5.4 Jolly Pond and Warburton Pond

The Center was also asked to evaluate both Jotig Bad Warburton Ponds to assess their
current and future role in stormwater managem@anter staff was able to assess Jolly Pond
but permission was not granted by the landownassess Warburton Pond.

Jolly Pond clearly has significant issues as tlael toed and road surface which serves as the
dam for Jolly Pond have been undermined and oveetbpkely during storm events. This also
suggests that the control structure is clearlyagaghte and needs to be modernized.

s

Figure 21.Undermining of the road bed at Jolly Pond

The large existing ponds Jolly Pond and Warburtavigde a backup system for impacts that
result from proposed development, as these stegtapable of attenuating sediment and
improving water quality. Removing the ponds maybstly due to the amount of sediment that
would need to be stabilized or removed from thateng ponds. In general, one benefit to
removing such pond is to improve fish passage. bEmfit to fish passage is unclear in this
case as both ponds have limited upstream drainage Jolly Pond occurs on a third order
stream and Warburton occurs on a second ordenstrédas also unclear whether anadramous
fish would benefit even from the removal of thelyJ®lond dam structure due to the limited
upstream drainage area and their use of the Chockisly as a know anadramous fish corridor.
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APPENDIX A: EXAMPLE FIELD SHEETS

UPLAND CONTIGUOUS FOREST
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APPENDIX B: CONSERVATION AREA SCORING

The priority ranking system developed for conseoratireas in Powhatan Creek was also used
in Yarmouth, Skiffes and now Gordon Creek (Tablel)B-Importance is quantitatively
determined based on total scoring for seven pasmsieEnvironmental significancevas
assessed based on the rarity and habitat imporadefined by the presence or likelihood of
RTE species. Theresence of threatso the conservation area included an assessment of
development pressure, the threat of invasive speeaied the probability that local hydrology
may change in response to upstream developnt@antent protectionwas scored based on
whether the area or species was currently protectiech as in an RPA, park or federally-
protected wetland. Thease of protectionvas based on land ownership and zoning category--
with the assumption that land zoned for residemtgalelopment may be more costly or difficult
to protect. As a consequence of this ranking systemservation areas experiencing threats to
their continued existence were ranked as havingdsigpriority for land conservation. Actual
scores for each ranking parameter for the conservateas are provided in Table B-2.

Table B1. Scoring Parameters for Conservation AreaRanking

Scoring Categoriestpoints
Parameter Measure 9 9 tp )
(10-8) (7-4) (3-0)
Environmental importance of the area for Few of these
. L . . ; . Many of these Some of these )
Environmental | maintaining biological diversity. Evaluates e . areas; or of lower|
S ) areas; high quality areas .
significance the presence of RTE species, mature quality
. ; (12-15) (7-11)
contiguous forest, heron rookeries (<7)
Potential for development based on zonipg, Very recent
- . - future
Development | location (PDA, transportation corridor), development or .
. ; development not likely
pressure ownership, and/or local comprehensive expected in the .
possible
plan. near future
. Whether the area is included within some no current partially ) sufflcu?nt'
Protective X : L . o protected; protection;
I special protection district (river overlay, protection; - .
district . . - potential for disturbance
RPA, conservation easement, etc) disturbance likely ; .
disturbance unlikely
confirmed high potential
RTE species Presence of RTE species sightings or due to presencg low potential
historic record of habitat
Invasive . . . . / invasive
. Potential for invasive species to colonize . . . .
species . : no invasives encroachment | invasives present
; due to extensive disturbance .
potential likely
Potential for hydrological changes to impacsignificant current .
Stormwater . : medium .
streams (ie. Increased flooding ahdor future changes . low potential
hydrology ; . potential
increased stream erosion) expected
owned by county, prlvatg . private ownership)
Land . . . ownership in
. Ease of protection based on ownership | land trust, or publig . slated for
ownership/ cost I relatively large
institution development
tracts
* Environmental significance is an overall genesalking and is on a 0-15 point scale, remainingumaters on 10pt scale
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Table B2. Gordon Creek Conservation Area Priority $oring

Environmental| Development . Invas?ve Sty Land Total
Rank| ID o Protection| RTE | species | hydrology .
significance pressure ; ownership| Score
potential threats
1 Ci1 14 10 7 10 7 8 3 59
2 C4 13 9 7 7 5 8 3 52
3 C6 13 4 6 7 8 7 6 51
4 C3 14 1 4 7 8 5 9 48
5 C2 15 1 1 7 9 5 9 47
6 C5 14 1 3 7 9 3 9 46
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APPENDIX C: STORMWATER RETROFIT FORMS
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