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389 Congress Strect
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ATTENTION:  Sarah llopkins, Development Review Manager

REFERENCE: Sound Level Impact Assessment Report
Morrill’s Crossing, Portland, Maine
Epsilon Associates, Inc., January 12, 2006

SUBJECT:  Review of Sound Level Impact Assessment Report
Dear Ms. Hopkins:

Resource Systems Engineering (“RSE”) has reviewed the Sound Level Impact Assessment Report
(“Report”) prepared by Epsilon Associates, Inc. (“Epsilon”) of Maynard, Massachuselts. The referenced
Report finds that future sound levels from the Morrill’s Crossing development (“Project’™), as currently
proposed, will meet all applicable community noise standards. The Report provides a summary of
relevant federal, state, and local community noise standards potentially applicable to the Project,
measurements of existing ambient sound levels in the vicinity of the Project site, and descriptions and
sound level estimates of future noise sources associated with the Project.

RSE generally finds the Epsilon Report to provide well-documented measurements and descriptions of
existing sound levels and proposed noise sources. This includes continuous 24-hour measurements at two
monitoring positions. Instrumentation and field procedures are generally in accordance with requirements
as set forth by the Maine Department of Environmental Protection (“DEP”) and recognized national
standards. Information concerning future noise sources demonstrates Epsilon’s detailed understanding of
the equipment planned for use by the proposed development and potential noise considerations.

Our review of Lhe results and analysis contained in the Epsilon Report, however, lead to different findings
than presented by Epsilon. Where Epsilon concludes that the Project will meet all applicable community
noise standards, RSU finds that the Project as currently proposed is not likely to comply with applicable
community noise limits as set forth by the City of Portland and possibly the Maine DEP. Discrepancies
between the Epsilon Report and our findings deal primarily with determinations by Epsilon concerning
whether or not certain state and local noise standards are applicable to the Project and whether specific
noise sources, such as truck traffic and loading dock activitly, are exempt. There are instances where RSE
finds insufficient basis for statements in the Epsilon Report that claim that a standard does not apply or
that a noise source is exempt. RSE also found some discrepancies with Epsilon’s analysis of future sound
levels, comparisons with City noise limits, and assessments of sound level impacts.
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The following provides review comments by subject area that are also referenced Lo specific sections of
the Epsilon Report. As appropriate, the comments also include recommendations for clarification or
further analysis.

Applicable Noise Standards (Section 3.0, 6.0) — Section 3.2 Maine State Regulations provides a
summary of the relevant Maine DEP noise regulation under the Site Location of Development Law
and states that because the City of Portland has a quantifiable noise standard, the State noise
regulation is not applicable to this site.

The Maine DEP regulation applies the local noise standard to a project, rather than the state noise
limits, but only when the local standard meets certain conditions. Maine DEP applies the local
standard rather than the Maine DEP limits “for each of the types of sounds the ordinance regulates.”
The local standard must “limit or address the various types of noise contained” in the Maine DEP
regulation or “all the types of noises generated by the development”. For example, the City of
Portland applies a noise limit 1o impulse sounds of one-second or less duration. This regulates the
type of sound Maine DEP defines as a “short duration repetitive sound”. Therefore, for impulse
sounds only the Portland noise limits apply. (ref. Chapter 375.10 Section B.1)

Another condition is that local limits cannot be more than 5 dBA above the Maine DEP limit. To
determine whether the Portland noise limits meet this condition requires a comparison of the relevant
state and local limits. To facilitate this comparison, the Site/Aerial Photo Maps (Figures 2 and 5)
should clearly show protected locations as defined by Maine DEP and local zoning designations so
that Maine DEP noise limits could be determined. The Maine DEP nighttime limit at a protected
location (residence) in a residential zone is 50 dBA from 7 pm to 7 am. The City daytime limit of 60
dBA lasts until 9:00 PM and is therefore more than 5 dBA above the Maine DEP limit between 7 pm
and 9 pm.

In addition to impulse sounds, the Maine DEP limits tonal sounds from all regulated developments.
However, in the noise standard set forth for the B-2 zone, the City of Portland does not address tonal
sounds. Therefore, appropriate adjustments for tonal sounds as set forth by the Maine DEP need (o
be made to determine compliance with applicable noise limits. This requires a determination of
whether a proposed development will generate lonal sounds.

The Report also states that Maine DEP limits are specified in terms of “hourly average noise limits”
and that noise from trucks is exempt when entering the site to make a delivery or pickup and when
moving, starting, and stopping.

Maine DEF sound level limits are actually stated in terms of hourly equivalent sound levels or L,
(ref. Chapter 375.10, Section G.10 Hourly Sound Level “The equivalent sound level for one hour
measured or computed in accordance with this regulation.”)

Traffic noise is not always exempt by Maine DEP regulation and is regulated when trucks are parked

Jor over 60 minutes in the development (ref. Chapter 375.10, Section C.5.) There is also precedence
that noise from ancillary equipment nol related to vehicle movement, such as refrigeration units,
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mixers, loading or unloading pumps, is considered part of routine operation and therefore not exempt
Jrom Maine DEP limits.

City of Portland Noise Limits (Section 3.0, 6.0) - Section 3.3 Local Regulations of the Report
states that the project site has been rezoned via a contract zone and that Performance Standards for
noise established for the Community Business (B-2) zone as set forth in Section 14-187(b) of the
Code of Ordinances will apply to the project. Inquiry to S. Hopkins, City of Portland, confirms that
the contract zone established for the project sets forth the Performance Standards of the B-2 zone.
Appendix A of the Report provides a copy of these Performance Standards as Section 14-187(b),
which state:

“ ... the volume of sound ... generated shall not exceed sixty (60) decibels on the A scale
between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. and fifty-five (55) decibels on the A scale between 9:00 p.m.
and 7:00 a.m., on impulse (less than one (1) second), at lot boundaries, excepting air raid sirens
and similar warning devices.”

Section 3.3 of the Report further states that the “maximum permissible sound Ievel of any continuous,
regular, or frequent source of sound shall be 60 dBA between 7:00 AM and 9:00 PM, and 55 dBA
between 9:00 PM and 7:00 AM.”

RSE does not find any language in the Performance Standards for the B-2 zone that requires the
source of sound fo be “continuous, regular, or frequent.” In fact, the City noise limits are based on
sound levels that can occur for less than one second.

Existing/ Ambient Conditions (ref. Section 4.0, 7.0)

Section 4.1 Baseline Noise Environment states “An ambient noise survey was conducted during the
daytime and quietest nighttime hours to characterize the existing “baseline’ acoustical environment in
the vicinity of the Project. These quietest times would be midday for the daytime measurements and
after midnight for the nighttime measurements.”

Section 4.3 Mcasurement Methodology states that an objective of the 24 hours measurements was “to
confirm that the short-term sampling was indeed representative of the quiet period.” and “Since noise
impacts are greatest when existing noise levels arc lowest, the study was designed to measure
nighttime community noise level under conditions typical of a ‘quiet period’ for the area.” According
to Table 1, short-term measurements during daytime measurcments were conducted between 11:38
amand 1:24 pm. Similar nighttime measurements were conducted between 12:00 am and 2:06 am.

Section 4.5 Baseline Ambient Noise Levels states “The continuous sound level data confirm the
short-term data as a reasonable representation of area sound levels.” Based on the 24-hour
measurements, the Report finds that protected locations in the vicinity of the project do not qualify as
Maine DEP quiet areas.

Enginesring
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Comparing these lime periods to the 24-hour monitoring data in Figures 3 and 4 indicates that the
selected daytime period was relatively loud compared to other daytime hours. Both the quietest
“daytime" and “nighttime hours” are different than the time periods of the short-term measurements.
Based on various sound level parameters, RSE finds the quietest “daytime” hours are from 6 pm to 9
pm and the guictest nighttime hours are from 2:00 am and 5:00 am.

RSE agrees that the 24-hour monitoring results demonstrate that protected locations in the vicinity of
the site are not quiet areas as defined by Maine DEP. Based on this finding, the Report should state
the Maine DEFP sound level limits applicable at nearby protected locations for comparison with City
noise {imits.

Additional comments regarding analysis of existing sound levels are provided relative to Noise
Impact.

Noise Sources (ref. Sections 1.0, 5.0 and 6.0) — The Report provides a list of planned uses
associated with the proposed development. These include a Stop & Shop Supermarket, retail
cstablishments, residential housing, and recreational facilities. Section 1.0 Introduction and Summary
states the Report has been prepared primarily to cvaluate noise from operation of the proposed
supermarket and thatl noise from other proposed land uses will be minimal. Section 5.0 Reference
Sound Level Data provides additional descriptions and sound level data for some noise sources
assoclated with the proposed supermarket and other retail and residential units,

Mechanical equipment will include 36 Hussman refrigeration condenser fans at one horsepower each
and a single Seasons-4 HVAC unit installed on the rooftop of the supermarket, and a compressor
installed inside the supermarket building. No sound level performance data is provided for the
rooftop mechanical equipment or compressors although estimates are provided in Section 6.0 of the
Report for various evaluation points.

A description and sound levels for noise sources associated with operation of the loading/receiving
dock and trash compactors are provided. The Report provides maximum dBA sound levels for
operation of tractor-trailer trucks (18-wheelers), backup alarms, unloading activity, and truck
refrigeration units. The Report states that the most common type of truck will be “medium trucks”
and that noise from 18-wheelers are slightly louder than theses “vendor” trucks. The estimated
volume of tractor-trailer deliveries will average five or six per day. Sound levels for operation of two
trash compactors include maximum start/end sound levels and mid-steady sound levels.

The Report also provides a description and sound levels for a “typical Carrier HVAC unit” planned
for use for the small retail units and apartments.

Sound level performance data for the rooftop mechanical equipment and compressors is needed to
evaluate the sound level estimates presented in Section 6.1 of the Report. Also, the Report does not
provide a description of the planned recreational facilities or associated noise sources.

RSE finds that there may be potential for noise from planned recreational facilities and other site
activily that may be significant either alone or when combined with sound levels from the proposed
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supermarket. Other possible noise sources associated with development may include construction
activity, electrical transformers, delivery truck air brakes, parking lot activity (general use) and
maintenance (vacuum truck, sweeping, plowing) and trash collection. The noise report should
provide guidelines for properly locating fixed noise sources and specify maximum sound levels fo
ensure that they will meet applicable noise standards. All significant noise sources that are exempt
from regulation should be identified in the report and considered in the analysis of noise impacts
Jrom the Project.

Future Sound Levels and Comparison to Noise Limits (Section 6.0 and 7.0) — Report Scction
6.1.1 and Tables 4 and 5 provide estimates of future sound levels from Mechanical Rooftop
Equipment al several “evaluation points”. The Report shows that the highest sound levels from this
equipment will be 47 dBA at the residential property line to the east. These results are compared to
the City of Portland noise limits. Lpsilon selected evaluation points at residential property boundaries
to the rear and side of the supermarket. The Report states that the Project will meet all applicable
community noise standards including Maine Department of Environmental Protection (“DEP”)
Chapter 375, Section 10 “Control of Noise™ and City of Portland noise regulation.

As proposed, the Project would locate several noise sources associated with loading dock activity and
trash compaciors within a relatively small area at the rear of the supermarket. Two loading/receiving
docks are proposed and each loading dock appears to have capacity for two traclor-trailer trucks. A
waste compactor is also located adjacent to each loading/delivery dock. The north loading dock is
closer to existing residential propertics and property boundary of the Project. Scund level estimates
for noise associated with the loading dock/truck activity are not provided in the Report. Section 6.1.2
Trash Compactors and Table 6 provides estimates of sound levels from the trash compactors. The
distance from the compactor fo the east property line is given as 85 feet and the resulting estimated
sound level is 60 dBA.

As specified in Section 14-187 of the City Code, the City of Portland noise limits apply at the lot
houndaries of the Project. Figure 5 clearly shows that the Project lot lines are significantly closer to
the proposed noise sources than the nearest residential property lines. Therefore, the resulting sound
levels at the Project lot lines would be significantly higher than sound level estimates contained in the
Epsilon Report. Estimaled sound levels at the Project lot lines should be used to evaluate compliance
with City of Portland noise limits.

For Mechanical Rooftop Equipment, the only result provided in the Report is the range of overall
sound levels from the roofiop unils al the evaluation points. There are no specific measurement
results or distances to evaluation points provided as needed to review sound level estimates for the
mechanical rooftop equipment or determine the future sound levels at the nearest Project lot lines.

Scaling distances from Figure 5, Sound Level Sources and Modeling Locations, RSE finds the
distance from the north irash compactor to the nearest property line would be approximately 50 feet.
From sound level data provided in Section 5.1.2, the maximum sound level for the compactor is 73
dBA at 45 feet. This would result in a sound level of 72 dBA at the nearest property line, which is 12
dBA above the Portland davtime limit of 60 dBA. The sound level at 85 feet would be 67 dBA (vs 60
dBA shown in Table 6), which is 7 dBA over the daytime [imif.
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Exemptions from State and Local Noise Limits (Section 3.0 and 6.0) - Section 6.1.3 Loading
Dock Noise & Delivery Truck Activity states “Noise from delivery truck activities is explicitly
exempt from the noise regulations as discussed in section 3.2 of this report.” Section 3.2 of the
Report addresses State of Maine noise regulations. Section 3.3 of the Report addresses the City of
Portland noise standard.

RSE finds no language in the applicable City of Portland noise standard that would exempt noise
Jrom either delivery trucks or loading dock operation firom the Performance Standards applicable to
the B-2 zone.

The Maine DEP regulation does exempt vehicular traffic in many instances. This exemption would
exclude truck noise when trucks remain on-site for more than one hour and noise from ancillary
equipment such as refrigeration units.

From discussions with M. Schmuckal, Zoning Administrator, and 5. Hopkins of the City of Portland,
RSE understands that traffic noise for new projects is addressed as set forth in the City Code
depending on the specifics of the proposed development and proximity fo sensitive land uses. As it
relates to the subject project, RSE understands that the intent of the Portland noise standard would
be to limit noise from designated operating areas, such as a loading/receiving dock, because of the
concentration of delivery truck and related activity and close proximity to residential land uses.
Specifically, this would include the area located behind the proposed supermarket where trucks
waould turn around and back into a loading bay, shipments would be unloaded, parked trucks may
idle may, refrigeration units may be running, and frucks would pull away from loading bays.

The Epsilon Report does not indicate how long the trucks will remain at the loading dock, how long
the unloading operations are expected to occur for each truck, or whether trucks will remain idling.
Further, there are no quantified estimates of the expected sound levels at the property line from future
operation of the loading/receiving docks.

Based on source sound levels and Project site plan provided by Epsilon, RSE estimates that sound
levels from individual noise sources at the north loading dock will range from 64 to 80 dBA at the
property boundary of the development. This does not include possible sound reflection from the
supermarket building, which has the potential to increase off-sile sound levels to the east.

Estimated sound levels for each source are above the City daytime limit of 60 dBA and the nighttime
limit of 55 dBA. The combined sound levels of these and other noise sources (e.g. additional trucks
maneuvering or unloading, trash compactors or rooftop mechanical equipment) are likely to be
higher than from individual noise sources. Clearly, further analysis of loading dock noise sources
and the applicability of city noise limits is required to demonstrate that the proposed development
will comply with relevant noise standards.

Noise Impact (Sections 1.0, 6.0 and 7.0) - The Report states that future sound levels from the Project
will not substantially impact the surrounding ambient noise environment. Section 6.1.3 of the Report
states that sound levels from these sources “will be perceptible to the nearest neighbors within a
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couple of blocks to the rear of the store. However, sound levels from these sources will be no
different than existing maximum noise levels in the area.” Section 7.0 Conclusions and Summary of
Mitigation states “The resulting ambient noise levels will be indistinguishable from current
conditions, and consistent with the existing land-use.”

When reviewing ambient or “background” sound levels, use of the maximum hourly sound level can
lead to unpredictable results because of the extremely short time period of one second or less.
Preferred options are to analyze the impacts of noise events utilizing a shori-term (e.g. one minute)
equivalent sound level or a percentile level (e.g. L or Lyy) to represent the sound level exceeded a
percentage of the time. Use of the percentile would be consistent with Section 2.0 Noise Meltrics of
the Epsilon Report which states: "Ly is the sound level in dBA exceeded only 10% of the time. Il is
close to the maximum level observed during the measurement period. The Ly is sometimes called the
intrusive sound level because it is caused by occasional louder noises like passing motor vehicles.”

The nearest 24-hour monitoring position in the vicinity of the loading dock area is position 1. From
Table 2, hourly L,y readings during City of Portland daytime hours (7 am to 9 pm) averaged 54 dBA
and 47 dBA during nighttime hours (9 pm to 7 am). According fo Section 2.0 of the Report, the L,
represents the current level of “intrusive” sounds.

Future sound levels from individual noise sources associated with the loading/receiving dock vary by
source and distance from the loading dock. At the nearest existing residence approximately 280 feet
Jfrom the loading dock, individual source levels will range from 50 dBA (refrigeration unit) to 66 dBA
(iractor trailer accelerating). Sound levels from acceleration of a tractor-trailer would be 12 dBA
above the average daytime Ly measured af position 1. At the nearest residential lot boundary
(currently no residence), individual source levels will range from 59 dBA fo 75 dBA, which is 5 to 21
dBA above the average daytime L,y Sound levels that exceed the daytime Lyy by 5 to 21 dBA are
likely to be quite noticeable.

Recommendations for Noise Mitigation (Section 7.0) — In addition to the planned noisc mitigating
equipment, Epsilon recommends that operation of the Trash Compactors be restricted to the daytime
hours of 7 am to 9 pm, and truck deliveries be limited to hours of 6 am to 10 pm.

RSE finds that the recommended noise mitigation measures will not result in compliance-with the
applicable City of Portland noise limits and additional mitigation measures will be required. A
noticeable site feature of the proposed site design is that nearly all the primary noise sources
associated with the proposed development are located in an area of the sife that is in close proximity
to the quietest residential areas. In the absence of other site considerations, there appears to be
opportunities to locate the primary noise sources significantly further away from residential areas
and closer to less sensitive commercial and industrial land uses. This would reduce future sound
levels at the residential areas and associated noise impacts.

Overall, RSE finds that the Sound Level Impact Assessment Report by Epsilon Associates does not
demonstrate that the proposed Morrill’s Crossing development will meet the noise limits as set forth by
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applicable state and local noise standards. A summary of the main issues and recommendations for
resolution are as follows:

!\.J

Noise Sources and Estimates — Sound level performance data and supporting calculations for
supermarket mechanical equipment are needed to evaluate sound level estimates contained in the
report. More information concerning other Project noise sources should be provided including
identilication of exempt noise sources, estimates of combined sound levels, and a description of
the proposed recreational facilities.

Maine DEP Noisc Regulation — The potential exists that certain Maine DEP noise limits apply to
the Project. A comparison of state and local standards and analysis of tonal sounds is required (o
demonstrate that the proposed development will comply with these Maine DEP noise limits.

City of Portland Noise Limits — Performance Standards for the B-2 zone do not exempt noise
from loading dock noise and delivery truck activity. Sound level estimates show that noise from
these sources alone would be over the City noise limits at Project lot lines. In addition, sound
levels from operation of the trash compactor and combined noise sources would also be above the
City noise limits. Additional mitigation measures or agreement with the City is required to
demonstrate that the proposed development will comply with City of Portland noise limits.

Noise Impact Assessment — Report (indings may understate the potential noise impact of the
project on existing residential areas. More information is nceded concerning sound levels and
their duration from the loading dock and truck delivery activity to fully evaluate the noise impact
of the project.

Noise Mitigation — Additional noise mitigation measures will be required for the Project to
comply with applicable noise standards. Relocation of the primary noise sources away from
nearby residential areas could provide significant noise reduction at sensitive land uses.

Pleasc feel free to contact me if you have any questions concerning our review of the Sound Level Impact
Assessment Report.

Sincerely,
Resource Systems Engineering

R. Scott Bodwell, P.E.
Project Engineer

Ce: Stephen R. Bushey, Deluca-Hoffinan Associates, Ine.
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May 59,2006 _Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc

Ref: (07334.00

Sarah Hopkins

Development Review Services Manager
Department of Planning & Development
City of Portland

389 Congress Street

Tortland, Maine 04101

Re:  Morrill’s Crossing - Response to Noise Review

Dear Sarah:

An updated Sound Level Impact Assessment Report prepared by Epsilon Associates, dated
May 16, 2006 was submitted to you last week. The report has been updated to address the

B-2 Community Business Zone noise standards interpreted by Marge Schmuckal,
Zoning Adwinistrator for the City.

The report has also been updated to reflect applicable recommendations offered by Mr. R.
Scott Bodwell of Resource Systems Engineering in his Ietter to you dated February 28, 2006.

Two copies of the updated Sound Level Impact Assessment Report were sent to your office on May
25, 2006. VHB requested at that time that one copy be forwarded to Mr. Bodwell for his review.

Please give me a call if you have any queslions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

BRUSTLIN, INC.

Senior Project Manager

Enclosure

107 Walnut Street
Post Office Box 9151
Wakertown, Massachusetts D2471-9151
GI7.9240770 « FAX 617.924,2286
SAMIZEN does\eitersh LE-Sarah Hopkins@Cily of Portand-Response to Noiss Comments 5-30-06 doc email: info@vhb com
wwrw vhb com
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LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS

PROJECT MEMO: Morrill’s Crossing

TO: Sarah Hopkins

FROM: Pat Carroll

DATE: March 1, 2006

RE: Landscape Peer Review- Response to Resubmission 2/17/06

We are in receipt of a revised landscape Plan for the Morrills Crossing Project and have reviewed the plan
and accompanying Response Letter. The Applicant has satisfactorily addressed many of the concerns
outlined in my previous memorandum and discussions, however several issues remain unresolved:

1. Perimeter Buffer Plantings. The Applicant has added additional evergreen trees and understory
plantings along the back of the buildings and service arca, however perimeter plantings along the
casterly property line between Morrill Street and extending south of Cambridge Street are not
adequate to properly buffer these existing residential neighborhood from the project. It is also
noted that one of the apartment buildings that was located on the northeast side of the parking lot,
effectively screening the service arca and parking lot, has now been moved to the southwest side,
allowing headlights and activity from the development to become far more visible and prominent.
Headlights are also not effectively screened from the parking lot associated with the recreation
field to the properties on Cornell and Cambridge Streets. Fencing and/or dense evergreen
plantings arc recommended to provide a more effective buffer to the neighborhood.

2. Tree Planting in Cutouts- The Applicant has proposed to increase the cutout size from 3* x 37 to
3’ x 127 with the cutout area containing perennials and concrete pavers. No detail has been
shown for this conliguration, but we have several concerns regarding its viability. The trees
proposed arc 3-3.57 caliper Maples and Ornamental Pears, which have a minimum root ball size
of 32-38” according to ASNS which sets standards for nursery stock. Standard tree planting
practice requires a tree pit excavation up to two times the root ball diameter, so it is unclear how
these trees can be planted in such a restricted area ( 36™). 1t is also unclear how concrete pavers
are integrated into the cutout area, what type they are, and whether they really will provide a
pervious paving conducive to water infiltration or rather become mostly impervious as they
typically do. It is noted that there are porous paver products available that may be suitable in this

~ application. The Applicant is encouraged to research the viability of these products. 1t has also
been the recommendation of the City Arborist in the past that tree cutouts be raised with curbing
to better protect the trees from road salts and compaction.

3. Site Lighting- We have not received a revised Site Lighting Plan and still have concerns
regarding the level of lighting on the north side of the supermarket, as well as hours of use for the
site lighting, especially at the service area.

4. Phasing- Tt is still unclear how the landscaping works with the phasing of the project and that
there will be adequate buffering of the project from the residential neighborhood prior to the
buildout of the Townhouses and Apartments, which aid in screening and buffering the retail uses
from the residential neighborhood. A phasing plan addressing this issuc scems appropriate.
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5. Noise- It is my understanding that a noise consultant has been retained by the City to review the
Applicant’s noise report. We will defer to their expertise, however it is noled that in our
experience planting alone does little to block or suppress noise.

6. Smow Storage- Snow storage areas are not indicated on the landscape Plan and we have
concerns regarding the ability to protect the extensive landscaping in the medians and islands
from snow damage.

7. Site Improvements- It is unclear whether benches, bike racks, soccer goals, waste receptacles,
and other site improvements are proposed and where they are to be located on the site. There are
several areas where such fumnishings seem appropriate and would add to the pedestrian and
recreational use of the property.

We look forward to an appropriate response by the Applicant to these remaining issues. Please contact
me if you have questions or need additional information.
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May 15, 2006 Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc

Ref: 07334.00

Sarah Hopkins

Development Review Services Manager
Department of Planning & Development
City of Portland

389 Congress Street

Portland, Maine 04101

Re: Morrill's Crossing - Response to Landscape Peer Review
Dear Sarah:

The following are VHB's responses to the landscape peer review response to resubmission
offered by Mr. Patrick Carroll of Carroll Associates in his memo addressed to you dated,
March 1, 2006 regarding Morrill’s Crossing. Mr. Carroll concludes that “the Applicant has
satisfactorily addressed many of the concerns outlined in my previous memorandum and
discussions, however several issues remain unresolved”. Mr. Carroli’s recommendations
regarding the unresolved issues have been considered and are addressed below.

PERIMETER BUFFER PLANTINGS:

Comment:

...perimeter plantings along the easterly property line befween Morrill Street and extending south of
Cambridge Street are not adequate to properly buffer these existing residentinl neighborhood from the project, It
is also noted that one of the apartment buildings that was located on the northeast side of the parking lot,
effectively screening the service area and parking lot, has now been moved to the southwest side, allowing
headlights and activity from the development to become far more visible and prominent. Headlights are also not
effectively screened from the parking lot associated with the recreation field to the properties on Cornell and
Cambridge Streets. Fencing and/or dense eoergreen plantings are vecommended to provide a more effective
buffer to the neighborhood.

Response:

Additional landscape plantings and stockade fencing have been added in the area of the apartments
and the recreational field parking lot to provide enhanced buffering between the developmenl and
the neighborhood. The additional landscaping and fencing is highlighted in the Enhanced Buffering
Exhibit included as Attachment A.

101 Walnut Strect
Post Office Box 9151
Watertown, Massachusetts 02471-9151
617.924.1770 « FAX 617.924.2286
email: info@vhb.com

WAAITIIdeos etiers\ T E-Sarah Hopkins@City of Portland Response to Landscape Comments 4-25-06 doc
www vhib.com
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TREE PLANTING IN CUTOUTS:

Comment:

The Applicant has proposed to increase the cutout size from 3’ x 3" to 3’ x 12" with the cutout area containing
perennials and concrete pavers. No detail has been shown for this configuration, but we have several concerns
regarding its viability. The trees proposed are 3-3.5" caliper Maples and Ornamental Pears, which have a
minimunt root ball size of 32-38" according to ASNS which sets standards for nursery stock. Standard tree
planting practice requires a tree pit excavation up to two times the root ball diameter, so it is unclear how these
trees can be planted in such e restricted avea ( 36”). It is also unclear how concrete pavers are integrated into
the cutout area, what type they are, and whether they really will provide a pervious paving conducive to water
infiltration or rather become mostly impervious as they typically do. It is noted that there are porous paver
products aoailable that tmay be suitable in this application. The Applicant is enicouraged fo research the viability
of these products. It has also been the recommendation of the City Arborist in the past that tree cutouts be
raised with curbing to better protect the trees from voad salts and compaction.

Response:

As agreed at our meeting on April 12", the 3'x12” tree planting cutouts in the area of the Bruno’s and
the adjacent Retail have been replaced by flush 4'x6” tree cutouts. In the area of the Proposed Mixed
Used Building, 4'x¢’ ADA compliant tree grates are proposed. A cut sheet of the ADA compliant
grate, as well as an updated layout plan, has been included as Attachment B.

SITE LIGHTTING:
Comment:

We have not received a revised Site Lighting Plan and still have concerns regarding the level of lighting on the
north side of the supermarket, as well as hours of use for the site lighting, especially at the service area.
Response:

Responses to Mr. Carroll’s Site Lighting Plan peer review comments have been submitted under a
separate cover.

W73 docs ettersL E-Sarah Hophins@CUity of Portland-Response to Landscape Comments 1-25-06.doc2-14-06
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PHASING:
Comment:

It is still unclear how the landscaping works with the phasing of the project and that there will be adequate
buffering of the project from the residential neighborhood prior to the buildout of the Townhouses and
Apartments, which aid in screening and buffering the reiail uses from the residential neighborhood. A phasing
plan addressing this issue seems appropriate.

Response:

It is the applicant’s intention to construct the project in a single phase. In the event of the occupancy
of any retail space prior to the construction of the townhecuses and apartment, the applicant will
commit to the installation of landscaping and fencing prior to granting of a certificate of occupancy.
An exhibit highlighting the committed buffering is shown in Attachment C. The applicant will install
all plantings and fencing within the area depicted as Phase I with the exception of any plantings that
specifically conflict with the conslruclion of any retail building not yet complete.

NOISE:

Comment;

it is my understanding that a noise consultant has been retained by the City to review the Applicant’s noise
report, We will defer fo their expertise, however it is noted that in our experience planting alone does little to
block or suppress noise.

Response:

The City has retained an independent noise consultant. Any noise comments from the peer review
will be addressed under a separate cover.

SNOW STORAGE:

Comment;

Snow storage areas are not indicated on the landscape Plan and we have concerns regarding the ability to
profect the extensive landscaping in the medians and islands from snow damage.

AFIMdocs\ettersLE-Satah Hopkins@City of Portland-Response o Landscape Comments 4:25-06 doc2-14-06
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Response;

Snow storage areas have been delineated on the Proposed Amenities and Snow Storage Plan included
as Attachment ). Again, as discussed at our April 12 meeting, we agree that although the project
includes approximately 7 acres of green/open space, the extensive landscaping limits the availability
of snow storage areas. The areas identified on the attached plan will provide storage for the smaller
snow storm events. The applicant agrees and commits to dispose of excess snow off-site.

SITE IMPROVEMENTS:
“Comment:

It is unclear whether benches, bike racks, soccer goals, waste veceptacles, and other site fmprovements are
proposed and where they are to be located on the site. There are several areas where such furnishings seem
appropriate and would ndd fo the pedestrion and recreational use of the property.

Resp;)nse:

Benches, bike racks, and trash receptacle locations are shown on the Proposed Amenities and Snow
Storage Plan included as Attachment D.  As requested by the Parks Department, no trash receptacles
have been provided in the area of the recreation field. Also, at the request of the Parks Department,
the applicant has agreed to provide a drinking water fountain located adjacent to the field.

Please give me a call if you have any questions or need additional information.
Very truly yours,

VANASSE HANGEN BRUSTLIN, INC.

John Hession David Fenstermacher
Project Manager Project Engineer
Enclosure

cc: Pat Carroll — Carroll Associates

\7334 N docs lettersL E-Sarah Hopkins@City of Portland-Response to Landscape Comments 4-25-06.doc2-14-06
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Public Works Engineerng Memorandum

Date: March 1, 2006
To: Sarah Hopkins, Development Review Services Manager
From: Eric J. Labelle, P.E., City Engineer

Re: Morrill's Crossing

This memorandum is intended to provide clarification and comment on the Morrill’s
Crossing development.

Princeton and Mascnolia Streets

Status:
Both of these streets have been confirmed by Public Works as being “dedicated and
unaccepted”.

Sewer:

These streets also contain sanilary sewer servicing the area. Public Works does not
recommend any work be conducted to this sewer, however, would like be assured that
care will be taken in the construction to protect the sewers.

Drainage:

A culvert drains to the southerly side of the Princeton Street. Stormwaler is proposed to
be collected by a stormwater system to the north of the Townhouses along the property
fine. The stormwater from the City right of way would be draining through the proposed
development’s stormwater system. It may be appropriate to request a drainage casement
through the site.

Morrill Street

Status:
Morrill Street is also a dedicated and unaccepted from University Street to Milliken
Brook. It is not clear where Milliken Brook would have crossed the site prior to



development of this site. Public Works would like to retain a right of way across the site
in Morrill Street’s current location extending the railroad property at the southern
property line. The right of way would not propose building locations and could provide
for future access across the railroad property.

Proposed Road:

The developer is currently proposing a 24” wide road to the Townhouses and
Appartments. Since this road would become a City street to the site, the road should be
constructed to the City’s minimum standard and be 28° wide. A turn around also needs
to be constructed at the end of the City street.

Stormwater Contribution

In 1993, the City of Portland entered in to a consent agreement with the Maine
Department of Environmental Agency due to its combined sewer overflows. This
agreement obligates the City complcte a series of sewer separation projects in three
watersheds, Fall Brook, Capisic Brook and the Fore River. In 1997, the City began work
on these projects and 1s expected to spend nearly 100 million dollars by 2012.

The separation work being conducted requires the reestablishment and the widening of
Fall Brook to remove the Mona/Bernard neighborhoods from the 100 year flood planes.
In order to do so, the City must acquire drainage easements from property owners to
along Fall Brook upstream and downstream entrance into Fall Brook. The acquisition
process is ongoing.

Public Works recommends a 100 thousand dollar contribution be made towards the
acquisition of downsiream stormdrain casements along Fall Brook.
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May 30, 2006 Vanasse Hangen Brusilin, Inc.

Ref: 07334.00

Sarah Hopkins

Development Review Services Manager
Department of Planning & Development
ity of Portland

389 Congress Street

Portland, Maine 04101

Re:  Morrill's Crossing - Response to Public Works Review

Dear Sarah:

The following are VHB's responses to the Public Works comments offered by Mr. Eric
Labelle, in his memo addressed to you dated, March 1, 2006 regarding Morrill’s Crossing.

Princeton and Magnolia Street :

Comment {Sewer):

These streets also contain sanitary sewer servicing the area. Public Works does niot recommend any work be
conducted to this sewer, however, would like be assured that care will be taken in the construction to protect the

SELWELS.

Response;

VHB coordinated with the City to verify the sewer locations within Princeton and Magnolia Streets.
Attached is an exhibit showing the locations. The limit of work for Morrill’s Crossing does not extend
past the property line, and therefore will not impact any existing utilities within the above referenced
streets. The exhibit is included as Attachment A.

Comment {Drainage):

A culvert drains fo the southerly side of the Princeton Street. Stormuwater is proposed to be collected by a
stormuwater system to the north of the Townhouses along the property line. The stormwater from the City right
of way would be draining through the proposed development’s stormwater system. 1t may be appropriate to
request a drainage easerent through the site.

107 Walnut Street
Post Office Bax 9151
Watertown, Massachusetts 02471-9151
6179241770 - FAX 617.924.2286
NTIRN docsh Jettersh LE-Sarah Hophins®@City of Portland-Response i DPW Comments 5-26-06 doc email- info@vhb com
wivw vhb.com
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Response:

It requested, VIIB will coordinate with the City to prepare appropriate drainage over the portions of
the stormwater system that convey runoff from the City right-of way.

Morrill Street:

Morrill Street is also a dedicaled and unaccepted from University Street to Milliken Brook. It is not clear where
Milliken Brook would have crossed the site prior to developnient of this site. Public Works would like to retain

a right of way across the site in Morrill Street’s current location extending the railroad property at the southern
property line. The right of way would not propose building locations and could provide for future access across

the railroad property.

Hesponse:

Based on additional research at the registry of deeds, we have determined that the portion of Morrill
Street within the project limits was never shown on a subdivision plan recorded at the registry of
deeds. Since it was never shown on a recorded subdivision plan, Morrill Street does not exist within
the project limits as had been previously believed.

Comment 2:

The developer is currently proposing a 24" wide road to the Townhouses and Apartments. Since this road
would become a City street to the site, the road should be constructed to the City's minimum standard and be
28" wide. A turn around also needs to be constructed at the end of the City street.

Response:

VHB has modified the road to the Townhouses and Apartments to meet the standards of a “Minor
Residential Street Section” as described in the Technical and Design Standards and Guidelines. The
proposed layout calls for a sidewalk along the west side of Morrill Street, but not along the east side,
which will require a wavier.

As shown in Attachment B, a hammer-head turn around can be provided at the end of Morrill Street.
However, due to the impacts to the open space and buffering of the site to the residential area, the
applicant requests a waiver to not construct the turn around. The requested alternative would be the
granting of a turn around easement within the apartment parking lot, located at the end of Morrill
Street.

\7334 N doeshJetiersT E-Sarah Hopldns@City of Portfand-Response to DPW Comments 5-26-06.doc2-14.06
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Project No.: 07334.00
May 30, 2006

Page 3

A plan entitled “Morrill Street Plan and Profile” has been prepared showing plan view, profile, and
cross section of the design, and has been added to the Site Plan. A copy of the plan is enclosed as
Attachment B.

Stormwater Contribution:
Comment:

In 1993, the City of Portland entered in to g consent agreement with the Maine Department of Environimental
Agency due to its combined sewer overflows. This agreement obligates the City complete q series of sewer
separation projects in three watersheds, Fall Brook, Capisic Braok and the Eore River. In 1397, the City began
work on these projects and is expected to spend nearly 100 million dollars by 20712,

The separation work being conducted requires the reestablishment and the widening of all Brook to remove the
Mona/Bernard neighborhoods from the 100 year flood planes. In order to do so, the Cily must acquire drainage

easements from property owners to along Fall Brook upstream and downstream entrance into Fall Brook, The
dcquisilion process is ongoing.

Public Works recommends a 100 thousand dollar contribution be mude towards the acquisition of doumstream

stormdrain easements along Fall Brook.

Response:;

The applicant agrees with the recommended contribution.

Please give me a call if you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

BRUSTLIN, INC.

Senior Project Manager
Enclosure

ce Eric Labelle, City of Portland - Public Works Engineering

&
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Pariners CREHHTON MANNING ENEINEERING, L8 Associates

Charles W. Manning, PE Shelly &. Johnston, BE., FTOE

._}Cffm M. Tozzi, BE Mark A. Sargent, PE, PTOE

Sdward V. Woods, PE. Joffroy W Pangburmn, P‘=

Sorald 3. Sovey, PLS. Thomas B. Johnson, BE, PTOS
tfarch 7, 2006

Charman Kevin Beal

Members of the Portland Planning Board
389 Congress Street

Portland; ME 84101

RE:  Traffic Comments on the MorrilP’s Crosstag Proposed Mixed Use Development — Portland,
Maine; CME Project No. (4-147.

Dear Chair Beal and Members of the Poriland Planning Boatd:

[t wr‘?Feh& If of Hannafird Bros. Co. , Creighton Maoming Pngmeerm LLP {CME) continucs fo review
VHB’s January 17, 2006 responscs to CME s Decermber 5, 2005 comments 35w ctrasomier assestated
documentation subniitted by the applicant. It had béen our intention to attend your Planning Beard
Workshop today to make a presentation to the Board; however, mush of the dosumentation from the
applicant wasi’t received by us until March 3, 2006 and we haven't had t%te ability to. L@mpiere Our TEVIEW.
In addition, if {8 our understanding that the applicant’s teaffic simulation model is not going to be presented
at the Wor}cghop‘ which was znmher reason for us to atiend the workshop.

From the documentation we have reviewed to date, we continue to have the following concerns sbout fhis
project which haven’t been adequately addressed, Alse, We request an ‘oppoitunity to address the Board at a
future date when we've been able te complete a thorouch review of the applicant’s deeumentation as-our
comments below represent a partial review.

A “‘;mdv Aresn:

f. The &Xg}lamﬁan for continuously altering the %tazd} area limits and which intersections fo evaluate is
due to changes in land use and size of projeet. This is unategptable as the project has been and
contintcs to be primyrily a tetail project with minigmal changes i minor ancillary uses. In fact, the
estimate of trips generated for the projectover the various editions of the traffic study have either
gone up of essentially remdin unchanged. The size of the retail uses and trips generatéd.are shown
below. Inferséctions previously analyzed but subsequently dropped from later editions need to be

incinded,
Study Edition Retail Size | Total Retail Trips (PM/SAT) |
Jupe 2004 128,100 SF 76071055 vph
Octobier 2604 | 128,100 SF . 1870/1245 wph
Novemriber 2603 134,630 8% _ 1080/1265 vph .

B, Site Generated Traffic:

1. Theapplicant’s response based upon their assertion of ry lack of understa nding of the traffic
engincering prineiples and my credibilily being ffom Na,w York State is completely unfounded. My

Engineers, Planners and Surveyors

17 Computer Dilve West, Albany, NY 12205 NSO A . 04 Glan Shast, So%e 38, Glans Falls, MY 12801
ohone 83184400288 ¢ fax 518-446-G327 o : phona 518-751-4655 € fax 518-792-0477
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E.

professional credentials, 20-vears experience in the field of Traffic Engincering, and work in six other
states outlstde New York State prove otherwise,

The total amount of trip ﬁf‘idl‘a taker confinues to be high and is mot supporied by their subsequent
subrmissions. For instance, the ITE data used by the applivant for diverted-linked trips for the
supermarket is based o limited data from sites in the Midweslern part of the country zod primanly
from the 1980s. ITE urges caution when using such limited data. Further, in response to Mr. Emvico’s
similar comment and request to provide additional information from other Stop N’ Shop sites
(January 9, 2006), the data submitted does not support the high trip credits taken. The one site
subrmitted for example showed a pass-by credit of 44% with notation that the remainder trips wen

‘new’*. No data on diverted-linked frips was providad to support the crédits in the traffic study. The
résult is that the impacts to adjacent intersections continue to be underestimated.

. Traffie Analysis

The applicant has provided additional traffic data as to the actual operating conditions of the Forest
Avenue/Allen Avenue/Stevens Street area; however, only partial data bas been provided. Lane
utilizations and saturation flows were not collected for all approaches:as needed, especially for those
approaches where the proposed improverients will nof, be providing benetils {i., Stevens approach
to Forest and Forest northbound approach to Stevens). Also, there has not been any data submitted
that traces the vehicles through the intersections as we noted previously. This is-aft important piece of
information needed for cdlibration and justification of the medel’s assumptions for not only how
vehicles enter the offset intersections, but also how they leave the intersections.

We have only récently received the backup documentation for the new SimTraffic model and analysis
gnd have not completed our review of that information or the: traffic model. We will provide our
cofmerts in the néar fiture and When the required additional ficld is provided.

Safety

Thie lare drop/merge area to be orzated by the site driveway on Allen Avenue arid the problems
associated with it is not a mischaracterization by CME as the applicarit states. As aratter of fact, &
month after tesponding to these comenents and through additional ficld visits on their part, the
applicant admits there will be a problem as we have indicated and now proposes to add a second
through lane a1 thi site driveway'fo eliminate {Bi:'pi%;i:xblemsnﬁ?ed,

It tesei{ a Field visit by the applicant to change their respenise of no firoblems to a résponse of
atkriowledging a problem. It is recommended that the applicant continue to take additional field visits
to see fhe other areas where prz}blme will exist-as noted in the comments.

Parking

We have recently received documentation used by the applicant to support their élaim that a sufficient
supply of patking will be provided on site. We are in fhe process of reviewing this information and
we will prowdt, ouf response in the future,

Improvements

Design details, af least on‘the preliminary plan level, of the additional signal coordindtion and
preemption with the railroad crossing need to be provided before the project ean be approved. A
complicated interconnection and preemption condition will be created such that the plans need 1o be
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submitted now for review and approval by the State Department of Transportation and/er the Federal
Ratbway Administration for compatibility, legic, and viahility to ensure the safety of all.

Again; adequate design plans have not been provided to prove that the recommended uniprovements
to Forest Avenue can be made. This is a eritical issuc where right-cf-way, parking, and sufficient
sidewalk widths needs to be further evaluated through detailed designs before project approval.

With regard to 6-foot wide sidewalks, there hasbeen ne acknowledgement of the multiple
obstructions within this 6-foot sidewalk width (utility psles, hydrants, outdoor furniture, doot
openings; etc.). The typical section provided to the State for their opition by the applicant centinues
to be misleading as it also does not show the ebstructions within the sidewalk’s limited width.

G, CME Letter to Board Dated Janunary 17, 2006

We have the following coniments related to responses made by the applicant in regard to our January 17,
2006 submittal with accompanying figures that illustrated our commiments. Again, it is noted that these are
pariial comments as we continue 10 review the apslibent’s subseiyuent documentation.

I

A

Lh

Figure 1 showed the overlapping quesing problems of the back-to-batk left turn lanes on Fotest
Avenue at Warven Avenue and Allen Avenuce. Based on updated analysis, the applicant proposes to
e};tend the léfistum storage lane at Allen Avénie by 125 feet. This lmg&h has to be taken from the
left-turn lane to Warren Avenue. However, queues lengths still exceed the storage lengths and safety
problems will continue t¢: exist as shown o the figure,

Figure 2 showed the lane-use assumptions used for Allen Avenue. We just received the field data
submitted for the lane utilization study conducted on Allen Avenue at Forest Avenue and we are in
the process of reviewing if,

The apphicant’s rtspﬁnse to concerns ef train crossing impaets on Allen Avenue (CME Figure 3) was
focused on the: irain crossings durirg the evetiing peak hour. The Morrill’s Crassing project will
generate significant traffic for many other heurs of the wéekday and weekend that this issue is not just
a peak hour issue. Again, the soordination and preemption plins need to be reviewed by the DOT
and/or the Federal Railway Administration. The applicant fufther responds that traffic flow conditions.
will émain unchanged from cument.conditions — how is this possible with the significant amourt of
traffic from Morrill’s Crossing to be added to Allen Avenue at the tailroad crossing?

AS hoted sarlier in Comment C, no data has been provided io substantiate the lane-use assuiptions as
shown on Figure 4 of our lefter,

ﬁg&%ﬁs as noted in earlier in Comment F.3 and shown ot Figures 5A and 58 of our letter, the

applicant still has not provided the necessary details to show that the widening of Forest Avenue can
be made. The appl;canf continues to ignore the obstructions that currently exist within the sidewalk
ATCAS.

With regerd to unsignalized intersections that will operate at level of service T with the project, the
applicant discusées several potential improvements 4t a couple of inietsections. However, no
commitment on a speeific | improv ement is made by the applicant nor is these an analysis of fhie
impacts of implementing the Improvements.

Alse, the applicast quotes the DOT s permit language stating that mitigation requirements at
unsignalized nterséctions may be reduced if traffic conditions provide for safe movement. Based on
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the results of the traffic study, there will be substantial increases in delay for vehicles on the side
street frying to enter the major strect. With increased delays, moforists become much more frustrated
and start to accept sherter gaps in mainline traffic, thereby putting their safety at mereased rigk — how
iz this providing for safe movement?

H. Summary

As listed in our comments, the applicant has not adequaiely addressed the traffic impacts of this project.
We are it the process of reviewing the applicarit”s récent submissions; however, much more information,
data, analysis, and plans are needed for us to fully evaluate the project’s impaet.

‘Thank you for your censideration in these matters.

Sincersly,

Cregighton Manning Iragigeering, LLP

Thommzs K. Johusont® B, PTOR
Alsseciate, Senor Traffic Engincer
Naine P.E. License No. 10778

¢: Engineering « Hannaford Bros. Co. <
Peggy MceGelies - Perkins, Thompson, Hinckley & Keddy

FolPrifeaiid Iennns worb CME commenss S30000.doc
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Ms. Sarah Hopkins

. Development Review Services Manager
Department of Planning and Development
City of Portland
389 Congress Street
Portland, ME 04101

Re:  Response to Comments
Morrill's Crossing Traffic Study
Portland, Maine

Dear Sarah:

Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. (VHB) has received and reviewed the traffic study comment letter submitted on
behalf of Hannaford Bros. Co. (Hannaford) by Creighton Manning Engineering, LLP (CME) out of Albany, NY
dated March 7, 2006. These responses are being provided at the request of Mr. Thomas Errico, acting City
Traffic Engincer.

The majority of the questions being raised by CME focus on the process of creating the Traffic Tmpact and
Access Study currently under consideration by the City of Portland.  As you know, the process and procedures
required to develop a Traffic Study for use in the MDOT Traffic Movement Permit process and for use in the
City’s review are clear. These are well documented in the State’s Tratfic Movement Permit application process.

As the acting City Traffic Engineer and delegated review agent for MDOT, Mr. Ermrico has been working together
with other Cily staff and the applicant to assure that the submissions follow these detailed and through
procedures. Wilh this in mind, VHB believes that all the project submissions have been consistent with the
standards. Moreover, where additional analysis or modifications have been requested by the City to provide
clarification and/or additional information — the applicant has routinely provided this information.

Once again, as we stated in our initial January 17, 2006 responsc to the CME comments, before responding to the
issues raised, it is important to point out that the traffic study being reviewed by the Board has been prepared in
accordance with the City’s and Maine Department of Transportation’s (MDOT) guidelines. While we tecognize
that there have been multiple versions of traffic studies authored for this development in the past, these prior
versions of the traffic study focused on unrelated and different mixes of land uses, sizes of buildings, and sets of
off-site mitigation. In each case, the development program at this site has been evaluated and recvaluated from
both the developer’s perspective and the City’s perspective throughout the re-zoning process. This process has
changed the development from its original proposal of a retail-only development, to an office and retail
development, and finally into the development of the current mixed-use project that is before the Planning Board
now for review.

1071 Walnut Street
Post Cffice Box 9151
Watertown, Massachusetts 02471-9151
G17.9241770 =« FAX 617.924.2286
email: info@vhb.com
wiww.vhb.com
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The other issue that should be considered in reviewing both this study and these responses is that there has been
a significant amount of time between the initial submission of a traffic study to the City in support of the
rezoning request back in 2002 and the current submission. Through that time, we are all aware that traffic
conditions have changed in the Morrill’'s Corner area. With each submission, information was updated,
evaluated, and re-evaluated so as to present the most up-to-date information possible to the various stakeholders
and decision-makers. For example, the initial traffic study submitted for this parcel considered the Morrill’s
Comner and Allen’s Corner roadway improvement projects to be constructed at some point in the future.
However, over time, these improvements were constructed and tratfic has been traveling through these locations
for some time. For this reason, the most recent version of the fraffic study (and the study that was reviewed by
the City Council when the rezoning of the property was under their consideration) included totally updated traffic
information that documented mnot only the beneficial impacts of the improvements on traffic flow, but also
included real numbers — not projections — so that the City could make an informed decision on the projects
impacts.

Therefore, any reference to prior versions of a traffic study that were submitted to the City is largely irrelevant.
Those traffic studies were for alternative development scenarios, had different off-sife mitigation measures being
proposed, included historical traffic information that has since been updated for the current project, and
ultimately did not represent the impacts of the project that is currently under review by the City.

The following brief responses to the CME letter are provided in this context:

Comment A1 — Study Area:

Response: As noted in the January 17, 2006 response to CME, the study area developed for this traffic smdy
was based on MDOT accepted methodologies and was confirmed by the City Traffic Engincer. Ultimately, in
his January 10, 2006 letter, Mr. Errico concurs with our finding and states that the selected study area used in
the November 2005 traffic study for this project is acceptable.

Comment B.1 — Site Generated Traffic:

Response: As noted in the January 17, 2006 response to CME, the trip generation methodologies utilized for
the development of this traffic study are consistent with Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) means and
methods and are consistent with other supermarket trip generation studies submitted and approved by the City
of Portland. These include (raffic studies submitted on behalf of CME’s client, Hannaford Bros in the greater
Portland area. Ultimately, in his January 10, 2006 letter to the Planning Board, Mr. Errico concurs with our
approach and finding and states that the selected trip generation estimates used in the November 2005 traffic
study for this project are acceptable.

Comment C_I - Traffic Analysis

Response: All information relating to the traffic analysis and supporting documentation has been submitted to
the City for their review. While we recognize that CME has only recently received the back up information, we
believe that they will find that this information is sufficient to analyze the traffic conditions in and around the
Morrill’s Corner area.

@
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Comment D.1 - Safety

Response: The statement that the lane alignment was changed due to a field visit is incorrect. The reason the
lane assignment on Allen Avenue was modified was to accommodate the addition of the fourth leg of the

 intersection (the Paul White Tile site driveway). VHRB, MDOT, and the City all agreed that it would be
beneficial to carry two through travel lanes northbound along Allen Avenue from a vehicle queuning perspective
through the site driveway intersection. It was for this reason that the design was modified.

Comment E.1 — Parking

Response: The applicant has submitted a significant amount of additional information to the Planming Board
and City staff supporting the number of parking spaces on site. This includes ITE and ULI statistical analysis of
the site as well as empirical data from the Northgate Shopping Center in December of 2005 and other Stop &
Shop supermarket sites throughout New England. In all cases, the information provided indicates that there is
adequate parking on the site to support the proposed development program for the vast majority of the year. We
believe that there will be adequate parking supply provided on site and are awaiting the City’s concurtence with
this finding.

Comment F.T & F.2 ~ Improvements

Response; The CME comment is requesting that detailed engineering plans being prepared and provided to the
Planning Board. As the Board and City are aware, the applicant is required to submit detailed engineering plans
for review and consideration to the City and MDOT within 6 months of the issuance of a Traffic Movement
Permit from MDOT. VIIB is confident that the proposed plans will meet or exceed standard MDOT and City
design standards and will undergo a detailed design review process when the Momill’s Crossing project is
approved. If, during the MDOT and City design-review process, it is discovered that ADA or other highway
design standards are not met, the applicant will be required to either address the design deficiency appropriately
or potentially restart the planning board process with alternative off-sitc mitigation plans.

Comment F.3 — Sidewalks

Response: The applicant has stated numerous times that any obstructions to sidewalks (utility poles, signs,
planters, and/or other fixed objects within the sidewalk) will be removed or reset so that they meet the ADA
design standards at the applicants expense. As CME is aware, MDOT and the State will not approve design
plans that do not meet ADA or MDOT design standards.

Comment G I - Queuing

Response: As stated in numerous submissions (most recently in the May 9, 2006 letter from Robert Nagi/VHB
to Ms. Sarah Hopkins), vehicle queuing along Forest Avenue will be improved with the proposed project and its
mitigation in place. The City’s standard to “not aggravale pre-existing safety conditions” is met.

&
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Comment G.2 — Lane Use Assumptions
Response: CME is reviewing this information. No response necessary.
Comment G.3 — Train Activity.

Response: The purpose of reviewing peak hour train impacts was to focus on the worst-case condition with the
maximum volume of vehicle traffic along area roadways coupled with the congestion created when a (rain
crosses Allen Avenue. Off-peak train impacts, while they appear to occur on a more frequent basis, do not
impact traffic flow as significantly as when they occur during the peak hours. Ultimately, the train crossing
equipment will be upgraded at the applicant’s expense which will result in improved efficiency and safety along
both Allen Avenue and Forest Avenue when a frain crosses these arterial roadways.

Comment G.4 — Lane Use Assumptions

Response: CME is reviewing this information. No response necessary.
Commeni G.5 — Widening of Forest Avenue

Response: See responses to Comment F.1 through F.3 above.
Comment G.6 — Unsignalized Intersection Operations

Response: This was submitted to the City with the statement that the applicant will, if so directed by the City
as a condition of approval (o the project, implement any or all of the improvements at the unsignalized
intersections stipulated in our January 17, 2006 response letter to CMLE. Furthermore, the City Council as part
of the rezoning effort for this project also has required the applicant to review and, if necessary, address any
unsignalized locations that are severely impacted by this project above and beyond those impacts noted in the
traffic study. '
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Conclusion

1 trust that this information addresses the Hannaford traffic consultant’s comments relating to this project and
the accompanying traffic study. Should you have any questions related to these responses, please feel free io
contact me directly. We are eager to address all of the Planning Board’s traffic safety and operational questions
and look forward to presenting this information to the Board.

Regards,

VANASSE HANGEN BRUSTLIN, INC.

T Ingsy

Robert L. Nagi, PE, PTOE
Principal/Project Manager

Attachmenis

Copies: Tom Errico, Wilbur Smith Associates
Tom Gorrill, Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc.



From: "Patrick Carroll" <prarroll@carroll-asscc.coms>

To: "Sarah Hopkins " <SHEportlandmaine.gov>
Date: 03/24/2006 5:49:50 PM

Subject: Morrills Crossing

Sarah,

I looked over the Lighting Plan and memo from VHB and offer the following
initial comments:

g The lighting Plan is based on the old site layout. This should be
updated with the new site plan, especially around the apartments as the
buildings and circulation has substantially changed in this area.

2. The use of the proposed ornamental fixture on 12 foot poles along

the entrance roadway, townhouse drive, and apartment parking lot seems
appropriate and will be a much more aesthetically pleasing fixture than the
typical shoebox type utilized elsewhere. The use of 250W MH seems to be
creating the illumination levels which exceed standards, and typically
provide perhaps more light than required in these more residential areas.
The applicant should study the effects of downsizing to 175W MH fixtures, as
I think they might help with the uniformity as well as maximum FC allowed.
iz The wall mounted fixtures on the north (Townhouse) side of the Shop
and Stop still bother me. 1 am nokt sure they are needed and seem to call
attention to a facade of the building that directly faces the residential
neighborhood. Tf more light is needed here for safety the pole lights aleong
the driveway could perhaps become double fixtures to throw light in the zone
between the driveway and building.

4. Lighting appears to be minimal along the sidewalks connecting the
apartments to the retail center, on the Princeton Street side of the
Townhouses, and connections to the athletic field and neighborhood streets.

5 Lighting adjacent to Bruno’'s Restaurant also appears to be rather
minimal .
6. I would also like to see cut sheets on the fixture types, colors,

and poles, and a detail of the fixtures mounted on brick piers that are
proposed along Allen Avenue.

Once these items are addressed in the next submission we can finalize any
comments relating to lighting.

Please contact me with any guestions you might have.

Patrick J. Carreoll



Carreoll Associates

2077721552

pecarroll@ecarroll-assoc.com <mailto:carassoc@maine.rr.com>
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May 15,2006 Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc

Ref: 07334.00

Sarah Hopkins

Development Review Services Manager
Department of Planning & Development
City of Portland

389 Congress Street

Portland, Maine 04101

Re: Morrill’s Crossing - Response to Site Lighting Peer Review
Dear Sarah:

The following are VHB's responses to the site lighting peer review comments offered by
Mr. Patrick Carroll of Carroll Associates in his email sent to you on March 24, 2006
regarding Morrill’s Crossing. Mr. Carroll’s recommendations regarding the site lighting
have been considered and are addressed below.

Comument 1:

The lighting Plan is based on the old site layout. This should be updated with the new site plan, especially
around the apartments as the buildings and circulation has substantially changed in this area.

Response:

A revised Site Lighting Plan has been prepared to reflect the changes referenced above and is
included as Attachment A.

Comment 2:

The use of the proposed ornamental fixture on 12 foot poles along the entrance roadway, townhouse drive, and
apartment parking lof seems appropriate and will be a much more pesthetically pleasing fixture than the typical
shoebox type ulilized elsewhere. The use of 250W MH seems to be creating the illumination levels which exceed
standards, and typically provide perhaps more light than required in these more residential areas. The applicant
should study the effects of downsizing to 175W MH fixtures, as I think they might help with the uniformity as
well as maximum FC allowed.

10T Walnut Street
Post Office Box 9151
Watertown, Massachusetts 02471-9151
6179241770 = FAX 617.924 2286
email: info@vhb .com

MM decs\etters L E-Sarah Hopkins@Cily of Portland-Response: ke Site Lighting Comments 5-3-06 doc
& wwiw vhb . com
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Response:

The use of 175W MH fixtures along the entrance roadway, townhouse drive, and apartment parking
Iot was analyzed for the site. An alternative plan utilizing all 175W MH with photometrics is
included as Attachment B. We agree the illumination levels are more appropriate for the residential
areas (townhouses and apartments). However, we are concerned that the illumination levels are not
adequate for the main enirance drive to the site. Our preferred alternative would be fo maintain a
higher illumination level along the entrance roadway with the 250W MIH fixtures, and to utilize the
175W MH fixtures for the townhouse drive and apartment parking lot.

Comment 3:

The wall mounted fixtures on the north (Townhouse) side of the Shop and Stop still bother me. 1 am not sure
they are needed and seem to call nttention to a facade of the building that directly faces the residential
neighborhiood. If more light is needed here for safety the pole lights along the driveway could perhaps become
double fixtures to throw light in the zone between the driveway and building.

Response:

The wall mounted lights on the north side of the supermarket have beén elimimated.

Comment 4;

Lighting appears to be minimal along the sidewalks connecting the apartments to the retail center, on the
Princeton Street side of the Townhouses, and connections to the nthletic field and neighborhood streets.

Response:

Lighting fixtures have been added to the sidewalks connecting the apartments to the retail center and
to the recreation field parking lot. The sidewalk on the Princeton Street side of the Townhouses is not
intended to be lit. The front doors of the townhouses will be facing Princeton Street and will provide
typical residential scale wall sconces and porch lighting. It should be noted that an alternative, well
lit route for pedestrian travel is provided on the opposite side of the townhouse drive.

w

\W733 N docs  fettersl E-Sarah Hophkins@City of Portland-Response & Site Lighting Comments 5-5-06 doc2-12-06
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Comment 5;
Lighting adjacent to Bruno’s Restaurant also appears to be rather minimal.

Response:

The Bruno’s Restaurant currently has wall mounted lighting at the main entrance, the secondary front
door, and the side patio. There is also existing up-lighting on the building along the side abutting the
railroad. These lights, in addition to the proposed parking lot lighting, will provide adequate
illumination levels for the pedestrian route and entry ways to Bruno’s.

Comment 6;

I would also like to see cut sheets on the fixture types, colors, and poles, and a detail of the fixtures mounted on
brick piers that are proposed along Allen Avenue.

Response:

Cut sheets have been provided and are included as Attachment C.

Please give me a call if you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly yours,

VANASSE HANGEN BRUSTLIN, INC.

John Hession David Fenstermacher
Project Manager Project Enginecr
Enclosure

cc: Pat Carroll — Carroll Associates

\07334N docshlettersLE-Sarah Hopldns@City of Portland-Response to Site Lighting Comments 3-5-08 doc2-14-06
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Medium
Arm-Mount

Reduced

Arm-Mount _' =

Reduced

' Pole-Top -

" Meers IESNA 8
FuiL Cutorr -
_ CLASSIFICATION 4

JESNA Fure Curorr GUIDELINES
ght fixture with a light distribution where no candela {light}
aceurs at or above an angle of 90° above nadir. Additionally, the
candela per 1000 lamp lumens does not numerically exceed 100
{10%} at a vertical angle 80° above nadir. This applies to ail lateral
angles araund the fuminaire

Community-friendly lighting is intended to eliminate
unnecessary uplight, minimize light trespass, glare
and wasted energy, and still provide quality lighting
as required in today's society.
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(" THE GREENBRIAR® FLAT LENS —
WHEN FuLL Curorr Is REQUIRED

With the Greenbriar Flat Lens, you can enjoy naturally uniform illumination for increased safety,
savings and “see-ability.”

Outdoor fixtures that can reduce light spill are necessary for meeting today’s ever-stricter zoning
requirements for light poliution. The Greenbriar Flat Lens is designed to meet the Huminating
Engineering Society of Narth America's {IESNA) reguirements for classification as a full cutoff fixture.,

Greenbriar Flat Lens Vertical Bumn fixiures combine
the benefits of traditional Vertical Burn technology
with the cutoff advantages of a flat lens. The reflector
system totally sumounds the vertically oriented lamp
io conirol the lamp output, while optimizing light
distribution and energy consumption. The famp is :
positioned within the reflector system to produce . 0° (NABIRY

sharp cutoff lighting reguired in strict zoning areas. In

addition, the lamp’s arc tube is perpendicular ta the lens, minimizing are image and maximizing
the distance ta the lens surface. This helps to reduce any perceived glare.

] A | | A i A B <

Reriecror OrTioNs

Various reflector models are
protected by U.S. Patent 6,464,378,

The Greenbriar Series affers
a wide variety of flat lens
reflector systems to meet
your needs, including these
high-performance options:

GrReeNBRIAR MEDIUM

Gresnpriar GFR
TYre 5

Greensmar GFR
AUTOMOTIVE
FomamrD THROW

EEmmEe————) i | GFM Arm-Mount 71-5/8" 12-34" —
GFEM Pole-Top 21-5/87 134" 21-15/16"

| B €  GFR Am-Mount 71-5/8" 16:1/8° i
& GEPR Fole-Top 058 1 75

Arm-Mownt Pole-Top

Please visit our website at
www.Isi-industries.com for
detailed photometric data.
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Arm-Mount

- Medium
.- Pole-Top

. Reduceé
- Arm-Mount

Elledm:ed
Pole-Top

" stretched

: . Arm-Mount
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© THE GREENBRIAR® CONTOURED LENS ~
WHEN WiIDE COVERAGE IS PREFERRED

When your site design cails for lighting a larger space using higher
poles, choose the Gresnbriar Contoured Lens. Like the Greenbriar Flat
Lens, the Greenbriar Contoured Lens features a reflector system which
completely surrounds a vertically oriented lamp to maximize light
distribution and uniformity.

Greenbriar fixtures with contoured lens megt sither IESNA cutoff or
serni-cutoff classification requirements.

The contoured lens allows for broader lighting coverage from every fixture in an even, uniform
distribution pattem. This results in enhanced visibility and security. In addition, fewer poles and

fixtures can be vsed to improve cost efficiency.

MENSIONS

1 A= LT A B <
T —l R =R | _|_| GBM Arm-Moumt 21-5/8 16-7/16" —
e . | | GBPMPETop 0158 BH15 256
.— _ B G GBR Am-hMount 24-h/8" 16-7/16" —
Se— - GBPR Pole-Top NET B 2506
~——~ \w/ J GBRS AmMaumt 2158 18135 —
GBPRS PaleTop  2L58 189315 75

Arm-jount Pole-Top

Reetecror OpmioNs

Various reflector models are
protectsd by U S. Patent 6,464,378,

The Greenbriar Series offers

a wride variety of contoured
lens reflector systems to meet
yorr needs, including these
high-performance options:

GREENERIAR REDUZED
PERINGETER
ForwarD THROW

Greensmisr REDUCED
TYPE 5

GREENBRIAR REDUCED
AUTONOTIVE
FoRWARD THRDW

Please visit our wabsiie at
wwwIsi-industries.com for
detailed photometric data.




THE GREENBRIAR® SERIES = - . Tor-Access
e B ROAD SE!. ECTION. UNBEQTA BI. E > The Greenbriar’s Top-Access housing and sealed lens makes maintenance
i R easy and internal cleaning virtually unnecessary. Top-Access cover is
VALUE- o PR TEREE } e secured to the housing with four stainless steel, captive door fasteners.

The Greenbriar Series hias always been regarded ™.
as a high-perfarmance Vertical Burn family of site
lighting fixtures that provides excellent uniform

* lighting and incredible valie. TR

To meet the growing demands of
stricter zoning requirements, L8! offers :
high-performance flat fens fixtures with =~~~
~ the Greenbriar family. Greenbriar Fiat -
Lens fixtures deliver high-performance
 fighting, uniformity, and cost-efficiency . =
 recognized in LSV's traditional Greenbriar .
fixtares, in addition to full cutoffas ~
defined hy the lllumination Engineeting -
- Society of North America (IESNA).

. With the Greenbriar Senes, vou can.
" choese fron:
- m AVariety of Housing Sizes
' @ Arm or Pole-Top Mounting - ~
_® Five Reflector Systems
m Flat or Contoured Lenses -
" = An Assortment of Finishesand . -~

. Color Decals

_-No matter what your lighting require--.
ments, from the roadway, throughthe = © -
parking lot and along your walkways, the .- .
- Greenbriar Series offers you the u!hmale =
" [ighting solution lhruugh stvle and
: perfurmance 5

Arng MOUNTING
A one-piece, extruded arm with intemal bolt tracks offers easy mounting,
Standard arm is eompatible with all fixture mounting canfigurations.

Pore-Top IMIOUNTING
The cast aluminum mounting hub conceals i : e ]
the wiring compartment and mounts directly Al ] i
A R HelTii : to LSI's unique "pole-top mounting plate” :
;T_hepg:ef::;'ar ; > i) via a high-strength, grade five steel bolt

gcealoos e with nylon insert and split-lock washer

for double locking. The fixture is pre-wired

for ease of installation.

Support arms eonsist of four
11/16" 0 0. aluminum rods. /

The Greenbriar
Contoured lens -~ -

R e

; “The Gr_eénbri.ﬂl'__:..- .'
. Wall Sconce - -




- ) Greenbriar fixtures are available in two sizes to best complement your site
=7 design and Hghting requirements (see Dimensions Chart). All fixtures are finished

to provide a clean, sharp appearance and weather-tight construction.

The Greenbriar Reduced is designed around a 1000 Watt Metal Halide Reduced
Envelope lamp, allowing for a more compact housing. This results in reduced
windloads for Jower EPAs, and permits the use of existing poles for retrofitting
er lighter-gauge, less expensive poles for naw construction,

~——— LIGHT SOURCES

Clear lamps are supplied as standard. Choose Pulse-Start Metal Halide,
Super Metal Halide, Super Metal Halide Reduced Envelope, Metal Halide,
Metal Halide Reduced Envelope ar High-Pressurs Sodium lamps to mest vour

specific lighting reguirements.

T

RerLecrors/DiSTRIBUTION PATTERNS

The Greenbriar Series offers five high-performance, high-tech reflectors which
are completely rotatable for flexible, uniform light distribution. Available reflector
systems include: Type Il, Type [il, Type FA, Type FP. and Type V

-, LENSES

—. v Flat lenses are available for sharp cutoff lighting, while canteured lenses provide
broad fighting coverage. All flat and contoured lenses are sealed to the aluminum

housing with an EPDM gasket to prevent entry of dust, moisture and insects.

FirnssH CoLors & Accent StriPING

Each Greenbriar fixture is finished with DuraGrip® LSIs baked-on,
polyester-powder eoat finishing process LSI's DuraGrip finish
withstands weather changes without cracking or peeling, and

is guaranteed for 5 full years.

Fiwisis CoLORS

IR poWDER
COATED
TOUGH"

AccenT STRIPING
Wiere Bracx
Dark Rep Toriaro Ren

Dasx Green

Coarcone MEeraLuie

Ligay Gorn Memouc  Brue MEeraiic

' SII.H'ERHAI..UC

Vermicar Burn —
Total Upiformity for Safety, Savings
and “See-Ability”

Vertical Burn lighting creates increased visthility
through uniform Hghting performance, reduced hot
spots and reduced pockets of darkness. This uniform
“see-ahility” heightens your customers” and
employees’ sense of security.

B Reflector completely surrounds vertically
positioned lamp to conirol light output and
maximize light distribution
| Maximum light coverage and uniformity prevent
glaring hot spats
# Fewer fixtures burm up to 30% less energy annually
B Maximun lamp life lowers long-term
maintenance costs
W Fawer poles and fixtures lower overall costs

Puise-Srarr Merar Haiipe -
Far High Performance and Efficiency

Pulse-Start Metal Hafide delivers the white light of
Metal Halide along with the energy efficiancy and
fumen maintenance of High-Pressure Sodium.

B Available in 250, 320, 400, 750 and 1000 Watt versions
M Longer lamp life
m More lumens per watt

M Better lumen maintenance with more light output
over time

8 Improved color stability with less color shift
B Faster warm-up
M Quicker restrike

Geneaat Compamrson or Mema Hagps, HicH-PREssumE
Sopnm ang Purse-StarT Merar Havoe Technorocy ™

- I" Standard | Pulse-Start | -
Feature | - MH. | Metal Halide | HPS.

Color |




GREENBRIAR ORDERING INFORMATION (Select appropriate cliofse from each colmma to farmlate order code, Refer o example befous}

Lamp
Wattage

Luminaira
Prafix

CONTOURED LENS

Distribution Light Source

Medium 2= Type it 250 PSMY — Pulse-Start
Verifeal Bum | 3-Type Il 320 fagtal Halide
GBM ~ FP = Perimeter 400 250, 320, 400 Wati
Arm Forward Throw SMY — Super Metal Halide
Mount 5-TypeV 400 Watt
; WiH — Metal Halide

GBPM -~ ; 250, 400 Watt

I Fole Tap HP3S - High Pressurs Sodium

250, 400 Watt

Redncad 2=Type il 750 PSMY — Pulse-Start
Wertical Bum | 2-=Typelll 1000 etal Halide
GBR - FP— Perimeter 750, 10007 Watt

| Arm Forward Throw MHR — Vetat Halide
Mount FA - Automotiva Reduced Envelopa

Forward Throw 1000 Wate

GBPR- 5-Type
Pofe Top!

I Streichad 2=Type Il 1000 HPS = High Prassure Sodlom
Vertlcal Bum | FP— Perimeter 1000 Watl
GBRS*~ Farward Throw
Armn 5—Type ¥
Mot

| GBPRSH2 -
Pole Top

Lumipaire
Finish -

Line

Voltaga® Options

lens

€T - Contoureit 480V BRZ - Bronze BBK — 8" Bracket” o
Clear MT — Multi Tap® | BLK — Blagk PGI120V - Buttnn-Type Photoslestric Control®
Impact TT-Tri-Taps | PLP—Piatinum Plus | PGI208Y - Bution-Type Photoelectric Control®
Resistant BUF - But PCI240Y ~ Bution-Type Photoelactric Camtrol®
Glass WHT — White PCI277V ~ Button-Type Photvelactric Controf®

GRN — Gresn LL - Less Lamp
GPT—Graphite
Color Becalz

45 = Light Gald Metattic
20~ Gharcoal Metallic
94 - Blue Metallic
59 — Dark Green
21 —Tomato Red
45— Black
50— White
&1 - Dark Red
700 — Aztee Siver Metaliic

88K — 8 Bracket”

i 2-Typa H PSMV — Pulse-Start Matal F—Flat Clear 480V BRZ — Bronze
} Verikcai Bura Ly 3 - Typa Ill 320 Halidlo 250, 320 Watl Tempered | MT - Mulli Tap® | BLIC - Black PCH20Y - Bulton-Typs Photoelectric Control®
— GFut — B PP — Perimeter I (1] SMYR — Super Metal Halide Glass TT -Tri-Tap PLP —Platinum Plus | PCI208Y — Button-Type Photoelectiic Contral®
# Arm D Forward Throw Retluced Envelope 400 Watt BUF — Buff PLI240V — Butfen-Type Photoelectric Controt®
Mount S-Type ¥ WiH — Metal Halide WHT — White PCI277V —Butten-Type Photoelectsic Control®
'd 250 Watt GRN - Gresn LL-Less Lamp
BEPM = WHR — Metal Halide Reduced GPT — Graphite Color Dacals
Pale Top B Envelope 400 Watt 45— Light Gofd Metallic
"' # HP5 — High Pressure Sodium 28— Chareoal Metatiic
250, 400 Watt 94 - Blue Metalfic o
K Reducad 2=Typeli 400 PSMVY ~ Pulse-Start 89 ~ Dark Green {/ _\\‘
Vertical Burg | 3—Type I 750 Metal Halide 21 —Tomato Red B
l i GFR — FP — Parimeter 1000 400, 750, 10007 Wart 55 —Black =
Arm Forward Throw MHR — Mstal Halide 50 — White
Mount FA - Automotive Reduced Envelope 51 —Dark Red
Forward Theow 1000 Watt 700 - fztee Sitver Metallic
GFPR - 5~Type \/
I Pafe Top!
T
G s
Example of Typical Order ‘ I.fSTE[I_
| 1) Whe orderlng pote top fitores for tenon maunting, 5 1000 MHR F MT BRZ Listed for wet locations.
4 pole top adapior must be ordered.
2} ForMH or PSMY, select GBR ar GBPR B} Tri-Tap is shipped standard for Canadian applications. Tri-Tap consists of 120V, 277V, and 347V,
3} Tri-Tap not avaikable in 1000 watl PSAY. Voliage must be Specified - 120V, 277V or 3474 Tri-Tap is pre-wired for highest voltage. Alterate voltaes will require Tiold re-wiring
4} For intemational voltzges, consall factory. 7) An 8 brackef can only be ordered with single and D180° configurations
i ) MT - Mulll Tap is shipped standard unless otherwise specified, Mulli Tap consists 8y PCiis not avallable in GBR/GBPR or GBRS/GEPRS Series On GFR/GFPR photoclectric contral can
of 120V, 208V, 240V, and 277V. Multi Tap is pre-wired for highest vaitage. only e used with 400 Watt PSKV.
Alternate voltages wil require field re-wiring
Luviuname EPA CHART E. -g.
| Lumaies EPA Crarr [N T
Inchides Brackst Pole-Top
Medi Mount Single DI0° DIB0” Te® THNIZO® 090
Greenbriar— 12" Arm-Mount Bracket {GBM) — 33 59 6.5 9.1 33 117 i
Greenbriar — Pole-Top {GBPMY) 34 — — —- s — —
Greenbrior Flat — 12" Arm-Mount Bracket {GFV) — 37 57 6.3 28 a0 11.3
Greenbriar Flat — Pole-Tap {GFPM) 32 — — — - -
Stretched
Greenbriar — 127 Arn-Maunt Bracket (GBRS) — 44 88 8.8 131 130 175 i
Greenbiar — Pole-Tap {GBPRS) 45 — — - — — — T
nasir
Sl Indusiries
[ireenbr_tar ~12" Arm-Mount Brackst {GBR} — 33 59 6.6 31 33 17 LS| OUTDOOR LIGHTING
Greenbriar — Pole-Top {GBFR} 34 — — -— — — 10000 Alliance Road
Greenbriar Flat — 12" Amn-Maount Bracket IGFR) 38 168 78 11.4 14 152 Cincinnati, Ohic 45242
y Greenbriar Flat — Pole-Top (GFFR] 10 = e = = e cinnaty )
i . : [513)793-3200 FAX (513)793-0147

THEPOWERCAIVIAGE

@ 2004, LINIMDUSTRIES INC.

www Isi-inclustries.com
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THE CHALLENGER ® WALL SCONCE SERIES ~

N InTEGRAL COMPONENT OF YOUR
ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN

Indoor or outdoor. General illumination, focused
accent spotlighting, or a simple extension of - -

yaur architectural statement. The new Challenger
Wall Sconce Series combines versatility and _
performance with sleek, aerodynamic styling for the .-
‘perfect complement to your architectural experience,

Fealuring simplified access, a horizontal

lamp orientation, a tlat lens, and a choice of
high-performance reflectar options and light
sources, the Challenger Wall Sconce is extremely
efficient and easy to maintain. :

In addition, the Challenger Wall Sconce comes

fully assembled far quick and easy instaflation. With |
smoath fines, refined cusves, a clioice of two sizes,
and seven standard finish colors, the Challenger Wall
Sconce hiends smoothly into any tiesign environment
for enhanced architectural appeal. =

> Downhght mounting is available for mdoar
nd outdoor applications. Sh

Uplight mounting is available for mdaar :
or under canopy applications only. -

HicH-PerForvANCE HorizonTAL BUrn

Where strict zoning requirements
are encovntered, the environmentally
friendly Clrallenger Wall Sconce
downlight offers full cutoif lghting
distribution as defined by the IESNA
{Hluminating Engineering Society

of Marth America).

ArcHiTECTURAL HOUSING

Formad atuminum housing is
rectanguiar in shape, featuring sleek,
smooth lines and refined curves for
an aerodynamic look that enhances
the architectural integrity of any site.

Two Sizes

Small fixture is available from 50 to 175 Watts HID and 26 to 2/42 Watts
Compact Fluorescent. Medium fixture is available from 250 to 400 Watts
HID and 57 to 2/70 Watts Compact Fluorescent.

Medium

Small

F—17-12"—

— 19-7/8" —|

Removasie Door FrRamE wiTe FLAT LENS ————— Q_/i
Aluminum door frame is sealed to housing with a one-piece, extruded
silicone gasket, and is removable for easy access. Clear, flat, tempered
glass lens is sealed to the door frame with EPDM gasketing to prevent
entry of insects, dust and moisture.

Stueere wire-formed retainer to
remove daor frame.

Loosen twa captive, stainfess steal
fasteners, and door frame swings open.

Siticone GASKET

One-piece, extruded silicone gasket
seals the door frame against the
housing.

LuniunNAIRE FINISHES SRl

Each Chaltenger Wall Sconce fixture is finished with DuraGrip®, LSI's
baked-on, polyester-powder coat finishing process. LSI's DuraGrip finish
withstands weather changes without cracking or peefing, and is

guaranteed for 5 full years. - -
BLack Bronze
POWDER
COATED
TOUGH"
GRAFHRE Whime PLannums Plus Cneent




THE NEw BENCHMARK In WALL SCONCE PERFORMANCE & STYLE

/| FoLLy AsseMBLED FOR QUICK AND EASY INSTALLATION
H The Challenger Wall Sconce comes fully assernbled (pre-wired and HID pre-famped) from the Factory. The specially designed mounting plate provides for sasy
A installation in just three quick steps.

1. Attach wall-motnting plate to 2 Make the wiring connections, and attach the 3. Lock fixtura into place by tightening two hex head serews.
the junction box. fiture to the wall-mounting plate by hanging it
over the beveled lip of the wall-mounting plate,

LarnrOprioNs

Operates with Pulse-Start Metal Halide,
Super Metal Halide, Super Metal Halide

8 Reduced, Metal Halide, Metal Halide
Reduced, High Pressure Sodium and
-Compact Fluorescent lamps.
Compact Fluorescent lamps are
available in single, double,
and triple configurations.
Lamp supplied as
standard — HID
felear, shipped
Installed) or
Compact
Huorescent
(coated,

4100k},

SeaLnG GROMMET
(One-piece grommet, positioned at the point where
internal wiring exits the housing, helps keep
insects, dust and moisture
out of the housing
and hallast

T compartment.

- E1ECTRICAL COMPONENTS

Electrical components are factory maunted in the housing and pre-wired with
leads extending out the back of the unit. This eliminates the need to open the
fixture when making wiring connections, ensuring quick and easy installation.
Components are UL Listed.

DierusinG ReFLECTOR

The Medium Chaltenger Wall Sconce has a unique
diffusing reflector designed to eliminate hot spots
on the wall directly above or below the fixture.

REFLECTOR OPTIONS - Reflector models are protected by U.S. Patent # 6,364,378.

Forward Throw (FTM & FT} and Type Il reflector systems are available with both small and medium fixtures. Both offer high-performance, full cutoff
distribution as defined by the I[ESNA. Please visit our website at www Isi-industries.com for detailed photometric data.

Sy

Typical Type Ml

Typical Type FT
photometric pattern.

photometric pattern,

CHWM FT 400 MHR CHWM 3 400 MHR




your averall
arehitectural

I experience both
inside and out.

Werking togather, Challenger Wall Scnnces and Challenger
site lighting fixtures serve as the 5

perfect complement to sach
other, while enhancing

i

The Challenger Wall Sconee

THe CHALLENGER™ FAMILY — For THE ULTivATE i ARCHITECTURAL INTEGRITY

Challenger site lighting fixtures have long been known as one of the industry’s best vaiues
in architectural lighting, coupling a smocth, contouted appearance with high performance
for maximum architectural effect

Challenger Wall Seonces can be combined with Challenger site lighting fixtures for added
architectural appeat and a sense of conginuity throughout your site.

The Challenger H Series - Featuring a die-formed aluminum
housing in two sizes, available with Yertical or Horizontal Burn optical systams.

&

The Challenger ~
Featuring a die-cast aluminum
haousing, availahle with Vertical or
Horizontal Bum optical systems.
Up to 1000 Watt MH.

Up to 1000 Watt MH.
l CHALLENGER™ WWALL SCONCE ORDERING INFORMATION (sefect appropriote choice from each column to formulate arder code. Refer to example below)
Luminaire Lamp Light Line Luminaire
Prefix Distribution  Wattage Source Lens Voltage® Finish Options
I CHWS 3-Typelll 50 !‘;‘g\ﬂﬂ Metal Halide F- Flat Clear 120 BR?Z - Bronze PCI120V - Button-Type Photocell
ﬁjSmall? ' - Forward 70 P 50,730,100, 1501, 175 Watt Tempered Glass 208V BLK - Black PCi208V - Buiton-Type Photecell
i Throw 100 | HPS- High Pressure Sodium 240 WHI - White PCI240Y - Button-Typs Photocell
Pk 150 50, 70, 100, 150 Watt 7 PLP - Platinum | PCI277V - Buttan Type-Fhotocell
1 T 307y BUi;lusB p 50T - Siland&?,' Quartz (Time
s = Belaye
FTM - Forward Vi CH - Compact Fluorescent F-Flat Clear UE - Universal RN - O £ ¥ §
I Throw Medium 32 Single 26, 32, 42 Watt Tempered Glags | Electronic EE?‘ (?;Lﬁ”;tg SDNDES b h" Gharta Pl Tiae
42 CAL2 - Compast Flugresrent FFG-Flat Claar | 1120-277V 50/60Hz) ca- Fmergcm it
Double 26, 32, 42 Watt Pelycarbonate 47V (60" fseparate eirouit - HID anly®
TP - Tamper Proo
CHWUMA 3 -Type It 20 PSMH - Pulsa Start Metal Halids F- lat Clear 120V PMA - Pele iount Adaptor
{hedium} | FT - Forward 320 250, 320 Watt Tempered Glass 208V for use with squarg poles
f ;ﬁ? Throw 400 SMH - Super Metal Halide 250 Watt 240V PiviAR - Pola Mount Adaptor
s SMHR - Super Metal Hafide Heduced 2N for use with round pales
Fipa! ) Frvelope 400 Watt 347V DIl - CFL Centrol Yoltage
et ——-p=MH - Metal Halide 250 Watt 4309 Dimming Balla
TwlHF - Metal Halide Reduced ( - Coated MH or PSMH Lamp
Envelope 400 Watt 00 - CFL Rattery Bark-up®
HPS - High Pressure Sodiom LL - Less Lamp
250, 400 Watt
26 [FL - Compaet Flunrescent - Hat Claar UE - Universal
i Single 57, 70 Watt Tempared Glass Electronic
42 CFLZ - Corpact Fluorescent FPC- HatClear (120277 50/60H:)
5 Double 57, 70 Watt Folyeathonate?
b CFL3 - Compact Flunreseent 47V [GOH2*
Triple 26, 32, 42 Watt
| | | [ I
Exarmple of Typical Order 120V BRZ.
1. Suppfiad with a HX-HPF transfomer as standand. Also available with & 1200277347 volt Super CWA 5. Fixtures 250 Watt and below are shlpé:ed with 100 Watt quartz lamp. 320 and 400 Watt fixtures are
transtorrner, Consult factony, shipped with 250 Wakt quartz famp. SON or SAT available on 100 wall minimum HID fixtures

2. If a palycarbonate lens is required on an upfight Medium fixture Tn 70 CHL2 or 42 CFL3, the
%ass lens with a Polycarbonate Shield (CHW|
of international voltages, consult factory.
4 347V CHL s net available with dimming ballast {010} or battery back-up {BB) options.

PLS) aceessary must be erderad

CHWS PLS - Polycarbonate Shield

&2??\! P Single Fusings
FK347Y - Sinole Fusings

____ For Smalt Fixture
CHWIA PLS - Palyearhonate Shield

DFKZ08, 740V - Double Fusings
DFK480Y - Double Fusing+t.

For Medium Fixture

_ 3W BLK - Surface Wiring Boxs ++ okeer

SCD - Tamper Proof Screwdriver

Industries™

© 2004, LS| INDUSTRIES INC.

+  Available on HID fixture only
4+ Available on HID Medium fixture only.
++ SW BLK not compatible with PMA option.

o(@us

LISTED
listed For wet lecations {Dowsligt oaly)
Listed for damp Jzcetons. [Uglight ordd

LS LIGHTING SCLUTIONS PLUS
10000 Alliance Road

Cincinnati, Ohio 45242
{513)793-3200 FAX (5131793-0147
wwow lsi-industries.com

6. Tamper proaf screwdriver must be ordered seperately. (Sea Accessories)

7. CFL Dimming Controf by

others.

8. Baltery Back-up available an single, double and tripl= 28, 32 and
47 watt wnits. On double and triple units, ane lamp will be energized by B8

Diviensions
A B [H E
iSmau [1-78 Ja7-12 1521092 8374 | 9-5/8 |
Medium | Z-3/8 [ 19-72/8 | B-5/8 |10-3/4] 13-7/16] iR o5
£ — i D siassea
i an I b—7.3f1—4
D Universal Mounllng Plate
Al -
B ——— E - e
THEPOWERCOFIMIAGE

304 - 10M - 2218




GREENLEE LIFESTYLE SERIES

Series Shade Crown Wattana/ Valtage Optics - Lens i Finish
Lamp fype
L5 A ] 50,70, 100, 150, 175 MH | T - Buiti-Tap! 2-Type Il F—Flat Lens SGM ~ Silver Grey Metallic
Lifestyle B H E-17 Medium Base s 3— Type flf f {orovides SVG - Satin Verde Green
Seties E v TF - Tri-Tap® FP — Forwan full cut off) | BLK - Black esfe—v
Sovall 50, 70, 00, 150, HPS {Magnetic Ballast Throw CT - Contoured | BRZ — Bronze
E-17 Medium Base 15 not avadable in Portmeter Clear BUF - Buff
50, 70, 150MH or| 5—Type ¥ Tempered | WHT —White
42 CFL GX 240-4 50 HPS) Glass
Type V Optics only
UE - Electronic
Universal
Hectronic
120277V
0 or 60 HZ
’_,_..-r-'?' L A i 250, 400 MHR D
Lifestyle B i Reducsd MH-Mogul m
A"r j Series = F v Base 0
Medium 250, 320, 350, PSMH 0
Pulse Start Metal Halida) P\
250, 400 HPS b3
High Pressure Sadium =
{Requires contoured -
lens} "<1
1 1 1 7 1 1 >
2
| LS B V  175MH MT 3 F SGM | m
™
.y
3
) :
0

CHD CHS CHW CHW
Classic Hook Double Classic Hook Single Classic Hook Wail Mount Side Arm Double

SCD SC8 SCw PT
Straight Clevis Double Straight Clevis Single Straight Clevis Wall Mount Post Top

)

© 2004 LS) INDUSTRIES INC.

Project Mama | Fixtore Type ! ._‘_-,l'

Catzlog # | LST Architectural
Outdoor Lizhiling




'} match pole,

G R EE N I. E E I.I F ESTY L E S E R 'ES {Various reflectors are protected by [1.S. Patent o, 5..378.}

LAMP TYPES: Standard or Pulse Start Metal Halide, High Pressure Sadium,
and Compaci Flugrescent.

" SHADE AND CROWN: Die Cast Aluminum.

BRACKETS: Brackets are extruded and cast aluminum assemblies or fabrications. Ali
decorative elements are die cast or extruded aluminum.

FINISH: Available in sitver gray metallic, satin verde green, branze, black, white or buff
polyester powder coat .

LENS: Flat or Confoured tempered glass lenses are availabls. Lens is sealed to the lens
frame casting.

GASKETS AND SEALS: Silicone gaskets seal the fens to the housing and the crown to the

shade. Alf gaskets and seals are extruded, molded or die cut silicone. LSBY CC S

OFTICS: Four distributions - Type |1, I1l, V, and Forward Throw Perimeter. Shade attachment
allows fieid orientation of optics in 90° increments.

LAMPHOLDER: Matehed to the Jamp. Glazed porcelain, medium or mogul base, 4KY pulse
rated with spring eenter contact

BALLASTS: High power factor for -20°F starting is standard. Universal electronic for
120-277V, 50 or 60HZ operation is available for some watiages.

CULOR BANDS: Accent color decals are available in nine colors, and guaranteed for five
years against peeling, cracking, or fading.

FASTEMERS: All exposed fasteners are black oxide coated stainless siesl.

BASE COVER: Optional Decorative or Contemporary base covers have two-piece die cast 14
construction with stainless steel fasieners. Base covers are polyester powder coated to : ESAN CH D80

ONILHDIT VIHY TAILVHODIA | H0001N0 WIALIFLHINY 5]

CROWN DIMENSIONS
S = Small M = Medium

8.00"25 800725 __BO0"@S
[S00"ei S00"2H 7.00°2M

Y ] - N

203" S 120078 12033
IS.T" M 13.50" M 13.53°"M
H-HORIZONTAL LOUVER N-NON LUMINOUS V-YERTICAL LOUVER

SHADE DIMENSIGNS
5 = Small M = Medium

A-ANGLE SHADE F-FLARED SHADE B-BELL SHADE
i |
: 752S ' ;I s 752°S
arf M 8.5 M asr‘ M
! _ | | |
19,5025 = 19.50°25
'} .00"0M | ;: ggﬁl SRS 11 e G us
g LISTED
wet location
© 2004 LS1 IMDUSTRIES INC.
Project Hame 1 Fixturs Type i B ..f-; :
Catalog ¥ ! LST Architectural
Outdoor Lighting




ABOLITE GOOSENECK AND WALL BRACKETS

Brgcé 'Pfﬂf

H GB J3GWT - 34" Single Reflecior Gooseneck Wall Bracket. Features rigid
conduit and cast wall plate which fifs 4" octagonal box (by other). The bracket
features a gloss white powder finish.

b=— 25-1/4"—=]

GB K3 GWT / 34" Single Reflector Gooseneck Wall Bracket. Features rigid
conaui and cast wall plate which fits 4" octagonal box (by other). The bracket
features a gloss white powder finish.

LSI ARCHITECTURAL INDOOR LIGHTING | RLM ACCESSOF.

f=— 12-318" —|

GB P 3 GWT - 3/4" Single Reflector Guoseneck Wall Bracket. Features rigid
conduit and cast wall plate which fits 4° octagonat box {by other}. The bracket
features a gloss white powder finish,

~ 41-3/16"

GB U 3 GWT - 3/4" Single Reflector Gooseneck Walt Bracket.

Features rigid conduit and cast wall plate which fits 4' octagonal box (by
other). The bracket features a gloss
white powder finish. Short Elbew

1-9/8"

37-1/2" =

CA 5 part #102362GWT - Wall Plate Included with all GB Brackels
(gloss white powder finish).

= [lounts to recessed 4" octagon box (by others).

316" Holes

Accepts 3147
Conduit J
38" Set "
Scraws o 18
s | +
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Vanasse Hangewn Brusilin, Inc._
Ref:  07334.00

Ms. Sarah Hopkins

Development Review Services Manager
Department of Planning and Development
City of Portland

389 Congress Street

Portland, ME 04101

Re: Final Traffic Information
Morrill's Crossing
Portland, Maine

Dear Sarah,

In response to the few outstanding traffic-related items raised by the Acting City Traftic
Engineer, Mr. Thomas Errico, PE, Vanasse Hangen Brustlin (VHB) is pleased to provide
addibional information for the board’s consideration. We believe that this response
provides all the information necessary for Mr. Errico to complete his review of the Morrill’s
Crossing application. Also included in this letter is our review of the project’s impacls as
they relate to the City of Portland site plan and subdivision standards and Maine
Department of Transportation (MDOT) traffic movement permit standards. Our finding is
that, with its mitigation, the proposed project meets or exceeds all the City and MDOT
requirements for the site plan approval and the issuance of a Traffic Movement Permit.

Collision Information

At a meeting with Mr. Errico, the applicant was asked to provide an opinion of the causes
of the collisions at the high accident locations within the study area as summarized by the
collision data submitted to the City on February 8, 2006. The following provides a
summary and professional opinion as to the nature and causes of the collisions occurring at
these locations. This additional collision data was provided by the City of Portland’s police
department. Information contained within the original traffic study submission
summarized collision data between 2002 and 2004. This additional information focuses on
2005 collision data.

Forest Avenue at Stevens Avenue and Bishop Street

This intersection has not realized any physical improvements in some time. Based
on the Portland Police data, there were ten reporled collisions al this intersection in

101 Walnut Street
Post Office Box 2151
Walertown, Massachusetts 02471-9151
G17.924.3770 = FAX 617.224.2286
A hawald Vd V07334 docs etters\ Errico_response?_final ermail: info@vhb.com
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2005. This is slightly lower than the average rate of collisions between 2002 and
2004 (there were 39 collisions in this three-year period). Of these ten collisions,
seven involved driver inattention and six were associated with drivers traveling
inbound along Forest Avenue. In reviewing the various police officer reports, there
does not appear to be any overwhelming recurring causes of collisions al this
intersection — although there does appear to be several instances where the drivers
heading inbound were rear-ending other drivers along Forest Avenue.

As has been stated, the proposed roadway improvements being offered by the
applicant will eliminate the need for drivers to switch lanes as they travel inbound
along Forest Avenue. Additionally, these improvements will reduce the number of
rear-end collisions on this approach as the additional capacity will reduce the
overall amonnt of congestion along this corridor.

Forest Avenue between Allen Avenue and Eleanor Street (including the intersection
of Allen Avenne/McDonald’s Driveway)

While no longer designated a high crash location (prior Lo the reconslruction of this
intersection by MDOT and the City, this intersection and roadway segment was
designated a high crash location), VHB reviewed the collision trends to determine if
any recurring themes could be identified. The following is a summary of the
information provided by the Portland Police Department for this stretch of
roadway:

In 2005, there were 18 collisions reported along this link with only two minor
injuries reported according to the police reports. Seven of these collisions were
associated with the Forest Avenue inbound approach te the Allen Avenue
intersection — although no recurring trend is associated with the causes of these
collisions. In reading the collision reports and reviewing the collision diagrams
provided by the Porlland Police Department, there does appear to be
approximately eight to ten incidents that could be classified as “congestion-related”
collisions. These are collisions that occurred during the peak commuter hours
(between 7:00-9:00 AM and 3:00-6:00 PM) and / or involved drivers traveling too
close to each other to react if /when the driver in front of them made an unexpected
maneuver.

The proposed roadway and signal timing improvements being offered along this
stretch of roadway by the applicant will reduce the number of congestion-related
collisions by reducing the overall congestion within the intersection and roadway
link.
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Forest Avenue from Eleanor Street to Warren Avenue (including the intersection of
Forest Avenue at Warren Avenue)

Once again, this corridor is not designated as a high crash location according to
MDOT. For this reason, the data being provided is more for informaticnal
purposes as it is not a high crash location. The location experienced 14 collisions in
2005 according to the Portland Police Department. Similar to the previous
locations, there does not appear to be any recurring trend associated with these
collisions.

In addition to the review of the 2005 data, Mr. Errico requested that recent collision
information be summarized and submitted to the City at Allen’s Corner to identify post-
construction trends at that location. The following provides a summary of these collisions
and VHB’s opinion of the various causes.

Allen’s Corner

Since the completion of the final roadway improvements at Allen’s Corner in

June 2004, there have been 18 reported collisions at the intersection of Washington
Avenue and Allen Averme. Only two of the 18 collisions involved possible injury
to motorists involved in the collision — in all cases, there was no report of significant
incapacitating or fatal injuries. Ten of the 18 collisions were classified by the
responding police officer as “driver inattention”. Only one collision occurred
during the morning peak commuter period (7:00-9:00 AM) and four occurred
during the evening peak commuter period (4:00-6:00 PM). Based on our review of
the collision data, there appears to be a slightly larger than average number of rear-
end collisions along Allen Avenue in front of the new Dunkin Donuts with seven
collisions occurring on the Allen Avenue approach or internal to the Dunkin
Donuts site. The overwhelming majority of these collisions are due to driver
nattention.

Given that there were 37 collisions between January 2002 and December 2004 (an
average of approximately 1.03 accident per month) and there have been only

18 collisions between June 2004 and February 2006 (0.86 accidents per month), it
appears that there has been some reduction in the number of collisions occurring
since the Allen’s Comer improvements have been implemented.

Site Driveway Area Modification

Through discussions with the City and MDOT, the following changes have been made to
the site driveway layout and design. All of these modifications are reflected in attachments
to this letter.

<
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Allen Avenue Apartment Driveway

As was discussed; VHB, MDOT, and the City have worked cooperatively to develop a
reasonable access management plan associated with the Allen Avenue Apartment. As shown
in the attachment “Raised Island Alternative”, the applicant has made arrangements with the
owner of the Allen Avenue Apartments to relocate their driveway to the north approximately
25 feet further away from the propesed Morrill’s Crossing driveway. In concert with this
modification, a combination scored-concrete and raised-median island will be constructed
along Allen Avenue. This will physically discourage illegal left-turns into and out of the
relocated Allen Avenue Apartment driveway, as well as provide for full truck turming
movements into and out of the project’s site driveway.

Paul White Tile Layout Changes

Mr. Errico had expressed concern with the impact that the inclusion of the Paul White Tile
site would have to the internal operations of the parking and internal traffic flow of this site if
it were tied into the proposed traffic signal at the Morrill’s Cressing driveway. Atlached to
this letter is an attachment titled, “Paul White Tile Exhibit”. There is no apparent impact to
the day-to-day operations of this parcel by providing direct access to the signal. While there
are one or two unmarked parking spaces that will be impacted by this change, there is no
formal parking that will be impacled. This does not appear to fall within the regnirements
for the submission for minor site plan approval.

Pedestrian Crosswalk

Lastly, an eight-foct wide pedestrian cross-walk has been added to the southern approach of
the traffic signal at the Morrill’s Crossing site driveway which will provide pedestrians an
added opportunity to cross Allen Avenue under the control of the traffic signal. Shownin
the attachment titled, “Crosswalk Alternative”, this cross-walk will connect the Morrill's
Crossing development with the Paul White Tile site and the sidewalk systems on either side
of Allen Avenue. We believe that this will serve as an added amenity to the overall
pedestrian network being provided by the applicant.

SimTraffic Queuing Summary

Included with this lelter is a summary of the Average, 95" Percentile, and Maximum vehicle queues
for the Existing and Build with Mitigation development scenarios as reported by the SimTraffic
analysis software. As has been noted previously, the SimTraific analysis is a micro-simulation of
vehicle operations on a roadway network. Alternatively, Synchro is a macroscopic evaluation of the
traffic operations at individual intersections. At the request of MDOT and the City, VHB had
previously conducted both the Synchro and SimTraffic analysis evaluations to determine the pre- and
post-build traffic conditions in and around the Morrill’s Corner area.

e
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The atiached table provides a summary of all the individual vehicle queues for the average,

95" percentile, and maximum conditions for all individual movements at all signalized intersections
wilthin the study area. In all cases, the post-build condition is no worse than, and in several instances
is better than, the existing condition with respect to vehicle quening.

Parking Information

The applicant was asked to provide additional information with respect to the adequacy of parking
on the site. Previously, the applicant has submitted parking information based on Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) data and Urban Land Institute (ULI} data —both of which indicated that
there is adequate parking supply provided on the site during the vast majority of the year.

While there appears to be general agreement with this finding, Mr. Errico directed the applicant to
provide empirical (real-world) parking information with respect to exdsting Stop & Shop
supermarkef-based developments in New England to confirm that the ITE and ULI data is applicable
and reasonable. With this in mind, the applicant is providing information gathered at 13 Stop & Shop
sites in Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and Connechicut for consideration and concurrence.
Furthermore, the applicant is also providing parking information gathered at the Northgate Plaza site
near Allen’s Comer in Portland as an example of a parking demand at a local supermarket-based
shopping center.

Stop & Shop Empirical Information

Stop & Shop operates a number of supermarkets throughout New England. Over time, Stop
& Shop has gathered parking acenmulation information at a number of their sites — many
located in shopping centers and commumities similar to the proposed Morrill’s Crossing
development in Porfland. A table sumumarizing the parking accumulation observations at
these Stop & Shop shopping centers which are similar in nature to the proposed development
is attached o this document.

The finding of this evaluation indicates that the parking demand at these 13 Stop & Shop
facilities averages 2.20 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet (ksf) of gross floor area on a
weekday and 2.64 parking spaces/ksf on a Saturday. This is well below the estimates used in
the prior assessments using the ULI data which assumed that the general retail parking
demand on the Morrill’s Crossing site would require approximalely 3.6 and 4.0 parking
spaces/ksf in the weekday and Saturday conditions, respectively.

Ultimately, this information confirms that the ULI and ITE parking projections are likely in
excess of the demands to be placed upon this site in the future.

<
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Northgate Plaza

In addition to the Stop & Shop empirical data, the City requested that local Portland-based
data might also be helpful in evaluating the parking issues for the proposed development.
With this in mind, the Cily requested that the applicant provide data relative to parking
conditions at a nearby shopping center that is similar in size and uses to the propesed
Morrill's Crossing development. In order to provide this information, the applicant directed
VHB to observe and document parking conditions at the nearby Northgate Shopping Plaza at
Allen’s Corner. The Northgate Shopping Plaza is a supermarket-anchored (Shaw’s} shopping
center that is essentially the same square footage (120,496 sf') as the proposed Morrill's
Crossing development (158,764 sf'). While it is recognized that the Northgate Plaza does not
provide a direct comparison to the proposed Morrill's Crossing development (as it has no
residential component and limited non-retail components associated with it), it should also
be noted that the bulk of the parking demand at both sites is/will likely be made up of retail
shoppers.

For this reason, the applicant conducted a parking accumulation study at the Northgate
facility on the Salurday prior to the Christmas holiday in order to provide a worst-case
evaluation of parking utilization. A summary of the full day of observed parking data at
Northgate Plaza is attached to this document.

In summary, the Northgate development provides approximately 641 parking spaces on-site.
Based on the study, Northgate exhibited a 3.5 parking spaces/ksf uiilization rate at the
busiest time of the day on the Saturday prior to the Christmas holiday. Based on the research
prepared and presented by the ULI and ITE, this time period would be expecled to exhibit
the highest parking utilization rate over the course of a year for a retail development of this
nature.

The resulis of this evaluation indicate that the Northgate Plaza development generated
significantly less parking demand than would normally be expected using the ITE or ULI
estimates. Given this information, VIIB is confident that the number of parking spaces being
proposed on the site will be adequale to support the normal day-to-day parking demands of
the Morrill’s Crossing development. Furthermore, during the peak-season weeckend

@

: The Northgate Plaza facility provides 120,496 square feet (sf) of supermarkel, retail and office space on ils sile. When the land uses
which abut the sile are also added into the equation (including the Mobil gas station, Fire Station, and bank uses — all of which use the
same parking fields along with their own parking), the total site plan increases to 147,345 sf of building space,

* Exclusive of the residential and boxing club uses on the site, the proposed Morrill’s Crossing site plan includes 158,764 f of building
space on the site divided between supermarket, retail, restaurant, and office uses, making it very similar in size to the Northgate Plaza
development.
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conditions, there appears to be more-than-adequate parking supply provided for the likely
demand. To further highlight this conclusion, the applicant has developed a parking
management plan for these few peak-season occurrences to assure adequate parking will be
available on the site.

Consistency with City Standards

In reviewing the City of Portland Subdivision standards and Site Plan Review Requirements, we felt
that it would be helpful to summarize our findings as they relate to the City’s standards. According
to the standards, “with the proposed mitigation in place, the proposed site traffic:

&

1. will not create unreasonable highway or public roadway congestion or unsafe conditions with
respect to the use of the highway or public roads existing or proposed.” — With the proposed
mitigation in place, the proposed site traffic will not create unreasonable congestion or unsafe
conditions with respect to the use of the highway or public roads. As has been stated
previously, the proposed project and its off-site roadway mitigation will alleviate many pre-
existing locations of congestion within the project’s study area. Furthermore, where high
accident locations have been identified, recommendations have been made to the City which
will serve to reduce or eliminate the various causes of these conditions.

2. will not create or aggravate any significant hazard to safety at or to and including
intersections in any direction where traffic could be expected to be impacted.” — As noted, many of
the high crash locations within the study area have already been addressed by the City and
State's roadway projects (including Allen’s Corner and the work along Forest Avenue
between Warren Avenue and Allen Avenue). The applicant has committed to building upon
this prior work by widening and upgrading Forest Avenue from the railroad crossing to
Read Street and along Allen Avenue from Forest Avenue to Woodlawn Avenue. These
improvements will not only serve to address the operational issues of traffic flow through the
study area, but will significantly improve the vehicular safety of drivers in and around the
project’s study area.

Specifically, as has been requested by the City and provided in many different forms, the
vehicle queuning conditions — whether viewed in the average, 95" percentile, or maximum
format — all indicate that the pre-build condition is worse loday than the post-build condition
will be with the off-site mitigation in place. In this light, the project will not be “creating or
aggravating” any hazards to safety, but in fact, will be improving these current conditions by
reducing the vehicle queues along many of the approaches. While there are still some vehicle
queues that are reported to be extending beyond their storage lanes, they will remain
essentially unchanged or improved in the post-build condition. As the City’s standards state,
this project will not create or aggravate any significant hazard io safety — it will either leave
the vehicle queues unchanged or improve upon them. With this in mind, we believe that this

Mawald \TdW07334 N docs \lettersErnico_response?_final
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project meets the City’s standard. In our professional opinion, the queue analysis results
show that this project meets this City standard.

3 will not cause traffic congestion on any street which reduces the level of service below

LOS D.” — as has been stated throughout this process, there are no signalized intersections
where the level of service will fall below the LOS D standard. In fact, there are many
locations where the LOS is currently below LOS D standards which will be improved with
the recommended mitigalion in place. As for the unsignalized intersection locations, there
are several locations where there is currently LOS F operations. With the additional traffic
being generated by the project along with future growth unrelated to the project on the
roadway network, these intersections will continue to operate at LOS F in the future. The
applicant has been working with the City to identify solutions to all of these locations. Where
practical, recommendations have been made to improve the LOS at many of these locations.
Where impractical, the applicant has committed to assist with the large scale improvements
at these locations on a fair-share basis. Ultimately, the impacts at each of these locations can
and will be mitigated by the proponent’s off-site roadway mitigation package and will be
followed up with additional study as required by the conditions set forth in the City
Council’s rezoning of the parcel which will require the applicant to document the delays at
the various unsignalized intersections and address them if they are worse than expected.

In addition to the City standards, Mr. Errico also requested that the VHB provided a summary of the
Maine Department of Transportation standards and how this project is in concert with those
requirements. This evaluation is included with this letter as an attachment in the following section.

Again, we believe that this provides all the necessary information requested by the City of Portland to
determine the appropriateness of this development and how it meets or exceeds the City’s and
MDOT's standards. We lock forward to the final review of this information.

&
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Regards,

VANASSE HANGEN BRUSTLIN, INC.

) A~

Robert L. Nagi, PE, PTOE
Principal - Transportation Systems

&
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Attachments

» Site Driveway Area Modification Plans

» SimTraffic Queue Table

» 5Stop & Shop Empirical Parking Data

» Northgate Plaza Parking Data

» MDOT Traffic Movement Permit Standards
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SimTraffic Queue Table
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Evening Peak Hour SimTraffic Queue Resulis - Existing vs. Build Comparison

2004 Existing Condition 2007 Build Condition with Mitigation
Location Movement | Storage® : Average 95" %ile  Maximum | Storage Average 95" %ile  Maximum
Farest Avenue at EB LT = 334 850 515 - 232 530 512
Warren Avenue EBR 200 151 297 232 200 191 o712 296
WB LT/R - 15 60 58 - 1 35 47
NBL 275 149 33 304 150 181 206 187
NBT 645 221 640 562 645 99 309 443
NB T/R 645 209 609 448 645 52 148 259
SBLUT - 451 959 763 - 501 895 840
SBT/R - 384 892 731 - 467 884 815
Forest Avenue at EBL - 17 61 52 - 5 2 30
Allen Avenue EBT - 25 g7 67 - 9 37 61
EBR - 19 45 52 - 24 59 72
WB L 535 505 719 503 535 328 579 530
WB UT 535 487 i 589 535 364 533 556
WBR 160 86 233 196 160 167 251
NB L 75 8 40 72 75 5 33
NBT 340 323 453 437 340 362 495
NBT 340 350 495 499 340 393 541
NBR 80 73 151 110 85 107 130
SBL 275 228 379 300 400 383 ‘321]
SBT 645 463 893 684 645 506 882
SBTR 645 402 895 667 645 468 522
Forest Avenue al EBLR - 588 1,179 991 . 218 448
Stevens Avenue / NBT - 323 381
Bishop Street NBT an 352
SBT 226 a5
SaR oD
SBTR
NEBL
NEB LR
Allen Avenue at EB LT/R
Plymouth Street/ WB LT/R
Northfield Green Drive  NB L/T/R
SB TR
Allen Avenue at = L A - . T T S I ) T Y
Washington EBL
Avenue EB T/R
WB L
WB TR
NBL
NBT
NB TR
SBL
SBT
SBT
SBR
Allen Avenue at EB UT/R
proposed site drive WB LT
WB R
NB LT
NBT/R
SBL
SBT/R
a lane or lane group siorage capacity length, measured in feet
EB = Eastbound, WE = Westbound, NB = Northbound; SB = Southbound; NEB = Northeastbound; L = Left; T = Through; R = Right
nfa not applicable; movement does not exist under curent condition

Wviawalddd\B7330\docs\reports\07334.00_SimTraf evening_peak_queuc_table_95th doc



Stop & Shop Empirical Parking Data
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Northgate Plaza Parking Data
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Transportation
Land Development

101 Walnut Street

Services Watertown
Massachusetts (02471
@ 617 924 1770
Building Areas
Northgate Plaza
Portland, ME
LOT BUILDING AREA (SF) ULl Land Use
375 C-1-15-17 Supermarket 63,155 Retail
Retalil 42 151 Retail
375 C-39 Oifice 10,038 Office
375 C-23 Office 5,152 Office
[ TOTAL] 120,496)

ALL BUILDING AREAS TAKEN FROM PORTLAND ASSESSORS WEBSITE

Wrawald\ld\07 334\ssheets\Traffic\07334.00_Northgate_parking
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MDOT Traffic Movement Permit Standards

Maine Department of Transportation (MDOT)
Traffic Movement Permit Standards:

Design and operation. In determining whether the developer has made adequate provision for traffic
movement of all types into and out of the development area, and in the vicinity of the development area,
the Department shall consider all relevant evidence to that effect, to ensure the safe and efficient flow of
traffic. On-site design and operations are subject to review, to the extent necessary, to ensure that the
development will not cause any delay, interference or cause safety problems with the operation of
adjacent roadways, adjacent driveways, or pedestrian walkways. The development must be located and
designed so that the roads and intersections in the vicinity of the proposed development will have the
ability to safely and efficiently handle the traffic increase attributable to the development at the time the
development becomes fully operational.

Applicant’s Position: The traffic studies have shown repeatedly that the surrounding street
environment will be able to safely handle the traffic increases attributable to the development at the
time it becomes fully operational from a level-of-service perspective as well as a safety perspective with
significant off-site improvements being made where the project impacts traffic operations.

Study horizon. The period for which the traffic impacts of a propesed development are to be assessed
must be the projected year of build-out and full occupancy. If the preposed development is 2 multi-phase
project with a projected build-out date of more than five (5) years after the year of the study, MDOT may
require a study of both the year of the opening of the first major phase and the year of build-out and full
occupancy.

Applicant’s Position: The project’s study horizon year was set at 2007 and agreed to as part of the
Scoping Meeting held between the City and applicant on September 15, 2005.

Unreasonable congestion. Level of Service D, as determined from a capacity analysis, in considered the
minimum level of service needed to provide safe and convenient traffic movement. Where a road,
intersection, or any approach lane fo the specific intersection or intersections being evaluated in the
vicinity of the proposed development is determined to operate at LOS E or LOS F in the horizon year, the
proposed development is considered to result in unreasonable congestion, unless: Improvements will be

Mawald 1d 07334\ decs\ettersErrico_response?_final



made to raise the level of service of the road or intersection to D or above, except as otherwise provided
in one or more of the paragraphs below.

d.

b.

The level of service of the road or intersection will be raised to D or above through
transportation demand management techniques.
The Department finds that it is not reasonably possible to raise the level of service of
the road or intersection to D or above by road or intersection improvements or by
transportation demand management techniques, but improvements will be made or
transportation demand management techniques will be used such that the proposed
development will not increase delay at a signalized or unsignalized intersection, or
otherwise worsen the operational condition of the road or intersection in the horizon
ear.
%he Department finds that improvements cannot reasonably be made because the
road or intersection is located in a business district or because implementation of the
improvements will adversely affect a historic site as defined in 06-096 CMR 375(11)
(Preservation of Historic Sites) and transportation demand management techniques
will be implemented io the fullest extent practical.
The development is located in a designated growth area, or in the compact area of an
urban compact municipality in which case the Applicant shall be entitled to an
exception from the level of service mitigation requirements set forth under the
General Standards in this Section. This exception applies even if part or all of the
traffic impacts of the proposed development will occur outside the boundaries of the
designated growth area. This exception does not exempt the development from
meeting safety standards, and grealer mitigation measures may be required than
otherwise provided in the subsection if needed to address safety issues. The required
improvements are limited only to those necessary to mitigate the impacts of the
project (which means the Applicant is only responsible for returning all approaches
to an intersection of piece of a roadway to the current level of service).
In the case of unsignalized intersections, if traffic with the development in place
would not meet the warrant criteria for signalization or auxiliary turning lanes, as set
forth in the edition of Federal Highway Administration’s “Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices” shown on MDOT’s Fact Sheets and set forth in HRR #211 -
“Volume Warrants for Left-Turn Lanes at Unsignalized Intersections”, (Right-Tum
lanes are covered in the edition of the Highway Design Guide referenced on the
MDOT Fact Sheet) then the Department may reduce the mitigation requirement for
those measures so long as the resulting traffic conditions provide for safe traffic
movement.
The development is located in an area designated as a growth area in a local growth
management plan that has been found by the State to be consistent with the growth
management program in MRSA Title 30 — A, Chapter 187, or if a project is located
within the compact area of an urban compact municipality or if a project is on a
former military base pursuant to MRSA Title 38, Section 488, Subsection 15, and

Mawald \1d\W7334  docs\lettersErrico_response7_final



when the project consists of conversion of an existing facility and the project does not
have an entrance or exit on a federally classified arterial highway, the required
improvement are limited only to the entrances and exits of the project.

Applicants Position: All movements at all signalized intersections operate at level of service D or
better under the post-build conditions with the project’s mitigation in place. At all unsignalized
intersections where the level-of-service is at E or F, the applicant has provided suggested improvements
aimed at alieveinting the existing deficiencies and improving the intersection operations from both a
delay and safety perspective - including the provision of a detailed transportation demand
management program for the project site.

Furthermore, based on bullet ‘d’ of the MDOT conditions, because this project lies entirely within the
Urban Compact Limits of the City of Portland, the applicant is exempt from this standard with respect
to the MDOT Traffic Movement Permit.

Unsafe conditions. Road segments, intersections, or development entrances and exits may be deemed as
unsafe when traffic encounters conditions such as, inadequate turning radii, poor geometrics, limited
sight distance or high accident locations. High accident locations are road segments or intersections
where eight (8) or more accidents have occurred over the most recent three- (3) year period, and the
“critical lane factor” is greater than one (1.0). The Applicant shall submit a proposal to improve or
eliminate the unsafe conditions if they exist or if they are determined to be created or exacerbated by the
proposed development.

Applicants Position: The applicant has provided to the Planming Board proposals to improve
and/or eliminate the unsafe conditions at all high crash locations identified in the study area.

Vicinity for over 200 passenger car equivalents developments. The vicinity of the proposed
development, for projects generating more than 200 PCEs, is the area including and bordered by:

a. The development entrance(s) or exit(s);

b. The first major intersection in either direction from the development entrance(s) and
exit(s) unless waved by the Engineer of Traffic or his/her designee at the scoping
meeting; and

c. All intersections where, during any one-hour period, traffic atiributable to the
proposed development equals or exceeds:

i. 25 vehicles in a left-turn-only lane;
ii. 35 vehicles in a through lane, right-turn lane, or a combined through and
right-turn lane; or
iii. 35 vehicles (multiplying the left-turn volume by 1.5} in a combined left-turn
and through lane, or a combined left-turn, through and right-turn lane.
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Generally, the vicinity as defined by the above criteria would be limited to a radius of two miles from the
site unless the Department, at the scoping meeting, determines that the proposed development will
impair the safe and efficient flow of traffic beyond a two-mile radius due to the development’s scale,
location, or nature.

Applicants Position: The applicant and City agreed to a pre-determined study area as part of the
Project Scoping meeting held in September 2005. The study area referenced in the traffic study
submitted to the planning board includes all agreed upon intersections.

Off-site traffic study requirements. A study of roads and intersections in the vicinity of the proposed
development must be conducted and submitted in report form if the development is expected to generate
200 or more PCEs during its peak hour of traffic generation or if determined necessary under

Section 5(A)(2). In addition, the Department may require, that a traffic study be conducted because of
traffic safety or capacity deficiencies in the vicinity of the proposed development, such as the following:

a. Current traffic problems. Current traffic problems have been identified such as a
high-accident location, inadequate intersection, an intersection in need of a traffic
signal, or inadequate storage lane capacity for turning vehicles;

b. Unsatisfactory level of service. The current or projected level of service of the
roadway system adjacent to the development is unsatisfactory; or

c. Other problems identified. Other specific problems or deficiencies have been clearly
identified and documented by the Department or the municipality and may be
affected by the proposed development or affect the ability of the development to be
satisfactorily accommodated.

Applicants Position: The applicant submitted a traffic study inclusive of all identified issues
noted by the MDOT requirements. When requested, the applicant has confinued to provide additional
information to the City about other topics not initially covered by the traffic study, including, but not
limited to, information on train crossings, pedestrian and bicycle amenities, access management topics,
and parking summaries.

Capacity analysis. A capacity analysis must be performed to determine the level of service for each road
and intersection in the vicinity of the proposed development. Capacity calculations must be made for the
estimated 30" highest hour of traffic during the build-out year, or any other appropriate design hour
approved by the Department. Where it is shown that the capacity analysis methodology will not
accurately measure operating conditions at a road or intersection, the Department may require an
applicant to analyze operating conditions of an intersection or road using another methodology
acceptable to the Department. In the case where a particular intersection being evaluated is part of an
interconnected signal system the Applicant may, at the discretion of the Department, be required to
included the analysis of the interconnected system in the evaluation.
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The Department recognizes that the level of service of some roads and intersections cannot be accurately
determined using only the standard capacity analysis method. In such cases, the appropriate analytical
technique will be determined in consultation with the Department.

Applicants Position: The applicani has provided standard Highway Capacity Manual-based
tritersection analysis to the City and has reviewed and updated it as requested. In addition, the City
has requested that the applicant also submit traffic capacity assessments based on other analytical
techniques (SimTraffic). This information has been also submitted to the City for review and
concurrence. In each case, the information submitted to the City highlights that the post-build traffic
conditions in the Morrill’s Crossing area will be better than or similar to the current traffic operating
conditions.

8. Recommendations. If the study analyses indicate that unsatisfactory levels of services or unsafe
conditions exist or will occur at intersections or on roads in the vicinity of the proposed development, a
description of the measures proposed to remedy the deficiencies, including the following:

a. Recommended improvements. A description and diagram of the location, nature,
and extent of recommended improvements to roads and intersection in the vicinity of
the proposed development. Of the recommended improvements, identify those
proposed for implementation.

b. Capacity analysis after improvement. A description of the anticipated resulis of
making these improvements.

¢. Section 3d exception. If the proposed development is entitled to an exception under
Section 3d, the descriptions provided pursuant to 8a and 8b may be limited to the
improvements necessary to provide safe conditions and the level of service required
under Section 3d.

d. Section 3e exception. If the proposed development is entitled to an exception under
Section 3e, the descriptions provided pursuant to 8a and 8b may be limited to the
improvements necessary io provide safe conditions and the level of service required
under Section 3e. ;

e. Section 3f exception. If the proposed development is entitled to an exception under
Section 3f, the descriptions provided pursuant to 8a and 8b may be limited to the
improvements necessary to provide safe conditions and the level of service required
under Section 3f.

Applicants Position: The applicant has provided all necessary detailed roadway improvement

plans which have been reviewed by both the City and MDOT. These include designs along Forest
Awvenue and at all unsignalized intersections.
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From: Thomas Errico [mailto:terrico@wilbursmith.com]
Sent: Friday, April 28, 2006 2:12 PM

To: Nagi, Robert

Ce: 'Sarah Hopkins '; 'James Carmody’

Subject: Morrill's Crossing -- Traffic Review

Rob—

I am in the middle of reviewing the data submitted in your Aprl 20, 2006 package. A few
items that are still outstanding that 1 would like to resolve before the workshop.

e (an you provide me with a simulation of the Morrill’s Corner intersection with no
adjustment to the Peak Hour I'actors. Please provide in tabular form Level of
Service, Delay, and Queuing information (format similar to that provided recently).

e During our meeting at my office in March, I had a few comments about the
simulation that I would like you to formally respond to. I believe we ate all set on
these issues. If not please make the appropriate adjustments.

o The lanes approaching and departing the Forest/Warren intersection from
Forest Avenue to the west should reflect current lane configurations.

o The rght-turn lane on Allen Avenue at Forest seems longer than what exists
in the field.

o The phase for the left-turn entry into McDonald’s from outbound Fotest
should be protected only.

o The right-turn lane on outbound Forest onto Allen should match that on the
improvement plan.

o0 The Steven Avenue approach should reflect conditions that existing today
(the length of the two approach lanes). _

o Allen’s Corner should be modeled to reflect existing lane-drop conditions on
Washington Avenue or will lane addittons begin when approaching the
Intersection.

® Please provide a formal response on allowing right-turn-on-red movements from
outbound Forest Avenue onto Allen Avenue. ltis my understanding that the
analyses allow for right-turn-on-red movements. Please provide documentation or a
statement of opinion that this will operate safely. 1f not, please revise the analyses
such that right-tum movements are prohibited.

®  Also, as requested at our meeting a few weeks ago, I would like to see your response
to CME comments. 1t would be helpful if I could see something before the
upcoming workshop.

If you have any questions, please feel free to give me a call. 1also will prepare a formal
response to your comments dated April 20" in the next few days.

Enjoy the weekend.
Thomas A. Etrico, P.H.

Semtor "I'ransportation Engincer
Wilbur Smith Associates



59 Middle Street
Pordand, Mame (04101
(207) 871-1785 Phone
(207) 871-5825 Fax



From: Thomas Errico [mailto:terrico@wilbursmith.com]
Sent: Friday, April 28, 2006 3:03 PM

To: Nagi, Robert

Cc: 'Sarah Hopkins '; “James Carmody'

Subject: FW: Merrill's Crossing -- Traffic Review

Rob—

Can you also please summarize delay data from SimTraffic for the Morrll’s Corner
mtersections for Existing and Build with Mitigation scenario’s. T don’t believe you have
provided that information.

Thanks

Thomas A. Ertico, P.E.

Senior Transportation Engineer
Wilbut Smith Associates

59 Middle Street

Portland, Maine 04101

(207) 871-1785 Phone

(207) 871-3825 Fax

From: Thomas Errico [mailto:terrico@wilbursmith.com]
Sent: Friday, April 28, 2006 1:12 PM

To: 'Nagi, Robert’

Cc: 'Sarah Hopkins '; 'James Carmody'

Subject: Morrill's Crossing -- Traffic Review

Rob—

I am in the middle of reviewing the data submitted in your Apil 20, 2006 package. A few
items that are still cutstanding that I would like to resolve before the workshop.

e (an you provide me with a simulation of the Morrill’s Corner intersection with no
adjustment to the Peak Hour Factors. Please provide in tabular form level of
Service, Delay, and Queuing mformation (format similar to that provided recently).

¢  During our meeting at my office in March, I had a few comments about the
simulation that I would like you to formally respond to. I believe we are all sct on
these 1ssues. If not please make the approptiate adjustments.

0 The lanes approaching and departing the Forest/Wartren intersection from
Forest Avenue to the west should reflect current lane configurations.

o The right-turn lane on Allen Avenue at Forest secems longer than what exists
in the field.

© The phase for the left-turn entry into McDonald’s from outhound Forest
should be protected only.

o The right-turn lane on outbound Forest onto Allen should match that on the
improvement plan.



0 The Steven Avenue approach should reflect conditions that existing today
(the length of the two approach lanes).

o Allen’s Corner should be modeled to reflect existing lane-drop conditions on
Washington Avenue or will lane additions begin when approaching the
intersection. '

® Please provide a formal tesponse on allowing right-turn-on-red movements from
outhound Forest Avenue onto Allen Avenue. It is my understanding that the
analyses allow for right-turn-on-red movements. Please provide documentation or a
statement of opinion that this will operate safely. 1f not, please revise the analyscs
such that right-turn movements are prohibited.

® Also, as requested at our mecting a few weeks ago, I would like to see your response
to CME comments. Tt would be helpful if I could see something before the
upcoming workshop.

If you have any questions, please feel free to give me a call. T also will prepare a formal
response to your comments dated April 20% in the next few days.

LEnjoy the weckend.

Thomas A. Frrico, P.E.

Senior Transportation Engineer
Wilbur Smith Associates

59 Middle Street

Portland, Maine (04101

(207) 871-1785 Phone

(207) 871-5825 Fax
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May 9, 2006

mnovaiion | energy Creating results sor our clents and benefits for our commumities

Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc

Ref: 0733400

Ms. Sarah Hopkins

Development Review Services Manager
Department of Planning and Development
City of Portland

389 Congress Street

Portland, ME 04101

Re:  Confirmation Response
Morzill's Crossing
Portland, Maine

Dear Sarah,

In response to an e-mail from M. Tom Errico from Wilbur Smith Associates dated Briday April 27,
2006 to Robert Nagi, Mx. Errico requested confirmation/clarification on several aspects of our April
20, 2006 submission. With this in mind, we offer the following (Mx. Errico’s comments are listed in
italics and the applicant’s response follows):

©  Comment: Can you provide me with a simulation of the Morrill’s Corner infersection with no
adjustment to the Peak Hour Fuactors. Please provide in tabular farm Level of Service, Delay, and
Queuing information (format similar fo that provided recently).

Applicant Response: In the traffic submission provided to the City on April 20, 2006 VHB
provided a SimTraffic simulation and associated analysis with no adjustments to the Peak
Hour Factors made. As is suggested by the SimTIraffic software, if the analysis period werze to
be for a 15-minute period, the Peak hour factor would have been applied. Considering that
this was a 60 minute analysis period — per Mr. Errico’s request — the peak hour factors were
not applied to the analysis. Therefore, the information provided in that April 20, 2006
submission represents the information being requested above.

In order to follow-up with the second request for Level of Sexvice and Delay calculation
simnilar to those provided previously, VHB has attached a summary table to thds letter of the
delay calculations resulting from the simulation information provided to the City. As in
prior submissions, VHB has provided an analysis of the Existing conditions and the Build
with Mitigation condilions for comparative purposes '

As the table shows, the calculated delays at afl signalized intersections under the Build with
Mitigation scenario is equal to 01, in most cases, much improved over the Existing conditions.

101 Walnut Street
Post Office Box 9151
Watertown, Massachusetts 02471-9151
SI7.9240770 « FAX 617.924.2286
email: info@vhb .com
www.vhb com
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s Comment: During our meeting at miy office in March, I had g few commments about the simulation that
I would like you to formally respond to. I believe we are all sef on these issues. If not please make the
apptopriate adjustments.

o Thelanes appmacﬁ-ing and departing the Forest/Warren infersection from Forest Avenue fo

the west should reflect curvent lane configurations.
o  The right-turn lane on Allen Avenue at Forest seems longer than what exists in the field.

o The phase for the left-turn entry into McDonald’s from outbound Forest should be protected
only.
o Theright-furn lane on outbound Fovest anto Allen should match that on the improvement

plan. ‘ :
o The Steven Avene approach should reflect conditions that existing fodmy (the length of the

two approach lanes). :
o Allen’s Corner should be modeled to reflect existing lane-drop conditions on Washington

Avenue or will lane additions begin when approaching the intersection.

Applicant Response:  With the exception of the last comment relating to Allen’s Corner, all
these comments were addressed and incorporated into the SimTraffic Simulation submitted

to the City on March 31, 2006,

VHB has considered the modification of Allen’s Corner as suggested and fotind that no
significant additional delays result from this minor modification.

e  Comment: Please provide a formal response on allowing right-turt-on-red movements from outbound
Forest Avenue onto Allen Avenue, Itis my understanding that the analyses allow for right-turti-on-
red movements Please provide documentation or @ statement of opinion fhat this will operate safely.
If not, please revise the analyses such that right-turn movements are prohibited.

Applicant Response:  VHB has reviewed the issue of permitting right turns on red from
outbound Forest Avenue onto Allen Avenue, Currently, there is no right-furn-cn-red
permitted at this location, Inreviewing the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
(MUTCD), guidance is provided to restiict right-tums on red under the following condifions:

e If there is inadequate sight distance to vehicles approaching from the left.

o VHB Opinion: In this case, there will be adequate sight distance provided for
all movements on this specific intersection appxoach.

» If zeometrics or operational characteristics of the intersection might result in
wmexpected conflicts.

o VIIB Opinion: In this case, it appears that the existing layout would provide
for the potential for some unexpected conflicts to occur as left-turning drivers
from inbound Forest Avenue would be merging into one receiving lane and
conflicting with right-turning vehicles from outbound Forest Avenue. This
very well may be why the right-tirn-on-ted is cutrently restricted. However,




Ms. Sarah Hopkins
Project Number: 07334.00

May 9, 2008
Page 3of 7

with the revised layout of Allen Avenue proposing two receiving lanes, there
will be minimal opportunities for vehicle conflict betweean these two
movements as they will be entering their own tzavel Janes.

If there is an exclusive pedestrian phase at the signal.

a VIB Opinior: The pedestrian phases at this intersection are proposed to be
concuarent pedestrian phasing on all approaches. When developing the final
engineering design of the corridor, VHB will suggests that additional signage
be considered at this intersection stating that, “lurning traffic must yield to
pedestrians” to supplement the nozmal signage af this location.

If there is an unaccepiable number of pedestrian conflicts with right-turn-on-red
maneuvers, especially involving children, elderly, and/or persons with disabilifies.

o VIHB Opinion: VHB has noted that while there is some pedestriarni activity in
the Morzill’s Comner area, there has not been a significant numbes of
pedestrians observed utilizing the corridor which would suggest eliminating
the right-turn-on-red designation.

If thete arc more than three right-fuip-on-red accidents reported in a [2-morith
period on the pasticular approach.

o VHB Opinion: In reviewing the most recent 12 months of accdent
information provided by the State of Maine, there have been no reported
pedestrian-vehicle collisions on this particnlar approach.

Ulitmately, it is VITBs professional opinion that permitting right-turn-on-red operation on
this approach can be safely accommodated by the proposed design.

o  Comment: Also, as requested at our meeting a few weeks ago, T would like to see your response to
CME comments. It would be helpful if T could see something before the upcoming workshop.

Applicant Response:  The applicant will be providing a separate response to the March 7,
2006 CME comuments under sepatate cover.
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I trust that this information is sufficient to clarify those outstanding questions,

Best Regards,
VANASSE HANGEN BRUSTLIN, INC.

7 N Mis—

Robert L. Nagi, PE, PTOE
Principal - Transporfation Systems

Ce: Tom Errico, Wilbuz Smith Associates.
Katherine Eatly, City of Portland
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Evening Peak Hour SimTraffic Delay Results’
Existing vs. Build with Mitigation Comparison

2004 Existing 2007 Build Condifion
Condifion with Mifigation
Location WMovemant Delay " Delay
Newton Strest and EBL 32 37
School Drive at EBT 23 28
Farest Avenue EB R 13 B8
{Unsignalized) wB L 47 48
W8 R 13 16
MBL 16 i3
SBL 12 i1
All .7 7
Forest Avenue at EBL i 200 71
Warren Avenus EBT 31 29
{Signalized) EBR 67 23
WB L 136 103
WBT 152 41
WBR 576 12
MBL 56 27
NBT 2z - g8
NBR 7 3]
SBL 151 172
S8BT . 112 130
S8R . T 95
: Al 86 e
Forest Avenue & EBL 309 69
McDonalds Driveway EBT 250 57
at Allen Avenus EBR 108 3
{Sigraltzed) WBL 283 a0
WBT- 188 43
WB R 147 29
MBL &7 59
NBT &7 42
NBR 27 30
SBL 72 S8
SBT 49 23
5BR 17 16
A O 48
Forest Avenue at EBL 1637 324
Sievens Avenus f EBER 1649 31
Bishop Strest MBT o4 59
{Signalized) SBT 33 18
SBR 13 20
SBET/H 10 17
NEB L 32 218
. All 17 &7
a average delay per vehicle in seconds

£B = Easthound; WB = Wesihound; NB = Northbounid; SB = Southbound; NEB = Mortheastbound

L =1aff; T=Through; R = Right
nfa not applicable; mavement does not exdst under current condition

! The delzys provided as a result of the SimTrafiie simulation do not nercessarily correspond with the standard definition of Level of Sarvice as
defined hy the Fighway Capacity Manual. For this reason, SimTraffic does not ontput LOS calculaiions from ifs model. Standard HCM analysis
is only provided via the Synchro output Howeves, the delay calculations do provide a relative comparison befwesn the Exasting and Build with
Mitigation scenarios



Ms. Sarah Hopkins
Project Number: 07334.00
May g, 2006

Page Gof 7

Evening Peak Hour SimTraffic Delay Resulis _
Existing vs. Build with Mrtagat[on Comparison (continued)

2004 Exisiing 2007 Build Condition
‘Conditian with Mitigation
Location " Movement Delay *
Morrill Streetat WBL 656
Forest fivenue W8 R 537

{Unsignalized) SBL 59
All - 128
Forest Avenue at EBL
Good Wilt Driveway EBYT
{Unsignalized) EBR
WBL
WBR
NBL
SBL
. All
Bell Streatat WBL
Forest Avenue WBR
(Unsignalized) SBL
All
Woodlawin Avenue at WBL
Allen Avenus WER
{Unsignalized) SBL
All
Aflen Avenue at EBL
Plymouth Streeyf EBR
Marthfield Green Drive WBL
(Unsignalized in Exisling) WB®R
{Signalized in Build) NB L
SBL
Al
a average delay per vehicle in seconds

EB = Easibound; WB = Westhound; NB = Northbound; 58 = “w‘outhb'umd MEBE = Martheastbound

L = Left; T = Thraugh; R = Right
na not applicable; movement does not exist under current condifion
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Evening Peak Hour SimTeaffic Delay Resulis
Existing vs. Build with Mitigation Comparisen (continued}

2004 Existing 2007 Build Condition
Condition with Mitigation
Location Mevement Delay® - Delay

Alfen Avenue at EBL - 54 ' 40
Washington EBT 38 : 36
Avenus EBR 3 32

{Signalized) WBL 356 108
WBT 322 87

WBR T

NB L 83

NBT 38

NBR 3

SBL 63

SBT 38

SBR 19

Al 47

Warren Avenueat -~ EBL 10
Hicks Strest Wa L 5
{Unsignalized} NB L 3i
SBL 22
All 6

Allen Avenue at EBL 16
proposed site drive EBR 10
{tnsignalized in WBL 4
Existing) WBR 14
{Signalized In: Build) NBL 48
NBT A

NBR 17

SBL 3t

SBT 19
“SBR 7

< All 25

a average delay per vehicle in seconds

E3 = Eastbound; WB = Westhound; NB = Northbound; S8 = Southbound; NEB = Moriheastbound
L= Left; T = Through; R= Right
na not apglicable; movement doss not exist under current condiion
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Ms. Sarah Hopkins

Development Review Services Manager
Department of Planning and Development
City of Portland

389 Congress Street

Portland, ME 04101

Re:  Morrills Crossing Traffic Simulation
Portland, Maine

Dear Sarah:

At the request of Mr. Thomas Errico, acting on behalf of the City of Portland, we are
pleased to provide you a copy of a CD with the project’s traffic files and simulations using
both the Synchro and SimTraffic simulation software. From what I understand, the files on
these CDs can only be opened if you have a valid version of SimTraffic or the Synchro
traffic analysis software — which I believe Mr. Errico has a copy of. For this reason, I have
also forwarded a copy of these CDs directly to Mr. Errico as well for his information.

The information contained on these CDs is the most recent simulaton information and is
the basis for our recent Lraffic submissions with respect to vehicle delay, quening, and
traffic analysis. :

Please feel [Tee to contact me if you have any questions on the enclosed.
Very truly yous,

VANASSE HANGEN BRUSTLIN, INC,

oo’

Robert L. Nagi, PE, PTOE
Principal - Transportation Systems

Enclosures

Ce Thomas Errico, Wilbur Smith Associates —with Attachments

101 Walnut Street
Post Office Box 9151
Watertown, Massachusells 02471-9157
617,924 177{) e FAX 617.924.2286
email: info@vhb.com
www.vhb.com
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June 12, 2006 _Vanasse Hangen Brusitlin, fnc

Ref: 07334.00

Sarah Hopkins

Development Review Services Manager
Department of Planning & Development
City of Portland

389 Congress Slreet

Portland, Maine 04101

Re:  Morrill’s Crossing — Building Elevations

Dear Sarah:

The revised exterior elevations for the retail buildings, mixed-use building, and town houses
prepared by Port City Architects, were submitted to you the week of May 15", 2006. The plans had
been resubmilted showing building heights for Marge Schmuckal’s zoning review.

Please give me a call if you have any questions or need additional information.

Very truly vours,

VAMBSSE HANGE USTLIN, INC.

- Z
. 4 Hession
hior Project Manager

107 Walnul Streel
Past Office Box 9151
Watertown, Massachusetts 02471-9151
617.9241770 « FAX 617.924.2286

A\ I73M does letiers\ LE Sarah Hopkins@City of Portand-Clevations doc email: info@vhh.com
wnw.vhb.com
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June 12, 2006

Sarah Hopkins

Department of Planning and Development
City of Portland

389 Congress Street

Portland, Maine 04101

Re:  Mormill’s Crossing, LLC/Right, Title and Interest
Dear Sarah:

Morrill’s Crossing, LLC submits the following additional agreements to supplement its
prior right, title or interest documentation:

L. Memorandum of Understanding with Paul White Tile. This document demonstrates
the applicant’s ability to perform the necessary improvements to tie the entry drive to the Paul
White Tile property into the propesed new signalized intersection that will serve the Morrill’s
Crossing project.

2. Agreement with Shamayel and Mohammed Kargar. The Kargars are the owners of
the Allen Avenue Apartments. This Agreement provides for the granting of an eascnient to
allow the residents and guests of Allen Avenue Apartments to access the project site drive in
order to take advantage of the signalized intersection to make left turns and grants a construction
easement to the developer for the purpose of making the required improvements.

Please call me if you have any questions. Thank you.
Sincerely,
Natalie L. Burns

Enclosure
oe; John Hession

~ QOver 50 Years of Service ~



MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

WHEREAS, PACKARD DEVELOPMENT, LLC (hereinafter referred to as
 “Packard”) is preparing to present a mixea use development project 1o the Portland
' PIanniﬁg Board of cerfain property located on Allen Avenue, at Morrill’s Corner, in

Portland; and

WHEREAS, PAUL G. WHITE owns property located at 50 Allen Avenue,
directly across Allen Avenue from the proposed project; and

WHEREAS, in order to develop said project it will be necessary for certain road
imp‘m{rements to be made, including the installation of a fraffic signal on Allen Avenue at
the entrance to the proposed project; and

WHEREAS, Pacl-ca;nd and Paul G. Whate wish to coordinate the access to the Paul
White Tile property with the proposed proj ect’-s enirance 5o that the Paul White Tile |
pr-opcrty may utilize the proposed signalized intersection in order to increase safety and
facilitate traffic movements entering and exiting the site; and

WHEREAS, Packard and Paul G. White have agreed 1o a plan of improvements
that will, arﬁcmg other things, relocate the existing driveway access for the Paul White
Tile property;

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereto do hereby agres as follows:




Subject to the approval of the City of Portland and a determination that the
pro-pcsed project has received all necessary land-use approvals with all appeal periods
having expired:

1. Paclcard will pecform the work and install the Improvements shown on
attached Exhibit A, which is hereby incorporated as part of this Agreement.

% Paul G. White will graot to Packard any temporary construction easements
necessary for Packard or its agents or contractors to perform the work shown on Exhibit
A.

3. The partics will enfer info an agreement regarding the use of a staging area

for construction, the sequence of construction of the improvements, and a schedule for
completion of the improvement, so as to minimize the impact of the construction upon
the business existing on Paul G. White's property.

4, Paul G. White will grant to Packard or to a party designated by Packard a

.peﬁnanént easement for the purpose of maintenance of traffic signal controls that are
Iocated on the property and required as part of the Mo;rill’s Crossing development
approval. ‘

5: The parties may mutuél]y agree to amend this Agreement, including
Exhibit A. Any such amendment will be in writing.

This Agreement will bind the parties, their respective successors and assigns.

| Dated this Mday of  Jiwns " , 2005.
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PACKARD D LOPMENT

s P &1
) J
BY:{/ ,-74’:; ' QL%/(

TPaul G. White

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS _
COUNTY OF _pMddimex |, ss. : . June Te_ -,2005

Then personally appeared the above named Avprn Aftandiliny, , ofsaid
Packard Development, LLC, as aforesaid, and acknowledged the foregoing instrument to
be his free act and deed in his said capacity and the free act and deed of said Corporation.

Before me,

vau\,ku;; (s : .,:{ .
Notary Public U * 7
Typed Name:__Rokects Y ‘Goto
My commission expiijxé%sé”_. fzz/o
© ROBERTAY. S0TO, NOTARY P 5
W {Jﬁ?ﬁwss@;{ EXPIRES NOVEMBER 22, 2007

STATE OF MAINE - -
COUNTY OF CUMBERLAND, ss. Tane I , 2005

Then personally appeared the above named Paul G. White and acknowledged the
foregoing instrument to be his free act and deéd.

Before me, f& // f/, ”‘é?g}
4 k {“ £ \

Notary Public ..+ = -7/
Typed Name:_: Chaysles, € * Bemis 7
My commissioni expires:__ s / .-z,zf =
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This 13 a memorandum of agreement for recording purposes only and is inteaded to
provide record notice of the Agreement between the pariies, identified as follows:

PARTIES:  Developer

Abutters:

PREMISES: Cross-easements for construction and access as shown on attached Exhibit A, in
accordance with the terms of the Agreement between Developer

DATE OF AGREBMENT:

DEVELOPER:
58 Morrills, LL{ A

S8 Momlis, LLC

¢/o Packard Development, LLC
One Wclls Avenue

Newton, Massachusefls 02459

Mohammed I Kargar and Shamayel Kargar
14 Muirfield Road
Falmouth, Maine 04105

and Abutters,

By: / 1 N VA
e i _,%l g s -
Its 1 E

ABUTTERS:

Moh;gméd L Karg_ef |

Shamayel Karger




Commonwealth of Massachusetts fb
County of 7} d,t%@'r, 55 J(/Jé{} J[ , 2005
Personally appeared before me the above named CEA@W” a ffauo/[;azy

e of said $S Morrills, LLC and acknowledged the’foregoing to be hisher
free act and deed in histher said capacily and the free act and deed of said limited liability

company.
f’afm 6% POLINA EMILFARE
i e, MOTARY PUBLIC
Notary Public COMMONWES:. T o MASSACHUSETTS
LAY CORs <5100 EXPIRES
Print name: Micr 15 2000
State of Maine _
County of Cumberland, ss ] L,\Lq {1 , 2005

Personally appeared before me the above named \rfoh”lmmed L. Kargar and acknowledged
the foregoing to be his free act and dcc:ai/ Au)

___'* 7 _/'{' ’Z _
T }z_.-u.l -acL"f‘ fchq,
{

Prininamf:. 'au( C Th (a7 ]
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PETITION FOR STREET VACATION

May 26, 2006

Sarah Hopkins, Development Review Manager
Portland City Hall

Planning Department, 4™ Floor

389 Congress Street

Portland ME 04101

Dear Ms. Hapkins:

In accordance with 23 M.R.S.A. Section 3027(1), I hercby petition to have Rock Hill
Street, so called and a portion of Magnolia Strect, so called, both within the City of
Portland, as more fully described on the attached Exhibit A, wacated by the City of
Portland.

The strects were dedicated by the recording on May 18, 1923 of a Plan of Subdivision of
Addition to Hawthorne Heights, in Plan Book 15, Page 19 of the Cumberland County Registry of
Deeds. The streets were never accepted by the City and there are no utilities in the areas of the
streets requested o be vacated.

I am alsc enclosing, as Exhibit B hereto, a list of the names and addresses of all property owners
and mortgagees in the subdivision, as well as the standard waiver and indemmification agreement
provided by your office. Also enclosed is the $2000.00 application fee. Noticing of property
owners, legal ad and mortgagees will be billed separately.

I hereby request that you take all further action necessary to complete vacating the above-
described streets and that you inform me should it become necessary for me to provide you-
with any further information, or to take any further action. Iunderstand that the matter will be
brought up before the Planning Board for a recommendation to the City Council. Final action
on the street vacations will be taken by the City Council.

Sincerel ¥

58 MORRILLS, LLC,
a Delaware limited liability company

by MORRILLS CORNER, LLC,
a Massachusetts limited liability company,
its Managing Member

.

ien Aﬁdl’ldllh Jits Manager




APPLICATION FOR 8TREET VACATION
City of Portland, Maiue
Planning and Development Department
Portland Planning Board b

Applicanf knformation: Z, Address of Street Vacation:
§S MORRILLS, LLC : Rock Hi1l Street: portion

Name Address IR
¢/o Packard Development, LLC
ne Wells Avenus : of Magnolia Strset: .

Address N

Maps 435 and 152-B

Newton. MA 02459
Assessor's Reference (Chart-Block-Lot)

_6l7-965-1966 617-965-2519 .
Phone Fax’
Property Owner: ____ Applicant A Other

HSee Exhibit B
Name

Address

Phone - Fax

Application Fee: A fee for must be submitted by check payable to the City of Portland in accordance with Section -
14-54 of the Municipal Code (see below), The applicant also agrees to pay all costs of publication (o7 advertising)

af the Workshop and Public Hearing Notices as required for this application, Such amount will be billed to the
applicant follawing the appearance of the advertisement.

X Street Vacation ($2,000.00)
Legal Adveriisernents percent of fotal bill
Notices .35 cents each

{Notices are sent for workshops and public hearings)

tofl2




NOTE: Legal notices pléced in the newspaper are required by State Statue and local ordinance. Applicants are
billed directly by the newspaper for these nofices.

Signature: The ahove information is true and accurate to

M“( Zo* oo

Date of Filing

Zof2




WAIVER AND INDEMNIFICATION

WHEREAS, SS Morrills, LLC of One Wells Avenue, Newton, Massachusetts 02459 has
requested the City of Portland to vacate certain proposed town ways located in the Addition to
Hawthorne Heights subdivision pursuant to 23 MLR.S.A. Section 3027 et seq.:

WHEREAS, the City of Portland as a condition precedent to any vacation of the proposed town
way requires a waiver of any claims which S8S Morrills, LLC may have against the City for such
vacation, and further, requires indemnification against any claims of third persons arising oul of
or resulting from the vacation of said proposed town way;

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the City of Portland vacating said proposed town way,
53 Morrills, LLC for itself, its successors and assigns, agrees as follows:

1. 535 Motrills, LLC hereby waives any claim for damages which it may now or
hereafter have against the City of Portland arising out of or resulting from any
vacation of such proposed town way by the City pursuant to 23 M.R.S.A. Section

3027 et seq.;

2. S8 Morrills, LLC hereby agrees to indemnify and hold harmless the City of
Portland against any claims by any third person against the City of Portland for
damages arising out of or resulting from any vacation of such proposed town ways

by the City of Portland pursuant to saidfstatute. 0 ‘ Q/L
ﬂ e
Dated: 'ﬂfi\\( L Looly i

Petitioner's Sigﬂd{iture

Arthez) D/ ,Z&»M:umj'

Petitioner's Printed Name

YMamagen

Petitioner's Title




CXHIBIT A
LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF STREETS TO BE VACATED

Portion of Magnolia Street: That portion of Magnolia Street, so-called, as shown on Plan of
Subdivision of Addition to Hawthorne Heights, said plan being recorded in the Cumberland
County Registry of Deeds on May 18, 1923 in Plan Book 15, Page 19, which is bounded
northwesterly by Lots 304-307 as shown on said Plan, southeasterly by Lots 265, 266, 289, 270
and Rock Hill Street as shown on said Plan, southwesterly by Maryland Street as shown on said
Plan and northeasterly by the remaining portton of Magnoiia Street as shown on said Plan at the
extension of the northeasterly sideline of Lot 307.

Rock FHill Strect: That portion of Rock Hill Streel, so-called, as shown on Plan of Subdivision of
Addition to Hawthorne Heights, said plan being recorded in the Cumberland County Registry of
Deeds on May 18, 1923 i Plan Bock 15, Page 19, which is bounded northwesterly by the
southeasterly sideline of Magnolia Street, as hereinbefore described and shown on said Plan and
southeasterly by the northwesterly sideline of Morrill Street as shownt on said Plan, being the entire
length of Rock Hill Street. '




EXHIBIT B
LIST OF PROPERTY OWNERS AND MORTGAGELS

Allen Avenue Plaza, LLC
33 Allen Avenue
Portland, Maine

Mortgagees:

Gardiner Savings Institution, FSB
190 Water Street
Gardiner, Maine 04345

Peoples Heritage Bank (now TD Banknorth)
One Portland Square

P.O. Box 9540

Portland, Maine 04112-9540 -

City of Portland
389 Congress Strest
Portland, Maine 04101

SS Morrills, LLC

c/o Packard Development, LLC
One Wells Avenue

Newton, Massachusetts 02459

White Dove Properties, LLC
33 Allen Avenue
Portland, Maine 04103




NOTICE OF PROPOSED STREET VACATION

A petition has been filed with the municipal officers of the City of Portland to vacate the following
ways shown upon a subdivision plan named Plan of Subdivision of Extension of Hawthorne
Heights, dated December 1921 and recorded in the Cumberland County Registry of Deeds, Plan
Book 15, Page 19.

List of ways to be vacated:

1. Rock Hill Street.

2. Portion of Magnolia Street

If the munit-:ipai officers enler an order vacating these ways any person claiming an interest in
these ways must, within one (1) year of the recording of the order, file a writlen claim thereof
under oath in the Cumberland County Registry of Deeds and must, within one hundred eighty
(18C) days of the filing of the claim, commence an action in the Superior Court in Cumberland

County in accordance with Maine Revised Statutes Title 23, Section 3027-A.

The City Council will hold a public hearing on the proposed vacations on
at p-m. in the City Council Chambers, City Hall,

389 Congress Street, Portland.




Aorrills Corner LLC PORTLNDCTY City of Portland
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INTEROFFICE MEMO

DATE: 5/22/2006

TO: SARAIT [TOPKINS

CC: DENISE CLAVETTE
FROM: THOMAS G. CIVIELLO

RI: PACKARD DEVELOPMENT

The Portland Parks and Recreation Department has reviewed the site plans for this project and
are on board with the multi purpose field that is to be constructed as part of the project. Iield
constructon specifications to include frrigation, base materials, and seed mixtures have been
forwarded to Packard Development for their use in consteuction. A drinking fountain specification
and other site ameniiies were also forwarded.

The Parks and Recreation Department will be administering and maintaining the field after

completion as other fields m the City. Our Athletic Facllities division will be responsible for
scheduling, maintenance, and programming this facility.

5/22/2006



CARROLL ASSOCIATES

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS

PROJECT MEMO: Morrill’s Crossing

TO:
FROM:
DATE:

RE:

Sarah Hopkins
Pat Carroll
May 26, 2006

Final Landscape Evaluation

We have evaluated the latest response submissions from VHB regarding landscaping and lighting and
offer the following comments with respect Lo applicable Site Plan and Subdivision Standards:

Site Plan

Sec. 14-526. Standards.

(6)

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

Respomnse:

(7)

The applicant has provided extensive additional landscaping and fencing along the easterly
property line extending to Cambridge Strect which should provide adequate buffering of the

- development from the adjacent residential neighborhood.

The site plan minimizes, fo the extent feasible, any disturbance or destruction of significant
existing vegetation,

Response:

)

Significant existing vegetation does not exist on the majority of the site due lo past
development and improvements which have occurred on the property. The applicant is
preserving critical wetland vegetation along the stream at the cast end of the property.

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

Response:

The applicant has provided a site lighting plan options which provide illumination of all
vehicular areas as well as most pedestrian circulation arcas of the site. After reviewing the
photometrics for both schemes we belicve the Alternate Lighting Plan (S8L-1A) utilizing
175W MII fixtures provides adequate light levels within the project and be less impact on the
neighboring properties.

The lighting plan was reviewed according to the City of Portland Technical and Design
Standards and Guidelines and it appears that the proposed lighting meets all standards except
the uniformity and illumination levels throughout the project. ILlowever, this office belicves
that the proposed lighting distribution is adequate to provide safety and is closc cnough to
meeting the standards that the applicable standards can be waived for this project.




Morrills Crossing
Landscape Peer Review- Final
May 26, 2006

Page 2 of 4

(27)

Development located in the B-1, B-1b, B-2, and B-2b zones shall meet the following
additional standards. Where noted below, the city encourages adherence to the guidelines
contained within the City's Technical and Design Standards and Guidelines, but such
adherence is not mandatory in order to meel the standards otherwise sel forth herein.

i. Landscaping and buffers. Standard: In the B-1, B-1b, B-2 and B-2b zomes
buildings and associated parking areas must be screened to buffer abutting
properties. A densely planted landscape buffer and/or fencing will be required o

. protect neighboring properties from the impacts associated with the development,
including lighting, parking, traffic, noise, odor, smoke, or other incompatible
uses. Where buildings are setback from the street, a landscaped area must be
planted along the front yard street line,

Response:

The applicant has provided extensive landscaping and fencing along the casterly property line
extending to Cambridge Street which should provide adequate buffering of the development
from the adjacent residential neighborhood to the east. Additional buffer plantings are
proposed along the westerly property line adjacent to the railway which should help screen
the development from views and propertics along [orest Avenue. Landscaped areas are
provided on Allen Avenue and Cornell Streets along the appropriate front yard street lines.

Subdivision Review: Apartments and Townhouses

(8)

Will not have an undue adverse effect on the scenic or natural beauty of the area, aesthetics,
historic sites, significant wildlife habitat identified by the department of inland fisheries and
wildlife or by the city, or rare and irreplaceable natural arveas or any public rights for
physical or visual access to the shoreline. For subdivisions within historic districts
designated pursuant to article IX of this chapter, the planning board shall apply the
standards of section 14-651(c) of article IX. The planning board may request that the historic
preservation committee prepare an evaluation of the proposed subdivision based upon the
standards of section 14-651(c);

Response:

The proposed development should not adversely affect the natural beauty of the arca. The
properly is generally vacant land which will be improved and vitalized by the project.
Significant buffers to adjacent natural areas are proposed which will protect wildlife habitat.

B2 Standards

Sec. 14-186. Other requirements.

All nonresidential uses in the B-2 and B-2b zone shall meet the requirements of division 25 (space
and bulk regulations and exceptions) of this article in addition fo the following requirements.

(@)

Landscaping and screening: The site shall be suitably landscaped for parking,
surrounding uses and accessory site elements, including storage and solid waste
receptacles where required by article IV (subdivisions) and article V (site plan).



Morrills Crossing

Landscape Peer Review- Final
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Response:

The applicant has provided cxtensive landscaping within the parking areas, planlings and
fencing along property lines, and service areas of the project. Dumpster locations are also
screened with fencing and plantings. The proposed landscaping plan should provide an
attractive project adequately screened and buffered from adjacent residential neighbors.

Conditional Rezoning

7. Development Standards. All site plans in conformance with Exhibit B and
toxhibit D (architectural renderings) may be approved by the Planning Board only if. in addition
to the dimensional requirements of paragraph 9 and the applicable provisions of article IV
{subdivisions) and article V (site plan), the development meets the following additional
development standards:

a Landscaping: Development proposals shall include a lundscape program that is
consistent with the landscaping plan shown on Exhibit B. All land areas not covered by
structures, parking areas, bus facilities or circulation facilities shall be landscaped and
maintained. In order to soffen the visual impact of large expanses of pavement in
parking lots, vegetation shall be planted or retained in islands or planting strips as
shown on Exhibit B. Development proposals shall include appropriate fencing and/or
berming and planting treatment of a dense and continuous nature in order to buffer
parking lot visibility from adjaceni properties.

Response:

The applicant has provided extensive landscaping within the parking arecas, plantings and
fencing along property lines, and service areas of the project, This olfice believes the
landscaping standard described above has been met with the proposed plan.

Other Considerations

In review of the latest submissions of landscaping and lighting for Morrills Crossing the applicant has
responded appropriately to the previous comments and issued identified in our memos dated March 1,
2006 and March 24, 2006.

L

2,

(ad

Additional landscaping and fencing has been proposed along the casterly property line to aid in
increasing the buffer and screening of the project to the adjacent neighbors.

The applicant is now proposing tree cutouts and ADA compliant treegrates which are acceptable
in providing adequate area for tree growth as well as accessible walkway surfaces for pedestrians.
The proposed phasing plan provides adequate commitment to installation of landscape buffers in
the initial phase of the project in the event that the Townhomes phase is delayed.

Snow storage areas are indicated on the plan and, along with a commitment Lo excess snow
removal, should provide adequate storage for small storms without compromising the landscape
plantings.

Adequate site improvements such as benches, bike racks, trash receptacles, and drinking
fountains are indicated on the plan and will enhance the pedestrian experience of the
development.

Site lighting alternatives are presented and we would prefer the lighting scheme SL-1A as we
think it provides adequate light levels, more uniformity of light distribution, less spillover, and is
closer to meeting the City Standards. We are still concerned regarding the lack of site lighting
along the pedestrian walkway behind the Townhouses, as we envision this area as an inviting
alternative to walking adjacent to autos and other vehicles on the fronts of the units. We would



Morrills Crossing
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recommend that some lighting be added here, perhaps as building mounted lights, assuming they
arc conirolled by timer or photocell and not by individual residents.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or concerns.



ROADWAY DESIGN

ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING
TRAFFIC STUDIES AND MANAGEMENT
PERMITTING

AIRPORT ENGINEERING

SITE PLANNING

CONSTRUCTION ADMINISTRATION

Del.UCA-HOFFMAN ASSOCIATES, INC.
CONSULTING ENGINEERS

778 MAIN STREET
_ SUMES

SOUTH PORTLAND, MAINE 04106

TEL. 207 775 1121

FAX 207 879 0895

MEMORANDUM
DATE: June 5, 2006
TO: Sarah Hopkins, City of Portland
C: John Hession, PE VHRB
FROM: Stephen R. Bushey, P.L.
SUBJECT: Morrill’s Crossing

Site Plan Review

DeLuca-Hoffman Associates, Inc. has reviewed the Stormwater Report prepared by VHB and
dated May 2006. This package included only the Stormwater Management Report, erosion
control narrative and Stormwater maintenance procedures. We have previously reviewed the
original submission materials dated 7/01/05 and the VHB Response to Site Plan Peer Review
letter dated February 17, 2006. We have not reviewed the Final drawings at this time, although it
does appear that the 2/17/06 drawings substantially addressed many of our earlier comments.

We offer the following comments for consideration at this time.

Grading, Drainage and Erosion Control Plans

1. The project design continues to include a closed storm drainage system consisting of
catch basins, manholes and pipes. The system also includes as a major component,
multiple underground storage systems and water quality treatment measures to comply
with the DEP’s Chapter 500 regulations: pertaining to both quantity and quality control.
Based on the findings of the stormwater analysis the applicant appears to have adequately
designed measures to meet both the DEP and City of Portland quantity and quality
control standards. We recommend that the City be copied on any correspondence
between the applicant and the DEP and that applicant receive their DEP Permit order as 2

Condition of the City’s Site Plan approval.

2. We have reviewed the approval criteria under the City’s Subdivision and Site Plan
standards and find that the applicant has adequately satisfied the review criteria and
standards of each seclion. The project involves a substantial amount of drainage
infrastructure for the collection, conveyance, and management of stormwater runoff, thus
minimizing polential impacts to downstream conditions and properties.  The
Infrastructure proposed by this project will substantially improve runoff conditions within
this previously developed site and should provide a benefit to the overall Milliken Brook
and Fall Brook watersheds. Assuming proper oversight during construction it also



appears that adequate measures are incorporated into the drawings to minimize erosion
and sediment transport resulting from the proposed development activities.

3. We assume that the applicant and DEP will advise the City as to the compliance method
the DEP/Applicant will agree on pertaining to the urban Impaired stream Standard
associated with Fall Brook.

4. We applaud the engineer’s use of the TSS removal devises but request that the sizing
criteria and manufacturer’s information be provided as a condition of approval and this
information be placed on the Final Plans in the event that product substitutions are
proposed during construction.

5. The drainage design now includes the construction of a wetpond with a gravel filter.
Design details including cross sections, existing soils conditions including possible
shallow rock and other details for the basin should be provided as part of the Final Site
plans. The applicant should address the need for remediation of any soils contamination
within the proposed wetpond excavation. This information can be worked out prior to
construction.

6. Prior to construction the Engineer should provide a phased construction plan or narrative
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. . '

7. The Erosion control plans should be updated to include the Maine Department of
Environmental Protection’s “Stabilization measures for Wintertime activities”
requirements. These have not yet been included on the drawings we have reviewed.

Based on the information supplied to date, it appears that the applicant has adequately
addressed the project’s needs for stormwater management and erosion and sediment control,
although some final details and construction related information should be provided as a
condition of approval. We (rust that these comments are beneficial as the Planning Board
considers the project for Final Approval.

If you have any questions please call,
Stephen Bushey, PE

Senior Engineer
DeLuca-Hoffinan Associates, Inc.

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 Engincer
Deluca-Hoffiman Associates, Inc.



Froms "Thomas Frrico" <terrico@wilbursmith.com>

Tos "*Sarah Hopkins '' <SH@portlandmaine.gov>

Date: 06/06/2006 10:12:04 AM

Subject: Morrill's Crossing —— Response to VIB April 20, 2006 Letter
Sarah—

The following summarizes my comments as it relates to the April 20 and May 9,
2006 letters prepared by Vanasse Hangen Brustlin. As requested, T have also
provided my findings as it relates to City of Portland Site Plan and
Subdivision Standards, and other traffic conditions for the project.

1. Collision Information - While T generally agree with the analysis
conducted, the data does indicate Lhat significant crashes are occurring at
Lhis busy location, even when considering the recent MaineDOT improvement
project. VHB notes that reducticns in crashes can be expected with the
implementation of improvements in the Morrill‘s Corner area, particularly
providing twe inbound Forest Avenue through Stevens Avenue and optimizing the
efficiency of the intersection. To ensure that the project improves or does
not exacerbate safety conditions at Morrill‘s Crossing, I would suggest that
the applicant conduct a post-occupancy safety study confirming the safety
benefits of their off-site mitigatien plan. If crash rates and patterns
indicate existing problems either persist or have been exacerbated by the
project, T would recommend that the applicant identify and implement other
improvement strategies, as reasonable and appropriate, to be approved by the
City.

& Site Driveway Area Modification

* Allen Avenue Apartment Driveway - The proposed plan is acceptable and I
have no further comment.

* Paul White Tile Layout Changes - The plan provided indicates thabt some
on-gile parking will be eliminated as part of connecting the site with the
proposed traffic signal. I have no further comment other than neting Lhat

Planning Staff should delermine if these changes require & Site Plan
modification review (due to the loss of on-site parking).

* Pedestrian Crosswalk - I have no further comment.
B SimTraffic Queuing Summary
¥ Forest Avenue at Warren Avenue - Most movements evaluated {see table

below) are expected to have maximum queue lengths that will be less during the
uild condition as compared to existing conditions with the exception of
Sound Forest RAvenue. The maximum gueue on the inbound approasch of Forest
we is estimated to increase by approximately 80 feet per lane or three car
hs. This additional gueuing is not significant and will not impact



conditions in Morrillfs Corner.

Movement
Existing Queue (feet)
Build Queue [fect)

Queue Change (feat)

Warren Leflt/Through
515
512

=3

Warren Right
232
236

+4

Side Street
58
47

-11

Forest Northbound Lell
304
187

s

Forest Northbound Through

562



443

=113

Forest Northbound Through/Right
446
259

-187

Forest Southbound Leflt/Through
763
840

+77

Forest Southbound Through/Right

731

815

+84

2 Forest Avenue at Allen Avenue — There are several movements (see table
below) that will experience minor increases in vehicle gueulng at this
location. The largest gueue increase is approximately six vehicles in the
southbound Forest Avenue left-turn lane. To accomnodate Lhis increase the
applicant is proposing increasing the length of the subject left-turn lane to
accommodate the increased queuse. The combined wehicle gueuing length when

combining the southbound Forest Avenues left onte Allen Avenue wilth the
northbound Forest Avenue left onto Warren Avenue is 622 feet, or the
approximate storage distance between Allen Avenue and Warren Avenus (stop bar
to stop bar). This total combined gueue is 18 feet longer than what currently
exists today. The project does nolb significantly worsen this queue length.
The applicant should provide a proposed pavement marking plan for review and
approval.

Movement

Existing Quoue {feet)



Build Queue (feet)

Cueue Change (feet)

McDonald’s Left
52
30

=22

McDonald’s Through
67
61

-6

McDonald’s Right
52
T2

+20

Allen Avenue Letft
595
nEn

-63

Allen Avenue Left/Through

589

(9|
La
jug]

Allen Avenue Right

196



204

+12

Forest Northbound Left
72
68

—d

Forest MNorthbound Thrcough
437
472

+35

Forest Northbound Through
499
565

+66

Forest Northbound Right
110
124

+14

Forest Southbound Left
300
435

+135

Forest Southbdund Through

684



694

110

Forest Southbound Through/Right
667
709

+42

* Forest Avenue at Stevens Avenue/Bishop Street - Most movements (see
table below) evaluated indicates that the maxioum gueue length is less during
the builld condition as compared to existing conditions with the exception of
inbound Forest Avenue. The maximum queue on the inbound approach of Forest
Avernue 1s estimated to increase by approximately 30 feet in the through lane
or one car length. This additional gueuing is not significant and will not
significant degrade conditions in Morrill’s Corner as compared Lo existing
conditions.

Movemernt
Existing Queue (feet)
Build Queue (feet)

Queue Change (feet)

Bishop Left/Right
991

452

Forest Northbound Through
361
357

-4



Foraest Northbound Through

Foresl Southbound Through
431
461

+30

Forest Southbound Through/Right
408
401

=7

Stevens Left

384

Stevens Left/Right
372
355

=1

* Allen Avenue at Site Driveway — Although a comparison to existing
conditions is not relevant a review of queueing projections for the 2007 Build
condition was reviewed. The following table summarizes the project gqueues
estimates. The left-turn gqueue into the site on Allen Avenue will exceed the
storage bay length and if practicable should be extended to a length that will
allow access without blockage from the through lane queue. This appears



feasible, but is somewhalt complicated by the Woodlawn Avenue intersection.
Secondly, traffic gueuing into the site will be significant, however, it will
not impact the public streelb syastem. The applicant should provide a revised
improvement plan with an extended left-turn lane for review and approval.

Mowvement

Build Queue (feet)

Paul White Tile

29

Site Left/Through

474

Site Right

226

Allen Northbound Letft/Through

402

Allen Northbound Through/Right

333

Allen Southbound Left

228

Allen Southbound Through

283

Conclusion



T would suggest that the applicant conduckt a post-occupancy Lraffic operations
study confirming. the proposed off-site mitigation plan does address impacts
assoclated with the project. If significant queuing is documented following
project opening, I would recommend thal the applicant identify and implement
other improvement strategies, as reasonable and appropriate, to be approved by
the City. Examples of additional improvements should not be limited to
traffic signal adjustments and may include capacily expansion.

4. SimTraffic Delay Summary

* Forest Avenue at Warren Avenue — Most movements evaluated (see table
below) are expected to have delay estimates that will be less during the build
condition as compared to existing conditions with the exception of inbound
Forest Avenue., Delays on the inbound approach of Forest Avenue are estimated

to increase by approximately 20 seconds per wvehicles. Overall the delay at
the intersection is expected to decline.

Movementc
Existing Delay (zec./veh.)
Bulld Delay (sec./veh.)

Delay Change (sec./veh.)

Warren Left
200
74

=1:24

Warren Through
31
29

2

Warren Right

67



23

-44

Side Street Lefl
138
103

=55

Side Street Through
152
41

~111

Side Street Right
576
i2

-564

Forest Northbound Left
56
27

~-29

Forest Northbound Through

72

-64

Forest Northbound Right

7



Forezst Southbound Left
by
172

+21

Forest Southbound Through
112
130

+18

Forest Southbound Right
71
95

+24

Overall
86
50

-36

¥ Forest Avenue at Allen Avenue - Most movements evaluated (see table
below) are expected to have delay estimates that will be less during the build
condition as compared to existing conditions with the exception of Forest

Avenue movements. Minor delays on outbound approach of Forest Avenue are
astimated, and the left-turn onto Allen Avenue is expected to increase by 26
seconds. Overall the delay al the intersection is expected to decline.

Movemani



Existing Delay (sec./veh.)
Build Delay (sec./veh.)

Delay Change (sec./veh.)

McDonald’s Left
308

69

McDonald's Through
250
57

=184

McDonald's Right
108
Al

==

Allen Avenue Left
283
20

=115

Allen Avenue Through
188
43

-145

Allen Avenue Right



147
29

-118

Forest Northbound Lefl
87
59

-28

Forest Northbound Through
a7

42

Forest Northbound Right
27
30

+3

Forest Southbound Left
T2
98

+26

Forest Scuthbound Through
49
23

-26

Forest Southbound Right



17

16

=

Overall

83

48

-35

* Foresk Avenue at Stevens Avenue/Bishop Street - Most movements evaluated

(see table below) are expected to have delay estimates that will be less
during the build condition as compared to existing conditions with the
exception of inbound Forest Avenus. Delays on the inbound approach of Forest
Avernme are estimated to increase by only 7 seconds per wvehicles. Overall the
delay at the intersection is expected Lo decline.

Movement
Existing Delay (sec./veh.)
Build Delay {(sec./veh.)

Delay Change {(sec./veh.)

Bishop Left
1637
324

=1313

Bishop Right
1649
351

-1298



Forest Northbound Through
64
59

=5

Forest Southbound Through
33
16

-17

Forest Southbound Through/Right
10
L

+7

Stevens Left

3lz2

Overall
117
67

-50

Conclusion



The above tables note that overall the Morrill’s Corner intersections will
experience reductions in delay. However, a few movemenlts are estimated to
experience a slight increase in delay. T would suggest that the applicant
conduct a post-occupancy traffic operations study confirming the proposed
off-site mitigation plan does address impacts associated with the project. If
gignificant delay iz documented following project opening, I would recommend
that the applicant identify and implement other improvement strategies, as
reasonable and appropriate, to be approved by the City. Examples of
additional improvements should not be limited to traffic signal adjustments
and may include capacity expansion. :

5 Parking Information

The applicant provided supporting parking generation information consisting of
Stop & Shop empirical information and the results of a survey conducted al
Northgate Plaza. As noted in their report, Stop & Shop facilities experience
parking generation rates of 2.20 parking spaces per 1,000 sf on a weekday and
2.64 parking spaces pef 1,000 sf on a Saturday. For the Northgate Plaza, the
applicant determined that the shopping center generates 3.5 parking spaces per

1,000 sf on a Baturday. This estimate includes the office space. Assuming
the office zpace is nol included (it 1z unlikely the office space generated
parking demand on a Saturday before Christmas), the shopping center generated

4.0 parking spaces per 1,000 sf. The proposed project is expected to provide
666 parking spaces (inclusive of 39 parking spaces for the apartment complex)
and is expected to have a parking demand of 632 parking spaces during the peak
December period. This estimate is based upon use of a parking generation rate
of 4.0 parking spaces per 1,000 sf. Based upon the data provided it is my
professional opinion Lthat adequate on-site parking will be provided. T would
note that the applicant will be responsible (and has agreed to) for the
implementation of a parking management plan during the peak season thab will
require retail employees to use the parking spaces located in the rear of the
site.

6. The following summarizes my findings as it relates to City of Portiand
Site Plan and Subdivision Standards.

Site Plan Standards

{1} The provisions for wehicular loading and unloading and
parking and for wehicular and pedestrian circulation on the =ite and onto
adjacent public streets and ways; and the incremental volume of traffic will
not create or aggravate any significant hazard to safety at or to and
including intersections in any direction where traffic could be expected to be
impacted; and will not cause traffic congestion on any street which reduces



the level of service below Level "D' as described in the 1985 Highway Capacity
Manual published by the Transporlalion Rezearch Board of the National Research
Council, a copy of which manual is on [ile with the pubic works authority, or
substantially increase congeslion on any street which is already at a level of
service below Level "D";

The traffic analyses provided by the applicant has documented that the
proposed project will not create or aggravate existing traffic congestion or
safety hazards.

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

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

As noted previocusly, 1t is my professicnal opinion that adegquate on-site
parking will bhe provided. ’

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

The proposed project is consistent with City infrastructure plans.

Subdivizion Ordinance



Sec. 14*497. General requirements.

{(pertaining to townhouse condos, apartments over retail and rear apartments)

(5) Will neot cause unreasonable highway or public road
congestion or unsafe conditions with respect to use of the highway or public
roads existing or proposed;

The traffic analyses provided by the applicant has documented that the
proposed project will not create or aggravate existing traffic congestion or
safety hazards.

Conditional Rezoning Standards

d. Traffic improvements: PACKARD shall be responzible for the design
and installation of, at minimum, the off-zite traffic improvements shown on
Exhibit €, which improvements shall be made at PACKARD'S sole expense,
following review and approval by the CITY. Such traffic improvemenlts may
include, but not be limited to, reoadway widening, signal modifications,
installation of a new traffic signal, provisions for bicycle facilities, bus
stops, esplanades with street trees, rallroad preemption upgrades and
pedestrian facilities (e.g. sidewalks, crosswalks). In addition, within
twelve (12) months after issuance of the final certificate of occupancy for
Phase I, PACKARD shall undertake a post-development traffic study of the
unsignalized intersections identified within the scope of the MDOT traffic
movement permit. In Lhe event that this study demonstrates that the impact
from traffic attributable to the development is materially different than what
was approved as part of Lhe project's MDOT traffic movement permit, the CITY
may require PACKARD Lo fund mitigation measures to address those impacts, to
the extent that such mitigation is technically and economically feasible. As
well, the applicant shall be obligated to mitigate impacts created by the
developmenlt, Lo the extent technically and economically feasible, which result
in a degradalbion of traffic service at said interseclbions.

Off-zite improvement plans meelt the above requirements and the applicant will
be required to conduct a post-development Lraffic study of the unsignalized
intersections within the study area.



T Forest Avenue Tmprovement Plan

It is my understanding thab the cross-section of Forest Avenue should consist
of four ll-foot travel lanes and two 3-foot shoulders. Eric Labelle should
confirm these dimensions.

Bl Forest Avenue/REead Street/Adelaide Steel/Bell Streebt Improvements

I need to gain concensus from City staff on the approprite improvement plan
for the area. The applicant will be required to implement the improvement
plan in its entirety. I would also note that the applicant will be asked Lo
conduct a signal warrant study at the Forest Avenue/Bell Street intesrection
following build-out of the project and if traffic signals are warranted, the
applicant will be required to contribute $25,000.00 to the insatllation of a
traffic signal.

Lr Other Conditions

* The applicant should submit, for annual review, a traffic demand
management plan for City review and comment.

#* The applicant should conbtribute $25,000.00 Lo the implementation of

safelty and streetscape improvements on Forest Avenue belbween Warren Avenue and
Riverside Street.

Please contact me if vou have any questions.

Best Regards,

Thomas A. Errico, P.E.

Senilor Transportation Engineer
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Public Works Engineering Memorandum

Date: June 8, 2006
To:  Sarah Hopkins, Development Review Services Manager

From: Eric J. Labelle, P.E., City Engineer

Sarah Hopkins, Development Review Services Manager

Re:  Morrill's Crossing Development

I have reviewed Mr. Bushey memo dated on June 5, 2006, and concur with his
conclusions. Having attended the meeting between Parkard Development and the Maine
Department of Environmental Protection, the developer has incorporated stormwater

treatment measures consistent with Chapter 500 requirements.

[ would also like to provide clarification and propose the following conditions of

approval as it relates to the following streets:

Princcton and Maonolia Streets

Status: ]
Both of these streets have been confirmed by Public Works as being “dedicated and
unaccepted”. '

Sewer:

Thesc streets also contain sanitary sewer servicing the area. Public Works does not
recommend any work be conducted to this sewer, however, would like be assured that
care will be taken in the construction to prolect the sewers.

Drainage:
A culvert drains to the southerly side of the Princeton Street. Stormwater is proposed to
be collected by a stormwater system to the north of the Townhouses along the property



line. The stormwater from the City right of way would be draining through the proposed
devclopment’s stormwater system. It may be appropriate to request a drainage easement
through the site.

Proposed Condition of Approval:
Drainage easements be provided to the City to address any offsite drainage passing
through the Morrill’s Corner site.

Morrill Street

Status:

Morrill Street is also a dedicated and unaccepled from University Street to Milliken
Brook. It is not clear where Milliken Brook would have crossed the site prior to
development of this site. Public Works would like to retain a right of way across the site
in Morrill Street’s current location extending the railroad property at the southern
property line. The right of way would not propose building locations and could provide
for future access across the railroad property.

Proposed Road:

The developer is currently proposing a 24’ wide road to the Townhouses and Apartments.
Since this road would become a City street to the site, the road should be constructed to
the City’s minimum standard and be 28” wide. A turn around also needs to be
constructed at the end of the City street.

Proposed Condition of Approval:

A fifty foot wide right of way be provided to the City from University Street to the
railroad property. This would be provided as a potential alternate means of access to the
site for travel and utilitics.

All streets streets proposed to be accepted by the City meet the City of Portland technical
standards.

Stormwater Contribution

In 1993, the City of Portland entered in to a consent agreement with the Maine
Department of Environmental Agency due to its combined sewer overflows. This
agreement obligales the City to complete a series of sewer separation projccts in three
watersheds, Fall Brook, Capisic Brook and the Fore River. In 1997, the City began work
on these projects and is expected to spend nearly one hundred million dollars by 2012.

The separation work being conducted requires the reestablishment and the widening of
Fall Brook as well as the installation of addition stormdrain pipes to remove the
Mona/Bemard neighborhoods from the 100 year flood planes. Morrill’s Crossing



discharging into Milliken Brook and Milliken Brook being a major stormwater
contributor to Fall Brook has a direct impact on these flood planes. The City must
acquirc drainage easements from property owners along Fall Brook upstream and
downstream of Milliken Brook’s entrance into Fall Brook to make the necessary
improvements.

Public Works recommends one hundred thousand dollar contribution be made towards
the acquisition of stormdrain easements along Fall Brook.



