Summary of Public Comments:

From: Jonathan Lupton

Sent: Friday, April 29, 2011 2:09 PM
To: "'vmcclendon@co.pulaski.ar.us™' @
Subject: Lake Maumelle plan

| found a blooper. Page 15, bottom right. It repeats “to the”

CAW is building a new water main along Route 10 to
connect to the to the Wye Mountain system.

My personal comments on the plan in general:

1.  Allowing retail and office uses, and possibly even apartments, implies parking lots. | could be missing something, but |
don’t see anything addressing parking lots, despite their sizable impervious cover, and hence impact on drainage and
erosion. I'd like to see limits both on parking lot size (the opposite of the old-style requirements for a minimum number of
spaces), and a requirement for the use of permeable asphalt, concrete, etc. for parking lots where they are unavoidable.

2. lcan’t see how/why mining should be allowed at all. To me the term “generally prohibited” is too, well, general. How about
just “prohibited?” The word “generally” allows some wiggle room; and even allowing variances is like screaming for
somebody to start drilling for gas.

It was nice of you to ask for comments, and you may certainly disregard the rantings of a pointy-headed radical planner like me.

| appreciate all the hard work you and staff have put in on this plan. I’'m not optimistic it will be enough to really save Lake
Maumelle, but given the power of big money it may be the best we can expect in these environmentally bleak times.

I lived in Austin, TX, where there was a big push to protect the Edwards Aquifer. The year | moved away (1990), they were finding
fecal matter reaching into Lake Travis despite supposedly strict low-density planning requirements to protect the watershed. Maybe
some of us will live long enough to say “I told you so” when Central Arkansas drinking water quality is ruined 20-30 years from now.

Jonathan Lupton

From: Debbie Moreland

Sent: Monday, May 02, 2011 6:24 PM

To: Van McClendon

Subject: Comments on Lake Maumelle Draft

Van,

I do have some comments to make regarding this draft. It infringes heavily on the private landowner's property rights without any
form of compensation; i.e. mineral rights.
It might be more acceptable if concessions were made such as:

1) Reduced property taxes reflecting the impact on the landowners ability to full use of their land

2) Grant funds set aside to provide cost share to landowners to implement best management practices on their land

There are other areas which need to be clarified such as provisions for private landowners versus developers. They say the "devil is
in the details" and there are a significant number of details which have not been identified so my comments are subject only to the
current draft. | also wish to point out that | am in full agreement with the concept of safe drinking water but this has nothing to do
with that. With current technology we can pull from the Arkansas River and make it safe to drink and has been used by several
municipalities. This current issue is strictly about the landowner's loss of the full use of their land without compensation in any
form. This is asking the landowners in this watershed to bear the full responsibility and/or sacrifice for the benefit of others. The
question is how to mitigate this loss.

debbie moreland
(501) 425-2891



From: Martin Maner, Central Arkansas Water

These are my comments on the April 2011 draft Land Use Plan, solely as Director of Watershed Management for Central Arkansas
Water, and do not constitute the CAW or Board's final opinion.

First, | concur with Van's email below.

Regarding Van's comment number 3, perhaps a way to address land application of waste would be to not allow any land application
of the prohibited uses as is currently permitted by the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality. When | was at ADEQ, either
as a permit engineer, Assistant Chief of the Water Division, or as Chief of the Water Division, | was involved in permitting these types
of operations. ADEQ permits the land application of animal waste (excluding certain forms of chicken litter, which | would suggest
should not be land applied either), food waste, chicken hatchery waste, drilling fluids, and other types of waste material. The section
on prohibited uses in the final draft currently states "Waste collection or processing...". | would suggest that "Land application" be
added in addition to waste collection or processing. | would also suggest you add "storage" since outdoor storage of these materials
could be a source of contaminants.

Other than that, it looks good. It has 1) a minimum undisturbed requirement that is necessary if a development proposes to use
BMPs,2) it more clearly defines the difference between open space and undisturbed areas compared to earlier versions, 3) it
requires the SET be met, 4) it proposes prohibited uses, and, 5) provides for stream side buffers.

| wanted to get these to you because | will be out of the office all next week, as required by the utilities mandatory "five day away"
policy.

With Best Regards,

Martin

Martin Maner, P.E.
Director of Watershed Management
Central Arkansas Water
martin.maner@carkw.com
501.377.1268 Office
501.377.1244 Fax

221 East Capitol Ave.

P.O. Box 1789

Little Rock, AR 72203

From: Atlas Smith

Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 10:41 AM

To: Van McClendon

Cc: martin.maner@carkw.com

Subject: Lake Maumelle Water Shed - Land Use Plan

Van,

I am a life long resident of western Pulaski County. | am privileged to own 100 acres of what | consider to be a gift from God and
have treated it as such all my life. My land is divided my the Big Maumelle River, 1/2 of my property is on the north side of the

river and 1/2 is on the south side. My property is 6 miles upstream from Lake Maumelle. My request is simple, that | am allowed to
continue to work my farm as my father and his father did and that | maintain the same rights and privileges as they had. My wife
and | wish is to build a home on this property, close to the river but safe from flooding. The proposed Stream Corridor

Protections could prohibit our home construction in the desired location. Further it could prohibit, in part, my farming practices and
maintaining the river bank as my family has for many years. | therefore object to stream corridors or "buffers" being part a of this
land use plan or any ordinance. | don't feel these requests are unreasonable from a good steward of the land that lies within the
Lake Maumelle Water Shed.

| invite you to visit my property and allow me to show you what | think is special about it.

Atlas Smith
46825 South Highway 10
Perryville, AR 72126



From: Barry Haas

Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 3:26 PM

To: Van McClendon

Subject: Comments on Draft Land Use Plan for the Lake Maumelle Watershed

Mr. Van McClendon, Director

Pulaski County Planning & Development
200 Brown Street

Little Rock, AR 72204

Dear Van,

Here are my comments re the Draft Land Use Plan for the Pulaski County portion of the Lake Maumelle watershed (page numbers
are from the April 5, 2011 Draft):

1) Page 37, Permitted Uses, Non Residential- when | met with you and Wallace Roberts Todd folks the morning after the public
meetings, | asked about the 25 square feet for local-serving commercial and retail uses per each permitted residential dwelling
figure. That section was not included in previous drafts, and | wanted to understand where that figure came from and whether it
seemed reasonable. Having heard comments from you and WRT that morning, | am comfortable with the inclusion of that section
and language.

2) Page 39, Chart of Gross Density- when we met | also asked about the bare minimum undisturbed area allowed under the Draft

Land Use Plan assuming a developer elected to take advantage of one or more 'bonuses' (e.g., collecting and pumping wastewater
out of the watershed). The response | got that morning was that 35% is the bare minimum undisturbed area no matter how many
bonuses a developer qualifies for. That figure of 35% undisturbed area needs to be clearly defined in adjacent text in conjunction

with the Gross Density figures on page 39.

3) Page 39- we also talked about the term "undisturbed open" or "undisturbed open space". In my opinion average folks will be
totally confused by this terminology as defined in the Draft Land Use Plan. Undisturbed needs to be truly undisturbed- forest land
that is left alone with the possible exception of professional management techniques like prescribed burns to improve the forested
acres ability to filter or retain pollutant runoff into Lake Maumelle. Note: | appreciate the Draft Land Use Plan is not a regulatory
document and the Pulaski Co. Quorum Court will have to pass an ordinance to give the Land Use Plan legal status. Still, language in
the Draft Land Use Plan that is not carefully crafted may confuse not only the public which is very interested in protecting Lake
Maumelle water quality but may also tend to confuse Quorum Court members who do not have a good base of knowledge regarding
the terminology in the Land Use Plan. | therefore strongly urge you and WRT to ensure such terms as "undisturbed open space" are
defined to mean what the average person believes those words to mean.

4) Page 42, Prohibited Uses- subsequent to meeting with you | learned of a possible high voltage electric power line that could be
routed through the Lake Maumelle watershed. | request that you add "high voltage electric power lines" to the list of prohibited
uses. This possible high voltage electric line may have a cleared right-of-way as wide as 140'. This ROW would most likely be kept
clear of growth using chemical means. We do not need either such deforestation or herbicides on a large scale in the Lake
Maumelle watershed. Prohibiting high voltage electric power lines in the watershed will prevent that from happening.

5) Page 46, Viewshed Protections- | know Central Arkansas Water's position regarding Viewshed Protection is that it doesn't impact
Lake Maumelle water quality. No one can argue that fact. But if Viewshed Protection is included, and | believe it should be, my
comment when we met was on the sentence: "The maximum height of any building structure shall be 36 feet as measured from the
lowest floor finish grade [emphasis added] ... ". As an example | told you about our house which sits on ground that slopes enough
that our main level is on grade in the front and basement or lower level is on grade out back- in other words a slope of one story
from front to back of our house. My comment was that the language "lowest floor finish grade" might allow a developer to take
advantage of that phrase to ultimately build a taller structure than you think possible by not finished the floor on a lower level (i.e.,
an unfinished basement). | ask you to revisit that phrase and make sure it says precisely what you need it to say to offer the level of
Viewshed Protection that is warranted.

Finally and unrelated to the Draft Land Use Plan, my understanding from you, WRT and CAW is that the already enacted Chapter 8 of
the Pulaski Co. Subdivision Regulations along with the Site Evaluation Tool is what ensures the total pollutant load for the Pulaski Co.
portion of the Lake Maumelle watershed at buildout will not exceed the water quality indicators (phosphorous, total organic carbon

and total suspended solids) in CAW's Lake Maumelle Watershed Management Plan. | hope that holds true over time as 400,000



people in central Arkansas are relying on Pulaski Co. government and Central Arkansas Water to protect their drinking water. |
cannot think of another single issue that will come before the Pulaski Co. Quorum Court that affects anywhere close to this number
of people on literally a daily basis. Water sustains our life and high quality water sustains a high quality of life. Please do your very
best to ensure your legacy is a very high quality water supply for generations to come.

Sincerely,

Barry Haas

804 Konrad Court

Little Rock, AR 72223-9201

From: Kathy Wells
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 11:54 PM
To: Van McClendon
Cc: CLRN WEB site; DNA WEB site
Subject: Coalition comments on Land-use Plan for Maumelle Watershed: analyze policies, assure water quality
Coalition of Greater Little Rock Neighborhoods
An Advocate of Quality City Neighborhoods
http://groups.yahoo.com/group/LRNeighborhoods

President Kathy Wells Treasurer Allan Ward
Box 777, Little Rock, AR 72203 6609 Sherry Dr., Little Rock, AR 72204
960-6918 664-5921

May 31, 2011

Van McClendon

Director, Pulaski County Planning & Development Dept.

Via Email

Dear Van,

The Coalition applauds the policies contained in the Apr. 27, 2011 proposed Land Use Plan for the Maumelle Watershed, aimed at
protecting our drinking water from pollution due to excessive development around Lake Maumelle. We look forward to the
ordinance to come that will put teeth into these protections. Only when our county officials enact an ordinance requiring developers
of new subdivisions to meet water-quality standards in their construction will the 400,000-plus consumers of Central Arkansas
Water utility get the assurances so badly needed.

Has TetraTech, the utility consulting firm, analyzed these policies, to check whether these meet the standards of the Watershed
Management Plan? Our political will to protect our drinking water remains our most important protection. If these Apr. 27 policies
were enacted into an ordinance, would the water-quality standards of the Watershed Management Plan be met?

The new Plan states that commercial retail development is allowed in a subdivision at the rate of 25 square feet per housing unit
appears to be a useful tool in guiding the sizes of stores wanted next to houses. This had not been given any number or size before,
and we welcome clarity.

The Apr. 27 revision fixes an important standard - that Undisturbed Open Space means just that - never cut or cleared. Replanted
road shoulders and recreation fields are another category, now labeled Disturbed Open Space. Uncleared acres hold back pollution,
as Nature’s filter.

We hereby object to a proposed high-voltage electric transmission line under consideration to convey Oklahoma wind-farm power
to the Tennessee Valley Authority, potentially across our Watershed. Wherever that power line runs, chemicals will suppress all
vegetation around it, in a swath up to 140 feet wide. Keep that away from our drinking water, please, and make this a Prohibited
Use. Cleanline Energy Partners LLC is the firm investing in this project, and meeting with Arkansas officials and others to get support
for this proposal.

Yours Truly,
Kathy Wells
President



From: David Anderson

Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 3:26 PM

To: Van McClendon

Subject: Comments on Draft Land Use Plan for the Lake Maumelle Watershed

I'm a bit concerned that this Comprehensive Land Use Plan has any scope as fo
what Low Impact Development strategies will be recommended, or whether there will be any in place as
development mandated code. Judging from the images in the presentation, there are no LID sfrategies planned,
and seeing that piping the water off site is the preferred method, all signs point to no regard for real LID.
LID is a hydrologic function, designed to conserve and enhance the predevelopment watershed.
Such a development as what is proposed in this project would make quite a large impact from it's current,
natural landscape, and therefore is not following the LID intention. If there are more details to be released,
| understand, but please inform the public through proposed plans what your true intentions behind LID really
are. Simply preserving a small portion of tree canopy around the lake will do very little in terms of
treating and keeping our drinking water safe.
Cited from the Center for LID, in summary: Low Impact Development emphasizes the integration
of site design and best management praciices (BMPs) that conserves the natural gystems and hytrdrologic
functionz on that site. Two main focal points include protecting natural systems and processes (drainage ways,
vegetation, zoilz, and sensitive areas) and eliminating and micromanaging stormwater at its source, (or providing
pointsource golutions like stormwater rain gardens at the stormdrain inlets, constructed wetlands, or even
understanding the role of wetlands in this system). There are many Benefits, here are just a few:
-Municipalities:
Balance growth needs with environmental protecfion.
Reduce municipal infrastructure and utility maintenance costs (streets, curbs, gutters,
sidewalks, storm sewer).
-Developers:
Potentially reduce infrastructure costs.
Reduce stormwater management costs.
Increase lot and community marketability.
-Environment:
Preserve integrity of ecological and biological systems.
Protecting the site and regional water quality by reducing sediment, nutrient, and toxic
loads to water bodies.
Reducing the impact to local plants and wildlife.
| would like to make one thing clear, any project that is focused on developing near a
preserved natural resource such as our drinking water reservoir, should take the ideas
and concepiz of LID very seriously, and make a conscious decision fo treat stormwater onsite,
at the source, and/or in your front yard. Improper storm water management around a watershed
like this would damage our drinking water in very little time, and the need for an energy
intensive means of water treatment will be necessary, very expensive, and unhealthy.
When figuring the details for on-site management, consider the predevelopment Hyrdrology
and fry fo protect what it cumrently is. Maintain and preserve each one of those natural bioswales and
runcff areas by adding and enhancing the water without harming through culvert and concrete
infragtructure. Soft infrastructure is the answer, providing habitat co-existence and healthy
ecosystems. Conventional methods of water management are outdated and harmful fo the
envrironment. We've all seen increased flash flooding and overflows. This is not because of
excess of rain, but because our ground has become increasingly unabsorbant. If water were designed
to work for us instead of against us, then we would be working out a true LID design.
First recognize that what you are planning fo do on top of Lake Maumelle iz a huge and dirty impact
The second thing you can do is propose actual LID strategies in your plan, and describe how stormwater and
waste water will be managed with a low impact, natural system.
When asking a friend who designs LID neighborhoods, he commented “This plan does not
arrive at any design conclugions, it does not work with the place. lis like a suburban zoning document
that doesn’t take the site into account. It lacks goals and solutions that go beyond the most standard.
In the case of such a nice lake, this iz unforgiving.”
| agree and feel that there needs fo be some description and a real understanding intc what is
“LID" planned development. If you would like to discuss LID design and intention a little more with me,
please understand we are currently frying to get this fo be a reality in Cenfral Arkansas, and would certainly
appreciate it if LID described projects would actually be and do what LID projects are designed fo accomplish.
Thanks

T

David Anderson

Portion of Lake Maumelle Watershed

and Plan Drﬂl Comment

ulaski Coun




From: Stephen Giles

Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 5:59 PM
To: Van McClendon

Subject: Alotian

The Law Fima of

Stephen R. Giles

A Professional Asgociation

Telephone 425 West Capital Avenue Facsimile
(501) 6ET-0556 Buite 3200 {5017 374-5052
Litle Fock, Arkansas T2201-346%

E-mail: spilesigileslow nel
May 31, 2011
Via E-Mail

Mr, Van McClendon

Director

Department of Planning and Development
3200 Brown Street

Little Rock, AR 72204

Re:  Lake Maumelle Watershed Management Plan
Dhar Var:

On behalf of the Alotian Golf Club (“Alotian™), T would like to express appreciation 1o
the Mulaski County Planning Staff and the WRT eonsultont team for o very fine job worldng with
the Task Group for Lake Maumelle Watershed Managemert in conjunction with Central
Arkansas Water (“CAVW™).

We [eel that Alotian represents a shining example of private development that has
voluntarily adopted walershed management i the design and operation of the 18 hole golf comise
and related facilities located on 300 acres within 1,125 acres of its properly. In late 2004, Alotian
granted a Consesvation Easement to the University of Arkansas Foundation on 875 acres of its
property o develop agricullursl-bused prograns such oy waler gualily, wildlile, Wl grass, and
forestry manapgement. Alotian also erjoys a preat relationship with CAW with which it has
executed a Memorandum of Understanding dated June 13, 2002. CAW routinely inspects for
water quality within and around the Alotian property and has had no serious 15sues since the

adoption of the MOLU.

Taank you again for all of vour efforts in advancing the land use plans and regulations for
the Lake Maumelle Watershed.

Sincerely,

BAETEFHENE, THOALCTAMCLUE Mo Clodos Lirds




From: Chuck Nestrud

Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 4:40 PM

To: Van McClendon

Subject: Comments on Draft Land Use Plan

CHISENHALL, NESTRUD & JULIAN, PA.
ATTORNEYS AT Law
REGIONS CEMTER
200 WEST CARITOL, SNTE 2840
LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201
TELEPHGNE (501 372-5800
P (BO0 372 -d8d| vt oy lanes o

May 31, 2011

PULASKI COUNTY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
VAN McCLENDON - DIRECTOR

3200 Brown St

Little Rock, AR 72204

Re: Draft Land Use Plan
Dear Wr. MeClendon;

Please consider this letter and the attached memoranda from Wright Water Engineers and
Diesign Studios West as comments on behalf of Deltic Timber Corporation (Deltic) on the latest
draft Land Use Plan for the Manmelle W atershed in Pulaski County. From the outset Deltic has
stated that it would support a land use plan that is fair (treats all landowners equally), protects
property values (preserves development potential to its highest best use), protective of water
quality, and based on the best science available. Fowever, to date the land use plans as drafted
do not achieve these objectives.  Additionally, without the benefit of any of the proposed
regulatory control ordinance language it is not possible to assess with any degree of cerfainty
how the land vse plan may be implemented. Accordingly, at this time Deltic cannot support the
land vse plan as currently drafted.

All Property Owners Should be Treated the Same. The county’s existing regulatory
program for water supply protection is based upon the adopted loading rates for phosphorus,
total suspended solids, and total organic carbon; loading rates which apply uniformly to each
acre of land within the watershed. Changes in land use that have an impact on the loading rates
are the focus of Chapter 8 of the Subdivision Ordinance and SET; i.e. proposed changes in the
existing land use from timber to meadow or lawn, adding impervious surfaces such as additional
rooflop areas, driveways, roads, ete.  Every acre of land has the same impact on the water
supply, and should be regulated the same with respect Lo water supply protection. Any land use
plan/zoning regulatory program that treats some land different from others cannot be supported
from a water supply protection standpoint, and places unfair, disproportionate burdens wpon
landowmners.

Use the Best Science Available. The modeling performed by Tetra Tech that is the basis
for the Watershed Plan, the County’s subdivision erdinance (and SET and the proposed land use
plan was developed five years ago with a Hmited dataset (for example, just ome flow
measurement gage was used to calibrate the model and of the theee precipitation gages wsed for
data, two are located outside the watershed). USGS (with finaneial support from CAW) has now
completed a new lake model which is more up to date and was developed with more



CHSRPIER arldivd IRBRECRE A8 9 e -1l in the watershed, were used for model calibration
along with the NEXRAD data for the precipitation dataset). No further regulatory initiatives
should be initiated that are tiot based on the latest, most up to date modeling, and the existing
regulatory programs should be re-evaluated in light of this new science. It is certainly premature
to develop a comprehensive land use plan based on water quality projections from the older
maodel for development scenarios that will ronghly take 100+ years (o oceur,

Any Land Use/Zoning Regulatory Program Should be Limited to What is Necessary
for Protection of the Water Supply. The land use/zoning activity is limited to that portion of
Pulaski County located in the Lake Maumelle watershed. The stated purpose of this exercise
was to expand upen Chapter § of the Subdivision Ordinance to provide important water supply
protection features that were not included in the Subdivision Ordinance. CAW's comments on
the current draft land use concepts identify CAW™s objectives for the land use/zoning
regulations, and those objectives relate solely to water supply protection. Land use planning and
associated land use restrictions unrelated o water supply protection should not be part of this
exercise. For example, land vses that are permitted elsewhere in the county should not be
prohibited in the watershed if such land uses are compatible with and can meet the water supply
profection requirements; i.e. the loading rates. All land use/zoning proposals that are unrelated
tor water supply protection should be specifically identified so those provisions can be debated
outside of the water supply protection discossion,

We appreciate the work that has been done to develop a draft land use plan. Itis
practically unprecedented to develop a land vse plan that addresses over 50,000 acres and
altempts to define development patterns that will not materialize for 50-100 years. For example,
the major landowners whose property will be developed through subdivigion are already subject
to 4 level of regulation that will protect the water supply.  According to the USGS modeling,
10,000 acres can be converted to residential real estate with little impact upon water gquality, and
10,000 acres of residential real estate development in the Lake Manmelle watershed will Tikely
take many decades to occur. It may simply be premature to engage in comprehensive land nse
planning, since- the science is still evolving and there is no identified water quality issue that
needs to be addressed in the foreseeable tuture. Deltic continues to support a limited land use
ordinance that prohibits certain uses iIn the watershed that are not compatible with a public water
supply, and is prepared o continue to work with the county to flesh out the science and at the
appropriale time develop a comprehensive land use plan for the Maumelle watershed that
achieves the objectives stated above.

Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on the draft Land Use Plan.

Yours very truly,

CHISENHALL, NESTRUD & JULIAN, P.A.

CRN/seh



MEMORANDUM

To: Chucl Nestrud, Esq. Tim Daters, P.E.
Chisenhall, Nestrud & Julian, PLA. White-Daters & Associates
Via Email

From: Wright Water Engineers, Inc.

Ian Paton, P.E., CFM
Jonathan E. Jones, P.E, D.WRE

Date: May 31,2011
Re: Comments on the Pulaski County Draft Land Use Plan
for the Lake Maumelle Walershed

This memorandum provides comments from Wright Water Engineers, Inc. (WWE) on the Pulaski
County Comprehengive Land Use Plan and Land Use Controls for the Lake Maumelle Watershed
(Draft), dated April 5, 2011 (hereafter referred to as the “Draft Land Use Plan™). The focus of these
comuments is on those aspecis of the Draft Land Use Plan related to protection of water quality.

The comments are grouped into the following categories:

» Water Quality Modeling Studies —Comments are provided on two separate computer
modeling studies on water quality in the Lake Maumelle watershed. The studies were
conducted by: i) Tetra Tech (on behalf of Central Arkansas Water [CAW]), and ii) the
United States Geological Survey (USGS) (also on behalf of CAW),

A discussion of the modeling studies is central to any review of the Draft Land Use Plan.
Results from one of the studies (the Tetra Tech model) and its associated Site Evaluation
Tool (SET) are currently being used as the underlying basis for many of the land use
requirements deseribed in the Draft Land Use Plan, including determination of maximum
permitted impervious cover and mininmum undisturbed open space requirements.

e  Drafi Land Use Plan—Comments are provided on specific sections of the Draft Land Use
Plan that address water quality protection and use of the SET to determine compliance with
land use requirements.

A summary of key points is provided below. The summary is followed by an expanded discussion
with references.

“Wright Water Engineers, Inc., 2490 W. 26™ Avenue, Ste. 1004, Danver, 0O 80211
Tal. 303A80-1700; Fax. A3ME-1020, e-mallwwediwrighteater.com



Memorandum to Chuck Nestrud, Bsq., and Tim Daters, P.E,
May 31, 2011

Page 2

SUMMARY OF KEY POINTS

Water Quality Modeling Studies Related to the Draft Land Use Plan

1. Two independent computer modeling studies of water quality in the Lake Maumelle

watershed, both conducted for CAW, produced different results in terms of the impacts
caused by development. This raises the question of which model results are most
appropriate fo use,

2. There are several factors which suggest that the USGS study should be considered the

preferred source of information for projecting future water quality conditions in the Lake
Manmelle watershed.

3. The buildout scenatios for the cotmputer modeling studies are very long term (roughly 100

years). The extended time frame of the model scenarios increases the uncertainty of the
model predictions. Both models were run for relatively short simulation perieds, with the
USGS model being run for four years and the Tetra Tech model being run for less than
three years. Extrapolating results of short modeling runs as the basis for long-term land use
planning inserts uncerlainty into the process. These uncertainties should be acknowledged
by the current planning and regulatory strategies, which should be flexible and adaptive and
not unnecessarily restrict land use options.

4, The current water quality in Lake Maumelle is very good, despite the long-term impacts of

extensive historic timbering practices in the watershed along with roads, utilities, and some
farming and residential development. This provides a reference for potential water quality
impacts lrom other types of activities in the watershed, such as increased residential
development.

Draft Land Use Plan

5. The Draft Land Use Plan clearly indicates that it is supplemental to the water quality

protection measures controlled via the SET and numerous references to SET are made
throughout the Plan. This reinforces the need for the Draft Land Use Plan to reference a
SET for which underlying questions about its modeling basis have been resolved.

6. The Draft Land Use Plan has a sliding scale of mandatory open space requirements,

regardless of SET results. This approach contradicts a large body of work previously
adopted by the County, including the Subdivision Ordinance, and there is no technical
foundation for this requirement

7. The Draft Land Use Plan incorrectly suggests that the densities prescribed are consistent

with the densities that SET would allow.



Memorandum to Chuck Mestrud, Esg., and Tim Daters, P.E,
May 31, 2011

Pama 1
IagE

8. The Draft Land Use Plan proposes fixed width stream buffers, which, from a technical
perspective, is not the preferred solution for stream corridor protection when compared to
variable width buffers or a fixed inner buffer with a variable width outer buffer.

9. The Draft Land Use Plan proposes “half credit” for undisturbed open space on private
property. This discourages the creation of open space on private lots and does not have a
technical basis.

10. There is a contradiction between the 1,500-acre CAW sct-aside (to offset impacts from
selected properties) and an “Owerarching Goal” of the Watershed Management Plan,
regarding faimess to all parties. Failure to regulate all property owners in the same manner
is not consisient with the goal to equitably share the burden of protecting the lake, and
creates the potential for small, unregulated properties to compromise the quality of the lake,
even with compensatory land set-aside.

Memotandum to Chaek Nestrud, Esq., and Tim Daters, PLE.
May 31, 2011
Page 4

COMMENTS ON WATER QUALITY MODELING STUDIES RELATED TO THE DRAFT
LAND USE PLAN

1. Two independent computer modeling studies of water quality in the Lake Manmelle
watershed, both conducted for CAW, produced different results in terms of the impacts
caused by development. This raises the question of which model results are most
appropriate to nge for determining land use controls.

The two tmodeling stdies have both been conducted on behalf of CAW to estimate the projected
water quality impacts caused by future development in the Lake Maumelle watershed. These
studies, one by Tetra Tech and one by the USGS, have results that vary widely, Currently, only the
Tetra Tech model results are being used as a basis for the land vse regulations incorporated into the
Draft Land Use Plan.

The Tetra Tech model was developed in 2006 for the Lake Maumelle Watershed Management Plan
(Tetra Tech, 2007). Results from this model serve as the basis for the nutrient loading limits in the
Pulaski County Subdivision Ordinance and the SET. The SET is referenced throughout the Draft
Land Use Plan as the tool that must be used to determine the amouant of maximum pecmitted
impervious cover and the minimum undisturbed open space, The SET caleulates these land use
requirements based on compliance with the nufrient loading irits,

The Watershed Management Plan states, “Model predictions indicate big impacts are likely. ..” and
future water quality conditions are not predicted to meet specified water quality targets for the lake
under either of the buildout scenarios evaluated with the Tetra Tech model. The water quality
parameters identified as not likely meeting target levels include chlorophwll o (an indicator of
algae}, Total Organic Carbon (TOCY), and secchi depth (an indicator of water clarity).

In contrast to the Tetra Tech model and the Watershed Managernent Plan, the USGS modeling
report, completed in 2011, states that their low intensity urban development scenario ®. . . resulted in
slight changes in simulated water quality for Lake Maumelle, relative to the baseline condition, for
most of the reservoir.” (USGS, 2011a)

There are distinet differences between the results of the Tetra Tech and USGS modeling studies in
terms of the projected impacts that development will have on water quality in the watershed. These
differences can be attributed in part to variability in the development scenarios evaluated by the taro
studies. Nevertheless, these differences have important implications, since the model results are the
basis for SET and the land use regulations. This raises the question of which mode] results are
rnost appropriate to use for determining land use controls.
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2. There are several factors which suggest that the USGS study should be considered the
preferred source of information for projecting future water quality conditions in the Lake
Maumelle watershed.

Favorahle attributes of the USGS model include the following:

Stream_flow model calibration - The USGS model has the benefit of a more extensive
dataset for calibration compared to the Tetra Tech model (for example, the USGS HSPF
model calibration is based on five stream gages versus one gage for the Tetra Tech model).

Precipitation model calibration - The USGS precipitation dataset uses NEXRAD data
versus three precipitation gages for the Tetra Tech model (two of which are outside the
watershed).

Model simulation period — The USGS model simulation period is for four years of data
(from 2005 through 2008). (Note: The USGS indicates that the results from their modeling
should not be considered outside of the context of the 4-year model simulation period
[USGS, 201 1c]).

The Tetra Tech model simulation period is shorter, as it is based on a simulation period of
less than 3 years (from January 2002 to September 2004) (Tetra Tech, 2006). Although the
medel simulation period is shorter than for the USGS model, the Tetra Tech model has
been used as the basis for the site-scale pollutant allocation values for roughly 100 years of
new development in the Subdivision Ordinance.

Studv review and response - Recent comments and criticisms from Tetra Tech regarding the
USGS model were addressed in a comprehensive response prepared by the USGS (USGS,
2011h).

3. The buildout scenarios for the computer modeling studies are very long term (roughly 100
years). The extended time frame of the model scenarios increases the uncertainty of the
model predictions. Both models were run for relatively short simulation periods, with the
USGS model being ron for four years and the Tetra Tech model being run for less than three
years. Extrapolating results of short modeling runs as the basis for long-term land use planning
inserts uncertainty into the process. ‘These uncertainties should be acknowledged by the current
planning and regulatory strategies, which should be flexible and adaptive and not unnecessarily
restrict land vse options.

The worst case development scenario modeled by Tetra Tech (i.e., the development scenario with
the largest increase in phosphorus loads) is Scenario 2 in the Baseline Modeling Analysis (Tetra
Tech, 2006). Scenario 2 involves development of nearly 52,000 acres, or nearly twice the amount
of private land in the watershed in Pulaski County (WRT, 2011). Per the Watershed Management
Plan, buildout to this exient is projected to take approximately 30 years for the areas surrounding
the lake and 50 to 100 years for the rest of the watershed (Tetra Tech, 2007). There 1s high degree
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of uncertainty associated with these long-tern time development projections, which translates 1o
uncertainty with the model results.

Similarly, the USGS model projections are based on development ocourring on large areas of land,
which will require an extended time period to ocour.  The USGS model involves converting
approximately 10,535 acres into low intensity urban development (USGS, 2011a). That is the arca
of all the private land in Pulaski County with a slope less than 25 percent (not including land owned
by timber companies).

The uncettainty of these long-term buildout scenarios, and the transfer of that uncertainty to model
predictions of future water quality impacts, should be acknowledged in terms of how current
development ig regulated. It is essential that the land uge planning and regulatory strategies for the
watershed be flexible and adaptive.

4. The current water quality in Lake Maumelle is very good, despite the long-term impacts
of extensive historic timbering practices in the watershed along with roads, ufilities, and
some farming and residential development. This provides a reference for potential water
quality impacts from other types of activities in the waftershed, such as increased
residential development.

Current phosphorus loads to Lake Maumelle are relatively small and the existing water quality
the lake is good (Tetra Tech, 2006, and Tetra Tech, 2007). This is the condition of the Lake
Maumelle watershed, despite commercial timbering activities ocewrring in the watershed for
decades. This provides an understanding of the long-term impacts to the lake resulting from
specific types of activities occurring in the watershed, It also provides insight regardmg the
potential long-term impacts from residential development, since such development, particularly if
designed to be protective of water quality, could be expected to cause impacts no greater than
timbering (USGS 2011a).

USGS model results for both a timbering and a development scenario indicate slight changes to
water quality in Lake Maumelle. The low-intensity development scenario (Scenario 2) affected
approximately 12 percent of the watershed. The clearcut timbering scenario (Scenario 3) affected
approximately & percent of the watershed
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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT LAND USE PLAN

5. The Twafi Tand ze Plan clearly indicates that it i supplemental to the water quality
protection measures controlled via the SET and numerous references to SET are made
throughout the Plan, This reinforcss the need for the Draft Land Use Plan to reference a
SET for which underlying questions about its modeling basis have been resolved.

Examples of key references to the SET in the Diaft Land Use Plan are listed below.:

=  p. 1, last paragraph: “.. propose a regulatory stucture [for the Land Use Flan]
supplementary to the subdiv.sion controls and SET.”

= p. X Parpose and Objectives, Objective 2: “The Plan and its associated regulations
must be congistent with the County’s adepted SET ard Subdivision Code ™

» p. 19, Regulatory Context: “Pulazki County haz not adopted zoning, Land
devzlopment is currently vegulated, and enforced primarily through the Pulaski
County Subdivizion and Development Code, the Stormwater Management Drainage
Manual and Sile Evaluation Tool (SET), and the Pulaski County Floodplain and
Flood Damage Prevertion Ordinance.”

* p. 33, Coordination with the Subdivision and Development Code and the Site
Evuluativn Tool; “The Lamd Use Plan complements, wather than duplicate(s) oo
replace(g), the Subdivision and Development Code and the SET.”

»  p. 33, Coordination with the Subdivision and Development Code and the Site
Fvaluation Taol: *  in cases where the amonnt of undizstorbed open space
required by the application of the SET is greater than that required i the baseline
open space reguirements n the Low Impact Planned Residential Development
(LIPRIY) land use district, the Plan defers to the SET.™

»  p. 35, Simplicity and Ease of Administration: *...with the exzeption of provisicns
to limit building height and to prevent building placement directly on ridgelines in
order toprotect the watershed’s scenic  character, the development
standards recommended to :mplement the Land Use Plan are those already in force
through the Subdivision Ordinance and the application of the Site Evaluation Tool

ESET'}-“

*  p. 36, Village District (V): “Open Space: As required by the Sukdivision Code
and the application of the SET; Impervious Cover: As required by the Subdivision
Coce and the application of the SET.”

* p. 37, Lew Impacé Planned Residential Community (LIPRD):  *Projects will
incotporaie profectec open space and comservation development practices, as
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determined by application of the SET, as well as minimum open space standards in
accordance with the ‘sliding scale” of density described below.”

* p. 40, Site Evaluation Tool Application [for LIPRD]: *“The undisturbed open
space requirements of both the SET and the sliding scale must also be calculated,
and that which requires the greater amount of nndisturbed open space shall apply.”

»  p. 41, Non Residential Zone: “Open Space: As required by the Subdivision Code
and the application of the SET; Impervious Cover: As required by the Subdivision
code and the application of the SET.”

6. The Drafi Land Use Plan has a sliding scale of mandatory open space requirements,
regardless of SET results. This approach contradicts a large body of work previously
adopted by the Counly, including the Subdivision Ordinance, and there is no technical
foundation for this requirement.

The Draft Lend Use Plan states that the open space requitements for a land parcel being developed
must be the greater of the open space sliding scale values specified in the Draft Land Use Plan
versus the open space requirements caleulated in SET (WRT, 2011).

This proposed approach centradicts the “Performance Standards Approach for Acheving Surface
Runoff Loading Rates” described m the Subdivision Ordinance (Pulaski County Development
Code, 2009). This proposed approach also contradicts previous work done by the County regarding
implementaton of the SET (Pulaski County, 2010a, and Pulaski County, 201 (k) and is inconsiatent
with the goals outhined in the Lake Maumzlle Watershed Management Plan (Tetra Tech, 2007).

7. The Draft Land Use Plan incorrectly suggests that the densities prescribed are consistent
with the densitics that SET would allow.

The Draft Land Use Plan suggests that the proposed densities are consistent with those typically
achievable in SET (WRT, 2011). However, SET provides flexibility to incorporate multiple BMPs,
such that densities substantially higher than those presctibed in the Draft Land Use Plan can still be
compliant with the allowable loading rates.

8., The Drafi Land Use Plan proposes fixed width stream buffers, which, from a technical
perspecfive, is not the preferred solution for stream corridor protection when compared
to variable width buffers or a fixed inner buffer with a variable width outer buffer,

Stream buffers are an effective control measure to protect water quality. Site-specific buffer widths
that vary as a fimction of several factors (e p | slope, vegetation cover, adjacent land use, ete.) are
mone scientifically defensikle than fixed width approaches.

The fixed buffer width approach, while sasy to understand and not disposed to raising questions
about faimess or selective treatment, may have little correlation to the environmental protection
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requitements of a specific site. The resulting fixed Huffer width may be oversized in one location
and undersized at another location. As a result, the fixed width apmroach can preclude types of
developrrent that serve as an amenify to the community (e.g., streamside frails, boardwalks, or
commerc.al areas that have connections to stream corridors [such as restaurant patios, etc.]) or,
conversely, may not be sufficiently protective in other areas.

The variable width approach, if defined using a scientificelly based process performed objectively,
provides the most vulierablz and sensitive water resources with the greatest degree of pretection. It
also allows greater flexibility in terms of buffer widths for different site conditions and land

management practices,

Some communities have chosen o address this issue by vsing a blenc of fixed and variable width
buffers (for example, 2 23-foot fixed buffer from wp of bank on each side of stream, with additonal
buffer area set aside as necessary depending on several factors, including slope, soils, ete.).

9. The Draft Land Use Plan proposes “half credit” for undisturbed open space on private
properiy. This discovrages the creation of undistorbed open space on private Jots and
does not have a technical basis.

Providing only half credit for vadisturbed forest on private property crectes a disincentive for
properdy owners oo sef aside protected open apacs (WR'T, 20011%. The half credit zan create
problems with meeting the proposed open space requirements, as demonstrated by the following
example 1-acre lot, wiich meets the established loading rates when evaluated using SET:

o 4 B00 sq. ftoof Roof Area (11 percent of 1 ac lot)
1 700 3q. ft. of Residential Pavement {4 percent of 1 ac lot)

o 5000 sq. ftoof Lawn (11 percent of 1 ac lof)
o 32,060 sq. ft. of Protected Forest (74 percent of 1 ac lot)

Only half of the protected forest in this example counts ‘oward the required 42% of undisturbed
spaze as stated in the Land Use Plan. As a result, cnly 37% of this [ct falls under the undisturbed
land use category; therefore, the ot does not meet the undisturbed open space requirement despite
the fact that it complies with SET.

10. There is a contradiction between the 1L,500-acre CAW sct-aside (to offsct impacits from
selected properties) and an “Owverarching Goal” ol the Watershed Management FPlan,
regarding fairness to all parties, Failure to regulate all property owners in the same
manner is not censistent with the goal to equitably share the burden of protecting the
lake, and creates the polential for small, unregulaied properties to compromise the
guality of the lake, even wilh compensatory land set aside.

The Draft Land Use Plan states that CAW should acquire 1,500 ac:es of land for conservation
purposes, both to buffer the lake and to cffset he potential impact of permitied landowner
exemptions. This is based on guidance from the Watershed Management Plan,  [lowever, this
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approach, which benefits some property owners in the watershed but does not benefit others,
contradicts one of the “overarching goals™ of the Watershed Management Plan regarding sharing
the burden of costs and benefits (Tetra Tech, 2007). Small, unregulated properties have the
potential to adversely impact water quality in the lake. '
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Mir. Charles R. Mestruc
Chigenhall, hestrud & Julian, P.A.
400 West Capitol, Ste. 2840

Littke Rock, AR 72201

RE: DSW Comments to April 5, 2011 DRAFT
Lake Maumelle Watershed Land Use Plan and Regulation,
Pulaskl County, Arkansas

Dear Chuck,

In addition to thosa prepared by vourselrr and Wright Water Engineers, we have prapared our
updated comments to the April 5" draft of the Lake Maumelle Land Use Plan and Regulation.
DSW comments includs:

1. Performance Approach to Laénd Use Regulation
The provis on of pariormance measures to comply with the Land Use Regulation is
graatly dirrinished in this draft of the Land Use Plan. Praseriptive minkmum standards for
development densities, open space, and ridgeline protection are examples of provisions
that unnecassarily reducs development flexitility. Higher gress densities can be
achleved while meeting curment SET standards provided in the Subdivision Ordinance,

2. Frescriptive Open Space Requirement
The LIPRL zon2 requires compliance with fixed density and open space raquirements
that are exsessiva, in addfion to compliance wilh the SET provisions in the Subdivision
Ordinance.

= Establishing a baseline minimum Open Space requirement is not related ‘o
Water Quality. The fixed minimum open space requirement removes the
incentive-based approach to encouraging preservation of open spaca and
forected lands (rural character),

= Allowing only half of undisturbed lot area enzourages site disturiancs by
removing incentive to minimize disturbancs.

= Full credil for undisturbed lot area should be allowed.
3. Localserving Commercial Uzes (Neighborhood Commercial)

The regulation of local-serving Commercial uses (serving the watershad pepulation)
within the LIRPD District Is overly restrictive. The ratio of commercial development to

616 Fasy Specr (el Suine 300 | Plewer, Colimda 80205 | P 86235065 | T IM.G23I75E
weew DESIOMSTUDIOSWEST.com
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dwelling unit {population) requirements should be revised o increase allowabls
commercial development and permitied uses should be expanded.

a. Minimum Pepulation Reguirements
The proposed requirements for local-serving commercial based on development
thresholds defined by dwelling units far excesd the minimum trade area population
requirements cited by the Urban Land Institute (ULI) and do not take into account the
existing population of the Lake Maumelle area (6,439}
*2005 population projected to 2070

For example, the Land Use Plan proposes a small grocery-anchored Neighborhood
Center (100-120ksf) would require 4,000 -4,800 dwelling units (du) before being
permitted. Applying the estimatad 2, 39 persons per household in Pulaski County, that
results in a population requirement of 8,600 — 11,520 residents. This is ower three times
{3x) the minimum population ciked by ULI for Meighborhood Commercial primary trade
area (halow).

Commercial Development Trade Areas
LI describas the trade area for retail shopping cenfiers as:

a, Primary Trade Area { generates 70-80% of regular customers)

Type Population Req'd Radius Drive: time
Neighborhood 3,000 — 40,000 1% Miles 510 Minules
Commumnity 40,000 - 150,000 3-5 miles 10-20 Minutes
Reglonad 150,000 or mora 8 miles 20 minutas

b. Secondary {15-20% of customers) and Tertiary Trade Areas (can extend 15

miles beyond Primary Trade Area) are not considered in the currently propoesed
Land Use Regulation calculation,

b. LIRPD Mon-Residential Permitted Uses
Permitted usas listed in the Drafft Land Use Plan text are appropriately described in
general ferms to promote readability. Uses described are unnecessarily limifed to those
described by ULl as Convenience Commercial, and do not include typical Neighborhood
Commarcial uses. In tha Land Usa Regulation, LIRPD Non- residential parmitted uses
should be expanded to include the following Meighborhood-serving Commercial uses:
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LIRPD Mon- Residential Permitted Uses (Continued)

Curranily provided in Land Use Pian text

Additional Ugos to be Included in the Regulation

»  Comvenience Stores Convenience Cenfer Tenants (UL
»  Sinall fsod and beverage slores Minimart,

s Restaurants Hastaurant,

s Offlcas, and Baauly pariar,

+  Similar uses supported primarily by residents within Fast food service,

the Planned residential devealopment consistent with

Medical and dental offices

the allowed site plan

Neighborhood Center Tenants (UL}

Supermarkeis,

Crugstares,

Discount department stores,

Restaurant,

Furmiture store,

Hardware store,

Automotivae Store,

LiguorWine stora,

\Video stone,

Bank

c. Study Site Application:
ion of

Study Site Planning Area C (PA-C)
421 DU x 2.43 parsons! housa hold (DU) = 1,023 Population

*  Neighborhood Market Area (ULI} = 3,000 to 40,000 Population. To achieve
the minimum, development equaling three (3) times the population of PA-C is
nesded to support a Nelghborhood Center Three time the total area of PA-C
{449.4 Acres) is 1,348.2 Acres of total development area, which is achievable
within the 1 %% mile primary trade araa radius.

=  Commercial Trade Area - Study Site Planning Area C (PA-C) Map (attached)

The draft Trade Area Map lllustrates the 1 ¥ Mile Market Area radius for a
Meighborhood Center and 3-5 Mile radius for a Community Center.

4. MNon-Residential District

A raguirement for future "rezoning” for Non-Residential District uses Is unacceptable. By
subjecting Mon Residential Disfrict uses fo a future rezoning decision, the proposed
Land Use Plan provides no standing for Non-Residential uses through the proposad
Land Use Plan and Regulations. Land Use evaluation criteria must be added at this time

to establish Use by Right standing.

The Draft Land Use Plan states that the NMon-Residential Zone will be established,
"sulbfect fo mesting criteria of use and compatibility”.

While Compatibility Criteria are identified for Site Plan Review, no Land Use Crileria ars
included. In keaping with the stated Land Use Plan principles of simplicity and ease of
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administration, the following are offered as land use criteria to establish Use by Right
standing.

a. Prohibited Uses: as defined in Section 3.3 of the Draft Land Use Plan,
as amended in 5 (below).

b. Paemitted Wsas

Currently provided In Land Use Plan text Uses to be included in the Land Use Regulation

o Any Mongesidential Use which is not inolueded in e Coimnunity Cardler Temants (UL

T Junior Department Store (36,000-50,000 sf)

Discount Depariment Store  (100,000-130 000 sf)

Supermarkef (5575000 sF)

Oiff-price suparstores (25 000-45,000 =)

Varisly store {35 000-50,000 sf}

Family wear store (25,000=45,000 &0

Fumiture store (35,000-40,000 &)

Sporting gonde stars (50,000-80 000 ef

D rugsiors (B 600-15,000 1)

Ceffice supply stares (20 000-48 000 =)

Clrema (75,000-100,000 sf)

Oiher Nom-nesiderdflal reos

= Light industrial’ Manufacturing®

“no exbermal storage allewad

c. Non-Residential Development Cap

A cap of 800,000 square feet of Mon-residential development could be proposed as a
reasonable safeguard to preserve tha rural residential community character of the Lake
Maumelle Watershad. This equates to approximately 2.0 sq. ft. per dwelling unit
projected in the Watershed.

Projecting potential population based on the allowable development proposed in the
Land Use Plan, and using the cument house hold (hh) population of the Lake Maumelle
area, It Is possible to approximate the Community Trads Area population for the
Watershed.,

Village; 3,500 Ac.x 2 DU/Ag.=T7,000 DU x 2.39 peopla/hh = 16,730 population
LIRPD: 23,700 Ac.x 1 DU/Ac.= 23,700 DU x 2.39 people/hh = 56,640 population

Estimated potential population allowed by Land Use Plan= 73,370 population

The minimum Community Center trade area population of 40,000 within a 3-5 Mile
Radius, or 10-20 minute drive is clearly achievable within the anticipated development
horizon of properties in the greater Lake Maumelle Watershed.
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5. Prohibited uses:

6.

Mineral Extraction should be removed from the list.
= Soll Mining needs further definition to establish conditions involving site
grading with earthwork export material,

Stream Buffer setbaclks:

The science of siream buffers is best addressed as a site specific issue. The stream
buffer ordinance developed by Wright Water Engineers for ihe Town of Siverthormne,
Colorado offers a good example of buffers that are progressively restrictive, based on
site specific conditions. The forested mountain terrain conditions and water guality
concerns for tributaries to the Blue River {Gold Madal Trout Stream) are applicable to
Lake Maumelle,

Building Height Restrictions
Building height restrictions promote impervious (roof) cover, extensive site disturbance
and deforestation by
*  gncouraging distribution of home square footage horizontally, rather than
vertically
= encouraging deforestation and site grading to create flat building sites;
= discouraging terrain adapted architecture in building forms (walk-up and walk-
out building forms)

Building Height Measurement

The prescribed method for measuring bullding height 1s Inapproprlate for mountainous
terrain. As prascribed, height is measured from the lowest adjacent ground elevation,
promoting impervious (roof) cover, extensive site disturbance and deforestation, as
noted above. DSW recommends guidelines that allow building height measured from
adjacent ground elevation at any point of the building perimeter, to encourage terrain
responsive, stepped building forms and fo reduce impervious area.

Ridgeline development restrictions
Ridgeline development regulations are unrelated to water qualily and In fact are

detrimental to water quality protection, are too restrictive, and should be reconsidered or
eliminated.

a. Water Cuality protection principles discourage site disturbance. Many intermediate
ridge tops in the watershed represent the bast development sites to minimize site
disturbance. By prohibiting development on those flatter ridge top areas, ridgeline
restrictions promote deforestation, sartbwork and home construction on the steeper,
erpsion-prone side-slopes that are the most visibly sensitive.

b. The cumulative numerical restriction of prohibiting building sites within 56' elevation of
the riclgeline is excessively restrictive. Requiremeants of rooflines 20° below the ridgeline
elevation plus the building haight restriction of 38", rasult in a 56" (20°+36'=56") total
elevation restriction below the ridgeline elevation.
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. Additicnal commeants may be necessary f, and when more precise definitions of
“wiewshed protection” and ‘ridgeline protection” are developed. Depending upon the
definition of "ridgeling” the proposad ridgeline could eliminate 40% or more of property
from development, Forexample, Deltic has applied many of the proposed land use
restiictions fo a hypothetical 1,675 acre development. The site selected for the
hypothetical davelepment has primary, secondary, and tertiary ridgelines. DSW has re-
ealealated ridgeline and building height restiction impacts, to the Study Site (1,675.50
Acres) with the following results:

= Prirnary Ridgeline (Watarshed Boundary) restriction impact: ....... Mome within Stuedy Site
Delfic praperly to the zast iz impacted by Primary Ridoeline resfrictions
. $amr1dary Flidgellne restriction :m:act ................................... 1UD 4 Pu::res (7.7%)

. T'DT.I“.L. {F‘rlr‘nar:.r, Samudary, Tsrtlarﬂ Sh.ld'_.' Sita Impacts:... EEE 23 Ar:nas {-‘I{l.ﬂ%}

Please contact me at your convenience to further discuss any of the above tems.

Wary traly yours,

DESIGN STUDIOS WEST, INC.

A Cok—

Robert C. Eck, ASLA
Vice Presidant
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From: Clark, Richard B

Sent: Thursday, June 02, 2011 3:51 PM

To: Van McClendon

Subject: Lake Maumelle - Central Arkansas' Water Supply

To : Director Van McClendon

Because | was out of town the last week of May ( thus missing the May 31 deadline ), your office gave me permission to send this e-
mail to be included with the comments on the Lake Maumelle Watershed Plan .

# 1 Concern : Keep building in the watershed as low density as possible !

# 2 Keep amounts of chicken litter , manure , waste water sludge applied to land in the watershed limited to amounts appropriate to
the individual landowner !

# 3 Prohibit gas and shale mining and drilling .

# 4 Prohibit long distance electrical , gas, oil , and transmission lines out of the watershed. Construction and maintainance of lines
would significantly increase pollution .

# 5 Prohibit building on ridge lines to maintain views , and to preserve the rural ambiance . This will help keep property values up .
Also limit building heights .

# 6 Hold a property owners meeting annually , and include a speaker, a water professional , to remind them of their important role
as the guardians of Lake Maumelle and the drinking water for all of us .

Nancy Clark

27 Sherrill Road
Little Rock , AR
72202



