Tom-  this is the draf t of the section which will include your comments (this is for Feb 7th PB Hearing.

The issue of the roadway widths is not helped by the fact that in Jim’s original review (copied to the applicant directly by Jim and attached to this) refers to 24 feet being the Citys standard.  Neither Jim or I picked up the fact that they hadn’t addressed even the 24 foot width anywhere (probably because they thought the issue was related to the internal access lane).
















V.
SITE PLAN REVIEW
1/2.
Traffic

Access to the new building and expanded parking areas immediately adjacent will be via an existing access drive off of Hutchins Drive (though reduced in width from 25 feet as existing to 22 feet in width -  see Attachment X Sheet X) and then along an 20 foot wide access road between  the new building and the wetland area to provide access to the rear parking lot (43 parking spaces) and dumpster collection. 
The access road where it meets Hutchings Drive does not meet City standards;  where the internal road runs alongside the building it is 20 feet wide and Staff have raised concerns over whether this width is workable in this situation. 

The existing satellite parking lot is accessed via a separate curb cut (existing 23 feet wide) near the northern boundary of the site.  It previously served a parking lot of 32 spaces and now serves a parking lot of 92 spaces and (? Needs to be widened to XXX?).
There is a third curb cut (existing) on the site that serves the existing 26 space parking lot at the south of the site and no alterations are proposed.
The City Traffic Engineer, Tom Errico, originally commented (e-mail of 1.5.06 Attachment X:

“The proposed internal connector road that will access the rear parking area will have a roadway width of 20 feet.  This width does not meet City standards.  I plan on meeting with other City staff to discuss this issue and will render an opinion in the future.”

Tom Errico and other City staff have reviewed the issue and concluded:  ____________
The scale of the development increases the total number of employees that can be accommodated on this site from 111 (existing) to 207.  Staff sought to ensure that the increase in traffic was within any permitted limits, as per comments from Tom Errico “The applicant should document that the project expansion meets previous traffic permits issued either by MaineDOT or MaineDEP from a traffic generation perspective.” (Attachment X).

The applicant contracted with Gorrill Palmer Consulting Engineers to review traffic generation for the site and to provide comment on compliance with existing permits and studies.  Gorrill Palmer have concluded in their letter of January 23, 2006 (Attachment X) that this proposal is in compliance with previous permits and does not trigger the need for a further MDOT Traffic Movement Permit. 

Tom Errico has reviewed the submitted information and comments: ____________
Parking

The proposed building addition displaces the 44 spaces of existing parking in the center of the site and this is being replaced to the east (rear) of the new building. To provide additional parking on the site to serve the new office floorspace, the satellite parking lot to the north of the site is being expanded by 60 spaces.

The need for this scale of parking has been explained by the applicant in the letter of 12.2.05  (Attachment G) and amplified at the request of the Planning Board in the revised Section 5: Off Site Facilities (Attachment X). The definition of need is based on the number of Woodard & Curran current employees and the spaces they use (including off site) which translates into a “need” of .8 parking space per employee.

The proposal includes enough parking to bring the on-site parking provision to the level of .8 parking space per existing/potential employee. 

There are two ways of analyzing the parking on the site:  building by building, and over the site as a whole. These analyses are summarized in the table below (prepared by City Staff):

	
	Gross Floor Area
	Zoning Requirement

(rounded up)
	On site pkg spaces near
(based on Existing Site Plan C100)
	Floor area per parking space
	Employee Workstations
(info from applicant; sizes vary) 
	Parking spaces/ workstation

	Existing South Wing
	11,184
	28
	26
	430
	44
	.59

	Existing North wing
	22,766
	57
	50
	455
	73
	.68

	Visitors & handicapped serving both S & N wing
	----
	----
	  6
	
	
	

	Existing satellite parking lot (Approved in 2000; unused as staff in leased offices use off site parking lot)
	----
	----
	32
	
	
	

	Existing taken together 
	33, 950
	  85
	108
	314
	117
	.92

	Proposed Building addition
	22,680
	  57
	  59 new
	384
	  90
	.65

	Total when proposed is implemented
	56,630
	142
	167
	339
	207 ( ave wkstation is approx. 270 sq ft)
	.80

	(Zoning)
	400
	1
	----
	400
	1.5
	.67


At the Planning Board workshop the board requested Mr Errico comment on the “sufficiency of parking” .  From the table above it can be seen that the proposal meets the city standards in respect of zoning and, if the applicants assessment of need is accepted,  also appears sufficient to satisfy the reasonably foreseeable demand for parking that will be generated by the development.


Tom Errico comments:___________________________________
The Site Plan meets the city standards in terms Initially Staff were concerned (Attachment E) that the extent of the parking would have an adverse impact as both of the northern most parking lots were expanded towards the wetlands area.  It was suggested that decking of the parking might be a way to minimize any impacts. The Planning Board asked for further information regarding the impact of parking and scope for siting elsewhere and this has been included in the revised Section 5: Off Site Facilities (Attachment X).  The submitted narrative outlines the disadvantages of relocating some of the parking to the southern part of the site.  Staff note that there would also be a possible advantage (over and above any reduced impact on the wetland areas) of substantially reduced walking distances if the relocation resulted in less expansion of the satellite parking lot.
As stated in the letter from Kenneth Volock of  December 30, 2005 (Attachment I, page 7), the area of wetlands fill associated with the revised proposal amounts to only 50 square feet. While there is still concern at the level of disturbance to the wetland areas, Staff consider that the scale of parking is not excessive in terms of meeting the applicants’ needs and with adequate storm water control and treatment the disturbance will be minimized.

The satellite parking lot is connected to the office complex by an existing 365 foot bituminous asphalt sidewalk which runs over Portland Water District land with an easement to the applicant.  Staff raised the possibility of providing a bridge over the wetlands to provide a much shorter link between the expanded parking lot and the office complex, but this was considered impractical because of the impact on the steeply sloping sides of the wetlands area and brook
(from Jean Fraser  Jan 27th 2006)

(Attached are Jim Seymours comments from Dec 22-  he is currently reparing comments on the revised proposals)

{COMMENTS FROM JIM SEYMOUR, PEER REVIEW ENGINEER- formatting slightly amiss]
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TO:       
Jean Fraser – Planner






FROM:  
Jim Seymour – Development Review Coordinator, Sebago Technics, Inc.

RE:       
Major Site Plan Review:  41 Hutchins Drive, Woodard & Curran Expansion

DATE:   
December 22, 2005

Sebago Technics has reviewed the revised submittal of the Major Site Plan application and supporting documentation with latest revision dated December 22, 2005 for the proposed expansion of their current office complex located at 41 Hutchins Drive in the City of Portland. It is our understanding that this development is on a lot, which was part of the Stroudwater Estates Subdivision, which obtained approval of a Maine DEP Site Location of Development permit in the 1980’s. Since this site has not reached a threshold of 3 acres impervious it has not triggered a separate requirement for a Site Location permit based on current DEP standards. We respectfully offer the following comments in outline format:

1.
Stormwater Management
Review of the stormwater management plan and subsequent runoff quantity and quality calculations appear to be in a state of flux given the recent transition of the new Chapter 500: Stormwater Management Law and the City relieved of its delegated review authority, both the MeDEP and the City of Portland were not clear on the review level required for this site (quantity vs. quality).  We agree with the principle of “beating the peak” and thereby not requiring detention as long as all measures have been exhausted to treat the runoff to remove sediment and other pollutants. Furthermore, with documentation of non-jurisdiction by DEP, of current standards for stormwater permits, we then feel that the City can review the site. 

We have recommended a strategy to address concerns of treatment vs. detention for dealing with stormwater management plan with which staff and the Planning Board could support for approval.  

A. 
The project will require evidence that they meet the stormwater quality standard as required by the City’s stormwater standard for required treatment when parking areas exceed 25 spaces. A narrative and calculation discussing and showing proof that the standard has been met must be submitted for the entire site. Recent meetings disclosed that the previous DEP order required quantity control. Given the City had authority with DEP with the standards before November 2005, we feel that if the site controls the 2 yr storm and treats that volume for the feasible majority of the site proposed for expansion and redevelopment that the larger rain events can be released to the adjacent stream without detaining.

B.
The following are bullet items to address concerns of concentrated flows, erosion, and to redirect flows to preferred treatment areas:


Satellite Parking lot drainage issues:

· Cape cod curb north side of satellite parking lot and build shallow shelf at slope bottom against curb back.

· Place basin at corners of north side of satellite lot to direct to drainage/treatment basins

· Underdrain the north side of parking lot

· Guardrail is needed on east side of satellite lot where slopes lead to basins/ponds.

· Consider revising the existing pond to provide infiltration treatment for the current satellite parking area.

· Berm landscape Hutchins Street frontage as allowed (outside PWD land or with permission) with berms and tree vegetation.

Comments on Building parking lot

· Revise parking layout at the east end. Consider semi circle layout for easier access and turnaround movement and dumpster location.

· Regrade east side parking to sheet flow stay on a northeast course and install sediment basin at the end of the parking lot, to then collect sediment and us buffers to further treat runoff.

· Curb both sides of lower access road to east parking lot from the entrance at Hutchins Dr. to throat of parking lot. The inside edge should begin at sidewalk ramp/crossing.

· Drainage collection is needed for drop-off circle/sheet flow is too indirect and long. Icing and erosion on the driveway edge will occur.

· All piped outlets shall be protected with stone riprap plunge pools and aprons. Inlets shall be riprap-lined aprons appropriately sized.

· Locations of underground storage for detention must be outside of any City sewer easements.

· The access drive is shown at 20 feet the city standard requires 24 feet for two-way traffic. There appears room next the building for an additional 4 feet given the driveway will be curbed.

· The sliver of land between the immediate parking lot just behind the addition and the access driveway should be paved and separated by wood guardrail if the remaining land is less than 2 feet wide.

· The four space parking area on the south side of the building front, should consider underdrain along the edge to alleviate runoff and groundwater in the cut area.

2.
Road Access/Circulation

A.
Please refer to comments from the City Traffic Engineer for concerns of traffic movements, trip generation, and internal movements.

B. 
The access lanes shall be 24 feet for two-way access.

C.
The sewer location shall be in the center of the driveway.

3.
Utilities
A.
Letters to serve and available capacities have been requested showing that adequate service exists for the development.

B.
The City wastewater division and City Engineer shall assist review of the construction details and location of the re-located interceptor sewer.

4.
Grading & Erosion Controls

A.
The applicant should consider mulch berms along with sedimentation fence for an erosion barrier given the close proximity to a stream.

B.
Winter erosion control notes will be needed along with formal plans reflecting erosion control notes/measures needed on the site during construction.

5.
Water Quality Treatment

A.
Per the City of Portland Technical and Design Standards and Guidelines, the applicant is required to treat stormwater runoff from parking facilities with 25 cars or more.  As previously mentioned the site does not appear to need to conform to the state’s Stormwater Law Chapter 500, for water quality. We will refer to treatment measures from the DEP’s BMP manual as proof that the entire site conforms to a water quality standard to the maximum extent as feasible.

B.
The sizing and detailed specifications with clear relativity to the water quality units/measures shown on the plan shall be attached for review along with a site specific maintenance plan and draft contract for cleaning services. 

6.
General

A.
The plans shall reflect the actual amount of wetlands or protected land that will require filling disturbance, and require permitting from the DEP.

B.
The applicant is likely required to file a revised Maine Construction General Permit for this project.  This must be obtained prior to the start of construction.  

C. 
The applicant has appears to have available space for development, but given resource protection limits, treatment measures requiring avoidance of snow storage, and given the extent of parking, snow removal is of some concern. Please provide on a plan to address snow storage locations on site.

Overall, the project has been well planned out.  However, the applicant should make the necessary revisions, as noted in the above comments to conform to City stormwater treatment issues for water quality, and some minor grading and parking layout/aisle concerns. Seeing how this is a workshop item and will be coming back for additional review we will review details at a later time. Several details for construction will be required but we expect that these can be handled between workshop and Public Hearing meetings. 

Please contact our office if you have any questions.

JRS/jrs
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