New Gloucester Planning Board
Minutes of February 15, 2011
Members Present:  Jean Libby, Amy Arata, Joe Bean, Pamela Slye, Laurie Brady and Wanda Brissette
Members Absent:  Tamilyn Wayboer
Town Staff:  Paul First, Town Planner; Jessa Berna, Assistant Planner
Others Present:  Ken Sonagere and Diana Bernier (Applicants)
1.           Call to Order

J. Libby called the meeting to order at 7:00pm.  This is the February 16th Planning Board Meeting.  Tami has an excused absence.  

2.
Approval of Minutes

 
a.    December 21, 2010
A. Arata made a motion to approve the minutes of December 21st, seconded by P. Slye.   Motion approved 4-2-0.  W. Brissette and L. Brady abstained.  
3.

Project Reviews
a. New Gloucester Self Storage Expansion
Diana Bernier and Ken Sonagere

165 Sabbathday Road

Residential C District, Groundwater Protection Overlay District

0002-0004-D

P. First said the applicants are proposing two additional self storage buildings on the current site.  The property is 4.26 acres, map 2 lot 40-D.  For a further description of the project, I’ll defer to the applicants.

 K. Sonagere said we currently have 3 self storage buildings parallel to the road that measure 24’x100’.  What we would like to do is construct a 4th building perpendicular to the existing buildings measuring 13’x225’ with storage access from only the inside of the project.  Eventually, we would like to add a 5th building with double sided access behind the three existing buildings.  We have had the site work done, and we meet the impervious surface criteria, at 29.29%.  We’re proposing some buffering to eliminate any aesthetic problems with our neighbor whose house is approximately 175’ from our property line.  There is currently no buffering on this side and the neighbor does have a view, and they have never said anything about this to us.  We’re more than happy to plant a line of fur trees to enhance their privacy.  
W. Brissette said the title block doesn’t show lot 4-D or the address of Wayne Wood.  
P. First said we can write that in.  

W. Brissette said this is a revision to an existing plan, but we don’t have a copy of the original plan.  Are there any differences in the notes?

P. First said there is no difference in the notes.  I will also mention that the original plan was never signed by the Board.  This appears to be an oversight.  We have a copy of what we believe to be the original plan with us here.  The only major change in the notes is that the impervious surface calculation has been updated.  
W. Brissette said there is no electricity noted on the plan.  Are there going to be any poles?

K. Sonagere said there is actually electricity noted.  There is a pole on the north side of the property, and all of the buildings are connected with underground wiring.  

W. Brissette said there is a 25’ wide vegetated buffer that should be within the front setback.  Is there currently anything now?

K. Sonagere said it is currently grass.  

P. First said there is a challenge with this plan because it was originally approved without any side buffers.  The proposed plan has a 25’ buffer around the new buildings, which represents a compromise between the existing buffer and the 50’ buffer called for in the ordinance.  

W. Brissette said on the application there was a description of 0.28 acres to be developed.  Is that a carryover from the original application?  I am coming up with 0.3327.
P. First said these calculations were made by Wayne Wood in terms of the impervious cover of the new development on the site.  

W. Brissette said so this is referring to impervious surface?

K. Sonagere said that is correct.

W. Brissette asked if there were any recommendations from the Code Enforcement Officer, or reports of not being in compliance with the Groundwater Protection Overlay District?  

P. First said none.

W. Brissette said are you adding lighting?

K. Sonagere said yes.  It is on the plan.
P. First said what kind of lights are you using?

K. Sonagere said they are high pressure sodium wall pack lights, and they are designed to direct the light downwards to minimize upward light pollution.  

W. Brissette said I’m wondering why the applicant is looking for a 3 year approval time period.
K. Sonagere said currently our facility is filled to capacity, so we would like to expand as slowly as possible.  We would like to build one building, and then once that rents out, start on the second building.  We don’t want to build out the full project only to find out there isn’t the market for it.  
P. First said this question came up late in the process of preparing the application, and we considered revising the plan to make it phased, or increasing the approval period.  However, staff recommended simply requesting a longer approval period.
J. Libby said you do have a lease that says they can’t store hazardous materials?

K. Sonagere said that is correct.

W. Brissette made a motion to reduce the 50’ buffer to 25’, as depicted on the plan, seconded by A. Arata.  Motion approved 6-0.  
J. Libby read through the Performance Standards.  She said we will get to erosion and sedimentation control later.  There is no change with the lighting and noise.  Off-street loading is fine, the sign isn’t going to change, and the traffic impacts aren’t applicable.  
The Board agreed by consensus that a site visit was not necessary.  
W. Brissette made a motion to waive section 7.3.2.A.11, existing and proposed topographic contour lines, drawn at 2ft intervals, as it has been provided at 10’ intervals seconded by A. Arata.  Motion approved 6-0.

W. Brissette made a motion to waive section 7.3.2.A.15, a plan for the control of erosion and sedimentation endorsed by the Cumberland County Soil and Water Conservation District, as the site is flat and they are required to follow the erosion and sedimentation standards in the Zoning Ordinance, Section 5.1.8 and using best management practices.  Motion seconded by A. Arata.  Motion approved 6-0.

W. Brissette made a motion to waive section 7.3.2.A.16, a plan for the treatment of stormwaters of a 24 hour, 25-year storm, prepared by a registered engineer and endorsed by the Cumberland County Soil and Water Conservation District, as the site is flat and they are required to follow the erosion and sedimentation standards in the Zoning Ordinance, Section 5.1.8.  Motion seconded by A. Arata.  Motion approved 6-0.
W. Brissette made a motion that we deem the following items non-applicable:  Section 7.3.2.A.9, Section 7.3.2.A.10, Section 7.3.2.A.20, Section 7.3.2.A.22, Section 7.3.2.A.23, Section 7.3.2.A.24, Section 4.4.8.I.3, and Section 4.4.8.E, seconded by A. Arata.  Motion approved 6-0.

The Board agreed by consensus that no additional submission items are needed.
W. Brissette made a motion to deem the application complete, seconded by A. Arata.  Motion approved 6-0.

The Board agreed by consensus that a public hearing is not necessary.  

J. Libby said now we have to go through the Site Plan Approval Criteria.  

W. Brissette said, Section 7.5.1.A, a 5% or greater increase in traffic is not anticipated. Section 7.5.1.B, there is a single access, and the circulation is well designed.  Section 7.5.1.C, there are no wetlands or surface water bodies.  Section 7.5.1.D, there are no sanitary facilities.  Section 7.5.1.E, there is no water system in place.  Section 7.5.1.F, there are no natural resources, and the applicant has demonstrated that the Groundwater Protection standards are met.   Section 7.5.1.G, this project will not exceed the capacities of any relevant public facilities. Section 7.5.1.H, the applicant has provided staff with financial statements, which demonstrate sufficient resources to complete the proposed development.  Section 7.5.1.I, according to Maine DEP no additional permits are required, and there is no new entrance.  Section 7.5.1.J, there are no undue adverse effects on the scenic or natural beauty of the site.  Section 7.5.1.K, the site is not in a floodplain.  
W. Brissette made a motion stating that the application meets the Zoning Ordinance review criteria, seconded by A. Arata.  Motion approved 6-0.

A. Arata made a motion to approve the previously discussed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law as stated by Wanda, seconded by P. Slye.  Motion approved 6-0.

A. Arata made a motion to waive the performance guarantee, seconded by L. Brady.  Motion approved 6-0.
W. Brissette made a motion to approve the application with three conditions.  1. Conifer buffer along 25’ property buffer, as depicted on the plan.  2. Erosion and sedimentation control measures detailed in Section 5.1.8 of the New Gloucester Zoning Ordinance shall be adhered to.  3. Project will be substantially completed within 3 years.  Motioned seconded by A. Arata.  Motion approved 6-0.  
4.
Other Business
There was no other business.
5.
Future Meetings
The next Planning Board meeting will be on Tuesday, March 1st 2011.

6.
Adjournment

A motion to adjourn was made by A. Arata, seconded by P. Slye.  Motion approved 6-0.

Respectfully submitted,  
Jessa Berna, Assistant Planner
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