
6.4.26
Thanks David, truly appreciate the response... 

Please keep in mind that staff will assist with the stormwater portion of the low impact development (LID) standards and is soley based on "first flush", thus there is no need for an engineer.  As of now, there are no standards for in-fill development or any other type of development unless state requirements are triggered.  Staff training is important for all this to be successful.  

We already require that E&S is considered for all permits when logical; it just has not been promulgated in the RZR.  We have this authority under the permitting guidelines with the "any other information required by the ZA" clause per section 5.2.1c(v).  May be weak, but we have not had any pushback and for the last two years all permits have had E&S practices as part of their site plan.  To require an engineer for minor projects will not help with passing these basic standards is my take, but I may be wrong; we need additional public comment on this issue for this to be settled.  I understand your concern and share the "want" for professionals, but pragmatically, I don't think it would fly. 

So, in short, the intent is for the town to provide guidance on LID best management practices for items listed in minor projects and a focus on erosion and sedimentation, which up to my arrival, did not exist at the permitting phase.  Once certain local triggers are met, any major project will then be required to utilize an engineer; state triggers are currently at 1 acre of disturbance and ½ acre of impervious; we have that trigger at 20,000 sq ft of disturbance and 10,000 sq ft of impervious. Anything under 600 square ft of either disturbance or impervious is not required to incorporate these standards and this would be the standard for most permits.  

Clear as mud. 

6.2.26 David S. comments
I hope my response to your email seeking comments is not too late.
My comments are as follows:
I have just gone through storm water and wetlands review by the state of a project at land so I do have some thoughts on the procedures
First of all, It is mentioned in 6.17.2 that a site plan is required. It should be stated that the site plan should be prepared by a professional engineer with expertise as to storm water standards.  I believe it is almost impossible for a layperson Satisfy these standards without utilizing the expertise of an engineer
My comments regarding a professionally prepared site plan Also includes the other sections under review. I noticed that a minor amendment does Not necessarily require a professionally prepared site plan. I disagree with this. I realize that this involves extra expense for the applicant but often the site plans that Are not professionally prepared Are not adequate for the DRB review
David Sunshine

