigated by Stonehouse because, 
as part of the overall package mitigated in 1991 and amended in 1994, they proffered to help 
mitigate impacts on public services such as the school system by proffering school sites. One 
proffer was for an elementary school site of about 20 acres and the other for a middle school site. 
Due to changed circumstances, the elementary school has been relocated, and staff felt 
Stonehouse was no longer mitigating impacts to the school system as originally done. He said the 
payments were in lieu of the land that was no longer useful to the County.

Paul Holt stated there would be no net difference in the number of school children but there 
would be an acceleration of development because they would have immediate access to this 
property as compared to the current plan.

Paul Holt presented the staff report stating the applicant had applied to rezone 
approximately 75 acres from A-1, General Agricultural, to PUD-R, Planned Unit Development 
Residential, with proffers. Staff found the proffers unacceptable, and while meeting with the 
applicant regarding the possible methods available to mitigate the public education costs, the 
applicant was unwilling to make acceptable proffers in response to the information given by staff. 
Since this rezoning would accelerate public costs, as outlined in the staff report, staff recommend 
the Planning Commission deny this application.

i

Paul Holt stated that the property was owned by Stonehouse and if this application were 
denied, they would develop the property by-right with an estimate of approximately 20 lots.

John Hagee said another issue was that the overall volume of units had not changed, 
therefore, there was no net difference in the number of school children.

John Hagee asked if the property could be developed in any other way other than through 
Stonehouse property.

Marvin Sower stated the new Comprehensive Plan placed more emphasis on mitigating 
impacts than the previous plan for residential development.

i
L



Martin Garrett opened the public hearing.

I

i

I

I

John Hagee felt that this was not the real issue as far as staff was concerned.

I

by the County, but the fact remained it did not and could not be used to mitigate the particular 
school site needs that were being generated.

Vernon Geddy stated there were five occupied housing units and that there was a proffer 
that limited the number of other residential units that could be constructed until at least 600,000 sq. 
ft. of business use was in place. He said the construction of the John Deere project will complete 
the initial phase of the Commerce Park.

Willafay McKenna recalled that one of the reasons for the phasing was due to the fiscal 
impact on the County and asked how many housing units there were at this time within the 
development.

John Home stated the issue was not the regulatory phasing but the practical phasing on the 
ground. He stated a significant additional Infrastructure Investment would need to be made before 
developing Phase II and it was more likely that they would proceed with Phase I where all the 
infrastructure presently exists.

John Horne stated that this was a very important issue with staff. He stated there had been 
a change in circumstances that staff believed lead to a different conclusion today as to the relative

Vernon Geddy spoke on behalf of the applicant, Stonehouse, Inc. and Stonehouse LLC. 
He believed the application was straight forward and related only to the first two phases of the 
Stonehouse Master Plan. The main request was to rezone 75 acres of the Fernandez Tract from 
A-1 to PUD-R stating the proposal would not increase the number of units already approved. He 
explained the phasing process of the Stonehouse development stating it was not binding and 
Stonehouse could do 52 units now and what the requirements were for the PUD ordinance. He 
stated that while reading the staff report, he felt staff was ready to recommend approval since they 
concluded the proposal was consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, surrounding development, 
and zoning; recognized the tract was in the primary service area, passed the public school 
adequacy test, serviced by public utilities, and there were no traffic issues. But, at the conclusion 
of the report, staff raised several issues that were not related to the proposal submitted by 
Stonehouse and were factually off base. He proceeded to go through the Issues of the reservoir, 
the I-64 Interchange, schools, and the fiscal impact study done in 1991 and the 1999 update for 
Stonehouse Commerce Park. He stated the County approved abandoning the reservoir with no 
mention of off setting proffers and no value of the reservoir was included in the fiscal impact 
analysis. He stated that the I-64 MIS did not conclude that the new interchange was not feasible 
or not needed later. He also stated the school sites were still valuable, the fiscal impact analysis 
was positive, and Stonehouse Commerce Park was very successful. He said that looking at the 
project as a whole, it was clear to the applicant that the adjustments and density shift requested 
were relatively insignificant with the greater scheme of the Stonehouse project. He concluded by 
asking the Commission, if Stonehouse had been proposed in 1991 with 4,411 units spread out over 
the additional tract of land, would it have been approved?

I 

i 
i

Alex Kuras asked why the 52 units could not remain in the Phase II project since both 
phases were being done simultaneously.



balance between public costs and public benefit that staff reached in 1991.

There being no further speakers, the public hearing was closed.

Martin Garrett felt it should be based on the total build out of Phase I.

Alex Kuras commented that the reservoir was no longer an issue nor was the interchange

T

Martin Garrett stated he would support staff’s recommendation because he felt it very 
important that sufficient mitigation be provided if the County was to maintain the character of this 
community.

Leo Rogers expressed his concern over the conversation being directed. He stated there 
was a proposal in front of the Commission and staff had taken their position and presented it to the 
Commission. He stated the Commission should not try to negotiate proffers with the developer in 
an open session since proffers were voluntarily offered.

I

Willafay McKenna agreed with Martin Garrett’s statement but felt that what was unique with 
this development was the combination of residential and commercial and that the commercial had 
been incredibly successful. She felt that under that circumstances, the Commission could be a little 
more flexible in this case.

John Hagee felt the Commission should accept the proffers provided by the applicant. He 
stated the applicant had a parcel of property that would be developed by Stonehouse, it was in the 
primary service area, and designated low-density residential. He said he was satisfied with the 
proffers provided by the applicant and supported this application.

Martin Garrett commented on the impact statement provided by Stonehouse and stated he 
felt that the education expenditures supplied by Stonehouse were much lower than what he had 
calculated and could not figure out how they came to their end result.

Martin Garrett did not feel that the amount offered by Stonehouse was sufficient and did not 
believe that just because another community offered $1,000 that we had to accept their offer. He 
stated as long as he was a member of the Commission, he would strive to push for more and more 
balance. He felt the $4,600 was an excellent mitigation which he calculated by taking the 
Community Service contributions for Phase I of $3,531,000 and divided that by the number of 
households.

Norman Mason of Langley and McDonald made a brief comment regarding the phasing 
issue. He stated that with the development of John Deere there will be no further opportunity for 
large industrial development in Stonehouse without the extension of LaGrange Parkway which 
would lead into Phase II. He said they were currently working on plans for that extension.

John Hagee asked if on this particular situation was he suggesting that the mitigation should 
be 136 or 52 times the dollar amount and asked what was the appropriate mitigation.

John Hagee asked how they could come up with a reasonable or equitable amount if the 
project was not changing the number of units but just adding 75 acres.



Don Hunt concurred with both John Hagee and Wilford Kale and supported this application.

I

I
i

and felt the County did an excellent job with the applicant in phasing the commercial, industrial, and 
residential. He agreed with John Hagee’s comments and supported this application.

। 
I
I

I

!
I

I

John Horne asked to correct a factual matter in a statement by Alex Kuras. He said that 
what Alex Kuras read from were traffic proffers and not phasing of residential versus non-residential. 
He stated there were only two levels of phasing as it related to residential and non-residential and 
once the developer went over 600,000 sq. ft. of non-residential they would be released to go beyond 
2,400 units up to 3,900 units with no other phasing requirements.

Joe Poole said he concurred with John Hagee on this matter. He stated because there 
wasn’t an overall increase in the number of permitted residential units, there was conformance with 
the Comprehensive Plan, and the proffers were acceptable, he was satisfied with the applicant and 
supported their application as it stood.

Wilford Kale could not understand why the County would turn down the opportunity for land. 
He found that the willingness of the applicant to allow the property to be set aside for an elementary 
school and could be used for other public uses, if needed, was a good, strong proffer. He said if 
this parcel could be used for anything besides this development, He might have understood staff’s 
position a little better. He found there was not reason why He could not support this application.

Joe Poole made a motion, seconded by Wilford Kale, to approve this application with the 
amended proffers as submitted by'the applicant. In a roll call vote, motion passed 6-1. AYE: 
McKenna, Hagee, Hunt, Kale, Poole, Kuras (6); NAY: Garrett (1).



SUMMARY FACTS

Mr. Richard Smith, AES Consulting EngineersApplicant:

Colonial Heritage, LLCLand Owner:

Proposed Use: Residential

Location: 6895 Richmond Road

Tax Map/Parcel No.: (24-3) (1-32)

Primary Service Area: Inside

Parcel Size: 103.7 acres

MU, Mixed Use, with ProffersZoning:

Comprehensive Plan: Low Density Residential

Matthew J. Smolnik Phone: 253-6685Staff Contact:

4240
Matthew J.Smolnik

Attachments:

AGENCY COMMENTS

Reason for DRC Review: Section 24-147 (a)( l )(a) states that a multiunit family development that proposes 50 
or more units shall be considered by the DRC.

1.
2.

Site Plan
Agency Comments

SITE PLAN 103-05 & SUBDIVISION 079-05. Colonial Heritage Phase IV
Staff Report for the September 7, 2005, Development Review Committee Meeting

Project History:
• Planning Commission: None
• Development Review Committee: None

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff does not recommend preliminary approval at this time due to plan deficiencies identified by the 
Environmental Division. The Environmental Division checklist is attached.

SP-103-05 & S-079-05: Colonial Heritage Phase IV
Page 1



Planning:

3. Please refer to this case as JCC Case No.: S-103-05 / SP-079-05 on the cover sheet.

11. Some of the street trees have not been clearly labeled on all sheets.

County Engineer:

2. On Drawing No. 9 the conservation easement seems to conflict with the Dominion Virginia Power

1. On Drawing No. 4 the conservation easement seems to conflict with the Dominion Virginia Power 
easement.

9. Prior to final approval, please ensure that the EMS equipment/signalization and the community 
impact cash proffers have been submitted. These contributions should be made payable to the James 
City County Treasurer.

10. Prior to final approval, per Section 19-29(1) of the Subdivision Ordinance, please submit GIS data 
for the subdivision, in accordance with the “GIS Data Submittal Requirements for Major 
Subdivisions” policy. Please note that this provision shall apply at the time of plat approval.

5. On Drawing No. 4 it appears that Undisturbed Natural Open Space #1 and Common Open Space #1 
are the same area and the same goes for Undisturbed Natural Open Space #3 and Common Open 
Space #5. Please ensure that all undisturbed natural open space and common open space areas are 
clearly marked throughout the entire site plan and that the acreage listed matches the acreage listed in 
the respective tables.

12. The adjacent to building requirements for the modified triplexes are two shrubs short. As indicated 
in the applicant’s requirements table 18 trees or 88 shrubs are required and 11 trees and 33 shrubs 
have been provided.

7. It is my understanding from a meeting held on Tuesday August 23, 2005 that there will be a separate 
site plan for the proposed bridge associated with JCC-SP-079-05.

8. Prior to final approval, please ensure that the water source cash contribution has been submitted as 
required by the proffers. These contributions should be made payable to the James City Service 
Authority.

4. On Sheet 1 you indicate 35.35 acres of natural open space and on the land use summary table on 
Drawing No. 4 you indicate 34.50 acres of natural open space. Please correct.

1. This plan proposes more than 50 residential lots and will be reviewed by the Development Review 
Committee on September 7, 2005 at 4 PM.

2. Please provide an updated unit count on the cover sheet for all phases of the development which 
have been submitted for review to date. See JCC SP-141-03.

6. On Drawing No. 10 there is a note indicating that all hatched areas indicate undisturbed natural 
open space. Please ensure that only undisturbed natural open space areas are hatched and check for 
uniformity throughout the entire site plan.

SP-103-05 & S-079-05: Colonial Heritage Phase IV
Page 2



easement.

7. Please submit a draft signage plan for all conservation easements.

Environmental:

1. Please see attached Environmental Division Checklist.

JCSA:

1. Please refer to memorandum dated September 2, 2005 for further details.

VDOT:

1. Please refer to attached memorandum dated August 26, 2005 for further details.

Fire:

4. Please add a fire hydrant in the area of lots 145/146 on Beckleys Landing (Sheet 22) and increase

4. On Drawing No. 10 the conservation easement seems to conflict with the Dominion Virginia Power 
easement.

3. Please add a fire hydrant in the area of lots 180/177 on Joyal Run (Sheet 24) and increase the 4 
inch water line to an eight inch line per JCSA Specifications and Standards.

5. On Drawing No. 10 please show pins installed at key points on the easement line with survey data 
for future reference.

1. Please move fire hydrants to the point of curvature at the following intersections per JCSA 
specifications and standards:
A. Galloway Road / Joyal Run (Sheet 24)
B. Galloway Road / Sweet Briar Road (Sheet 23)
C. Galloway Road / Orchid Lane (Sheet 23)
D. Sweet Briar Road / Orchid Lane (Sheet 20)
E. Sweet Briar Road / Beckley Landing (Sheet 22)
F. Carswell Drive / Candleberry Way (Sheet 19)
G. Carswell Drive / Colonial Heritage Boulevard (Sheet 19)
H. Revere Circle / Carswell Drive (north intersection) (Sheet 17)
1. Revere Circle / Carswell Drive (south intersection) (Sheet 17)

2. Please add a fire hydrant to within 100 feet of the end of Candleberry Way (Sheet 19) per 
memorandum dated November 13, 2002 (Colonial Heritage Master Water Meeting Minutes) and 
increase the 4 inch water line to an eight inch line per JCSA Specifications and Standards.

6. On Drawing No. 11 through Drawing No. 16 please show pins installed at key points on the 
easement line with survey data for future reference.

3. On Drawing No. 9 please show pins installed at key points on the easement line with survey data for 
future reference.

SP-103-05 & S-079-05: Colonial Heritage Phase IV
Page 3



the 4 inch water line to an eight inch line per JCSA Specifications and Standards.

SP-103-05 & S-079-05: Colonial Heritage Phase IV
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COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL DIVISION

Ok

X Does not recommendThe Environmental Division hereby: □ Recommends

ignature

James City County Environmental Division DRC Screening Form

Project Name: 
County Plan No.: 
Date of Review:

Not
OK

If not OK, give specific reasons or examples: It has not been effectively demonstrated that the 
stormwater management basins as proposed will satisfy the county stream channel protection 
criteria nor contain all items consistent with the James City County BMP guidelines. 
Additionally, the RPA does not appear to be properly delineated in the plan sheet and the 
stormwater management plan is not consistent with either the approved plan or the revised master 
plan currently under revision which was recently reviewed by staff.

granting preliminary approval for this project for the September 7th Development Review 
Committee (DRC) meeting.

Civil Engineer 
Title
September 2, 2005 
Date

Completeness of application (checklist, plans, design report, etc.)
Consistency with previously approved Master Stormwater Management Plan
Impervious cover for site less than 60 percent
Environmental Inventory completeness
Impacts to RPA, RPA Buffer or Steep Slope areas
Perennial Stream Determination
Compliance with County 10-point BMP Criteria
Compliance with County’s Stream Channel Protection Criteria
Minimum Standard # 19 - Channel Adequacy
Erosion & Sediment Control Plan concept
Stormwater Management Plan concept
Drainage Plan concept
Lot-to-lot drainage
BMPs outlet into defined natural or man-made receiving channel.
Other, please describe.___________________________________________

INITIAL PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT SCREENING FOR 
DRC - PRELIMINARY APPROVAL PURPOSES

Colonial Heritage Phase IV 
SP-103-05/S-079-05 
September 2, 2005

□
X 
□
X 
X 
□
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□

X
□ 
X 
□ 
□
X 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□
X 
X 
X 
□

William A Cain
Name— .
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RECEIVED L
CoPLANNING DEPARTMENT

Ref:

Dear Mr. Smolnik:

1)

2)

3)

WE KEEP VIRGINIA MOVING

GREGORY A. WHIRLEY
ACTING COMMISSIONER

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

The dimensions for the southern transition to accommodate the proposed left-turn lane 
must be in accordance with Figure C-1-1.20 of VDOT’s Road Design Manual. A 600’ 
transition length is required for an offset of 12’ and a design speed of 50 MPH. Given

FAX 757-925-1618
WWW.V1RGIN1ADOT.ORG

c

Colonial Heritage, Phase IV
County Plan Number SP-103-05/S-079-05
Centerville Road (Route 614), James City County

Standard left-turn lane dimensions are 200’ of storage with a 200’ taper, and the 
previously submitted traffic study has shown that the full dimensions are justified. Revise 
the plans to provide the specified dimensions, or the dimensions warranted through the 
reevaluation of the intersection.

The Master Plan indicates that the site’s entrance onto Centerville Road (Route 614) 
would be located approximately 500’ south of Adam’s Hunt Road. The submitted site 
plan depicts the proposed entrance aligning with Adam’s Hunt Road. While we do not 
oppose this location, we recommend that the traffic impacts created by this entrance be 
reevaluated to account for the revised layout, updated background traffic data, and 
updated trip distributions as described in the June 18, 2002 memorandum from Dexter 
Williams to Greg Davis. This memorandum states that a traffic signal may be warranted 
at the entrance onto Centerville Road. A VDOT review determined that the signal was 
not warranted at that time. A signal warrant analysis should be performed based on the 
reevaluation of the intersection.

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

757-925-2500
TOLL FREE 1-888-723-8400

COMMONWEALTH of VIRQINIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

1700 NORTH MAIN STREET 
SUFFOLK, VA 23434

O c 548//1915307

fk .B

http://WWW.V1RGIN1ADOT.ORG


4)

5)

6) The steel encasement must have a minimum wall thickness of %2", note this on the plans.

7)

8)

9)

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

that the widening will be occurring towards the entrance, the transition should be 
measured from the point where the left-turn taper intersects with the full width left-turn 
lane. The transitions provided in the current submission are not adequate.

All internal roadways and associated infrastructure are to remain private, and therefore 
were not reviewed by VDOT.

The receiving pit exceeds 16 square feet in area, therefore a full-width pavement repair 
will be required on Centerville Road in accordance with VDOT’s Bituminous Pavement 
Patch Standard for Secondary Roads.

It is unclear what the hatched areas in Centerville Road at the northern and southern 
limits shown on the Road Improvements Plan are depicting.

When the above comments have been addressed, please submit two sets of revised plans to this 
office for further review. Also, attach a letter noting what action was taken to correct the above 
comments and any revisions that may impact the right-of-way.

The Centerville Road demolition detail depicts the center-striped area for the transition to 
the left-turn lane onto Adam’s Hunt Drive to be eradicated; this appears to be 
unnecessary.

The proposed drilling pit adjacent to Centerville Road must be located a minimum of 5’ 
from the existing edge of pavement.

Colonial Heritage, Phase IV
August 26, 2005
Page Two

Sincerely,

by A W/ 
Bradley A. Weidenhammer, EIT 
Transportation Engineer



MEMORANDUM

September 2, 2005Date:

Matthew Smolnik, PlannerTo:

Timothy O. Fortune, P. Civil EngineerFrom:

Subject: S-079-05/SP-103-05 Colonial Heritage Phase 4 (Construction Plans)

JCSA recommends preliminary approval of this project.

General Comments:
1.

2.

3.

4.

Page 1 of 8

Clearly indicate the vertical and horizontal survey datum which this project was 
based. Reference the County monumentation used and/or temporary bench mark 
established on site.

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 August 5, 2005. Quality control and 
back checking of the plans and calculations for discrepancies, errors, omissions, and conflicts is the 
sole responsibility of the professional engineer and/or surveyor who has signed, sealed, and dated 
the plans and calculations. It is the responsibility of the engineer or surveyor to ensure the plans and 
calculations comply with all governing regulations, standards, and specifications. Before the JCSA 
can approve these plans for general compliance with the JCSA Standards and Specifications, the 
following comments must be addressed. We may have additional comments when a revised plan 
incorporating these comments is submitted.

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 shall reviewed and approved by the James City County 
Fire Department.

The Applicant shall revise all proposed JCSA Utility Easement widths to meet the 
following conditions:
- Permanent easements of 20-feet width for water mains and services and 20- 

feet width for sanitary sewer mains and services, minimum, shall be provided 
on all private property. This shall include areas where the utility is within I O' 
of the right-of-way line.

- Combined water and sanitary sewer easements shall be a minimum of 30-feet 
wide.

- For gravity sanitary sewers between 12 and 20-feet deep, the easement width 
shall be 30-feet minimum.

JGSA
JAMES CITY SERVICE AUTHORITY



Provide baseline station offsets for all waterline fittings.5.

6.

Plan View:
a.

b.

e.

2.

c.

Plan view:
a.

b.

c.

Page 2 of 8

d.
e.

Profile Sta 88+62: Label 18-inches minimum clearance between the waterline and 
sanitary sewer crossing.

Revise the profiles to show all eccentric reducers positioned such that the sloped side 
is on the bottom, eliminating the potential for trapped air.

Show location of the abutment walls in the profile.
Revise sanitary sewer pipe segment San MH #4-1 to #14-23 to DIP due to 
depth.
Revise waterline pipe material between Sta 85+50 to Sta 86+80 to DIP to 
eliminate short runs of differing pipe material.
Eliminate text overlap at Matchline Sta 88+75.
The tabulated 12-inch waterline lengths contradict plan length (JCSA 
estimates a total of 885 if). Verify and revise accordingly.

Clearly depict what is existing Phase 3 Section 3 and proposed Phase 4 work 
(i.e. roadway shading and depiction of roadway utilities).
Clearly depict the bridge limits, piers and abutments on the plan view. This 
is required to ascertain any potential conflicts with the existing sanitary sewer 
main.
Label the waterline connection stationing in the plan view.
Sta 81+50 to 82+25: Clearly indicate what the structures are to the left and 
right of the baseline. Are these retaining walls, handrail, guardrail, etc?
Provide a “Sheet Reference Note” to Revere Circle plan sheet.

For gravity sanitary sewers over 20-feet deep, easements shall be a minimum 
of 40-feet wide.

Sta 104+00 (+/-): The Applicant shall relocate the 12-inch waterline such that 
it is centered in the drive lane (i.e. maintains 6' from the largest landscape 
island).
The Applicant shall show and label the existing 3-inch force main from the 
Adams Hunt Subdivision pump station on the plan. It is recommended the 
Applicant contact Miss Utility to have the utilities marked in this area and 
incorporated as part of the design.
Please confirm if there are any gas mains along Centerville Road and if so, 
show accordingly.
Label Adams Hunt Drive.
Confirm if the waterline location shown is per field survey.

d.
e.

c.
d.

Profile: 
a. 
b.

Sheet 7:
1.

Sheet 5:
1.

Sheet 6:
1.



f.

g.

h.

1.

2.

Revere Circle:
a.

b.

2.

2.

Revise Lot 75 sanitary sewer lateral connection to be perpendicular to the main.

Galloway Road:
a.

b.

Page 3 of 8

Carswell Drive Sta 15+46: Air release valve shown appears not to be located at the 
waterline high point. Refer to the profile and revise accordingly.

Sta 101+10: Label 18-inches minimum clearance between the waterline and 
sanitary sewer crossing.

Relocate Lot 43 and 44 sanitary sewer laterals such that they terminate at the 5' 
Landscape Preservation Easement (L.P.E.).

Provide a gate valve at Sta 18+00 as the 800' maximum distance has been 
exceeded for valving.
Relocate water meters and sanitary sewer cleanouts to the right-of-way line 
for Lots 170, 171 and 194 (maintain 18-inch minimum from back of 
sidewalks).

The Applicant shall verify if the waterline can be maintained at the 1/4 point 
of the roadway between Sta 23+00 to Sta 25+00 (+/-) without exceeding 
HRPDC deflection requirements. Revise accordingly.
Provide 10-feet separation between Lot 35 sanitary sewer lateral and Lot 32 
water service connection.

Provide a gate valve at Sta 19+05 as the 800' maximum distance has been exceeded 
for valving.

JCSA will require the existing 12-inch waterline to be test holed to confirm 
vertical and horizontal location. The Applicant shall clearly indicate this data 
on the plans and provide a copy of the reports to JCSA for record.
The Applicant has shown a JCSA sanitary sewer manhole as existing in 
Centerville Road near the proposed entrance. Per JCSA records, the closest 
gravity sewer system on Centerville Road ends near Settlers Lane. The 
Applicant shall field verify if this is actually a JCSA manhole and revise 
accordingly on the plan.
JCSA prefers the waterline casing not be provided as neither end will be 
accessible outside of paved areas. The Applicant shall confirm this with 
VDOT and if still required, the casing shall be relocated such that the pipe is 
accessible with disturbing roadway pavement.
The tabulated 12-inch waterline lengths contradict plan lengths (JCSA 
estimates a total of 416 If). Verify and revise accordingly.

Profile: 
a.

Sheet 19:
1.

Sheet 18:
1.

Sheet 16:
1.

Sheet 20:
1.



Sweetbriar Road:2.
a.

b.

Orchid Lane:3.
a.

b.

Provide street name on the plan.

2.

3. Provide a waterline gate valve at Sta 21+00 (+/-).

4. Relocate all sanitary sewer cleanouts shown to the right-of-way line.

Relocate Lot 155/156 water meters to the right-of-way line.5.

6.

2. Relocate Lots 145 and 146 sanitary sewer cleanouts to the right-of-way line.

Relocate Lots 118 thru 128 sanitary sewer cleanouts to the right-of-way line.

2.

Relocate Lot 122 water meter to the L.P.E. line.3.

4.

Stationing of San MH #4-56 appears incorrect. Verify and revise accordingly.5.

6.

Page 4 of 8

Sta 28+56 Sweetbriar: Relocate the 8-inch gate valve to the opposite side of the tee. 
This will valve off the proposed stubout for future extension.

Galloway Road Sta 24+95: JCSA requirements for valving of stubouts for future 
extension has not been met (refer to JCSA Section 2.7). This is due to Lot 99 service 
being on a portion of the line planned for extension. Revise accordingly.

Provide a gate valve at Orchid Lane Sta 14+82 (+/-) as the 800' maximum distance 
has been exceeded for valving.

Sta 18+50 to Sta 21+00: The offset in utilities shown is unacceptable. Revise the 
alignments such that the water and sewer mains remain within the roadway.

Station label of the 11-1/4 degree elbow shown at “Sta 24+51" appears incorrect.
Verify and revise accordingly.

Relocate Lot 123 water meter location to the right-of-way line (maintain 18-inch 
minimum from back of sidewalk).

Relocate sanitary sewer cleanouts to the right-of-way line for Lots 163 thru 
169.
Revise sanitary pipe segment San MH #4-12 to #4-13 to DIPper the profile.

Relocate sanitary sewer cleanouts to the right-of-way line for Lots 115 thru 
117.
Label the fire hydrant shown at Sta 10+40 (+/-).

Sheet 23:
1.

Sheet 21:
1.

Sheet 22:
1.



Sheet 24:
1.

2.

3.

2.

3.

4.

5.

2.

3.

4. Sta 15+46: Verify if the air release valve stationing shown is correct.

5.

6.

7.

Page 5 of 8

The waterline tabulated lengths appear to contradict the plan layout. Include the 40 
if of 12-inch waterline as part of the tabulation. Verify and revise accordingly.

Relocate Lots 182, 183, 186 and 187 sanitary sewer cleanouts to the right-of-way 
line.

It appears that Lot 87 sanitary sewer lateral will not maintain 18-inches of clearance 
with the waterline. Verify and revise accordingly.

Revise the waterline profile to tie-into Revere Circle (refer to Sheet 35 Comment #4 
above). Use vertical bends to offset around the 15" RCP if necessary.

It appears that Lot 143 sanitary sewer lateral will not maintain 18-inches clearance 
with the waterline. Verify and revise accordingly.

Revise sanitary pipe segment San MH #4-2 to #4-23 to DIP due to pipe crossing 
through a fill area. Revise plan label accordingly.

Relocate Lot 171/172 water meter locations to the right-of-way line (maintain 18- 
inch minimum from back of sidewalk).

Revise waterline pipe material between Sta 14+35 to Sta 15+58 to DIP. This will 
eliminate short runs of differing pipe material.

Provide waterline station equation for matching into the Colonial Heritage Blvd 
waterline profile. Sweetbriar is referenced for baseline intersection information. 
Verify and revise accordingly.

It appears the waterline depth between Carswell Sta 22+00 to Sta 23+00 can be 
reduced. Coordinate with Joyal Run and Colonial Heritage Blvd profiles and revise 
accordingly.

It is requested that Lot 89's sanitary sewer lateral be shown in the profile to assure 
proper clearances are met.

Sta 13+46: The 12x 8 tee and valve location appears graphically incorrect. Verify 
and revise accordingly.

Revise the waterline profile between Sta 11+00 to Sta 14+00 to reduce its depth.
Maintain 18-inches of clearance at the 15" RCP crossing.

A tee and gate valve is shown/labeled at Sta 9+93 but not reflected on the plan. 
Verify and revise accordingly.

Sheet 35:
1.

Sheet 36:
1.



8.

9.

Show and label 3-feet minimum cover over the waterline.2.

3. II

Refer to Sheet 21 Comment #2 above and revise accordingly.4.

5.

Sta 25+50: Provide matchline and sheet reference.6.

7.

Sweetbriar Road Profile:
a.

b.

Orchid Lane Sta:2.
a.

b.

c.

d.
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It appears that Lot 162 sanitary sewer lateral will not provide 18-inches of clearance 
with the waterline if installed at minimum slope. Verify and revise accordingly.

It appears that Lot 91 sanitary sewer lateral will not provide 18-inches of clearance 
with the waterline if installed at minimum slope. Verify and revise accordingly.

The minimal cover provided over the sanitary sewer main between Sta 25+75 to Sta 
27+00 is unacceptable. The Applicant shall revise the sanitary sewer profile or the 
roadway profile such that a minimum cover of 3-feet is maintained over the sewer 
main.

It appears the waterline depth can be significantly reduced between Sta 28+25 
to Sta 29+05. The Applicant shall verify this and revise accordingly.
Revise the blow-off size to reflect the proposed line size.

Candleberry Way Profile Sta 13+05(+/-): Show and label the proposed storm sewer 
crossing in the profile. Verify if clearances are maintained.

Sta 16+20: Waterline fitting labels appear incorrect (should be 8x8 tee and 8 
GV&box). Verify and revise accordingly.

Due to the depth of the sanitary sewer main, it is recommended the Applicant either 
show or tabularly provide the required cleanout elevations. This will help prevent 
all laterals being installed at 20' (+) depths.

Sta 10+48: It appears the stationing does not reflect plan layout. Verify and 
revise accordingly.
It appears that waterline clearances will not be maintained for Lot 123 
sanitary sewer lateral. Verify and revise accordingly.
Sta 18+78: Waterline fitting should be labeled as a 11-1/4 degree bend based 
on plan layout. Verify and revise accordingly.
Based on JCSA’s assessment, it appears that Orchid Lane would be better 
served by extending the gravity sewer from San MH #4-56 back towards 
Sweetbriar Road. This would help reduce some of the deep sewers, unless 
the depth is required to serve dwellings by gravity. Verify if this is a 
possibility while still serving all Lots by gravity and revise the profile 
accordingly.

Sheet 37:
1.

Sheet 38:
1.



Joyal Run Profile:

d.

e.

Beckley Landing Profile:2.
a.

b.

3. Offsite Sewer Profile:
a.

b.

Sheet 40:
1.

2.

3.

4.

2.

Water Data Sheet:
1.
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It appears that vertical clearances will not be maintained with Lot 124 sanitary sewer 
lateral and the waterline and storm sewer crossings. Verify and revise accordingly.

Sta 15+99: The fire hydrant waterline will conflict with the storm sewer crossing. 
The Applicant shall lower the storm sewer to provide the necessary clearances.

a.
b.
c.

JCSA General Notes, Note #K: Revise to state the Certificate to Construct shall be 
obtained from James City Service Authority.

Show San MH #4-6 at grade as it is anticipated this area will be maintained 
by the neighborhood.
Show the waterline crossing at Sta 12+50 (+/-).

Sta 19+00 to Sta 21+00: Revise the waterline profile to eliminate the high point and 
the need for an air release valve.

Section 6: Verify pipe lengths shown and adjust accordingly based on the above 
comments.

It is requested that Lot 146's sanitary sewer lateral be shown in the profile to 
assure proper vertical clearances are met.
It appears that Lots 145 and 148 sanitary sewer laterals will not maintain 
vertical clearances with the waterline or storm sewer crossings. Verify and 
revise accordingly.

Refer to Sheet 36, Comment # 7 above.
Label all tee’s for connections into intersecting street waterlines.
San MH #4-46: The “Invert in” elevation shown for San MH #4-51 does not 
compute based on the pipe data provided. Verify and revise accordingly.
San MH #4-47 structure depth appears incorrect. Verify and revise 
accordingly.
Show and label 3-feet minimum cover over the waterline.

Sta 10+00: It appears the waterline elevation does not match into the Joyal Run 
profile. Verify and revise accordingly.

The bridge deck detail provided on Sheet 41 is confusing. For one, it shows a 
sanitary sewer line being suspended from the bridge which does not reflect the profile 
on Sheet 5. Also, JCSA does not want the waterline suspended beneath the bridge. 
If waterline will be attached to the bridge structure, the Applicant shall provide 
appropriate details and calculations for the waterline support and specifications for 
waterline insulation.

Sheet 41:
1.

Sheet 39:
1.



Sanitary Sewer System Data Sheet:
1.

Water Distribution Analysis:
JCSA comments will be provided under separate letter.1.

Please call me at 253-6836 if you have any questions or require any additional information.
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Section 6: Verify pipe lengths shown and adjust accordingly based on the above 
comments.


