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I.
INTRODUCTION
The joint applicants, CADCAM Associates and Peggy and Eric Cianchette have requested site plan approval for the construction of a new 22,680 square foot office building, expansion of existing parking lots and associated utility improvements as an expansion of the Woodard & Curran office complex at 41 Hutchings Drive off of outer Congress Street.

The proposal was considered at a Planning Board Workshop on January 10, 2006 and the following issues were identified as needing resolution (*ed items raised by the Planning Board):

a. *Need for further explanation and justification for scale and location of the parking

i. Why not more parking at south end of site rather than where it impacts the wetlands

ii. Analysis building by building of parking need

iii. Tom Errrico’s comment on the sufficiency of the parking

b. *Traffic Engineer Tom Errico to advise on acceptability of the 20 foot wide access road

c. *Need for more information on the impact of the access road on the wetland and the impact if it were widened

d. *Better understanding of the treatment of water from buildings and parking areas where it goes into the wetlands

e. *Need to address comments from Jim Seymour, Development Review Coordinator 

f. *Need for letters of non jurisdiction from Maine DEP

g. Need for additional traffic generation information, including previous permitting

h. Need for letters of service availability in respect of the revised building addition from appropriate utility agencies.

i. Further discussion between the applicant and the City Arborist to secure approval to the Landscape Plan

j. Need for further clarification of the three easements involved in the proposals

k. Status of the boundary survey and need for plans to have legends/keys etc

Since the January 10, 2006 Workshop the applicant has submitted further information and revised plans to address the above issues, and held a Neighborhood Meeting; documentation is included in Attachment III.  The original submission is attached as Attachment I and the Workshop memorandum attachments (except plans and the Stormwater Calculations) are included in Attachment II for information.

Notices for the Hearing were sent to 108 area property owners and interested parties.  A notice also appeared in the January 30, 2006 editions of the Portland Press Herald.
II. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Zoning:


I-M

Parcel Size:

6.65 acres

Parking Spaces:

59 net additional spaces


Building Floor Area:
22,680 sq ft gross floor area office space
Building Height:
three stories (82 feet)

Uses:
offices



III.
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

The project site is largely wooded land and buildings on what is also known as Lot 15 & 16 of the Stroudwater Subdivision II, located between the Clark Insurance building and FedEx building in the east side of Hutchins Drive, opposite the junction with Harry Harmon Drive. There are two existing interconnected buildings on the site totaling 33,950 sq ft of office space, comprising a South Wing built in 1986 and a North Wing constructed in 1996.  See Attachment I Sections 1&2 as updated by a revised narrative Section 1- Development Description in Attachment III C.  

Within the site there are three existing parking lots, each with a separate curb cut and access onto Hutchins Drive. These together with a small parking area at the main entrance provide a total of 108 parking spaces (further detail is provided in Section 1 of Attachment I.  The two northern existing parking lots abut a wetlands area that cuts across the site along an unnamed brook. 

The proposed building addition will be a detached three-story structure with a footprint of approximately 7560 square feet located north of, and linked directly into, the North Wing of the existing complex. The total potential number of employees will increase from 118 to 207 once the building addition is occupied, and increase of 89 employees (potentially) on the site, and increase of 75%. (Note:  elsewhere in the narrative the applicant has used the figure of 143 existing employees which refers to the 111 currently at 41 Hutchins Drive and the 32 currently occupying leased space in the adjacent former Clark Associates building). 

Existing parking adjacent to the North Wing will be relocated to the rear of the proposed building, and the existing satellite parking lot on the northern boundary of the site will be expanded by 60 spaces to give a net increase of 59 spaces to serve the new structure.

The proposal includes landscaping around the buildings and parking areas and an extension of the existing sidewalk so that it runs the entire length of the site along Hutchins Drive. 

Construction of the project is anticipated to begin in 2006 and be completed by the early Spring of 2007.

IV.
STAFF REVIEW
The proposed development has been reviewed by staff for conformance with the relevant review standards of the subdivision and site plan ordinances. Staff comments are highlighted in this report.

The Zoning Administrator has reviewed this project and confirms that 142 parking spaces are required for this proposal and that other I-M zoning requirements are being met (Attachment III 

G.). Though within the I-M zone, the area is increasingly attracting office and medical uses with an associated increase in visitor access. 

V.
SITE PLAN REVIEW
1/2.
Traffic

Access

There are three points of access to the site. The main access is to the new building and expanded parking area immediately adjacent and uses an existing access drive off of Hutchins Drive (though reduced in width from 25 feet as existing to 22 feet in width -  see Attachment III L Sheets 4 and 5) and then along a new 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 existing satellite parking lot is accessed via a separate curb cut (existing about 23 feet wide) near the northern boundary of the site.  It previously served a parking lot of 32 spaces and is proposed to serve the expanded parking lot of 92 spaces.

The third curb cut on the site serves the existing 26 space parking lot at the south of the site and no alterations are proposed.

The review of access has focused on the main access with its new internal access road. Where it meets Hutchings Drive it does not meet the City standards of 24 feet wide for two-way traffic. Where the internal road runs alongside the proposed building the applicant has requested a waiver from the 24 foot standard to allow the access road to be 20 feet wide (letter of 12.30.05 in Attachment II  I).   Staff, particularly the Development Review Engineer Jim Seymour (Attachment II H and III I), have raised concerns over whether this width is workable in this situation, given the need for snow storage and the impact on the wetlands. 

The justification for a waiver from the 24 foot standard to 20 feet relies on the issue of impact on the wetlands, which in turn results from the applicant’s choice of location, scale and design (eg footprint, location of emergency exits, 5 foot width of esplanade) of the proposed building. Substantial internal discussion has taken place regarding the justification for the waiver, with the main issues being:

a) Has the applicant done all that they could to resolve the conflict between access road width requirements and wetland protection/avoidance?  The applicant has supported the request for the waiver by explaining the local design issue regarding the need for an emergency access from the new building in their letter of  12.30.2005 page 4 (Attachment II I). The applicant has provided more information on the impact of widening the road access to 24 feet and  points out that the road would be 4 feet nearer the wetland (compared to 8 feet at closest point in the proposal). Disturbance related to provision/construction of the retaining wall for the access road would bring the work within one or two feet of the wetland if the city’s standard were met (letter of 1.20.3006 page 4 Attachment III C). 

b) How serious is the impact on the wetlands? The impact on the wetlands derives from a combination of the location of the building, the access and parking requirements, judgements as to the extent of disturbance likely to result from construction/snow storage and the extent to which measures to control stormwater quality are incorporated. Without a determination from the MDEP it is difficult to assess this issue (see also Paragraphs 5 and 6 below).

c) Is there any technical reason why the access road is not safe/workable if it is 20 feet? Given the concerns expressed regarding the 20 foot width of this road, Captain Greg Cass of the Fire Department was requested to confirm his view of the latest proposals; he has accepted the 20 foot width, having taken account of the terrain issue (Attachment III A).  

Tom Errico and other City staff have reviewed the issue and although there is not a consensus and Jim Seymour has suggested that 22 feet be required as a compromise, Tom Errico concludes (Attachment III H) that 20 foot could be acceptable given the apparent choice between impact on the wetlands and increasing the road width:  

*The internal roadway providing access to the 43-space parking lot to the rear of the building will not meet general City roadway width standards. The roadway is proposed to be 20 feet.  I support a waiver for the roadway width in light of the increased environmental impact a wider facility would have.  It will be extremely important that good winter maintenance practices are followed to ensure that the effective width is not reduced due to snow accumulation. 

*The driveway "throat" at the Hutchins Drive entrance is currently proposed to be approximately 22 feet.  The driveway should be modified such that it is 24 feet wide.

*The applicant should provide details on the traffic control/pavement markings at the internal intersection at the main entrance.


Traffic Generation

The scale of the development increases the total number of employees that can be accommodated on this site from 111 (actual) to 207 (potential). The applicant has submitted a revised Section 5.3.1 “ Traffic Impacts” and asserts that “the new building will not add to the street traffic along Hutchins Drive” (Attachment III C Section 5). No evidence has been submitted in support of this statement.

 On 1.5.2006 Tom Errico requested “The applicant should document that the project expansion meets previous traffic permits issued either by MaineDOT or MaineDEP from a traffic generation perspective.” (Attachment II  L).  In response to this comment 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 III D) 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 (Attachment III H): 

*Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers, Inc. provided information on the permitting aspect of developments along Hutchins Drive.  Based upon the information provided, I concur that a MaineDOT Traffic Movement Permit is not required for the project.  However, based upon traffic increases since 1997, I would ask that the applicant conduct an analysis of the Congress Street/Hutchins Drive intersection during the weekday AM and PM peak hours to ensure safe and reasonable operations will be provided following completion of the project.

By way of clarification, Tom Errico further commented: 

“I expect the applicant to conduct a post-development evaluation of the intersection and if that analysis identifies a problem, I would expect some contribution towards correcting the problem.  Accordingly, a condition would be required that requires a contribution if deficient conditions are identified.  Call me tomorrow if you want to know more.”

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 II G) and amplified at the request of the Planning Board in the revised Section 5: Off Site Facilities (Attachment III C). 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 spaces 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

(see Existing Site Plan))
	Floor area per parking space
	Employee Workstations

(info from applicant; sizes vary) 
	Parking spaces/ work-station

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

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

	Visitors & handi-capped 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


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.

At the Planning Board Workshop the Board requested Mr Errico comment on the “sufficiency of parking”.  His comment (Attachment III H) is:

“* I have reviewed the proposed parking supply and it is my professional opinion that the parking provisions are reasonable.  Under the current proposal, a total of 167 parking spaces will be provided.  At the time of project completion, 143 employees can be expected to occupy the

facility.  Under a full occupancy scenario 207 employees can be expected.  A review of parking generation information provided by the Institute of Transportation Engineers indicates approximately 164 parking spaces are required for an office building with 207 employees.  Accordingly, I find the supply to be adequate and not excessive.”

The Planning Board asked for further information regarding the impact of parking on the wetlands area and scope for siting the parking elsewhere.  The applicant has addressed this request in a revised Section 5: Off Site Facilities (Attachment III C).  The submitted narrative outlines, with illustrations, the disadvantages of relocating some of the parking to the two possible areas in the southern part of the site as mentioned at the Workshop.  The applicant considers that the area available to expand the parking next to the South Wing is inadequate to achieve much additional parking. The applicant concludes that the area towards the front of the site at the southern end could provide 16 parking spaces but these would be in front of the south wing and detract from the landscaped setting of the overall office complex.

Staff note that siting parking areas in the southern part of the site would have an 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 II  I, page 7), the area of wetlands fill associated with the proposed parking amounts to only 50 square feet. The acceptability of this impact needs to be considered in relation to the cumulative impact of the proposals on the wetlands, which is discussed below in paragraph 6, Wetlands.  

The challenge of meeting office needs for parking may stem from the fact that this site was originally subdivided for industrial uses within the I-M zone, and this scale of parking need would not have been anticipated.  The proposals and their impacts suggest that in this case the site may not be appropriate for the scale and use proposed.

The satellite parking lot (proposed for expansion to 90 spaces) is connected to the office complex by an existing 365 foot bituminous asphalt sidewalk which runs over Portland Water District land.  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.

3.
Bulk, Location, Health, Safety Air
The original submission included a site layout with the building addition located towards the back of the site, with a new detention basin between it and the wetlands.  The building was similar in scale, with a ground floor of parking for 22 cars and two stories of offices above it (15,000 sq ft). The original Proposed Site Plan is attached for information at Attachment III  Ka..

The application was revised in terms of a change in the joint applicants on 10.26.05 (Attachment II D). The proposal was revised and shown in a site plan submitted on 11.22.05 (Attachment II F). The revision involved the relocation of the building addition closer to Hutchins Drive; the parking beneath the building was omitted so that there were three floors of offices (22,680 sq ft). 

The larger building and increase in office floor space does not cause health or safety problems as to existing uses in the neighborhood and does not affect the light, air, wind impact or snow loading on any neighboring structure. The building is within required set backs and the structure itself is acceptable. 

Construction of the proposal involves retaining walls and foundations in or near wetlands areas and Jim Seymour, the DRC has recommended that a Geotechnical Engineer be involved on a regular basis during construction (Attachment III I page 4).

4.
Bulk, Location, Height of Proposed Buildings
The three story building rises to 82 feet at the roofline.  It is set at a lower level than the existing buildings so that its third floor and roofline tie into the second level and roofline of the existing North Wing.  This is illustrated in the submitted elevations included in Attachment III L Sheets 14 and 15.  The proposed building is also designed with materials to integrate with the existing complex and is anticipated to create an attractive perspective from Hutchins Drive.

The proposed building does not have any adverse impacts on neighboring structures or property under different ownership and there have been no representations regarding the proposal to the Planning Division.

The only issue raised with the layout is in relation to the width of the access road alongside the proposed building and the distribution of parking and their possible impact on the wetland area, as described elsewhere.

5.
Sewers, Stormdrains, Water, Solid Waste Disporsal
Sewers

The applicant has received a letter dated 1.12.2006 from the Portland Water District (Attachment III C Revised Section 5.2) confirming there is adequate capacity to treat the estimated wastewater from the proposed development. A response from the city with regard to wastewater collection has not been received.


Stormdrains

This development is on a lot that 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.

For this reason and because the application was submitted before Chapter 500 came into force, the City has reviewed the site and DRC (Jim Seymour of Sebago Technics) provided initial comments as set out in Attachment II H. In terms of stormwater drainage, the previous comments focused on ensuring that stormwater was controlled and collected so that it could be treated for quality before entering the wetlands/brook.

Following a meeting where the comments were clarified in detail, the applicant has shown how they intend to address these concerns in the letter from Kenneth Volock of 12.30.05 (Attachment II I) and explained in their revised narrative Section 6 -  Stormwater Management (Attachment III C ) received January 20, 2006. This narrative addresses the issue of stormwater quality under paragraph 6.3.4 and explains that wooded buffers and constructed filtration basins will comprise the treatment measures.

Jim Seymour, DRC has reviewed the submitted evidence and concludes (Attachment III I) that the further evaluation is required and that approval can be supported if the Board determines that the outstanding issues can be conditioned:



“Our review of the quality calculations revealed that the treatment factors utilized for wooded buffer treatment appear not to be correctly sized and incorporate the use of wetlands, which are not allowed. This affects the overall treatment value, which may reduce the effective sediment removal and not meet the sliding scale factor as declared by the engineer. The engineer must re-evaluate the treatment factors for our or staff review.



As attempted all buffers shall be shown on the site plan with labels indicating the width, slope, and percentage of removal efficiency for each buffer shown.”


Jim Seymours’ comments also requested additional curbing and other minor amendments, along with a request for snow removal plan:



“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 or note on the site plan how it will be removed.”


Water

The applicant has submitted a revised Section 5- Off-Site Faciltiies (Attachment IIIC) which includes a letter dated 1.12.2006 from the Portland Water District confirming that the PWD has the capacity to serve the expanded office facility.

Solid Waste Disposal

The applicant has submitted a revised narrative in Section 4 – Solid Waste and this is included at Attachment IIIC.  Municipal solid waste is collected in a dumpster located immediately to the rear of the proposed building, accessed via the proposed new access road and through part of the parking lot at the rear.

6.
Landscaping and Existing Vegetation

A landscaping plan was submitted on January 4th, 2006 but was received too late to be reviewed by the City Arborist before the Workshop. The City Arborist has recently discussed the landscape issues previously raised (Attachment II J) and the Landscape Plan has been revised and submitted (Attachment III L Sheet 11) which meets his concerns. 

The site is located within an area of nature and wildlife interest associated with the Stroudwater River. The applicant received confirmation on 9.905 from the Maine Natural Areas Program (Maine Department of Conservation)(Attachment I) that there were no rare botanical features documented for the project area. The applicant has received confirmation from the United States Department of the Interior-Fish and Wildlife Service that the proposed project will not infringe upon deer wintering areas near the site and that the project will not affect the habitat of any rare threatened or endangered species (letter dated 9.19.05 within Attachment II D). The applicant has also provided a letter from the Maine Historic Preservation Commission indicating that the proposed project will not adversely affect any areas of historic, architectural or archaeological significance (letter dated 9.22.05 within Attachment II D).


Wetlands

The central part of the site is transgressed by an unnamed brook in a deep cutting which flows to the Stroudwater River. Extensive wetlands are located near this brook as well as along the site boundary to the east. Both parking lots and the access road along the new building are close to the wetland area.  Part of the proposed access driveway – stated by the applicant to be 1000 square feet- is located within 25 feet of the wetland, the nearest point being 8 feet from the wetland.

The wetlands on the site are extensive on the northern part of the site and the combination of the impacts from the extended parking and the proposed access road raise concerns. It has been suggested to the applicant that they move more of the development to the southern part of the site (Attachment 11 E) and the reason for not doing so has in part been explained by the response to the Planning Board request as discussed in Paragraph 1/2 Traffic above under Parking. It has been suggested in meetings that some of the parking be decked to reduce impact on the wetlands. There has been no discussion regarding the possible relocation or altered footprint for the proposed building.

The impact of the proposed building and extended parking areas could potentially be minimized by the incorporation of measures to capture and treat stormwater run off.  This is discussed under Paragraph 5  above under Stormdrains, where questions were raised regarding the submitted quality calculations and it is unclear whether the level of treatment is acceptable. 

The applicants have submitted a revised Section 8 – State and Federal Permitting (Attachment III C) which sets out the current position regarding MDEP permits. As a result of further discussions, the MDEP have confirmed that they will review the proposed addition as a minor amendment to the existing Site Location of Development (SLOD) Permit (letter from Marybeth Richardson dated 1.17.2000) in Attachment III C.  As a minor amendment the MDEP will review water usage, wastewater generation, solid waste and stormwater. A copy of the application is included in the same Section of the narrative. The City has not received any further documentation of the MDEP determination.

The applicant confirmed in the letter of 12.30.05 (Attachment II I) that the area of wetland fill amounts to 50 square feet and is located more than 100 feet from the brook just south of the satellite parking lot expansion.  For this reason they confirm that no permitting is required although the City has not received documentation from the MDEP.

An NRPA Wetlands Alteration Permit has been submitted to the MDEP.  The applicant initially submitted an NRPA Permit by Rule Notification (PBR) to the MDEP on January 5, 2006 but this was returned and resubmitted with the Minor Amendment Application sent on 1.20.2006-  both applications are in Attachment III C Section 8. The City has not been informed of the MDEP determination.

The scale of the proposal and the associated access and parking areas leaves very little in the way of buffers to the wetlands area as all of the proposed development is within 75 feet of the wetlands and some is within 25 feet. A smaller/different building footprint located further back on the site with some decked parking would reduce the impacts. Although the applicant has addressed all the issues previously raised, information that confirms that the scale and impacts of the proposed scheme may be acceptable is not complete. Stormwater quality treatment efficiency is unclear and the MDEP determination has not been received.

Should the Planning Board grant approval, staff recommend that no further development and impervious surfaces, including expanded parking lots, be allowed as the submission is at the limit (if not over) of acceptable impacts on the wetlands.

7.
Soils and Drainage
Jim Seymour has identified a number of small measures that need to be incorporated, including extra curbing, erosion control measures and underdrains as set out in his comments of 1.31.2006 (Attachment III I).

8.
Exterior Lighting
Photometric Plans were submitted with a letter of 1.4.06 (Attachment II K) from Kenneth Volock and catalog cuts were submitted with his letter of 10.26.05 (Attachment II D) and both meet the City standards.

9.
Fire
The Captain Greg Cass of the Fire Department originally commented that fire department access to be 20 feet wide, maintained and unobstructed (Attachment IIC). In light of the discussions at the Planning Board and the concerns of the Engineering Reviewer, Captain Cass was asked to confirm his views in relation to the most recent plans and he confirmed that 20 feet would be adequate for the access road (Attachment III A).

10.
City Infrastructure
The applicant has extended the existing sidewalk along Hutchins Drive in accordance with Ordinance 25 (requirement for sidewalks and curbs along the frontage).  The City Engineer, Eric Labelle, has confirmed that “Public Works does not recommend the installation of granite curbing in this location.  Drainage on Hutchins Drive is currently conveyed by ditches on the side of the road.  The installation of granite curbs would impede drainage and therefore would also require the installation of a piped stormdrain system along Hutchins Drive.” (Attachment III J)  Details of the sidewalk need to be submitted and be in accordance with City Standards.

The City of Portland has a 10inch sewer main running through the site within a 30 foot easement.  The applicant proposes to relocate the sewer and easement to the north so that so that it does not run beneath the proposed building. The diverted sewer is proposed to be 15 feet from the new building addition, centered within a 30 foot easement .  

The City Engineer has reviewed plans dated January 2006 and stamped January 20, 2006 and stated “Public Works is satisfied with the proposed relocation of the sewer and sewer easement.” (Attachment III J).  We have not received detailed plans or construction details for the sewer relocation plan or profile design;  these will need to meet City Standards and be directly reviewed by Public Works.

11.
Easements
. 

The existing sidewalk connecting the existing satellite parking lot to the main office buildings runs over land owned by the Portland Water District.  There is an existing agreement with the applicant that permits the sidewalk to be used by employees and visitors to the existing office complex. The City has requested (Attachment II E) that the sidewalk be extended to the boundaries and made available as a public sidewalk; this would necessitate an easement from the Portland Water District to the City for public access. 

The Portland Water District has indicated that it is prepared to grant this easement (e-mail from Norman Twaddel of 1.16.2006 in Attachment III B) and the applicant has confirmed that it will provide the application fee (letter 1.20.06 Attachment C). The City engineer has confirmed that “Public Works has made an application to the Portland Water district requesting a public access easement over the Portland Water District land.  The easement would grant rights to construct, maintain and travel over the existing and proposed sidewalks. (Attachment III J).

The applicant has confirmed that they own and maintain the 30 foot drainage easement over the unnamed brook which runs across the site.  The City has requested (Attachment II E) the transfer of the easement to the City and the applicants have confirmed they will grant this easement in their letter of January 20, 2006 (Attachment III C).

The City Engineer has confirmed that Public Works is recommending a drainage easement be granted to the City for the purposes of maintaining and conveying stormwater from Hutchins Drive and the surrounding watershed (Attachment III J).


Title, right and interest & Financial Capability

The property is owned by CAD-CAM Associates and there is a purchase and sale agreement with Peggy and Eric Cianchette, as confirmed in the letter (undated but received 11.22.05 from Judy Knaub included in Attachment II F).  A copy of the agreement has not been provided. A letter of financial capability was provided by the Bangor Savings Bank on 1.3.06 and is included at Attachment II K.

Neighborhood Meeting

A Neighborhood Meeting was held on January 17, 2006 at the offices of Woodard & Curran. The meeting was attended by one person, Douglas Cardente, an abutter who had no objection to the proposal. 

VI.
RECOMMENDATION

Numerous environmental, stormwater, technical, permitting and traffic issues remain problematic or unresolved with this project.  The Board and staff have urged the applicant to consolidate the development into a more compact arrangement and provide larger buffers to the slopes and wetlands. Given costs of decked parking and other site constraints, the applicant has submitted these plans as their best effort to fit the needed program on the site.

Of the many issues identified, the lack of wetlands buffer is most significant.  The board will need to determine of the applicant has successfully minimized any adverse environmental effects of the proposed development (Section 14-526 (b).  Options available to the Board are:

1) To table this item to resolve the permitting and technical issues, generally accepting the plans as submitted; or

2) To approve the plans subject to the proposed conditions of approval; or 

3) To reject the plan if it finds that environmental effects are excessive.  If this latter course is chosen by the Board, a statement of findings should be directed for the next meeting.

VII.
MOTIONS FOR THE BOARD TO CONSIDER
On the basis of plans and materials submitted by the applicant and on the basis of information contained in Planning Report #10-97 relevant to standards for subdivision and site plan regulations, and other findings as follows:

1. That the plan is in conformance with the site plan standards of the land use code.

Potential Conditions of Approval

i. That the applicant receives and submits the required permits from the MDEP prior to the issuance of a building permit.

ii. That the applicant conducts a post-development analysis of the Congress Street/Hutchins Drive intersection during the weekday AM and PM peak hours to ensure safe and reasonable operations will be provided following completion of the project. In the event that modifications are needed to the intersection to achieve safe and reasonable operations, the applicant shall make a proportional financial contribution to the cost of such modifications.

iii. That the applicant shall re-evaluate stormwater treatment factors and submit revised calculations and show all buffers on the site plan with labels indicating the width, slope and percentage of removal efficiency for each buffer shown.

iv. The applicant shall submit a letter from the Engineering Division of Public works verifying adequate sewer capacity to serve this project. 

v. The applicant shall submit a Snow Removal and Maintenance Plan for the 20 foot wide roadway adjacent to the new building to the satisfaction of the Traffic Engineer and the Development Review Coordinator (Jim Seymour of Sebago Technics). The Plan to show how this access will be maintained and kept free of obstructions to ensure fire access if needed.

vi. The applicant shall present the sidewalk, drainage and sewer easements for final review and approval by Corporation Counsel.

vii. That the applicant shall revise the plan to provide a 24 foot wide roadway where the main access to the site meets Hutchins Drive.

viii. The applicant shall provide a fire hydrant on the access road to meet the fire Department requirement of a hydrant every 500 feet.

ix. The applicant shall submit details of the sidewalk extension and sewer diversion, which must be in accordance with the City Standards and directly reviewed and approved by Public Works.

x. That the applicant shall address the comments raised by the Development Review Coordinator (Jim Seymour of Sebago Technics) in his memorandum of  January 31, 2006 concerning labeling of rim elevations, curbing along the access road, curbing of the satellite parking lot islands, the need for an underdrain for the underground detention/storage and the need for construction elevation benchmarks with the datum specified.

xi. The applicant to adhere to the submitted Geotechnical Report during construction and involve a Geotechnical Engineer at regular intervals during the construction of foundations and retaining walls;  also to amend the plans to reference the construction measures required for such foundation and retaining wall construction.  The final retaining wall design shall be designed by a professional engineer and reviewed and approved by the code enforcement officer.

xii. The applicant to note that no further impervious surfaces shall be created on this site and that further development should be contained within the existing paved and built areas.

2 That the Planning Board waives the Technical Standard (Section III 2 A.(b), which requires a 24 foot wide driveway for two-way ingress and egress, in respect of the driveway alongside the proposed new building (excluding where it meets Hutchins Drive) in order to minimize impact on the nearby wetland area.

3 That the Planning Board waives the Technical Standard set out in Ordinance Sections 14-498 and 14-499 which requires granite curbs, as the City Engineer does not recommend the installation of granite curbing in this location.

Attachments:
I. Original Submission - Woodard & Curran Building Addition, CAD-CAM Associates Major Site Plan Application Support document (except plans & stormwater analysis), September 21, 2005

II. Documents (except plans and previous detailed stormwater analysis) as attached to Planning Board Memorandum of January 10, 2006 – using same letter reference).

C. Greg Cass, City of Portland Fire Department, Urban Insight comments 9.28.06

D.
Kenneth Volock, Woodard & Curran letter dated October 26, 2005, including:

a. lighting catalog cuts and photometric plans

b. letter from the Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife dated September 19, 2005 

c. letter from the Maine Historic Preservation commission dated September 22, 2005

E.
Jean Fraser, Planner, City of Portland letter dated November 14, 2005

F.
Kenneth Volock, Woodard & Curran letter dated November 22, 2005, including:

a. letter from Judy Knaub, chief financial Officer, Woodard & Curran, undated

G. Kenneth Volock, Woodard & Curran letter dated December 2, 2005

H. Jim Seymour, Sebago Technics, DRC comments dated December 22, 2005

I. Kenneth Volock, Woodard & Curran letter of December 30, 2005 

J. Jeff Tarling, City Arborist comments e-mail dated January 5, 2006

K. Kenneth Volock, Woodard & Curran letter of January 4, 2006 including

b. Updated photometric plans

c. Updated letter of financial capability from Bangor Savings Bank dated January 3, 2006

L.
Thomas Errico, City Traffic Engineering Reviewer comments, e-mail dated January 5, 2006

III.
Documents and plans submitted since Planning Board Workshop January 10, 2006


A. 
Greg Cass, city of Portland Fire Department, e-mail of January 11, 2006

B. Norman Twaddel, Portland Water District e-mail to Ken Volock with PWD Easement Application Request Form attached, January 16, 2006

C. Kenneth Volock, Woodard & Curran, letter of January 20, 2006

a. Revised Section 1 – Development Description

b. Revised Section 4 – Solid Waste

c. Revised Section 5 – Off-Site Facilities

d. Revised Section 6 – Stormwater Management

e. Revised Section 8 – State and Federal Permitting

D. Thomas L Gorrill PE, PTOE, Gorrill-Palmer Consulting Engineers Inc, letter dated January 23, 2006 (and cover e-mail from Barry Sheff, PE of Woodard & Curran of the same date)

E. Kenneth Volock, Woodard & Curran Neighborhood Meeting Certification dated January 24, 2006

F. Kenneth Volock, Woodard & Curran, letter of January 24, 2006

G. Marge Schmuckal, Zoning Administrator, e-mail of January 30, 2006

H. Thomas Errico, PE, City Traffic Engineering Reviewer comments, e-mail dated January 30, 2006  (plus e-mail of explanation dated February 2, 2006) 

I. Jim Seymour, Sebago Technics, DRC comments dated January 31, 2006

J. Eric Labelle, City Engineer, e-mail of February 2, 2006

K. Superceded site plans for building addition towards rear of the site (for info re wetland impacts)

a. Proposed Site Plan Sheet C200 (superceded- included for information)

b. Post-Development Stormwater Plan Figure 6.2, September, 2005 superceded -included for information)

L. Current site plans for the Woodard & Curran Building Addition, prepared by Woodard & Curran

a. Sheet 1, Title Sheet and Site Location Map, submitted January 20, 2006

b. Sheet 2, Boundary Survey dated February 1988; submitted September,2005

c. Sheet 3, General Notes, Legend, Abbreviations and Sheet Index, G001 Jan.20, 2006
d. Sheet 4, Existing Site Plan, C100 updated December 2005

e. Sheet 5, Proposed Site Plan, C200 revised January 2006

f. Sheet 6, Proposed Utility Plan, C201 revised January, 2006

g. Sheet 7, Civil Details 1 C300 revised January 2006

h. Sheet 8, Civil Details 2 C301 revised January 2006

i. Sheet 9, Civil Details 3 C302 revised January 2006

j. Sheet 10 Civil Details 4 C303 submitted January 2006

k. Sheet 11, Landscape Plan L-1.0 revised January 24, 2006

l. Sheet 12, Existing Stormwater Plan, Figure 6.1 January, 2006

m. Sheet 13, Post-Development Stormwater Plan, figure 6.2 January 2006

n. Sheet 14, Building Elevations (West and South), A20.1, revised January 24, 2006

o. Sheet 15, Building Elevations (East and North), A20.2, revised January 24, 2006
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