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This memorandum summarizes our engineering review of the additional information submitted
by the applicant through February 15, 2011 in response to our January 31, 2011 review of the
proposed Preliminary Open Space Subdivision Plan Modification. In addition to our review of
this additional information, we also met again with the applicant’s engineer,

Following is an annotated copy of our January 31, 2011 review memorandum with strikethrough
text where our comments have been addressed by the applicant; bold italicized text where
additional comments or clarifications have been provided; and, plain unaltered text where we
feel that a previous comment should be reiterated.

A. Pianta Parcel — Conceptual Standard Plan

1. Roadway Lavout

a.  While the subdivision layout has been revised to include provisions for the futare
extension of the proposed cul-de-sac into the “Preserve” property, which was a
condition of the original Special Exception approval for the Preliminary Open
Space Subdivision Plan, we have the following comments in this regard:

i.  The locations of the proposed turnaround and the crossing of the railroad line
appear to be consistent with the locations shown on the approved Preliminary
Open Space Subdivision Plan. However, the horizontal alignment of the
proposed roadway between these two locations has been shifted
approximately 100-feet to the southwest towards the highest elevation on the
Pianta Parcel. Without this shift in horizontal alignment, the roadway
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extension would have cut through the southern corner of lot #3 and the
midpoint of lot #4, which would have resulted in the elimination of this lot.

ii. The shift in the horizontal alignment noted above will result in roadway cuts
adjacent to the proposed house and MABL on proposed lot #4 in the range of
twenty-six to thirty feet. This compares to maximum toadway cuts along the
centerline of the previously approved roadway centerline in this area in the

range of twelve feet M*Ih%%&f&)i%-éﬁﬂ%@—&ﬁ%ﬁ—ﬁ%&{—&}&ﬂ%eeﬂsmieﬁeﬂ

il

iv.

As requested, we have received a drawing that shows the required spot ¢levations
along the centerline of the proposed cui-de-sac, as well as individunal driveways. In
addition, we have also received a copy of a conceptual roadway profile. This
profile demonstrates that a proposed roadway conforming to town vertical
geometric standards would be constructed with a maximum fill of approximately
sixteen feet at roadway station 3+75 and a maximum cut of ten feet at roadway
station 7+75. Based on the profile and spot elevations, driveways conforming to

maximum permitted glades could be p10v1ded—a}theugh—e&ts—aﬂé—ﬁ!lsrexeeedmg
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c.  Because there is no formal storm drainage system in the vicinity of the proposed
Bokum Road intersection, we previously recommended that the subdivision layout

be revised to inciude a schematic storm drainage system layout with provisions for
storm water detention measures. While a schematic storm drainage system layout

has not been provided, the location of a proposed storm water detention basin has
been shown in the vicinity of lot #9. It would appear as though the elevation of this

basin would be low enough in relation to proposed road grades such that most of
any roadway drainage system could be directed to discharge into this basin.

desigh

2. Individual Lots

otating-the he D
5

to—provide-more—useable—area—en-tot#9: As also previously noted, developed
portions of lots #6, #7, #8 and #9 are located within the contributing drainage area
to vernal pool #34 and have the potential to impact water quality. The use of low
impact development techniques and careful attention to erosion control measures
during construction could serve to limit water quality impacts. Vernal pool #37
continues to be the most vulnerable due to its centralized location, although data
provided with the original Preliminary Open Space Subdivision Application
indicated that this was the least productive of all the vernal pools on the Preserve
property. Due to the reconfiguration of the lots, the majority of lot #2 is now
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Jocated within the 100-foot envelope of this vernal pool, which is shown to be
protected with a conservation easement. While the development of this lot is
shown to occur outside of the 100-foot envelope, the configuration of the

remaining useable area available on this lot is—quitetimited-in—size—and would

severely limit its development.

Based on the above, we would recommend that the commission careful review lot’s #2 and

14 terd e i thev chould be inelded i the final 1 .

B. Pianta Parce] — Preliminary Open Space Subdivision Plan (Modified)

5. Because there is no formal storm drainage system in the vicinity of the proposed
Bokum Road intersection, we previously recommended that the subdivision layout be
revised to include a schematic storm drainage system layout with provisions for storm
water detention measures. While a schematic storm drainage system layout has not
been shown, the location of a proposed storm water detention basin has been shown in
the vicinity of lot #9. As noted above, it would appear as though the elevation of this
basin would be low enough in relation to proposed road grades such that most of any
roadway drainage system could be directed to discharge into this basin.

design:
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As previously noted, the location of individual residential lots along the frontage of one
of the three major access roads is somewhat inconsistent with the overall planning
objective of the “Preserve”, which was to locate individual lots in clusters off dead end
or short private roads. This has been addressed to some extent through the proposed use
of common driveways for lots 5/6 and 7/8/9.

As previously noted, the lack of connection to a public water supply and centralized
wastewater collection, treatment and disposal system is also inconsistent with the
overall planning objective of the “Preserve”.

We have the following additional comments based on the reconfigured lot fayout:

a. MW%HM%WM%&M&HM

c. Asnoted in A.l.a.iii above, given the aforementioned roadway cuts, it-is-safe-to

say-that-aconsiderable-amount-of work would be required on lot #4 to develop it in

a manner that would be consistent with the proposed grading necessary to
accommodate the future roadway extension.
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mintnizes—tnpacts - to-the—subdiviston—that-has-already—been—approved-forthis
property—Asproposed;thealigpmentof thisvight-olway-andfutwre-exienstonto
the-approved roadway-onthe Piontloweski-property-would-appear-to-result-in-the
climination of a lot. Every cffort should be madc to work out an-alignment that
world-permitan-extenstonwith-modification; bubnot-chmination-ofalot

Based on the above, we would recommend that the commission careful review the proposed
realignment of the roadway and the inclusion of lot #4 in the Modified Preliminary Open
Space Subdivision Plan.

C, Imgham Hill Road Lois — Preliminary Open Space Subdivision Plan (Modified)

1.

The drawings have been revised to include additional Open Space Area, which in
combination with a portion of adjacent town owned property, will accommodate the
same number of recreation fields (two baseball fields, two soccer fields and one
basketball court) as provided for on the approved Preliminary Open Space Subdivision
Plan. While the same numbers of fields are being proposed in the same general area as
shown on the Preliminary Open Space Subdivision Plan, they have been shifted further
to the south and west in areas of steeper topography in order to accommodate
development of proposed lots #3, #4, #5 and #6. While the existing topography on the
aforementioned lots is much more suitable to the development of these recreation
fields, note #5 on drawing RS-3 indicates that “...the developer shall have the
obligation to do clearing, rough grading and stabilization”, which given the nearly
thirty foot elevatlon d]Op across one of the baseball fields will mvolve 001131demble
WOlk 1 o . 0 0 waa-fie |y o o

field-—As such;-the Old Saybrook Parks & Recreation Commission should carequ
review this plan to ensure that it will fulfill their long term objectives.
The proposed tfrailhead parking has been reconfigured to provide a safer off street

parking area. The Conservation Commission should review both the proposed location
and numbe1 of palkmg spaces to be provxded to ensure that they are Sultable Wh}le—th}s

- s c .
; eﬂ—Spﬂe&

As previously noted, the approved plan included a nature center pavilion, which was
shown on both the drawings and specifically mentioned in the Statement of Use. Tt
should be noted that the modified Statement of Use has deleted the text regarding the
pavilion. As such, it appears as though the applicant is now proposing to delete this
feature.
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Based on the reconfiguration of the lot lines and the repositioning of the MABL, the
test pit data provided indicates that soiis conforming to the required depths to ledge and
groundwater exist within the MABL on all of the lots except for #6, #7 and #8. With
regard to lots #6 and #8, there are no test pits located within the MABL on either of
these lots which, as noted in our prior review memorandum, are not required at this
stage in the application process. Given the close proximity of acceptable test pits
located on lot #5, with regard to the MABL on lot #6, it would be our opinion that
suitable soils are likely to be found within the MABL on lot #6. Based on the NRCS
sotls classifications, it would appear to be possible that at least a portion of the MABL

on lot #8 would have sultable soxls Whﬂ&tes%—p}ts—a%eshewa—wﬁhm—the—h%%eﬁet

Asrequested; While we have previously received a drawing that showsed the required
spot elevations along the centerline of the longer-of-the-two proposed cul-de-sacs, as
well as the individual driveways that gain access from it, due to subsequent revisions
made to the proposed roadway profile, house, and driveway locations, these
elevations are neo longer applicable. In addition, we have also received a copy of a
revised conceptual roadway profile for this cul-de-sac. This profile demonstrates that a
proposed roadway conforming to town vertical geometric standards would be
constructed with a maximum £ill of approximately twenty-five twelve feet at roadway
station 2+00 4+70 and a maximum cut of three four feet at roadway station 5400 6+00.
Based on the revised profile and spot-elevations our review of the revised driveway and
house locations, it would appear to be likely that driveways conforming to town
standards regarding maximum permitted grades could be provided, It should however
be noted that our review was based on a number of assumptions regarding the type of
houses (walk out busements, split house/garage levels, etc.) that would be required in
order to develop conforming driveways. Lot #8 appeared to be the most problematic
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due to the steep fopogi nphy mrd the pr oposed roadway turnai ound which is pr oposed
to be ina f ill. :

We previously recommended that the subdivision layout be revised to include a
schematic storm drainage system layout with provisions for storm water detention
measures. While a schematic storm drainage system layout has not been shown, the
location of one proposed storm water detention basin has been shown. We have the
following comments in this regard:

a. A detention basin has been shown for the {onger-ofthe-twe proposed cul-de-sacs at
the base of the deep ﬁll embankment in the vwnuty of rmdway Sta 4+00 2475

%e@%a%%e&eﬁm%d%%ﬂmﬂ-%%&e&e}e&m{ T he applicant’s

engineer has stated that it is intended to direct the 400 450-foot section of
roadway extending further to the west, beyond the high point, to groundwater
recharge structures with an outlet on the western side of lot #8. In this regard, it
should be noted that the western side of lot #8 has steep slopes, and there would
not appear to be any appropriate location for a storm water discharge that would
nof have a significant potential for future erosion. Our first recommendation in
this regard would be to intercept as much of the runoff as possible from this
-section of roadway and pipe it back to the proposed detention basin at Sta, 4-+00
so as to limit the discharge into the western portion of lot #8. Provisions should
be made for the discharge of the remaining portion of the roadway further to the
west of lot #8 where existing slopes are not as steep and the potential for erosion
is reduced. This would require a storm drainage easement extending into “Other

Laml of Rlvei Somzd Development LLC” this-basin—its—it-would-appear-te
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11. The location of individual residential lots along the frontage one of the three major
access roads is somewhat inconsistent with the overall planning objective of the
“Preserve”, which was fo locate individual lots in clusters off dead end or short private
roads.

12. As previously noted, the lack of connection to a public water supply and centralized
wastewater collection, treatment and disposal system is also inconsistent with the
overall planning objective of the “Preserve”.

13. We have the following additional comments:

a.

The current configuration of lot #10 will not permit the realignment of Ingham Hill
Road as shown on both the original Preliminary Open Space Subdivision Plan
(sheet RS-1) and the Modified Preliminary Open Space Subdivision Plan (sheet
RS-2). In this regard, as an alternative, the applicant is proposing a realignment
of Ingham Hill Road, at the location where the proposed cul-de-sac begins, to
create a new “T” intersection. While this would appear to be a feasible
engineering alternative, the commission should determine if they would still like
to retain the layout option proposed on the original Preliminary Open Space
Subdivision Plan.

Land should be reserved for the realignment of Ingham Hill Road as shown on
both the original Preliminary Open Space Subdivision Plan (sheet RS-1) and the
Modified Preliminary Open Space Subdivision Plan (sheet RS-2) to the east of lot
#10 and to the north and west of vernal pool #31, including the reservation of

sloping rights. let#H2-en-the-oppeosite-side of the proposed-cul-de-sac:
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from-the-gutterJine-of Route-153to-the centerof the-lumaround-as requitedin-Seetion
Mﬁ%@ﬂ%ﬁ%ﬂ%ﬂ%ﬁ%&m

te-address: The commission should also be aware that a private PRD roadway extends
out beyond the end of this turnaround for an additional 45360 1,500 feet, with-gradesup

to-2% 114 300feetlong scction.

As requested, we have received a drawing that shows the required spot elevations along
the centerline of the proposed cul-de-sac. In addition, we have also received a copy of a
conceptual roadway profile, which with the exception of the circular turnaround,
matiches the grades previously proposed for this section of Road “A”. This profile
demonstrates that a proposed roadway conforming to town vertical geometric standards
would be constructed with a maximum fill of approximately five feet at roadway
station 10420 and a maximum cut of cight feet at roadway station 8+70. Based on the
spot elevations shown for the driveways proposed to provide access to the PRD units,
maximum grades ranging from in the range of 10% to12% will occur over a distance
of approximately 700-feet, with a maximum cut of seven approximately sixteen feet in

depth and a maximum fill of approximately twentytwe six feet in depth (oecusring

As previously noted, while the West PRD will be served by a public water supply, the
lack of connection to a centralized wastewater collection, treatment and disposal system
is inconsistent with the overall planning objective of the “Preserve”. With regard to
providing evidence that suitable area exists to support the construction of subsurface
sewage disposal systems, the applicant has submitted a document entitted “Sanitary
System Schematics™ which should be referred to the Health District for comment.

this regard-the Health-District should-be-aware that the location-of the propesed systems
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END OF MEMORANDUM
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