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MEMORANDUM

DATE:

November 15, 2005
TO:


Sarah Hopkins, City of Portland

C:


John Hession, PE  VHB

FROM:

Stephen R. Bushey, P.E.

SUBJECT:

Morrill’s Crossing




Site Plan Review
DeLuca-Hoffman Associates, Inc. has reviewed the application materials prepared by VHB and submitted 7/1/05.  This includes the full size drawing set with drawing sheets C-1 through C-14, the Stormwater Management Report and the application with supporting materials.  The project involves a complex development activity over a previously developed area and we understand that multiple City staff across several departments will be providing reviews in addition to our own.  For that reason we have generally kept our review oriented to the primary issues of stormwater management, erosion control and technical plan design relating to the Site layout, grading plans, utility layout and details.

We offer the following comments for consideration at this time.

Layout and Materials Plans

1. We trust that Staff and the City Traffic Engineer will provide feedback as necessary regarding the circulation and layout of the project.  The layout appears to be generally considerate of typical shopping center style layouts and allows for customer access as well as truck deliveries.  Signage, however, directing the various users of the site seems critical given the multiple development functions occurring on the property.  We assume the traffic engineer will consider the need for the Shopping Center entrance configuration developed in accordance with DOT standards.

2. The applicant is proposing parking space sizes of 9’ x 18’ which is below the City standard of 9’ x 19’.  We generally support this request as it allows for the placement of a longitudinal island in the parking lot as well as greater buffering to the Townhouses.

3. The circulation of the bus route should be presented to the City and the route pattern confirmed for adequate radii and maneuvering.

4. We trust the Traffic Engineer will comment on the alignment and geometry of the turning circle adjacent the Townhouses.

5. We suggest that stop bars and stop signs be placed on the plans at strategic locations.  For example it is unclear if they are proposed at the end of each drive aisle, as is common in shopping center parking areas.  Given the through movement nature of some of the traffic, additional control measures may be warranted.

6. We suggest that the Final drawings contain a baseline layout, coordinate system or centerline layout of the drive aisle.

Grading, Drainage and Erosion Control Plans

1. The project design includes a closed storm drainage system consisting of catch basins, manholes and pipes.  The system also includes as a major component, several underground storage systems and water quality treatment devices.  We applaud the engineer’s use of the TSS removal devises and simply request that the sizing criteria and manufacturer’s information be provided prior to final review of the project.

2. The proposed drainage system includes several flared inlets on the north side of the property.  These flared inlets appear to collect runoff from the offsite contributing watershed area to the north.  We have not specifically walked the adjacent properties to ascertain exact drainage patterns, however, we recommend that the engineer verify the existing drainage conditions and locations for their new inlets to assure that the development activity will not result in drainage issues within these offsite residential properties.  The planned locations appear reasonable, however, as is often the case, additional inlets may be necessary.  The currently planned inlets also leave little area for ponding at the inlet point onsite and may result in new ponding conditions on the adjacent properties, thus creating potential problems with abutters.  We also recommend that these inlets be stabilized with riprap or other measures as necessary.

3. The engineer should review the offsite drainage systems in Princeton Street with the Public Works Department and discuss the disposition of any storm drainage within the street.  There may be little to no drainage infrastructure of concern, however, it is currently unclear as to the existence of combined or separated drainage measures within the street and what, if any, impact may result from the project.

4. The Engineer should provide a phased construction plan that outlines the various development activities as they are currently envisioned to occur.  The plan(s) can then account for demolition, stockpile locations, temporary materials storage and other phased activities.  This may be particularly important if the supermarket will be open while the other site development activities are under construction.

5. We recommend that the written Erosion Control requirements be provided on a plan sheet(s), as is customary with larger projects reviewed by the DEP.

6. The applicant should provide a Drainage Maintenance program that outlines the specific measures, maintenance requirements and record keeping measures for the project.  This is especially important given the complexity of the infrastructure proposed for the project that includes underground stormwater storage systems and Water quality treatment devices.

7. We recommend that additional spot grades be provided around the parking lot islands to the extend practicable since the number of catch basins is being minimized by the use of double grated structures.

8. We recommend that the access drives be crowned to the extent possible, particularly at the entrance.  This would require additional catch basin inlets along the entry drive.

9. We note that several light poles appear to be located within the underground storage systems.  This may be possible; we simply suggest this be confirmed with the product vendor.

10. The plans should clarify the size of all drainage structures since some of the manholes may need to be larger than 4’ dia. to allow for multiple pipes and sizes.

11. Within the erosion control program for the site we suggest the use of organic filter (mulch) berms as often as possible in place of silt fence.

12. The erosion control requirements must be revised to include the DEP’s standard procedures for Wintertime activities.  A copy of these requirements can be provided to the engineer if necessary.

13. We recommend that engineer confirm the jurisdictional status of the brook as it crosses the far eastern side of the site and any regulatory (NRPA) restrictions including setbacks that the DEP may require.  The City has more recently encouraged a setback of up to 100’ for the urban streams in the City.  Given the applicant’s intentions to install a detention basin near the stream in an area that is now an unsightly open area, it seems that this development activity seems reasonable and well within consideration for relaxation of the setback requirements.  The engineer should confirm that the stream is not considered wetlands of special significance.  Are there any Shoreland zoning issues pertaining to the stream?

14. We understand that the Public Works Department is considering their position regarding the need for quantity control measures on the site.  This is due to the site’s proximity to Milliken Brook and the downstream infrastructure that is in place to handle flows from this area.  We note that the stormwater analysis suggests only a modest increase in the imperviousness level of the developed site, however, to further support the potential for the design approach of minimizing the quantity control measures we recommend the design engineer provide an analysis that provides the predicted increases to peak discharges and volumes that would result form the site without the benefits of the quantity control measures now incorporated into the design and analysis.  This will allow the City a better understanding of the potential for downstream impacts if quantity control measures are not fully implemented as part of the project.  Our current perspective is that the project should provide quantity and quality control, however, the level of quantity control may be able to be adjusted depending upon the findings of the additional analysis suggested above.

15. Assuming the construction of a basin will remain part of the project, we recommend that a basin detail sheet that includes a larger scale plan, cross sections and details be provided for the Final plans.  Additional information including underlying soils conditions, embankment design and surface stabilization measures should be provided.

Utility Plans

1. The Portland Water District may require the installation of a Fire Line Supply meter and meter pit into the development since there will be multiple services for both domestic and Fire supply.  Will a meter be required for the Morrill Street connection?  The Final Plans should include these measures as required by the District.

2. The layout includes multiple hydrant locations that should be reviewed and approved by the Fire Department.

3. The applicant should confirm the need for utility easements for power and telephone.

Details

1. The geotechnical engineer should review the Pavement Section detail on Sheet C-11 and a pavement section derived from the onsite soils conditions provided.  The section appears to be a bit thin.

2. The outlet control structure on Sheet C-13  must be modified to allow for the 48” outlet pipe size.  

3. We are uncertain as to where the sediment forebay berm and the low flow sediment forebay berms are to be located.  This should be clarified.

We trust these comments are helpful and we look forward to continued discussions and plan revisions from the Applicant.

If you have any questions please call.

Steve Bushey, PE

Senior Engineer

DeLuca-Hoffman Associates, Inc.

DeLUCA-HOFFMAN ASSOCIATES, INC.


Consulting Engineers


778 Main Street


Suite 8


South Portland, Maine 04106


TEL. 207 775 1121
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