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Plan Review Process

e NOo comments received

e Recommendations from 3/2/16 RAC
meeting:

— Eliminate SAR

— Keep talking points from SAR as part of
Project Application Meeting

Have consultant prepare meeting minutes




Stormwater Assessment Study
Checklist
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Technical Subcommittee
Recommendations

* NRCS Method, adjusting la/S Ratio

 Extended ED >48 hours
— Option for all sites?
— Vegetation impacts; mosquito breeding
— Method to show compliance




Technical Subcommittee
Recommendations

* Average groundwater vs. seasonal high
— Acceptable on case-by-case basis
— Current BMP design requirements onerous

* VVolumetric Equivalents for WQ BMPs
— TMDL compliance




Redevelopment

 Brownfield

e Traditional Redevelopment
— Post 1991 Redevelopment
— Pre 1991 Redevelopment




Brownfield Redevelopment

e Address case-by-case
e What Is incentive for vegetated sites?
o “Automatic waiver” = “Compliance”




Traditional Redevelopment

Look at known flooding issues and allow
no shifting of drainage patterns

1-ac threshold too high; not relevant for
urban areas

Alternative ranges proposed for urban

Offset MEP trigger ($10/cf) and fee-in-
lieu ($18/cf) too low in urban
redevelopment




Post 1991 Redevelopment

o Specify runoff flows to existing BMP
* Need as-built of BMP if none on file




Traditional Redevelopment

DSSR 5.6.3.2

All remaining redeveloped areas within
the project limit of disturbance shall
employ runoff reduction practices to
achieve a reduction in the
effective imperviousness based on the
existing condition.




Pre 1991 Redevelopment

* Proposal is complicated, confusing
* 159% reduction of effective impervious




