TO: P&ZC

FROM: Alicia Mozian, Conservation Director

DATE: 10/14/10

RE: Further Comments to Text Amendment #621, Residential Structures – Coverage Requirements

From the meeting I attended previously and what I have read in the paper there are lots of concerns about how these reg changes will render properties non-conforming. I had supported the changes because I believe they would help to protect or improve water quality and drainage but, if that can be achieved in a different way then I’m ok with that. Therefore, I support the idea that patios and terraces don’t have to be counted in coverage as long as they are required to have drainage AND a water treatment component such as a raingarden or vegetative swale, for example. The trick will be in figuring out how these features will get to the Engineering Dept for review and approval and then how they will be inspected because now, they don’t need a permit because they don’t count in coverage. An example might be that they will now need a permit. 

I also want to touch on what Mr. Masumian, Chair of the Architectural Review Board said at the first meeting which was in effect, to really address the big house issue and the environmental and aesthetic impact they have on the town’s character, the proposed changes to the coverage regulations need to be reviewed in conjunction with height and setbacks. So, while I do commend the Commission for taking on this issue I see it as a first step. I hope the dialogue continues but that the next step begins with pulling the various stakeholders together to come up with something that everyone can accept: regs and policies that achieve the goal of maintaining the town’s character, protecting and improving water quality but still not being overly punitive to the homeowner or too onerous to implement and enforce. 
To further address Mr. Press’ desire to eliminate the “80/20” rule, I support what Mr. Ratkiewich wrote in his October 7, 2010 memo. When I think about it, what the former P&Z Commission did 25+ years ago when they adopted this regulation was really ahead of its time in that it was employing a Low Impact Development principle before that term was even invented. It forced people to recognize that the lot contained natural resources on it that needed to be protected and it guided development to that area of the lot that was buildable and therefore ended up protecting the owner. This rule has served the town very well over the last 25+ years and I don’t think people have suffered because of it, it only perhaps required they be a bit more creative in the design process.

Also, I heard mention from someone in the public saying that exclusion of the steep slopes merely results in people demolishing the slope to get around the rule. That is no reason to get rid of the rule. Remember that steep slopes function to define the boundaries of a watershed which surrounds a watercourse and they dictate the natural drainage flow patterns. Once you start eliminating them or significantly reducing them you end up altering the flow patterns and that’s when you start inviting drainage and flooding problems on other people’s properties. Instead of getting rid of the “80/20” rule as it relates to slopes, this rule needs to also work hand in hand with your excavation and fill regulations. Currently, the way the regulations are being interpreted you may be allowing the removal of slopes when it is “incidental” to the construction of a house but you need to be careful that you are not altering the drainage patterns when you do this. I know that a committee of the Commission is reviewing the excavation and fill regulations and I hope that Engineering and Conservation can be included in those discussions as well as the Architectural Review Board. 
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