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New Gloucester Planning Board
Minutes of October 21, 2014

	Members Present:
	Jean Libby, Jean Couturier, Joe Bean, Edward Domas, and Mark Leighton

	Members Absent 
	Amy Arata 

	Town Staff:
	Will Johnston, Town Planner 

	Others Present:
	Mark Dubois , Nestle Waters, applicant
Norm Chamberlain, Taylor Engineering, agent of applicant 

	Business Items:
	Nestle Waters Site Plan Site Plan – Sand and Salt Storage Building 



1. Call to Order

Jean Libby called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm, and noted that all members were present, other than Amy Arata, who had recused herself.  

2. Approval of Minutes August 19, 2014

M. Leighton made a motion to approve the minutes of August 19  2014, Seconded by Ed Domas.   Approved 6-0.  

3. Site Plan Review Amendment 
Nestle Waters
Ricker Road 
0007-0023
Residential-Business-2 Distict Village

W. Johnston introduced the application.  He noted that the applicant is seeking Board approval of a site plan that includes a roughly 1,500 square foot salt and sand storage facility (in a “quonset-hut” style structure), a 4,000-square-foot paved area for the building and adjacent mixing area, and a 500-square foot-paved pad for two 300-gallon tanks that would hold a deicing agent.  In addition, an access drive area leading to the shed would be improved and better-defined with additional gravel, and the remaining area would be given an additional layer of topsoil and revegetated.

Norm Chamberlain, the applicant’s agent, then briefed the Board on the project specifics.  He provided the following information:  
· The site was partially developed and graded as part of an earlier proposal.  
· There was some urgency getting approval for the project as the asphalt plants will be closing sometime in November, and the project calls for a 3”-thick bituminous pad in accordance with DEP standards. 
· Had met with W. Johnston and with C. Baldwin of the Cumberland County Soil and Water Conservation District on site earlier that week, and had a letter of approval from the District. 
· Besides the building, he noted a new drainage structure would be installed to divert stormwater out into a wooded area – which will meet DEP standards.  
· The snow dump proposal has been put on hold because of the need to be 75 feet from wetlands, and that more wetlands mapping needed before that plan could proceed.  The applicant may return to the Board next year. 
· Chapter 574 applies to this project.  The facility must be registered with state, and meet other BMPs.
· The site will be gated. Use will occur mainly in fall and winter usage, with spring cleanup.  The site would be checked during the summer. There would be a motion-activated light. 
· Site would be “stabilized” with added loam and meadow buffer mix.
· The facility will be able to hold up to 300 cubic yards of material, although probably not that much will be stored.    

J. Couturier expressed concern about possible leaching of salt from building in the long-term.   N. Chamberlain felt that with the sand covered and contained, there would be no leaching.  He noted that closest well was more than 600 feet away.

J. Libby and other board members reiterated the town’s sensitivity to salt pollution of groundwater resources in light of the experience in the Upper Village and elsewhere.     

J. Bean expressed concerns about the plan to loam and revegetate the site.  He questioned whether the vegetation would take hold before the winter and the extent to which stabilization of the site using that approach needed to take place before development of the site proceeded versus next spring.  

N. Chamberlain stated the proposed loam and revegetation was important in terms of the site’s long-term stabilization and making the site look less like a “gravel pit,” but didn’t anticipate problems if the installation and use of the facility occurred before the vegetation was well established. 

Mark Dubois, a representative of Poland Spring, provided the following information.  
· The salt and sand stored on the site will be used to improve winter conditions at their nearby facility in Poland.  The plan is to use very light salt application because of the location over a sand and gravel aquifer and its use for product.  
· Salt and sand will be used mostly on walkways and loading areas.  
· Plan to use a lot of deicer to get ahead of storms and ice – corn based, more environmentally benign. 
· Likely no “Poland Spring” sign, but probably no trespassing sign.   

E. Dumas expressed concern about hours of operation and possibly disturbing neighbors with all-night activities.  Other feedback indicated that the site is somewhat remote with no immediate neighbors in vicinity and is well buffered.

W. Johnston stated his view that the BMPs required as part of DEP registration of salt and sand facilities should be made a condition of approval. 

W. Johnston felt that if the Board planned to waive the requirement of  2-foot contours, that applicant should submit “as built” topos map once more site mapping is done. The Board asked him to develop a condition of approval on this point.     

1. Based on a detailed review of the facts submitted by the applicant, the Planning Board considered the following actions:

	Determine whether to schedule a site walk.   
	Consensus
	No 

	

	The applicant requested and received waivers for the following items:

	Zoning O.§ 7.3.2.A.11 – Existing and proposed topographic contour lines at 2’ intervals
	

	M. Leighton made a motion to approve the waiver with the condition that  “as built” contour lines be submitted (see Final Conditions for wording).  E. Domas seconded.  Approved 5-0.  
	



	The Board deemed the following items not applicable:

	Zoning O.§ 7.3.2.A.9 – Location of any park, open space or conservation easement.

	Zoning O.§ 7.3.2.A.10 – Location of any permanently installed machinery likely to cause appreciable noise at the lot lines.

	Zoning O.§ 7.3.2.A.18 – Description of any raw, finished, or waste materials to be stored outside the buildings, and any stored materials of a hazardous nature.

	Zoning O.§ 7.3.2.A.12 – Proposed landscaping and buffering treatments. 

	Zoning O.§ 7.3.2.A.22 – Description of the type and placement of sewerage facilities. 

	Zoning O.§ 7.3.2.A.23  -  Indication of water supply sufficient in quantity and quality for both normal use and fire protection. 

	Zoning O.§ 7.3.2.A.24 – Location and design details of all public and private roads

	M. Leighton made a motion to deem the above items not applicable.  Seconded by Jean Couturier.  Approved 5-0.  

	

	Determined if hydrogeological study is required
	Consensus:
	 No

	Determined if Additional Submission Items are required
	Consensus:
	 No 

	Determination of  Application Completeness:  M. Leighton made a motion to accept the application as complete.  Second by J. Bean.  Approved 5-0.  

	Determine if a Public Hearing is required
	Consensus:
	 No  (one disssenting member -- J. Bean) 



2. The Planning Board reviewed the following Site Plan Approval Criteria:

	Section 7.5.1.A 
Maintenance of traffic level of service “D” or above at all intersections receiving five percent or greater increase in traffic from the proposed development and presence of reserve capacity on other affected public streets as defined by the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Standards.

Approval Criteria Met:
Yes  No   NA 
Board Conclusion: Not expected to significantly increase traffic or to impact intersection capacity.  This standard is met. 

	Section 7.5.1.B 
Sufficient parking and traffic circulation on the site of the development to avoid conflicts with adjoining properties and streets. 

Approval Criteria Met:
Yes  No   NA 
Board Conclusion:  No significant impact on adjoining properties and streets.  This standard is met. 



Section 7.5.1.C 
Building location or engineering measures to ensure that wetlands and surface water bodies will not be adversely affected by erosion, sedimentation, runoff, or pollutants.

Approval Criteria Met:
Yes  No   NA 
	Board Conclusion:  All structures set back at least 75 from wetlands and sedimentation and erosion standards to be implemented.  This standard is met.

	Section 7.5.1.D 
Treatment of all sanitary and solid wastes in a manner approved by qualified professionals, together with written agreements showing the transportation, disposal, and storage of hazardous materials according to state and federal requirements.

Approval Criteria Met:
Yes  No   NA 
Board Conclusion:  Materials will be handled in accordance with MDEP BMPs and salt/deicing agents will be enclosed/contained.  This standard is met.  

	Section 7.5.1.E 
Design measures to ensure the capability of the land and water systems to sustain the proposed use without long-term degradation. 

Approval Criteria Met:
Yes  No   NA 
Board Conclusion:  Stormwater and erosion/sedimentation control measures determined to be adequate to avoid degradation of land and water systems.  This standard is met. 

	Section 7.5.1.F 
Protection of natural resources identified in the Comprehensive Plan or related studies, including surface and subsurface water supplies, shoreland areas, spawning grounds, aquatic life, bird and wildlife habitat, and access thereto. 

Approval Criteria Met:
Yes  No   NA 
Board Conclusion:   Setbacks, stormwater and erosion/sedimentation control measures and other measures determined to be adequate to protect these resources.  This standards is met.  

	Section 7.5.1.G 
Showing that public facilities will not exceed their respective capacities, including but not limited to: schools, police and fire services, snowplowing and road maintenance capabilities. 

Approval Criteria Met:
Yes  No   NA 
Board Conclusion:  Determined to be non-applicable. No municipal services needed.  

	Section 7.5.1.H 
Showing of sufficient financial backing and technical resources of the applicant to complete the proposed development. 
Approval Criteria Met:
Yes  No   NA 
Board Conclusion:  Sufficient financial and technical resources.  This standard is met.  

	Section 7.5.1.I 
Compliance with other local, state or federal regulations as evidenced by Board of Appeals approval (when necessary) and/or final approval of any required state or federal permits. 

Yes  No   NA 
Board Conclusion:  Approval Criteria Met:  Will comply with DEP requirements.  No federal or additional local requirements required.   This standard is met. 

	Section 7.5.1.J 
Absence of any undue adverse effect on the scenic or natural beauty of a site, aesthetics, historic sites, or rate and irreplaceable natural features or any public rights for physical or visual access to the shoreline. 

Approval Criteria Met:
Yes   No   NA 
Board Conclusion:  Determined Not Applicable (not near a shoreline and site lacks any of the listed attributes).

	Section 7.5.1 K
Will avoid problems associated with floodplain development and use. 

Approval Criteria Met:
Yes  No   NA 
Board Conclusion:  This standards determined to be not applicable – no floodplain in vicinity. 

	E. Domas made a motion that proposal meets the Site Plan Review Criteria.  Second by M. Leighton.  Approved 5-0.  

	 M. Leighton made motion to authorize the Chair to sign the Finding of Fact.  Seconded by J. Couturier.  Approved 4-1 (Joe Bean dissenting).  

	E. Domas made a motion that to not to require the posting of a performance guarantee.  Seconded by J. Couturier.  Approved 5-0. 

	M. Leighton moved to approve the application with the conditions below.  Seconded by J. Couturier.  Approved 4-1.  (J. Bean dissenting)   



3. The planning board has decided to place the following conditions on the approval of the site plan application:

	Ordinance Ref.
	Condition of Approval 

	7.5.1.I
	Siting and operation of the sand-salt facility shall be registered with the Maine DEP and comply with the rules of Chapter 574.  

	7.3.2.11
	Prior to further development on the site, a plan with topographic data a 2’ intervals shall be submitted showing final grading and site improvements.  

	7.5.1.F, 7.3.2.15&16
	The treatment of runoff shall meet Maine DEP Best Management Practices for stormwater, and otherwise meet the town’s zoning ordinance requirements for stormwater and sedimentation and erosion control.



4. Other business

W. Johnston reported that he had recently attended a planning workshop in Lewiston in which innovative planning approaches were discussed.  He had attended several sessions dealing with the financial aspects of planning, and had obtained some materials he’d be happy to share. 

5. Adjournment

[bookmark: _GoBack]M. Leighton made a motion to adjourn at 7:20 pm.   Seconded by J. Bean.  Approved 5-0.  

1

New Gloucester Planning Board Meeting Minutes October 21, 2014	Page 5 of 5

image1.png




