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RE: 2 Russell St
Meeting: TAC 09/06/22
Packet Pages: 5 to 10 (page 20-395)

Dear Members of the Technical Advisory Committee, 09/06/22

It is very disconcerting that some of the discussions by this committee were not found in this packet. If
they are submitted during the meeting, one could contend that it's hard to provide public comment after
the fact and the project should return for another meeting with updated information.

Some things which are not clear found in the TAC questions on page 66.
2. Solid waste pick up, think about Bow St on trash pick up day. Will this be private or city? How many
buckets will be sitting out there for all those units? Based on the number of buckets that 99 Bow St
uses (about 15++) for ONE restaurant,  these commercial areas and residentials units could need
upwards of 50 or more buckets.  Will there be a limit on how long they can sit out once emptied since it
is supposed to be a pedestrian/bike/residential roadway? Deliveries may become difficult on trash day.
5. Stormwater treatment is addressed however detention basin sizes seem small for the 2.29 acres
of lots with 81,836sf footprints of buildings of which 98% of it seems impervious surfaces. Will the water
release be coordinated with low tide instead of a 48 or 72 hour period? Are they following the increase
to 20% detention instead of the former 15% (per stormwater management best practices)?
7.  Was unable to find a copy of the Peer Review Traffic Study in the packet or minimally comments
regarding the review? What about the dueling crosswalks? What about pedestrian restraints to keep
them from crossing willy nilly all along Deer St? What about traffic calming and RRBV devices which
are RED not yellow for Deer St?
12. Wide sidewalks fall under 10.5A46.10 #4. Building 1 should have a 12’ wide sidewalk and
buildings 2 and 3 should have 14’ wide sidewalks. The sidewalk width seems to only appear on the RR
track side of the buildings. It does not seem to appear on any other side of the site plans.

Issues discussed by the Committee found in the packet meeting notes  page 9:
Safety concerns regarding the dueling crosswalks seem to still not have been addressed.
A letter by Light Box (pg 395) stated, all lights meet city lumens and light requirements and plan E-001

was updated as well.  Hopefully the “outside” lights will be turned off or minimally motion activated
between 11PM and 6AM as required by the ordinance saving the developer money and creating dark
skies for residents to enjoy the stars.
It is interesting that the “site area” for the lighting is shown as  2.07 acres, actual size of the 3 lots. The
site area for storm water “post”  total (pg 92) shows calculations were done using 165,416sf  = 3.80
acres but the total site area seems to be 2.29 acres (0.55, 1.11, 0.44, 0.22). It's hard to believe there is
about 1.51 acres of road there which seems to be included in this.

Unanswered questions:



`
What about the green areas on the buildings? All along it was talked about that these may be green
roofs, yet they are still not in the landscape plan. What is the plan for these large impervious surface
areas on Building 2 and 3?

L-101 page 47 shows seasonal grasses and perennials by the trees on Deer St these could be
extended the entire length of Deer St to deter pedestrians from crossing willy nilly with a nice
chain accent as well.

A Stormwater item which doesn't seem logical to a non-stormwater expert.
How did the stormwater at PA-2 change so much when the post development Analysis states,  nothing
changed.

Packet Page: 106

Packet Page: 88

Please take your time in reviewing all aspects of this huge development. It would be a shame if the
lighting became another Foundry Garage, the stormwater to became an AC Hotel or South Playground
Parking Lot  or if it became a PortWalk Place of lots of hardscapes with very little “real” green spaces.
Thank you for taking the time to review this letter.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Bratter
159 McDonough St
Property Owner



RE: 2 Russell St Meeting: 
TAC June 7, 2022 Packet 
pages: 496-882

Dear Members of TAC, June 3, 2022

Drainage (pg 537-604)
Pre 1.0 ( 2yr)
runoff area 92,563sf
76.49% impervious  runoff depth less than 2.91” flow length= 587’  CN 93  runoff= 7.0 cfs  22,427 cf
Post 1.0,1,1,1,2 (2 yr)
Runoff area (added) 102,479sf
Averaged:
81.43% impervious  runoff depth= 3.15” flow length= 314.66’ CN 95.33  runoff= 2.8 cfs  9616.66cf
Pre 2.0 (2 yr)
Runoff area 58,401sf
90.39% impervious  runoff depth less than 2.91”  flow length 470’  CN 93  runoff=4.41 cfs 14,150cf
Post 2.0 (2 yr)
Runoff area 48,485sf
90.09% impervious  runoff depth=3.66 cfs  flow length 370’  CN 93 runoff=3.66cfs
11,747cf
And two runoff ponds.
The post runoff areas, comparing Pre 1 and Post 1.0, 1.1 and 1.2, will be running into retention ponds and
then into the North Mill Pond seem to show an increase in the amount of runoff and impervious surface looking
at the two year rainfall estimates. The desired effects of improved filtration, decrease in flow length and
increase in cubic feet per second shown are positive.  Will the retention pond be able to handle this amount of
runoff at this positive flow rate in 5 years since the overflow will be at the maximum of 2 year levels? The North
Mill Pond will have a significant increase of water from the many new large developments pouring water into it
from their retention pond/basins. It currently floods on the northern side during high rain events. Are these
numbers being looked at collectively as these new developments are being added to the ones that
have already been built on the North End and are likely contributing to some of the flooding around the
North Mill Pond at high tide during high rain events? It should be kept in mind that a lot of the water
emptying into the North Mill Pond will not be filtered once the two year rain event calculations  have been
exceeded and 2 years have passed.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety:
Continuing the path which runs parallel to the RR Tracks onto Lot 119-4 (park) might be helpful, otherwise
bikes and pedestrians are likely to cross there anyway to get to the other side. There could be a diagonal
crosswalk from parallel to the RR tracks to Lot 119-4; keeping the one parallel to Russell St.  The sidewalk
could be continued by turning the figure 8 sidewalk of the park in the opposite direction. Having the open part
of the curve start at where the first tree 1 AC KA (Maple) is listed on the Plan L- 101 (pg 517). The other
proposed connections could remain just configured a little differently (see picture at end).

Trash:
Looking at Plan C-102.1 (pg 10) Building 2 seems to have 3 (T) areas, likely for trash.  However, looking at
buildings 1 and 3 there doesn’t seem to be any.



Runoff and Green Buildings:
Building 2 Balcony:
Plan A-102 (pg 520) B2-L2 does NOT clarify the light green open space on the plan in the legend. This area
was presented in the beginning as a living roof system. This area doesn’t seem to exist on the Landscape Plan
(L-101 pg 517). SGA Green Building Statement (pg 880) makes no mention of the “balcony” green space nor
does the Maintenance Plan (pg 607).
Was this area, if not a living roof system, included in the water run off calculations? Were the materials

used to cover it calculated for?  This “balcony” could become a living roof system as originally suggested. It
would lower water run-off, reduce energy needs for the floor below and  it could be designed to  provide
enjoyable outdoor spaces for residents.
https://www.thehenryford.org/visit/ford-rouge-factory-tour/highlights/living-roof/
https://www.thisoldhouse.com/green-home/21018522/green-roofs

Traffic Report (pg 676-876)
Counts were taken in January and February of 2022. A 1.8% (Covid) and a 1.23% (seasonal) adjustments

were made, however there was no adjustment made for the supply chain hit which started in October of 2021
and was still in play in February of 2022 which reduced the number of deliveries of all kinds to businesses and
homes alike. The adjustment for seasonal seems extremely low considering Portsmouth is shown at
around 20,000 residents, however in the summer the seacoast is estimated to have over 1 million visitors.

Area plans pg 519-521 show 56,720 sf of retail (37451+10440+8829) and 84 residential units are listed on
plan C-102.1 (pg 505). The reports include the hotel  in some incidents and not in others. The Annual Average
Daily Traffic (AADT) on page 737 seems to show about a 10% increase in traffic every year.

The revamping of the lights at Maplewood/ Deer will help but will not improve the issues at this corner by
adding 177 vehicle trips (Section 6 pg 690). This corner will be a hot mess per the predictions of this report,
estimated to be LOS F. This area is of concern which is indicated under Section 5.1 to not experience
improvements, even with the “build” changes, especially in projected traffic patterns.

The proposed new circle will likely help with the Market/Russell. However, the corner of Deer and Market
St did not seem to be included in these reports as to how the “circle” will impact this intersection. It remains to
be seen what changes will be needed with this increase in vehicles to the corner of Deer/Russell, perhaps
something else to review before moving forward.

Section 5 (pg 689) does indicate increased issues at the corner of Rt 1 bypass and Maplewood as well as
still operating at a LOS F under build conditions, which may need to be considered at this time, especially in
light of how blind that intersection is. A traffic light at that off ramp could aid in traffic calming for the
Maplewood Ave Neighborhood.

It may  better serve the city to slightly decrease the size of the proposed sidewalks and increase the
size and number of lanes on both sides of Deer St as they approach Maplewood Ave to create less backup
and better flow through the intersection for today and for the future.

Thank you for your consideration of these issues.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Bratter
159 McDonough St
Portsmouth Property Owner

https://www.thehenryford.org/visit/ford-rouge-factory-tour/highlights/living-roof/
https://www.thisoldhouse.com/green-home/21018522/green-roofs


Possible Pedestrian/ Bicycle Crossing and additional sidewalk area:



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


	2 Russell, Bratter
	161 Deer St, Bratter

