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Subject: Callout
Page Index: 7
Date: 9/12/2022 1:52:56 PM
Author: dsdrice
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: 7

(diversion to Geick)

7 (1)

Subject: Callout
Page Index: 26
Date: 9/12/2022 3:14:11 PM
Author: dsdrice
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: 26

Address specifically here. It appears that very high
values were used that will need further backup.

26 (2)

Subject: Callout
Page Index: 26
Date: 9/12/2022 3:17:32 PM
Author: dsdrice
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: 26

(to be verified with final design review)

Subject: Highlight
Page Index: 27
Date: 9/7/2022 5:43:55 PM
Author: CDurham
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: 27

27 (2)

Subject: Callout
Page Index: 27
Date: 9/7/2022 5:45:50 PM
Author: CDurham
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: 27

Unresolved- 
"and diversion of OS-2 flows to a point higher in
the channel"

 by URS and approved in June 

 Haegler Ranch Basin will not 

(diversion to Geick)

26 

with the exception of the Sunken Meadow Crossing where 3-

of the channel is to remain natural.  

nning’s Roughness Coefficients were selected based upon site 

provided in the El Paso County Drainage Criteria Manual 

substantial amount of vegetative cover and doesn’t show any 

vegetive cover the Retardance Class ranges from Class A to 

Address specifically here. It appears
that very high values were used that
will need further backup.

h include impact avoidance and 

roject-wide impacts to 0.5-acre or 

 be used. No channel grading or 

unken Meadow Crossing where 3-

natural.  

ents were selected based upon site 

County Drainage Criteria Manual 

ative cover and doesn’t show any 

nce Class ranges from Class A to 

(to be verified with
final design review)

d the propo

 of 120 cfs.

d is the big

ECRAS exhibit are based upon the 120 c

e in the range of 0.44 fps to 4.08 fps. T

Manual Chapter 10 for 100-year event

ies from 0.01 to 3.04 lbs/q ft, which 

ove this is an existing channel that is 

 the 3-36” culverts. This channel also 

RAS results show that the channel is s

Unresolved- 
"and diversion of OS-2
flows to a point higher in
the channel"

Quentin
Text Box
added  diversion to Geick Ranch Basin 

Quentin
Text Box
added statement

Quentin
Text Box
added statement

Quentin
Text Box
added more text addressing this and also added pictures in appendix.



Subject: Callout
Page Index: 28
Date: 9/12/2022 3:16:05 PM
Author: dsdrice
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: 28

check structure?

28 (1)

Subject: Callout
Page Index: 33
Date: 9/12/2022 1:57:49 PM
Author: dsdrice
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: 33

diversion to Geick Ranch

33 (1)

Subject: Text Box
Page Index: 56
Date: 9/7/2022 5:56:24 PM
Author: CDurham
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: 56

Unresolved-
Missing Basin OS-9 as shown on basin map.
Please include

56 (1)

Subject: Text Box
Page Index: 57
Date: 9/7/2022 5:57:38 PM
Author: CDurham
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: 57

Unresolved- 
Design Points 9 and 13 are shown on drainage
map but are missing from table. Please include.

57 (1)

Subject: SW - Textbox
Page Index: 195
Date: 9/8/2022 5:42:24 PM
Author: EPC Stormwater - Glenn Reese
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: 195

Revise these sheets 3 RR calculation sheets as
needed per my comments on pdf pg 312 below.
Most of the SPA areas shown on these 3 sheets
can actually just be listed as excluded from WQ all
together and therefore could be remove from these
3 sheets. Be sure to discuss the exclusions in the
report text above.

195 (1)

Subject: SW - Textbox with Arrow
Page Index: 196
Date: 9/7/2022 3:47:42 PM
Author: Glenn Reese - EPC Stormwater
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: 196

I don't understand why RR calcs are provided for
M1 if there is no UIA tributary to it, then there is not
need for RR. 

Is there another basin that has a UIA that is
conveyed to this SPA?

196 (2)

temporary turnaround at the end of Sunken Meadow. 

 

A HEC-RAS analysis was done of the West channel using the existing topo and the proposed contours 

sampled from these AutoCAD files. The developed 100-year flow of 216 cfs was used for cross 

sections 2500 to the proposed 42” dual culvert cross section at 1042.5. From cross section 900 to 100, 

220 cfs was entered into the program. These flows are the based upon the MDDP drainage 

calculations for Design Points 11 & 11A respectively. The output information shows that the channel 

velocities are in the range of 0.60 fps to 4.88 fps. This is below the suggested velocities of 5 fps from 

the DCM Manual Chapter 10 for 100-year event. The Froude # vary from 0.05 to 1.00.  There are 2 

locations where the Froude # is above the 0.90 maximum. The first one is at the section 1420 just 

upstream of the drop structure.  We are adding selective riprap bank stabilization from section 1500 

to section 1380. The second section is at 100, which is the last station in the HECRAS model and is 

always critical due to not having a downstream station to run the analysis. The shear stress varies 

from 0.04 to 7.46 lbs/sq ft, which is under the above-mentioned limits for Class B Retardance. The 

velocity at Cross-section 1200 just upstream of the culvert crossing is 0.52 fps, the Froude # is 0.05 

and the shear stress is 0.01 lbs/sq ft. This shows that the crossing is not detrimental to the channel. 

There are 5 critical water surface sections listed in the HECRAS table, Sections 1500, 1420, 1200, 

200, & 100. A drop structure has been added at Section 1400 to shallow out the channel slope. The 

velocity at section 1500 is 2.05 fps and at section 1420 is 4.00 fps, both below erosive velocities. As 

mentioned above we are adding selective riprap bank stabilization in these areas. At section1200 the 

velocity is 0.60 fps, the Froude # is 0.05 and the shear stress is 0.04 lbs/sq ft. This demonstrates that 

check structure?

FEES 

ithin the Haegler Ranch Drainage Basin Diversion and Geick Ran

rainage Basin Planning study on file done with fees for Geick Ra

al Drainage Report Basin fee calculations will not need to be paid

nch Basin. 

d storm drain and appurtenances associated with the development

2 site will not adversely affect the surrounding and downstream dev

o the existing and proposed detention basins and reduce the runof

mentioned above in the report via Full Spectrum Detention while 

diversion to Geick Ranch

OS-8 F

Unresolved-
Missing Basin OS-9 as
shown on basin map.
Please include

10 OS-8

Unresolved- 
Design Points 9 and 13 are
shown on drainage map but
are missing from table.
Please include.

Designer:

Company:

Date:

Project:

Location:

SITE INFORMATION (User Input in Blue Cells)

WQCV Rainfall Depth 0.60 inches

Depth of Average Runoff Producing Storm, d6 = 0.43 inches (for Watersheds Outside of the Denver Region, Figure 3-1 in USDCM Vol. 3)

Area Type SPA SPA SPA SPA UIA:RPA

Area ID IA IB IC J N

Downstream Design Point ID WEST CH WEST CH WEST CH WEST CH WEST CH

Downstream BMP Type None None None None None

DCIA (ft
2
) -- -- -- -- --

*BASIN I, J & N WESTERN CHANNEL DIRECT RELEASE. THERE ARE NO SUBBASINS IA-IC WE JUST BROKE I DOWN TO MEET 80,000 SQ FT MAX REQUIREMENT

Design Procedure Form:  Runoff Reduction                

Quentin Armijo

Terra Nova Engineering, Inc.

July 20, 2022

Waterbury Filings 1 & 2

UD-BMP (Version 3.07, March 2018)

Revise these sheets 3 RR calculation sheets as needed per my comments on
pdf pg 312 below. Most of the SPA areas shown on these 3 sheets can actually
just be listed as excluded from WQ all together and therefore could be remove
from these 3 sheets. Be sure to discuss the exclusions in the report text above.

Total Impervious Area (ft ) 0

WQCV (ft
3
) 0

WQCV Reduction (ft
3
) 0

WQCV Reduction (%) 0%

Untreated WQCV (ft
3
) 0

I don't understand why
RR calcs are provided
for M1 if there is no UIA
tributary to it, then there
is not need for RR. 

Is there another basin
that has a UIA that is
conveyed to this SPA?

Quentin
Text Box
revised to check

Quentin
Text Box
added  diversion to Geick Ranch Basin 

Quentin
Text Box
I believe you are referencing the wrong Map (sheets 311 & 312). This is the Early grading spreadsheet which corresponds to sheets 309 & 310  because per the plan submitted and marked up by EPC there are  no DP 9 & 13

Quentin
Text Box
I believe you are referencing the wrong Map (sheets 311 & 312). This is the Early grading spreadsheet which corresponds to sheets 309 & 310  because per the plan submitted and marked up by EPC there are  no DP 9 & 13

Quentin
Text Box
removed sheet and added statement in report about being excluded

Quentin
Text Box
removed I & J Basins and added statement in report about being excluded. Only have Basin N now



Subject: SW - Textbox with Arrow
Page Index: 196
Date: 9/8/2022 5:40:25 PM
Author: EPC Stormwater - Glenn Reese
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: 196

If not, this basin can just be listed as an excluded
basins per one of several potential WQ exclusions.

Subject: SW - Textbox with Arrow
Page Index: 197
Date: 9/7/2022 3:44:02 PM
Author: Glenn Reese - EPC Stormwater
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: 197

No column for "V" on this spreadsheet.

197 (1)

Subject: Rectangle
Page Index: 200
Date: 9/12/2022 2:26:05 PM
Author: dsdrice
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: 200

200 (1)

Subject: Callout
Page Index: 206
Date: 9/12/2022 2:12:38 PM
Author: dsdrice
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: 206

Provide maximum channel slopes and
approximate min. radii of curvature

206 (3)

Subject: 
Page Index: 206
Date: 9/12/2022 2:18:52 PM
Author: dsdrice
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: 206

0.06 to 0.12 0.6 to 0.9 0.6 to 0.9

Subject: Callout
Page Index: 206
Date: 9/12/2022 2:22:48 PM
Author: dsdrice
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: 206

0.07 Max? Provide additional backup.

If not, this basin can just be listed as an excluded
basins per one of several potential WQ exclusions.

MATION (User Input in Blue Cells)

WQCV Rainfall Depth 0.60 inches

 Average Runoff Producing Storm, d6 = 0.43 inches (for Watersheds Outside of the Denver Region, Figure 3-1 in USDCM Vol.

Area Type UIA:RPA SPA SPA

Area ID M2 P Y

sign Point ID EAST CH EAST CH EAST CH

m BMP Type None None None

DCIA (ft
2
) -- -- --

UIA (ft
2
) 2,676 -- --

BASINS M2, P, V, & Y EASTERN CHANNEL DIRECT RELEASE

Design Procedure Form:  Runoff Reduction                

QUENTIN ARMIJO

TERRA NOVA ENGINEERING, INC.

June 17, 2022

WATERBURY FILING 1 & 2

UD-BMP (Version 3.07, March 2018)

No column for "V" on
this spreadsheet.

channel channel

3
NA Exist. Channel 

geometry

NA Exist. Channel 

geometry

l (assuming unlined, unvegetated low flow 
0.20%

NA Exist. doesn't 

have bankfull 

channel

NA Exist. doesn't 

have bankfull 

channel

1.1 to 1.3

NA Exist. doesn't 

have bankfull 

channel

NA Exist. doesn't 

have bankfull 

channel

4(H):1(v)
NA Exist. Channel 

geometry

NA Exist. Channel 

geometry

2.5(H):1(V)

NA Exist. doesn't 

have bankfull 

channel

NA Exist. doesn't 

have bankfull 

channel

2.5 times top width
NA Exist. Channel 

geometry

NA Exist. Channel 

geometry

ing or proposed stabilization

Provide maximum channel
slopes and approximate
min. radii of curvature

Design Value

Reuslts East 

Channel

Reuslts West 

Channel

5 ft < than 5 ft < than 5 ft

0.06 to 0.12 0.6 to 0.9 0.6 to 0.9

7 ft/s 4.08 ft/s 4.88 ft/s

0.8 0.78 0.81 (1.00)*

r Class A:10.0lb/sq ft   Class 

B: 7.46 lb/sq ft Class C: 5.6 3.08 lb/sq ft
3.69 lb/sq ft       

7.46 lb/sq ft*

nels

Design Value

Reuslts East 

Channel

Reuslts Wes

Channel

5 ft < than 5 ft < than 5 ft

0.06 to 0.12 0.6 to 0.9 0.6 to 0.9

7 ft/s 4.08 ft/s 4.88 ft/s

d channels

0.07 Max? Provide
additional backup.

Quentin
Text Box
removed sheet and added statement in report about being excluded

Quentin
Text Box
removed, basin V (DP 32) is picked up in area inlet and routed to pond 3

Quentin
Text Box
0.08 is you max per table 10-2 added text in report backing this up 

Quentin
Text Box
0.08 is you max per table 10-2 added text in report backing this up 

Quentin
Text Box
0.08 is you max per table 10-2 added text in report backing this up 

Quentin
Text Box
added



Subject: Text Box
Page Index: 217
Date: 9/12/2022 3:02:04 PM
Author: dsdrice
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: 217

Provide XS numbers

217 (1)

Subject: Text Box
Page Index: 243
Date: 9/12/2022 2:23:43 PM
Author: dsdrice
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: 243

These could change if n values change

243 (1)

Subject: Text Box
Page Index: 252
Date: 9/12/2022 3:01:52 PM
Author: dsdrice
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: 252

Provide XS numbers

252 (1)

Subject: Callout
Page Index: 261
Date: 9/12/2022 2:33:58 PM
Author: dsdrice
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: 261

Is this correct?

261 (1)

Subject: Callout
Page Index: 275
Date: 9/12/2022 2:31:39 PM
Author: dsdrice
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: [1] Layout1

FFs should be based on FP at highest
perpendicular to channel

275 (3)

Subject: 
Page Index: 275
Date: 9/12/2022 2:29:44 PM
Author: dsdrice
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: [1] Layout1

west chan pr rev       Plan: Plan 03    7/13/2022
  2500

8 .08

Provide XS numbers

v Crit W.S. E.G. Elev E.G. Slope Vel Chnl Flow Area Top Width F

(ft) (ft) (ft/ft) (ft/s) (sq ft) (ft)

50 6944.59 0.022506 2.84 54.22 101.57

06 6943.10 0.010181 1.74 73.94 110.02

36 6941.46 0.030541 2.64 45.54 62.19

49 6939.54 0.013098 1.77 67.85 88.93

These could change if n
values change

east chan pr PDR rev       Plan: Plan 01    7/13/20
  2600

.07 .07 .07

Provide XS numbers

Is this correct?

M
A

50' R
.O

.

U
R

B
A

N
 R

E
S

.

FFs should be based on
FP at highest
perpendicular to channel

Quentin
Text Box
added

Quentin
Text Box
revised per new hecras runs

Quentin
Text Box
added

Quentin
Text Box
revised

Quentin
Text Box
revised also added more than 1' to most

Quentin
Text Box
revised also added more than 1' to most



Subject: 
Page Index: 275
Date: 9/12/2022 2:32:37 PM
Author: dsdrice
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: [1] Layout1

Subject: Text Box
Page Index: 283
Date: 9/12/2022 2:44:27 PM
Author: dsdrice
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: 283

Are these pages out of order or duplicated?
Remove if so.

283 (1)

Subject: Callout
Page Index: 292
Date: 9/12/2022 2:43:12 PM
Author: dsdrice
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: 292

Is this correct?

292 (1)

Subject: SW - Textbox with Arrow
Page Index: 311
Date: 9/8/2022 3:27:31 PM
Author: EPC Stormwater - Glenn Reese
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: [1] PROP 1

What is this linetype? Show it on the Legend.

311 (3)

Subject: SW - Textbox with Arrow
Page Index: 311
Date: 9/8/2022 3:28:41 PM
Author: EPC Stormwater - Glenn Reese
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: [1] PROP 1

Why is this "onsite" basin boundary shown around
the perimeter of the "offsite" basins. It is confusing.

Subject: SW - Textbox with Arrow
Page Index: 311
Date: 9/8/2022 3:29:33 PM
Author: EPC Stormwater - Glenn Reese
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: [1] PROP 1

What is the difference between the thick and thin
red dashed lines? Show on Legend.

PDR rev       Plan: Plan 01    7/13/2022 
  2600

.07 .07

Are these pages out of
order or duplicated?
Remove if so.

Is this correct?

What is this linetype?
Show it on the Legend.

Why is this "onsite"
basin boundary shown
around the perimeter of
the "offsite" basins. It is
confusing.

EX 36" RCP

CULVERT

6910

6910

What is the difference
between the thick and
thin red dashed lines?
Show on Legend.

Quentin
Text Box
sorry there is no difference I changed wider one to match the  thinner one

Quentin
Text Box
sorry don't know why this is a different color changed to red to match offsite

Quentin
Text Box
sorry changed to red to match the offsite

Quentin
Text Box
revised also added more than 1' to most

Quentin
Text Box
removed

Quentin
Text Box
removed



Subject: SW - Textbox with Arrow
Page Index: 312
Date: 9/7/2022 3:49:38 PM
Author: Glenn Reese - EPC Stormwater
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: [1] PROP 2

Per comments from a previous submittal, the
SPA/RPA areas cannot include wetland areas per
the MS4 Permit and MHFD guidelines.

312 (7)

Subject: SW - Textbox with Arrow
Page Index: 312
Date: 9/7/2022 3:58:17 PM
Author: Glenn Reese - EPC Stormwater
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: [1] PROP 2

Are these 2 yellow boxes supposed to be UIA's?
Because pg 196 above shows the UIA for this
sub-basin to be 0.

Subject: SW - Textbox with Arrow
Page Index: 312
Date: 9/8/2022 5:35:53 PM
Author: EPC Stormwater - Glenn Reese
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: [1] PROP 2

These areas are not shown as treated on the RR
map or the Pond map. Create a separate
color/hatching for excluded areas within the LOD
and label which exclusion applies to each
color/hatching type.

Subject: SW - Textbox with Arrow
Page Index: 312
Date: 9/8/2022 3:37:23 PM
Author: EPC Stormwater - Glenn Reese
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: [1] PROP 2

Plus the UIA overlaps with the RPA, which is not
allowed.

Subject: SW - Textbox with Arrow
Page Index: 312
Date: 9/8/2022 5:35:23 PM
Author: EPC Stormwater - Glenn Reese
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: [1] PROP 2

Please define these SPA's. Are they excluded from
needing WQ treatment? Reference the applicable
ECM section for each exclusion type.

Some of these SPA's are outside of the LOD. 
None of the SPA's are provided WQ treatment, so
why even show them on here? 

Currently the PBMP Applicability Form shows that
there are no WQ exclusions on this site, so that will
need to be resolved (unless using the WQ
exclusion of <20% of site, up to 1ac of site) which
is acceptable with Design Basin Standard A on
page 3 of that form.

Subject: SW - Textbox
Page Index: 312
Date: 9/8/2022 5:37:07 PM
Author: EPC Stormwater - Glenn Reese
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: [1] PROP 2

All comments on this sheet should also be applied
to pdf pg 316

10' TYPE R

SUMP INLET

5' TYPE R

SUMP INLET

24" RCP

STORM

18" RCP

STORM

" RCP

TORM

36" RCP

STORM

UNPLATTED

18" DIA.

INLETS

15" HDPE

STORM

PR. 1' HIGH BERM W/

18" DIA. AREA INLET

AT LOWER REAR LOT

CORNER TYP. LOTS 43.45

SEE DETAIL SHEET 5

 UTIL

EMENT

              .

Per comments from a previous
submittal, the SPA/RPA areas cannot
include wetland areas per the MS4
Permit and MHFD guidelines.

10' TYPE R

SUMP INLET

24" RCP

STORM

P

M

Are these 2 yellow
boxes supposed to be
UIA's? Because pg 196
above shows the UIA for
this sub-basin to be 0.

S

T

A

P

L

E

T

O

N

 

D

R

I

V

E

(

1

3

0

'
 

R

O

W

)

UNPLATTED

FUTURE 4-WAY RANC

COMMERCIAL DEVEL

HP

HP

18" RCP

STORM

EXIST OFF-SIT

(IN-LINE)

0.66 AC-FT. W

1.2 AC-FT. WQ

WITHIN THE E

POND

PROPOSED IN

5-YR. = 69 CFS

100-YR. = 397 

18'X12' CONC. FOREBAY

W/ RIP-RAP

MAINT. ACCESS

24" RCP

STORM

B

E

E

C

H

 
C

R

E

E

K

 
D

R

.

18" RCP

STORM

15" RCP

STORM

5' TYPE R

AT-GRADE INLET

5' TYPE R

AT-GRADE INLET

FUTURE C&G

FUTURE C&G

These areas are not shown as treated on
the RR map or the Pond map. Create a
separate color/hatching for excluded areas
within the LOD and label which exclusion
applies to each color/hatching type.

Plus the UIA overlaps
with the RPA, which is
not allowed.

18" RCP

STORM

4'x4' CONC. OUTLET BOX W/

INTEGRAL MICROPOOL AND

18" RCP OUTLET PIPE

18'X12' CONC. FOREBAY

W/ RIP-RAP

24" WIDE CONCRETE

TRICKLE CHANNEL

Please define these SPA's. Are they
excluded from needing WQ treatment?
Reference the applicable ECM section for
each exclusion type.

Some of these SPA's are outside of the LOD.

None of the SPA's are provided WQ
treatment, so why even show them on here? 

Currently the PBMP Applicability Form shows
that there are no WQ exclusions on this site,
so that will need to be resolved (unless using
the WQ exclusion of <20% of site, up to 1ac
of site) which is acceptable with Design Basin
Standard A on page 3 of that form.

All comments on
this sheet should
also be applied to

pdf pg 316

Quentin
Text Box
removed, basin P from RR spreadsheet as it is all undeveloped pervious area that can be excluded

Quentin
Text Box
no they are no erased

Quentin
Text Box
done changed hatch and removed SPA label from legend and relabeled 

Quentin
Text Box
it was left on by mistake now removed

Quentin
Text Box
changed hatch and removed SPA label from legend and relabeled as "EXCLUDED UNDEVELOPED PERVIOUS AREA"

sorry I showed the SPA's

added hatch to area outside of LOD


Quentin
Text Box
done



Subject: SW - Textbox with Arrow
Page Index: 312
Date: 9/8/2022 5:44:12 PM
Author: EPC Stormwater - Glenn Reese
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: [1] PROP 2

Note that all RPA areas will need to be within a no
build/drainage easement and discussed in the
maintenance agreement and O&M manual. Also
make sure to show the limits of the RPA's on GEC
Plans (not just FDR) so our SW inspectors and the
QSM know that these areas are to remain pervious
and vegetated post-construction.
Update the O&M Manual accordingly and provide
a Maintenance Agreement.

Subject: 
Page Index: 315
Date: 9/12/2022 2:49:30 PM
Author: dsdrice
Color: 
Layer: 
Space: 
Page Label: [1] PROP 1

315 (1)

E

R

O

W

)

Note that all RPA areas will need to be
within a no build/drainage easement
and discussed in the maintenance
agreement and O&M manual. Also
make sure to show the limits of the
RPA's on GEC Plans (not just FDR)
so our SW inspectors and the QSM
know that these areas are to remain
pervious and vegetated
post-construction.
Update the O&M Manual accordingly
and provide a Maintenance
Agreement.

Quentin
Text Box
CHANGED LOT GRADING SO ONLY LAST 20' OF THE LOT (NO BUILD ZONE IN SETBACK) DRAINS OFFSITE AND IS EXCLUDED UNDEVELOPED PERVIOUS AREA FOR ALL OTHER REVIOUS BASINS W/ RR . NOW ONLY HAVE RPA IN BASIN M2

PER JEFF RICE "we are working on a policy but are currently allowing for a plat note, so no additional easement is needed at this time. This is the plat note: No lots shall have any impervious improvements constructed within the rear setback (i.e. patios, hard-scape, recreational facilities, etc.)"

ALSO ADDED SECTION TO O&M MANUAL LAST SUBMITTAL 

ALSO ADDED AND TO GEC .


Quentin
Arrow

Quentin
Text Box
revised to 10'


