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SKUNK HILL SOLAR REVIEW MEMORANDUM #1 

  

To:  James Lamphere, Town Planner 

   

From:  Steven M. Cabral, Ph.D., P.E.  

  Crossman Engineering 

 

Date:  November 1, 2021 

  

Re: Skunk Hill Solar 

              

 

We are currently proceeding with a review of the Master Plan Documents and prepared the following 

outline of our initial observations in regards to the Master Plan Stormwater Design.  The comments 

are based upon the stormwater design presented within the January 2021 Master Plan Report and the 

Skunk Hill Road Solar Development Plans dated January 7, 2021 by Woodard & Curran. Existing 

Conditions Plans by Cherenzia (40 scale), Revised March 26, 2021, were also viewed.  Our overall 

Master Plan review is ongoing, but to minimize delay we offer the following initial stormwater 

comments: 

 

We recognize that the Master Plan Stage is conceptual in nature but the Town’s requirements do 

include “detailed drainage plans and computations”.  Detailed calculations and a conceptual drainage 

plan were provided by the applicant in an effort to address potential downstream impacts.  Our 

observations are summarized below: 

 

1. In the Existing Conditions Analysis, which establishes the allowable future flow rates, the 

estimated travel times have a direct impact on peak flow rates. Upon review, we question the 

following: 

• The travel times between design points, such as SP2 to SP3 (and all others), must be 

computed and incorporated into the analysis.   

• The 584 ft Tc length for 1Sa appears much shorter than actual. 

• Based on the Watershed Map provided, it appears that 2Sa drains into 2Sb, as opposed 

to running parallel to the Design Point.  The small scale of the watershed map does 

not present the data clearly. 

• A Tc path for 3Sa of 1,609 feet is used in the analysis, but the mapping shows that the 

Tc path to Design Point SP3 is over 3,000 feet. 

• The Tc path for 3Sb also does not appear to include the full distance. 

• Based upon the topography, the watershed area of 4Sb draining to SP4 does not appear 

correct. 
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• There appear to be culverts that separate some of the existing wetlands but no culvert 

data was evident in the calculations.  Potential ponding and reduction of peak flows 

needs to be addressed. 

• Any existing ponding areas need to be accounted for in the analysis. 

• In addition to runoff from the site discharging to the design points, the total runoff at 

each design point should also be addressed. 

• Overall, the conceptual analysis was not sufficient to document existing peak flows. 

 

2. Similar to the Existing Conditions Analysis, we have similar concerns about linkage of sub-

watersheds and accuracy of flow paths.  Due to the similarity of those issues with each sub-

watershed, the comments in Item 1 will not be repeated.  We also offer the following concerns 

with the proposed drainage concept: 

• The primary means for stormwater treatment credit for solar panels has been the 

concept of a “qualified pervious area (QPA)”. Basically, the concept is that if you have 

a small impervious area that can sheet flow across a relatively flat, heavily vegetated 

area, the flow from the impervious area (solar panel) would be mitigated.  For this site, 

the slope of the topography varies significantly.  Slopes of 4 % to over 30% were 

evident and areas of ledge exist. The steeper segments or areas with ledge would not 

be considered suitable for qualifying for QPA credit, but it appears that in the 

conceptual analysis, the entire site takes QPA credit by considering all solar panels as 

meadow. 

• If the site conditions were relatively flat, we would recommend that the future 

conditions be considered a fair grass condition, as opposed to a “good” meadow.  The 

establishment of a dense grass cover on solar sites is difficult to reach on sloping sites. 

• In a significant portion of the site, the solar panels are not configured parallel to the 

topography.  Therefore, the runoff from the panels will not be dispersed in a manner 

to allow sheet flow across a QPA. 

• With the proposed layout (panels versus topography), gullying and channelized flow 

are expected. 

• In general, based upon the overall layout and topography, the panels should be 

classified as impervious for stormwater impact mitigation design and the drainage 

analysis should be revised accordingly. 

 

Conclusion: 

 

Since the level of detail at the Master Plan Stage is conceptual in nature, our comments are more 

focused on the drainage design approach and concept and based on the data presented, we are not in 

a position to offer a favorable opinion on the concept.  A review of the data presented indicates that 

potential stormwater impacts are not fully identified or addressed.   

 


