8.5.26   meeting memo from chair

I’m posting this bunch of docs that I have been working on that Keith has edited for practicality and administrability.  Here is my reasoning:
1. Using Section 5 of the RZR and the RSR as a framework - I think that altering existing documents for the overall framework will be much easier than mixing new procedures in with new guidelines,  for everyone (DRB, ZAO, developers, previous applicants) to adjust to.  It has been a long and thus far fruitless endeavor to create a new, squeaky clean,  set of “Land Use Regulations” – I have been trying to do this for years. I agree that our regulations are a palimpsest of 50 years of contributions, creating a hodge-podge of language choices, but I think our new additions will do as much as can be done at this moment to make progress towards addressing the new stormwater reality with the least steep learning curve.   

2.  Simplifying the matrix to its essential components and making these into requirements – I think that asking applicants and staff to perform the matrix operation is cumbersome and daunting.  So I took (more or less)  the cut-off points from the Brooks matrix and just made them into requirements for the professionally-designed plan.  Not as nuanced, for sure, but much more straightforward.  And may not capture all the myriad project variations, but I think the goal of capturing those is too ambitious for a first attempt at these creating regulations.

3. Utilizing Mark’s “4-step”  (really “4-level”) approach to whether  professionally-designed plans are needed –  This, I think, will be politically more acceptable (and adequate for now) than trying to devise a system that captures all variations.  The levels:
			1.         under 600 sf disturbance or  impervious, with no slope >15% = no regs
			
                                                     2a.      600 sf – 20,000 sf disturbance, with no slope > 15% = applicant-designed
                                                                   plan for EPSC
                                                      2b.      600 sf – 10,000 sf total impervious created, with no slope > 15%,  and 
                                                                   negative on 2 drainage issues =  applicant- designed plan for stormwater 
                                                                    management 
                                                     
                                                      3a.        20,000 sf or more disturbance, or slope 15% or more = professionally-
                                                                     designed  EPSC plan required, but no DRB unless site plan review
                                                                      otherwise needed
			3b.         10,000 sf or more total impervious created, or slope of 15% or more, or 
                                                                     positive on either of 2 drainage issues (see “principles” doc) = 
                                                                      professionally- designed stormwater plan required, but no DRB unless site
                                                                      plan review otherwise needed
			
                                                     4.             if site plan review (DRB) required anyway, professionally-designed plans 
                                                                      for  both EPSC and stormwater  needed with DRB review

 We can debate the exact numbers and criteria if these don’t seem quite right.  I would like agreement on the framework first.
 
4. Making Section 6.17 into an educational and guidance tool maybe the most important part of this effort – and I think it will work better if we don’t hit people over the head with it,  but we allow the permitting process to be the regulatory part.  I recommend the simplified language of the original version. 
 
5.   I think that providing a framework that allows the DRB to understand how these new regulations fit into their process (thru RZR Section 5 and Subdivision) is key to getting buy-in from them,  and from Dante and Keith.  We will definitely need to train them on this,  so that they understand the need for these regulations, the underpinning of the available strategies (6.17) and the regulatory process (5.5 and subdivision).  

Virg
