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April 28, 2008
Fred R. Panico R.L.A.
Planning/Design Associates

9 Alexander Drive

Windham,  ME  

Re:  Minor Site Plan Review:  
72 Walnut Street (Shopov residence)

2-unit residence (duplex)
Application # 2006-0230

Dear Mr. Panico,

Thank you for your letter and revised plans dated April 1, 2008 for the above project. 
This project is being reviewed as a proposal under the small lot provisions within the R-6 Zone, and the R-6 Infill Development Design Principles and Standards will apply in accordance with the Ordinance under section 14-526 (28).  I understand that you have a copy of these Design Principles and Standards and have discussed these with my colleagues.

Please also note that the adjacent Pumping Station has recently been designated an Historic Landmark and therefore the proposed building will need to be determined “not to be incongruous to the architectural style or character of those portions of such designated landmark or district as are currently visible to the development when viewed from a street or public open space” (City Ordinance 15-526 (18) see Extract attached).  The City’s Historic Preservation Manager is currently reviewing the proposals.
Staff has undertaken a preliminary review of the Site Plan, Zoning, Design and Engineering aspects of the proposal and has the following preliminary comments and requests for further information and revised plans. Please note these are preliminary and further comments or requests for information may follow.
Please address the comments listed below:

Documentation

1. Please submit an up-to-date, stamped (by registered Surveyor) survey with updated ownerships for the abutters (three of the four appear incorrect), topography on the abutting lots, dimensions that are consistent with the submitted deeds and clear re the basis of the measurement, and reference all recorded documents on which the survey has relied.  

2. Please see further comments regarding the Survey in the bullet point 3 of the attached review comments dated April 24, 2008 from the City’s Engineering Reviewer, Dan Goyette of Woodard & Curran. These review comments also request other corrections to the submitted plans to ensure consistent and correct documentation.
3. The submitted Plan Dwg 1-B (Includes Spot Elevation Plan of Abutting Buildings) should also be stamped by a registered Surveyor.

4. Please submit a detailed profile(s) of the existing retaining wall in all locations where these are proposed to be altered; these should show the exact location of the property line in relation to the walls and be stamped by a registered Surveyor. Please show profiles along the length of the wall and for both abutters.
5. The proposals for the building and for the new structural retaining wall /foundation should be fully dimensioned and be stamped by a Professional Engineer (see further comments in 13. below).  The profile for the proposed re-construction of the retaining wall should show all dimensions and the precise location of the property boundary and be stamped by both a Professional Engineer (re the construction and structural issues) and by a registered Surveyor (re the plotting of the property line within the proposed reconstructed wall and dimensions in relation to identified existing points).  
Please show proposed engineering profiles along the length of the wall and alongside both abutting properties, and address the comments of the Engineering Reviewer (Dan Goyette of Woodard & Curran) of April 24, 2008 (see attached).

6. Please note that the submissions must show evidence that the applicant has rights over whatever land is affected by the proposals and will not create any safety issues (please see Site Plan Review Criteria in the attached Extract from the Site Plan Ordinance 15-526).  The issue of securing any easements as may be required for the construction or future maintenance of the proposed building /foundations /walls must be resolved between the applicant and the abutters.
Zoning

7. One of the zoning requirements is that either the rear or the side setbacks must be 15 feet. The outside frame of the porch(s) must not encroach within the setback(s).  The current proposals do not appear to meet these requirements.

8. Two parking spaces are required for this proposal and only one is evident from the plans.  
9. Please provide floor plans for all floors.

Summary of design comments
(as referenced to the Design Standards):
10. The main entrance is on the side of the building, rather than oriented to the street, and therefore the project does not meet Standards A-2, A-3, C-1, and F-6.  The Design Standards (Section C and F-6) do suggest ways that this standard may be met while retaining the side entrance ie by linking it to a front door that faces directly onto Walnut Street (and that meets the design standards).

11. Please provide a sidewalk profile so that the proposal may be assessed in relation to the Standard C-2.

12. Please clarify the proposed materials for all elements of the structure, including details and material of the porches so that the proposal may be assessed in relation to Standards in Sections F and G.
Engineering

13. Please address the comments of the Reviewing Engineer (Dan Goyette of Woodard & Curran) in the memo dated April 24, 2008 (attached) in respect of details, grading, engineering design, and storm water management.

Other issues

14. Please confirm that the proposal meets the Fire Department requirements (see list attached), particularly re hydrants and access for fire apparatus.
15. Please confirm the ownership of the chain link fencing on the western boundary of the site.
16. Please clarify where the proposed floodlights will be located /mounted.

17. An area of gravel to the west of the building is shown as a “drive” on one of the sketch plans although it appears that any vehicle driving up that drive would drive over the brick pedestrian walkway to the main entrance, drive under the balcony, and potentially drive into the balcony supports because of the grade.  The proposals should be revised to prevent any vehicle access to the west of the building if the building and the balcony remain in that location. 
18. Please clarify how vehicle parking over the sidewalk and/or over the brick walkway to the main entrance will be prevented.  Please note that the site is located in a zone where brick sidewalks may be required (see last point of the Engineering Reviewer memo of April 24, 2008).
Please contact me if you have any questions or would like to set up a meeting;  I can be reached on (207) 874 8728 or at jf@portlandmaine.gov.

Sincerely,

[SIGNED]
Jean Fraser

Planner

cc.  
Barbara Barhydt, Development Review Manager

Marge Schmuckal, Zoning Administrator 

Jim Carmody, Traffic Engineer

Dan Goyette, Engineering Reviewer

Greg Cass, Fire Department

Deb Andrews, Historic Preservation Program Manager
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Jean Fraser
FROM: Dan Goyette, PE and Lauren Swett, EIT
DATE: April 24, 2008

RE: 72 Walnut Street Residence

Woodard & Curran has reviewed the Minor Site Plan submissions for the Shopov Residence at 72 Walnut
Street. The construction of a residential building is proposed for the site along with associated site
improvements and utiity connections.

Documents Reviewed

« Minor site plan application additional information for the Shopov Residence, 72 Walnut St,
prepared by Planning/Design Associates on behalf of Rumen I. Shopov, dated April 1, 2008,

« Plan sheets for the Shopov Residence 1 and 1-8 dated April 27, 2001 and A1, and A-2 dated April
1, 2008, prepared by Planning/Design Associates on behalf of Rumen I. Shopov.

« Prior submission from November 10, 2006, including application information, Site Plan, Landscape
Plan, Boundary Survey, A-1, and A2

Comments

« The plan shests need to be stamped and signed by a professional engineer.

« The plan shests are dated April 27, 2001. Does this indicate the last revisions? If not, dates of
plan revisions shoud be included

« The applicant should confirm that the survey for the project coincides with approved City
standards. The survey needs to be tied to the vertical datum of NGVD 1929. Also, the project
needs to be tied to the Maine State Plane Coordinate System (2-zone projection), West Zone using
the NAD 1983 (HARN) Datum and the U.S. Survey Foot as the unit of measure. This should be
indicated on the survey.

« Multple site plans drawings have been included with different levels of detail. A single site plan
should be provided to clearly represent the project intent. Separate plans may be used to show
grading, utlties, landscaping, etc., however all plans should be consistent.

« The grading on the site plan sheets 1 and 1-B is not consistent. Both show the proposed building,
however, it appears that the proposed grading is only shown on sheet 1. If this is the case, please
indicate on the plans

o Detals are referenced on the site plan, however no detail sheets have been provided. Details
showing that the project components conform to City of Portiand Standards include but are not
limitted to:

o Rip rap swale

o Building underdrain

o Retaining walls and sheet pile

o Utilty connections, structures, trenches

o Concrete, brick, and pavement cross sections
o Driveway construction

o Grante curb

« Site plan notes indicate the installation of 6" high stone curb. City of Portiand standards require a
curb reveal of 7"
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The application letter states that “a geotechnical report was done to determine underlying soils
conditions and the foundation design.” A soils investigation was completed, however the report
states that "o structural engineering was done” and that it s “recommended for foundation and
retaining wall engineering.” Engineering design, incorporating the geotechnical recommendations,
should be provided for the building foundation and the proposed retaining walls and sheet pile.
The plans should show the utity connections more clearly, providing details as required. Utiity
connections are to be made by a licensed contractor, following the City of Portiand's street opening
quidelines

More information should be provided regarding the grading between the building and the retaining
wall on the eastern side of the property. A ip rap swale is indicated for this area, however the
grading does not reflect this. If the one-foot contours cannot be used to accurately represent the
swale, numerous spot grades should be provided to show the appropriate siope.

“The site plan should more clearly show the locations and grading around retaining walls to be
removed, new walls to be installed, and existing walls to remain on the site. In addition, more
information should be provided regarding sheet pile installed at the site. Specifically, it is unclear
from the site plan what s going to be done on the easter side of the property for grading around
the boulder wall and the sheet piling. Proposed grading should tie into the existing topography at
the site

No stormwater management plan or calculations have been submitted for the project. The
applicant should show where the site’s runoff will enter the City's storm drain and that the site will
not increase the volume of stormwater entering this system.

The condition of the sidewalk at the site will need to be evaluated to determine if the applicant will
be required to install new brick sidewalk in front of the site.

Please contact our office if you have any questions.

DRGILIS
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PORTLAND FIRE DEPARTMENT

SITE REVIEW

FIRE DEPARTMENT CHECKLIST

A separate drawing[s] shall be provided to the Portland Fire Department for all site plan reviews.

1. Name, address, telephone number of applicant.

2. Name address, telephone number of architect

3. Proposed uses of any structures [NFPA and IBC classification]

4. Square footage of all structures [total and per story]

5. Elevation of all structures

6. Proposed fire protection of all structures

7. Hydrant locations
8. Water main[s] size and location

9. Access to any fire department connections

10. Access to all structures [min. 2 sides] 

11. A code summary shall be included referencing NFPA 1 and all fire department. technical standards

EXTRACTS FROM City of Portland Land Use Ordinance (See City of Portland web site for full Ordinance text)

Sec. 14‑526. Standards.
(a)
Requirements for approval. The Planning Board or planning authority shall not approve a site plan unless it meets the following criteria:

(1) The provisions for vehicular loading and unloading and parking and for vehicular and pedestrian circulation on the site and onto adjacent public streets and ways; and the incremental volume of traffic will not create or aggravate any significant hazard to safety at or to and including intersections in any direction where traffic could be expected to be impacted; and will not cause traffic congestion on any street which reduces the level of service below Level "D" as described in the 1985 Highway Capacity Manual published by the Transportation Research Board of the National Research Council, a copy of which manual is on file with the pubic works authority, or substantially increase congestion on any street which is already at a level of service below Level "D";

(2)

a.
Where construction is proposed of new structures having a total floor area in excess of ten thousand (10,000) square feet but less than fifty thousand (50,000) square feet, or building additions having a total floor area in excess of five thousand (5,000) square feet, and the provisions for off‑street parking under article III (zoning) do not require off‑street parking or are determined to be insufficient, the site plan shall provide sufficient parking to satisfy the reasonably foreseeable demand for parking which will be generated by the proposed development;

b.
Where construction is proposed of new structures having a total floor area in excess of fifty thousand (50,000) square feet, the Planning Board shall establish the parking requirement for such structures. The parking requirement shall be determined based upon a parking analysis submitted by the applicant, which shall be reviewed by the city traffic engineer, and upon the recommendation of the city traffic engineer.

(3)
The bulk, location or height of proposed buildings and structures and the proposed uses thereof will not cause health or safety problems as to existing uses in the neighborhood, including without limitation health or safety problems resulting from any substantial reduction in light and air, any significant wind impact, and any significant snow loading on any neighboring structure, where setbacks from property lines are not required by article III;

(4)
The bulk, location or height of proposed buildings and structure minimizes, to the extent feasible, any substantial diminution in the value or utility to neighboring structures under different ownership and not subject to a legal servitude in favor of the site being developed;

(5)
The development will not overburden the sewers, sanitary and storm drains, water, solid waste disposal or similar public facilities and utilities;

(6)
The on‑site landscaping provides adequate buffering between the development and neighboring properties so as to adequately protect each from any detrimental features of the other;

(7)
The site plan minimizes, to the extent feasible, any disturbance or destruction of significant existing vegetation;

(8)
The site plan does not create any significant soil and drainage problems, whether on‑ or off‑site, and adequately provides for control of erosion and sedimentation during construction and afterward;

(9)
The provision for exterior lighting will not be hazardous to motorists traveling on adjacent public streets; is adequate for the safety of occupants or users of the site; and such lighting will not cause significant glare or direct spillover onto adjacent properties and complies with the applicable specifications of the City of Portland Technical and Design Standards and Guidelines;

(10)
The development will not create fire or other safety hazards and provides adequate access to the site and to the buildings on the site for emergency vehicles;

(11) The proposed development is designed so as to be consistent with off‑premises infrastructure, existing or planned by the city;

 
…

(15)
Two‑family, special needs independent living unit, multiple‑family development, lodging houses, bed and breakfasts, and emergency shelters shall meet the following standards:

a.
Proposed structures and related site improvements shall meet the following standards:

1.
(a)
The exterior design of the proposed two‑family structures, lodging houses and emergency shelters, including architectural style, facade materials, roof pitch, building form and height, shall be designed to complement and enhance the nearest residential neighborhood;

(b)
The exterior design of the proposed special needs independent living unit, bed and breakfast or multiple‑family structures, including architectural style, facade materials, roof pitch, building form and height, window pattern and spacing, porches and entryways, cornerboard and trim details, and facade variation in projecting or recessed building elements, shall be designed to complement and enhance the nearest residential neighborhood. The design of exterior facades shall provide positive visual interest by incorporating appropriate architectural elements;

2.
The proposed development shall respect the existing relationship of buildings to public streets. New development shall be integrated with the existing city fabric and streetscape including building placement, landscaping, lawn areas, porch and entrance areas, fencing, and other streetscape elements;

3.
Open space on the site for all two‑family, special needs independent living unit, bed and breakfast and multiple‑family development shall be integrated into the development site. Such open space in a special needs independent living unit or a multiple‑family development shall be designed to complement and enhance the building form and development proposed on the site. Open space functions may include but are not limited to buffers and screening from streets and neighboring properties, yard space for residents, play areas, and planting strips along the perimeter of proposed buildings;

4.
The design of proposed dwellings shall provide ample windows to enhance opportunities for sunlight and air in each dwelling in principal living areas and shall also provide sufficient storage areas;

5.
The scale and surface area of parking, driveways and paved areas are arranged and landscaped to properly screen vehicles from adjacent properties and streets;


…

(17)
The applicant has submitted all information required by this article and the development complies with all applicable provisions of this Code;

(18) If any part of a proposed structure or object is within one hundred (100) feet of any landmark, historic district, or historic landscape district designated or otherwise subject to the protection of article IX and not separated from such landmark or district by any public street, or any portion of any such street, such structure or object shall be determined not to be incongruous to the architectural style or character of those portions of such designated landmark or district as are currently visible to the development when viewed from a street or public open space;

…

(28)
Small residential lot development located in the R-6 zone on lots of ten thousand (10,000) square feet or less shall provide a high degree of architectural quality and compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood as demonstrated by compliance with the principles and standards of the R6 infill development principles and standards, promulgated by the planning board and contained in the planning and development design manual. Any proposal required to obtain a certificate of appropriateness under Portland’s historic preservation ordinance is exempt from the R-6 design review standards.
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