Wetlands and Coastal

Dune Board

Public Hearing and Regular Meeting Agenda

November 14, 2016
Cape Charles Town Hall Conference Room - 2 Plum Street
4:00 P.M.

1. Call to Order; Roll Call
2. Consent Agenda

a. Approval of Agenda Format
b. Approval of Minutes

3. Hearings on the matter of:

a. JPA 16-1674 Cape Charles beachfront, corner of Bay Avenue and Mason
Avenue — installation of stormwater outfall protection over approximately 300
square feet of riprap stone

e Overview of application

Applicant’s presentation

Public comments

Board discussion\deliberation

Decision

4. Adjourn



DRAFT

Wetlands/Coastal Dune Board

Public Hearing and Regular Meeting
Civic Center
July 27, 2016
6:00 p.m.

At approximately 6:00 p.m., Chairwoman Ann Hayward Walker, having established a quorum,
called to order the Wetlands/Coastal Dune Board Meeting. Board members Russ Dunton, Bob
Roche, Joe Fehrer and Bill Prickett were in attendance. Also present were Councilwoman
Joan Natali, Town Planner Larry DiRe, Assistant Town Clerk Tracy Outten, Hank Badger,
Virginia Marine Resources Commission (VMRC), the applicants and three members of the
United States Coast Guard (USCG). There were two members of the public in attendance.

Chairwoman Ann Hayward Walker welcomed the Board and all others in attendance which
was followed by the Pledge of Allegiance.

CONSENT AGENDA

Motion made by Joe Fehrer, seconded by Bob Roche, to accept the agenda as written.
The motion was unanimously approved.

The Board reviewed the minutes from the June 15, 2016 Regular Meeting and Public
Information Meeting.

Motion made by Russ Dutton, seconded by Bob Roche, to accept the minutes of the June
15, 2016 Regular Meeting and Public Information Meeting as presented. The motion
was approved by majority vote. Bill Pricket abstained from voting.

The Board reviewed the minutes from the July 20, 2016 Work Session.

Motion made by Joe Fehrer, seconded by Russ Dunton, to accept the minutes of the July
20, 2016 Work Session as presented. The motion was approved by majority vote. Bill
Prickett abstained from voting.

HEARINGS

A. JPA 16-0860 3 Bay Vistas Way - 184 linear feet of revetment stone and beach access steps
Town Planner Larry DiRe read his staff report which included background, application
and recommendations. The following was discussioned. (i) Applicants John and Beth
Calder’s Engineer, Wayne McCoy, President of Mid Atlantic Environmental LLC explained
the project and presented the board with a few handouts (Please see attached.); (ii) Ann
Hayward Walker read the VIMS Tidal Shoreline Management Recommendation for VMRC
#16-0860 (Please see attached). Wayne McCoy stated he had spoken to the VIMS since
the initial report but did not have another report; (iii) Joe Fehrer asked about the missing
Adjacent Property Owner’s letter; which was then provided by Mr. McCoy. (iv) Wayne
McCoy recommended to the Board that the application be deferred for 30 days to allow
the Virginia Institute of Marine Science (VIMS) time for an on-site visit and provide a
report. Hank Badger suggested the board request the report from VIMS; (v) Joe Fehrer
and Russ Dunton expressed concerns of future ripraps being built if this one was
approved.



Motion made by Russ Dunton and Bill Prickett, seconded by Bob Roche, to continue
the JPA 16-0860 3 Bay Vistas Way application pending the VIMS report. The motion
was unanimously approved.

B. JPA 16-0882 Tax map # 83A-A-19 (1011 Bayshore Road) Construct five finger piers and ten
mooring pilings
Town Planner Larry DiRe read his staff report which included background, application
and recommendations. Discussion was as follows: (i) Eyre Baldwin, South Port Investors,
LLC, gave the board an overview of what was being proposed; (ii) Ann Hayward Walker
asked if there were any public comments. A member of the USCG approached the board
and explained that no comments were ready to be presented at this time. The USCG was
working with the Army Corps of Engineers to get a formal comment. Russ Dutton and Ann
Hayward Walker both agreed since no objections were printed, the Wetlands and Coastal
Dune Board would vote.

Motion made by Bill Prickett, seconded by Bob Roche, to approve the application
for JPA 16-0882 Tax map # 83A-A-19 as presented. The motion was approved by
majority vote. Russ Dunton and Joe Fehrer abstained from voting.

Motion made by Joe Fehrer, seconded by Bill Prickett, and unanimously approved to
adjourn the Wetlands/Coastal Dune Board Meeting.

Chairwoman Ann Hayward Walker

Assistant Town Clerk



DRAFT

Wetlands/Coastal Dune Board

Regular Meeting
Civic Center
September 26, 2016
4:00 p.m.

At approximately 4:00 p.m., Chairwoman Ann Hayward Walker, having established a quorum,
called to order the Wetlands/Coastal Dune Board Meeting. Board members Russ Dunton, Joe
Fehrer, Bill Prickett and Bob Roche were in attendance. Also present were Town Planner
Larry DiRe and Town Clerk Libby Hume. There were no members of the public in attendance.

The Pledge of Allegiance was recited by all in attendance.
CONSENT AGENDA

Motion made by Russ Dunton, seconded by Bob Roche, to approve the agenda as
presented. The motion was approved by unanimous vote.

The Board reviewed the minutes for the August 25, 2016 Reconvened Meeting and the
August 31, 2016 Work Session.

Motion made by Bill Prickett, seconded by Russ Dunton, to approve the minutes from
the August 25, 2016 Reconvened Meeting and the August 31, 2016 Work Session as
presented. The motion was approved by unanimous vote.

NEW BUSINESS
There was no New Business to review.

OLD BUSINESS

A. Approval of Final Public Beach Recommendations to Send to Town Council:
Ann Hayward Walker informed the Board that she made the following modifications to
the recommendations presentation that was included in the agenda packet: i) She added
the names of the board members to the cover slide; and ii) She added the cost estimates
for routine monitoring by the Virginia Institute of Marine Science (VIMS) and aerial
photography. There was much discussion regarding the presentation. (Please see
attached.)

Motion made by Joe Fehrer, seconded by Russ Dunton, to change the cover slide to
include the names of the board members and item 29 to include the information
received from Scott Hardaway and the VIMS. The motion was approved by unanimous
vote.

Motion made by Bill Prickett, seconded by Bob Roche, to submit the report, with the
two changes, to the town. The motion was approved by unanimous vote.

Ann Hayward Walker stated that she would follow-up with the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) and ask that they contact her if it was decided to plant earlier than
November 15, 2016. There was much discussion regarding the following: i) The entire
north end needed vegetation from the sand fence to the boardwalk; ii) The large area to
the south needed vegetation as well and it was hopeful that there would be enough plants
to close the large area; iii) The USACE would fill in the landward side. If the fence was
moved to the recommended location prior to planting, it should be fine. Ann Hayward
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Walker would send an email to the town manager with items needing to be done by town
staff urging him to make it a priority for the Public Works crew. The list did not include
anything that had not previously been discussed and the costs to the town to move the
fence posts would be minimal; iv) Board members would be available to answer any
questions from staff; v) The costs to keep the sand off the walkways and sidewalk were
also minimal, but the costs would be higher to reconstruct the walkways and for beach
nourishment when needed. Per FEMA, the town must include funding in the annual
budget for beach maintenance/replenishment in order to remain eligible for FEMA
assistance. Inclusion of funding for beach replenishment was also included in the
recommendations to Council; vi) The beach project had the attention of the Town Council
and staff mostly due to the work of the Wetlands Board and the beach maintenance plan
needed to remain a high priority; and vii) The Board would follow-up periodically to
ensure that the critical items were being done. If they weren’t done in a timely manner, it
would be a waste of money and resources.

The Board agreed to reconvene after the USACE completed the beach grass planting.

There was some discussion regarding the Board’s request to update its charter. Russ
Dunton stated that the Wetlands Board was created under state code and it would be
more practical to have the Town Council designate the Wetlands Board as the Beach
Management Advisory Board.

The Board members expressed their appreciation to Ann Hayward Walker for all her
hard work in putting the presentation together. It was noted that having Mr. Lee Perkins,

with his 30 years of experience, come to town to provide his assistance was a huge help.

Motion made by Joe Fehrer, seconded by Bob Roche, to adjourn the Wetlands/Coastal
Dune Board Meeting. The motion was approved by unanimous vote.

The meeting adjourned at 4:33 p.m.

Chairwoman Ann Hayward Walker

Town Clerk



Public Beach
Recommendations

Cape Charles Wetlands — Coastal Dune Board
September 26, 2016

Ann Hayward Walker, Chair; Russ Dunton; Joe Fehrer; Bill Prickett; Bob Roche

Final Recommendations

Immediate Recommendations — page 1

(Prior to USACE planting of ABG, which will be “no earlier than Nov. 15"
per the contractor Planting Plan )

1.

Town — To protect pier from drifting sand, make permanent access for people and equipment
next to the pier. To do this, adjust the new sand fence to the new permanent access opening
(away from the pier and against the toe of the dune) NO LATER THAN NOV 1°,

Town - Close the existing access between Mason and Randolph by adjusting the new send
fence to be in front of it NO LATER THAN NOV 1 (optional —fill in the gag in the middle of the
dune with sand). Leave the large flat area in front for gathering/picnic tables on the boardwalk
side.

'{otwn — Adjust new sand fence at Jefferson to open access pathway there NO LATER THAN NOV.

Town - Close access at Neptune statue {adjust new sand fence and fill in); also widen access for
pedestrians and equipment at the foot of Washington Ave. (near where the stones protect the
outfall) NO LATER NOV. 1%

Town - Move volleyball courts away from the base of the dunes to the south and higher areas
with more sand NO LATER NOV. 18

Town — At Madison Ave., extend sand fences and angle access walkway away from the north
winds NO LATER NOV. 1%

Final Recommendations




Immediate Recommendations — page 2

(Prior to USACE planting of ABG, which will be “no earlier than Nov. 15" per ERM
Planting Plan )

7.

10.

Board to request for clarification from USACE NLT Oct. 7th. Paragraph 2 of
“Installation Summary early to mid winter” - there is no dune per se, therefore
suggest to clarify to contractor to vegetate from boardwalk to fence for the
area from Stations 0+00 to 6+00

Town - Remove temporary silt fence at north end when the USACE begins
planting so area can be completely planted

Town - Purchase now forder ABG to be planted later — need to order in
advance so grass can be grown! (about $70 for 1000 scrapes/plants; Norfolk
source: Peter McClintock, Emerald Forest in Norfolk for ABG and other plants
http://www.emeraldforestnursery.com/) ; also see suppliers in USACE Planting
Plan. Larry DiRe and John Lockwood to calculate number of plants needed.

Town — Spray to kill the sedge grass ASAP before it goes dormant. Use Round
up with dye. See photos of sedge on the next page; don’t spray other plants.
JoekFehredr has the dye and will accompany Public Works Superintendent, John
Lockwood.

Final Recommendations

Recommendations to implement fall 2016,
BRI B JEm. LS, 001X

11. Town —To prevent sand from blowing into the pier and harbor, install 3-4

rows of sand fencing running east-west mid-beach (not all the way to the
water) between Randolph Ave. and the jetty, just for the winter months.
Remove this fence before beach season.

12. Town — Monitor the sand at the north end. If it starts to blow and move,

install silt fencing to mitigate sand blowing during the winter, in layout to
be discussed with Board

13. Town — Identify volunteers to plant ABG in Jan.-Feb. Possibilities — The

Nature Conservancy, schools, New Roots, others

14. Town — Public Works Superintendent to develop a winter sand

maintenance plan, with Board review, to keep sand out of street, clear
sidewalks, and install winter fencing

Final Recommendations




Recommendations for Jan. - Mar, 2017
page 1

15. Town — Plant ABG where thick grass growth is needed to create lower
/wider dunes in the broad parts of the beach (photos on slide 12).
Board will provide recommendations on locations needing more ABG.

16. Town — According to the plan (Rec. #14), stay on top of keeping
boardwalk, street/curbs, and all sidewalks clear of sand for pedestrian
safety, e.g., Bay Ave. sidewalk in front of 1 Madison Ave. Deposit sand
back on the north end of the beach.

* This is not the responsibility of property owners!
17. Board/Town — Review City of Norfolk slides 46-48 at

http://www.norfolk.gov/DocumentCenter/View/20818 for details on
plant cost (and other slides for related issues, benefits, access)

9/20/2016 Final Recommendations B

Recommendations for Jan.- Mar. 2017 |
page 2

18.Town — Purchase 1000 Spartina patens
springs to catch sand and build up beach in
low area between Monroe and Madison
Aves. (which is prone to over wash, e.g.,
storm on 9/3). Board (Dunton lead) to assist
with planting a 4’ strip of Spartina patens
seaward about 35" dune.

* This grass will tolerate salt water which ABG will
not.

* This will give ABG space and time to extend
seaward and build lower, wider dune.
One small patch of Spartina patens is on beach in that area now. Photo 9/10/16 |

9/20/2018 Final Recommendations




Recommendations for Spring and Summer 2017

19

20.

21,

. Town — Stop grooming/any mechanical activity in the upper beach near

dunes; grooming lower beach by the water is OK during the summer
season

Town - For any newly forming dunes at the north end on boardwalk side,
leave/clear at least 5’ buffer between toe of dune and the boardwalk

Town - Refine/replant street side of dunes (in 5" minimum path next to
boardwalk). Town planner, Board to develop a vegetation plan for the
length of the boardwalk. Example plant considerations:

* Panicum amarum 'Dewey Blue' Switchgrass or beach grass is good on the street/back
side of the dune (doesn’t like salt and wind as much as ABG)

* Remove trumpet vine that is encroaching on boardwalk to simplify maintenance,
plant other suitable plants

* Review Norfolk %uide, visit 27t St. demo site for ideas about plants (next slide)
http://www.norfolk.gov/DocumentCenter/View/3830 .

Final Recommendations

Additional Recommendations Going Forward
—page 1

22. Town —When any excess sand is recovered, deposit on the north end

23. Town and board - Develop good practice guidance about using mechanical
equipment on the beach for equipment operators and train, e.g., avoid
emerging vegetation on beach

24. Plan and budget (equipment and labor) for ongoing maintenance - routine,
preventative and proactive before storms, e.g.,

Keep boardwalk, streets/curbs, and sidewalks clear of sand (not the responsibility of
property owners); perhaps rent Dan Dabinet’s small front end loader

Annual planting of ABG as needed
After the tourist season, let beach naturalize over the winter (don’t remove seaweed)

Bud%et for regular sand nourishment (regularly groom USACE spoil area to sustain as
viable sand supply source, or sell and designate those funds for sand renourishment)

25. Town and board to develop new signage with positive wording (e.g.,
respect the dunes) and roped paths to protect dunes from foot traffic and
mechanical equipment

Final Recommendations




Additional Recommendations — page 2

26. Update the Cape Charles Wetlands and Coastal Dune Board charter

* Board to suggest wording in response to Councilwoman Natali’s request; we su§gest that the town establish
Beach Advisory Board and ask this board to serve in that capacity, and to provide beach status report at the
end of the tourist season (September) and at the end of the winter season {March) to advise before the
summer season.

27. Town should develop a beach/sand/dune management plan
* Board is willing to develop an initial suggested outline

* Include recommendations for ongoing beach nourishment
* Review gathered references and plans from other areas (provided by Board)

28. Ask USACE for their dune survey data; share with VIMS

29. Ask VIMS for a cost estimate to routinely monitor (and recommend frequency) the beach and
dunes using their established GPS stations, the timing should mesh with the beach status
report (Rec. #26)

* VIMS rough estimate (9/26/16) to routinely survey (~ $7,000) and monitor {aerial photoFraphic monitoring ~
$1500); twice a year and after major storms has been the general methodology for public beaches

30. Plan for/budget to construct dune-appropriate (open pile) walkways across the dunes (going
forward the town should not cut thru the dunes to provide access but use fencing to direct
people over the dune)

Final Recommendations

Background (strreport6/1/16)

* Qver the past several years the Town has taken various steps as part of an overall
beach sand management practices strategy. These include gathering data on
dune height and using the public works department to perform regular cleaning
and maintenance of the beach.

* Since March 2015 the Town beach has been the deposit site for approximately
80,000 cubic yards of dredge material as part of the US Army Corps of Engineers’
federal harbor dredging project. The final phase in the current dredging cycle was
carried out and an additional 30,000 cubic yards of dredge material was
deposited at the north end of the beach.

* USACE will install both fencing and sprigging as sand management practices following the

deposition of dredge materia?(sand).

* The town asked the Board to review past and currently employed beach sand
management practices and to make appropriate recommendations to Town
Council:

* Provide an opportunity for residents’ input into the scale of the sand wind erosion problem,
+ Identify potential practices to mitigate future wind erosion events, and
+ Consider/identify possible synergies with the USACE sand deposition, fencing and sprigging.




“USACE plan (6/2/16) for fencing and sprigging
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Our “Homework”
(Key references attached)

* Review of applicable guidance and science
+ Cape Charles Dune Ordinance {1994}
+ Cape Charles Comprehensive Plan (2009}
+ Town files for past dune/sand management monitoring and reports to FEMA
+ Virginia Dune Guidelines (1993)

* Shoreline Evolution Chesapeake Bay Shoreline Northampton County, Virginia (VIMS 2004)
http://web.vims.edu/physical/research/shoreline/docs/dune evolution/Northampton/NHSh
oreEvolutionReport.pdf NOTE: Cape Charles is “Reach II”

* The Dune Book — North Carolina Sea Grant
http://www.seagrant.umaine.edu/ffiles/chg/RogersNashdune booklet.pdf

* Review of beach, dune, sand management plans of other coastal towns
(approximately 23 plans, plus > 35 additional documents)
* Ocean vs. sheltered/enclosed waters
* Norfolk, Virginia Beach

9/10/2016 12




VIMS Report (Hardaway, 2004)

Shoreline Evolution Chesapeake Bay Shoreline
Northampton County, Virginia

* The Chesapeake Bay coast of Northampton County is
very dynamic in terms of shoreline change and
sediment transport processes.

* The overall net movement of sands along the coast is
to the south. Long term trend for the county is about
-1.0ft/year. Shoreline recession is the overall trend.

* Cape Charles = Reach Il. Conventional thinking would
indicate that the addition of large amount of sand
from 1940s harbor dredging would enhance and
provide large volumes of sand to the southern,
“downdrift” shorelines, possibly even causing more
infilling to Old Plantation Creek. It appears, however,
that the opposite has happened. The dredge
material has moved mostly offshore to form a large
shoal which, in turn, may have impacted the local
wave climate. The sand ¥i|l has been reduced but
remains a significant headland.

SEERYe Part of survey map of Scott Estate, 1887

(Town logo)

A d d II t II O n a | Act i V '| t i e S Wetlands and Coastal Dune B:::::j.l::;commem—sand Management

Please take this opportunity to express your thoughts, interests, andfor concerns
regarding the management of the sand and dunes along the public beach in our town of
Cape Charles, VA. We look forward to reviewing your comments and thank you for
your interest in our community!

(you can choose to remain anonymous)

* Public input i

* Information Meeting — June 15, 2016
¢ Questionnaire
* City of Norfolk Rep Visit — July 26,
2016 (with Board)

* Pre-sand deposition

* Board working sessions —June 1,
July 20, August 31

* Board beach walks — 10, 19 Sept.
2016

* Post-sand deposition and post-fence
installation

9/20/2016

Address:

How long have you lived in/visited Cape Charles?.

1} How is the beach important to you?

2) Has the blowing sand and/or dunes affected your property or business? If so,
ow?

3) What questions or concerns de you have regarding the sand dunes, given the
dynamic nature of sand movement by high winds and storm surge?

4) Do you have any historical observations about the beach, sand. andior dunes
that you believe are important to future planning?

5) Other comments, suggestions:

14




Relevant Language from the CC Comp Plan

(no particular order)

* Protect public beach from degradation {continue with beach nourishment)
for present and future generations

* Preserve the integrity of and accessibility to the water’s edge
* Control dune, beach and shoreline erosion

* Enhance the beach as an amenity for residents and visitors

* Protect amenity - views of beach (and harbor)

* Natural erosion of the shoreline must be abated to maintain the safety of
the residents’ homes, welfare and recreational opportunities

* Protect and preserve the coastal dunes

* Establish a Elan for funding continual maintenance and sand replenishment
of the beac

Multiple Town Goals and Priorities

(some competing priorities)

* Make the best of the USACE beach nourishment opportunity
* Town beach is known for sunset views — especially at north end

* Beach is vital town asset (both resident recreation and tourism-based
economy)

* Sand management - Maximize sand retention on beach, prevent sand
migration landward to Bay Ave.

* Dune management - Stabilize dunes for wave attenuation and
protection of public property by low, wide dune profile going forward

* Implement actions to avoid jeopardizing FEMA funding when needed
after storms

10




Noteworthy Points from Review

(Public questionnaires scanned & attached)

* Highlights of public questionnaires {7 returned)

* Importance of view; dunes block view; need to keep sand off streets, sidewalks, and
property; sand has caused property damage and blocked beach and fishing pier access;
diminished view; preferred height of dunes {some suggested NTE 3’ above boardwalk);
disbelief of dunes preventing danger from storms; also some recognized value of dunes
and to keep people off them

* City of Norfolk, Manager of Environmental Services (30+ years beach and dune mgmt.)
* Bay front shore; similar beach/sand/dune management issues, including dunes blocking
view by adjacent traditional houses
* Difference — public boardwalk and street is next to dunes, then houses
* Provided specific guidance points for managing the sand, beach, and dunes
* The essential value of dunes is to attenuate waves and mitigate damage.
* In case of Cape Charles — protect public property of boardwalk and street

About Dune Height

* The Board has given serious consideration to citizens requests for
establishing a set dune height, e. g, 3’ above boardwalk which is 8.5’
above sea level, to be maintained

» After reviewing the many gathered plans, guidelines, and studies, as
well as speaking with both scientific (Scott Hardaway at VIMS) and
practitioner experts (Lee Perkins, City of Norfolk), this board is
unable to justify the lowering of existing dunes to a specific height

* Leave existing dunes, extend them seaward AND PLANT with American Beach
Grass (ABG) to trap sand on beach and prevent the dunes from becoming
taller

11




Beach and sand movement is dynamic, therefore

- Beach sand needs continuing management and nourishment

- Dunes with plants help stabilize sand migration landward

8/9/2015 8/30/2016

19

Considerations
and Observations

* Public uses beach at
water’s edge, not the
entire beach face

* There is adequate space
to extend low dunes to
mid-beach to help retain
sand and prevent sand
migration {as Norfolk has
done successfully)

12




Norfolk has extended dunes seaward, lower and
wider, to attenuate wave damage and stabilize
sand

East Ocean View

East Beach dunes 2004

21

02 19 2004
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About Dune Plants

* American Beach Grass (ABG) is best for seaward
side of dune
* Cost is about $70 for 1,000 plants

* Planting density — Plant 9” deep, and 3 colms minimum
per hole (they compete to take hold) — promotes
thicker growth faster

* Best time to plant —Jan-Feb; they should hit their pealk
growth by the end of June. Takes about 3-5 years for
ABG planting to mature.

* Other plants for the landward side

* Panicum amarum 'Dewey Blue' Switchgrass or beach
grass is good on the street/back side of the dune
(doesn’t like salt and wind as much as ABG)

¢ 3-leaf vine is dune bean

9/10/2016

Invasive Plant at South End
Japanese Sedge —photo below from town beach (7/26/16)

Root secretion kills ABG Spike grows, hardens, is a safety hazard

/

I

24
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Eradicate Japanese Sedge by Round-up
(See Norfolk slides 111-119)

Photos on CC beach 9/10/11

15




Wetlands and Dune Board Staff Report

D S
From: Larry DiReﬂZ"*”"
Date: November 14, 2016
Item: 3A- JPA 16-1674 Cape Charles beachfront Bay Avenue\Mason Avenue

Attachments: Application, photos, project area map, VMRC report

Background

The Cape Charles Wetlands and Dune Board received this permit application submitted by the
Town'’s public works department. This application is to install stormwater outfall protection over
approximately 300 square feet bed of riprap stone. The project is proposed to be constructed
from the land side and does not involve state-owned waters or bottomlands. Letters were mailed
to relevant state and federal agencies and to date November 7" no comments or objections have
been posted.

Item Specifics

According to the applicant, the reason for this request is to extend the stormwater outfall into the
harbor to the point where it will not be covered by sand. The applicant states that access to the
work area will be by the uplands and any traffic in the wetlands will be kept to a minimum. The
Virginia Department of Transportation will be assisting with this project and their Senior Natural
Resources Specialist did a site visit and found no issues of concern. The following are features
of the proposed work plan:

There are no vegetated wetlands to be impacted by the project.

Equipment access will be by way of the uplands.

Primary purpose is to elevate the outfall on the bed of riprap stone.

No stock piling of materials will be done on the beach or any wetlands.

Proposed outfall concrete pipe will be above mean low water.

Proposed riprap bed is composed of VDOT number 1 course aggregate stone (2 -3
inches).

The Virginia Marine Resources Commission (VMRC) is not requiring a permit.
Recommendation

Review the application materials, photos and public comment. After discussion, determine
whether issuance of the permit would be appropriate. It should be noted that approval by this
Board is valid only for the local Wetlands Board, and authorization from all other necessary
agencies is required prior to any work being done.



Howell Beth (MRC)

From: Badger, Hank {MRC}

Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 12:59 PM

To: Howell, Beth (MRC)

Cc: Dave Fauber

Subject: FW: Cape Charles

Attachments: _Appiication.pdf, Site Map.pdf; 04-8-24 Army Corps Inspection.pdf, Cape Charles 5 Top

View.pdf; Cape Charles 5§ Section.pdf; Cape Charles 4 East Elevation.pdf; Cape Charles 3
East Elevation with Water Line.pdf, Cape Charles 2 Site Topo with Water Line.pdf;, Caps
Charles 1 Secticn with Water Line.pdf

Beth, C ' - -
Attached is a JPA from the Town of Cape Chatles. :
Hank '

————— Original Message-----

From: Dave Fauber [mailto:dave.fauber(@capecharles.org]
Sent: Friday, October 07, 2016 2:36 PM

To: Badger, Hank (MRC)

Subject: Cape Charles

Hank,

We want fo extend a storm water outfall into the harbor to a point where it will not continue to get covered over
with sand. VDOT will be assisting us in the effort. Their Senior Natural Resource Specialist, Mike Mussomelli
has visited the site and doesn't-see any issues.

Thanks

David Fauber

Director of Public Works
Cape Charles, VA

(757) 331-2176, Ext. 17
Fax (757) 331-4820

RECEIVED

[0CT 12 206

MARINE RESOURCES
COMMISSION
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Part 1-General Inifornlation

PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE ALL RESPONSES: Ifa question does not apply to your project, please
print NJA (notapplicable) in the block or space provided. {fadditional space is needed, attach,8-1/2" x

11"sheetsofpa er.
County or City in which the project is located: Capa Gharles
t project site: Chesapeake Bay B

1. Applicant's name* and completemailing address: Contact Information:
David Fauber Home (__),
Director of Public Works Wark 3312176 x17
2 Plum Street Hax 331-4820
Cape Charles, VA 23310 Cell/ Pager 695-1025
e-mail dave. fauber@capecharles.org
State Corporation Commission ID Number (if appicable) 54-6001186 '
2. Property owner(s) name* and complete address, Contact Information:
if different fromapplicant Home ()
Work ( )
Fax ( )
Cell/ Pager ( )
e-mail

State Corporation Commission D Number (ifappicable)

3. Authorized agent names and complete mailing Contact Information:
address (if applicable): Home{ )
' Wrk ( )1
Fax ( )
Cell/ Pager (),
e-mail

State Corporation Commission IDNumber (if appicable)

4. Provide a detailed description of the project in the space below. Ifadditional space is needed,
provide a separate sheet of paper with the project description. Be sure to include how the
construction site will be accessed, especially if clearing and/or grading will be required.

This appiication .is for the construction of storm drain outfall protection, The existing storm drain empties collection from the street
of Cape Charles into tl!e Cape Charles !-larbor near the iitersectign.af Bay Avenue and Mason Avenue (see attached survey), The
outfall has been constricted due to a build up of sand. We wonl install a concrete over a bed of rip rap to allow low 1«

pass through the area with higher grades to an area of lower grades approximately 30 feet Jfrom ¢ tf; is proj i
D s oren 300 o pp y m 31& outfall, This project wiil affect a;
I PE

FOR AGENCY USE_ONLY
RECEIVED o

Revised: ulM%GCT iZ 0o 5 - \kojq
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Part 1 - GeneralInforination (continued)

5. Have you obtained a contractor for the project? Yes* >< No. *If your answer is
"Yes" complete the remaindet of this question and submit the Applicant's and Contractor's

Acknowledgment Form (enclosed)

Contractor's name* and complete mailing address: Contact Information:
Home (___J.
Work (___J
Fax L .
Cell/Pager (__J
email ___

State Corporation Commission 1D Number (if appicable)

6. List the name, address and telephone number of the newspaper having general circulation in the
area of the project. Failure to complete this question may delay local and State processing.

Name and complete mailing address: Telephone number
Eastern Shore News (757) 787-1200
PO Box 288

Tasley, VA 21441-0288

7. Give the following project location information:
Street Address (911 address if available) [ ntersection of Bay.and Mason Avenues
Lot/Block/Parcel#
Subdivision Downtown Cape Charles
City / County Cape Charles, VA Zipcode 23310
Latitude and Longitude at Center of Project Site (Decimal Degrees): Lat. 37.266851; Lon. +76.024720
If the project is located in a rural area, please provide driving directions.

Note: if the project is in an undeveloped subdivision or property, clearly stake and identify
property lines and location of the proposed project. A supplemental map showing how the
property is to be subdivided sllould also be provided.

Revised: July 2012 6
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Part 1 - General Information (continuned)

8. What is the primary and secondaiy purpose of the project? For example, the primary purpose may
be "to protect properly from erosion dueto boat wakes” and the secondary purpose may be "to
provide safer access to a pier.”

The primagygoncern iseliminating the potential of flooding properties upstream. Thesecondary
COnNcern i@nitigate future damages to the Army Corp Shoreline erosion installation located at this
site.

9. Proposed use (checkone):
Single user (private, non-commercial, residential)
Multi-user (community, commercial, industrial, government)

10. Describe the measures that will be taken to avoid and minimize impacts, to the maximum extent
practicable, to wetlands, surface waters, submerged lands, and buffer arcas associated with any
disturbance (clearing, grading, excavating) during and after project construction.

Please be advised that unavoidable losses of tidal wetlands and/or aquatic resources may
require compensatory mitigation.
Access to the work area will be by way of uplands. Traffic inthe wetlands will be kept to 2 minimum.

11. Have you previously had a site visit, applied to, or obtained a permit from any agency (Federal,
State, or Local) for any portion of the project described in this application or any other project at the-

site?
Yes* No *If you answered "Yes", provide the following information;

Agency {Representative  Activity ~ Permit/ProjectNo.  Action** &Date

Army Corp Shoreline Protection Unknown Last Inspected 24 June 2004

(**Issued, Denied, Withdrawn, or Site Visif)

Revised: July 2012 7




12.

13.
4.

15.
16.

Part I - General Information (continued)

s this application being submitted for after-the-fact authorization for work which has already begun
orbeen completed? _No. If yes, be sureto clearly depict the poltions of the project which are
already complete in the project drawings.

Approximate cost of the entire project (materials, labor, efc.)  $25,000.00
Approximate cost of that portion of the project which is below mean low water: $ 10,000.00

Completion date ofthe proposed work:_September 2017

Adjacent Property Owner Information: List the name and complete mailing address, including zip
code, of each adjacent properiy owner to the project. (NOTE: a property owner/applicant cannot be
their own adjacent property owner. You must give the next owner down the river, creek, etc).

N/A

Revised: July 2012 8
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Part 2 - Signatures

1. Applicants and property owners (if different from applicant).
NOTE: REQUIRED FOR ALL PROJECTS

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT: The Departnlent of the Anny pennit progratn is suthorized by Section 10 of the Rivers and Ilarbors Act of
1899, Section 404 of the Clean \Vater Act, and Section t03of the i\l arine Protection Research and Sanctuaries Act of 1972, These Jaws require
that individuals obtain pemiits that avthorize structures and \Yosk in or afi"ecling navigable vaters of the United States, the discharpe of dredged or
Fill material into Waters of the United States, and the transportation of dredged nlaterial for the purpose of dunlping it into ocean ,vaters prior o indertaking,
the ectivity, Infopnation provided in the Joint Pesmit Application wilk be used in the pennit revie, v process and is a Inatter of public record onct the application
ig fled. Disclosure of the requested infonnation is vohmiary, but it H ay not be possibie to evaluate the-pennil application or to issue-a-pennit if
the infonnation requested §s not provided.

CERTIFICATION: 1atn hercby applying for ali peenlits typically issued by the DEQ, YMRC, U.S. Armiy Corps of Engineers, and/or Local
\Veilands Boards for the activities 1 have described herein. 1 agree to aliow the duly anthorized representatives of any segutatory or advisory
agency to cnier upon the prelnises of the project site al reasonable tiines to inspect and photograph site conditions, both in revie,ving a
proposal fo issuz a permit and after pennit issuance lo detennine conipliance WVith the pennit.

Tn addition, 1 certify imder penalty of Ia,v that this document and alt attachments \.Yere prepared under my direction or supervision in
accordance with a syslein designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the information submitted, Based onnly
inquiry of the person or persons ,vho manage the sysioln or those persons directly responsible for gathering the inforalation, the infonnation
sublnitted is, to the best of Iny kno,vledge and belicf, true, accurate, and conlplete. L ain a,vare that there are signilicant penalties for
submitting false information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for kilo\ ving violations,

David Fauber A

Applicant's Name (prigited/typed) (Use if more than one applicant)
/ % )2

Applicant's Signatufe \- {Use if more than one applicant)

8/8/2016

Date

Property Owner's Name (printed/typed) (Use if more than one owner)
(If different from Applicant)

Propetty Owner's Signature {(Use if more than one owner)

Date

. Revised: July 2012 9
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PERIODIC INSPECTION OF CAPE CHARLES SHORE PROTECTION
Cape Charles, Virginia
24 June 2004

By

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Norfolk District

Norfolk, Virginia
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
NORFOLK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
803 FRONT STREET
NORFOLK, VIRGINIA 23510-1096

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

CENAQO-DC-E 19 OCT 2004

Town Manager of Cape Charles
2 Plum Street
Cape Charles, VA 23310

Mr, Cela Burge,

Enclosed are three (3) copies of the Cape Charles.Shore Protection inspection report that was
performed by the Corps of Engineers on 24 June 2004.

The report provides observations, recommendations and photographs of the inspection.
Overall the inspection revealed most items are satisfactory and the project is considered
minimally acceptable. Please note that deficiencies were identified to be corrected in this report
and should be made in a titmely manner. Ifthese deficiencies are not corrected and the project is
damaged, it will be considered ineligible for rehabilitation under PL 84-99.

If there are any questions régardin g this report, you may contact the responsible technical
Program Manager, Jerry Swean at 757-441-7101. Otherwise, if this flood control works project
requires rehabilitation assistance under Public Law 84-89, please contact Mrs. Deborah

Massenburg at‘rqu& Thank you.
Hor T 5 V1€
1] 1[2°l0 "ﬁ

| Q,cbox_ol— %5 serboory
DEBORAH L. MASSENBURG
Chief, Emergency Management Office

CF:

SWEAN, Jerry
DRIDGE, Raymond




FOREWORD

The following is the report for the FY04 Inspection of Cape Charles riprap rock
revetment protection, Cape Charles, Virginia. The inspection was conducted on 24 June
2004.

The inspection was performed to help ensure the project non-Federal sponsors
continually maintain the project in accordance with the existing agreement, in order to
maximize the flood protection benefits and preserve the value of the Federal investment.

The project was inspected in accordance with the requirements identified in the Project
Operations and Maintenance Manual, Engineering Pamphlet (EP) 500-1-1, “Civil
Emergency Management Program — Proce.dures” and Engnecnng Regulation (ER) 1130-
2-530 “Food Control Operations and Maintenance Policies!” (30 Oct 1996). Rankings
based on the above two documents are summarized below.

Per the project Operations and Maintenance Manual, the City of Cape Charles is
responsible for the operations and maintenance of the completed project. In order to
maximize the project’s flood protection benefits and to maintain its eligibility for
emergency rehabilitation under Public Law (PL) 84-99, the project must be satisfactorily
maintained in accordance with the requirements established in the referenced Operations
and Maintenance Manual.

The attached report provides observations, recommendations and photographs of the
inspection.

From the Inspection Guide for Flood Control Works and criteria established in EP 500-1-
1 the project is given a rating. Individual items for each component of a project are rated
initially. The rating (Satisfactory, Marginally Satisfactory or Unsatisfactory} is
determined for each component as described in the attached Inspection Guide. The
lowest single rating given for a rated item will determine the overall condition of the
project. Projects are rated with the following Project Condition Codes: Acceptable;
Minimally Acceptable; and Unacceptable. The project condition determines the
project’s status in the Rehabilitation and Inspection Program. Acceptable and Minimally
Acceptable projects are in Active Status. Unacceptable projects are in Inactive status,
Projects in Inactive status are not eligible for consideration for Rehabilitation Assistance
from the US Army Corps of Engineers in the event of damage from a flood or coastal
storm. Note that any single Marginally Satisfactory item causes the project to be
Minimally Unacceptable. One or more rated items with a rating of Unsatisfactory will
result in a project condition of Unacceptable.

! Supercedes BR 113022-339 “INSPECTION OF LOCAL FL.OOD PROTECTION PROJECTS” (29 Oct
1973)




o As a result of the inspection the project is rated “Minimally Acceptable”, and therefore
considered 1o be in active status. See attached worksheet “Inspection Guide for Flood
Control Works” for details.

In addition to the ratings system in EP 500-1-1, a rating for the project is established
based on criteria established in ER 1130-2-530. The ER rating will likely give way fo the
EP rating in future inspections. In accordance with the ER the project is-defined as a
CATEGORY 2 project with an overall rating of C-3 GOOD. CATEGORY 2 is defined
as ‘Some maintenance deficiencies exist, but the project would probably provide design
level protection (in some instances it may be presumed that continued neglect will result
in a category (3) situation.’ C-2 GOOD project rating is defined as ‘Few or no new
major deficiencies. Numerous new minor deficiencies and/or several old minor
deficiencies noted in the last inspection have not been corrected. Annual maintenance
performed, but additional effort is needed.’

Al the deficiencies noted in the repotis should be repaired as soon as possible. Failure to
satisfactorily address the noted deficiencies will likely lead to the defects becoming
worse with time. Current policy does not allow for Federal expenditures to correct
problems caused by lack of adequate local maintenance, therefore, if the project
deficiencies are not cotrected in a timely manner and the project is damaged, the project
will be ineligible for emergency rehabilitation under PL 84-99.

€y The inspection schedulé for this project is on a five-year cycle.

The above referenced ER and EP documents can be found electronically at
http://www.hnd.usace.army.mil/techinfo/index.asp.
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CAPE CHARLES, VIRGINIA
CAPE CHARLES SHORE PROTECTION
PERIODIC INSPECTION - CIVIL WORKS PROJECT
: 24 JUNE 2004

1. Project Description: The subject structure is a rubble-mound revetment,
approximately 250 feet in length, constructed for the protection of the shorelines
adjacent to the Cape Charles sewage lift station. The construction consists-of sand
fill overlain with geotextile filter fabric and VDOT Class 11 stone.

2. Field Inspecilom A field inspection was conducted on 24 June 2004 by Jerry
Swean of the Civil Works Section. The inspection entailed a visual inspection of
the revetment, Photographic documentation was taken.

3. Result of Inspection: Overall, the shore protection is in good condition.
Deficiencies with vegetation, geotextile, debris, erosion, seftlement and displaced
stone do not immediately effect the structural integrity but are as follows:

a) Vegetation: There is no vegetation on the revetment, except for sparse
amounts of grass between the rocks on the crest, landside of the structure.
The quantity is negligible and will not cause displacernent of stone in the
near future, There is considerable growth of grass on the grade behind the
riprap. The growth has reached the backside of the sevetment. The
quantity of the grass is moderate in most areas.

b) Geotextile: There.are various locations throughout the length of the
structure where the geotextile is exposed. Degradation of the geotexnle
due to exposure to sunlight is evident in some areas.

¢) Debris: Light amounts of debris (pieces of wood) appeared to be tossed up
from the waves. Some amount of trash was observed throughout the length
of the structure. The overall appearance of the structure is relatively clean.

d) Erosion: There is no indication of any eroston, which may require
immediate action.

¢} Settlement: The sen]ement observed is no more than % the diameter of an
armor stone. The crest is intact however; some armor stones have been
dlsp}aopd due to settlement.
f) Displaced Stone There is moderate displacement of armor stones
thmughout the length of the structure on the seaside slope.
4. Remarks and Recommendaﬁons- The scawall appears to be su-ucturaily stable
and standing up to its functional expectations. There are no causes for any
mnncdkatc conecwve—acuon However, the looser stones show sngns oﬂi;_mg
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easily rocked or shifted by normal storm waves. It is recommended that repairs to
the structure be considered for the future. Most repairs might be made by adding
and repositioning armor units. The next inspection is scheduled for 2009,

Prepared by:

Jerry Swean

Civil Works Section

Design Branch

U. 8. Army Corps of Engincering
Norfolk District, Norfolk

803 Pront Street .

Norfolk, Virginia 23510-1096

24 June 2004
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" | INOTE: Refer to Page 10 of the Inspaction Guide for Rating Codes for Indjvidual Rated items,

AR T

EP 500-1-1
30 Sep 01

ABPENDIX B.- INSPECTION GUIDE FOR FLOOD CONTROL WORKS

PECTIONGUIDE FOR FLOOD CONTROL
. WORKS
™ ’m”,m,m __L'npg LHAdLES SHole ﬁm:. Date

Public Sponsor: _, [Aﬂs Zz H'Anéf_a's

Wﬂ@ﬂﬂﬂ
' THE PROJECT GONDITION AS A RESULT OF THIS (NITIALYEONTINUING) (cirole onc
| eLGIBILTY INsPECTION 18: (MmALEORTINUING) (eiclo

T . ACCEPTABLE
3, MININALLY ACCEPTABLE
O UNACCEPTABLE.

- and Project Condition Codes used in this inspoction.)

-§ CORPS OF ENGINEERS INSPECTORS: ..
: . 2—&&? Sedgor! [sz..,_ %45_5. - 739

PUBLIC SPONSOR REPRESENTATIVES

GOMMENTS: o e o .
. E?Z’FZ .'/7&2:0.—/;4: LASPecs o tge‘./'%e.‘r’ w4 290‘/

'O Gheck If additlenal comments are attached.

— PAGE 4 OF 10

L Figure B~1, Inspecﬂon Guide for Flood Control Works
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EP §00-1-1
30 Sep 01
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The deslgned sotion Is for an excesdance ﬁequenoy gmmrhan
10% chenes (10 yr.) with minimum fresboard of 2 feet/60 em
(urban levee) or the designed seotion is for an exceedance
frequency between 20% to 10% chance (5-10 yr.) with minimum
. frechoard of 1 foot/30om (agricultural leves).

2. Eroslon Contrel

N/A.

S Brosionprolection in active areas ig capable of handling the
designed ﬂow velocity for the Tevel of protection for the entire
FCW.

M  Erosion promcnon is capable of handling the designed flow

vclooity for the love] of protection for 75% or more of the FCW,

TU  Erosion protection measures protect less than 75% of the FCW; or

{f eroslon protection was not present and there is evidence
{ndicating & need for srosion protection.

3. Embankment

NSA

S Fill matetial for erabankemeat is suitable to provent slides snd
seeprigs for the existing eids slopes, Fill material is uniform and
adequately compacted through the entire FOW.

M Material is adequate and suitable to preverit major slides and
capable of handling Jocalized secpage for the existing side slopes,
Filt material i3 uniform and ldr.qumly compacted in 75% or mofe
of the RCW.

U Material is unsuitablo and likely to cause numerous sl_ir.h:s sand
alfow excessive uncontrolled scepage, Fifl materinl is not uniform,
- or there is oo compaction md_evidcncs jadicates & need for
compaction.

4. Foundation

N/

ll 5 Foundatonmaterials will not cxuse piping, sund boils, seepage, or

setilements that reduce the level of protection.

"M ° Fonpdaion materials may show signaof excessive seepage, minor

sand boils, and locallzed settlements.

‘U~ Foundation materisls ars unsuitabje and likely to causs excessive
—-uncontrolied scepage, sand boils, and/or piping. - .

5, Strcfures

N/

[ s Structures are capabls of performing their Gesign functions aad

thow no signs of failure.

I M Stuctoresars performing their design functions but show signs of

overtopping and bypassing flows.

U Structires are not performing their design

"0 functions or show signs of structural failure. PAGE2 OF 10,7
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EP 500-1-1
30 Sep 01

Mlnimd depressions or potholar proper drainage.

M Some depressions that will not pond water.

U Depressions 15 em (6%) vertical or greater which cndaugen the

integrity of the lovee.’

" Noerosion obyerved.

M LBVEE: Brosion of lovas crown or glopes that will fiot interrupt

ot or talntenancé access. OTHER FCW: Brosion gullles’-
less than 15 om (6 inches) deep ordcvhtlon of30 cm (1 foot) from
designed grade or section.

U LEVEB: Brosion of leves crown or lopes that has interrupted

inspecticn or maintenance access. OTHER FCW: Erosion gullies
greater than 15 cm (6 inches) or devistion of 30 cm (1 foat) or more
_ from deafgned gmdeorsocuon. '

Slape Stabllity

-

No slides present. Broslon of slopes Joss than 10 cm (4") deep.-

M Miner superficlal aliding that with deferved repair docs not pose ]

. immediate threat to FCW integrity, No displacement or bulges.

U Bvidencs of deep seated sliding (60 om (2 ft.) vertical or greater)

requiring repairs to re-establish FCW intsgsity,

No cracks in transverss or Iongttuduul du'ecuon observed in the
FCW.-

M Longitudinal cracks are no longer than the leves height. No

isplacement and bulging, No transverse cracks,

U Longitedingl cracks are greater than lever hcight, withor without

some bulging observed, Trensverse cragks ars ovident

Continuons animal burrow control program that eliminates any
active burrowing in & short period of time. Program inclodes filling
* o of existing butrows. -

M. . Animal burrows present that will not result in seepage orglope  _|.

. _stability problems,

U Anims! burrows present that would result in

possible secpage or slope siability problems, o
. PAGE 3 OF 10
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EP 500-1-1
30 Sep 01
11, Unwanted
Vegetation
Growth
12, Escroachments
13. Riprap/
Revetments/
Banks
14, " Stabllity of
| . Concrete
T Structares

A-No large brush or trees exiet In the FCW. Grass cover well
maintalned. CHANNELS: Channel capacity for designed flows is
notaffected.

Minimal tres (S cm (2%) diamster or amallcr) and brush cover
present that will not threaten FCW integrity. (NOTE:" Tress that
have been cut and removed from Iovecs should have their roots
excavatod and the cavity filted and compacted with impervious
material). CHANNELS: Channel capacity fox designed flows is
not sdversaly affected.

Tros, weed, and brush cover exists in the RCW requiring mmovnlto
ro-extablith or ascertain FEW integrity, (NOTE: Ifsignificant
prowth on levees oxists, prohibiting rating of other leves mspecﬁon
items, then the inspection should be ended until this item is
comrested,) CHANNE]L: Channel ohstructions have impaived the,
floodway capacity and hydmulic effectiveness.

No trash; debris, excavations, stroctures, or other obstructions

~ present.

Trash, debris, excavations, stractares, or olhambmucﬁom present,
or inappropriste activities occurcing that wil! not inhib? opsrations
and mainteasnes pacformance.

Tresh, debris, excavations, structures or gther obstructions present,

-or inappropriate activities that would inhibit operations and
maintensnce . '

performance.

Existing protection works are being propcrly maintained and are
undamaged. .

No scouring activity that could undercut bankslnpnp, erode
embankments, or restrict dosired channe! flow,

Meandecing andlor scovr activity that iz undsrcutling banks,

- eroding embankments, or impairing channel flows by eausing

turbolencs, meandering, or shoafing.

"~ Any filting, sidifig, or setiing of structures, if presont, has been

scoured, preserving the intagrity or performance.

Uncotrected sliding or settfement of structures of a magnitude that
does not affect performance,

Tilting.or gettlement of structures ‘that has
resulted with a threat to the structure's
intsgrity and performance,

PAGE 4 OF 10
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- 115,

Coticrets
Surfsces

MIA

‘F1ie.

Stractural
anndlﬂonl

17

Culverls

w/4

16,

Gates

/A

1%,

Closure
Structures

AIA

Negligible spaliing or scaling. No cracks prescnt that are not
ontrolied by reinforcing stee! or that cause integrity deterioration
or result in inadaquate structurs performance.

=

Spalling, scaling end cracking preseat but immediate intagnty or
performance of stracture pot threatened.

[=]

Surface deterioration or deep, controlled cncks present that result
in an unreliable stmeture,

Ho seouring or undermining near the structurss,

Scowring near the footing of the structure but not closs snough to
affect structure ptability doring the next flood event.

ol z|w

" Seouring or uadermining at the foundation that has affected

stractore inteprity.

o

._operations of the culvert

{a) No breaks, holes, crucks in the culvest that would result in any
significant water Ieakags. Ne lurface distress that could result in
permanent damage

{b] Negligible debtis or stlt blocking culvest section. No or
mintmsl debris or sediment present which bas negligible offect on

[n} Integrity not thrsstened by spalls, scales, or surface rusting.
Cracks present but resulting leakage not affecting the structure.

{b] Debris or sediment present, which is proposed 1o be remaeved
pritr to the next flood event, that minimally affects the optrations
of the culvert.

{s) Culvert has deteriortion such as surface distress and/or hn
significant leakage in quantity or degres Lo threatsn Integrity.

[b] Accumulated debris or settioment which has not been annually
remaved and severcly affecis the operations of the culvert.

Gates open easily and close to a tight seal, Matstials do nothave
penmanent corvosion demago and appear to have historioafly bm
maintained adequately.

Gates op operate but leak when closed; however, Jeakage quautily iz
not a threat to perfomance. Alisppurtenances of the fuctl\ty arein
working condition.

U Gategleak significantly when closed ur do not. oparate “Gites and
sppurienances have damages that threaten integrity and/or appear
not to have been maintained adequately.

S Closure structace in good repair. Placing equipment readily
available at all times,

U Closure strictute in poor condition, Parts

missing. Placing equipment may not be :
available witbin normal waming time, PAGE 50F 10
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Al motmu. 1fpmeng are operaﬁonal. Pmcntwe mnintenmw i
._otcurcing and gysiem Is performance tested perodically.
M All motors are operational and minor diserepancies are such that
motors could be expeoted to perform through the next projected
period of usage.

U Motors are not operational, ot noted dlsctepmcws have not been
corrected,

Adequate, relisble, and enotigh c:pacity4o mest demands,

[ ]
U Power soume not considered reliible to sustain operations during
. foodcondition.

B S All metal parts in & plant/building protected from petmnnmt

damage from corrosion. Gatesopersble.

M Cosrosion on metal parts appears maintsinable. Gatss opesable,

U Metal parts need replacement, may fall, or will not funetion. -

N N
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23,

24

Pamp Station Size
.

Operstions and
‘Meintenance,

Muanual A///

" Pump station has sdequats chpacity (considering pumplag capasity,
ponding areas, oto.) to bandle sxpected inflow volumes,

Openstions and Malntenancs (O&M) Manuat is present and
adequately covers all pertinent sreas, All necessary updates to the

. Manual bave boeo done.,

25,

2.

Pump Station Operating Log is present and being used. Openum
are tralned on proper usage.

26.

Annua! Inspection

Annual inspection i being performed by the public epongor.

7.

Plant Building

A4

5

Plant building is in good stnictursl condition, No appareat major
crucks In concrets, no subsidenco, roof ig not leaking, ¢tc. Intake
Touvers ¢lenn, ¢lear of debrls, Bxhanst fang operationa] and
maintained, Safe working evironment.

M

Spa]lm,g and cracking are present, o minimal subsidence is ovident,
or the roof leaks, or other conditions are present that need repair but
do not threaten the structur] intsgrity or stability of the building,

U

Any condition that does not meet Minimally Acceptable standard,

28,

All pumps are operational. Preventive maintenance and fubrication
are being performed. System is periodically subjacted to
performance teating. No evidence of nnusal sounds, cavitation, or
‘vibmtion,

M

All pumps are operstional and deficiencies/minor discrepancios are
such that pumps could be expected to perfnrm through the next
. expected period of usage. : .

u

One of more primary pumpa are not operations], or noted
discropancles havo not been corvected.

29,

Muiors, Bagines,
and Gear

- —Red

7

s

All ftems are eperational. Preventive maintenance and lubrication
being pecformed. System is periodically subjected to performance
testing.. Instrumentation, alums, and snto shutdowns are
operational.

M

All systems are operational and deficisncios/minor dmcrepanctes
are such that pumps could be expecied to perform thxough the next

expected perlod of usage.

U

‘One or mors primary motors are not operational,
or noted deficiencies/diserepancies have not
besncorrected. T PAGE 7 OF 10
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Drive chain, bunugt. gm mducm, and oﬂm oomponenb are in
good operating condition and properly maintained.
M Drive chain, bearings, gear reducers, and other components are
-____capable of performing xs dexigned through the next flood event.
U Proper operation would be inkibited duting the next flood event.
s

All metal parts in plantbuilding are protected from permanent
damage by corresbn.” Bquipment mhon show no rust or -
] deterioration.
M  Corrosion on me.umo parts (except equipment anchors) appears
malntainable,
U Anycondition that does not meet at least Minimum Accepiable
standacds,

Reyults of megger test show that fnsulation meets mnnufactum‘s oz
. industry standard. Test notmore than 24 months old.
M Results of megger test show that insulation resistance is lowsr than
- manufacturer's or indusiry standard, but can be corrected with
) propet application of heat,
U Insulstion resistancs is low saough o cavse the equipment to notbe |
able to meet its design standard of operstion.

8 Adequate, reliable, and encugh capacity to meet demands. Backup
" generators are on hand and decmed refiabie, or feasibls plan exists
t0 obtaln backup power, Backup'units are propecly sized, .
operational, periodically exercised, and properly maintained.
U Power spwros not considered relisble to mstain operations during
flood condition.

§ . Opemtional snd maintsined fmc of damags, corrosion, or other
debris.

M Operstional with minor discrepancies. ‘'Will ftmchon ndequato!y in
the next flood event,

U  Notopemtional; uncortected diccrepancies noted from provious

- ———Jnspections; capability to ndequatsly function in the nextflood- —_.§-

svent is sugpect.

Clear of debrls and obstructions. Mechanisms are in place 10

maintain this condition during operations, T

Clear of lurge debris, minor obstructions present. Mechanisms are

in place to deter any further acotimulation dunng operation. Sump

will function as intended.

Largcﬂebns or rajor obstructions present, ] - e

137 Oter Meuitic

wh

32, Insalation Megger |
Testing

33. Power

e ML T D 1 e

34, Pump Control

35, Somps

orno mechanism exists to prevent debris
sccurmiation during operation.

B-8

§ |
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- etl . Bu msintained, (S orU oy.)
Openstional, Inspectedand Joad tested in accordsnce with OSHA
requicements. (8 orUonly.) :
38. Telephone Telephons communication s avaitable In the pump station.
Communications Alternatively, two -way radie, eollular islephons, or similar devics
_ is availsble, or, sccess to a telephone iz within a reasoneble driving
N%’ dirtance. (Sor Uonly.) .
39. Safety No exharist Ieaks in bullding, Fuel storage/distribution mests
stata/local requitement. Fire extinguishers on hand, of sufficient
/7%4 quantity, and properly charged. Safoty hardware installed.
" . Required safety items (e.g., aurl protectors) used. (8 or Uonly.)
5 Remarks for Pomp Statien - Sections IE-and IV of Inrpoction Guide.
. - *
-
| PAGE 5 OF 10
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G:'e ng ﬁniﬁun gre used “ conduct of this inspection f l
and components of this project: ;

S - Satistactory: Tha rated Hem is In safisfactory condition, end will function as designed and intended

during fhe next food event, . : .

. M - Marginally Satisfactory: The rated am has a minor deficlancy that needs to be carrected. The
minor deficiency will not seriously Impalr the functioning of the ftem during the next ficod event. The overall
reliabiity of the project will be lowared bacause of the minor deficlency, - s

""U ~ Unsatlsfactory: Tha rated flem fs ursalisTaclory. The defidency 1s 5o sanious that the flem will ot
{ adequately function In the next flood event, compromising the project’s ability o provide rellable flood
prolection. - ' . ) ’

‘| DETERMINATION OF PROJEGT CONDITION GODE: The lowest singlo rating given for a rated iem wif
determine the overali condition of the project. "I all rated ltems are rated as Satisfactory, the project
condition witl ba Acceptable. if one or more rated Hams are evajuated as Marginally Satisfactory, with no
rated tams evaluated as Unsatisfactory, then the project condition will be Minimally Acceptable. Ona or
move rated items with a rating of Unsatisfactory will result in a proect pondition of Unacceptable.

1 sTATUS: Acceptable and Minimally Acceptable projects.dre In Active status. Unacteptable projects are In
Inactive status. Projects in Inactive status ara not efigibie for consideration for Rehabilitation Assistance

" 1 from the US Army Corps of Englneers I the event of damage from a flood or coastal storm.

] GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS,

1. Section { will be used on all IEs,
2. Section Il will be used on all CEl's, .
13, Al rated Hems In Sections | and Il must havs & rating ghen.
4, Additional areas for inspection will be Incorporated by the Ingpector Into this guide if the layout or
l;:hyalcal characteristics of the project warrant this. Appropriate entries will be made in the REMARKS
-block,

FOR PROJECTS WITH PUMP STATIONS: .

5. Section [ and IV will be used on all IEl's and CEi's for projects with pump stations. A pump station must
have the primary purpese of filood control, not Interior dralnage. The district will determine, based on

{ appropriate study, If adequate capacity exists, Lack of adequate capachy mandates & raling of
Unsatisfactory and & condition of Unacceptabla.

6. The lowest rating for a ratad em on elther the levee inspection (Sections | and i) or the pump station

- (Bections 1ll and V) determines the overall project condition: = -

7. A non-Federal pump stalion located behind a Federal lovee will bo freatad as a separate FCW, wiil not
- ba Incorporated Into the Federal lavee project, and will be inspected as a separate entity. The lowest rated

... [ Htem on the pump station inspection determines the project.cardition, code for the pump.station. This Is

. I block.

independent of the Faderal projsct inspection.

§ 8. Additiond! areas for inspection will be incorporated by the Inspector into this gufde If tha layoul or
physica! characteristios of the pump station warrant this, Appropriate ehtries will be mada in the REMARKS

j PAGE 10OF 10
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FIGURE 1. Looking east along the toe alignment.
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FIGURE 2. Looking southeast from the toe to crest. Note the misplaced stones.
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FIGURR 3. Looking at storm water discharge pipe running undetneath structure,
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FIGURR 4. Looking at storm water discharge pipe from the crest of the structure.
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FIGURE 5. Logking east along the structure, Note the misplaced stones along the crest
also note the small scarp along the fence line. Recommend additional stone or concrete
chucks be placed from the exposed crest of the existing structure back to the fence line.
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FIGURE 6. Note the exposed filter cloth.
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FIGURE 7. Looking at the east end of the structure where it ties info the wooden
bulkhead.
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FIGURE 8. Looking west along the crest alignment,
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Virginia Marine Resources Commission

Permit Application 20161674
Printed: Tuesday November 1, 2016 10:17 AM

Applicant:

Cape Charles, Town of
2 Plum Street
Cape Charles, VA 23310

Application Number:
Application Date:

Permit Type:
Permit Status:
Wetlands Board Action:

20161674 Engineer:
QOctober 12, 2016 Locality:
No VMRC Permit Nec. Waterway:

No Permit Nec

Project Description: Outfall Protection

Expiration Date:
Public Hearing Date:

Hank Badger
Cape Charles
Cape Charles Harbor

November 14, 2016




Virginia Marine Resources Commission
Photos for Permit Application 20161674
Printed: Tuesday November 1, 2016 10:17 AM




Virginia Marine Resources Commission
Photos for Permit Application 20161674

Printed: Tuesday November 1, 2016 10:17 AM




. Municipal Corp. of
N C&p@ Charles -\ 4

October 24, 2016

Agency\Property Owner:

The Cape Charles Wetlands and Coastal Dune Board will hold a public hearing on Monday,
November 14, 2016 at 4:00pm at the Town Hall Conference Room at 2 Plum Street, second
floor, Cape Charles to receive comment on an application for the construction of storm
drain outfall protection over riprap at Town-owned, beach-front property at the corner of
Mason Avenue and Bay Avenue (tax map # 83A3-A-4). The project area is approximately
three-hundred (300) square feet. The Wetlands and Coastal Dunes Board will have a
meeting to vote on the application immediately following the public hearing.

Information on the applications can be viewed in the Planner’s Office at 2 Plum Street or
obtained by phone at 7 57-331-3259 x15, or email to planner@capecharies.org

For handicap assistance, please call the number above at least 48 hours in advance.

Sincerely, :

T O

Lawrence DiRe
Town Planner\Zoning Administrator

Enc: public hearing notice | RECEIVED

'0CT 25 2018

MARINE Reso '
URC
COMMfSSlo}v =

Municipal Building « 2 Plum Street » Cape Charles, Virginia 23310
, K (757) 3313259  Fax (757) 331-4820




Notice of Public Hearing

The Cape Charles Wetlands and Coastal Dune Board will hold a public hearing on Monday,
November 14, 2016 at 4:00pm at the Town Hall Conference Room at 2 Plum Street, second
floor, Cape Charles to receive comment on an application for the construction of storm
drain outfall protection over riprap at Town-owned, beach-front property at the corner of
Mason Avenue and Bay Avenue (tax map # 83A3-A-4). The project area is approximately
three-hundred (300) square feet. The Wetlands and Coastal Dunes Board will have a
meeting to vote on the application immediately following the public hearing.

Information on the applications can be viewed in the Planner’s Office at 2 Plum Street or
obtained by phone at 757-331-3259 x15, or email to planner@capecharles.org

For handicap assistance, please call the number above at least 48 hours in advance.
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