8.19.26   meeting memo second draft 

The 3 documents – Section 6.17, RZR Section 5 and RSR (all dated 8.19.26) have been revised for this meeting based on prior meeting discussions and the direction of using our current permitting regulations to incorporate EPSC and stormwater requirements.    Section 5 and RSR have tracked changes from our current regulations.  Section 6.17, since there is no current regulation called 6.17, does not show tracked changes from previous versions, to avoid confusion.  You will have to read over the whole thing – it is mostly the same, but differs mostly in the “shalls” and “shoulds”. 

I would like us to come to agreement about the following points in order to move this project along.  They seem to be the most controversial.  We will talk about them.
Please come with recommended language if alternatives are proposed.


1.  The main point of these regs is to address erosion and stormwater in projects below thresholds of state permits, i.e. less than 1A (43,560sf) disturbed land and  .5A (21,780sf) new impervious.  Our requirements would apply to those larger projects as well, but would be captured in the state permit site plan. Agree?

2.  Do you want there to be a baseline threshold in our regs below which an applicant does not have to  plan for  erosion and stormwater?  Above these, a plan would be required.  
	a. proposed:  600sf disturbed, 600sf new impervious, 15% slope
	b. other proposal:  _____________

3. Do you want there to be a threshold or set of parameters above which a professionally-designed plan for EPSC is required?
	a. proposed:   all projects that require site plan review by the DRB  (what about  CU and P-nonE?)  AND 
			all projects with > 20,000sf disturbed soil or > 15% slope 
	b. other proposal: ____________________		

4.  Do you want there to be a threshold or set of parameters above which a professionally-designed stormwater management plan is required? 
a. proposed: all projects with > 10,000sf new impervious surfaces
 	b. matrix
c. other proposal:   ( any project for which the applicant declines to install an adequate BMPs from the
                                   LID Guide – see Trevor’s model for a BMP that would be adequate )
	d. other proposal: ___________
 If not, what would you change?  
                       
6.  Do you agree: 
a. that all site plans above the baseline  shall be required to show how the project plans to
 intercept and treat  stormwater “first flush” by infiltration, filtration and retention by  using
 strategies from the Low Impact Development Guide
b. that all professionally-designed plans shall be required to manage a 10-year storm  by
 infiltration, retention and/or drainage systems
If not, what would you change?

7.  Do you think that LID long-term stormwater management solutions should be listed as a condition of approval and recorded in the land records:
a.  for all zoning permits
b. only for DRB-approved permits
c. not required

8.   Do you approve of new major/minor subdivision categories ?  Do you want any changes to the suggested language (number of lots, DRB Final only etc.)?  

9.  Do you agree that all subdivision issues be resolved by the time of Preliminary approval?

9.   Do you approve of the removal of Section 2.6 from the RZR?

10.  Do you think the DRB should be able to grant waivers to the professional site plan?  Under what conditions?
 Should they be able to grant other waivers either for zoning or subdivision?

Just a reminder: replacement of the MDP language with Critical Permit Condition language was decided by the PC previously.
