




















RE: 2 Russell St
Meeting: TAC 10/04/22
Packet Pages: 25 to 394

Dear Members of the Technical Advisory Committee, Oct 2, 2022

As usual provided observations by category.

Drainage:
When comparing Pre and Post numbers the amount of “good” Pre is 29,047 sf (17.56%) vs the Post 15,941sf
(9.64%). This is a decrease of “good” of 7.92% about 13,101 sf. A significant increase in impervious surface on
the entire lot!  It was made clear that detention basins were increased in size. Re-reviewing the drainage plans
show Pre-PA-2 (pg 90) described as running off into a gravel swale. Based on the description of Post PA-2
there will no longer be a swale due to needing to provide a 20’ wide fire lane. The concern is that the RR tracks
are highly impervious and usually sit higher than the gravel on each side of them. This causes whatever water
that collects between the tracks to run off onto each side. It seems the Post results of PA-2 will be pooling
along the RR track and the proposed fire road in the summer, even with the slight grade.  The snow walls from
plowing, will likely encourage ice forming on the fire road. A man made swale to direct and control the flow of
this water, which is shown flowing toward Maplewood, could be considered, with grating along the length of the
fire road to allow water from melting snow and all the “sheet flow” mentioned in both the pre and post
descriptions to sheet flow under this driving/walking/riding area.

Deer Street Road Alignment and CrossWalk

C-204 (pg 41) L-101 (pg 52)



Sometimes just lining up one side of the road with another solves a lot of problems. Both 2 Russell and 161
Deer are works in progress with some management of sidewalks Deer St could be lined up to become a more
functional intersection looking at the presented plans. It is remembered that one side of Deer St is merely a two
way and the other is a four way street.
The crosswalk situation is a matter of pedestrian management. The proposed Deer St/Portwalk crosswalk sits

much closer to a busy intersection, is a wider area to cross and has significantly more traffic at peak hours
when the most people would be crossing than Hanover St.  It is only the look not the function that is
comparable. The area also has a very active right turn from Maplewood onto Deer St and a wild left turn from
Deer St onto Maplewood at peak hours! Solutions to consider, some have been discussed could be: (a) only
have ONE  cross walk on the side furthest from the Maplewood intersection  (b) create an island in the middle
or two bump out (similar to at White Heron) to slow down traffic and make the crossing distance less ( c ) add
an RRFB (d) use a painted white cross walk with left and right side excessively large outlines in white (f)
add a colored street light for better night visibility. Many tired tourists looking for the Sheridan entrance often
are not watching the road in that area.

The Bike/Pedestrian/Driveway/Fire Road
Anyone who has ever driven in a city with decorative colored bricks as street markings in the road knows they

are almost impossible to see, much less figure out, in the dark, even with adequate lighting. Those of us
leaning on the more senior side find them even harder to see in the dark. It could be more helpful to create
slightly recessed reflective markings, instead of the proposed colored bricks  or just create an area marked
with white paint specifically for pedestrians. Cyclists move with the flow of traffic anyway and therefore should
not need a specific place to ride.
There does need to be a fence, plantings or something to keep people from moving onto the RR Track

setback by accident along this fire road. The Historic District Committee only tends to review what is in their
purview, safety and zoning issues are not commonly addressed. Trains are a LOT wider than the track and
most people don’t realize that, much less drivers who are hoping pedestrians will move out of their way.

Lighting
According to Plan E-001 (pg 55) the lighting provided is merely 227 lumens under the MAXIMUM allowed,

that amounts to about one 25 Watt incandescent bulb. The city’s  light sources are over the MAXIMUM
allowed by 1059 lumens. Both are shameful numbers considering that LEDs are supposed to help us reduce
the amount of energy wasted and help to reduce the need for so much lighting. There is nothing on the
lighting plan which indicates which lights will be turned off between 11PM and 6AM and which low
level lights will be used for security purposes.

Landscape Plan (L-101 pg 52)
Seems to be lacking in details, maybe because it is not in the 100’ buffer

Community Space Exhibit (pg 184)
Was unable to find an easement plan for community spaces.

Respectfully,

Elizabeth Bratter,
159 McDonough St
Property Owner



RE: 161 Deer St (88 Maplewood/Lot 5)
Meeting: TAC 09/06/22
Packet Pages: 479 to 646

Dear Members of the Technical Advisory Committee, August 31, 2022

Observations and questions:

Existing greenspace is listed as 6367sf (pg 504), proposed not listed (pg 505). There seems to be a real lack
of greenspace. The beautiful tree grates could be smaller and low maintenance native shrubs could be added
parallel to the sidewalk.

How will the fire department access the rear (RR side) of the building? The RR tracks split from one line to
two and then to three. The proposed green space along the tracks is 15’2” on one end and 19’1” on the other
(pg 519). It seems like the proposed green space may end up being a hardscape. It's hard to tell if the
measured 14’ and the 16’ shown facing Lot 125-17-2 could be a driveway. The turning radius to the RR track
side could be difficult.

Impervious surface amounts change quite a bit. Existing is around 75.58% or 74.9%, however, proposed
impervious surfaces range from 87.77% (pg 500), 91.9% (pg 519), 93.32% (pg 601).  These numbers seem to
affect stormwater water calculations and may change as TAC moves forward. Stormwater calculations may
need to be adjusted.

The maximum building height is 50’, adding a penthouse makes it 52’. The proposed building starts at 55’ 6”,
with the penthouse at 67’ plus 3’6” of mechnicals on top of the penthouse.

What about the trash? A room (dimensions?) is shown in the parking garage(pg 528). What will it be stored in?
How will it be picked up (private, city)?

According to the opening letter (pg 480), there will be 4954 sf for a restaurant (front left facing Deer St) and
6615 sf of office/retail facing the RR tracks. The location of the 1000 gallon grease trap (pg 529, 533-details)
appears to be in the rear facing Maplewood Ave. Wouldn’t it be helpful to be closer to the restaurant? The
Maintenance Plan did not seem to mention the grease trap being emptied regularly much less cleaned.

The ramp to the parking garage seems to be located next to the transformer pad, facing Maplewood Ave. Are
cars proposed to be entering and exiting at this location? What about sight lines with the transformers there?
With only 19 units the impact will be minimal but it would seem that commercial vehicles would be entering and
exiting during peak traffic hours, perhaps right in and right only on the way out.

The R-Tank Storage (pg 500, 534-details) is proposed to aid in stormwater retention/detention. Will this be a
slow release in sync with low tide as opposed to at 48 or 72 hour increments?

Looking at page 576 it may be worth considering, instead of providing a 12’ wide sidewalk, it could be more
helpful for  the community, to make the sidewalk smaller and widen Deer Street on that side of Maplewood
Ave. It could help to  line it up to the other side of Deer St. It could still allow credit for the community space. It
could become a 6’ or 7’ wide sidewalk with a couple of bump outs to slow traffic coming onto Deer St as it
enters into a neighborhood.

Sincerely, Elizabeth Bratter, 159 McDonough St, Property Owner
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