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Memorandum

Department of Planning and Urban Development

Planning Division

TO:

Barbara Barhydt

FROM:
Jean Fraser

DATE:

January 28, 2010
RE:
PROPOSED WINDSPIRE WIND TURBINE AT DIMILLOS – SITE PLAN REVIEW EXEMPTION
REVIEW BACKGROUND:    
· The Site Plan Exemption application was submitted 11.17.2009 (I think you have the original application)
· After both you and me left unreturned messages for Mark Hellan at Nelson & Small (agent), I finally spoke to him in early December and got more information regarding the proposed installation (note attached).

· Based on Penny Littell comments (early November) regarding the “attractive nuisance” issues associated with wind systems and my research regarding other Ordinances and their requirement for clearances beneath moving parts, we agreed that for now we should adhere to the general view that a 12 foot clearance between the ground and the moving parts of the generator is appropriate to require, particularly as the proposed location is very “public”. We also determined that some railings should also be required (and the draft Wind Ordinance reinforces the need for lockable railings where the turbine is publicly accessible).
· Based on further discussions with you, I sent the agent an e-mail on Dec 15, 2009 outlining what we considered necessary to meet site plan concerns and approve the exemption request (applicant included this in his revised submission). 
· On January 27, 2010 I received further information (attached)  via the Inspections Division.  
REVIEW COMMENTS:

· I have reviewed the further information and although somewhat “rough” (particularly regarding the design of the railings) I suggest that the information is adequate and the revised proposals should be granted an exemption for the following reasons (I have underlined aspects where potential conditions could be crafted):

· Our requirements (linked to information obtained during research on the Wind Ordinance) included raising the height of the support pole by 5 ft, which brings the overall height to 35 feet (still well within the zoning height limit of 45 ft), and results in the moving parts of the generator being 14+ feet from the surrounding grade.  The support is an unclimbable steel pole.
· The other three key requirements as currently included in the internal draft Wind Energy Generation Draft are setbacks, noise, location on the site. Taking each in turn:

· Setbacks:  the draft specifies 1.1 times height from property lines and 1.5 times height from inhabited buildings (eg residential).  The proposal technically does not meet the (draft) standard re the setback from property lines as the applicant does not own the water, but it does meet the zoning requirement of 5 ft from the edge of the pier.

· Noise: the noise tests I have looked at (although partly in French) seem to indicate that the source noise is around 45dBA for this Windspire.  The Waterfront Zone has 75dBA as the maximum (the draft Wind Ordinance requirement is to meet the zoning requirement)
· Location:  the proposal generally meets the draft standard for location which specifies it be least visible from right of ways (Commercial Street), as it has been located as close as possible to the existing building.  The fact it impinges on an adopted view corridor was agreed with Danielle as irrelevant as this proposal does not meet the definition of a minor site plan and therefore site plan standards per se do not apply.
· The discussion draft Wind Energy Generation Ordinance also refers to shadow flicker and ice shedding.  I could not find any information in the technical info available on the Windspire web regarding these 2 issues but given the distance from residential uses (over 200 ft) and its location nestled next to a building, and the fact our Ordinance is not yet adopted, I think these are lesser issues (which this installation would provide info on).
· Ice throw is the most likley possibility, so a condition re that could be included-  much of the testing of this particular wind system has been in places where snow and ice do not happen. Jeanie Bourke is looking closely at the engineering issues re its performance in high winds. 
· The revised sketch plan includes “5-6 ft high tubular railings similar to existing” and indicates where they will be located around the base.  While no details of the fencing or its connections to existing fencing are included (I had asked for clarification of the spec), I think we could grant the exemption with a condition that relates to the railings (or I could ask for the spec now).
· I have discussed the proposal with both Jeanie Bourke and Bill Needleman and both agree it’s a good site for a “test” case of the Windspire, since it’s a well-proven system (the manufacturing company have just installed their 400th) which is likely to be the subject of future site plan/ZBA/building permit applications in Portland. Bill confirms that the waterfront is a noisy and visually chaotic area in any case and as it offers “good” wind it’s a good location for a wind system (he supports ones that are even higher).
· Having said that, the Windspire has had a number of technical problems during development and I have advised Jeanie Bourke (Code Reviewer) of these.  I don’t think those problems relate to planning issues but more to the robustness of the various components.
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