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The City of Lewisburg
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March 4, 2010

Paul R. Cooley Council Chambers

The City of Lewisburg Planning Commission met Thursday, March 4, 2010 at 7:00 p.m. in the Paul R. Cooley Council Chambers located at Lewisburg City Hall, 119 West Washington Street, Lewisburg, WV

PRESENT: President John Schriefer, Vice President John Richardson, Mayor Manchester, Commission Members Angela Blair, Pat Baker, Glenn Singer, Jim Simpson, Zoning Officer Ken Tubbs and City Recorder Shannon Ninnemann.

ABSENT: Linda Terek Ball and Mark Etten
VISITORS: Tina Alvey of the Beckley Register Herald, Bill Frey of the West Virginia Daily News; Thomas Cardis, Joshua Brown, Karen Bennett, Doug Pauley, Gobal McKinney and Bernard Holiday.
CALL TO ORDER: President Schriefer called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

Thomas Cardis/213 Church Street/Conditional Use Permit

Thomas Cardis presented an application for a conditional use permit to operate an additional third room in an existing Bed and Breakfast establishment at 213 Church Street.  The B&B is located within a R1 zoning designation. 
Zoning Officer Ken Tubbs stated that proper application had been made, fees have been paid and the property had been properly posted.  He noted that all requirements for a conditional use permit had been met and that he had not received any opposition from the adjoining property owners.

Tubbs stated that Mr. Cardis planned to renovate a gardener’s cottage for use as the third room in the Bed and Breakfast establishment.  He said that parking would be provided near the cottage and would not increase any parking on the street. 
President Schriefer called a public hearing on the conditional use permit to order. Hearing no comment from the public he closed the public hearing.

Commission member Pat Baker made a motion to approve the conditional use permit stipulating that the conditional use permit not be transferable if the owner changes. Commission member Simpson seconded the motion.

Baker stated that the City is in the process of adopting a new Zoning Ordinance and that in the new ordinance conditional use permits will not be transferable.  Commission member Singer stated that he would not vote to approve this motion because the City must operate under the current Zoning Ordinance and cannot impose regulations that are not in place.

Commission member Baker withdrew her motion.

Commission member Simpson made a motion to approve the conditional use permit to operate a third room in a Bed and Breakfast establishment at 213 Church Street as presented. Commission member Singer seconded the motion. With eight (8) in favor and two (2) absent (Ball and Etten) the motion carried.

Zoning Officer Tubbs stated the Conditional Use permit must be forwarded to City Council for approval.
Harbinger Development/ Parcel #2 Northridge Drive/Site Plan Review 

Ken Tubbs stated that Harbinger Development had submitted a site plan review for a 32 unit apartment building on Northridge Drive. He noted that the drawings were complete and that a copy had been sent to the City’s engineering firm (Stafford Engineering) for review of the storm water plan. He said that the City Zoning Ordinance requires 48 parking spaces and that this development provides for 50. He further stated that 5 handicap spaces are provided and that the City Zoning Ordinance only requires 3. Tubbs said that all utilities are in place. He stated that a fire hydrant has been added near the entrance to the development. He said the hydrant had received approval from Fire Chief Pennington and Director of Public Works Carver. Tubbs stated that the development has presented a plan with 7% landscaping as required and 34% impervious surface (the Zoning Ordinance allows 40% impervious surface). Tubbs stated that photometrics indicated that the lighting plan does not bleed over. 
Tubbs indicated that ET200 had completed the storm water drainage plan and that Stafford Engineering had signed off on the plan. 
The following letter from Stafford Consultants Inc., outlines recommendations by the engineering firm:

“ Dear Mr. Tubbs:


Re: Storm Water System


Brook Village


At your request, I have reviewed the storm water plans and design calculations prepared by Engineering & Testing 2000 (ET 2000) dated February 2010 and included in plans prepared by Symmetrics II, Inc. for the construction of Brook Village on Northridge Drive located east of US 219 and north of I-64.


The project will consist of construction of one three-story apartment building and a parking lot. The site covers 2.22 ac. and is located on the southwest side of Northridge Drive. Based upon contours on the existing conditions survey drawing, the existing overland flow path of storm runoff runs from north to south across the property and discharges via sheet flow off the property.


The plans show the runoff from the final developed site being collected by a system of curbs, drop inlets, and culverts and directed to a storm water management pond proposed to be constructed near the southeast corner of the property. The outlet of this pond consists of an 18” vertical riser with a trash rack and an 18” diameter outlet pipe. Water discharging from the pipe will flow onto a riprap dispersion pad prior to flowing off the property. All of the proposed project area will drain to the pond except approximately 0.40 acres on the northwest end of the building and 0.24 ac. behind the building. A small rain garden is proposed in the northwest corner which will collect approximately 0.18 ac. of the 0.40 ac. northwest area. Runoff from the remaining 0.46 ac. will sheet flow off the property as it presently does. However, ET2000’s calculations show the entire 2.22 ac. site draining into the pond.


According to the City of Lewisburg’s Stormwater Drainage Plan Ordinance, runoff from 2, 10, and 100 year events shall be evaluated and controlled. The ideal situation is that structures be designed to limit the post development runoff to being less than the pre-development runoff. 

The storm water management pond proposed by ET2000 is 44’ long x 44’ wide (bottom dimensions) with a bottom elevation of 2214 and top embankment elevation of 2218. Side slopes are 2:1. Their site plan, sheet S6 shows the riser being near the corner of the pond. Their pond details, sheet S7, shows the riser at the center of the pond. While having the riser near the corner is more efficient in sediment removal since the flow path is longer, from a hydraulic standpoint, it works the same in either location.


ET2000 used the SCS method to determine both pre and post construction peak flows. After reviewing their data, I performed an independent analysis using HydroCAD 8.5 modeling software. The results I obtained were in close agreement with the calculations by ET2000. Please refer to the following tables which show the existing and proposed peak discharges using the entire 2.22 ac. site as the contributing drainage area:

EXISTING PEAK RUNOFF-ENTIRE SITE


Design Storm

ET2000

Stafford


2 yr


.036

0.32


10 yr


2.41

2.44


100 yr


5.40

5.55

PROPOSED PEAK RUNOFF – TO POND

Design Storm

ET2000

Stafford


2 yr


-

1.15


10 yr


-

3.63


100 yr


6.50

6.72


However since the runoff from the areas to the northwest and behind the building runs directly off the site and does not enter the storm water management pond, the allowable discharge from the pond needs to be reduced by the amount of that discharge so that the total post development discharge leaving the site is equal to or less than the existing discharge. As previously mentioned, ET2000 assumed the entire site as being directed to the pond.  This is not the case.   Please refer to the following table giving the allowable final pond and site discharges:

ALLOWABLE SITE DISCHARGE



ET2000





Stafford
Design Storm 
Pond
Direct Runoff
Total 

Pond
Direct Runoff  
Total 

2 yr

0.36
-

0.36

0.22
0.10

0.32

10 yr

2.41
-

2.41

1.71
0.73

2.44

100 yr

5.40
-

5.40

3.88
1.67

5.55


ET2000 did not provide any calculations routing the proposed discharge through the pond to determine the final outlet flow. Using their pond and outlet configurations, I performed a pond routing using HydroCAD 8.5. This analysis yielded the following final site discharges:

POND DISCHARGES




Post Development

Design Storm
Direct Runoff

Pond Discharge

Total Discharge

2 yr

0.10 cfs


0 cfs


0.10 cfs

10 yr

0.73 cfs


0 cfs


0.73 cfs

100 yr

1.67 cfs


1.48 cfs


3.15 cfs


As can be seen, the final discharge values are smaller than the allowed discharges.


In addition, the drawings prepared by ET2000 contain several errors, although none affect the performance of the structure. During the construction phase, the pond acts as a sediment control device in addition to being a detention pond limiting site runoff. When acting as a sediment pond, it is normally configured in accordance with the WV Erosion and Sediment Control Best Management Practice Manual as published by the WV Department of Environmental Protection. This manual states that a sediment pond size is to be 3,600 cu.ft. times the drainage area. Of this total volume, one-half is to be considered wet storage (or permanent water pool) and one-half is dry storage. Normally, holes are placed in the vertical riser at the wet storage elevation to allow the pond to gradually drain down after a storm event.


ET2000 used the one-half for wet storage, but then used the actually building and parking areas to calculate the dry storage volume. Using the full 2.22 ac. as a basis, the total pond volume would be 7,992 cu.ft. with 3,996 cu.ft each for wet and dry storage.  The corresponding wet storage elevation would be 2215.76 and the dry storage elevation would be 2217.14. ET2000 has a total volume of  5,004 cu.ft. with 3,996 cu.ft being wet storage and 1,008 cu.ft being dry storage. They have the wet storage elevation at 2214.04 and the dry storage elevation at 2217.04.

The holes placed at the wet storage elevation to drain the pond are sized to drain the level down within 48 to 72 hours. Since ET2000 used incorrect wet and dry elevations, their computation for the drainage hole size is almost incorrect. They show two 5/32” diameter holes. My calculations indicate two ¾” diameter holes are needed for a 72 hour drain period.


With all that said, the pond as designed by ET2000 will work and the final discharge leaving the site upon completion of development will actually be less the pre-development discharge.

Once the site work is complete and all disturbed areas have been seeded or otherwise covered, I recommend converting the pond from sediment control usage to detention usage. Accumulated sediment should be removed and the bottom seeded. Two 6” wide x 3” high slots should be cut in the vertical riser to allow complete drainage of the pond to prevent any standing water. The bottom of these slots should be approximately 2” above the bottom of the pond. Any remaining water will then infiltrate into the soil as the soil in this area is comprised of Frederick silt loam which, according to the NCRS has an infiltration capacity of 1.75 in./hr. Cutting these slots will increase the final pond discharge to 1.73 cfs which when added to the direct runoff of 1.67 cfs. Gives a total post development discharge of 3.4 cfs. This is still less than the 5.55 cfs pre-development discharge.


Please call if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Kenneth Crow, P.E.

Chief Structural Engineer”


Tubbs said that as presented the storm water drainage plan met the requirements of the Stormwater Ordinance. He said that the plan includes a rain garden.  Commission member Singer asked Bernard Holiday of ET 2000 if he could tell the PC members anything about the rain garden. Tubbs answered that the rain garden was going to be located at the southwest corner of the property to move sheet flow from the adjoining property and site to the site of the rain garden. He said this should reduce the volume that would flow toward the retention pond. He noted that a rain garden is a filtration area that is designed to take surface water from streets and parking lots and place the water into an area with vegetation allowing the water to filter into the ground slowly.
Doug Pauley the developer for the project stated that the apartments would consist of 16 one bedroom units and 16 two bedroom units. He noted the development was for the elderly and handicapped population. He noted that each building would feature a secure locked door requiring a code to enter. He stated that the complex would also have religious and community rooms and that an onsite manager would be provided.
Gobal McKinney, architect for the project stated that the intent of the rain garden was to hold water and to absorb the water into the land. He noted that native plants including flowering plants would be used in the plan. He remarked that they planned to use flowering plants that could withstand both dry and wet locations.  Commission member Singer stated he was pleased to see that a rain garden had been incorporated into the storm water plan.

President Schriefer noted that he saw some islands in the parking lot landscaping that do not map a tree.  The developer stated that trees are in the drawings. He stated that he did not know why the copy presented to the Planning Commission was not showing trees.

President Schriefer called a public hearing to order regarding a site plan review for parcel #2 on Northridge Drive for a 32 unit apartment building. Hearing no comments from the public he closed the hearing. 

Commission member Simpson made a motion to approve the site plan review noting that trees need to be added to the landscaping parking lot islands. Because of a lack of a second the motion did not carry.

Commission member Simpson made a motion to approve the site plan review for Brooke Village/parcel #2 Northridge Drive incorporating the changes recommended by the City’s engineering firm, Stafford  Consultants as well as subject to the approval of the landscaping trees being added to the parking lot islands. Commission member Richardson seconded the motion. With eight in favor and two absent (Etten and Ball) the motion carried.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

February 4, 2010

Commission member Simpson made a motion to approve the February 4, 2010 minutes as corrected. Commission member Singer seconded the motion. With eight in favor and two absent (Etten and Ball) the motion carried.

December 3, 2009

Commission member Manchester made a motion to remove the December 3, 2009 minutes from the table. Commission member Baker seconded the motion. With eight in favor and two absent (Etten and Ball) the motion carried.

Commission member Baker made a motion to approve the December 3, 2009 minutes as corrected. Commission member Simpson seconded the motion. With eight in favor and two absent (Etten and Ball) the motion carried.

COMMUNICATION FROM MEMBERS:

The next working session has been scheduled for March 11, 2010 at 5:15 to review Chapter 11 of the Zoning ordinance.
ADJOURNMENT:

Commission member Singer made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 7:55 p.m. Commission member Manchester seconded the motion. With eight in favor and two absent (Etten and Ball) the motion carried.
