McChord Engineering Associates, Inc.
Civil Engineers and Land Planners

1 Grumman Hill Road
Wilton, CT 06897
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(203) 834-0569

August 6, 2026

Planning and Zoning Commission
Town of Bethel

Clifford J. Hurgin Municipal Center
1 School Street

Bethel, CT 06801

Re:

Response to Municipal Review Comments
67 Turkey Plain Road
Bethel, CT

Dear Commissioners:

The purpose of this letter is to address comments received by McChord Engineering Associates, Inc.,
by various municipal departments during the Planning and Zoning Commissions application review
process. All responses refer to a revised Site Development Plan set, prepared by this office, last
revised August 6, 2026. The following is a response to these comments.

Fire Marshal

1.

Need to provide an emergency vehicle access plan for the new proposed parking lot in the rear of
the building for the Bethel FD's current aerial tower ladder truck. The dimensions of that apparatus
shall be used to determine the turning plan to show ingress and egress from the parking areas.

Response: A vehicle maneuvering path for the town’s fire truck has been added to the revised Site
Development Plan set on Sheet SE-4. The dimensions provided by the Fire Marshal were used to
model the truck’s path.

The building is protected by a fire sprinkler system fed by a dedicated, static underground tank
located on the north side of the property designated by the 4" PVC notation. Tank size may need to
be increased based on the demand of the new fire area sprinkler hydraulic calculations of the
addition.

Response: A “Fire Sprinkler Report”, dated July 21, 2026, was prepared by Concord Consulting
Engineering PC to address this comment. The report determined that the existing system is
sufficient. This report was provided to the Fire Marshal and is attached to this letter for reference.

A separate 10,000-gallon water tank for fire department apparatus fire suppression is located in the
southeast corner of the property. This tank will need an engineering review and testing to confirm
its operation and repair or replacement as necessary.

Response: A ‘“Fire Sprinkler Report”, dated July 21, 2026, was prepared by Concord Consulting
Engineering PC to address this comment. The report determined that the existing system is
sufficient. This report was provided to the Fire Marshal and is attached to this letter for reference.
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SLR International Corporation

1.

The proposed building addition and rear parking lot improvements are located within Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Special Flood Hazard Zone A according to the Flood
Insurance Rate Map 09001C0233F effective date June 18, 2010. Zone A is the flood zone (i.e.
floodplain) for the 1% annual flood (100-year flood), also known as the base flood, where no base
flood elevation has been determined. The proposed filling within a flood zone may affect the
floodplain dynamics and may have associated impacts on wetlands and watercourses. The
proposed site plan must comply with the Town of Bethel Floodplain Management Regulations
included in the Zoning Regulations (5/15/2025) and specifically the following sections: Section
5.1[115 Equal Conveyance, Section 5.1[I]6 Compensatory Storage, Section 5.1[l]8 Portion of
Structure in Flood Zone, and Section 5.1[J]3 Nonresidential Construction. Alternatively, the
applicant may pursue detailed analysis of the watershed contributing to the flood zone to identify a
base flood elevation and determine if the proposed development areas can be removed from Zone
A via a Letter of Map Amendment (LOMA) or Letter of Map Revision Based on Fill (LOMR-F)
through FEMA. It is our understanding that the applicant is pursuing a LOMA through FEMA.

We recommend the Commission consult with the town land use attorney to determine whether this
application can proceed to an approval conditioned upon a future potential revision of the Special
Flood Hazard Zone by FEMA. For the current application, the proposed work area would need to be
completely removed from the FEMA Special Flood Hazard Zone to be compliant with any
Commission approval. If the proposed work area is not completely removed by FEMA from the
Special Flood Hazard Zone, then the application would need to be re-reviewed by the Commission
for compliance with the Town of Bethel's Flood Management Regulations.

Response: This office has prepared a “Base Flood Elevation Study” to establish a base flood
elevation for the FEMA SFHA Zone A, in order to determine if the proposed development would
impact floodplain dynamics. The Study determined that the base flood elevation is 424.23'. The
computed base flood elevation is well outside of the project area. The lowest point of disturbance is
the toe of the proposed parking lot fill package at elevation 426.0". A new flood zone line depicting
the computed base flood elevation has been added to the revised Site Development Plan set for
clarity and the “Base Flood Elevation Study” is attached to this letter for additional information.

The proposed development will no impact the flood plain. All of the proposed development is
outside of the computed flood zone. Thus, there is no proposed filling below the base flood
elevation and the structure will be above flood elevations. Based on our detailed analysis, it is our
professional opinion that this project adheres to Town of Bethel Floodplain Management
Regulations included in the Zoning Regulations, and specifically the following sections: Section
5.1[l]5 Equal Conveyance, Section 5.1[l]6 Compensatory Storage, Section 5.1[l]8 Portion of
Structure in Flood Zone, and Section 5.1[J]3 Nonresidential Construction.

This office is actively coordinating with the project surveyor to complete the LOMA application for
submission to FEMA. The purpose will be to remove the portion of the property that is above the
computed base flood elevation from the FEMA SFHA Zone.

The entrance driveway should be increased to a 20’ width (minimum) in accordance with
Connecticut State Fire Code fire apparatus access requirements.
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10.

Response: We have coordinated this with the Fire Marshal. The existing driveway may stay as is
given that it is sufficient for fire truck access which the vehicle maneuvering path in the revised Site
Development Plan shows. Also, the south driveway can be used for fire access as needed and is
over 20-ft.

The driveway width east of the proposed addition should be increased from 15’ to 20’ (minimum).
Response: The driveway has been increased to 20-ft. This resulted in removing the parking stall
closest to the northeast door of the addition. The interior island was also removed since there will
now only be 10 stalls in front of the building.

Stop signs, lane turn arrow signs and a painted stop bar should be added to the exit driveway at
Turkey Plain Road.

Response: These have been added to the southern exit driveway on Sheet SE-1.
Vehicle bollards are recommended between the curb and the existing water supply well head.
Response: Bollards have been added on Sheet SE-1.

The striped parking stall length of 60-degree angled parking should be at least 20’ from curb to
travel way to provide for an 18’ long parking space.

Response: The layout of the front parking areas has been updated to ensure that all 60-degree
parking stalls are at least 18-ft long. The site grading has been adjusted to facilitate this as well.

The parking space across from the northwest corner of the proposed building addition is not 18’
long and conflicts with the one-way drive aisle. Consider extending the parking island to eliminate
this parking space.

Response: This parking stall was eliminated. There is still enough parking proposed.

We recommend the pavement slope within the angled parking along the exist driveway not exceed
5.0%.

Response: The grading within all front parking areas has been updated so it does not exceed 5%.
The 438.5 spot elevation adjacent to the septic tanks appears to be erroneous.
Response: This was a typo and should have read 433.5. It has been fixed.

The grade at the southwest exit door of the building addition shows a step transition between the
interior finished floor and exterior doorway apron. A flush transition is recommended at doorways.

Response: A flush landing is now proposed at the southwest door. This will result in two (2) risers
down to the sidewalk.
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

The walkway slope between the building and front of the reserved ADA parking space at the west
building entrance is flat. This area should be regraded to provide adequate surface drainage away
from the building.

Response: This location has been regraded to pitch to a new area drain which will capture and
convey surface runoff out of this area. The area drain will connect to the nearby catch basin.

The walkway slope between the building and the top of the adjacent curb at the northwest exit door
from the building addition is flat. This area should be regraded to provide adequate surface
drainage away from the building.

Response: A spot elevation was updated to confirm positive pitch away from the building at this
door.

The grades of the front of the parking spaces at the northeast corner of the building addition are
over 3’ higher than the finished floor elevation at the doorway directly in front of and 5" away from
these parking spaces. It appears that a retaining wall is required at this location.

Response: The addition foundation will double as a retaining wall in this location. There will be a
landing and steps inside of the building to transition from this door down to the floor elevation.

Will the steps to the porch at the ADA parking spaces in front of the building remain? They appear
to be blocking the access aisle for the ADA parking spaces and the bottom landing for the steps is
shown within a parking space. Also, the proposed ADA parking signs should be relocated out of the
walkway at this location.

Response: The steps are proposed to remain. There is approximately 4-ft between the steps and
the edge of the access aisle. This is sufficient as an ADA accessible route only needs to be 3-ft
wide. It is difficult to graphically show the ADA parking signs outside of the walkway on this plan, so
a note has been added to clarify this.

Provide spot elevations at the corners of the proposed ADA parking spaces providing a pavement
slope 2.0% or less across the parking spaces and associated access aisles.

Response: The spot elevations were checked and adjusted as required. The “X” where the spot
elevation is taken from was also moved to the corner of the space for clarity. A note specifying a 2%
max slope in both directions was also added to for further certainty.

A photometric plan should be provided.

Response: A “Photometric Calculation” plan has been prepared by llluminate and is attached to
this letter. The plan shows that the proposed lighting does not leave the subject property.

A vehicle turning movement plan should be provided showing the Bethel aerial fire apparatus
entering, traveling along all driveway areas and existing the site.

Response: A vehicle maneuvering path for the town'’s fire truck has been added to the revised Site
Development Plan set. Refer to Fire Marshal comment #1.
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Police Department

In a letter to the Commission, Lieutenant Matthew Zavatsky provided a thorough summary of the
traffic and sightline conditions at the subject property. Lt. Zavatsky concluded his letter by stating
“This assessment does not preclude the Planning and Zoning Commission or the Connecticut
Department of Transportation, as the property fronts a state highway, from requiring the applicant to
submit a formal traffic engineering study. Such a study could verify the roadway grade, determine
the 85™ percentile operating speed, evaluate existing and project traffic volumes, confirm available
sight distance, and provide an engineering determination regarding the adequacy of the existing
driveway configuration. Should such a study be completed, | would defer to its findings.

Response: The CT DOT Highway Design Manual was used to confirm the sight lines for the
subject property. Specifically, we want to confirm the stopping sight distance to the north driveway
for vehicles travelling southbound, and the intersection sight distance in both directions for vehicles
exiting the property from the south driveway. Using WestCOG GIS data, the roadway is about 1-2%
downgrade from north to south. Using the DOT Manual, the required stopping sight distance for a
vehicle travelling at 45mph downgrade at 3% is 380-ft. The intersection sight distance for a vehicle
making a left or right turn onto a 45-mph road is 500-ft.

This office visited the property to determine the current sight line distances. Based on our field
measurements and using the criteria outlined in the DOT Manual, the sight line for a vehicle
travelling southbound to the north driveway is approximately 495-ft. The sight line from the south
driveway looking north is approximately 610-ft and looking south is approximately 565-ft. All sight
lines exceed the minimum required distance. Furthermore, the proposed street trees will not affect
these sight lines.

CT DOT and OSTA only require traffic studies for major traffic generators. The threshold for a major
traffic generator is 200 parking spaces, 100,000 sq. ft. of building gross floor area or 100 residential
units. The proposed development will only result in 113 parking spaces and is not close to the gross
floor area threshold. Due to these factors and the sufficient sight lines, we do not believe that a
traffic study is warranted as this is a state road and does trigger state thresholds. In our
professional opinion, the existing driveway locations are sufficient and a traffic study would not have
any effect on the proposed site development.

Public Utilities

No comments.

Health Department

Offered no objection. Comments mostly pertain to use and kitchen layout. We do not anticipate any
major changes to our Site Development Plan set as a result of coordination with the Health
Department. We will continue to work with the Health Department through the building permit process.

Department of Public Works

DPW comments were provided on a redlined plan set. For clarity, we have responded to their
comments directly on their markup in blue. A copy is attached to this letter.
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This concludes our response to comments. It is our opinion that these changes will have no adverse
impacts on the inland wetlands, downstream drainage systems or abutting properties.

Project Mghager

CC: Thomas Galliford, Fire Marshal
Todd D. Ritchie, P.E., SLR International Corp.
Lt. Matthew Zavatsky, Patrol Operations Commander
Laura Vasile, Director of Health Department
Eric Swenson, Director of Public Works
Jeremy DeCarli, Tyche Planning and Policy Group
Amanda Matrinez, Assistant Director, Planning and Zoning



