


Preliminary Signal Warrants

Introduction : .
The single most important eriterion for preliminary signal warrant analysis is engineering
- judgment. In the following procedures only the fimdamental parameters of volumes and
approach lanes are provided.

Backeround : :
- There are 8 traffic signal warrants found ig the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control

* Devices (MUTCD). Page 4C-1. The signal warrants are:

Warrant 1, Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume.
Case A — Minimmm Vehicular Volume. )
Case B — Interruption of Continmous Traffic.
Warrant 2, Four-Hour Vehicular Volume.
‘Warrant 3, Peak Hour.
Warrant 4, Pedestrian Volums.
- Warrant 5, School Cressing.
- Wamant 6, Coordinated Signal System.
Warrant 7, Crash Experience. - :
Warrant 8, Roadway Network.

OAR 734-020-0450 (1) stipulates that onty MUTCD warrant 1.Case A and Case B may
be used to project a firture need for a traffic signal. (Comected to reflect numbering used
n the Millennfum Edition of the MU TCD.) In the Transportation Plarming Analysis Unit
(TPAU), we are typically projecting traffic into the future and analyzing future years, so
we consider warrants 1, Case A and Case B. Case A deals primarily with high volumes
on the intersecting minor street. Case B addresses high volumes on the major strest and -
the delays and hazards to vehicles on the minor street trying to either access or cross the

major street.

Analysis ,
In MUTCD warrant 1 the eighth highest hour of an average day is used to determine

whether a warrant is mef. At the analysis stage in TPAU, Average Daily Traffi¢ (ADT) is
used for preliminary signal warrant analysis. We apply a conversion factor of 5°65% to
‘the ADT to reach the eighth highest hour. The conversion factor of 5.65% is acceptable
as shown using 1991 to 1994 manual counts and as agreed on by TPAU and Traffic
Management Section. To convert MUTCD hourly volumés to ADT volumes, divide the
- MUTCD volume by the factor .0565, this equals the target ADT volume to meet MUTCD

- ‘Warrant 1.

If the “85 percentile speed of major street traffic exceeds 40 mph in either an uiban or
tural area, or when the intersection lies within the built-up area of an isolated community
having a population of less that 10,000” (MUTCD), reduce the target volume for the
‘warrants to 70 percent of the normal requitements. The warrant volumes, along with the
number of lanes, are shown in the preliminary traffic signal warrant analysis sheet on the

following page.
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Major Street:

'Mmor Street:

Project:

City/County:

Year:

Alternative:

Street

Street

Number of ADT on major street ADT on minor street, highest
Approach lanes approaching from A approaching
both directions volume
" Major Minor Percent of standard warrants | percent of standard warrants

100

70 - 100 70

1 1 8,850 6200 - 2,650 1,850
2 or more 1 10,600 7,400 2,650 1,850
2 ormore | 2 ormore 10,600 7,400 3,550 2,500

1 2 or more

1 1 13,300 9,300 950
2 of more 1 15,900 11,100 1,350 950
2 ormore | 2 or more 15,900 11,160 1,750 1,250

1 2 or more 13,300 9,300 1,750 1,250

5.65% of the above ADT volumes is equal to the MUTCD vehicles per hour (Vph)

100 percent of standard warrants

70 percent of standard warrants®

Street Number of Warrant Approach Warrant Met
Lanes Volumes Volumes
Case Major
A Minor
Case Major 1
B ~ Minor .
Amnalyst and Date: Reviewer and Date:

Meetmrr preliminary signal warrants does mot guarantee that a signal will be installed. Before a signal can
be installed a traffic signal investigation must be conducted or reviewed by the Region Traffic Manager.
Traffic signal warrants must be met and the State Traffic Engineer’s approval obtained before a traffic
S:Lgnal can be ms’ca]led on a state highway. )

? Used due to 85% percentile speed in excess of 40 mph or isolated community with population of less than

©10,000.
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Detemmno the number of approach lanes and determining the approach Volumes to use
m the warrant analysis requires knowledge of the involved intersection.

1. Major Street (higher volume street) : '
o Include only the through and through/turn lanes i the number of approach

lanes.

 For the ADT, count total volume , pproaching from both directions, including
all torn movements.

/

2. Minor Street (lower volume street) :
o Include only the through, through/tum; and left turn lanes in the number of
approach lanes.
 For the ADT, count the highest approaching volume (one direction only, do
"not include the ADT approachmo from both directions) including some or
none of the right turn volume as discussed in the followmg scenarins:

> Scenano # I —~ Shared lefi-through-right lane: Some of the right

tarns are included in the minor street approach ADT if the right turn
demand is greater than 85% of the capacity of the shared lane. Use
UNSIG10 or HCS to calculate the capacity of the ‘shared lane. The
tight tumn discount is 85% of the shared lane capacity (85% of the
tapacity is used because once the v/c exceeds 0.85, drivérs. suffer
longer delay and begin to take unsafe gaps). Subtract the right-tam
discount from the total Tight turn volume to determine the number of
right turns in the warrant. If the remainder is less than or equal to zero,

do not include any of the tight tarns in the approach ADT.

Scenario # 2 — Exclusive vight-turn lane: Some of the right tumns are
included in the approach ADT if the right turn lane demand is greater
than 85% of the capacity of the right turn lane. Use UNSIG10 or HCS--
to calculate the capacity of the right turn lane. The right tumn discount:
is 85% of the right tum lane capacity. Subtract the right tumn discount
from the total right turning volume to determine the mumber of right
turns that will be included in the Warrant. If the remainder is less than
or equal to zero, do mot include any of the right turns in the @pproach

ADT.

Scenario # 3 — Shared through-richt lane: Some of the right tarns are
included in the approach ADT if the right turn demand is greater than

"85% of the capacity of the shared through-right lane. Use UNSIG10 or

HCS to calculate the capacity of the through-right shared lane. The
tight turn discount is 85 % of the shared lane capacity. Subtract the
right turn discount from the total right turn volume to determine the
number of right turns in the warrant. If the remainder is less than or
equal to zero, do not include any of the right turmns in the ‘approach

ADT.
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> Seenario # 4 — Double right-turn lane: Include all of the right turning
volume in the approach ADT if a double right turn lane is required. If
such is the case, the number of approach lanes for warrant analysis is 2

'OT IoTe.

The above information is meant to serve as general guidelines only, engineering judgment
may be required when one or both of the sireets are one way, the intersection is not a
typical four legged design, or the highest volume is associated with a tum movement.
Engineering judgment must be the deciding factor in preliminary warrant analysis.

Example Application: Right Turn Discounts (Only for the minor road)

Example # 1: Figare 1 shows a typical unsignalized intersection, the peak hour
- volumes, the ADT Volumes and lane configurations. The peak hour volumes are 10% of
the ADT. The 85% percentile speed is 35 mph and the intersection is located in a city
with a population of 60,000.
a) Determining the number of right-trans to include i in the warrant: using
“the HCS unsignalized mtersection methodology it was determined that the
eastbound shared lane capacity is 120 vph. The right-tum discount is 85% of
the shared lane capacity, 120 x 0.85 = 102 right turns. The number of tight
‘turns mncluded in the warrant would be 180 —102 = 78. ¢
b) Determine the minor approach ADT: the minor street approach peak hour
volume used in the warrant is 90+50+78 = 218. Since the peak hour volume
is 10% of the ADT, the minor approach ADT is (218 / 0.10) = 2,180.

ADT = 7000

3 e

385
\\ 1 BO L\ i35

AT VR

o Seale

Ay = 6000

Figure 1
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| Minor Street: Ehrman Way
! City/County: Medford
i No Build

Major Street: Rogue Valley Highway
FProject: Ehrman Way
Year 1995

ADT on minor street, highest ‘

“Number of - ADT on major street

approach lanes approaching from -approaching
both directions volume
Major Minor Percent of standard warrants | percent of standard warrants

Street Street
_ 1
2 or more 1 10,600 7,400 2,650 1,850
2 ormore |- 2 ormore 10,600 7,400 3,550 2,500
1 2 ormore 5 ' ' 5

1 1 , 13,300 9,300 1,350 950
2 or more 1 15,900 11,100 1,350 950
2 ormore | 2 ormore 15,900 11,100 1,750 1,250

1 2 ormore 13,300 9,300 1,750 1,250

5.65% of the above ADT volumes is eqﬁal to the MUTCD vehicles per hour (vph)

100 percent of standard warrants

70 percent of standard

Street Number of |  Warrant Approach | Warrant Met

: Lanes Volumes Volumes
Case Major - 2+ 10,600 13,000

A Minor i 2,650 2,180 N
Case Major 2+ 15,900 13,000

B Minor 1 1,350 2,180 N

Analyst and Date: Reviewer and Date:
Figure 2 ’

Meetmg preliminary signal warrants does mot guarantee that a signal will be installed. Before a signal can
be installed a traffic signal investigation must be conducted or reviewed by the Region Traffic Manager.
Traffic signal warrants must be met and the State Traffic Engineer’s approval obtained before a traffic

signal can be installed on a state highway.

2 Used due to 85th percentile speed in excess of 40 mph or isolated commmty with populaﬁon of less than

10,000.

TPAU Procedurc_a Manual

Sigwarnts.doc

5

5/14/01




Figure 2 shows the Preliminary Signal Warrant Analysis for example #1. The preliminary
signal warrant is not met because the Minor Street ADT is less than the warrant volume
m Case A and the Major Street ADT is less than the warrant volume in Case B.

 Example # 2: Figure 3 shows a typical unsignalized intersection with a shared through-
‘Tight lane on the eastbound, the peak hour volumes, the ADT volumes, and lane

configurations. The peak hour volumes are 10% of the ADT. The 852 percentile speed is

35 mph and the ntersection is located in a city with a population of 60,000. -

a) Determining the number of right-turns to include in the warrant: using -
‘the HCS unsignalized intersection methodology it was determined that the
~ eastbound shared lane capacity is 277 vph. The right turn discount is 85% of
the shared lane capacity, 0.85 x 277 = 235 right turns. The number of right
turns included in the warrant is 180 — 235= -55 = 0'(if the number is less than 7
or greater to zero, do not include any right turns in the warrant). '
. b) Determine the minor approach ADT: the minor approach peak hour volume
used in the warrant is 90+50+0= 140. Since the peak hour volume is 10% of

the ADT, the minor approach ADT is (140 / 0.10) = 1,400.

ﬁigure 4 shows a the Prelintinary Signal Warrant Analysis for example #2. The warrant #
1 is not met since the Minor Street ADT isless than the Warrant Volume in Case A and
the Major/Minor Street ADT’s are both less than the warrant volumes in Case B.

ADT = 7000

’
_— A90 o 35
. 180 \ 385
35MPH \\\ 180 1\\ i5
\ \
No Seale \\ \
- , ADT = 6000 "
Figure 3 .
6 | A C 57401
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Major Street: Rogue Valley Highway

Minor Street: Ehrman Way

| Project:

Ehrman Way

Year:

1995

_City/County: Medford

Number of ADT on major street ADT on minor street, highest
approach lanes approaching from approaching
both directions volume

Major

‘Minor

Percent of standaxd warrants

percent of standard warrants

Street Street 100 70
1 1
| 2 ormore T 1 10,600 - . 7,400 2,650 1,850
Z ormore | 2 ormore 10,600 7,400 3,550 2,500

1

2 or more

1 1 9,300 950
2 or more 1 11,100 1,350 950
2 ormore | 2 or more 11,100 1,750 1,250

1 , 2 ormore 13,300 9,300 1,750 1,250

X

15.65% ofthe above ADT volumes is equal to the MUTCD vehicles per hour (vph)
100 percent of standard warrants .

70 percent of standard

Street Number of ‘Warrant Approach | Warrant Met
Lanes Volumes Volumes
Case Major 2+ 10,600 13,000
A Minor 2 3,550 1,400 | - N
Case - Major . 2+ 15,900 13,000
B Minor 2 1,750 1,400 N
Amnalyst and Date: ‘Reviewer and Date:

Figure 4

! Meeting preliminary signal warrants does not guarantee that a signal will be installed. Before a signal can
be imstalled 2 traffic signal investigation must be canducted or reviewed by the Region Traffic Manager.
Traffic signal warrants must be met and the State Traffic Engineer’s approval obtained before a traffic
signal can be installed on a state highway. .

? Used due to 85th percentile speed in excess of 40 mph or isolated community with population of less than

* 10,000.
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Example # 3: Figure 5 shows a typical unsignalized intersection with a separate right
turn lane on the eastbound, the peak hour volumes, the ADT volumes, and lane
configurations. . The peak hour volumes are 10% of the ADT. The 85% percentile speed i3

35 mph and the intersection is located in a city with 2 population of 60,000,

a) Determining the number of right-turns to include in the warrant: using the
HCS unsignalized intersection methodology it was determined that the sastbound
tight tumn lane capacity is 639 vph. The right turn discount is 85% of the shared
lane capacity, 0.85 x 639 = 543 1ight turns. The number of right turns included in
the warrant is 180 — 543=-363 = 0 (if the number is less than or greater to Zer0,

do not include any right turns in the warrant).

b) Determine the minor approach ADT: the minor approach peak hour volume
used in the warrant is 90+50+0= 140. Since the peak hour volume is 10% of the

ADT, the minor approach ADT is (140 / 0.10) = 1,400.

Figure 6 shows the Preliminary Signal Warrant Analysis' for example #3. Warrant # 1 is
not met since the Minor Street ADT is less than the Warrant Volume in Case A and the

Major Street ADT is less than the warrant voluine in Case B..

" ADT = 7000

' 385
\‘\ 180\ 4\ ;35
\ VA
\ \
L \\\
\\ ’ \.

AT = 6000

" NoScale

Figure 5
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Major Street: Rogue Valley Highway

[ Minor Street:

Ehrman Way

LPro;ect-

Ehrman Way

| City/ County: Medford

Year:

. Number of
approach lanes

1995

ADT on major strest

approaching from
both directions

No Build

ADT on minor street, highest

approaching

vohime

Majoz
Stresl

Minor
Street

Percent of standard warrants

70

percent of standard warrants

70

1 1 8,850 6,200 1,850

2 or more 1 10,600 - 7,400 1,850
.2 ormore | 2 ormore" 10,600 7,400 2, 5 00
' 1 2 or more )

1 1 13,300 ( 950

2 or more 1 15,900 11,100 1,350 950 .
2 ormore | 2 ormore 15,900 11,100 1,750 1,250
1 2 or more 13,300 9,300 1,750 1,250

5.65% of the above ADT volumes is equal to the MUTCD Vehlcles per hour (vph)

p:d 100 percent of standard warrants

70 percent of standard

t52

Street Number of Warrant Approach | Warrant Met
Lanes Volumes Volumes
Case Major 2+ 10,600 13,000
A Minor 1 2,650 1,400 N
Case Major 24 15,900 13,000
B Minor 1 1,350 1,400 N
Analyst and Date: Reviewer and Date:
Figure 6

! Meeting preliminary signal warrants does not guarantee that 4 signal wﬂlbe installed. Before a signal can

. be installed a traffic signal investigation must be conducted or teviewed by the Region Traffic Manager.

Traffic signal warrants must be met and the State Traffic Engineer’s approval obtained before a traffic
signal can be installed on a state highway.

? Used due to 85th percentile speed In excess of 40 mph or isolated commumty with pop ulatLon of less than

10,000.
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Information for Narrative:

The following statement should be included in the Analysis Methodology section of the
Narrative: The Transportation Planning Analysis Unit (TPAU) uses Sicnal Warrants 1,
Case A and Case B (Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices) which deal primarily

- with high volumes on the intersecting minor street, and high volumes on the major-strest.

Meeﬁng_preﬁminaxy signal warrants does not guarantee that a signal will be instaﬂeé
Before a signal can be installed a field warrant analysis is conducted by the Region. If
warrants are met, the ODOT Traffic Meanagement Section will make the final decision on

the installation of a signal.

Resources

e Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, Section 4C.

e 1999 Traffic Signal Guidelines, ODOT Traffic Management Séction (see
appendix A) ‘ '

e OAR 734-020

Conclusion:

The Transportation Planning Analysis Unit (TPAU) uses Signal Warrants 1, Case A and
Case B; found in the Millenzium Edition of the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices. This traffic signal warrant deals primarilty with high volumes on the mtersecting
minor street, and high volumes on the major-street. Meeting preliminary §ignal warrants
does not guarantee that a signal will be insfalled. Before a signal can be installed, a field
warrant analysis is conducted by the Region. If warrants are met, the ODOT Traffic
Management Section will make the final decision on the installation of a-signal.
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May 5, 2006

Mr. Drew Swenson
Riverwalk, LLC

2 Market Street, Suite 500
Portland, Maine 04101

RE:  Longfellow Residence and Retail, Ocean Gateway Garage, and 25 India Street Office
projects

CBL:19-A-001, 19-A-014, 20-C-023, 20-C-009

Dear Mr. Swenson:

On April 25, 2006, the Portland Planning Board voted on the following motions
A. Traffic Movement Permit (approved, 6 to 0, Silk absent)

The Planning Board finds that the project is in conformance with the standards of a Traffic
Movement Permit subject to the following conditions of approval:

i The applicant shall contribute 38,100.00 to the implementation of
possible future improvements (including signalization) at the Middle
Street/India Street intersection. The monetary contribution shall be placed in an
escrow account to be applied to unspecified future transportation improvements
at the subject intersection. If the escrow money is not used within ten years of the
escrow agreement date, the money shall be returned to the applicant.

il The applicant shall conduct all work necessary for the installation of a multi-way
stop controlled intersection at the Middle Street/India Street intersection prior to
occupancy. Plans for the installation of subject improvements shall be reviewed
by the City prior to implementation.

iil. The applicant shall contribute $5,000.00 to the partial-funding of a

post-occupancy traffic monitoring study for the eastern promenade area of the
City.
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B. Subdivision (approved, 6 to 0, Silk absent)

The Planning Board finds that the plan is in conformance with the subdivision standards
of the land use code subject to the following condition of approval:

i That the applicant provides recording plats (for both northerly and
southerly blocks) for Planning Board signature prior to issuance of a
building permit.

C. Waivers (approved, 6 to 0, Silk absent)
1. Stormwater Quantity Standard

The Planning Board finds that an increase in the stormwater flow in the City
drainage system will not cause negative downstream impacts, and therefore
waives the Technical Design Standards and Guidelines (Section V.B) for
stormwater quantity, subject to the following condition of approval:

L. That the applicant shall design and fund a stormwater bypass at the
Ocean Gateway stormwater quality unit to mitigate increased flow
through the City stormwater system resulting from the subject project.
The design of the bypass shall be presented to the Public Works
Department for review and approval prior to issuance of the building
permit.

2. Lighting Standard

The Planning Board finds that the non-cutoff decorative lighting fixtures proposed
by the applicant (namely, S8, S9, S10, S11, and S12 in the lighting submission
dated 4-11-06) will not cause undue glare or light trespass, and therefore waives
the Technical Design Standards and Guidelines (Section XV.3), specifically the
full cutoff requirement for these fixtures in the locations shown on the submitted
lighting plan.

D. Site Plan (approved, 6 to 0, Silk absent)

The Planning Board finds that the plan is in conformance with the Site Plan Standards of the
Land Use Code subject to the following conditions of approval:

L. That any additional signage be provided for Planning, Zoning and Historic
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L.

111

.

Vi.

Vil.

Viii.

x.

X.

Preservation staff review and approval, as applicable.

The long-term landscape plan for the lot at the corner of Middle Street and
Hancock Street, as shown in attachment C, shall be constructed as shown
prior to final release of the project performance guarantee if no alternative
development application has been approved by the City.

Materials and construction details, including but not limited to paving and
tree grate choices, for both short and long-term landscape plans shall be
submitted to the Planning Authority and City Arborist for review and
approval prior to issuance of a building permit.

The applicant shall submit a revised lighting plan for the roof of the garage
showing reduced illumination levels consistent with City Lighting Standards.

The applicant shall also provide lighting details for the lower decks of the
garage for review and approval of the Planning Authority.

The applicant shall submit a revised utility plan showing, limits of work and
trench details for India Street utility work, and underground
electrical/telephone/cable comnections to Public Works for review and
approval prior to issuance of a building permit.

The applicant shall revise the valet area along the Commercial Street
extension to show a straight curb line and sidewalk within the City right of
way.

The applicant shall provide rendering of the Fore Street (northerly) elevation
of the southerly block for staff review. The design treatment of the service
doors to the loading and parking areas shall be evaluated and the applicant
shall work with Planning staff on the final treatment of these doors in order
to enhance the pedestrian experience on Fore Street.

Material samples for the 25 India Street office building shall be provided,
and the final selection of this mix of materials be reviewed and approved by
the Planning staff.

That the applicant provide revised plans for the review and approval of
the Planning staff showing changes to the massing of the rooftop
mechanicals to bring the principal mass and height of these elements over
the Fore Street frontage of the new construction, stepping them down
symmetrically on the wings.

That the applicant receives a license from the City for any portion of the
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structure projecting into or over any City right of way prior to issuance of
a building permit.

Xi. That the applicant provides the basis for building height calculations to
the Zoning Administrator prior to issuance of a building permit.

Xii. That the applicant provides to the Zoning Administrator the timeframe
within which the retail phase of the parking garage along Fore Street
shall be constructed prior to issuance of a building permit.

E. Ocean Gateway Site Plan Amendment (approved, 6 to 0, Silk absent)

The Planning Board finds that the remowval of the lot at the corner of the Commercial
Street and Hancock Street extensions from the Ocean Gateway site plan, to be transferred
to Riverwalk, LLC, et al., and site improvements shown on Attachment E of Planning
Board Report #26-06, are in conformance with the Site Plan Standards of the Land Use
Code.

The approval is based on the submitted site plan and the findings related to site plan and
subdivision review standards as contained in Planning Report #26-06, which is attached.

Please note the following provisions and requirements for all site plan approvals:

1.

5.

Where submission drawings are available in electronic form, the applicant shall submit
any available electronic Autocad files (*.dwg), release 14 or greater, with seven (7) sets
of the final plans.

A performance guarantee covering the site improvements as well as an inspection fee
payment of 2.0% of the guarantee amount and 7 final sets of plans must be submitted to
and approved by the Planning Division and Public Works prior to the release of the
building permit. If you need to make any modifications to the approved site plan, you
must submit a revised site plan for staff review and approval.

The site plan approval will be deemed to have expired unless work in the development
has commenced within one (1) year of the approval or within a time period agreed upon
in writing by the City and the applicant. Requests to extend approvals must be received
before the expiration date.

A defect guarantee, consisting of 10% of the performance guarantee, must be posted
before the performance guarantee will be released.

Prior to construction, a pre-construction meeting shall be held at the project site with the
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contractor, development review coordinator, Public Work's representative and owner to
review the construction schedule and critical aspects of the site work. At that time, the
site/building contractor shall provide three (3) copies of a detailed construction schedule
to the attending City representatives. It shall be the contractor's responsibility to arrange a
mutually agreeable time for the pre-construction meeting.

6. If work will occur within the public right-of-way such as utilities, curb, sidewalk and
driveway construction, a street opening permit(s) is required for your site. Please contact
Carol Merritt at 874-8300, ext. 8828. (Only excavators licensed by the City of Portland
are eligible.)

The Development Review Coordinator must be notified five (5) working days prior to date
required for final site inspection. The Development Review Coordinator can be reached at the
Planning Division at 874-8632. Please make allowances for completion of site plan requirements
determined to be incomplete or defective during the inspection. This is essential as all site plan
requirements must be completed and approved by the Development Review Coordinator prior to
1ssuance of a Certificate of Occupancy. Please schedule any property closing with these
requirements in mind.

If there are any questions, please contact Bill Needelman, Senior Planner at 874-8722.

Sincerely,

Kevin Beal, Chair
Portland Planning Board

cc: Lee D. Urban, Planning and Development Department Director
Larry Mead, Assistant City Manager
Alexander Jaegerman, Planning Division Director
Sarah Hopkins, Development Review Services Manager
Bill Needelman, Senior Planner
Jay Reynolds, Development Review Coordinator
Marge Schmuckal, Zoning Administrator
Inspections Division
Michael Bobinsky, Public Works Director
Traffic Division
Eric Labelle, City Engineer
Jeff Tarling, City Arborist
Penny Littell, Associate Corporation Counsel
Greg Cass, Fire Prevention
Assessor's Office
Approval Letter File
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WOODARD & CURRAN CORPORATE OFFICES: Maine, Massachusets,

_— B . e New Hampshire, New York, Connecticut, Florida
Engineering » Science » Operations Operational offices throughout the U.S.

March 13, 2006

- Jay Clement
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’
Maine Project Office
RR 2 Box 1855
Manchester, ME 04351

Re: MDOT and City of Portland Ocean Gateway Site Location of Development and NRPA Permits
Permit #’s: L-7866-26-E-N & 1.-7866-4E-F-N

Dear Jay:

As discussed earlier today, we understand you may not have received the complete narrative associated
with the Site Law/NRPA Permit Modification request provided to MaineDEP Project Analyst Dawn
Hallowell, dated February 23, 2006. What follows is an excerpt out of that correspondence, with some
clarifications, specifically relating to Finding 20. Also, we are enclosing attachments that depict the pile
supports and foundation for the Receiving Station (Figure S100R), Figure 5.1d representing the Site Plan
in the impact area, and updated Table 7-2 Structure Areas. We do understand that you have all the
information necessary to review the impacts of the Removal of the 1.06 acre City parcel as well as the
CBITD Gate 4 Improvements.

Finding 20 WETLAND IMPACTS:

Removal of 1.06 Acre City Parcel

There are no wetlands on, or adjacent to, the parcel to be removed from the site. Removal of the subject
parcel from the Ocean Gateway development will not change this finding.

Addition of Gate 4

Gate 4 at Casco Bay Island Transit District is proposed to be constructed within the Coastal Wetland as a
pile supported structure. This gate is a water dependent use required to transfer passengers and vehicles
from the fixed pier to a vessel, with no practicable alternative. To construct the new gate, a portion of the
Maine State Pier’s deck and pile support system will be demolished. A total of ten (10) 12” diameter
timber piles will be demolished, including six (6) vertical piles, one (1) battered pile and three (3) fender
piles. These piles will either be pulled or cut off below the mudline. The new Gate 4 will be structurally
supported on two (2) 14” diameter steel pipe piles within the coastal wetland, and two (2) 8” diameter
steel pipe piles or H-pile landside of the existing seawall. The gate will consist of a 10> x 35’ prestressed
concrete deck, mostly water side of the existing sea wall and entirely within the footprint of the existing

Maine State Pier. In addition, two (2) 12” diameter timber fender piles will be installed on either side of
the gate span.

The piles scheduled for demolition represent a total of 8 square feet within the Coastal Wetland; the new
piles represent a total of 4 square feet within the Coastal Wetland. There is no expansion of over-water
coverage as a result of Gate 4; construction is within the footprint of the existing fixed pier.
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WOODARD &CURRAN

Engineering « Science « Operations

Jay Clement, U.S. ACOE
March 13, 2006
Page 2 of 3

Shift of Receiving Station

The shift of the Receiving Station at the Ocean Gateway Marine Passenger Terminal results in
construction over and within the coastal wetland. This building is a water dependent use and its location
is required to be proximate to the passengers of the service, and has no practicable alternative. The
additional area of over water construction due to the shift of the Receiving Station is 500 square feet. In
addition, six (6) 24-inch diameter pipe piles are proposed within the coastal wetland and results in 18
square feet of additional pile within the coastal wetland.

Summary

Several value engineering design changes on the proposed Pier A and the Roll On /Roll Off Vehicle
Bridge have resulted in reduced pile sizes, which effectively reduce the pile area within the coastal
wetland. With the addition of Gate 4 and the shift of the Receiving Station, the result of these design
alterations is a net increase in the area of over water structures and a net increase of pile area within the
coastal wetland from those numbers listed within the NRPA permit.

The NRPA permit for the site (L-7866-26-E-N and L-7866-E-F-N) dated August 20, 2004 states:

“The applicants propose to fill 210 square feet of coastal wetland in order io install
riprap around two new stormwater outfall pipes. They also propose to alter an
additional 29,000 square feet of coastal wetland for the construction of over-water
structures including, pile supported piers, the roll on/off bridge, catwalks and
dolphins...The piles necessary to support the over-water structures will occupy
approximately 298 square feet of coastal wetland.”

The Ocean Gateway project still proposes to fill 210 square feet of coastal wetland in order to install
riprap around two new stormwater outfall pipes, which is in compliance with the NRPA permit. The
29,000 square feet of new area over the coastal wetland, however, is no longer valid. Due to the shift of
the Receiving Station, the total area of new structures over the coastal wetland is 29,500 square feet. The
240 square feet of new Gate 4 deck is entirely within the existing footprint of the Maine State Pier,
therefore has not been counted as new area over the coastal wetland.

With regard to piles within the coastal wetland and as previously stated, design changes have resulted in
pile size reductions at Pier A and at the Roll On/Roll Off Vehicle Bridge. The reduced pile sizes at Pier A
and at the Roll On/Roll Off Vehicle Bridge result in a decrease of 28.2 square feet from the value stated
in the permit. The Gate 4 Improvements project results in a decrease of structure area of 4.1 square feet.
The Receiving Station relocation results in an increase in structure area of 18.9 square feet. The total
result of these activities is a net decrease in structure (pile) area within the coastal wetland is a decrease of
13.5 square feet, for a total of 284.5 square feet of pile within the coastal wetland.
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We appreciate you working with us, MaineDOT, and the City of Portland as we continue to make great
strides on the Ocean Gateway project. Please give me or David Senus a call if you need additional
information, or have any questions about this request for review of our modification Application for Site
Location of Development and NRPA permit for the Ocean Gateway project in Portland.

Sincerely,

WOODARD & CURRAN INC.

Barry Sheff, P.E.
Project Manager

BSS/bss
203555.04/203438

Enclosure(s)

cc: Paul Pottle, MaineDOT
Ben Condon, MaineDOT
Dawn Hallowell, Maine DEP
Jeff Monroe, City of Portland, Department of Ports and Transportation

William Needelman, City of Portland, Department of Planning & Development
Drew Swenson, Riverwalk, LLC




OCEAN GATEWAY
ESTIMATE OF PILE AREAS

Table 7-2 Structure Areas

Component

Roll-On Roll-Off Ramp
RO-RO VAAP 14
RO-RO VAAP 14

Remove Existing Piles (see Note 2)
Pier 2 Fender System
Dock A
Pier AVAAP 9
Pier AVAAP 9
Fenders (2) at Existing Platform #2
Breasting Dolphins (3)

Mooring Dolphins (2)
Piers B and C
Floating Dock
Gate 4
Gate 4
Gate 4
Receiving Station VAAP 20.1

Number of Piles

g e
0 ~N —

-114

Diameter of Pile

(inches)

== N N
(= I~

W NN = W == NN W ==
O R OO OO H M OO

12

& Structure Area
-

-22 ft*

=
=9
A

-140 f?
123 ft?
126 ft*
-31 ft?

14 6
21 ft?
44 ft*
32 ft?
19 f?
19 f?
20 ft?
-8 ft?

2 ft?
2 ft?
19

% Cummulative Area
=+

Y

©w

=
N

24 ft*

-116 f?
7 ft?
132 ft?
101
115 ft?
136 ft?
180 ft?
212 ft?
231 ft?
250 ft?
269 ft?
261 ft*
264 ft?
265 ft?
284 ft?

Comment

Decr. 11 SF

Decr. 17 SF
See Note 3

See Note 4
See Note 4
See Note 4, Decr. 4 SF
Incr. 19 SF

Notes:

1. Quantities based upon 95% Submittal Drawings, dated July 30, 2004.

2. Field count by W&C on 11/11/03 of existing fender piles (to the extent visible).

3. Assumes the use of driven fender piles as opposed to hanging fenders, to be discussed further.
4. Gate 4 Improvements includes removal of existing piles and fixed pier, and install ramp and fenders.

\\Portland\Projects\203438 Ocean Gateway - Phase 1 Engineering\Engineering\Permitting\2006-03-13, Wetland impacis.xls
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WOODARD & CURRAN CORPORATE OFFICES: Maine, Massachusetts,

. e ) New Hampshire, New York, Connecticut, Florida
Engineering « Science : Operations Operational offices throughout the U.S.

March 14, 2006

Bill Needelman
City of Portland
389 Congress Street
Portland, ME 04101

Re: The Longfellow at Ocean Gateway
Major Site Plan Review - Additional Information

Dear Bill:

On behalf of Riverwalk, LLC, we are submitting 9 copies of additional information in support of the
Major Site Plan and Subdivision Application for The Longfellow at Ocean Gateway, originally submitted
December 16, 2005, to be used in Planning Board review. These documents were prepared in accordance
with Chapter 14, Land Use, of the Code of Ordinances of the City of Portland, Maine, and meet the
applicable sections of the City of Portland, Maine Technical and Design Standards and Guidelines
adopted September 1987, last amended March 2000. In addition, these documents address the project’s
compliance with Portland’s Eastern Waterfront Master Plan and Design Guidelines, dated June 3, 2002.
The additional information that follows has been organized by section within the Application.

Table of Contents

A revised Table of Contents has been included with this letter. Please replace the Table of Contents
(Pages i — iv) in the Application binder with the revised Table of Contents attached.

Section 1 — Development Description

Section 1.4.3 — Longfellow Garage: The name for the parking garage referred to in the Application as
“The Longfellow Garage™ has recently been changed after conversations between the developer and the
City of Portland. The new name for the structure will be “The Ocean Gateway Garage”. Please note that

references to “The Longfellow Garage” in the Application shall now be referred to as “The Ocean
Gateway Garage”.

Section 1.5 — Attachments:

Carroll Associates has revised the Landscaping Plan that was provided as an amendment to the
application on December 27, 2005. The revised plan has been separated out into two plan sheets for
clarity. Please replace the Landscaping Plan, 1-1.0, with the three enclosed Landscaping Plans, L-1.1, L-
1.2 and L1.3, within the attachments binder (Attachment A) of the application.

The Architectural Team has prepared full size plans (247 x 36”) displaying Elevations of the Longfellow
Residences and Retail Building and the Grand Trunk building, along with reduced size (117 x 177)
revised floor plans, elevations and renderings.

. The six full size elevations (AE.1-AE.6) should be added within the attachments binder
(Attachment A) of the Application.

«  The fourteen reduced size (117 x 177), revised title sheet and floor plans should replace the set
dated December 16, 2005 within attachments binder (Attachment A) of the Application.

41 Hutchins Drive & Portland, Maine 04102 8 207-774-2112 & 207-774-6635 (Fax) & 1-800-426-4262 & www.woodardcurran.com
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. The fifteen reduced size (117 x 17) elevations, sections and renderings should be added to the
attachments binder (Attachment A) of the Application.

Scott Simons Architects has prepared full size plans (24” x 36”) displaying Elevations of the Ocean
Gateway Garage and the 25 India Street Office and Retail building, along with reduced size (1 1”x177)
elevations and renderings.

«  The four full size elevations (A201 Offices, A201 Garage, A202 Garage & A903 Garage Retail)
should replace the respective elevations dated November 30, 2005 in the attachments binder
(Attachment A) of the Application.

«  The four reduced size (117 x 17”) elevations (A201 Offices, A201 Garage, A202 Garage & A903
Garage Retail) should be added to the attachments binder (Attachment A) of the Application.

. The ten reduced size (117 x 177), color renderings should be added to the attachments binder
(Attachment A) of the Application.

A photometric plan for The Ocean Gateway Garage has been developed and is attached to this letter.
Please add this plan to attachments binder (Attachment A) of the Application.

Section 5 — Off Site Facilities

Section 5.3.3 — Attachments: A Traffic Impact Study, dated March 2006, has been completed for The
Longfellow at Ocean Gateway by Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc. Copies of this Traffic
Impact Study are included with this letter. Please add a copy of the Traffic Impact Study to the end of
Section 5 of the Application.

Section 11 — Environmental and Historical Considerations

Section 11.2 — Wildlife and Fisheries: Woodard & Curran is in receipt of a letter from the Department of
Inland Fisheries and Wildlife, who has conducted their review of the project and determined that there are
no known essential or significant wildlife habitats, nor any documented occurrences of rare, threatened or
endangered species at or adjacent to this property. The Department concludes that, considering the
current extent to urban development, the project would have minimal impact on regional wildlife
resources and management goals.

Section 11.2.1 — Wildlife and Fisheries Attachments:

Letter from the Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife to Woodard & Curran, dated January 13,
2006, reviewing the project for Significant Habitat and Rare, Threatened or Endangered Species

Please insert the enclosed letter response at the end of Section 11 of the Application.

Section 15 — Conformance with the Master Plan for Redevelopment of the Eastern Waterfront and
Design Guidelines for the Eastern Waterfront

To assist the Planning Board in reviewing the project, enclosed is an additional section to be added to the
Application as Section -15 - Conformance with the Master Plan for Redevelopment of the Eastern
Waterfront and Design Guidelines for the Eastern Waterfront. This section addresses each of the
applicable development consideration and challenges identified in the Master Plan and each of the design
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guidelines identified in the Design Guidelines document. Please insert the enclosed section at the end of
the Application as Section 15.

Comments and Responses — Planning Board & Public

In addition to the above mentioned supporting information, Riverwalk, LLC and its design team has
received a number of comments regarding the design of the project; these originate from the February 7,
2006 Workshop, as well as during other presentations of the project to neighborhood associations. With
regard to comments received to date from the Planning Board and the Public, we have listed each
comment as we understand it with a corresponding response.

Comment: How are the eastern waterfront design guidelines applicable to the Longfellow at Ocean

Gateway development, particularly the Longfellow parking facility which is to be developed in the B-5b
zoning district? :

Response: The eastern waterfront design guidelines apply to the B-5b zone for the Ocean Gateway
Garage only in a manner consistent with the new B-6 zoning district language. The Ocean Gateway
Garage design presented to the Planning Board fully meets the spirit, intent and technical requirements of
the B-5b and B-6 zones, eastern waterfront master plan and the design guidelines related thereto

To understand how the eastern waterfront design guidelines apply requires a brief discussion of the
language of the B-5b zone and history of the guidelines and B-6 zone.

The Longfellow Parking Garage will be sited wholly within the City’s B-5b Zone, which was created in
2005 based on the old B-5 zone language. Very few changes were made to the language of the old B-5

zone. Within the B-5b zoning district, “off street parking and garages” are permitted uses pursuant to
section 14-230.1(a)(13).

With respect to the dimensional requirements for parking garages in the B-5b Zone, Section 14-
230.4(3)(a) specifically provides that except “in the B-5 zoning district located between Forest Avenue
and Franklin Street,” there are no maximum or minimum street setbacks, lot sizes or frontages.

Under section 14-230.4(f), the maximum building height is 65 feet, within which height the garage has
stayed. Section 14-230.4(g) specifically provides that there are no minimum building heights for parking
structures. Finally, there is nothing in the B-5b zone language that requires any retail, commercial or other
active, non-parking use along the street frontage of parking facilities.

The eastern waterfront design guidelines were promulgated in January 2002. The guidelines generally
apply as 1) an evaluative framework for this project and 2) as g basis on which future zone changes were
10 be made {emphasis added.}. Both of such applications of the guidelines were frequently discussed
between Riverwalk and the City during 1) the two and a half years of the Longfellow’s RFP process and
2) during the creation of the B-6 zone language.

Among other things directed at parking facilities, the guidelines clearly express a goal for a parking
facility to possess active uses and streetscapes to a level of two stories on primary streets and one story on
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secondary streets. The goal was expressed in plain terms but, as with all other aspects of the guidelines,

this goal ignored the impact of such things as zone allowed setbacks, grade changes, economic or
practical limitations etc.

We believe the Ocean Gateway Garage has been designed to fully meet the design guidelines in all
respects other than the active use streetscapes, but such active use guidelines were modified in their

application to the garage. The accepted reason they do not meet the active streetscape guidelines is set
forth in greater detail below.

Although the active use streetscapes within the guidelines met the goals of the master plan, when we,
parking engineers and the City staff applied them to multi-story parking structures, the economic,
operating and construction limitations related to such active use streetscapes became readily evident.
That recognition by the City caused them to immediately re-write the B-6 zone language, a zone that
covers the balance of the eastern waterfront, all of which is subject to the same guidelines.

In its new B-6 zone created and adopted in 2004 and revised again in January 2006, the city recognizes in
describing the purpose of the B-6 zone in section 14-268 that ...”the zone promotes a range of

uses...... and shared use of parking infrastructure as recommended in the eastern waterfront master
plan....”

The new B-6 Zone allows structured parking facilities as a conditional use under section 14-270(b). More
importantly, however, even with the guidance provided by the master plan and design guidelines, the new
B-6 Zone did not fully adopt the design guidelines related to parking structures and only requires first
floor retail therein. And yet, the rules also provide multiple waiver provisions to this first floor rule. The
waiver provisions recognize the many economic, construction and practical limitations to creating active
uses in front of, within or surrounding a multi-level parking structure.

Throughout the RFP process and our team’s long involvement with the City, Riverwalk and its engineers
were actively involved in the development of these rules, and wavier provisions, in light of our
knowledge of what this could mean for the Ocean Gateway Garage and other parking garage development
in the new B-6 zone. We related our concerns to the city staff and city council, and they understood and
incorporated such realities into the new zone language.

We would note, that the City expressly did not change the B-5b zone to include the B-6 concepts, because
1) to do so would have changed too many areas of the city subject to such B-5b zone and 2) the City
planning staff agreed to apply the eastern waterfront design guidelines to the Ocean Gateway Garage ina
manner consistent with the new B-6 zone without the necessity of seeking the waivers required by the B-6
zone language. In other words, the City staff agreed to apply a slightly more rigorous standard to the B-
5b zone, but certainly not higher than the B-6 standards.

The following will help illustrate some of the substantial difficulties of applying the original guidelines to
parking facilities. ‘

Structured parking has completely different floor plate heights than retail, commercial or residential uses.
Moreover, such active uses have completely separate security and safety needs. Accordingly, the
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elevators and stair towers of a parking facility cannot also be used in the active uses suggested by the
design guidelines. The cost to create two more stair towers in the active retail use and an additional
_ elevator tower were immediately recognized as prohibitive.

The addition of active uses abutting or above the first floor was recognized as requiring the addition of

firewalls, ventilation and fire suppression systems on all the decks affected by such use at prohibitive
additional costs.

The enclosure of a parking structure by active uses makes it far less open, naturally lit, safe and secure for
the public. The public, professional and engineering feedback and empirical evidence from other parking
facilities is that parking structure usage is greatly reduced (to the permanent harm of the garage and
redevelopment of the area) when the facility becomes diminished by these four key operating criteria.

The size of development parcels in this type of an urban area is limited. Consequently, multi-story liner
buildings are almost always non-economic and heavily subsidized by the municipality.

Although there were other limiting factors discussed, these are the primary ones that City staff and the
City Council recognized when drafting and adopting the B-6 language.

In short, the City recognized that the aspirational design guidelines for the eastern waterfront were not
practical or workable in all respects when applied to multi-story parking facilities. As a result, the B-6
language was drafted with less rigorous requirements and multiple, reasonable waiver provisions. In
point of fact and as noted earlier, the B-6 language was written in express recognition of the difficulties
that the Ocean Gateway Garage would face if the design guidelines were applied to it during the

permitting process.

Put another way, during the 2 and a half years of the RFP process, it was expressly stated and understood
that although the B-6 zone would not apply to the Ocean Gateway Garage, because it is sited in the B-5b
zone, the application of the eastern waterfront design guidelines would only be applied to the garage ina
manner consistent with the new B-6 zone language.

As a result, there was to be no active use along Middle Street because of the setbacks from the street, no
active use along upper Hancock Street extension because of the material grade change, and only a one
story future retail storefront along Fore Street to be constructed .... “no later than full leasing of all retail
spaces on the Property,” as provided in the Purchase and Sale Agreement, section 9(c) thereof.

We would note that despite the maximum one-story height in the B-6 language, Riverwalk has offered
and intends to develop the retail storefronts along Fore Street in an architectural and aesthetic manner that
exceeds the one story retail requirement. Riverwalk will create a two story exterior facade that appears
from the exterior to be architecturally two floors, but which on the interior is cathedral ceiling space. The
second floor component of this cathedral space will not attach to the second floor area of the garage, but
rather will gradually slope towards the ceiling of the first deck of the garage. This design creates a higher
quality streetscape experience, but at the same time will not require a second floor fire wall, fire
suppression or ventilation system. A first floor fire wall, fire suppression system and ventilation system




WOODARD & CURRAN

Engineering « Science » Operations

Bill Needelman, City of Portland
March 14, 2006
Page 6

will all be required when this retail space is built and all the utilities for such systems will be stubbed in
during the initial construction of the garage.

In summary, the design presented to the Planning Board fully meets the spirit, intent and technical
requirements of the B-5b and B-6 zones, eastern waterfront master plan and the design guidelines related
thereto.

Comment: Provide an overlay of the Ocean Gateway and Longfellow site plans so planning board can
see how they interrelate, particularly is it relates to pedestrian use.

Response: This figure shall be presented to the Board at the next workshop.

Comment: Clarify the standards applicable to this development, how those standards apply to this
development and how the development meets them.

Response: Included with this letter is a newly drafted Section 15 of Site Plan Application, entitled Section
15 — Conformance with the Master Plan for Redevelopment of the Eastern Waterfront and Design
Guidelines for the Eastern Waterfront. In addition, we have been working with Planning Staff to clearly
identify the project’s conformance with the Site Plan Standards and have provided a narrative for
Planning Staff for use in preparing the Planning Board Report.

Comment: There is concern about losing the view of the Grand Trunk office building as one proceeds
south on India Street.

Response: The B-6 zone has a maximum 10’ street line setback that will impact the view of the Grand
Trunk office building; therefore, the project, in keeping in conformance with the zoning requirement, will

limit the view of this building. The project does, however, seek 1o both preserve and enhance the Grand
Trunk building fagade.

The project has undergone several recent changes to the originally proposed India Street townhouse wall
to create a strong and new street wall along India Street. The Grand Trunk building will continue to
have a prominent visible presence from the Commercial Street direction as well as from the Ocean
Gateway site. The project seeks to maintain the visible presence of Casco Bay and the Fore River when
evaluating the view corridor as seen looking down India Street. Streetscape renderings shall be
presented to the Board at the next workshop, which will allow the Board and the public to achieve an
idea of the future view corridor in this area.

Comment: Contact owner of the Micucci parcels to determine if an easement can be obtained for access
to the service corridor between the office building and parking facility, and determine if access from this
direction is feasible from a traffic flow and turning radius standpoint.

Response: Mr. Bruce Micucci was contacted on February 23, 2006 by Riverwalk, LLC. After some
discussion, My. Micucci stated that for many reasons, the Micucci family is not interested in this
alternative in any manner. Even if the Micucci family had been interested in this proposal, both the
Micuccis and the applicant, Riverwalk, LLC, do not think the access to the alley from the Micucci site is a
good idea for the following reasons.
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«  Access to the alley will be more difficult backing up through the Micucci parking lot and turning,
especially if the lot is full of cars
«  Micucci will not grant a long term easement because it would eliminate the opportunity for them
to build out their lot
«  Access from the Micucci lot is about 4-6" higher in elevation then the lower floor level. This
would present an issue with regard to the change in grade.
o If the project did construct a Micucci side access there would still be the need for 10'-0 clear
between the buildings.
In this case, the project has proposed to add an architecturally appealing fence and/or gate at the
sidewalk edge to hide the alley from the street. Tl here would be a large gate for the trucks and a smaller
door for pedestrians exiting from the fire stair.

Comment: Provide images with far greater detail of building materials and views of the buildings from
all sides.

Response: The project team has prepared elevations and renderings from multiple views that include a
greater level of detail with regard to building materials. These graphics have been attached with this
letter and will be presented along with material boards at the next workshop.

Comment: Provide images of streetscapes from all views to reflect pedestrian experience, human scale of
development and consistency with master plan.

Response: Graphics displaying streetscapes along Hancock, Fore, India, and Commercial Street
extension have been attached with this letter.

Comment: Provide calculation of parking utilization for the project with count of surplus spaces.

Response: Section 5 of the Application package (dated December 16, 2005) included a narrative
regarding parking utilization. Additionally, parking utilization has been addressed within the Traffic
Impact Study, dated March 10, 2006, attached to this letter. Please append the Traffic Impact Study 10
the Site Plan Application.

Comment: Contact Portland Metro regarding mass transit and its potential uses at the site.

Response: The developer, Riverwalk, LLC, contacted Peter Cavanaugh at Portland Metro on February
28, 2006. At this time, Metro has indicated that they have no need or interest for any mass transit uses
within the project. Riverwalk has related to Metro that they will be flexible and receptive about future
potential alternative uses that might augment mass transit in the area.

Comment: Provide parking facility roof lighting plan.

Response: A parking facility roof lighting plan has been prepared and is attached with this letter.

Comment: Provide a snow removal plan narrative for the garage.

Response: Snow removal will be contracted out to third party snow removal service providers, and will
consist of 4-wheel drive pickup trucks with rubber base plow blades, bobcats and front end loaders as
needed. Light snow cover on the roof level will be plowed into designated holding areas on the inside
wall of the roof level to control rumoff.into the interior roof drains. and._to_allow for maximum utilization

WOODARD &CURRAN
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of parking spaces afier plowing. Heavy snow storms that result in significant snow on the roof and all
other levels will be removed via bobcats and trucks 1o offsite legal disposal areas.

Comment: Provide streetscape views of the retail store fronts and two-story tall windows for the parking
facility.

Response: The views of the retail space have been revised to make them more compatible with the
Eastern Waterfront Guidelines and the concerns that were expressed. Specifically, the span of glass has
been reduced in half between brick columns (thereby doubling the number of brick columns/piers), so

they are similar to the office building retail floor. Revised views of this space have been attached with
this letter.

Comment: Provide detail on future use of Hancock and Middle Street vacant lot.

Response: One potential for an anticipated future use of the vacant lot is a building that will house
market rate apartments. Preliminary views are attached with this letter. This building, however, is not fo
be considered by the Board or Staff as being included in this permit application to the City. A separate
permitting review process will be sought for this or any other use, if and when the development of this
additional piece moves forward.

Comment: Show how the development will work to minimize the effect of long monotonous walls along
the buildings.

Response: The east elevation of the garage has been revised, including more planting and landscaping to
visually break-up the wall. For the south wall of the garage, the views of the retail space have been
revised 1o make them more compatible with the Eastern Waterfront Guidelines. Specifically, the span of
glass has been reduced in half between brick columns (thereby doubling the number of brick
columns/piers), so they are similar to the office building retail floor. Additional street trees have been
added along Hancock and Commercial Streels 1o further break up any “monotonous wall” effect
produced from the mixed use condominium building. With respect to the Longfellow Residences, we have
used architectural elements such as projecting bays, cornice lines, balconies, recessed balconies and
stepped back massing to aesthetically break up the massing and achieve a scale that is both pedestrian
friendly and in harmony with the surrounding context.

Comment: With respect to valet parking, please address the following issues:
o Is it necessary?
o What are the alternatives?

Response: The valet parking area has always been considered a necessary element of the project’s
success to serve the high end restaurant, spa and retail space of the building, as well as to serve the
condominium residents that will see it as an attractive asset o their investment. In response to several
concerns raised by Board members relative to betier harmonizing the need for valet parking with a strong
pedestrian experience, the project team feels that they have produced a good concept for this area that
will suit the needs of the development while addressing the concerns of the City related to size, depth and
ground finish for this area. This concept is proposed in the revised Landscaping Plans, L-1.1, L-1.2 and
1-1.3, attached with this letter. Should this concept be acceptable to the Board and Staff, it will be
incorporated into the final Site Plans.
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Comment: Provide alternative plans for designs/murals for the large blank wall on the north side of the
parking garage.

Response: The project proposes to create a 70’ x 110 historic waterfront mural on the north wall of the
garage that reflects multiple schooners in Casco Bay in front of Fort Georges.

Comments and Responses — Planning Staff

In addition to the Public Comment, Riverwalk, LLC and its design team has received written comments
from Planning Staff regarding the design of the project. With regard to comments listed in the memo to

the Planning Board from Planning Staff dated February 2, 2006, we have listed each comment with a
corresponding response.

Comment: Any discussion on design would be served by the future provision of:

Model(s) showing massing of the structures in relation to their context;

Larger scaled colored renderings of the project showing a higher level of detail;
Measured drawings and elevations;

Provision of materials, samples and detail specifications;

Provision of architectural detailing and articulation, particularly at the pedestrian
level;

Larger scaled elevations of the Longfellow Residences and Retail building; and

7. Building fagades along Fore Street, with particular attention to the main entrances,
parking entrances and service entrances.

G e

a

Response: 1. Models have not been created for the project; however, highly detailed renderings
showing the project from all sides including street level views have been created and
are attached as part of this submittal.

2. Larger scaled colored renderings with a high level of detail have been created and
are included as part of this submittal.

3. Measured drawings and elevations have been included as part of this submittal.

4. Material samples for key exterior finishes shall be presented to the Board at the next
workshop. Samples presented at Workshop will be accompanied with material
specifications.

5 Street level color renderings have been produced to provide “pedestrian level” views
of the building materials and finishes, the landscaping and the view corridors at
many locations around the project.

6. Large scale (247x 36”) elevations of the Longfellow Residences and Retail Building
have been created and are included with this submittal.

7. The building facades along Fore Street are displayed through highly detailed
renderings included as part of this submittal.

Comment: Longfellow Residences and Grand Trunk Building — B-6 Zone:
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Response: 1.

The articulation of the massing of the overall structure needs to be shown in better
detail;

The opportunity to maximize the permeability through the site should be explored;
The elimination of the valet parking area in favor of a parking lane should be
explored;

The fagade of the building at Fore Street, and its main entrance should be shown in
detail;

The building edge along Commercial Street Extension should be extended;

Further design resolution and details are needed for the one story building elements
that frame the garden courtyard and serve as entrances to the health spa and
restaurant. At the least, these building elements should extend to the sidewalk in
order to form a more solid street wall, and should have entrances that are oriented to
Commercial Street Extension; and

Details of the proposed skywalk between the Longfellow Residences building and the
Grand Trunk Building need to be provided.

Highly detailed color renderings and elevations of The Longfellow Residences and
Retail along with the Grand Trunk building have been created and are included as
part of this submittal.

Refer to Section 15 of the Site Plan Application (appended to this letter) for the
Project’s compliance with the Eastern Waterfront Design Guideline entitled “Open
Space and the Public Realm”. This section addresses the Project’s compliance with
guidelines related to Internal Open Space, Internal/External  Interplay and
Passageways.

The valet area has been revisited and a design has been resubmitted as part of the
amended Landscaping plans (L-1.1, L-1.2 and L-1.3) that are attached with this
letter. The redesigned of the valet area offers a design that is more in line with
Planning Staff’s request for a parking lane configuration.

The color renderings and elevations attached with this letter provide a detailed view
of the fagade of the building at Fore Street.

The building has been designed in a manner that welcomes guests into a large
courtyard area, acting as a center point of the development and providing an ideal
area for residents, public and patrons of the restaurant, shops and spa to intermingle
in a space open to Portland’s waterfront. T} he open courtyard area is essential in
providing the maximum amount of waterfront view perimeter for the inner
condominiums located on the second through six floors. As such, the building edge
cannot be extended along the Commercial Street without significantly compromising
the development’s overall design goals. The development, as proposed, provides a
design that eliminates the all too common driveway and open surface parking
entrances seen along Commercial Street, from India Street east {0 Custom House
Street, and offers an open air courtyard area as a safer solution, benefiting public
pedestrians, patrons of the development and residents alike.

The entrances to the one story elements that frame the garden courtyard are oriented
to face Commercial Street Extension. The landscaping and surface finish of the
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7.

sidewalk in this area will provide direction to pedestrians passihg along the street
fromt.

The skywalk between the Longfellow Residences and the Grand Trunk Building has
been further detailed and is shown in the renderings and elevations submitted with
this letter.

Comment: Office B-5 Zone

1.

Response: 1.

The fagade design of the office building appears to be detailed in a manner that is
horizontal in orientation. In keeping with the urban context, consideration should be
made to further accentuate the vertical column and/or provide other vertical
articulation.

More information is requested on the building entrance and its orientation to the
street;

More information is requested on the proposed first floor retail/commercial
storefronts;

More information is requested on the proposed building materials; and

More information is requested on the “green roof” system.

Additional vertical elements have been added at the street corner and highlighted all
the verticals with a darker contrasting red copper material.

Renderings and elevations that provide a greater level of detail related to the
building entrance are provided as an atiachment to this letter. The main enirance fo
both the reiail spaces and the offices is located at the corner of India and Fore
Streets.

Renderings and elevations that provide a greater level of detail related to the first
floor vetail and commercial storefronts are provided as an attachment to this letter.
Access to retail spaces will be from the main corner entrances. This is necessary
because of the nearly 4’ change in grade along the India Street building frontage.
Renderings and elevations that provide a greater level of detail related to the
building materials have been provided as an attachment to this letter. Building
material samples specific to key exterior finishes shall be presented at the next
Workshop.

The “green roof” system is no longer part of the project. A white reflective roofing
has been substituted to increase the energy efficiency of the building and reduce the
heat island effect.

Comment: Parking Garage — B-5b Zone

1.
2.

3.

More information is requested on propose building materials, and the “green screen”
More information is requested on the “super graphic” on the back of the building;
and

More information is requested on the design of the first floor and mezzanine retail
space.
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Response: 1. Renderings and elevations that provide a greater level of detail related to the

building materials have been provided as an attachment to this letter. Building
material samples specific to key exterior Sfinishes shall be presented at the next
Workshop. : o

The project proposes creating a 70” x 110" historic waterfront mural on the north
wall of the garage that reflects multiple schooners in Casco Bay in front of Fort
Georges.

Renderings and elevations that provide a greater level of detail related to the first
floor and mezzanine retail space have been provided as an attachment to this letter.

We look forward to continuing our work with your office and the Planning Board on this project. Please
do not hesitate to contact Woodard & Curran if you have any questions or comments.

Sincerely,

WOODARD & CURRAN INC.

IS

David Senus, PE
Project Engineer

DAS/
203555.05

Enclosures: -

Table of Contents, 9 copies
Landscaping Plans (L-1.1, 1.2 and L-1.3), 9 copies

Longfellow Residences and Retail Building
. Six full size elevations (AE.1-AE.6), 9 copies
. Seven reduced size plans- title sheet & floor plans (T1.1 & AP.1-AP.8), 9 copies
+  Seven reduced size plans- elevations and sections (AE.1-AE.6 & AS.1), 9 copies
«  Fifteen color renderings (117 x 177), 9 copies

25 India Street Office and Retail Building and Ocean Gateway Garage
. TFour full size elevations (A201 Offices, A201 Garage, A202 Garage & A903
Garage Retail), 9 copies
«  TFour reduced elevations (A201 Offices, A201 Garage, A202 Garage & A903
Garage Retail), 9 copies
.  Ten color renderings (117 x 177), 9 copies

Ocean Gateway Garage Roof Photometric Plan, 9 copies
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- Traffic Impact Study for The Longfellow at Ocean Gateway by Gorrill-Palmer
Consulting Engineers, dated March 2006, 9 copies
- Letter from the Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife to Woodard & Curran
reviewing the project for Significant Habitat and Rare, Threatened or Endangered
Species, dated January 13, 2006, 9 copies
. Section 15 — Conformance with the Master Plan for Redevelopment of the Eastern

Waterfront and the Design Guidelines for the Eastern Waterfront, 9 copies

cc: Drew Swenson, Riverwalk, LLC

41 Hutchins Drive 8§ Portiand, Maine 04102 & 207-774-2112 1 207-774-6635 (Fax) 1 1-800-426-4262 & www.woodardcurran.com



Memorandum
Department of Planning and Development
Planning Division

To: Chair Beal and Members of the Portland Planning Board
From: Bill Needelman, Senior Planner

Date: March 31, 2006

Re: Longfellow at Ocean Gateway Project

Vicinity of India Street, Fore Street, Hancock Street, Middle Street, and
Commercial Street.

Riverwalk, LLC, Applicant

April 4, 2006 Workshop

1. Introduction:

Riverwalk, LLC, developers of the project, request a second workshop to further describe
the project to the Board and to continue the formal review process. It is envisioned,
given the size and complexity of the site and program, that a minimum of one additional
workshop will be required, currently scheduled for April 11. The applicants ask that the
Planning Board hold a public hearing on April 25.

The Board has been provided with a substantial amount of new information for review at
the April 4 meeting. Given the volume of material, only new or revised material has been
included with the attachments. The total packet of information will be re-assembled for
the final report. If Planning Board members would like additional copies of previously
submitted material, please request these documents at any time.

The material provided and the review included in this memo concentrate on the traffic
and parking for the project and the architectural design. The project description and
background sections found below have been excerpted and updated from the previous
workshop on February 7.

It is anticipated that the April 11workshop will concentrate on the civil engineering
aspects of the project and resolving issues raised at this workshop.

Scope of Review:
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Zoning: The site is located in both the B-6 and B-5b zones.

Site Plan and Subdivision: ~ The project will be reviewed for conformance with the Site
Plan and Subdivision Ordinances.

Traffic: The project requires a Traffic Movement Permit to be issued under the
City’s delegated review authority.

Historic Preservation: Portions of the project are located in the Waterfront
Historic Preservation District requiring review by the Historic Preservation (HP) Board
under the standards for alteration of historic structures and for new construction. The
Planning Board will review those portions of the project that are located outside of, but
within 100 feet of, the HP district under Site Plan Standard 14-526 (18), the so-called
“not in congruous standard.” City legal staff will provide additional clarification on how
the Board should review the project with regards to Historic Preservation.

Previous Review: Portions of the site are included within the scope of the
Ocean Gateway site plan. Accordingly, the Longfellow project constitutes an
amendment to the Ocean Gateway Site Plan at the local level, as well as an amendment to
the Ocean Gateway Site Location of Development permit with the State DEP. A revised
Ocean Gateway site plan has been provided and is included in Attachment E.

Comprehensive Plan: Finally, the applicant’s agreement with the City for
purchase of a major portion of the site includes a provision recognizing the City’s goals
as expressed in the Comprehensive Plan. The applicable comprehensive plan elements
include the Eastern Waterfront Master Plan and its associated Design Guidelines.
Additionally, as a subdivision, the Board is required to find that the project “is in
conformance with the land development plan or its successor;” 14-497 (a)(9). Please
note that current elements of the Comprehensive Plan are the successor to the “land
development plan.” The applicant has provided a narrative addressing the design review
suggested by the applicable Comprehensive Plan elements and the City’s Urban
Designer, Carrie Marsh, has prepared a review memo in Attachment 20.

Design and Review Team

Applicant: Riverwalk, LLC, Drew Swenson, Principal
Design Team:
Engineering — Woodard and Curran Engineers, Barry Sheff, P.E. and David
Senus, P.E.
Architecture - Scott Simons, Garage and Office Structure
The Architectural Team, Inc., Residences and Retail
Traffic - Gorrill Palmer Engineers, Tom Gorrill
City Reviewing Engineer.  Deluca Hoffman Engineers, Steve Bushey, P.E.
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2. Site and Development Description

Site Description:
The total building site encompasses 2.92 acres of land located on four parcels split
between two city blocks in the Eastern Waterfront District.

Southerly block - The block located east of India Street, south of Fore Street, west of
Hancock Street (extension), and north of Commercial Street (extension) includes 1.62
acres of project site split between two parcels. The applicant has a purchase and sale
agreement with the City of Portland over 1.06 acres that previously was included in the
Ocean Gateway project site. Previously designed as a gravel parking lot, the City parcel
was the subject of a recent request for proposals for development with Riverwalk, LLC
being the selected developer. The City parcel has been combined with a .56 acre parcel
at 1 India Street. Currently occupied by the former administrative building for the Grand
Trunk Railroad (now Turner Barker Insurance), the 1 India Street parcel is included in
the City’s Waterfront Historic District. A portion of the 1 India Street parcel is subject to
an easement with the City and will be incorporated into the expanded Commercial Street
right of way. The balance of this block is comprised of the Portland Water District pump
station parcel.

The southerly block is entirely located within the newly established B-6 zone and is
subject to a maximum 65 foot building height restriction.

Northerly Block - The block east of India Street, north of Fore Street, west of Hancock
Street (extension), and south of Middle Street includes 1.30 acres of project site located
on two parcels. The 0.11 acre parcel at 33 India Street currently houses the “Breakaway
Tavern” building, which is to be demolished. The larger 1.11 acre parcel located along a
Hancock Street extension between Middle and Fore Streets is currently part of the
Shipyard Brewery complex. The shipyard parcel is largely devoted to surface parking
along with two shed structures slated for removal. The balance of this block is owned
and occupied by the Miccuci’s grocery store at India and Middle Streets.

The northerly bock is entirely located within the B-5b zone and is subject also subject to
a maximum 65 foot building height restriction.

Project Description and Design Review

The total projected development includes over 530,000 square feet of new building area
making the Longfellow project one of the largest developments on the Portland peninsula

in recent memory. For comparison, the recently approved Westin Hotel project totals
470,000 square feet.

In addition to the updated visual material (rendered drawings, Attachment A, plans and
elevations, Attachment B), the applicant has provided two design related narratives for
the Board’s review: a response to previously drafted design comments by Carrie Marsh,
Urban Designer (included at the end of Attachment 1a), and a lengthy memo comparing
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the project against the Eastern Waterfront Master Plan and Design Guidelines
(Attachment 15.) Ms. Marsh’s updated design review is included in Attachment 20 and

contains a complete architectural description of the project (as revised from her previous
memo.)

In summary, the design of the project has been developed to sufficient degree to allow
adequate design review and in general appears to be moving in a direction consistent with
applicable standards and guideline documents. Two areas of concern remain: (1) The
lack of continuous street wall along the extended Commercial Street, and (2) A general
lack of prominence of pedestrian entrances along all street frontages.

As noted above, the Historic Preservation Board will also review elements of the project.
The project has had two workshops with the HP Board and the support memos from
those meetings are included as Attachment 17 for the Board’s information and additional
architectural description.

Southerly Block — The southerly block, described above, is proposed to hold the
residential core of the project, as well as the reuse of the 1 India Street building, within a
50,500 square ft footprint. The first floor of the southerly block includes retail,
restaurant, spa, lobby, and service space in a “u” shaped layout around private courtyard.
Additionally, there is a row of townhouse residential units set adjacent to India Street,
running parallel to the 1 India Street building. The majority of the southerly block will
be constructed above a sub-grade parking structure holding 75 parking spaces. Please
refer to the attached rendered plans for floor plan layouts and program delineation.
Attachment B shows the program layout of the southerly block.

Northerly Block. — The northerly block includes two separate structures: A six-story, 719
space parking garage set along Fore Street, and a five-story, 29,000 square foot
retail/office structure at the corner of Fore and India Streets.

Note on New Streets:

Please note that the parcel blocks described above are defined by new sections of public
streets — the Commercial Street and Hancock Street extensions. The Ocean Gateway
project, as designed and currently under way, will construct the southerly link in the
Hancock Street right of way between Fore and Commercial Street, as well as the
Commercial Street extension along the entire project site. These sections of public streets
include full utility infrastructure available for connection to private development. The
project will, however, be responsible for the installation of brick sidewalks adjacent to

the Longfellow project.

The project anticipates a further extension of Hancock Street north of Fore Street to its
intersection with the existing right of way at Middle Street. This portion of Hancock
Street is not part of the Ocean Gateway site and is to be developed by the City. The
property proposed for the northerly Hancock Street link is currently owned by the
Shipyard Brewery and is to be transferred to the City as part of the deal established with
the garage RFP.
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4. Circulation and Traffic

Circulation:
The project anticipates introducing new curb cuts into both of the blocks described above.

Southerly block: The southerly block is proposed to have two areas of primary vehicular
circulation: one on Fore Street and one on Commercial Street extension.

Fore Street shows a three-lane entrance adjacent to the pump station at the northwest
corner of the site. This entrance will provide ramped access to the lower level garage (in
and out) and a Fore Street level loading area (Please look to attachment B1.) Three
pedestrian entrances to the building are also located on Fore Street serving the
condominium lobby, administrative area and loading area.

Valet Parking: The Commercial Street side of the building shows a “valet plaza”
between the primary wings of the structure. This area previously showed two curb cuts
totaling in a +/-120 foot disruption in the sidewalk and a loss of potential on-street
parking. The revised plan shows a “bump in” to allow pick up, drop off and valet service
at the front of the building while being somewhat removed from the westerly flow of
traffic along the new Commercial Street. The valet area has room for three cars and is
further separated from Commercial Street traffic by a proposed cobble stone “rumble
strip” set flush within the pavement parallel with the west bound travel lane.

City Parking Manager, John Peverada has reviewed the application and has provided the
Board with a copy of the City’s valet parking policy (Attachment 21) and provides the
following comments:

1. Loading docks for retail space within the garage & for the condos?

2. Stairs are they adequately spaced per code and will they serve interest to
the north side of the project namely the proposed building to be built on
Middle St.?

3. What will happen to the existing on street parking on Middle St?

4. Will the current on street parking on Fore St. be moved to the south side
of the street abutting the condos?

5. On street parking on Hancock St. extension?

6. SNOW Dump for the garage is it adequate?
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7. Traffic circulation within the garage?

8. Valet per Public Safety Guidelines approved last year

The revision to the valet area is consistent with a design concept suggested for
exploration by the Planning Staff in the previous memo. In reviewing the plan,
Consulting Traffic Engineer, Tom Errico, provides comments that question the need fro
any change in the curb line, preferring to see a straight curb line with short-term parking
spot that could be used of valet use. Mr. Errico’s full comments are provided below.

Northerly Block: The northerly block is designed to have vehicle entrances from
both Fore Street and Middle Street. The primary vehicle entrance for the 719 space
garage is proposed for Middle Street. This entrance will need to be carefully planned
with the proposed entrance to the Village at Ocean Gate project across the street.

The Fore Street portion of the block is proposed to have a secondary vehicle entrance to
the garage and as well as an alley drive between the office structure and the garage. The
relationship between the planned and existing curbcuts on the southerly block will be
evaluated during the Traffic Permit review process. The Board should note that the Ocean
Gateway project is required to install a traffic signal at the Fore and India Street
intersection.

Pedestrian entrances for the northerly block are provided at both Fore Street corners of
the garage and at the Fore and India Street corner of the office building.

Brick sidewalks are to be provided along all street frontages.

Traffic:

The applicants have engaged Gorrill Palmer Engineers to produce a traffic management
plan for the project (Attachment 15a.) The applicant’s traffic summary anticipates that
the project will add 187 pm peak hour vehicular trips into the India Street area. Please
note that the cars parking in the proposed garage, which are not attributable to the project,
are not included in this number. The impacts of those cars will be assessed as part of
projects generating their use.

The City’s traffic engineering consultant, Tom Errico has provided the following
comments in review of the Gorrill Palmer Traffic Impact Study:

My initial comments (in consultation with Jim Carmody, City Transportation
Engineer) are noted below and are based upon the March 2006 Traffic Impact
Study prepared by Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc. and site plans
prepared by Woodard and Curran.
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e [Fore Street is proposed to have a width of 24 feet. The street should
probably have a minimum curb-to-curb width of approximately 28 feet.
Eric Labelle should be consulted for the appropriate width.

e | do not support the vehicle turn-out on Commercial Street. | would
suggest that the curb line remain tangential along Commercial Street and
the parking spaces have appropriate regulation that reflects the needs of
the development.

e The applicant should investigate the feasibility of providing a curb
extension on the northeast corner of the India Street/Commercial Street
intersection.

e The curb openings for the Pump Station at the corner of India Street and
Fore Street should be designed with “mountable” curbing, such that the
infrequent entry and exit maneuvers can occur. Because of the infrequent
volume, | would suggest that the curb-cut widths be minimized.

e Information should be provided as to the types of vehicles expected to use
the truck loading alley on Fore Street between the Parking Garage and the
Office Building. “Auto-Turn” vehicle template graphics should be provided
that illustrates the feasibility of the maneuvers.

e The curb-cut for the residential underground parking garage is very wide.
It is my understanding that this width is to accommodate entry and exit
movements from the garage and access to a truck loading facility. | would
suggest that the applicant consider pavement treatments that provide
delineation between the primary entry/exit lanes and the truck loading
lane.

e The applicant should provide information that the truck loading area in the
residential parking garage can support a WB-50 Tractor trailer.

e The primary parking garage exit onto Fore Street will be restricted to
right-turn movements only. The design of the facility should attempt to
incorporate features that physically prevent left-turn maneuvers.

e The applicant needs to provide a plan that illustrates the roadway
alignment features along Fore Street between the new section adjacent to
the project and the existing section east of Hancock Street.

e The applicant needs to provide a recommendation on the provision of on-
street parking on Middle Street between India Street and Hancock Street.

e The applicant will be expected to make a financial contribution to the
implementation of future improvements at the India Street/Middle Street
intersection.

e The applicant should provide “Auto-Turn” vehicle template graphics for all
right-turn movements at the Fore Street/Hancock, Middle Street/Hancock
Street, Commercial Street/Hancock Street and India Street/Commercial
Street intersections for Passenger Car, SU-30, and WB-50 vehicles types.

e Traffic impacts to the eastern promenade area inciuding Mountfort Street
has long been a concern associated with development activity in the
Eastern Waterfront area. This project should participate in a monitoring
program.
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e The Traffic Impact Study illustrates a significant number of trips turn right
from Middle Street onto India Street. It is unclear where these trips are
destined to. An explanation should be provided.

e | do not support the provision of a right-turn lane on Middle Street at India
Street. Loss of on-street parking spaces in this area should be minimized.

e The applicant should evaluate the feasibility of providing a multi-way stop
sign installation at the India Street/Middle Street intersection. The
applicant should assess whether the intersection meets MUTCD warrants
and assess queuing issues on India Street between Middle Street and
Fore Street.

e The trip generation calculations are based upon building areas that do not
match those provided in the body of the report. An explanation should be
provided.

e | do not fully endorse the adjustments included for traffic generation in the
traffic impact study. | support the concept of alternative journey-to-work
modes for urban developments, but in my professional opinion insufficient
information/research has been provided to make a definitive conclusion for
Portland. However, in my opinion the adjustment incorporated was
relatively minor and | do not believe the conclusions would change if no
adjustment was applied.

e The traffic impact study suggests that Travel Demand Management
techniques be incorporated, including Promotion of Public Transit,
Ridesharing Program, and provision of Bicycle Amenities. The applicant
should elaborate on these items and how they will be implemented.

5. Stormwater and Utilities

The stormwater and utility plans for the project are still in development and will be
reviewed in detail at a later workshop. A brief stormwater discussion is proved below as
an introduction.

Southerly Block — The stormwater flowing from the southerly block, as described
above, was previously accounted for in the Ocean Gateway site plan design. The site,
which is quite flat and largely impervious compact gravel, was provided with stormwater
collection and integrated into the new Commercial Street separated system. The
Commercial Street system is designed to flow through a stormwater treatment structure
prior to out letting into Portland Harbor. The current design provides a new storm line
directly into the new Commercial Street system in the area of the westerly wing of the
building.

Northerly Block - The northerly block, which is currently part of the Shipyard
complex, is entirely impervious surface exhibiting a southerly sheet flow into the
combined sewer at Fore Street. The submitted plan proposes to collect the stormwater
from the roof drains of the office and garage structures and route stormwater into the
Ocean Gateway system by way of the new Hancock Street extension.

O\PLAN\DEVREVW\Riverwalk EW\Pbm 4-4-06.doc -8-



Stormwater and other utility infrastructure will be reviewed in detail at the upcoming
April 11 workshop.

6. Ocean Gateway Amendments

Attachment E shows a revised Ocean Gateway site plan that removes the Riverwalk
(Longfellow) site from the transportation facility. Physically, the Ocean Gateway site is
otherwise unchanged. Board Members should note that during the completion of
construction documents, the Ocean Gateway plan did experience some minor
modifications from the plan that was approved by the Planning Board in May of 2005.

e The Receiving Station (the smaller building located near to Commercial Street)
has moved closer to the water, resulting in a wider sidewalk and pedestrian drop
off area between the station and the vehicle area.

e The Maine Narrow Gauge Railroad line has been changed to have a platform in
front of the Receiving Station.

e Street lighting has been modified to a revised fixture consistent with the Eastern
Prom Trail light.

e Sidewalks adjacent to the gravel parking lots north of Commercial Street have
been modified to bituminous material in anticipation of future redevelopment of
these sites (as seen with the subject property.)

Functionally, the project is anticipated to work as approved. The parking displaced by
the subject project is currently occupied by Auto Europe commercial tenants and the City
has the ability to relocate these spaces to the proposed garage, assuming the tenants so
desire. The City’s parking lease with Riverwalk, LLC. and a statement of parking
changes to the Ocean Gateway plan provided by City Marine Operations Manager, Ben
Snow, are included in Attachment 22.

O:\PLAN\DEVREV W\Riverwalk EW\Pbm 4-4-06.doc -9-



Attachments

New and revised material

la.
15a.
17.
18.
19.

MUORE >

Attachments previously submitted and to be re-incorporated into final review report:

Updated written statement

Traffic Impact Study

Historic Preservation Review memos (2-15-06, 3-22-06)

Fish and Wildlife Department letter of minimal impact (1-13-06)

Applicant’s narrative on compliance with Eastern Waterfront Master Plan and

Design Guidelines.
Updated Urban Design memo (3-31-06)
City Valet Parking Policy

City Parking Lease with Riverwalk, LLC and Parking Statement regarding Ocean

Gateway amendment.

Architectural Renderings

Architectural plan and elevation set, Southerly block (residential and retail)
Architectural elevations, Northerly block (office and garage)

Landscape plans (updated)

Civil engineering plans (updated)

Revised Ocean Gateway Siteplan

00NN R W

pod pd ok p ek pd ek
SU RN~

Development Description with Vicinity Maps

Development Project Area — Tab 1

Easements

Solid Waste

Utility Capacity and Off Site Facilities

Stormwater and Sedimentation Control (calculations omitted)
Construction Plan

State and Federal Permitting

Technical and Financial Capacity

Right, Title and Interest (including purchase and sale with the City)
Environmental and Historic Resources Statement

Electronic Submission

Solid Waste

Subdivision Statement

Traffic — preliminary information/request for Traffic Movement Permit
Letter from Woodard and Curran, utility updates
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Attachments

New and revised material

la. Updated written statement

15a. Traffic Impact Study

17. Historic Preservation Review memos (2-15-06, 3-22-06)

18. Fish and Wildlife Department letter of minimal impact (1-13-06)

19. Applicant’s narrative on compliance with Eastern Waterfront Master Plan and
Design Guidelines.

A. Architectural Renderings

Bl.  Architectural plan and elevation set, Southerly block (residential and retail)
B2 Architectural elevations, Northerly block (office and garage)

C. Landscape plans (updated, to be provided)

D. Civil engineering plans (updated, to be provided)

Attachments previously submitted and to be re-incorporated into final review report:

Development Description with Vicinity Maps

Development Project Area— Tab 1

Easements

Solid Waste

Utility Capacity and Off Site Facilities

Stormwater and Sedimentation Control (calculations omitted)
Construction Plan

State and Federal Permitting

Technical and Financial Capacity

Right, Title and Interest (including purchase and sale with the City)
Environmental and Historic Resources Statement

Electronic Submission

Solid Waste

Subdivision Statement

Traffic — preliminary information/request for Traffic Movement Permit
Letter from Woodard and Curran, utility updates
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WOODARD & CURRAN CORPORATE OFFICES: Maine, Massachusetts,

_— . o ) New Hampshire, New York, Connecticut, Florida
Engineering » Science : Operations Operational offices throughout the U.S.

April 5, 2006

Bill Needelman
City of Portland
389 Congress Street
Portland, ME 04101

Re: The Longfellow at Ocean Gateway
Major Site Plan Review - Additional Information

Dear Bill:

On behalf of Riverwalk, LLC, we are submitting additional information in support of the Major Site Plan
and Subdivision Application for The Longfellow at Ocean Gateway, originally submitted December 16,
2005, to be used in Planning Board review. These documents were prepared in accordance with Chapter
14, Land Use, of the Code of Ordinances of the City of Portland, Maine, and meet the applicable sections
of the City of Portland, Maine Technical and Design Standards and Guidelines adopted September 1987,
last amended March 2000. The additional information that follows has been organized by section within
the Application.

Section 1 — Development Description

Section 1.5 — Attachmenits:

A full sized Utility Plan (C201) was submitted with the original application on December 16, 2005. Since
that time, design has progressed with the internal building plumbing, providing a better indication of
utility service locations. In addition, revisions to the originally submitted stormwater management plan
have resulted in a number of changes to the Utility Plan. Please find enclosed five (5) full size copies of a
revised Utility Plan. Please replace the following sheets within Attachment A of the Application:

o (€201 Utility Plan with enclosed C201 Utility Plan

Please find enclosed fifteen (15) reduced size copies of the Utility Plan (117x17”). Please include the
following sheets within Attachment A of the Application:

o Reduced size C201 Utility Plan

Section 6 — Stormwater Management

The Stormwater Management section of the Application, as submitted with the original Application in
December, was developed under a scenario where all of the stormwater falling on the development north
of Fore Street would be collected and conveyed into the combined sewer in Fore Street. The Fore Street
combined sewer conveys stormwater into a combined sewer in India Street, which passes through the

Regulator Station at Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) #23 and eventually into the India Street Pump
Station.

Since that time, the Applicant has taken a proactive approach to design a scenario that minimizes the
amount of stormwater entering the combined sewer system. The revised Section 6 - Stormwater

41 Hutchins Drive & Portland, Maine 04102 & 207-774-2112 & 207-774-6635 (Fax) 8§ 1-800-426-4262 & www.woodardcurran.com
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Engineering : Science : Operations

Bill Needelman, City of Portland
April 5, 2006
Page 2 of 6

Management, enclosed, proposes to collect and convey stormwater falling on the area north of Fore Street
and east of the 25 India Street Office Building to the separated storm drain system in Hancock Street.

We understand the section of Hancock Street between Fore Street and Middle Street will be constructed
by the City of Portland as a condition of the Purchase and Sale Agreement with the Applicant, Riverwalk,
LLC. The design of utility connections for the Ocean Gateway Garage is predicated on storm and
sanitary sewer mains being constructed by the City of Portland in Hancock Street. Hancock Street
between Fore Street and the extension of Commercial Street is currently under contract to be constructed
as part of the Ocean Gateway project.

The design of the Hancock Street storm drain system, as part of Ocean Gateway, provided for additional
capacity within the system. Hydraulic capacity of the stormdrain system was analyzed and can
accommodate the 25-year storm event runoff from The Longfellow project. The Hancock Street storm
drain conveys storm flow into the storm drain in Commercial Street Extension; which is also under
contract to be constructed as part of Ocean Gateway. This separate system then passes through a
stormwater treatment unit, rated by the Maine Department of Environmental Protection to provide 60%
removal of Total Suspended Solids (TSS) from the stormwater flow. The storm drain system and the
treatment unit are both capable of handing the 25 year storm flow.

The revised Section 6 — Stormwater Management, enclosed, reflect the revisions described above.
Included with Section 6 are associated attachments and the Pre- and Post-Development Stormwater Plans,
Figures 6.1 and 6.2, respectively. Five copies (5) of revised Section 6, associated attachments and figures
are enclosed. - Please replace the following sections and figures within your application:

«  Section 6 — Stormwater Management and associated Figures 6.1 and 6.2 within your Application
with Section 6*, associated attachments and Figures 6.1 and 6.2 enclosed.

*The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan submitted with the original Application has not changed and therefore has not been
resubmitted. Please keep the original Erosion and Sediment Control Plan in Section 6 of the Application.

Please find enclosed fifteen (15) reduced size copies of Figures 6.1 and 6.2. Please include the following
sheets within Attachment A of the Application:

« Reduced size Figure 6.1 — Pre-Development and Figures 6.2 — Post Development Stormwater
Plans

In addition, Woodard & Curran, Inc. is pleased to respond to the review comments made by Tom Errico
of Wilbur-Smith Associates, and Jim Carmody, City Transportation Engineer as included in the “Traffic”
section of the City’s Planning Board Staff report dated March 31, 2006. For ease of review, each
comment has been repeated in italics, followed by our response.

‘Comment — Fore Street is proposed to have a width of 24 feet. The street should probably have a

minimum curb-to-curb width of approximately 28 feet. Eric Labelle should be consulted for the
appropriate width.

Response — At the Planning Board Workshop on April 4, 2006, you stated that Eric Labelle, City
Engineer had been consulted with regard to the comment and deemed the 24-foot street width acceptable.
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Comment — / do not support the vehicle turn-out on Commercial Street. 1 would suggest that the curb
line remain tangential along Commercial Street and the parking spaces have appropriate regulation that
reflects the needs of the development. ’

Response — At the Planning Board Workshop on April 4, 2006, several alternative configurations were
presented to the Board. It is worth noting that the vehicle turn-out and rumble strip presented by the
Applicant does not impact the traveled way and is located within the street right-of-way; the turn-out best
meets the programmatic needs of the project and we look forward to continued dialog with the Board and
Staff regarding this matter. We similarly heard supporting comments from the Board members for the
plan as submitted.

Comment — The applicant should investigate the feasibility of providing a curb extension on the
northeast corner of the India Street/Commercial Sireet intersection.

Response — A curb extension is not feasible in that location, refer to Turning Movement Figure 2A.

Comment — The curb openings for the Pump Station at the corner of India Street and Fore Street should
be designed with “mountable” curbing, such that the infrequent entry and exil maneuvers can 0CCur.
Because of the infrequent volume, I would suggest that the curb-cut widths be minimized.

Response — On April 5, 2006, Woodard & Curran and the Applicant met with the Portland Water District
(PWD) to discuss these recommendations. Portland Water District stated that the India Street Pumping
Station is visited by PWD staff daily (not as infrequent as it may seem) and, they are amenable to the use
of mountable curbing at their entrances. We shall revise the Grading Plan accordingly.

Comment — Information should be provided as to the types of vehicles expected to use the truck loading
alley on Fore Street between the Parking Garage and the Office Building. “Auto-Turn” vehicle template
graphics should be provided that illustrates the feasibility of the maneuvers.

Response — We anticipate the truck loading alley will be utilized by delivery vehicles (passenger cars and
box trucks) and solid waste haulers; we have modeled the turning movements based upon the more
conservative AASHTO SU vehicle. Refer to Turning Movement Figure 2.

Comment — The curb-cut for the residential underground parking garage is very wide. It is my
understanding that this width is to accommodate entry and exit movements from the garage and access 1o
a truck loading facility. Iwould suggest that the applicant consider pavement ireatments that provide
delineation between the primary entry/exit lanes and the truck loading lane.

Response — We concur with the recommendation and will review the use of varied surface treatments and
striping as a means to better define and delineate the lanes. We shall revise the Grading Plan accordingly.
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Comment — The applicant should provide information that the truck loading area in the residential
parking garage can support a WB-50 Tractor trailer.

Response — The truck loading area at the residential garage has been designed to support the AASHTO
WB-50 vehicle. Please refer to Turning Movement Figure 1.

Comment — The primary parking garage exit onto Fore Street will be restricted to right-turn movements

only. The design of the facility should attempt to incorporate features that physically prevent lefi-turn
maneuvers.

Response — We concur with the recommendation and will review the use of varied surface treatments and
curbing to better define the right-turn only movement. We shall revise the Grading Plan accordingly.

Comment — The applicant needs to provide a plan that illustrates the roadway alignment features along
Fore Street between the new section adjacent to the project and the existing section east of Hancock
Street.

Response — We shall prepare and provide the requested plan under separate transmittal for review and
comment.

Comment — The applicant needs to provide a recommendation on the provision of on-street parking on
Middle Street between India Street and Hancock Street.

Response — Please refer to letter from Gorrill-Palmer to you, dated April 4, 2006 for response to
Comment (#1).

Comment — The applicant will be expected to make a financial contribution to the implementation of
future improvements at the India Street/Middle Street intersection.

Response — Please refer to letter from Gorrill-Palmer to you, dated April 4, 2006 for response to
Comment (#2).

Comment — The applicant should provide “Auto-Turn” vehicle template graphics for all right-turn
movements at the Fore Street/Hancock, Middle Street/Hancock Street, Commercial Street/Hancock Street
and India Street/Commercial Street intersections for Passenger Car, SU-30, and WB-50 vehicles types.

Response — We have completed the “Auto-Turn” templates for each of the AASHTO design vehicles
requested. Please refer to the attached Turning Movement Figures 2A-2C for India/Commercial; Figures
3A-3C for Commercial/Hancock; Figures 4A-4C for Fore/Hancock; and Figures 5A-5C Middie/Hancock.

Woodard & Curran, Inc. is also pleased to respond to the review comments made the City Parking
Manager, John Peverada as included in the “Circulation” section of the City’s Planning Board Staff report
dated March 31, 2006. For ease of review, each comment has been repeated in italics, followed by our
response.
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Comment — Loading docks for retail space within the garage & for the condos?

Response — A 13°-5” wide service alley has been provided alongside the Ocean Gateway Garage,
between the garage structure and the 25 India Street Offices to provide access to service and delivery
trucks. The garage on its own, however, does not warrant the need for loading docks. Future retail space
proposed along the Fore Street side of the garage does not suit retail tenants that would have the need for
a loading dock. Additionally, sufficient room does not exist for siting a loading dock on the retail space

side of the garage without compromising retail space, garage space and adding additional curb cuts on
Fore Street.

The Longfellow Residences and Retail building provides a truck entrance and interior loading dock area
to serve the building’s restaurant and retail space. Access to this loading dock is located at the northwest
corner of the building, through the Fore Street curb cut. Please refer to Street Level Plan (AP.2) within
the 117x17” floor plans in Attachment A of the Application.

Comment — Stairs are they adequately spaced per code and will they serve interest to the north side of
the project namely the proposed building to be built on Middle St.?

Response — Stairs at the Fore Street corners of the Ocean Gateway Garage have been provided and
spaced per code, the analysis of which can be provided upon request. With regard to access to Middle
Street, a sidewalk has been provided along the west side of the Middle Street Garage Entrance.

Comment — What will happen to the existing on street parking on Middle St?

Response — Please refer to letter from Gorrill-Palmer to you, dated April 4, 2006 for response to
Comment (#1).

Comment — Will the current on street parking on Fore St. be moved to the south side of the street
abutting the condos?

Response — Yes, please refer to Plan C200 — Grading Plan.
Comment — On street parking on Hancock St. extension?
Response — We anticipate total of seven parallel parking spaces on the (extension) of Hancock Street to

be constructed by the City of Portland between Fore Street and Middle Street. That section of Hancock

Street will be designed separately by Woodard & Curran under contract with the City’s Department of
Public Works.
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Comment — SNOW Dump for the garage is it adequate?

Response — Please refer to the letter to Bill Needelman dated March 14, 2006, Major Site Plan Review —
Additional Information. Page 7 of the letter provides a snow removal narrative.

Comment — Traffic circulation within the garage?

Response — Please refer to “Longfellow Garage Plans” provided in Attachment A of the original
application submission. These plans provide traffic circulation arrows for each floor of the garage.

Comment — Valet per Public Safety Guidelines approved last year

Response — Please refer to the response to comment (see page 3 of this Jetter) received from Tom Errico,
Wilbur-Smith and Jim Carmody, City Transportation Engineer regarding the proposed vehicle turn-out.

We hope that this adequately addresses comments received to date and provides the additional
information necessary for the Board and Staff to continue its review of the project. We look forward to
continuing our work with your office and the Planning Board on this project. Please do not hesitate to
contact either of us at 774-2112 if you have any questions or comments.

Sincerely,
WOODARD & CURRAN INC.

David Senus, PE Barry Sheff, PE
Project Engineer Project Manager
DAS/djt

203555.05

Enclosures: - Full Size Utility Plan — C201, 5 copies
- Reduced Size Utility Plan — C201 (117x177), 15 copies
- Section 6 — Stormwater Management, including associated attachments and full size
Figures 6.1 and 6.2, 5 copies

- Reduced Size Stormwater Management Figures 6.1 and 6.2 (117x177), 15 copies
- Turning Movement Figures 1, 2A-2C, 3A-3C, 4A-4C, 5A-5C (117x177), 15 copies

ce: Drew Swenson, Riverwalk, LLC

o
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6. STORMWATER MANAGEMENT
6.1 O\/ERVIEW |
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- The Eastem Waterfront Development prOJect comprises three distinct components, an o 1ce \)uﬂdmg at
~thé comer of Fore and India Streets, a parking garage on the northwest side of Fore Street between India
* Street and the proposed Hancock Street extension, and a mixed-use complex that will inchude residential

condominiums, retail shops, a restaurant and subsurface parking, inland from Commercial Street between

India and Hancock Streets. Each aspect of the pI‘O_]eCt is further explained and mdlcated on site plans in
' Sectlon 1 of this apphcatlon

oThe site consists of four lots, three of which are privately owned and one City owned, occupying a total
area of approximately 2.92 acres. The current use of the proposed development site is primarily surface
parking with a few small commercial (storage/restaurant/lounge/office) and residential buildings. Use of
the properties adjacent to. the development site include manufacturing, restaurant/lounge, governmental

and multi- and single-family res1dent1a1 A copy of Sheet C- 101 Exrstmg Site Plan is attached in Section
1 of this apphcatron

6. 2 SITE CHANGES

Bulldmgs and structures to be constructed include three bulldmgs with a combined footprmt of
approximately 85,100 square feet. The proposed mixed-use complex will incorporate the existing Grand
Trunk Building. The other two proposed buildings are a parking garage and professional office building.
An open-air plaza is proposed in the center of the condominium portion of the mixed-use complex.
Landscaping totaling about 0.34 acres is proposed in and around proposed structures. ’

"Table 6.1 indicates the changes in 1mperv1ous surfaces on the site as a result of the proposed pIOJeot

Table 6.1: lmpervrous Area Summary

Total Area (acres) | Impervious Area Percent
‘ (acres) Impervious (%)
Pre-Development 292 2.92. 100.0
| Post-Development 2.92 . 2.58 . 884
CHANGE 0.00 034 -11.6

6.3 STORMWATER MANAGEMENT DESIGN

- Currently, the entire area of the site located to the north of Fore Street is collected in catch basins and
dlscharged to the City of Portland combined sewer. The runoff joins the municipal wastewater flow and
is piped to the India Street Pump Station and then pumped to the East End Wastewater Treatment Plant.
During large rain events, when capacity of the mumelpal combined (sanitary and storm) sewer is

Riverwalk; LLC (203555.05) 6-1
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exceeded, the combined sewer overflow (#23) is actlvated at.the foot of Indla Street and dlscharges to
~ Casco Bay occur.

A small portion of the project area betwleen Fore Street and Commercial Street also drains to the City of

Portland combined sewer. This area is located nearest India Street. The majority of the area between 7

Fore Street and Commercial Street drains to the east onto the adjacent Ocean Gateway site before
“discharging into the Fore River. Presently, apprommately 51% of the proposed site dlscharges
stormwater runoff to the combined sewer.

As a result of the proposed project, all of the area ‘between Fore Street and Commercial Street will
discharge into the stormwater collection system along Hancock Street (currently under construction as
part of the Ocean Gateway Project). Runoff from the Parking Garage and the adjacent landscaped areas

will be discharged to the stormwater collection system along the connection between the two segments of
Hancock Street (to be constructed by the City adjacent to the proposed project). Only the proposed office
building at 25 India Street will continue to discharge runoff into the combined sewer. As a result of the
proposed project, area dlschargmg to the combined sewer is reduced to only about 14%.

Durmg des1gn of the Ocean Gateway project, the proposed storm drain system and outfall were des1gned
to hydraulically accommodate additional flows that could be anticipated from future build-out of the area.
An evaluation was performed to determine whether the additional capacity designed into the Ocean
Gateway project could accommodate stormwater discharge from the project site. The development will
result in a peak runoff rate of 25.51 cfs at the Ocean Gateway stormwater treatment unit to which it will
flow (designated as Stormwater Treatment Unit 2 in the Ocean Gateway construction documents), which
exceeds the published capacity. However, the vendor was contacted and provided confirmation that the
anticipated flow rate will not present problems with stormwater treatment or- surchargmg of the system.
A copy of this evaluation has been attached to this section.

6.3.1 Applicable Stan.dards

The latest version of the MeDEP Chapter 500: Stomiwater Manegement (MeDEP Chapter 500) was
consulted to determine the standards to which the proposed project must be designed. More than one acre

- of area will be disturbed during construction of the project; therefore, some level of stormwater permitting
is requlred

Paragraph 13 of Chapter 500 states that "[n]ew construction on an impervious area created prior to July 1,
1997 is not counted when determining the amount of impervious area on a parcel." Because the entire
site is impervious (gravel parking, concrete, pavement and buildings), and has been since before July 1,
1997, the: proposed project will not create any impervious surface.. Further, there will be less than 5 acres
of developed area. Therefore, the proposed project qualifies for a Stormwater Permit by Rule.

The standards from Chapter 500 that could be considered applicable to the project are: 4A, “Basic
Standard” because more than one acre will be disturbed; and 5E “Discharge to Public Storm Sewer
System” because a portion of the development will discharge runoff to the City of Portland combined
sewer system. An Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan has been prepared to address the Basic
Standards and is attached to this section. The City and PWD were contacted to get approval to continue
discharging runoff to the combined sewer at the same time that the two entities were contacted to obtain
sewer capacity letters. These letters and all responses have been attached to Section 5 of this Application.

Riverwalk, LLC (203555.05) 6-2 : . "Woodard & Curran
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The City of Portland Technical -and Desxgn Standards and Guidelines (City Standards) Sectlon V-
Stormwater Management Standards states that all developments must comply with the standards set forth
in MeDEP Chapter 500 as discussed above. Additionally, the standards state that pre-development pea.k
runoff rates from the site must be. maintained, though it is unclear whether this requirement will remain-
once the City has amended its standards to more-closely reflect the updated MeDEP Chapter 500. -As a
~ result, the project will be designed to comply with Section 'V of the City Standards to the extent that
MeDEP Chapter 500 can still be met. Should occasion arise were the two sets of standards conflict,
MeDEP Chapter 500 will govern. :

6.3.2 Stormweter Quantity Calculations

" The intent of this section is to address the effects of site runoff from a proposed development project on
the local watershed. The stormwater modeling presented herein compares the ex1st1ng site conditions
with the proposed site condmons (pre-development and post-development)

Stormwater modeling - was done’ using the HydroCAD Stormwater Modellng System by Apphed
Microcomputer Systems. HydroCAD uses TR20 runoff calculation methodology The computation
sheets resultmg from the models are attached at the end of this section. '

The runoff curve numbers (RCN) for the subcatchments have been computed using the TRS55
“methodology. The subcatchments were divided based on land use and acreage measurements were used
to compute a We1ghted (compos1te) RCN.

The time of concentration (Tc) paths for the subcatchments were selected to represent the most
‘hydrologically remote point of the watershed. The Tc paths are shown respectively on the Pre-
Development and Post-Development Stormwater Plans. “ Note that the Tc computations contain time
calculations using TR55 sheet flow, shallow concentrated flow equations, and circular channel (pipe).

Soils information used in the computations was obtained from the Soil Survey of Cumberland County.
Maine, USDA Soil Conservation Service (SCS Survey). Although the majority of the site lies on land
- made up of fill material, the soil surrounding the project site is Hinckley gravelly sandy loam, Hydrologic
Soils Group (HSG) “A”. As such, HSG “A” was used to model the project site. Subsurface
investigations were conducted for the site, but the accompanying Geotechnical Report is not yet- -available.
Once available, the report will be referenced to confirm the use of HSG “A” and a copy will be provided

to the C1ty :

For this project, the 2-, 10-, and 25-year return frequency storms of 24-hour duration were analyzed. A
Type III rainfall d1str1but10n was applied to these storms. The 2-, 10-, and 25-year 24-hour precipitation
measurements (3.0 inch, 4.7 inch, and 5.5 mch respectlvely) were taken from Appendix D of the BMPs.

1

6.3.21 Pre-DeveIopment Condition

To model the project, the existing site was separated into multiple drainage area subcatchments.
Subcatchments 1X through 5X represent the Pre-Development conditions. These subcatchments are
depicted in Figure.6.1 attached to this section. Subcatchments 1X and 2X represent the area of the project
to the north of Fore Street. Subcatchments 3X through 5X represent the pomons of the project south of
Fore Street.

Riverwalk, LLC (203555.05) é-3 Woodard‘ & Curran
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The stormwater collection system, currently under construction as part of the Ocean Gateway project, has
been included in the Pre-Development using Reaches. Reaches RC and RC2 represent the stormwater
.collection system along the extension of Commercial Street. Reaches RH1 and RH2 represent the
stormwater collection system along the extension of Hancock Street.

Two study po’mts have been identified at the site for the purpose of quantity modeling, represented by
Reaches FR and CS. Reach FR is used to quantify the amount of runoff that flows from the site to an
adjacent parcel without any true collection, and ultimately into the Fire River. Reach CS is used to
quantify the runoff that flows into the City of Portland combined sewer.

~The-Pre-DeVelopment Stormwater Plan drawing, attached to this section, depiéts the subcatchments,
reaches, and time of concentration paths utilized in the model.

6.3.2.2 Post-Development Condltlon '

For the. proposed condltlons Subcatchments 1AP, 1BP, 2P, 3P, 4P, 5AP, 5BP and 5CP define the Post-

‘Development subcatchments. These subcatchments are depicted in Figure 6.2 attached to this section.
The subcatchments have been numbered to roughly correspond to similarly named Pre-Development
subcatchments. Reach RUH has been added, representing the additional stormwater collection system
along the connection between the two segments of- Hancock Street (to be constructed by the City adjacent
to the proposed project). The same two Study Points identified in the Pre-Development condition have
also been included in the Post-Development condition in order to compare runoff. The Post-Development
Stormwater Plan is attached at the end of this section, depicting the subcatchments reaches, ponds, and
time of concentratlon paths utilized in the model. .

- 6.3.2.3 Summary

Peak runoff values calculated for the Pre-Development and Post-Development conditions are listed in
Table 6.2. The peak discharge to the Combined Sewer does not occur exactly at the same point in time as
the peak discharge to the Fore River. The “TOTAL” peak discharge is the peak discharge associated with
a particular point in time, and therefore is not simply the sum of the Combined Sewer and Fore River
peak discharges.

Riverwalk, LLC (203555.05) 6-4 Woodard & Curran
Major Site Plan Application April 5, 2006
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Table 6.2: Runoff Summary

— PEAK | PEAK PEAK

STUDY POINT _  RUNOFF RUNOFF | RUNOFF

~ ‘ : 2Year - | 10 Year 25 Year
\ - R ~ (CFS) (CFS) ~ (CFS)
Fore River ~ FR (Pre-Development) B 393 | 630 _ 7.41
Fore River — FR (Post-Development) 6.03 9.81 - 11.65
) CHANGE IN RUNOFF - , o210 3.51 4.24
Combined Sewer - CS (Pre-Development) 517 820 9.62
Combined Sewer - CS (Post-Development) 0.99 - 1.73 2.07
- CHANGE IN RUNOFF o -5.18 647 | -755
| TOTAL (Pre-Development) A 843 | 13.51 15.90
TOTAL (Post-Development) 6.89 11.31 13.45
CHANGE IN RUNOFF o 154 -2.20 -2.45

As shown in Table 6.2 and the appended calculations, overall runoff from the site decreases during the 2-,
10- and 25-year storms as a result of the proposed project. There is a significant decrease in the amount
of runoff to the City’s combined sewer system, with-a corresponding, though less significant, increase in
the amount of runoff to the Fore River. -

~ The Fore R1ver is tl_dal in the area where runoff from the site is discharged and therefore represents an
ocean discharge. Further, during the Ocean Gateway design, the stormwater collection system was sized
to accommodate the area between Commercial Street and Fore Street. Since the total runoff from the site

will be decreased form the pre-development condition, the proposed development is in compliance with -
Section V of the City Standards.

The watershed routing diagram and model output from HydroCAD is attached at the end of this section
for both the Pre- and Post-Development condmons

6.3.3 StormwaterQuaIity‘

As stated previously, the site is currently 100% nnperv10us surface. Under. the Pre-Development
conditions, 51% of stormwater runoff at the pro_]ect site discharges to the City’s combined sewer system.
In the Pre-Development condition, the remaining 49% of the site drains untreated off site, and ultimately
into Portland Harbor at the mouth of the Fore River. :

In the Post-Development condition, approximately 14% of the site will continue to be discharged to the
City’s combined sewer system. Under most conditions, the runoff from this area will combine with the
City’s municipal wastewater and be treated at the East End Wastewater Treatment Plant. However,
during large rain events, when capacity of the municipal combmed sewer is exceeded runoff from this
area may be discharged to Casco Bay untreated.

Riverwalk, LLC (203555.05) 6-5 - Woodard & Curran
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For the remaining 86% of the Post-Development site, runoff will be collected and discharged to the
stormwater collection system constructed as part of the Ocean Gateway project. The runoff that passes
from the site into the stormwater collection system will be treated through the use of water quality mlets
in the catch basms (Casco Traps) and the Ocean Gateway Stormwater Treatment Unit 2.

In addition, non-structural measures to control non-point source pollutlon will be used. These non-
structural measures include those specified as basic standards in the new MeDEP Chapter 500. Some
maintenance aspects of the non-structural methods have been included in Section 6.4 below, but a more
comprehensive list and descrlp’uon is included in the Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan prev1ously
submitted.

6.4 MAINTENANCE OF STORMWATER SYSTEMS

Upon completion of the project, Riverwalk LLC will assume responsibility for overseeing the property,
including the inspection and maintenance of the site’s stormwater drainage system, treatment measures,
roadways, parking areas, permanent erosion control measures, buffers, and landscaped areas located
outside of City right-of-ways. A Maintenance Supervisor will be hired prior to occupancy. Riverwalk,

LLC can currently be contacted at: 2 Market Street, Suite 500, Portland, ME, 04101; (207) 775-2464
(phonc) and (207) 775-2465 (fax).

6.4.1 Catch Basins

The Maintenance Supervisor for will inspect all catch basins in the project site. Catch basins will be
inspected semi-annually in spring and fall. These visual inspections ensure the catch basin grate is free of
debris and that sediment in the sump has not accumulated above the pipe inverts. If cleaning is required,

the Maintenance Supervisor will contract the services of Catch Basin Cleaners [P 0. Box 1579; Meredith,

‘N.H., 03253; (603) 279-3118} ora smnlar firm.

6.4.2 Parking and Paved Areas

Parking and paved areas will be inspected annually each spring. Visual 1nspcct10ns will enable site roads
and parking areas to be kept clean and clear through contracting periodic sweeping and winter plowing as
required. The inspections will also ensure pavement markings are repainted as needed to maintain
property traffic circulation and parking space delineation. Damaged islands will be repaired promptly.
Paved areas will be plowed and sanded as often as necessary to maintain public safety.

" The Maintenance Supervisor will have the pavement swept and cleaned within the project site on an
annual, as-needed basis. This work will be contracted with Zebra Striping, Inc. [101 Pleasant Hill Rd.;
Scarborough ME, 04074, (207) 883-7081] or a similar firm.

65 CONCLUSION

The prOJect has been designed to comply with the new MeDEP Chapter 500: Stormwater Management
and with Section V of the City Standards to the extent possible. The site has been designed to reduce the
area discharging stormwater runoff to the combined sewer from 51% of the site to 14% of the site.

The proposed project will have only minimal effect on runoff relationships at, and downstream of, the
site. The amount of runoff discharged to the City of Portland combined sewer will be greatly decreased.
The amount of runoff discharged from the site to the Fore River will increase. Since the total runoff from

Riverwalk, LLC (203555.05) 6-6 Woodard & Curran
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“the site will be decreased form the pre-development condition, the proposed dévelopmenf is in
" compliance with Section V of the City Standards. The project will have no adverse effect on any runoff
relatlonsh1p

~ AnErosion and Sedimentation Control Plan has been attached which describes non-structural measures to
be used at the site both ‘during and after construction to protect water quality to the extent practicable.

Upon completion of the project, maintenance responsibility for the site stormwater conveyance and
treatment measures will be the respon51b1hty of Riverwalk, LLC.

6.6 ATTACHMENTS

Memorandum discussing The Longfellow - Impacts on Ocean Gateway Stormwater Conveyance and
Treatment Measures : :

Figure 6.1 Pre-Development Stormwater Management Plan.
Figure 6.2 — Post—DeVélopment Stormwater Management Plan.
HydroCAD Calculations (Pre-Development).

HydroCAD Calculations (Post-Development).

Riverwalk, LLC (203555.05) ) 6-7 Woodard & Curran
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A ( CORPORATE OFFICES: Maine, M husetts,
WOODARD &CURRAN : . ‘New Hampshire, Connecticut, :llg:iada esachisets

Engineering 1 Science Operations N . Operational offices throughout the U.S.

MEMORANDUM
TO: Barry Sheff, P.E.
FROM:  Kenneth Volock, P.E.
DATE: April 5, 2006
"RE: - The Longfellow —impacts on Ocean 'Gateway Stormwater Conveyance and Treatment Measures

The purpose of this memorandum is to investigate the impacts that The Longfellow project will have on

the stormwater conveyance and treatment measures currently proposed for the Ocean Gateway Project.

* As proposed, runoff from several aspects of the Longfellow project would be collected in the City
stormwater collection system, currently under construction as part of the Ocean Gateway Project. These
areas would include: the Residences and Retail complex and plaza; the Grand Trunk Building and

- adjacent courtyard; the Parking Garage; and the open area to the North of the Parking Garage (at Hancock
and Middle Streets). Runoff from these areas would then pass through a stormwater treatment unit,
identified on the Ocean Gateway Drawmgs as Stormwater Treatment Unit 2.

The Ocean Gateway treatment measures were permitted and sxzed to provide a TSS removal rate of
40.3% across the entire site. In achieving the 40.3% TSS removal for the entire site, Stormwater
Treatment Unit 2 must maintain a 60% TSS Removal rate. Should the removal rate drop below 60% for
the treatment unit, TSS removal for the entire site would drop below 40%, the minimum TSS removal

rate required by the Maine Department of Environmental Protection (MeDEP) as part of the Ocean
Gateway permits.

The Ocean Gateway construction documents call for one of three Manufactured Stormwater Treatment
- Systems to be installed: a Vortechs System by Vortechnics; a Downstream Defender by Hydro.
International; or a Stormgate Separator by Stormwater Management, Inc. The allowable treatment
capacities through the Stormgate Separator are very low. and did not allow its use to be .a reasonable
option. On March 8, 2006, the Ocean Gateway contractor, Reed & ‘Reed, submitted a 10-foot diameter
Downstream Defender for the project and it is currently being reviewed under the shop drawing/submittal
review process for the construction project.

Peak runoff capacities for the Vortechs Model 16000 and for the 10-f00t diameter Downstream Defender
are provided in Table 1. Capacities are provided for 60% TSS Removal based on the 1-year storm, 50%
TSS removal based on the 1-year storm, and the peak flow rate through the unit based on the 25-year
storm.

41 Hutchins Drive » Portland, Maine 04102- (207) 774- 2112 - (800) 426-4262 = (207) 774-6635 (Fax)
www.woodardcurran.com )



/ot# le

- \WOODARD &CURRAN

Engineering» Smence-Operatlons

Table1 Treatment System Capacities -

60% TSS 50% TSS
, REMOVAL REMOVAL PEAK RUNOFF
PO IR | PEAKRUNOFF | PEAK RUNOFF | 25Year
' 1 Year A Year (CFS) B
(CFS)A (CFS)A .
| Vortechs Model 16000, o o
by Vortechnics . 9.25 10.58 25.00 .
Downstream Defender, ,
| 10-foot Diameter, - 12.85 13.84 25.00
By Hydro International '

- 60% and 50% TSS removal peak runoff rates for the 1-year storm as approved by
. the Maine Department of Env1r0nmental Protection. :

P - Peak runoff rates for the 25-year storm as specified by the manufacturer.

A stormwater runoff model was developed by combining the areas of the Ocean Gateway Project for:
which runoff is collected and passed through the treatment umit in question. The model was then
modified to reflect the proposed Longfellow project. The model was run twice: once with the Residences
and Retail complex, central plaza, the Grand Trunk Building and adjacent courtyard collected and passed
through the treatment unit; and once with the Parking Garage and open area to the North also collected
and treated. Results of the model runs are summarized in Table 2 below. Supportmg HydroCad data has
been attached to this Memorandum for reference. The results for the Ocean Gateway Project are taken
from the MeDEP approved Ocean Gateway Stormwater Management Plan.

Table 2: Runoff Summary

Residences and Retail complex, the Grand
Trunk Building and Parking Garage

10454

: : PEAK RUNOFF | PEAK RUNOFF
COLLECTION AREA 1 Year 25 Year

: . (CFS) (CFS)
Ocean Gateway Project 7.81 19.32
(Currently under construction)
Ocean Gateway Project with addition of 8.85 - 21.87
Residences and Retail complex and the Grand :
Trunk Building -
Ocean Gateway Project and addition of 25.518

- Exceeds 1-yr capacity through Vortechs Model 16000 by Vortechnics, for both
60% and 50% TSS removal.

B _ Exceeds design capacity through Vortechs Model 16000, by Vortechnics, and 10-

foot diameter Downstream Defender, by Hydro International.

Riverwalk LLC (203555.05) 2
impacts-on Ocean Gateway Stormwater.doc
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Given that the Ocean Gateway contractor (Reed & Reed) has submitted the 10-foot diameter Downstream
Defender for use on the project, it is anticipated that this unit will be installed as part of the Ocean
Gateway construction. Runoff from the Residences and Retail complex, Grand Trunk Building and
Parking Garage could all be routed through the stormwater treatment unit without adversely affecting the
1-year peak runoff treatment capacity.

The peak runoff from the 25-year storm exceeds the published capacity of 25.0 cfs through the unit by
0.51 cfs. Hydro International, the manufacturer of the Downstream Defender, was contacted to determine
the effects of the increased flow through the unit. It was determined that the peak runoff rate of 25.51 cfs
would not create any adverse condition with respect to either resuspension of collected sediment in the
stormwater treatment unit, or with headloss leading to surcharge of the upstream collection system. The
response from Hydro International has been attached to this memorandum.

Conclusion

The addition of the Residences and Retail complex and the Grand Trunk Building will not cause runoff
 rates to exceed the capacities of the Ocean Gateway treatment unit. The addition of the Parking Garage
will create a peak runoff rate in excess of the published capacity of the stormwater treatment unit.
However, discussions with the vendor confirmed that the peak runoff rate of 25.51 cfs could safely pass
through the stormwater treatment unit without resuspension of collected sediment or surcharge of the
upstream collection system. No additional infrastructure is required at the Ocean Gateway site to
accommodate runoff from the Longfellow project.

KRV/
203555.05

Attachments

cc: File

Riverwalk LLC (203555.05) 3 April 5, 2008
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DeLUCA-HOFFMAN ASSOCIATES, INC. B ROADWAY DESIGN
CONSULTING ENGINEERS B ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING
B TRAFFIC STUDIES AND MANAGEMENT
778 MAIN STREET B PERMITTING
SUITE 8 B  AIRPORT ENGINEERING
SOUTH PORTLAND, MAINE 04106 ® SITE PLANNING
TEL. 207 775 1121 B CONSTRUCTION ADMINISTRATION

FAX 207 879 0896

MEMORANDUM
DATE: April 6, 2006
TO: Bill Needelman, City of Portland Planning
FROM: Stephen R. Bushey, P.E.
SUBJECT: The Longfellow at Ocean Gateway, Site Plan review

Engineering review comments

Bill,

DeLuca-Hoffman Associates, Inc. has reviewed the submission materials prepared by Woodard
and Curran on behalf of Riverwalk, LLC for the Longfellow at Ocean Gateway project. These
materials have included plans and supporting documents provided over multiple submissions
beginning in December 2005. This includes the latest submission dated April 5, 2006 that was
delivered directly to this office by the engineer.

Based on our review of the materials, it is our opinion that the submission package is well
prepared and comprehensive in addressing the requirements set forth in the City’s Site Plan
Review requirements. Our review has primarily focused on the design aspects related to general
site layout, grading, utilities layout, drainage and stormwater management and erosion control.
We trust that other City Staff or professional consultants will cover many other aspects of the
project. On the basis of the technical aspects we have reviewed, it is our opinion that the project
is ready for consideration for action by the Planning Board assuming that the applicant can
address the following minor comments.

1. The development involves four properties accounting for 2.92 acres of area. The
properties have been developed in various manners over their history and have generally
been fully covered by hard surfaces under current conditions. The proposed project will
involve new construction over most of the site with the end result that the amount of
impervious surface will be slightly reduced and landscaping coverage improved across
some of the property.

2. The project will result in a reduction of contributing area to the City’s combined sewer
system therefore decreasing the volume of stormwater runoff entering the system that
ultimately requires treatment at the City’s treatment plan or overflows as combined flow
into the Fore River. This is a beneficial result to the City’s overall CSO program.

3. The project involves the construction of new drainage infrastructure with the.
development sites and adjacent streets including Commercial and Hancock Streets. The
drainage infrastructure will link with other measures under construction as part of the
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Ocean Gateway project and will make use of a water quality treatment (WQU) that will
be installed as part of Ocean Gateway. Woodard and Curran have provided supporting
materials addressing the capacity of the new infrastructure including the WQU. Based on
the submitted materials it is our opinion that adequate measures have been provided for
the collection, conveyance and treatment of stormwater runoff from the property as well
as within the watershed block defined by India Street, Fore Street, Hancock Street and
Commercial Street. We note that the proposed WQU will be at capacity with the
introduction of flows from the Longfellow project. Future development activity uphill of
the area, such as on the Village Caf¢ site, may require additional measures for water
quality treatment.

We note that the applicant has requested a waiver of the Stormwater Quantity control
Standards, simply due to the fact that the stormwater discharge will be directly to the
Fore River, which is tidal in nature. We concur with this waiver request and assume any
conditions of approval will address this item.

We suggest the Public Works Dept. consider the installation of sampling manholes at
each of the sewer services leaving the Longfellow Residences building prior to direct
connection into the City’s system

We suggest that the engineer clarify the installation of the routing of overhead and
underground power/telephone/cable utilities around the development vicinity. The
Utility plan currently depicts an underground alignment beneath the sidewalk along the
west side of Hancock Street. The city Arborist should comment regarding the acceptance
of running underground conduit beneath tree plantings etc.

The 6” sanitary service from the Gateway Garage contains a note stating the connection
will be to the storm drain. We assume this was intended to say “sewer main”.

We agree with the use of an oil/water separator on the storm drain line out of the garage.
Details for the separator should be provided for the City’s records.

The Public Works Dept. should review the limits of street reconstruction and repaving
proposed with the project and determines if the street repaving limits are adequately
represented in the plans, considering current nearby street conditions and City paving
schedules. In other words, since some of the streets will be repaved as part of the project,
might the City consider additional paving work in the project vicinity, if it is needed, in
order to arrive at a more consistent paving condition throughout. The plans may also
need to reflect the City’s surface repaving requirements for multiple trench openings in
the streets, particularly for Commercial and Fore Streets, for example.

We suggest that a condition of approval include requirements to properly remove or
discontinue all utility services into the site’s that are currently known and won’t be reused
or are discovered during the construction process. Record information on these services
should be provided to the City’s archivist for future reference.

The Public Works Department and Portland Water District should comment regarding
their desire to replace existing sewer or water mains in the street since the streets will be
open as part of the project, and repair/replacement to any aged/problem lines may be well
timed to completed during this project.



AH. 603

1. The applicant has provided an Erosion control report outlining the measures to be taken
to avoid erosion and sediment transport from the site. This report along with the
Maintenance aspects appears acceptable and meets the City’s requirements.

We trust these comments are beneficial and we look forward to any further assistance we may
provide the City Staff on this project.

If you have any questions please call this office.
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PO Box 1237
. i i 15 Shaker Rd.
Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc. Gray, ME 04039
Traffic and Civil Engineering Services 207-657-6910

FAX: 207-657-6912
E-Mail:mailbox@gorrillpalmer.com

April 4, 2006

Mzr. Bill Needelman

City of Portland

389 Congress Street
Portland, ME 04101

RE: Longfellow Parking Garage and City Parcel Development
Portland, Maine

Dear Bill:

Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc. is pleased to respond to the review comments made by
Tom Errico of Wilbur-Smith Associates and Jim Carmody dated March 31, 2006 regarding the
above referenced project. For ease of review, each comment has been repeated below followed by
our response.

Comment 1 — The Applicant needs to provide a recommendation on the prouvision of on-street
parking on Middle Street between India Street and Hancock Street.

Response — With a width of approximately 29 feet, Middle Street only has sufficient width to
provide on-street parking on one side of the street. Based on a review of driveway locations and
roadway alignment, it is the recommendation of our office that on-street parking be provided on
the southeastern side of Middle Street between India Street and the proposed garage access. The
remainder of the parking should be located on the northwest side of Middle Street between the
proposed Village access and Hancock Street. Based on a length of twenty feet per on-street
parking space, this would yield nine spaces. It should be noted, however, that the final layout for
on-street parking should be determined when the final Application for the Village site is received.

Comment 2 - The Applicant will be expected to make a financial contribution to the
implementation of future improvements at the India Street/Middle Street intersection.

Response — No response required.

Comment 3 — Traffic impacts to the eastern promenade area including Mountfort Street has long
been a concern associated with development activity in the Eastern Waterfront area. This project
should participate in a monitoring program.

Response — The Applicant is very sensitive to the concerns of the neighborhood residents in the
eastern promenade area. The project has been designed to minimize impacts to this area to the
extent possible.
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Comment 4 — The Traffic Impact Study illustrates a significant number of trips turn right from

Middle Street onto India Street. It is unclear where these trips are destined to. An explanation
should be provided.

Response — Based on a review of the turning movement diagrams, the figures do show a
significant amount of trips forecast from Middle Street eastbound to India Street southbound in
the other development figures. These are largely due to the trip assignment associated with the
Westin project (the former Jordan’s site) and the Ocean Gateway project. In the case of the Ocean
Gateway project, these movements could also occur at Fore Street. However, with the provision of
an exclusive left turn lane from Franklin Street Arterial at Middle Street, it is expected that
many of these trips will use Middle Street to India Street, rather than turning left at Commercial
Street. For the purposes of the study, this results in a conservative analysis.

It should also be noted that any study referencing traffic from the Ocean Gateway is conservative,
as the trip generation is based on the presence of two cruise ships docked at the facility
simultaneously. Based on our prior work with the permitting of this project, it is anticipated that
this would only occur several times per year.

Comment 5 — I do not support the prouvision of a right-turn lane on Middle Street at India Street.
Loss of on-street parking spaces in this area should be minimized.

Response — Please refer to our response to Comment 6 below; our office will support the retention
of the current one-lane approach on this street.

Comment 6 — The Applicant should evaluate the feasibility of providing a multi-way stop sign
installation at the India Street/Middle Street intersection. The Applicant should assess whether
the intersection meets MUTCD warrants and assess queuing issues on India Street between Middle
Street and Fore Street.

Response — Our office examined the potential for a multi-way STOP intersection at the
intersection of India Street and Middle Street. Based on the warrants detailed on Page 2B-8 of
the MUTCD, the following criteria should be considered prior to installation of a multi-way STOP:

A. Where traffic control signals are justified, the multiway stop is an interim measure that can be
installed quickly to control traffic while arrangements are being made for the installation of
the traffic control signal.

B. A crash problem, as indicated by five or more reported crashes in a twelve-month period that
are susceptible to correction by a multiway stop installation. Such crashes include right- and
left-turn collisions as well as right-angle collisions.
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C. Minimum volumes:

1. The vehicular volume entering the intersection from the major street approaches (total of
both approaches) averages at least 300 vehicles per hour for any 8 hours of an average day,
and

2. The combined vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle volume entering the intersection from the
minor street approaches (total of both approaches) averages at least 200 units per hour for
the same 8 hours, with an average delay to minor-street vehicular traffic of at least 30
seconds per vehicle during the highest hour, but

3. If the 85th-percentile approach speed of the major-street traffic exceeds 65 km/h or exceeds
40 mph, the minimum vehicular volume warrants are 70 percent of the above values.

D. Where no single criterion is satisfied, but where Criteria B, C.1, and C.2 are all satisfied to 80
percent of the minimum values. Criterion C.3 is excluded from this condition.

Other criteria that may be considered in an engineering study include:
A. The need to control left-turn conflicts;

B. The need to control vehicle/pedestrian conflicts near locations that generate high pedestrian
volumes;

C. Locations where a road user, after stopping, cannot see conflicting traffic and is not able to
reasonably safely negotiate the intersection unless conflicting cross traffic is also required to
stop; and

D. An intersection of two residential neighborhood collector (through) streets of similar design
and operating characteristics where multiway stop control would improve traffic operation and
characteristics of the intersection.

Based on a review of the intersection, the intersection does not satisfy criteria B. Although the
minor street volumes referenced for the purposes of a traffic signal did not include the right turns,
these would be included in the warrant for a multi-way stop. Although only three hours of data
were available, is it the expectation of our office that at least eight hours of forecast traffic would
satisfy the warrant. The volumes for this analysis were originally compiled in the traffic impact
study and can be found in the appendix of that report. In addition, installation of a multiway
STOP intersection would satisfy Other Criteria B and D. Although not currently residential, this
portion of the City will be increasingly so in the future. Therefore, it is the opinion of our office
that installation of multi-way stop control is warranted.

A review of the HCM results for this location indicates that significant delay would result in
conversion to an all-way intersection. However, our office exported the study area network to
SimTraffic, as it models gaps created in traffic by adjacent intersections and provides a more
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realistic model of driver behavior. Our office compiled the average of five runs. The results for
the intersection are shown in the following table:

Level of Setvice for India Street at Middle Street (Unsignalized)

PM Peak Hour: Postdevelopment Volumes
Lane Group HCM Results SimTraffic Results
Delay LOS Delay LOS
Middle — EB LTR 91 F 27 D
Middle - WB LTR 32 D 10 B
India— NB LTR >100 F 23 C
India SB LTR 48 E 18 C
Overall >100 F 21 C

As can be seen in the above table, the SimTraffic results indicate acceptable levels of service. In
addition, our office examined the queues based on the five SimTraffic runs, which are shown in
the following table:

Level of Setvice for India Street at Middle Street (Unsignalized)

PM Peak Hour: Postdevelopment Volumes — SimTraffic Queues
Lane Group &
Storage Available (ft.) Average Queue (ft.) 95" Percentile Queue (ft.)
Middle — EB LTR 320 ft. (Hampshire St.) 150 ft. 310 ft.
Middle - WB LTR 175 ft. (Gateway Garage) 55 ft. 95 ft.
India — NB LTR 220 ft. (Fore St.) 135 ft. 205 ft.
India SB LTR 210 ft. (Newbury St.) 95 ft. 190 ft.

Based on this analysis, the average queues as well as the 95t percentile queues are not forecast to
block adjacent intersections. Once again, we would note that the volumes used are conservative
reflecting two cruise ships in port simultaneously at the Ocean Gateway project which will be
infrequent.

Therefore, it is the opinion of our office that a multi-way stop treatment should be placed at this
intersection. As forecast in the Eastern Waterfront Master Plan, this location will ultimately
require a traffic signal, but as the forecast approach volumes with this project, the Village Project,
the Ocean Gateway and the Westin site will not trigger the signal warrants, the signage will serve
this intersection for the near future.

Comment 7 — The trip generation calculations are based upon building areas that do not match
those provided in the body of the report. An explanation should be provided.

Response — The body of the text references the appropriate sizes for uses. However, two of the
sheets enclosed in the Appendix (for the retail and office building) were not the sheets referencing
the square footages as utilized in the study. The appropriate sheets are enclosed with this letter.



Eg
i
;5"
('j‘\

Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc.

Mr. William Needelman
April 4, 2006
Page 5 of 6

Please note that the trip generation in the report was based on the appropriate building sizes, and
as such the trip generation in the report and the analysis is appropriate.

Comment 8 — I do not fully endorse the adjustments included for traffic generation in the Traffic
Impact Study. I support the concept of alternative journey-to-work modes for urban developments,
but in my professional opinion insufficient information/research has been provided to make a
definitive conclusion for Portland. However, in my opinton the adjustment incorporate was
relatively minor and I do not believe the conclusions would change if no adjustment was applied.

Response - It is the opinion of Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc. that the trip generation
adjustments for the project are, if anything conservative. As was discussed in the text of the
report, the adjustments were only ten percent, and did not include the office component. The
reduction for the residential component, at ten percent, is less than half the reduction utilized
(twenty-three percent) and accepted in housing components for prior studies on the peninsula.
The information was based on journey to work information for the Portland Peninsula from the
2000 Census, and is therefore based on actual journey-to-work surveys.

The rates utilized in the Trip Generation publication are most appropriate to suburban uses and
therefore representative of a high percentage of trip to work via automobile. As such, it is our
opinion that short of completing a peninsula-wide trip generation study of different uses on the
Peninsula, there is no feasible way to provide improved documentation on trip generation.

As for the remaining uses with a trip generation reduction, MaineDOT typically allows for a ten
percent shared trip generation reduction for commercial sites with multiple complementary uses,
and for locations in a suburban setting. If anything, the location of this project in a downtown
area with a significant amount of office and proposed housing space would provide a much greater
opportunity for shared trips.

Comment 9 — The Traffic Impact Study suggests that Travel Demand Management techniques be
incorporated, including Promotion of Public Transit, Ridesharing Program, and prouision of
Bicycle Amenities. The Applicant should elaborate on these items and how they will be
implemented.

Response -The Applicant would be responsible for providing a point of contact for TDM
measures. A representative of the Applicant would serve as a transportation coordinator for the
facility (and potentially other facilities held by the Applicant) and would hold the responsibilities
of coordinating ride share, providing transit information, and promoting use of alternate modes.
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Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc. appreciates the opportunity to respond to these
comments and looks forward to your review of our responses. Should you have any questions or
require any additional information, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Gorrill- onsulting Engineers, Inc.

Thomas L. Gorrilll, P.E., PTOE
President

Copy: Drew Swenson
Dave Senus, Woodard and Curran

TLG/rmg/JN934/Needleman04-03-06
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis  T:\934\Synchro\postPMSimTrafAllWay.sy7

4: Middle Street & India Street 4/3/2006
S T T N B A

Movement v EBL ¢ EBT 'EBR WBL WBT WBR  NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT .SBR

Lane Configurations & & & &

Sign Control - Stop Stop ~ Stop , Stop :

Volume (vph) 118 103 178 42 133 60 98 332 81 38 179 109

Peak Hour Factor 087 087 087 083 083 083 090 09 09 0.9 090 090

Hourly flow rate (vph) 136 118 205 51 160 72 109 369 90 42 199 121

Direction, Lane # EB1 WB1 NB1 SB1 :

Volume Total (vph) 459 283 568 362

Volume Left (vph) 136 51 109 42

Volume Right (vph) 205 72 20 121

Hadj (s) -0.19 -0.12 -0.04 -0.16

Departure Headway (s) 8.4 9.1 8.5 8.7
Degree Utilization, x 1.07 072 134 0.87

Capacity (veh/h) 427 383 432 402
Control Delay (s) - 91.3 321 1943 48.0
Approach Delay (s) 91.3 321 1943 48.0
Approach LOS F D F E
Intersection Summary - : :
Delay i 106.9
HCM Level of Service F
Intersection Capacity Utilization 89.1% ICU Level of Service : E
Analysis Period (min) 15
Baseline Synchro 6 Report

Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc. Page 1



SimTraffic Performance Report 4/3/2006
T:\934\Synchro\postPMSimTrafAllWay.sy7

3: Commercial St. & India Street Performance by run number

R
Delay / Veh (s) 8.5 81 107 9.9 9.1 9.3
ISt Del/Veh (s) 6.5 6.2 9.1 83 74 76

4: Middle Street & India Street Performance by run number

Delay / Veh (s) 181 222 278 213 150 209
St Del/Veh (s) 156 199 259 191 124 186

7: Fore St. & Garage RT Drive Performance by run number

Delay / Veh (s) 1.5 1.6 1.8 1.7 1.4 1.6

ISt Del/Veh (s) 0.6 07 09 07 05 06

9: Fore St. & Condo Drive Performance by run number

R
Delay / Veh (s) 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.9
St Del/Veh (s) ‘ 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.3

11: Middle Street & Village Performance by run number

R
Delay / Veh (s) 30 33 28 33 37 32
St Del/Veh (s) 21 25 19 28 27 23

17: Commercial St. & Franklin St. Art. Performance by run number

Delay / Veh (s) 241 240 261 250 260 251

St Del/Veh (s) 210 208 229 217 228 218

19: Fore St. & Hancock Street Performance by run number

Delay / Veh (s) 24 23 25 25 27 25
St Del/Veh (s) 16 14 16 16 18 16

22: Commercial St. & Hancock Street Performance by run number

Delay / Veh (s) 22 26 24 23 24 24
St Del/Veh (s) | 14 14 14 12 13 13

SimTraffic Report
Page 1
Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc.
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SimTraffic Performance Report 4/3/2006
T:\934\Synchro\postPMSimTrafAllWay.sy7

38: Fore St. & Franklin St. Art. Performance by run number

Delay / Veh (s) 218 203 233 231 193 216
St Del/Veh (s) 18.7 173 201 199 165 185

39: Fore St. & India Street Performance by run number

R
Delay / Veh (s) 166 164 190 175 150 169
St Del/Veh (s) 137 136 161 146 122 141

43: Middle Street & Franklin NB Performance by run number

R
Delay / Veh (s) 206 192 202 205 195 200
St Dei/Veh (s) 171 159 168 170 162 166

210: Middle Street & Hancock Street Performance by run number

Delay / Veh (s) 20 1.6

1.8 .
St Del/Veh (s) 1.2 0.9 10 12 1.2

Total Network Performance By Run

R
Delay / Veh (s) 52.7 52.2 59.8 56.1 50.1 542
St Del/Veh (s) 42.1 41.9 49.2 45.2 39.7 437

SimTraffic Report
Page 2
Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc.
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SimTraffic Performance Report 4/3/2006
T:\934\Synchro\postPMSimTrafAllWay.sy7

3: Commercial St. & India Street Performance by approach

'L/, .
Delay / Veh (s) 11.0 6.9 7.3 9.3
St Del/Veh (s) 0 95 49 53 76

4: Middle Street & India Street Performance by approach

Delay / Veh (s) 268 98 234 177 209
St Del/Veh (s) 236 81 217 148 186

7: Fore St. & Garage RT Drive Performance by approach

Delay / Veh (s) 14 1.3 7.3 1.6
St Del/Veh (s) : 04 04 7.6 0.6

9: Fore St. & Condo Drive Performance by approach

Delay / Veh (s) 06 10 99 09
St Del/Veh (s) 0.0 0492 03

11: Middle Street & Village Performance by approach

Delay / Veh (s) 19 07 55 34 32
St Del/Veh (s) 07 03 45 34 23

17: Commercial St. & Franklin St. Art. Performance by approach

Delay / Veh (s) 27.7 337 183 200 25.1
St Del/Veh (s) 236 295 173 17.3 218

19: Fore St. & Hancock Street Performance by approach

i

Delay / Veh (s) 08 09 117 87 25
St Del/Veh (s) 01 02 97 77 16

22: Commercial St. & Hancock Street Performance by approach

Delay / Veh (s) 16 03 60 68 24
St Del/Veh (s) 0:37 0.0 04748113

SimTraffic Report
Page 1
Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc.
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SimTraffic Performance Report 4/3/2006
T:\934\Synchro\postPMSimTrafAll\Way.sy7

38: Fore St. & Franklin St. Art. Performance by approach

Ap
Delay / Veh (s) 396 84 198 234 216
St Del/Veh (s) ; 361 62 157 213 185

39: Fore St. & India Street Performance by approach

Delay / Veh (s) 223 66 142 232 16.9
StDelVeh (s) 184 51 111 204 141

43: Middle Street & Franklin NB Performance by approach

App
Delay / Veh (s) 364 180 76 228 200
St Del/Veh (s) ; 315 150 53 192 166

210: Middle Street & Hancock Street Performance by approach

w

Delay/Veh (s) 46 12 03 19
St Del/Veh (s) 32 03 01 1.1

Total Network Performance

Delay / Veh (s) 54.2
St Del/Veh (s) 43.7

SimTraffic Report
Page 2
Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc.
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Queuing and Blocking Report 4/3/2006
T:\934\Synchro\postPMSimTrafAllWay.sy7

Intersection: 3: Commercial St. & India Street

M
Directions Serve
Maximum Queue (ft) 164 - 127 . 73

Average Queue (ft) 109 14 46
95th Queue (ft) 172 7070
Link Distance (ft) 93 310 82
Upstream Blk Time (%) 15 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 69 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 4: Middle Street & India Street

M

Directions Served LTR LTR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 369 102 205 240
Average Queue (ft) 147 55 132 93

95th Queue (ft) 307 91 204 187
Link Distance (ft) 494 145 168 656
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 5

Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 0 21

Storage Bay Dist (ft) :

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 7: Fore St. & Garage RT Drive

M

Directions Served T TR R
Maximum Queue (ft) 75 T 48
Average Queue (ft) 14 15 21
95th Queue (ft) 52 54 46
Link Distance (ft) 71 61 146
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 2
Storage Bay Dist (ft)

Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)-

SimTraffic Report
Page 3
Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc.
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Queuing and Blocking Report 4/3/2006
T:\934\Synchro\postPMSimTrafAll\Way.sy7

Intersection: 9: Fore St. & Condo Drive

Directions Serve

Maximum Queue (ft) 53 69
Average Queue (ft) 5 10

95th Queue (ft) 27 41

Link Distance (ft) 61 91 163
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft)

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 11: Middle Street & Village

Moy
Directions Served

Maximum Queue (ft) 49 22 .94 29
Average Queue (ft) 9 2 45 4

95th Queue (ft) 34 14 78 20

Link Distance (ft) 145 142 160 160 147
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft)

Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 17: Commercial St. & Franklin St. Art.

”
Directions Served L T R T LT R LT T R L T R
Maximum Queue (ft) 226 - 362 66 51 316 176 111 80 66 154 206 - 144
Average Queue (ft) 155 163 29 4 147 37 58 25 30 50 83 64
95th Queue (ft) ; 237 326 72 31258 123 102 63 55 142 166 123
Link Distance (ft) 313 320 310 194 194 194 275 275
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1 ; 0 5 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 1 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 200 40 : 150 300

Storage Blk Time (%) 5 31 1 9 0 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 19 104 .3 5 0 0

SimTraffic Report
Page 4
Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc.
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Queuing and Blocking Report 4/3/2006
T:\934\Synchro\postPMSimTrafAllWay.sy7

Intersection: 19: Fore St. & Hancock Street

Directions Served LTR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 52 74 91
Average Queue (ft) 9 9 36
95th Queue (it) .. 35 39 64
Link Distance (ft) 91 257 240 153

Upstream BIk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 22: Commercial St. & Hancock Street

Directions Served LTR LTR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 47 14 30 64
Average Queue (ft) 11 1 7 34
95th Queue (ft) 38 8 28 54
Link Distance (ft) 256 275 256 240

Upstream BIk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 38: Fore St. & Franklin St. Art.

M

Directions Served <LR T LT TR LT TR L R> T T
Maximum Queue (ft) 304 16 110 103 . 240 - 225 186 214 89 14
Average Queue (ft) 175 1 34 24 179 74 85 114 4 0
95th Queue (ft) 284 16 81 72 268 178 155 194 46 10
Link Distance (ft) 269 167 275 275 201 201 155 155 207 127
Upstream Blk Time (%) 3 1 0 1 4 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 8 33 1 0 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) ' ,

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

SimTraffic Report
Page 5
Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc.



Queuing and Blocking Report 4/3/2006
T:\934\Synchro\postPMSimTrafAllWay.sy7

Intersection: 39: Fore St. & India Street

Directions Serve

Maximum Queue (ft) 235 136 107 64 201
Average Queue (ft) 148 14 64 22 126
95th Queue (ft) 248 75 103 60 209
Link Distance (ft) 167 269 71 168
Upstream Blk Time (%) 11 - 5 8
Queuing Penalty (veh) 47 20 33
Storage Bay Dist (ft) , 35

Storage Blk Time (%) 2 29

Queuing Penalty (veh) 6 9

Intersection: 43: Middle Street & Franklin NB

Directions Serve

Maximum Queue (ft) 175 207 106 182 184 225 - 359 278 -

Average Queue (ft) 121 80 44 83 83 105 138 85

95th Queue (ft) 188 161 95 151 157 205 277 192

Link Distance (ft) 494 201 201 332 332 377
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 2 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 1 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 150 - 100° 200

Storage Blk Time (%) 7 4 5 0 3 4

Queuing Penalty (veh) 15 10 9 0 , 8 6

Intersection: 210: Middle Street & Hancock Street

Directions Served LR LT
Maximum Queue (ft) 49 31
Average Queue (ft) 28 2
95th Queue (ft) 49 15
Link Distance (ft) 142 153

Upstream BIk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Nework Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty: 438

SimTraffic Report
Page 6
Gorrill-Paimer Consulting Engineers, Inc.
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Att.15¢.1
T. Errico updated comments
April 7, 2006
Bill—

The current status of my comments are noted below and are based upon the April 4, 2006
letter from Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc. and new information provided by
Woodard and Curran transmitted to me by hand today.

e Fore Street is proposed to have a width of 24 feet. The street should probably have
a minimum curb-to-curb width of approximately 28 feet. Eric Labelle should be
consulted for the appropriate width. Eric Labelle has indicated that a width of 24

feet 1s acceptable. I have no further comment.

e I do not support the vehicle turn-out on Commercial Street. I would suggest that
the curb line remain tangential along Commercial Street and the parking spaces have
appropriate regulation that reflects the needs of the development. The drop-off area
on Commercial Street will serve no other added benefit vetsus a condition whege
curbside parking spaces are regulated to be either “Valet” parking or “short-term”

e The applicant should investigate the feasibility of providing a curb extension on the
northeast corner of the India Street/ Commercial Street intersection. Upon further
review, a curb extension at this location will negatively impact the travel lane
alignment of traffic lanes along Commercial Street and I do not recommend any

change.

e The curb openings for the Pump Station at the corner of India Street and Fore Street
should be designed with “mountable” curbing, such that the infrequent entry and
exit maneuvers can occur. Because of the infrequent volume, I would suggest that

the curb-cut widths be minimized. Qutstanding

e Information should be provided as to the types of vehicles expected to use the truck
loading alley on Fore Street between the Parking Garage and the Office Building.
“Auto-Turn” vehicle template graphics should be provided that illustrates the
feasibility of the maneuvers. The data provided indicates that a single-unit truck can
access the loading alley, but it 1s very tight. It is unclear whether a vehicle door can
open when the vehicle 1s parked in the alley.

e The curb-cut for the residential underground parking garage is very wide. Itis my
understanding that this width is to accommodate entry and exit movements from the
garage and access to a truck loading facility. I would suggest that the applicant
consider pavement treatments that provide delineation between the primary
entry/exit lanes and the truck loading lane. Qutstanding



Att.15¢.2
T. Errico updated comments
April 7, 20006
The applicant should provide information that the truck loading atea in the
residential parking garage can support a WB-50 Tractor trailer. The applicant should
brovide documentation that when the truck is located in the loading bay, that the
sidewalk will not be blocked. The plan also indicates that the driveway width for the
residential garage will be 15-feet wide. This width does not meet the City standard
and furthes review will be necessary.

The primary parking garage exit onto Fore Street will be restricted to right-turn
movements only. The design of the facility should attempt to incotrporate features
that physically prevent left-turn maneuvers. Qutstanding

The applicant needs to provide a plan that illustrates the roadway alignment features
along Fore Street between the new section adjacent to the project and the existing
section east of Hancock Street. Qutstanding

The applicant needs to provide a recommendation on the provision of on-street
parking on Middle Street between India Street and Hancock Street. The applicant
has provided a recommendation and [ concur. No further comment.

The applicant will be expected to make a financial contribution to the
implementation of future improvements at the India Street/Middle Street
intersection. Long-term improvement strategies as contained in the Portland
Peninsula Study indicate traffic signalization will be necessaty at the subject
intersection as development activity continues. Based upon previous developer
contributions, it 1s my recommendation that the applicant contribute $8,100.00 to
the smplementation of possible future improvements (including signalization) at this
location. I would suggest that the monetary contribution be placed in an escrow
account to be applied to unspecified future transportation improvements at the
subject intersection. If the escrow money is not used within ten years of the escrow
agreement date, the money and accrued interest shall be returned to the applicant.

The applicant should provide “Auto-Turn” vehicle template graphics for all right-
turn movements at the Fore Street/Hancock, Middle Street/Hancock Street,
Commercial Street/Hancock Street and India Street/Commercial Street intersections
for Passenger Car, SU-30, and WB-50 vehicles types. The requested information has

been provided and I have no further comment.

Traffic impacts to the eastern promenade area including Mountfort Street has long
been a concern associated with development activity in the Eastern Waterfront area.
This project should participate in a monitoring program. Qutstanding

The Traffic Impact Study llustrates a significant number of trips tutn right from
Middle Street onto India Street. It is unclear where these trips are destined to. An
explanation should be provided. Figure 6 of the Traffic Impact Study indicates that
142 trips will leave the Fore Street/India Street intersection destined to Fore Street.
The volumes at Fore Street indicate only 33 trips will be added. I do not believe 2




Att.15¢.3

T. Errico updated comments

April 7, 2006

loss of trips will occus between the intersections and therefore adiustments will need
to be incorporated.

e I do not support the provision of a right-turn lane on Middle Street at India Street.
Loss of on-street parking spaces in this atea should be minimized. The applicant
agrees and I have no further comment.

® The applicant should evaluate the feasibility of providing a multi-way stop sign
installation at the India Street/Middle Street intersection. The applicant should
assess whether the intersection meets MUTCD warrants and assess queuing issues
on India Street between Middle Street and Fore Street. The applicant recommends
that the subject installation become a multi-way stop controlled intetsection. 1
concur with the recommendation and have no further comment.

e The trip generation calculations are based upon building atreas that do not match
those provided in the body of the report. An explanation should be provided. The
trip generation tables were mislabeled and I have no further comment.

e I do not fully endorse the adjustments included for traffic generation in the traffic
mmpact study. I support the concept of alternative journey-to-work modes for urban
developments, but in my professional opinion insufficient information/research has
been provided to make a definitive conclusion for Portland. However, in my
opinion the adjustment incorporated was relatively minor and I do not believe the
conclusions would change if no adjustment was applied. The adjustments
incorporated for this specific project seem reasonable, but this approval does not

constitute an acceptance by the City that stmilar adjustments are appropsiate or

accepted for all similar type land use projects proposed on the peninsula. The City
reserves the right to requue different adjustment factors in the future.

e 'The traffic impact study suggests that Travel Demand Management techniques be
incorporated, including Promotion of Public Transit, Ridesharing Program, and
provision of Bicycle Amenities. The applicant should elaborate on these items and
how they will be implemented.

I have no further comment.

If you have any questions or comments, please call me.

Best Regards,

Thomas A. Errico, P.E.

Senior Transportation Engineer
Wilbur Smith Associates

59 Middle Street

Portland, Maine 04101
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T. Errico updated comments
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Section 3
Development Entrances and Exits

3.A. Entrance and Exit Locations

Primary vehicle access to the mixed-use complex will be from a two-way
driveway on Fore Street mid-block between India Street and the new
Hancock Street Extension. A drop off area is located in front of the building
on the westerly side of Commercial Street.

Access to the parking garage will be mid block along Middle Street between
India and Hancock Streets. Access to the mixed use complex and to the
garage have been designated for the southeasterly side of the streets to
facilitate ease of access and provide for right turn movements into the site
which reduces delay to thru traffic on Fore Street and Middle Streets and
encourages traffic to access the sites from the Franklin Street Arterial

3.B. Plan View

The proposed site plan is enclosed in Attachment 1A of Section 1.

Job 934 , | 1 The Longfellow at Ocean Gateway
December 2005 Portland, ME



1.A.

1.B.

Job 934

Section 1
Site and Traffic Information

Site Description and Site Plan

The proposed site is located on the two city blocks bounded by the new
Commercial Street extension, the new Hancock Street extension, and the
existing India Street and Middle Street. The site is divided into two parts by
Fore Street, which bisects the site. The site is identified on the following
Portland Tax Maps:

» Map 19, Lot 19-A-1 (.56 Acres)
» Map 19, Lot 19-A-14 (1.06 Acres)
» Map 20, Lot 20-C-23 (.19 Acres)
> Map 20, Lot 20-C-9 (1.11 Acres)

The lots making up the site are currently owned by three private parties, and
are occupied by the following uses: office and business services, governmental
and parking, multi-use commercial, and manufacturing and construction. A
site location map has been included in Attachment 1B.

Existing and Proposed Site Uses

The site is currently occupied by an inflatable boat repair shop, tax file
storage, a restaurant and apartments, a storage building, and parking.

The proposed development comprises a six-story luxury complex that will
include 11,730 s.f. of retail shops, a 5,400 s.f. restaurant, 14,500 s.f health
and fitness club, and 116 residential condominium units with 75 residential-
only parking spaces below the complex on the south side of Fore Street, and a
19,800 s.f five-story office building and 719 space parking garage on the
north side of Fore Street to serve owners, employees and patrons of the
development.

Primary vehicle access to the luxury complex site will be from a two way
driveway located on the southerly side of Fore Street located nearly mid block
between India and the new Hancock Street. A drop off area is located in front
of the building on the westerly side of Commercial Street. Primary access to
the garage site will be from a two way driveway located on Middle Street
mid-block between India and Hancock. A secondary two-way access to the
garage, accessing only approximately 65 spaces, is anticipated on Fore Street
about 100 ft. back from India Street.

1 ' The Longfellow at Ocean Gateway

December 2005 Portland, Maine



1.C. Site and Vicinity Boundaries

A site location map showing the development area is included in Attachment 1B.
The site is bounded by various developed properties and properties under
development, and several roadways, including the new Commercial Street extension,
the new Hancock Street extension, and the existing India Street and Middle Street.

~ 1.D. Proposed uses in the Vicinity of the Proposed Development

Approved projects that are not yet opened as well as projects for which applications
have been filed are required to be included in the predevelopment volumes for this
project.  Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc. has contacted the City of
Portland during the course of other recent projects and has performed traffic
permitting for the same projects. Based on this work and prior conversations, our
office anticipates that the following projects should be included:

» Ocean Gateway: Located near the intersection of Commercial and India Streets,
this facility will provide a formalized berth for passenger ships.

» Former Jordan’s Site: This project, along India Street, will consist of a 185-room
hotel and 105 condominiums.

> Village Café Site: This site will be reused for a multiuse development, with 160
units of housing, a restaurant, and retail space.

> Federal Street Town Houses: Seven units of housing are proposed on Federal
Street.

> Fore Street Office Building proposed by the Olympia Companies: 65,000 sf office
building at the intersection of Fore Street and Custom House Street.

1.E. Trip Generation, Distribution, and Assignment

Trip Generation and Shared Use in a Mixed Use, Urban Environment

The construction of a mixed-use development which includes housing, office and
retail benefits from the close proximity of complementing uses both on and off-site.
As a result, such a facility is anticipated to generate less overall vehicular traffic
trips than a comparable single-use facility in a suburban environment.

For the residential component of the project, it is anticipated that vehicular trip
generation rates will be significantly lower than those referenced in ITE. ITE trip
rates are based on surveys of predominantly suburban locations. For a residential
project located in downtown Portland, the rate of vehicle use for peak hour trips
(typically journey-to-work trips) are lower than the State of Maine as a whole.

Job 934 2 The Longfellow at Ocean Gateway
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Therefore, our office utilized journey-to-work information from the U.S. Census. The
rate of private vehicle usage for residents of the Portland Peninsula was compared
to the state overall:

Drive to Work Rate for Maine Residents: 90%
Drive to Work Rate for Portland Peninsula Residents: 69%

Therefore, our office utilized a reduction factor of (0.69/0.90) = 0.77 for the trip
generation of the residential component. This methodology has been used by our
office before in Portland and found to be acceptable by the City.

In addition, it is anticipated that the health club, retail and dining portions of the
facility will benefit from the office and housing components on-site as well as
complementary uses in the immediate vicinity of the project (i.e. within walking
distance.) For these uses, our office has anticipated a shared use rate of ten percent.
It is the opinion of our office that, if anything, this assumption is conservative,
particularly as no deduction has been given for the office component.

For the purposes of trip generation, we utilized the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE) publication Trip Generation, 7t Edition. The ITE publication
references Land Use Code 230, Residential Condominium/Townhouse, 814 Specialty
Retail, 931 Quality Restaurant, 492 Health/Fitness Club, and 710 General Office
Building, as appropriate land use codes for this type of development. Based on this
information, and the aforementioned mixed-use reduction, Gorrill-Palmer
Consulting Engineers, Inc. forecasts the following trip ends for each use (a trip end
is defined as either a trip to or from the site. Thus, a round trip would be the
equivalent of two trip ends):

Estimated Trip Generation Summary for The Longfellow at Ocean Gateway

Use Weekday Peak Hour Trip Ends
AM PM Saturday
116 Residential Condominiums 561 45 60 59
11,730 s.f. Specialty Retail 520 14 32 78
5,400 s.f. Quality Restaurant 486 4 40 58
14,500 s.f. Health & Fitness Spa 477 18 59 38
19,800 s.f. General Office Building 383 51 49 8
Shared Use for Retail, Restaurant, Health Club 148 4 3 17
(10%)
TOTAL 2279 128 227 224

Trip Generation for Previous Uses

Several previous traffic-generating uses were present at the site; a 11,880 s.f.
inflatable boat repair shop and file storage at 1 India Street, a 3,800 s.f.

Job 934 3 The Longfellow at Ocean Gateway
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restaurant/lounge and 7,500 s.f. apartment building at 33 India Street, and a 2,002
s.f. storage building for the Shipyard Brewing Company at 127 Fore St. We
estimated the trip generation of these uses using the publication ITE Trip
Generation 7t Edition, Land Use Codes 150, Warehousing, 220, Apartment, and
931, Quality Restaurant. Warehousing was used as the closest approximation to the
inflatable boat repair shop, as we believed it would generate far lower traffic
volumes than most retail uses. Apartment trip generation data is provided by ITE
Trip Generation Tth Edition in number of units, and so we assumed a 900 s.f.
apartment unit average to arrive at 8 apartment units.

Estimated Trip Generation Summary for Previous Uses

Peak TripE
Use Weekday eak Hour Trip Ends
AM PM Saturday
11,880 s.f. Warehousing at 1 India St. 59 5 6 1
8-units Apartments 54 4 5 4
3,800 s.f. Quality Restaurant 342 3 28 41
2,002 s.f. Warehousing at 127 Fore St. 10 1 1 0
ST TOTAL ool e 130 0 40 4
Net Trip Generation
The net trip generation was calculated by subtracting the trips generated by the
previous uses from the trips generated by the proposed uses.
Estimated Net Trip Generation
P Trip End
Use Weekday eak Hour Trip Ends
. AM PM Saturday
Proposed Uses 2279 128 227 224
Previous Uses 465 13 40 46
- TOTAL 1ooosta | 118 187 178

Trip Distribution

Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc. has obtained the ratio of entering and
exiting traffic from the Institute of Tramsportation Engineers publication Trip
Generation, 7th Edition. The distributions from Land Use Code 230, Residential
Condominium/Townhouse, 814 Specialty Retail, 931 Quality Restaurant, 492
Health/Fitness Club, and 710 General Office Building, were combined in a weighted
average based on trips generated to produce the following trip distribution:

PM Peak Hour: 48% entering, 52% exiting
: SAT Peak Hour: 55% entering, 45% exiting
Job 934 4 The Longfellow at Ocean Gateway
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Trip Composition and Assignment

Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc. has estimated the following trip
composition based on information obtained from the ITE publication, Trip
Generation Handbook. This composition is provided on the following table and is
based on, Land Use Code 820, Shopping Center and Land Use Code 831, Quality
Restaurant. The ITE Trip Generation Handbook does not provide trip compositions

for, Land Use Code 710, General Office Building, but office space is generally:

considered to have a trip composition of 100% primary.

Trip Composition by Use (Percentages)

PM Peak Hour

Use Saturday Peak Hour
Primary Pass-by Diverted Primary Pass-by Diverted
General Office Building 100 0] 0 100 0 0
Shopping Center 40 35 25 40 25 35
Quality Restaurant 35 45 20 35* 45* 20*

*No ITE data. Assumed to be the same as PM.

Estimated Trip Composition Summaty for The Longfellow at Ocean Gatewa
______________________,___~_____~_~——______—-————§—————-l-————

Trip Type PM Peal.< Hour Saturday P'eak Hour
Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total
Primary 66 73 139 69 47 116
Pass-by 27 27 54 33 33 66
Diverted 17 17 34 21 21 42
Total 110 117 227 123 101 224

The trip assignment percentages are based on those established for the traffic
impact study for 280 Fore Street as well as the former Jordan’s site on India Street,
as well as information from the Portland Peninsula Traffic Plan. '

Trip distribution and trip assignment diagrams can be found in Attachment 1C, and
trip generation calculations are found in Attachment 1D.

1.H. Attachments
Attachment 1A — Site Survey, Proposed Site Plan
Attachment 1B — Site Location Map
Attachment 1C —Trip Distribution and Trip Assignment
Attachment 1D—Trip Generation Calculations
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Attachment 1B
Site Location Map



U.S.G.S. Location Map

The Longfellow at Ocean Gateway - Portland, Maine
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Trip Aséignment' - Pass-by

Figure No. 2B
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Trip ASSignment—Diver&d

Figure No, 2C 3
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Attachment 1D
Trip Generation
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Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, inc.
P.O. Box 1237

15 Shaker Road

Gray, Maine 04039

JIN: 934

Project Description: Longfellow-Previous Uses
Project Location: Portland

Date: 12/23/2005

Apartment
Land Use Code (LUC) 220

Dwelling Units: 8

Average Rate

Directional Distribution

. Sample . Directional Split* 2
Time Period ITE Trip Rate Size Trip Ends iN ouT ™ ouT R

Weekday T=6.72 (X) 86 54 50% 50% 27 27 N/A

AM Peak Hour of Adj. Street Traffic T =0.51(X) 78 4 20% 80% 1 3 N/A
PM Peak Hour of Adj. Street Traffic T=0.62 (X) 90 5 65% 35% 3 2 N/A
AM Peak Hour of Generator T = 0.55 (X) 81 4 30% 70% 1 3 N/A
PM Peak Hour of Generator T =0.67 (X) 83 5 60% 40% 3 2 N/A
Saturday T =6.39 (X) 15 51 50% 50% 26 25 N/A

Saturday Peak Hour of Gen. T=0.52(X) 14 4 o 50% 50% 2 2 N/A

* Percentages rounded to nearest 5%
** Not Available (Assumption)
Fitted Curve Equation
. Sample . Directional Split* Directional Distribution 2
i El

Time Period ITE Trip Rate Size Trip Ends N ouT N ouT R
Weekday T=6.01 (X) + 150.35 86 198 50% 50% 99 99 0.88
AM Peak Hour of Adj. Street Traffic T=0.49(X) +3.73 78 8 20% 80% 2 6 0.83
PM Peak Hour of Adj. Street Traffic T=0.55(X) + 17.65 S0 22 65% 35% 14 8 0.77
AM Peak Hour of Generator T=053(X)+4.21 81 8 30% 70% 3 5 0.82
PM Peak Hour of Generator T =0.60 (X) + 17.52 83 22 60% 40% 13 9 0.80
Saturday T=7.85(X)-256.19 15 -193 50% 50% -97 -96 0.85
Saturday Peak Hour of Gen. T=041(X)+19.23 14 23 **  50% 50% 11 12 0.56

* Percentages rounded to nearest 5%
** Not Available (Assumption)

Apartment (220).xls {TE Publication "Trip Generation' 7th Edition
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JN: 934 Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc.

Project Description: Longfeliow P.O. Box 1237
Project Location: Portland 15 Shaker Road
Date: 12/23/2005 Gray, Maine 04039

Quality Restaurant
Land Use Code (LUC) 931

Square Feet 3,800
Average
) . . . Directional Splitv Directional Distribution
Time _Penod ITE Trip Rate Trip Ends IN ouT IN ouT
Weekday T =89.95 (X) 342 50% 50% 171 171
AM Peak Adjacent Street T=0.81(X) 3 70% 30% 2 1
PM Peak Adjacent Street T=7.49 (X) 28 65% . 35% 19 9
AM Peak of Generator T=5.57(X) 21 70% 30% 15 6
PM Peak of Generator T=9.02(X) 34 - 60% 40% 21 13
Saturday T = 94.36 (X) 359 50% 50% 179 180
Saturday Peak Hour of Gen. T=10.82 (X) 41 60% 40% 25 16
Sunday T=72.16 (X) 274 50% 50% 137 137
Sunday Peak Hour of Gen. T=28.38 (X) 32 60% 40% 19 13

Quality Restaurant by Square Ft(931).xls ITE Publication 'Trip Generation' 7th Edition



JN: 934 Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engingers, Inc.

Project Description: The Longfellow P.O. Box 1237
Project Location: Portiand, Maine 15 Shaker Road
Date: 12/15/2005 Gray, Maine 04039

Health/Fitness Club
Land Use Code (LUC) 492

Gross Floor Area (f): 14,500

Average Rate

. . . . Number of Directional Split* | Directional Distribution 5
Time Period ITE Trip Rate Trip Ends Studies IN ouT IN ouT R
Weekday T =32.93 (X) 477 1 50% 50% 239 238 -—-

Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic 7-9 AM**| T=1.21(X) 18 3 40% 60% 7 11
Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic 4-6 PM T =4.05 (X) 59 3 50% 50% 30 29 -
AM Peak Hour of Generator T=1.41(X) 20 3 40% 60% 8 12 -
PM Peak Hour of Generator T =4.06 (X) 59 3 50% 50% 30 29 -
Saturday T = 20.87 (X) 303 3 50% 50% 152 151 -
Saturday Peak Hour of Gen."** T =2.60 (X) 38 3 50% 50% 19 19 -

* Percentages rounded to nearest 5%

Health-Fitness Club (492).xls . . ITE Publication 'Trip Generation' 7th Edition



JN:

Project Description:
Project Location:
Date:

Gross Floor Area

934

The Longfellow
Portland

December 20, 2005

19,800

Trip Ends Based on Fitted Curve Equation

General Office Building
Land Use Code (LUC) 710

Sl

Gorrill-Paimer Consulting Engineers, Inc.

P.O. Box 1237
15 Shaker Road

Gray, Maine 04039

Directional Distribution

Time Period ITE Trip Rate Trip Ends Number of Directional Split*
Studies IN - OuUT IN ouT R?
Weekday Ln(T)=0.77 Ln (X) + 3.65 383 78 50% 50% 192 191 0.80
AM Peak Hour Ln (T) = 0.80 Ln (X) + 1.55 51 217 90% 10% 46 5 0.83
PM Peak Hour T=1.12(X)+ 78.81 101 235 15% 85% 15 86 0.82
Saturday T=214 (X) +18.47 61 17 50% 50% 31 30 0.66
Peak Hour of Generator Ln (T) =0.81 Ln (X) - 0.12 10 10 55% 45% 6 4 0.59
* Percentages rounded to nearest 5%
Trip Ends Based on Average Rate
Time Period ITE Trip Rate Trip Ends Number of Directional Split * Directional Distribution
Studies IN ouT IN ouT R?
Weekday T=11.01 (X) 218 78 50% 50% 109 109
AM Peak Hour T=1.55(X) 31 217 90% 10% 28 3
PM Peak Hour T=1.49(X) 30 235 15% 85% 5 25 e
Saturday T =237 (X) 47 17 50% 50% 24 23 -
Saturday Peak Hour of Gen. T=0.41(X) 8 10 50% 50% 4 4 -
* Percentages rounded to nearest 5%
PM Peak Hour: T =1.49/1.55 (AM Peak) 49 15% 85% _ 7 . 42 0.82

General Office Building (710).xls

[TE Publication 'Trip Generation' 7th Edition



JN:
Project Description:
Project Location:

934
The Longfellow
Portland, Maine

Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, inc.

P.O. Box 1237
15 Shaker Road
Gray, Maine 04039

Date: 12/15/2005
Specialty Retail Center
Land Use Code (LUC) 814
Gross Floor Area (ft?): 11,730
Average Rate
. . . . Number of Directional Split* | Directional Distribution 2
Time Period ITE Trip Rate Trip Ends Studies IN ouT IN ouT R
Weekday T =44.32 (X) 520 4 50% 50% 260 260 - -
Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic 7-9 AM™ T=0.74 (X) 9 N/A 60% 40% 5 4
Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic 4-6 PM T=271(X) 32 5 45% 55% 14 18 -ee
AM Peak Hour of Generator T=6.84 (X) 80 4 50% 50% 40 40 -
PM Peak Hour of Generator T =5.02 (X) 59 3 55% 45% 32 27 -
Saturday T =42.04 (X) 493 3 50% 50% 247 246 -
Saturday Peak Hour of Gen.*** T=6.63(X) 78 3 50% 50% 39 39 ---
* Percentages rounded to nearest 5%

**Based on ratio of AM/PM traffic for LUC 820,

Shopping Center and applied to 814 PM rate.

=+Saturday Peak Hour comes from a ratio of PM to Saturday trip rates from LUC 820 - Shopping Center

Fitted Curve Equation

. . . . Number of Directional Split* | Directional Distribution 2
Time Period . ITE Trip Rate Trip Ends Studies IN ouT IN ouT R
Weekday T=4278 (X) + 37.66 539 539 50% 50% 270 269 0.69
Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic 7-9 AM --- . --- - --- -—- n- -n-
Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic 4-6 PM T=240(X)+21.48 50 50 45% 55% 23 27 0.98
AM Peak Hour of Generator T=4.91(X)+115.59 173 173 50% 50% 87 86 0.90
PM Peak Hour of Generator - - - --- - - - -
Saturday - — — —— - - o -
Saturday Peak Hour of Gen. --- - --- - -
~Percentages rounded to nearest 5%
(-~) Not Given :
AM Peak of Adjacent Street 7-9 AM*** T = 0.275 (PM Peak Hour) 14 60% 40% 8 6
Saturday Peak Hour™ T =1.325 (PM Peak Hour) 66 50% 50% 33 33

**Saturday Peak Hour comes from a ratio of PM to Saturday trip rates from LUC 820 - Shopping Center
=AM Peak Hour of Adjacent Street comes from a ration of PM to AM trip rates from LUC 820 - Shopping Center

Specialty Retail Center (814).xls

ITE Publication 'Trip Generation' 7th Edition



JN: 934 Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, inc.

Project Description: The Longfellow P.O. Box 1237
Project Location: Portland, Maine 15 Shaker Road
Date: 12/15/2005 Gray, Maine 04039

Quality Restaurant
Land Use Code (LUC) 931

Gross Floor Area (ft?): 5,400
. . ITE Trip Rate . _u:.o.o:o:w_ Split | Directional Distribution
Time Period (Average Rate) Trip Ends IN OUT IN ouT
Weekday T =89.95 (X) 486 50% 50% 243 243
AM Peak Adjacent Street T=0.81(X) 4 50% 50% 2 2
PM Peak Adjacent Street T=7.49 (X) 40 65% 35% 26 14
AM Peak of Generator T =557 (X) 30 80% 20% 24 6
PM Peak of Generator T=9.02 (X) 49 60% 40% 29 20
Saturday- T = 94.36 (X) 510 50% 50% 255 255
Saturday Peak Hour of Gen. T=10.82 (X) 58 60% 40% 35 23

Quality Restaurant (931).xls . ITE Publication 'Trip Generation' 7th Edition



JN:

Project Description:
Project Location:
Date:

934

The Longfellow
Portiand, Maine
December 15, 2005

Residential Condominium/Townhouse
Land Use Code (LUC) 230

Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc.
P.O. Box 1237

15 Shaker Road

Gray, Maine 04039

Dwelling Units: 116
Average Rate
Time Period ITE Trip Rate Trip Ends Sample Directional Spit™ | Directional Dis by e R?
Weekday T = 5.86 (X) 680 54 50% 50% 340 340 N/A
Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic 7-9 AM T=0.44 (X) 51 59 15% 85% 8 43 N/A
Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic 4-6 PM T=0.52(X) 60 62 65% 35% 39 21 N/A
AM Peak Hour of Generator T=0.44 (X) 51 52 20% 80% 10 41 N/A
PM Peak Hour of Generator T=0.52 (X) 60 50 65% 35% 39 21 N/A
Saturday T = 5.67 (X) 658 30 50% 50% 329 329 N/A
Saturday Peak Hour of Gen. T=0.47 (X) 55 27 55% 45% 30 25 N/A
* Percentages rounded to nearest 5%
Fitted Curve Equation
Time Period ITE Trip Rate Trip Ends mMm:Nw_o o_ﬂmnzo:m_ moﬂm._ﬁ.., D:m_mzo:m_ Ommwﬁﬂzo: R?
Weekday Ln(T) = 0.85 Ln(X) + 2.55 728 54 50% 50% 364 364 0.83
Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic 7-9 AM | Ln(T) = 0.80 Ln(X) + 0.26 58 59 15% 85% 9 49 0.76
Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic 4-6 PM | Ln(T) = 0.82 Ln(X) + 0.32 68 62 65% 35% 44 24 0.80
AM Peak Hour of Generator Ln(T) = 0.82 Ln(X) + 0.17 58 52 20% 80% 12 46 0.80
PM Peak Hour of Generator T =0.34 (X) + 38.31 78 50 65% 35% 51 27 0.83
Saturday T=3.62(X)+427.93 848 30 50% 50% 424 424 0.84
Saturday Peak Hour of Gen. T=0.29 (X) +42.63 76 27 55% 45% 42 34 0.84

Residential Condominium-Townhouse (230).xls

* Percentages rounded to nearest 5%

ITE Publication 'Trip Generation' 7th Edition



Section 2
Traffic Crashes

2.A. Crash Summary Data

Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc. obtained the crash data from
MaineDOT for the period of 2002-2004, the most recent period available.

In order to evaluate whether a location has a crash problem, MaineDOT uses
two criteria to define High Crash Location (HCL). Both criteria must be met
in order to be classified as an HCL.

1. A critical rate factor of 1.00 or more for a three-year period. (A Critical
Rate Factor {CRF} compares the actual crash rate to the rate for similar
intersection in the state. A CRF of less that 1.00 indicates a rate of less
than average) and: '

2. A minimum of 8 crashes over a three-year period.
The following table summarizes the crash data provided by MaineDOT for
the locations that satisfy either Criteria 1, 2 or both:

MaineDOT Crash Data for 2002-2004: Intersections

Node Intersection #of | oRF|HCL?
Collisions
9299 Wash. & Walnut 6 0.69 | No
9295 Wash. & Marion 3 0.34 | No
9360 Wash. & Monroe 1 0.2 | No
9356 Wash. & E. Oxford 4 0.8 | No
9462 Wash. & Cumberland 13 0.8 | No
9239 Wash. & Congress 10 0.61| No
9333 Congress & 9333 1 0.2 | No
9243 Congress & india 4 0.17 | No
9331 Congress & Locust 1 0.16 | No
9216 India & Federal No. 2 1 0.28 | No
9224 India & Newbury No. 1 1 0.3 | No
9237 India & Middle 3 0.64 | No
9242 India & Fore 1 0.18 § No
9420 Marginal Way & Frank. Art. 28 0.77 | No
8941 Franklin Art. & Fox 28 0.93 ] No
8940 Franklin Art. & Cumberland 20 0.71| No
8939 Franklin Art. & Congress 52 1.71 | Yes
8938 Franklin Art. & Middle 27 1.1.29 | Yes
8937 Franklin Art. & Fore 9 0531 No
Job 934 1 The Longfellow at Ocean Gateway

December 2005 , Portland, Maine



MaineDOT Crash Data for 2002-2004: Links

# of
Nodes Street Name Collisions CRF |HCL?
9224-9237 India St. from Newbury to Middle
8937-9242 Fore St. from Franklin to India

Based on the published history, two intersections and two links within the
study area are considered High Crash Locations. The crash history has been
provided in Appendix C of this report.

2.B. Attachments

Attachment 2A — MaineDOT Collision Data

Job 934 2 The Longfellow at Ocean Gateway
December 2005 Portland, Maine




change requiring special noticing.

g 24th
hop Martins Point Site Plan
Rut Bayside Plan
Peninsula Traffic Study o BY5 2 bllev\) 09 v Nt .g(h_\_
c Hearing Unfinished Business
pa Graves Hill Site Plan/ Subdivisions 802 Ocean Avenue; Doyle Enterprises KT
New Business '
Chestnut Street Lofts gubdivision Amendment BB
4 Apartments; Oak Streets Tom Moulton KT
Carriage Lan® isi KT
wary T
orkshop Jordan Heights Subd’wision', Presumpscot Street; John Jordan
30 p.me- Village Café Site Rezoning; 112 Newbury Street; Village at Ocean Gate 11C BN
oom 20 i ; - ]

The Longfellow at Ocean GateW ay; Mixed Use; Riverwalk 11LC BN
ublic Hearing USM Campus Overlay Zone; Falmouth & Bedford Sts and Brighton & Forest Ave.’s EBM
7430 pame % Sheridan street R-7 Zoning Amendment; Greg Shinberg KT

The Barl AP artments; Cumberland AVERUC ' 113
RK
BN

February 14™
Workshop Only Bayside Plan
Peninsula Traffic Study

3:30 p.m-
‘ Wit
February 28%
Workshop Morning Staf Lane 11 Lot Subdivision; Summit Street; Morning Star 11C
3.30 p.m. Mixed Use Development', 33 Allen Avenue; Morrill’s Crossing, 11C SH
Custom House Square; 300 Fore Street; Olympia BEquity Tnvestors, vB LLC BN
Harvard/Y ale Street Rezoning 2777
public Hearing Unfinished Business
7:30 p.m-. Graves Hill Site Plan/ Subdivisions 802 Ocean Avenue; Doyle Enterprises KT
New Business -
#+ Rand Road Rezoning RPZ to OF; City of Portland BB
DA
JE

Hp Appeal; Tom Thompson
Woodard & Curran Office Expansion; 41 Hutchins Drive



March 14%

Workshop Jordan Heights Subdivision; Presumpscot Street; John Jordan JF
3:30 p.m. Rug Depot; Riverside and Warren Avenue KT
12 Unit Apartments; Neal Street; MPB Properties 7777
Martin’s Point Site Plan AJ
Public Hearing ~ ** Village Café Site Rezoning; 112 Newi)ury Street; Village at Ocean Gate LLC BN
7:30 p.m. ** Rand Road Rezoning RPZ to OP; City of Portland BB
March 28"
Workshop Mercy Hospital Site Plan; Fore River Campus JF
3:30 p.m. " The Longfellow at Ocean Gateway; Mixed Use; Riverwalk LLC BN
8 Lot Subdivision; True Street; Todd Sniper KT
Public Hearing Mixed Use Development; 33 Allen Avenue; Morrill’s Crossing, LLC SH
7:30 p.m. Custom House Square; 300 Fore Street; Olympia Equity Investors, IVB LLC BN
April 11th Wz | Rozo~—
Workshop 12 Unit Apartments; Neal Street; MPB Properties < . 7777
e o . b s el
3:30 p.m. o /\%/6"*@227‘\” @ (Wﬂ/x«%@(@r%t; ~ \
Public Hearing Jordan Heights Subdivision; Presumpscot Street; John Jordan JF
7:30 p.m. Martin’s Point Site Plan AJ
April 25th
Workshop 8 Lot Subdivision; True Street; Todd Sniper KT
3:30 p.m. o
Public Hearing Mercy Hospital Site Plan; Fore River Campus JF
7:30 p.m. i . )
’ Lo o © ot
{ , /,
May 9™
Workshop
Public Hearing 12 Unit Apartments; Neal Street; MPB Properties 797?
W 22— m'&ﬁ‘\j v
June 13™
Workshop

Public Hearing



Attachment 2A
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Section 4
Title, Right or Interest

4.A. Evidence of Title, Right or Interest
Evidence of Title to the land is included in Attachment 4A
4.B. Attachments

Attachment 4A — Option to Purchase

Job 934 ) 1 The Longfellow at Ocean Gateway

December 2005

Portland, ME



Attachment 4A
Option to Purchase



OPTION TO PURCHASE

S
THIS AGREEMENT ("Agreement”™), made and entered this ééi: day of February. 2005
by and between. Gilbert Enterprises. LLC, dfbfa The Breakaway whose address is 35 India
Street, Portland. Maine 04101 (the “Optionor™). and Riverwalk. LLC. or its designee or
assignee. whose address is 2 Market Street. Suite 500, Portland. Maine 04101 (the ~Optioncee™,

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS. the Optionor is the owner of that certain parcel of real property situated.
lving and being at 25-35 India Street in Portland. Maine more particularly described in a deed
from Albert L. Noves. Trustee of the Back Cove Ligquidating Trust dated October 19, 1998 and
recorded in the Cumberland County Registry of Deeds in Book 14239, Page 190, wogether with

P

any and all improvements constructed thereon (the “Option Property™): and

WHEREAS, the Optionee desires to obtain an exclusive option © purchase the Option
Property: and

WHEREAS. the Optionee agrees (o use its commercially reasonable efforts to assist
Optionor in causing the Property transfer to qualify as a like kind exchange under the Internal
Rwum Code, provided that the time of closing and the terms hereol shall not be affected by

ich arrangements of Uptmnm cand

WHEREAS. the Optionor is willing 1o grant to the Optionee the option to purchase the
Option Property pursuant to the supulations. agreements. conditions. and covenants contained
and set forth herein.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of

(the “Option Fee ) paid by
ptionee and for other good and valuable considerations. the rmczpt and sufficiency of which is

C
hereby absolutely and unconditionally acknowledged by the parties. the parties hercby agree as
foHows:

ARTICLE |
OPTION TO PURCHASE

[ Option Granted. Subject to the terms of this Agreement. the Optionee shall have
and 15 hereby granted the execlusive option to purchase the entire fee simple interest of the
Optionor in and 1o the Option Property (the “Option™). free and clear of any and all liens and
encumbrances whatsoever. for a purchuse price (the “Purchase Price™ cqual to §




1.2 Option Term. The Option shall remain in full force and effect until January 31.
2006 (the “Option Expiry Date™). If the Option is not exercised by the Option Expiry Date, the
Option granted herein shall be deemed to have lapsed and shall be null and void and an Affidavit
of such expiration signed by Optionor and recorded in the Cumberland County Registry of Deeds
shall constitute conclusive evidence for title purposes that this Option is no longer in ettect.

1.3 Closing. If the Option granted herein is exercised in accordance with this
Agreement, the closing of the sale of the Option Property from the Optionor to the Optionee
shall be held on or before that date (the “Closing Date™) which is 45 days after the exercise of the
Option. The closing shall be held at the law oftice of Bernstein, Shur, Sawyer & Nelson at 100
Middle Street. Portland, Maine 04101. On the Closing Date, the Purchase Price shall be paid by
federal funds wire transfer or by cashier’s check drawn on a bank which maintains an office in
Cumberland County, Maine. If the transfer contemplated by this Option” Agreement has not been
completed within such 60 day period through no fault of Optionor. the Option granted herein
shall be deemed to have lapsed and shall be null and void and an Affidavit of such lapse and
expiration signed by Optionor and recorded in the Cumberland County Registry of Deeds shall
constitute conclusive evidence for title purposes that this Option is no longer in effect. At
Closing, Optionec shall join in any documents reasonably necessary for Optionor to conduct the
transfer of the Option Plopc,rty as a Like Kind Exchange transaction.

.5  Reimbursement of Costs. Whether or not Optionee exercises the Option.
Optionee shall reimburse Optionor for all reasonable costs and expenses related to this
Agreement and the transfer’s contemplated hereby as such fees are incurred. including but not
limited to all closing costs and all reasonable legal fees incurred by Optionor in connection with
the drafting and execution of this Agreement and the Closing.

- ARTICLE 11
MISCELLANEOUS
2.1 Entire Agreement. This Agreement contains the entire agreement between the

Optionor and the Optionee and no representations or agreements, either oral or written, between
them other than those contained in this Agreement shall survive the execution of this Agreement,
and the parties acknowledge that no representations made to the other and not contained in this
Agreement as covenants or warranties have been relied upon by any party hereto in the execution
of this Agreement.

2.2 Construction. Words ol any gender used in this Agreement shall be construed to
include all genders and words in the singular shall be construed to include the plural, where the
context so requires. The words “herein”. “hereof”. and “hereunder” when used in this
Agreement shall be construed 1o refer to this Agreement in its entirety and not to any particular
section or provision thereof. [n addition, the parties acknowledge that they were represented by
counsel in connection with the drafting of this Agreement. and that the parties participated in the
drafting of this Agreement and no provision of this Agreement shall be construed more strongly
against one party or another.



23 Partial Invalidity. In any term. covenant, or condition of this Agreement, or the
application thereof to any person or circumstance. shall be determined to be unenforceable by a
court of competent jurisdiction (the “Offending Provision™). then the remainder of® this
Agreement, or the application of such term. covenant or condition to persons. entities or
circumstances other than those as to which it is invalid or unenforceable, shall not be affected
thereby and each term, covenant. and condition of this Agreement shall be valid and enforced to
the fullest extent permitted by law.

2.4  Notices. All notices, demands. requests or other communications required or
permitted under the term of this Agreement shall be in writing and, unless and until otherwise
specified in a written notice by the party to whom notice is intended to be given. shall be sent to
the partics at the respective addresses set forth in the preamble to this Agreement.

Notices may be given on behalf of any party by its legal counsel.

ach such notice, demand. request, or other communication shall be deemed to
have been properly given for all purposes if (i) delivered against a written receipt of delivery. (i)
mailed by certified mail of the United States Postal Service, return receipt requested, postage
prepaid, or (iii) delivered to a nationally recognized overnight courier service for next business
day delivery, to its addressee at such party’s address as set forth above.

Fach such notice. demand or request. shall be deemed to have been given upon
actual receipt or first refusal of the addressee to accept delivery,

2.5 Governance. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed and enforeed
in accordance with the laws of the State of Maine without reference to the conflicts of law
principles of the State.

2.6 Suecessors and Assigns.  Subject to the conditions and terms specifically set
forth in this Agreement. all the terms and conditions of this Agreement shall be binding on any
successors and assigns of the parties hereto.

2.7 Non-Waiver. The parties acknowledge and agree that their waiver of any default
under the terms of this Agreement at any time on certain circumstances shall not be construed or
deemed to be a waiver of any subsequent or other default occurring either before or alter the
waived default, and that such parties shall be entitled to enforce their rights in the event of
default regardless of any prior waivers thereof.

2.8 Modification and Amendment. This Agreement may only be amended. altered.
or modified by a written instrument signed by each of the parties.

2.9 Attornevs’ Fees. In the event that any party is required to engage the services of
legal counsel to enforce rights under this Agreement. the prevailing party shall be entitled to
reasonable atiorney’s fees from non-prevailing parties. [n the event of litigation, said altorney’s
fees shall include fees and costs, both at trial and on appeal.




210 Execution of Additional Instruments. Iach party hereby agrees to execute such
other or further instruments of whatsoever kind or nature necessary to comply with any
applicable laws, rules or regulations or to comply with the stipulations, agreements. conditions.
and covenants contained and set forth in this Agreement.

2.11 Third Parties. None of the provisions of this Agreement shall be for the benefit
of or enforceable by any third party.

2.12  Recordation. The Optionee shall have and is hereby granted the absolute and
unconditional right to record a memorandum of this Agreement in all applicable public records
in order to place third parties on notice of the rights, interests. and options of the Optionee
contained and set forth herein and the Optionor agrees to fully cooperate with the Optionee in
connection therewith including, without limitation, the agreement of the Optionor to execute a
‘memorandum of this Agreement in recordable form (without payment to the Optionor of
additional consideration therefore) which memorandum shall contain such summary of terms as
the Optionce desires (but excluding price and consideration terms) and shall provide. without
limitation. that the Optionor may record an affidavit exccuted by the Optionor which states. it
true: (a) that the Optionor fully complied with the stipulations. agreements. conditions. and
covenants contained and set forth in this Agreement. and (b) notwithstanding such performance
by the Optionor, the Optionee failed to exercise the Option on or before the Option Expiry Date
or failed to purchase the Property on or before the Closing Date. [tis specifically understood and
agreed that the recordation of such affidavit by the Optionor shall. as to third partics. render this
Agreement null and void and of no further force and eftect.

2.13  Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in counterparts. each of which
shall be deemed an original but all of which constitute one and the same instrument.
Counterparts of this Agreement with facsimile signatures shall be deemed original counterparts
for all purposes: however. each party shall promptly furnish counterparts with original signatures
upon request.

2.14 Termination of Prior Option. The Parties agree and confirm that the Option
Agreement entered into between them dated September 15, 2004is  hereby terminated and
neither party shall have any further obligations thereunder except as to any obligations arising

under that agreement prior to the date hereot

2.15 Parking Spaces. As part of the consideration for this Option. Shipyard Brewing
Company. LLC grants Optionor the continuing right during the term of this Option Agreement.
the exclusive use of the parking area at the rear of the Option Property (currently separated with
Jersey Barriers), without charge. in a manner consistent with Optionor’s current use of such
parking area.

(The remainder of this page is intentionally left blank)



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused this Agreement 1o be executed.

STATE OF MAINE
COUNTY OF CUMBERLAND

GILBERT ENTLRPRI@LS LLC
s i} el

13}1: T “:‘::;‘kjf:’lf\“’& ‘::«') .ﬁf} S ;
James Gilbert
Sole Member

RIVERWALK. LLC

e (,/(
T OBYL e v ey,
B —

JTT e CER

SHIPYARD BREWING COMPANY. LLC

(as to paragraph 2.15 only)

e e e ol '//-_’““ﬁ
f/ . I L
f e Mz‘ - A —
M/ﬁ:’ “::4 f T et

; TE pAtsgaie L

F ehruary,{_é_ , 2005

Personally appeared the above named James Gilbert, sole member of Gilbert Enterprises.
LLC and gave oath that the foregoing is his free act and deed in his said capacity and the free act

and deed of the said company.

Notary Publlc/Attm ney at I aw

My Commission L)\[‘JI]tS
/

f

fif’iyl’fs‘\/? #h /’L;)SX?\I



STATE OF MAINE
COUNTY OF CUMBERLAND

Personally appeared the above named

February Z{;;, 2005

3
3

foNL - Ny
j}mw’ WensSyn . Manager of Riverwalk,

LLC and gave oath that the foregoing is his free act and deed in his smd Ldpaut; and the free act

and deed of the said company.

STATE OF MAINE
COUNTY OF CUMBERLAND

Personally appeared the above named

e

w/_/.a—/" ;;/; f ;
/g Vi /? 7 ‘f d (7;_?

f’; Al ‘n:'; “»’f f R
N(ﬂ‘n‘\r"Pttth/ ttor nev at Law
My Connmssu/n 1“([‘)11&.5

‘0 ’ N 4
fa’r b o ,vl{ ;i e ;"};
1 i

H

February fi . 2005

. Manager of Shipvard

Brewing Company, L.LC and gave oath that the hne&zoms_ is hl free act and deed in his said

capacity and the free act and deed of the said company.

e

wa
/ /,, 3y .'?45’7
i

&Ll O

Nuotary-Publ (://Attomev at Law
My Commission Expires:
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QPTION TO PURCHASE

Fh, . '
 THIS AGREEMENT (“Agreement™), effective as of the ¢ * ALiay of _ARRL |, 2004 {the
“Original Option Date”) by and between, S mwmd Brewing Company LLC, whoséaddress is 86

Newbury Sue,,t Partland, Maine 04101 {collectively, the * ‘Optionor”™), and Riverwalk, LLC, or iis
designee or assignee. whose address is 2 2 Market Street Saite 500, Porﬁand Maine 04101 (the

“Optionee’).

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the Optionor is the owner of that certain parcel of real property siluate, lying and
being part of and bounded by Hancock Street (to be created) Middle Street and Fore Street in Poriland,
Maine, together with any and all improvements constructed thereon (collectively, the "Real Property™),
which Real Property is more particularly deseribed in EXHIBIT A sttached hersto and made & part
hereof] and

WHEREAS, the Optionee desires to obtain an optien to purchase all of the Real Property (the
"Prr}pu’f} "y, and
int to the Optiones the option to purchase all of the

WHEREAS, ﬂ Optionor is willing to g
conditions, and covenants contained a:;{ set forth

Pmp@mf pursuant to the stipulaiions, agreements,

herain.
‘sﬂnm‘i h}f {hr:f Qg:rrien@i: to the

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises, the

Optionor of a non-refundable option fee in the amount ol - : _
zr gmd and miuaﬁle < (}nstd,m*mns* ‘rhc, recel pt and suﬂmamw

¥ ((he “Option Fee”) and f{u other
of which considerations is hereby absoluiely and unconditionally acknowiedged by the partics, the

parties hareby agree ag follows:

ARTICLE 1
OPTION TO PURCHASE

The Optionee shall have and s hereby granted the optien to purchase the entire [te simple

intzrest of the Dplmnm 1 and {o the Property {Ehp “{}ptmn"], free and clear of any and & el Hens and
imbrances wh*u:c;ex. T, ‘&CLpE Fmr those: e;m,umbrszea which waulu nol unreasonably intsrfere

“Purchase Price”™} equal o “
which Option shall remain in
Cwhich is the first to occur of
”j on w.im:h the City of Portland

full force and effect unnl 111&*‘ date (the “Original Option

(1} thirty (30) days from and after the date ( the “Effective Da e
gwards 1o '{}ptmneg title to the City land, which land is also the subject of the so-called “Eastern

Proposal” or (2} June 30, 2007,

granted the right to extend the Original Option Expiry Dute for
30 days each by furnishing written notice (each such notice 18

Witerlront Garage

The Optiarice shall havé and is hereby

three {33 conseculive 1(;(1(“30 of thirty
herein an “Option Extension Notice™) to the Optionor on or before the Original Option Expiry Date, or

-1-



if proviously validly extended, before the then current extended Option Expiry Date.  Each such
Optiont Extension Notice, , 1f furnished, shali establish the then applicable date (the “Option Expiry
Date™) for exprrauon of the O!mun and sach Option Emiemmn Notice shall be accompanied b«v an
extension fee (“Extension Fee™) in the amount of EHSSEE - cack 30 day extension, Tl Option
shall Bie rendered void ab nittio i at any time the Crtjr of Prrr*lam. shall not award Optionee the right 1o
develop a garage on the castern waterfront and awards such right to a third party, provided, however,

that any payments previously made by Optionee to Optionor shall be retained by Optionor as its sole
proparty.

I'ne Option shall be deemed to have been absolutely and unconditionally exercised by the Optionee
anly if the Optionee furnishes w ritten notice {the “Exercise Notiee™) of the exercise of the Option to
th @pu{mw to the address for the Optionor set forth in the preambleto this Agreement {'Q‘r to such
ather address as the Optionor shall designate by written notice to the Dptmnm aiven to the Optiones in
accardence with the terms and provisions govesning the giving of natice set forth in this Afrs:umntrt} at
any 'mm ;erl 10 ihc Ot‘li-:isz Gphon Ixm'v Datﬁ t}] Ltm f%v‘n«appl ﬁ}zc fﬂipimn L\pzm Date, as

the Optionor, then
‘ ar E:k.:,z‘use I\«um ¢ to the Optioner,
the thi@ﬂ :ém:}l Im aa;{omatmﬁl_n.f d;emaa r:-xtu‘.é'\,d foran admlim Al period of sixty {60) days (the “60-
Day Period”} from the Original Option Expiry Date or the then applicable Option Expiry Date, as
applicable. Prior to that date which is ten {10) days from and alter the first day of the 60-Day Period,
Optionor shall fumish to the Optionee the [ul!awmm items: {a) a proposed form of deed by virwe of
which the (}piioml shall convey the fee simple title to the Real Property o the Optionee or iis assignee
*15 dguzgnc,s bject mlv Lo encumbrances of mcmd and (1) the pro pm:n,d form o "%: uch other closing
ocuments as may he necessary or desirable w consummale Uie sale and purchase of the Property
pursuant to the customs and practices ‘%3erx'pz'exfﬂ11l‘:t}af within Cumberiand Cmmw Maine, with resp
to the sale and purchase of parcels of real property similar o ﬁf* Real Property. The EIUEHW of the
of the Property from the Optionor to the Optionee sh c]be Teld en or before that date (the “Clasin ng
Daze”) which is the last day of the 60-Day Pertod, which closing shall be held @ the law office of
Bermstein, Shur, Sawyer & Nelson at 100 Middle Stregt, Portland, Maine 04101, or such other locution
ta which the parties agree und the Purchase Price shalt he paid by {)ptlunw by federal funds w ire
transfer or by cashier’s check drawn on & bank which maintains an office in Cumbsrland County,
Maine, The O;ﬁtu(}n Feeand cach Extension Fee paid by the Optioniee shall not be sppiied to reduce the
Purchase Price,

ect
sale

7

ARTICLE 11
MISCELLANEOUS

2.1 Entire Agreement. This Agreement contains the entire agreement between the
Optionor and the Optionee and no representatio agreaments, either oral or written, between them
other than those contained in this Agreement shalt survive the exeoution of this Agreement, and the
partics acknewledge that na repreaentauum miade to the other and not contained in this Agreement as
covengnts or warranties have been relicd unon by any party hiersio in the execution {1f‘1]1$ A‘ZL’::’:& enl.

2,2 Coenstruction. Words of any gender used in this Agreement shail be construed ta
include afl genders and words in the singular shall be construed o include the plural, where the context
so requires, The words “hierein”, “hereof”, and “Thereunder’” when used in this Aum mment shall be
construed to refer Lo this Agresmentiin its entirety and not to dny particular sgotion or provision

S




thereof. In addition, the parties acknowledge that they were represented by counsel in connection with
the drafting of this Agreement, and that the parties participated in the drafting of this Agreement, and
no provision of this Agreement shall be construed more strongly against one party or another.

2.3 Partial Invalidity. In any term, covenant, or condition of this Agreement, or the
application thereof to any person or circumstance, shall be determined to be unenforceable by a court
of competent jurisdiction (the “Offending Provision”), then the remainder of this Agreement, or the
application of such term, covenant or condition to persons, entities or circumstances other than those as
to which it is invalid or unenforceable, shall not be affected thereby and each term, covenant, and
condition of this Agreement shall be valid and enforced to the fullest extent permitted by law;
provided, however, that the parties affected by the Offending Provision shall endeavor in good faith,
within sixty (60) days after the date such determination is made, to agree upon alternative provisions
which shall have the same practical effect as the Offending Provision and upon any agreement being
reached, the new provision shall be incorporated into and form a part of this Agreement.

2.4  Notices. All notices, demands, requests or other communications required or permitted
under the term of this Agreement shall be in writing and, unless and until otherwise specified in a
written notice by the party to whom notice is intended to be given, shall be sent to the parties at the
respective addresses set forth in the preamble to this Agreement.

Notices may be given on behalf of any party by its legal counsel.

Each such notice, demand, request, or other communication shall be deemed to have
been properly given for all purposes if (i) delivered against a written receipt of delivery, (ii) mailed by
certified mail of the United States Postal Service, return receipt requested, postage prepaid, or (ili)
delivered to a natjonally recognized overnight courier service for next business day delivery, to its
addressee at such party’s address as set forth above.

Each such notice, demand or request, shall be deemed to have been given upon actual
receipt or first refusal of the addressee to accept delivery.

Delivery of funds shall not be deemed to have occurred until physical delivery or
transfer of check, certified check, wire transfer or money order occurs.

2.5 Governance. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed and enforced in
accordance with the laws of the State of Maine without reference to the conflicts of law principles of
the State.

2.6 Successors and Assigns. Subject to the conditions and terms specifically set forth in
this Agreement, all the terms and conditions of this Agreement shall be binding on any successors and
assigns of the parties hereto.

77  Non-Waiver. The parties acknowledge and agree that their waiver of any default under
the terms of this Agreement at any time on certain circumstances shall not be construed or deemed to
be a waiver of any subsequent or other default occurring either before or after the waived default, and
that such parties shall be entitled to enforce their rights in the event of default regardless of any prior
waivers thereof,



2.8  Modification and Amendment. This Agreement may only be amended, altered, or
modified by a written instrument signed by each of the parties.

2.9  Execution of Additional Instruments. Each party hereby agrees to execute such other
or further instruments of whatsoever kind or nature necessary to comply with any applicable laws,
rules or regulations or to comply with the stipulations, agreements, conditions, and covenants
contained and set forth in this Agreement.

2.10 Third Parties. None of the provisions of this Agreement shall be for the benefit of or
enforceable by any third party.

2.11 Recordation. The Optionee shall have and is hereby granted the absolute and
unconditional right to record this Agreement or memorandum of this Agreement in all applicable
public records in order to place third parties on notice of the rights, interests, and options of the
Optionee contained and set forth herein and the Optionor agrees to fully cooperate with the Optionee in
connection therewith including, without limitation, the agreement of the Optionor to execute a
memorandum of this Agreement in recordable form (without payment to the Optionor of additional
consideration therefore) which memorandum shall provide, without limitation, that the Optionor may
record an affidavit executed by the Optionor which states, if true: (a) that the Optionor fully complied
with the stipulations, agreements, conditions, and covenants contained and set forth in this Agreement,
and (b) notwithstanding such performance by the Optionor, the Optionee failed to purchase the
Property on or before the Closing Date. It is specifically understood and agreed that the recordation of
such affidavit by the Optionor shall, as to third parties, render this Agreement null and void and of no
further force and effect.

2.12  Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in counterparts, each of which shall be
deemed an original but all of which constitute one and the same instrument. Counterparts of this
Agreement with facsimile signatures shall be deemed original counterparts for all purposes; however,
each party shall promptly furnish counterparts with original signatures upon request

The rest of this page has been intentionally left blank



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused this Agreement to be executed.

OPTIONOR: / /;

STATE OF MAINE

COUNTY OF CUMBERLAND
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this day of
, 2005, by who is personally known to me or has
produced as identification and who took an oath.
Notary Public
My Commission Expires:
STATE OF MAINE
COUNTY OF CUMBERLAND
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this day of
, 2005, by who is personally known to me or has
produced as identification and who took an oath.

Notary Public
My Commission Expires:



PROPOSED HANCOCK STREET RIGHT—OF—=WAY ALIGNMENT,
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ESTABLISHED AND RECORDED UPON REVIEW AND APPROVAL BY
THE CITY OF PORTLAND.
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EXHIBIT B

No exceptions



ECOPY

OPTION AGREEMENT

This Option Agreement is entered into this | 5_?‘ ay of September 2005 by and betwaen
One India Street Associates, LLC, a Maine limited liability company with a mailing address of
One India Street, Portland, Maine 04101 ("Qptionor”) and Gorham Savings Bark, with an
address of 10 W entworih Drive; Gorharn, Maine (4038 (“Optionee™).

1. Option Granted:

The Qpnamr in consideration of the non-refundable amourt o (R
e (o bereceived from Optionee prior to Oetober 15, ?.f}(}:) pivas Optione
f:\z:ltmve aptmn to purchase, upon the fﬂilgwmg terms and conditions, that certain parcel of
land, together with any and all structures and improvements thereon at 1-19 India Street,
Portland, Maine, and atherwise known as the Turner Barker or Grand Trunk Office Building as
more particularly described in Schedule A attached heseto and made o part hereof (cotlectively
the “Premises™).

2, Ontion.

continue through April 13, 2006

This option shall cemmence on October 15, 2005 and
| is paid to the Oplionor prior to

¥

{the “Option Period™), providing the non-refundable
October 15, 2005.

3. Exercise of Oation,

Optiones may exercise this option at anytime during the Option Periad by delivering in
hand to zn officer of Optionar or mailing notice to Optioner by Certified Mail, Return Receipt
Requested. :

The purchase price for this property is
payable by Optionee as follaws:

df} ; -
a‘g’zzim?ﬁ,t e purchase price,

the Option Price, shall be non-reimbursable, but credited

(b)  the budance of the purchase price shall be paid at the closing at the offices
of Drummond & Drummond, LLP, One Monument War, Partland, Maine, or at such
other place as may be nmn@ly agreed Upon.



Cdy

. Extension of Option,

Optionee shall have the v izht to extend the Option Period for an addiztional ¢ix {0) periods
IR

of one (1) month each from Apm 15;3-@{}{? through and including Ogtaber 15, 2006 by paying

. permonith mmmemmg on April 16, 2006 and acmhnmr? on Lhe same day each and
EVETY month thereafter. Each of said extension pa yments o fEEES per month shall be non-
refundable and not be:applied 2{} the Option Price hereunder

5

o
ey
5

ailure to Exercise Ootion.

If Optionee does not exercize this opticn, Optionor shall retein the consideration paid
hereunder in addition to the mond hjv extension amounts, if any, and neither party shail have any
further rights or claims apainst the other by reason of this Option Agrecment,

7. Closing Date.
The partie 1s contemplated purchase transaction within thirty (30) duys after

ks
Opticnor shall heve receive J Wr xtzm notze of the exercise of this option s sel forth in Pa a:,ap%x
3 herein above.

R

Optionee may assign this Option Agreement without prior consent of vy nature from
Optionor, provided th tQpI*un shall notify Optionor of any such assignmient, logether with the
neme and address of the assignee.

9,

;’C’

Recording,

Optionee shall nwt record this Option Agreement, but a memorandum hereaf may be
recorded and Optionor agress to co operate wsigning said memorandum upens request of the |
Optionee, provided Optionor bas recefved the Eyment,

WL Ternunition of Prior Avreement.

greement by and between Gptionor
Sale Agrsement” ) pursuat lo

(‘1.

Optionor is a party to that certain Pur I':; e and Sale A

and Riverwslk, LLC, dated Apn) 19, Eﬁuj it} I?’urcb:-‘vse &
2
which Optionor has contracted to vsell the Premises to Atlantic [nsurincs Agencies, d/bfa Tumer

v

Basker Insurance (a related entity o Gpmm: + as SuUCcessor buyer pursuant to the exercise af 4
right of first refusal, Optionor and Optionee agree that uporn rec ceipt by Ountionor of the
payment hersunder, the Purchase and Sale »\urecmamzcmll be automatically terminated without
the riced of tavmu‘ netice or writing, and the | B deposit paid thereunder to Optionor shall
be irt‘an1pd1 ately returned to Optionze,




11. Bindine Effect.

This Option Agreement shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the parties and
their respective successors and assigns.

12, Govemine Law.

This Option Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the Laws
fthe State of Maine,

53
jou
L‘:,

13 Counterparts.

This Option Agreement may be executed in one or more counterparts, each of which
shall be deemed an original, but all of which togather shall constitute one and the same
IBSTAUment.

Any and all notices or copies thereof required under this Option Agreement shall be hand
delivered or sent by Certified Mail, Postage Prepaid, Retumn Receipt Requested, and be effective
upon receipt, addressed as follows:

If to Opticner, to Douglas Adlen or Brad Kirkpatick
One India Street
Portland, ME 04101
With a copy o
Drew Anderson, Esg.,
Murray Plumb and ’“»fun ay
75 Pearl Stree
Portland, ME 041{4-3083

If to Optionee, to: Chrstopher W. Enumons, President
Gorham Savings Bank
10 Wentworth Dirive
Gorham, ME 04038

Wilk g copy lo:
Herace W, Horton, Esq.,
Drummond & Drummond, LLP
One Monument Way
Portiand, ME 04101



™ ’w i”\E‘S‘ \“H i? EOF, the partics hereto have hereunto set their hands and seals a3
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GORHAM SAVINGS BANK

Ay

Bv Chmmphm ‘Ax E:mh ons
[ts President

STATE OF MAINE
Cumberland, ss September [ £, 2005
»

Then personally appeared the above-named ?\,ﬁaﬂw%r/ xufv'xwf' FdaA L as

Member of One India Street Associates, LLC, and acmowkd w“ihr: mreumt o 1o be his free act
ard desd.

f ﬁ
N f‘l(‘
y .
rore m&

M./’/f

Rotary P Ty Publicr; Attorney at Law

D Yl J;: . MM W?&"

Printed Name:
Cumberland, ss September l T.Lanas

Then personally appeared the above-named Christopher W. Emmons, as President of
Gorham Savings Bank, and acknowledged the foregaing to be bis free act and deed.

E%afm"p me,

%‘w w JI-

: blic/Allamney 7/ Law

;( f

I fa;_é Zrtes B “[L)/"* Zrre’
rinted Name:

B ey Uioun Agiedimns  SISELL dow



CMENT

ISI‘“I ‘U& EE ‘«
ONEINDIA STRELT ASSOCIATES LLC, (“SELLER™
AND
GORHAM SAVINGS BANK (“BAN K™

For valoable consider mun 1“,.nduu_ lii the pay

fee 1o (_mmam Savings Bank ("Bank™) ' ’
: b e Later than {!vmu [3. 2(?1{]5; 2% the

r Barker Insurance Company in the . A
: 31 the wansfer of o cortain fivst floor affice condominjum to Bank for

" and other valuable consideration. and 4) other good and "uiu ible consic

deratinn, the
receipt and sufficiency of which is
N

&
¢

g

hereby acknowledged. the undersigned, Gorham Savings Bank, a

Maine corporation (7 .f‘-i:?:»;z or L hereby ussigns, mansfers. sets over and conveys subject to certain

conditions set forth below o Riverwalk, LLC, 4 Maine LLC ¢ Assignee”), Us entire right, title and
i

merest (as defined belowd, in « certain Option Agrecment (the “Option Agresment”).

For purposes hersall the 1 Oplion Agreement” means that cer {am E'flptim*i Ag eeent
entered inte onoor-abous %c,pwnb Sy 4;(}\ between One indiz Street Assm 25 LLC and Gorham
Savings Bank with respect to purchase of the land and :mprmen -19 Indin
Street. Portland  Maine for @ o z

. as that Option Agreement may be im*smdr:d f‘mz’ﬁ ime to
title and interest atribuable o Assiznor under any other agresment refating (o the land and
impravements thereon

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the f‘~\ﬁs;mor 1 the holder of a binding Option Agreement 1o acquire gll the
land and buildings on a certain pircel of land. together with any and all siructures and
improvernents thereon, sitwate, Iving and being at 119 India Strezt, Portland, Maine and oﬂmrm

knewn as the: Turner Barker or Grand Trunk office butlding and land (" Turner Barker™ or® Q]}lmt‘i

Prapenty™); and

WHE] Assignor dogs hereby cavenant with Assiopee that Assignor is the leiX%”Fﬂl

owner of the Uj‘ti-&" I Agreement; that hx,. Cption ,wrw wnt is binding and in full f

-

Iree from all encumbrances: and that Assig mor bas full authority and good right 1o & .Sf‘:“lgﬁ ahe {ﬁpimt
Agreement as aforesatd; and

WHEREAS, Assignor desires assign the Option Agreement to Assignes for the
orrefundable pavment off
z:im Db His and then pidid by Assignor to One India Street Associates, LLC as required
v the Option Agreement. and such amount shall be credited towards the purchase price of the
£. tion Progerty; and

which payment shall be paid by Assignee to ﬁmvn ar on or

D"'{T”‘;ﬁ

ml ter, which amount shall be paid ae closing on the Option Propeety and muy be reflecied as purt of
the purchase price of the Option Praperty o e sole diseretion of the Assigrice: and

<=



WHEREAS, such Option Avrcement shall Have as inital term and be valid and en "b:‘f:éab[ \
through April 15, 2006 and may be extended on a ¢ nonth ¢ menth basis theough October 15, 2006
for déttmmi aonrefindable monthly pavments © One India Street Associs ates. LLC of G
’ B ~which amounts shall not be credi ted against the purchase price of

the iﬁpuon Propertvrand

WHEREAS

;}z'm'iﬁe W Assi gnee all u'rw%%“}rm'esmai, smsfs

documents refated o the Option Property withi
ésﬂ-{}’ -

WHEREAS, Assignor desires to grant to Assipnes. on its awn behalf, and on that of it
alfiliates and tenants in the Tarner Barker buil Iding, all reasunable and netessary rights o renovate:
andior develop : h“ Op

tton Property and (o create a Declaration of Condominium creating. infer alia.

wcommercial office condominium of the entire first Hoor of the existing Turner Barker building 1o
the satisfaction of Asstgnor: and

WHEREAS, Asst Lh 3p[1g>r‘ Apreement and upon closing on ‘he
Option Properiv. desire i {lk apd interest o Assignor andior ity
cmvmr::,th 1 the ‘um TN‘ o i’"(ic:: urmiuu num i the Turner Barker building for

WHEREAS, Assig desires o enter into a lease agrecment for %"-r'z ﬂﬁf)r office
condominium in the Turner Barker builds ng with Assi :r we andior iz ing on the
Option Property for an inital term ofeight «\8} ¥ encing.on i 's transfer
o i‘xqsi"mm, at @ full net base rent of § per vear ;":.ga ‘\Lism e will
have the responsibiline for and pa all o ees, operating costs altributahle
to such condeminium space: and

N

pital costs. condominium

WHEREAS, Assionor desires 16 urant 1o Assignee w"rti‘;in such lease agreement multinle five
{5 vesr renowal aptws tor such space ar the then pre mling market rales for such space. but
Assiunor shall reserve (o itsell the right i s sole discrétion not to grant such renswal cxtensions,
with such non-renewal notice terms Minzz comsistent ih those s¢ tom* in ﬂm certain Dimilio’s
lease agt_mcmf:m ol Assignor, bu exercised by Assignor in the
event Assignar inends in cood faith © Imminen []v» renovate gné Lh such space as oneg of its retail
bank branches: and

WIHEREAS. Assic lgnee desives Lo grant @ Assignor. on 3y own behalll and on that of is
affilistes, tenants ar éz arher £o 213 in the Tumer Barker bu 1- iw and abutting
f:"‘*lf);jsmzmh all reasonable and accessary rzw‘ﬂ» i reasonably resovate the interior of the first floar
condominium of the Turner é‘%m. cer building as and when Assignor hotifies Asg ign it writing of

a

Eis immt not ta reneww the Dimillo’s lease a
- retail bank branch: and

tent o renovate such condominium

S Cnmimim E umcu ;ﬂ:’t“i‘s aa-s"j'm:d

nort hu§~ entries fo II mt] iy }g, (il beasd



e the current swir and elevatar core, et of the I"il”x.t:r

historic preservation snd the balance i Assig

one of which shall he ADA ¢

arker building consistemt
evelopment; and

e I

WHEREAS, Assigne &md Assignor acknowledge and agree that ﬁﬁignm ¢ development
requires the creation of a certain luxury image imbued with & {ppropriate vi voand wetive use
throughout the dayiig | evening hours of {ts.operation as a fuxury hotel, corid ‘5miniums\and-iijpﬁ;,
an{i Assignor recognizes tin. w:cds for such images and wishes to grant 1o Assignee its commitment

inst i al As iiLHs‘Jt ole cost. mutually agreeable window treatméns in tln:a mterior of ali

i
iy
{

I
! \":
e

windows of af the Turg r B::l Ker buliding and o mutually goree dn gl er hour interior
aud s:-iieriur ';h’lér ! m[mzu tor the Turner Barker buil dm" as and when Ass sigr Tor renavaies ard
occupies the first 8 M}‘x_s)f‘;dl.)fi'ﬂt]ll%[}‘l as a retail bank branch; ;md

WHEREAS, neither Assignor nor One India Street Associates. LLC shall hereafier enter

it anything other thar month o month conumercial leases for the Oprian Propersy. and all wenants

of the Option Property shall vacate the buildine ne la:.{ T ih an one hundred and twenty davs (1200
after Assignee clnses on the nurchase of the ¢ 1 Properiy: and

ey
gt
=
i
)

shall pus xf‘w%émm or its assig v
ienant IL]e;L”’ fee at the closing an the Option Property; and

WHEREAS

CClmmenee construction, oxcavation and other
Turner Barker building prier o the :enult%
C s request. Assignee will find and pay for
Bl idius of the Option Property and
nize the l‘m" ess dmtp[m“ caused by any

s wrrounding
g0 and wnoen
1y f’mr such tenanis mtm

wh fmath efforis m
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;fsasmm.hh: re

wil% Use 1» s

- oasstgnes will provide, 2t then market rates, a lease gureement

-

vehicle parking 5pPaCs the struetured parking facility to be developed by _
westerly portion of the Shipyvard Brewi m; Cum[m;‘:,}f site, for use by Assignor if and when il
renovates and oce szge’s ihr:. ﬁ rst flour cong 5 a retai] bank branch. and such spaces shall be
identified and .,[mngr : te the vse thereol by Assignor's retail bank
branch employees ar ‘

WHEREAS, As

i i agree o work dilipently and 1n zaud tuith o include
within the Declaration f.si" “on 1ormz i orules and r“uultum ns reganding appropriae signage for

1t
g gru’\ the lrst Qogr condun
fxt sthe

Assigror i and when 11 ¢ minim space as o retail bank branch, windew
treatments, after haurs Hghiiong and o itm that each .;d YW imum 1sdmportanl o the branding,

Success and OpeT
condamininm

aau m;?,er“%a;cé in complelion of the

el respective |

WHET
will nof lease. s
the block of is i
allow X%szg; w0 1o an ATM as the sole ATM within the botel lobby subject to vi*az-gr‘:_,ru’lfi‘«_&sr
and: placer, ent reviow by Assignee m ku u;n ' émh the i xury nawre of its development. -such
review and consent nal oy be unrenss nditioned: and

arec and Assionor wil) enter o A covenant which provides that Assignee
ut&..,,; wise :ltlmx anoiher retafl tank branch or ATM to oce upy any space o

5

4
pment bounded by Fore: Hancock. India and Commereial Stre eis and 1t will




NOW, {EREFF’PRE, in consideration of theabove agreements and payments {the “Optinn
be pal "!ﬂrm, angd iy r orher goad and valuable considerations. the
ely and unconduionally acknowledged by the

partis. the p:zri 2 hgwm :xg ' A3 fulm*.»;:...

ARTICLE]

lzament of the E}p on A g cement wh mh a%‘m” g? n Assi.e‘m}t: the
e entire mt sest af the f&x §

3" m. Assignment shall remiain in {6l force and effect und l the
33, To etlectu : ent. Assignee shall p p
Loptian mswnmwt
e Of&i‘mi assignment fee is not paid.
.24 nment Agreement shall | be deermed
0o have l.z; setd fm«i shall be mzzt L,mi mu’ ah fidavit of such oxplration signed by
Assignor and recorded i the Cumiberiand Cuumj& Registry of Decgig shalf constitute conclusive
© for title purpeses that this Optiog Assigument Agreement is no longer in effecy,

s

st and o A

eviden

wd Parsnant 1o this Agregment.
nent shall be sendered void ab nitie if 4t any time orior 10 closing
on the Option Praperty, éfkssig::z:;:z: fails 1w t:‘{t"C‘;i%*Z the several agreements ibed hiorein or o

atherwise periom or commi

1.3 Candittons Precedent 10 Exarcise of ('}r;-z%c'm
This Option Assignn '

wh farth 1o the covenants contained B

ot
e
s
o
‘,Z

{4 wutually Acceptable Agre 'n:nts" Bepween the Parties Subsequent to the Execution
of This Aprecment.  The parties herero ml w_zmi:a:;e wgood faith and enter into mutually

acceptable written agreermems o each of the items noted herdinabove.

1.3 C Ju dag. IF the Df}?iﬂ
‘%gt ement. the closing for the pure SL
Street Associates to the Assignee shall b
extended opiton expiration date as set i' B
office of Berpstein, Shur, Sawver & N dsoz‘ at 1

irn accordance with this
5‘1*4, 83 ‘g_ or or One In J
c‘xpwl;:musly a8 st sible. and n l-ﬁma‘ than %%“m
Luh {‘pum‘ ”i he Q%Q*«i[i” «h{;ll b i
) Middle Sire :

o

y

Pavment of Cﬁsg‘, Each party heretw shall pav al
related to this Agreement and the ransfer’s conten 1plaze: ’

o)

3 Brokerage. Assignor and Asst sent and warrant to the other that no
brokers or agenis have been emploved with re s transaction by clther of them, and each
agree to indemnify and hold the c[ﬁr:r mﬁf;ﬁlma fmm any ¢ ;z:m by anv oilier broker or agent
claiming compensatios P gresment with either ol then,

the case mayv be.

Poltm 5 lrhnsa

falo



ARTICLE I

2.1 Entire Agreement.  This Agreement containg the entre agréement between the
Assigner and the Assignee al no represen@ations or agreements, cither aral or written, between
them other than these contained s this Agreement ::1 1] supvive the execution of this Agreement,
and the parties acknowledge that no representations made o the other and not contained in this

Agreement as covenanis or warrantics have been relied wpon h}f any pacty hereto in the executionof
this Agrecmeant.

272 Construction. Wards of any gender used in this Agreement shall be consirued to
include afl venders and words inthe singular shall be construed to include the ;}luml where the

context so requires. The words “herein”™, “hereof”, and “hereunder™ when used in this Agresment
ad not o any particular section or

shall be construed to refer 1o this Agreement in its entivety z
provision thereof.  In addition, im pdril-ﬂx dcknawledge that they were represented by counsel in
copnectipn with the drafting of this Agreement. and that the parties participated in the drafting of
this Agrecment and no provision of Jus Agresment shatl be construed more strongly agmnst one
party or another.

23 Partigl hwalidite,  In any term, covenant, or condition af this ,ixg, r*mml ar the
ton thereof to any person or cireumstance. shall be determmed 1o be unen able by a
court of competent ;u risdiction (the “Offending Provision™, then the rmm&du‘ of ﬂ = t.:I' sment.
ar the application of such term. covenant or condition to persons, entitivs ot Circumstances other
than those as w which it s mvalid or anrg’forcux’:%lc_ shall not ho :1,§:::frim.d thereby and each term.
coverant, and condition of this hall be valid and enforced o the fullest extent pernutted
by law

appiics

Nuotices.  All notees, demands. reguests or other communications rcﬂe; ired or
permitied under the term ol this Agreement shall Be nowriting anc, unless and until otherwise
speciticd it a wm[mm notice by the party to whom notice s inlended o be given, shall .b‘ sent o Ihz;-
parties at the respective addresses set fonth in the presmble w this Agreement.

Notices may be piven on hehalf of any party by its lepal counsel,

Each such notice. demand, réquest, or other comimunic ation shall be deemed o have
been properly given Tor all purposes if (1) delivered against a written receipt of detivery, (if) mailed
by r;:u;ﬂ 3 ed mail of the United States Postal € Service, retum rucsipt requested, postage prepaid, ot
(iti} delivered 1o 2 nationally recoznized overnight eourier service for next business day delivery, to
its addressee at such parly’s aldress as set forth above,

Bach such notice. demand or request. shall be deemed w have been given upon
aetual receipt or first refusal of the addressee w avcept delivery.
33 Govemnance, This Agre reement shall be governzd by and construed and enforced in
accordance witl the laws of the State of Maine without reference to the conflicss of law principles
of the State,



lect tr the conditiens and terms speciiic gzil
the rerms and conditions of this Agreement shall be hinding on
sigms of the parties heréto.

Successors and Assigns, Sub
s Agreement, all

27 Non-Watver. The parries acknoy »iz.uw i‘il‘{‘z a: Lh:f; their waiver of any default

s of this Agreement at any fim o5 shiall not be consizued or
waiver of any subsequerntor ther before or after the watved
that such parties shall be 5 in the event of defanlt

Cany prior walvers thereol,

e
wth ‘l 11 [ i O m“ﬁ:‘ ‘,
atitled o enic ;

Modification and Amendment. This Agresment msev oaly be amended, allered, o
modilied by & written instrument signed by each of the parties.

.

i

Autormevs’ Fees the event that any party 15 required 1o engage the serviees of
righss urder this the prevailing party shall be entitled o

non-prevailing parties. o the event of litgation, sald attorney’s
and costs. both at 1eial and on appeal. '

200 Execotion of Additonal Instruments, Fach parly here
or funther instruments of w

agrees (o exveute such ather
atsoever Kind or nature secessary to comply with any applicable laws;
rules wr regulations ar tocomply with the stipulations. agresments. conditions, and covenants
contreed and set forth in this Agreement.

20 I"hmi Parties. None ol the pravisions ol this Agreement shall be f0r the benefit of or
entorceable by any third party

Counterparts. This Agreement Wiy b
iuinal bur o lZ xxi which constiute one g

: z}rsam:le SO -]ar 5 ii:sr »141 F-dmaiesz
oIt pl}“ furnish counterparts with eriginal signatures upon request,

kN Termination of Prior Agreement. Qne Em:%ia Straet Assaci
certain Purchase and Sale Agreement by and benween One india Streer ¢
onet April 19, 2003 (the “Purchase nt”
L{ has contracted 1o sell the Option Pro : 10
Bam} 25 successor buver p suant o f_%w'e-}:zzyciis&. of & A'Iu-

O

15 a party to that
im,:a LLC -and
hlt;§ Ope India

(33
P
Lo
b
23
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Zﬂm‘i
o

; refusal.
at upen receipt by One Indin .f? ws, i ek  ayinent

required under o cert um (}pmm Agreement of even dq[ 8
shadl be au wated without the need of ii th
eposit paid thereunder 1 Une India SI’.;'&*?: g:ﬁm:hll
returned 1o the Bank.

immediately



N WITNESS WHEREQF, the Assignor has executed this Assigniment Agreement as of the
%i}[h dav of September 2003,

ASSIGNOR — GORHAM SAVINGS BANK

iis C«Eﬁﬁ

ASSIGNEE — RIVERWALK, LLC

. P . N e >
F - '_‘jﬁ‘d";"ﬂ’ d .4 j-— ‘qﬂ_-—-——m*—-——«:kw e
e -

By DRy £ “ruiSuaen
%tﬁ [ T Q:‘df%t:‘:’:: Q.

TATE OF MAINE Septentber f E . 2003
SUNTY OF CUMBERLAND

o w

(! HersTa T b [ CALIMIA 3
Personally-appeared the above pamed T hes penr of (mr%’c:zm Savines

Bank and gave oath that the foregoing is his free zcl and de r:d in his said capacity and the frec act
and deed of the satd company,

STATE OF MAINE
COUNTY OF CUMBERLAND

Personally appeared the above mm;d »‘1‘\:‘% £ el ‘gﬁﬂ«‘( Manager of Riverwalk, LLC
and gave oath that the forcgoing is his free act and deed in hi 15-said capacity and the free act and
deed of the satd company.

‘,.,.v

a&\

Skl Uiy Assignamin af GRE - DA Uptios gt | lid Street % 5205 o



DRUMMOND & DRUMMOND, LLP
COLUNSELDRES AT Lasw
ORE MOKNUMENT WAY
PORTLAND, MAINE 04101

Heraca W, Hanoe, , Telephune: 2077740317 [x10%)
HHorongddaw com Fau T 2077614650

wacwndillaw com

September 15,2003

VIA LS CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT

Douglas Allen/Brad Kirkpatrick:
One India Street
Partland, ME 04101

Drew Anderson, Esg R G& E)
Murray Plumth and Murray ' @Q{? 4/

5 Pearl Sireet
Portland, ME 04104.53083

=2

RE: One India Street
Crenllemen:
Please be advised that under the terms of the Option Agrecment, Paragraph 8. Assignment, Gorbanm
a

wssipned this Optlon Argument ta Riverwatk, LLC, Your contact person at Riverwalk
‘ensan, whose addre Marker Street, Suite 300, Portland ME

Swenson & Col, 2

TPWH s

ec: Christopher W, Bmmons, President & CEO,
Gorham Savings Bank

Syt Ansdonsicat sutoe e s Cne India S5 508 des



Riverwalk P&S.DMK.2
04.14.05

PURCHASE AND SALE AGREEMENT

.a&‘(

day of

. THIS AGREEMENT for the purchase and sale of real estate made as of theo,)
b@j{;\‘%?ﬁf\b@(i« , 2005 by and between the CITY OF PORTLAND, a body politic and

corporate focated in Cumberland County, Maine (ﬁ&:]?&i‘ﬁ&ﬁ&l’ referred to as “CITY"™), and
RIVERWALK LLC, a Maine limited liability company with a place of business at 2 Market
Street, Portland in Cumbu[cmd County, Maing Chei‘e:ia.ﬁaftmr‘f referred to as “BUYER™). The
Efl';ec-&i'\le Date of this: Agreement shall be deemed -50» be the date first set forth above in this
Agreement, p;‘ovfded that if no date is filled in or if éither of the signatures of the parties are dated
later than the above, the Effective Dite shall be the last date of the signature of the last to sign of
BUYER or CITY. The parties agree (o upon request confirm to the other party the Effective Date

of this Agreement.

WHEREAS, CITY is the owner of certain land located on the Eastern Waterfront,
Portland, Maine, which propetty is also described on City of Portland Tax Assessors Maps
effective April 1, 2005 as a portion of Map_l?}s Block A, Lot 14 and which is more particulatly
deseribed -in Exhibit A attached hereto and i’ncoitporat@d’ herein by reference, together w‘itﬁ all
improvements situated thereon and appurtenances thereto (hereinafter referred to as “the
Property™); and

WHEREAS, the CITY sought proposals for devéliopzment of the Property pursuant to a
Request for Proposals entitled Eastern Waterfront Garage Proposal # 4504, and BUYER
submitted a responsive proposal dated February 26, 2004, subsequently amended on
September 8, 2004; and

WHE'REAS_, BUYER desites to acquire the Property from CITY, and CITY desires to
sell same to BUYER on such terms as are set-out herein;

NOW, THEREFORE, in conisideration of the foregoing and for ofher good and valuable

consideration, the parties intend to be legally bound as follows:



