
Berlin Development Review Board
Unapproved Minutes
Meeting of Tuesday, April 5, 2011
1. 
The meeting was called to order at 7:00 P.M.


Members present:  Robert J. Wernecke, Chairman; Henry A. LaGue, Jr.; Kyle Faye Mooney; Alida VanDenBerg.  Absent: Muriel I. Morse, Vice-Chair.

Staff present: Jeffrey Schulz, Town/Zoning Administrator and Carla Preston, Recording Secretary.


Others present:  Viateaur Fecteau, Joe Zimmerman, Wayne Lamberton, Robert Duval, Cathy Voyer, Peter Schober, Max Kroll, Brian Lane-Karnas, Cheryl Clark, Robert Clark, Rita Richardson, Russell Richardson, William Clark, Diane Clark, and James Daniels.


The Board explained its Policy and definition of party status and interested persons to attendees.  Copies of the Rules and Policies and Procedure were available as handouts. 

2. Old Business

A. 11-007 – Fecteau Commercial Inc./Auto Zone, Inc. submitted an application to construct a 7,370 square foot commercial retail building and parking lot.  The property is located at Lot #1, Overlook Drive, Berlin, in the Highway Commercial District, Tax Map L14, Lot #24.1.  Robert Duvall, PE with TF Moran, Viateaur Fecteau, property owner and Max Kroll, Abutter, were sworn in to give testimony on this matter.   This hearing was continued from March 15, 2011.
The following documents were submitted and admitted as exhibits:  Exhibit #12:  Lighting Plan - Photometric Plan, PH1.0 for AutoZone, Inc. dated July 8, 2010; Exhibit #13:  March 22, 2011 Memorandum from the Berlin Police Department stating that the proposed application would have no adverse impact on its department; Exhibit #14:  March 30, 2011 letter from the Berlin Volunteer Fire Department, Inc. stating that a fire alarm, sprinkler system, and lock box should be installed; Exhibit #15:  March 22, 2011 letter from Max Kroll, owner of Tool Warehouse Outlet, Inc. and Abutter, expressing his concerns about the proposed application due in part to its economic impact on his business.    
Bob Duval briefly recapped the proposal and explained that the landowner is Fecteau Commercial Inc.  He said it is a 52000 square foot lot on Overlook Drive next to US Route 302.  They are proposing to build an AutoZone retail store and warehouse.  He discussed parking, landscaping, and the reason for the location of the parking area.   He said it is a steeply sloping lot that is low in the front and steep in the back.  They are proposing an eight-foot high retention wall in the front.  Due to the slope of the property the building would appear over 30 feet high if parking were in the front, therefore it makes more sense for parking to be located in the rear and to the side.  He said there is natural landscaping in the rear of the lot and indicated that they would add more where needed.  He said there would be an eight foot high retaining wall in the back.  This lot was part of a six lot subdivision.
Mr. Duval said the outstanding issues from the last meeting were municipal impact statements including the Vermont Agency of Transportation.  He said he was advised that statements were not needed from the Berlin Highway Department or the school.  He said the curb cut has been approved.  He said other issues pertained to submittal of a lighting plan which is before the Board and stormwater.  He said they have not yet prepared final stamped plans but would remove Fecteau Blvd as known as Overlook Drive.  He explained that the confusion came from a survey that reflected Fecteau Boulevard on it.  They propose to keep it as Overlook Drive.  He said they hope to move ahead with conditional approval of the plans.  
Mr. Fecteau said he believed that the traffic allocation was at 1900.  He said he would provide a copy of the letter if it is not on file.  

The Board indicated that it would want a copy of the permit from VTrans for the access point (curb cut) approval to review possible conditions if any were imposed.  
Mr. Schulz said questions were raised concerning stormwater runoff ending up on neighboring property.  He confirmed that stormwater, impact statements, the lighting plan and final plans were needed.  He said 38 parking spaces would be required based on retail development.  

Mr. Duval explained that the property slopes by the trees in the back which causes the sheds on Mr. Kroll’s property to frequently be inundated with runoff.  To solve the problem they propose to lower the area so drainage flows into a retention pond.  He said there would be less water runoff when it is developed.  The surface stormwater treatment would be pipe. 

Mr. Duval went over parking and said the regulations require 44 spaces based on total square footage, employees, business-owned vehicles, etc. He said AutoZone has done studies based on counts at other locations and determined that 19 spaces would be needed.  In addition, the warehouse portion of the building consists of about 60 percent.  They are providing 33 spaces which is in excess of AutoZone’s requirements.  
Max Kroll with Tool Warehouse, next door to the proposed location submitted a letter and asked the Board to consider it.  The letter pertained to big businesses coming in to the area.    Mr. Kroll said there is a sewer/storm drain in front of his store.  

Mr. Duval said there is an Act 250 permit in place.  Each lot has an individual proposed treatment swale around the building which would flow to the retention pond.  He said the overall plan for the subdivision has been approved.  They have not yet submitted the stormwater plan to the state but will soon.  He confirmed that it meets stormwater management requirements and that they are well under the cfs allowed.  
The Board noted that if stormwater management is acceptable to the State, it would be acceptable to the town.  Obtaining State approval would be a condition for approval from the Town.   
Mr. Fecteau indicated that he may turn the private road over to the town but plans to keep it as a private road for a while and will maintain it.  He said the road would be built to town standards.  The distance from the drive is about 90 feet from edge to edge. 
Mr. Kroll noted that the Applicant mentioned the use tractor trailers.  He indicated that he believed that that would have an impact on traffic.
Mr. Duval confirmed that there would be tractor trailer deliveries but not every day.  He said they are company-owned trucks and would deliver during off peak hours.  Mr. Duval said there would be very low traffic and that they do not expect any issues.   He said if the drive were moved it would be unappealing as it would put the structure 30 feet or higher.  He said they determined this is a better use of the site.  AutoZone can control its deliveries since it owns the trucks.  

The Board indicated that the Applicant does not meet the distance requirement according to the regulations. This is only one application of several possibilities in the development.  
Mr. Duval said the trucks would drive in and back into the drive around to the back.  He said for the most part they are end loaded/unloaded although some are side loaded.  He said they would pull out and turn left onto US Route 302.  

Mr. Duval referred to the lighting plan recently submitted.  He said they looked into LED lighting and do plan to go with that type of illumination.  He said there would be a total of seven low profile downcast wall packs on the building and over the doors.  There would be four 25 foot poles each with two light fixtures.  The overall lighting average would be two foot candles, all LED.  
Mr. Duval said for landscaping, there would be eight foot retention walls in front and in back.  The retention pond is in the front up to the wall with landscaping along the sides.  The grades are about a three to one slope from the base of the wall.  The bottom of the wall is about the same grade as the road.  Traffic on US Route 302 would be looking at the eight foot wall.  He said the wall would be textured and indicated that they could do plantings there although they are in the slope of the detention pond.  He suggested Ivies or other small plantings to break it up.  He said it would be concrete gray in color with an attractive stone pattern reveal.  The wall would be about 130 feet long and return around the corner.  He said there is vegetation along the wall.  There would be small plantings at the top of the bank. They did not identify species but noted they could do Ivies along it.  The plantings would be ground cover, not too tall since they would be on the three to one slope of the bank.  The Board was not provided with copies of the landscaping plan.
In response to the Board’s question about what would be on top of the wall, Mr. Duval said there would be guardrail and believed it to be shown on the plans.  He apologized for the oversight since the guardrail detail was not shown on these plans. He described the wall and guardrail design noting that there would be a curb on the pavement.  He said the wall is a pre-engineered product properly sized to resist earth and vehicle pressure.  He said the blocks for the wall are the façade; stacked which makes the pattern.  He said it would be a beam guardrail with steel posts and lag screwed into the concrete.  The guardrail extends along the front and to the side.
Mr. Duval said they have not yet submitted the amendment regarding Act 250.  They need stormwater and VTrans approval regarding the trip generation for the curb cut which is believed to be 1900.  He said this application would be about 500.  These are progress or preliminary prints.
The Board noted that based on trip generation study submitted by the Applicant 1152 trips based on 576 vehicles in and out.  The board asked how it was counted from the allocation.  If accurate there is enough traffic to warrant concern, weekends in particular.  A traffic study may be needed.  

Mr. Duval said it is an AutoZone customer count and the number given was based on ITE.  This is based on statistics for an AutoZone with average customers for a 1.6 million dollar store.  He suggested reviewing Mr. Fecteau’s traffic allocation issued from the State.  He said there are five lanes there.  He will provide a copy of it to the Board. 
The Board also wants detail on the guardrail and curb cut approval the traffic allocation approved (1900).  The Board noted concerns about traffic impacts on US Route 302, particularly turning left.  The Board understands the argument for the driveway location.  To summarize, more information on the driveway permit, traffic impact, detail on the guardrail, landscaping around the wall, and will need a copy of the stormwater management plan/permit.  
Mr. Schulz noted that the plans submitted state preliminary plans. The plans submitted included grading and drainage, utility, etc. but not landscaping.  

Mr. Duval said they would be connected to public water/sewer.  He said he would bring the information needed for the next meeting.  The information needed includes, traffic impact, (VTrans regarding the driveway permit for trip allocations/impact), guardrail detail, and landscaping to soften the wall appearance.  He said the existing area is currently an unlighted intersection.  The grade of the road as it enters onto US Route 302 levels off for about 20 to 30 feet.  He said DeWolfe Engineering is doing that portion of the project.  He asked the Board to conditionally approve the application.
The group discussed options and concluded that recessing the application was best since there were still information and documents outstanding.  All other permits (i.e., Stormwater, Act 250, etc.) have to be in place before the Applicants can begin construction. 

Based on documents presented and testimony heard, Mr. LaGue made a motion, seconded by Ms.  Mooney, to recess the hearing to the April 19, 2011 meeting.  Documents needed include a landscaping plan, guardrail detail plan, clarification about the conflict regarding traffic impacts, and a copy of the driveway permit.  Motion passed unanimously.  

3. New Business

A. 11-008 – Superior Development LLC submitted an application to build a single family residence requiring Conditional Use Review.  The property is located at 1716 Airport Road, Berlin, in the Light Industrial District, Tax Map R2-Lot 67.  Wayne Lamberton was sworn in to give testimony on this matter.   

The following documents were submitted and admitted as exhibits:  Exhibit #1:  Application for Zoning Permit dated February 21, 2011; Exhibit #2:  Property Overview Plans, OA-1, prepared by Marsh Engineering Services, dated October 27, 2009; Exhibit #3:  Site Plan, Mound Wastewater System Design, C-1, prepared by Marsh Engineering Services, dated August 20, 2010 with revisions on September 27, 2010 and on February 19, 2011; Exhibit #4:  Architectural Drawings, Elevation and Sections, for new home, prepared by David Blosser Designs, Inc., dated January 24, 2011, Exhibit #5:  Architectural Drawings, Exterior Elevations, for new home, prepared by David Blosser Designs, Inc., dated January 24, 2011, Exhibit #6:  Architectural Drawings, First Floor Plan, for new home, prepared by David Blosser Designs, Inc., dated January 24, 2011, Exhibit #7:  Architectural Drawings, Second Floor Plan, for new home, prepared by David Blosser Designs, Inc., dated January 24, 2011; Exhibit #8:  The Applicant’s Written Statement re Conditional Use Criteria; Exhibit #9:  List of Abutters. 

Mr. Lawrence said he is applying for a permit to build a single family home for himself.  Since he wants to build in the Light Industrial side of the lot he needs conditional use approval.  

Mr. Schulz said the Applicant’s proposal meets all setbacks.  He confirmed applications for residential use in the Light Industrial District require Conditional Use Review which is why it is before the Board.  He said his storage building in front has been approved. The curb cut was previously approved.  

Mr. Lawrence stated that the house would be in addition to the existing storage building on the lot.  He also addressed the criteria in writing.
The Board asked the Applicant to address the site plan review criteria.

a.   Safety of vehicular and pedestrian circulation on site and any adverse impacts on the adjacent street network.   Mr. Lawrence said his curb cut has been previously approved.  He has adequate sight distance.  The proposed use is residential, single family home. 
b. Adequacy of circulation, parking, and loading facilities.   The Applicant said the proposed use is for a single family dwelling.  The driveway is designed to serve the permitted storage building and end at the house.  Parking, snow removal, circulation, etc. are adequate for residential use.   

c.   Bicycle and Pedestrian Access.   The Applicant said this criterion is not applicable for a residence. 
d.   Adequacy of landscaping.  The Applicant said the proposed structure is designed to fit with the surrounding area.  The field backs up to the sugar woods.  Areas of fill would be sloped, seeded and mulched.  The structures, existing and proposed, cannot be seen from the road or other neighbors.    
e.    Hours of Operation.  The Applicant said this criterion is not applicable for a residence. 
f. Setbacks.  All setbacks would be met and are shown on the plans.
g.
Adequacy of Exterior lighting.  The Applicant said all exterior lighting would include decorative fixtures over the doors of the house.    

h. 
Stormwater and Drainage.   The Applicant said stormwater and drainage is not applicable for a residence.  He said approval to cross the wetlands was accomplished during his earlier permit for the storage building.  
i.    Utilization of renewable energy resources.  The Applicant said this criterion is not applicable for a residence. 
j. Municipal Services Impact Evaluation.  The proposal for a single family residence does not pose an undue impact on the Municipal services. 
k. Flood Hazard Review. This criterion is not applicable. 

Based on documents presented and testimony heard, Ms. Mooney made a motion, seconded by Ms.  VanDenBerg, to close the hearing portion of Application 11-008.  Motion passed unanimously.  

B.  11-012 – Rita Gravel Richardson and Russell L. Richardson submitted an application to construct four self storage unit buildings consisting of three at 4500 square feet and one at 4800 square feet.  The property is located at Marvin Road, Berlin in the Highway Commercial District, Tax Map U6-Lot 4A.  Rita and Russell Richardson were sworn in to give testimony on this matter.  


The following documents were submitted and admitted as exhibits:  Exhibit #1:  Application for Zoning Permit dated March 18, 2011; Exhibit #2:  Copy of a 23 April 2005 Survey marked up by the Applicants which was prepared by Thomas C. Otterman; Exhibit #3:  Copy of a December 1997 with revisions on 3/99 and 4/00 Survey marked up by the Applicants which was prepared by Frederick A. Reed; Exhibit #4:  March 6, 2011 letter from the Applicants to the Town of Berlin describing their project and addressing the Site Plan Review Criteria; Exhibit #5:  Lighting Specifications, GeoScapes Mini Led; Exhibit #6:  February 16, 2011 letter from the Applicants to the Berlin Police Department requesting an impact statement; Exhibit #7:  February 16, 2011 letter from the Applicants to the Berlin 
Volunteer Fire Department requesting an impact statement; Exhibit #8:  February 16, 2011 letter from the Applicants to the Berlin Highway Department requesting an impact statement; and Exhibit #9:  March 9, 2011 Memorandum from the Berlin Police Department stating that the proposed application will have no adverse impact on that department.

Mr. and Mrs. Russell provided an overview of their proposed project for their 1.3 acres property on Marvin Road, off US Route 2.  They want to build four storage units, three consisting of 30 feet by 150 feet (4500 square feet) and one at 40 feet by 120 feet (4800 square feet).  The area is zoned Highway Commercial and is pretty flat.  The most recent use of the property was for outside storage.  There are no buildings on the lot.  They own Lot #2, Lots 1 and 3 are owned by other persons.
Mr. Schulz said the property is zoned Highway Commercial which does not specifically address the use of storage units, but it does state that warehousing is permitted.  He said the lot is fairly flat but noted that there is not a lot of detail regarding drainage and stormwater.  He said there is also a question regarding flood plain.  When Casella was using the lot for container storage they improved the road some by adding material.  He said the Highway Commissioner does not feel it would have a negative impact.  
Mr. Russell said about 33 percent of the property would be covered in buildings at full development.  He said it would be gravel based not paved.  They do not plan to build all four buildings at one time.  He agreed to discuss the issue of stormwater and drainage with the State.  
The Board asked the Applicants to address the Site Plan Review criteria. They also addressed the critiera in writing.  
a. Safety of vehicular and pedestrian circulation on site and any adverse impacts on the adjacent street network.   The Applicants said the 40 foot curb cut has been approved and traffic would flow to the storage units.  They said there is no real traffic pattern or marked parking spaces.  Renters would park in front of the unit which would be mostly on the sides of the units.  The spacing between the units would be 23 feet.  There would be adequate spacing between the units for vehicles to meet.  Mr. Russell said other area storage units in existence have about the same spacing.  He said most of the units would be 10 feet by 10 feet but some could be larger, 10 feet by 20 feet.  The maximum number of units for the first three buildings would be 30 units.  They have not finalized the exact sizes but most openings would be 10 feet wide.  They said none of the units would be temperature controlled.
The Board advised that the style of the building is important with respect to drainage. The Board advised the Applicants that stormwater management on that site will be needed and that it might change their site plan.  It is a fair amount of impervious area.  The Board asked for more specific information about the traffic impact, numbers, parking and circulation.
Mr. and Mrs. Russell said it would not be typical for all renters to visit every day.  The manufacturers could give them a good idea for averages.  They expect it to be busier seasonally and on weekends.   They said traffic circulation is random and snow could go to the back of the building and to the further corner.  The corners of the lot would take most of the snow but it would be stored around the perimeter.  
b.   Adequacy of circulation, parking, and loading facilities.   The Applicants said people would park in front of the unit they are renting.  They said there would be rules for the units such as no overnight parking and no lawn or garage sales would be permitted.  The need for some additional parking was mentioned.  They said they have more room in the front than most of the exiting storage units in Berlin.  They said they are not proposing dumpsters on the property but would do so if they had to, renters would be responsible.  They do not want to be left taking care of others’ trash.  They have looked at the other storage units and found that none have dumpsters on site.  They are not planning on a dumpster but would not allow the area to be messy.  The buildings would be accessible for emergency and personnel and vehicles.
c.   Bicycle and Pedestrian Access.   The Applicants said they are not proposing any sidewalks or other specifics to address this criterion.  
d.   Adequacy of landscaping.  The Applicants said they would provide landscaping on the left and right side of the entrance for the property.  The plantings would be a variety of mixed perennials and mid size plants and shrubs.  There is an existing tree line of eight-foot Balsams trees, 10 foot on center between lots one and two that face toward Route 2.  There is a lilac bush hedge row on the other side between lots two and three.  They said the landowner has requested additional landscaping for the purpose of privacy from lot two and three.  They said the abutters do not want large trees.  The cluster of pine trees were planted when dumpsters were stored there.  An eight foot high fence separates the property on the north side.  The abutters do not want their view of Route 2 to be obstructed.  
e. Hours of Operation.  The Applicants indicated that the hours of operation would be 24/7.  The area would not be gated.
f. Setbacks.  All setbacks would be met for the district.  The front yard setback would be between 50 and 60 feet.  The rear yard setback would be between 30 and 40 feet, varies per building.  The side yard setbacks would be at least the minimum of 25 feet.  
h.
Adequacy of Exterior lighting.  The Applicants said all exterior lighting would be Geo-Spaced Mini LED lights erected on each building 24 foot on center.  They referred to the cut sheets.  The proposed location for the light fixtures (38) on the buildings is shown on the plans.        

i. 
Stormwater and Drainage.   Mr. Russell said currently runoff drains naturally to an existing small pond, 50 feet by 60 feet. The pond is not located on their property; it is located on Lot #1.  The pond served it all before it was subdivided.  Mr. Russell presented a survey prepared by Fred Reed regarding the location of the pond.  The Applicants said they do not have stormwater and drainage management plan.  There is a Town culvert and swale in the area.  Elevations shown on the plans indicated that the lot drops about 6 to 8 feet toward the pond.  
Once they have all of the impervious area drainage would change since the buildings would be in the way.  The Board advised the applicants to discuss this matter with the State.  A stormwater management plan is needed to show where the water will flow. 

j.    Utilization of renewable energy resources.  The project would not interfere with the sustainable use of renewable energy resources by diminishing the future availability of such resources or eliminating nearby property owners’ access to such resources.  
k.  Municipal Services Impact Evaluation.  The Berlin Fire, Police and Highway departments were asked to provide impact statements.  The Applicants stated that the project would not impact the existing or planned community facilities.  The Berlin Police Department stated that the proposed application will have no adverse impact on that department. 
l. Flood Hazard Review. The Applicants indicated that based on previous surveys, benchmarks and wetlands map, they determined that the wetland elevation is approximately 548.  The elevation of the property in question is at about 556 showing that the property is not in a flood plain.  They advised that other applicants have obtained development permits for property located at the same elevation.  


Mr. Schulz said the plans show GIS elevations.  The elevation of the property is at 554 as noted on plans.  The Applicants claim they are four feet above the 100 year flood plain.   
The Board advised that the Applicants do need stormwater.  Since the Applicants were in no hurry, the Board suggested recessing the application to a non specific future date when they have the stormwater management plan.  If the State does not require it, the Board will still need them to address the criterion.  The Board wants to know more about the structures, heights, dimensions, type of buildings, and so on.  They also advised the Applicants to consider vehicle sizes for the lots.  The size of the lot is maximized as proposed.    
Based on documents presented and testimony heard, Ms. Mooney made a motion, seconded by Ms. VanDenBerg, to recess Application 11-012 to a future date when they have stormwater and other data. The question was called and the motion passed unanimously.  

D. 11-013 – Vermont School Boards Insurance Trust submitted an application for Site Plan Review to remove an existing 1088 square foot office building and replace it with an 8,962 square foot office building.  The property is located at 52 Pike Drive, Berlin, in the Commercial District, Tax Map, R7, Lot 66.  Joe Zimmerman, Trust Administrator, Brian Lane-Karnas, Philip Zalinger, Esq., and Abutters Robert Clark, Cheryl Clark, William Clark and Diane Clark were sworn in to give testimony on this matter.  
The following documents were submitted and admitted as exhibits:  Exhibit #1:  Application for Zoning Permit dated March 11, 2011; Exhibit #2:  Project Description, C0.01, prepared by DeWolfe Engineering Associates, dated 14 March 2011; Exhibit #3:  Legend and Notes, C0.02, prepared by DeWolfe Engineering Associates, dated 14 March 2011; Exhibit #4:  Existing Conditions, C1.01, prepared by DeWolfe Engineering Associates, dated 14 March 2011; Exhibit #5:  Site Plan, C1.02, prepared by DeWolfe Engineering Associates, dated 14 March 2011 and revised on April 5, 2011; Exhibit #6:  Construction Details, C5.01 and C5.02, prepared by DeWolfe Engineering Associates, dated 14 March 2011; Exhibit #7:  Lighting Plan and Lighting Details, LA-100, LA-101, prepared by SEGROUP, dated March 10, March 2011; Exhibit #8:  National Flood Insurance Program dated August 15, 1984; Exhibit #9:  January 13, 2011 letter from Brian Kitchens, Senior Director, Real Estate Management, The American National Red Cross, authorizing the Vermont School Boards Insurance Trust to apply for a proposed project at 52 Pike Drive, Berlin; Exhibit #10:  March 3, 2011 letter from Brian Lane-Karnas with DeWolf Engineering Associates to the Berlin Police Department describing the project and requesting an impact statement; Exhibit #11:  March 3, 2011 letter from Brian Lane-Karnas with DeWolf Engineering Associates to the Berlin Highway Department describing the project and requesting an impact statement; Exhibit #12:  March 3, 2011 letter from Brian Lane-Karnas with DeWolf Engineering Associates to the Berlin Volunteer Fire Department describing the project and requesting an impact statement; Exhibit #13:  March 14, 2011 letter from Brian Lane-Karnas with DeWolf Engineering Associates to the Zoning Administrator describing the project and addressing Site Plan Review Criteria; Exhibit #14:  List of Abutters; Exhibit #15:  March 15, 2011 letter from William and Diane Clark to the Town of Berlin consenting to improvements to 52 Pike Drive; Exhibit #16:  March 28, 2011 letter from Steven Avery, Facilities Manager, with the Vermont State Employees Credit Union to the Town of Berlin consenting to improvements to 52 Pike Drive; Exhibit #17:  March 8, 2011 Memorandum from the Berlin Police Department stating that the proposed application will have no adverse impact on that department; and Exhibit #18:  March 9, 2011 Memorandum from the Berlin Highway Department stating that the proposed application will have no adverse impact on that department.

The property is owned by the American National Red Cross and that organization has authorized the Applicant to present its application.  

Brian Lane-Karnas with DeWolfe Engineering Associates provided an overview of the project.  The existing building used by the American Red Cross would be demolished. They are proposing to construct a 14,200 square foot building which would be one story at the Pike Drive elevation with a walk-out lower level in the rear.  Access to the site is from Pike Drive, a private drive located off Paine Turnpike at the entrance to the Park and Ride. The proposed use is a professional office building with about 12 employees.  About once a month they would hold trainings and seminars to school employees so the building would also have conference rooms.  The function of the business is insurance and risk management for school boards across the state that pool risks and lower costs.  Currently the private drive serves the Park and Ride, rear exit of the Vermont State Employees Credit Union (VSECU) and two residences in the back.  
The Board noted that the number of facilities being served by the private drive is of concern as the regulations do not allow it.  
Attorney Zallinger said Mr. Pike subdivided the property on or about July 31, 1967.  The 50 foot wide by 500 foot deep parcel is now Pike Drive.   

The Board asked the Applicants to address the Site Plan Review criteria.  The Applicants also submitted it in writing.
a. Safety of vehicular and pedestrian circulation on site and any adverse impacts on the adjacent street network.   Mr. Lane-Karnas presented the renderings and plans.  There would be no change to the intersection of Pike Drive and Paine Turnpike North.  They propose two new access points on the drive, one to serve angle parking west of the building and two-way parking to the west of the building.  Sidewalks would be provided for pedestrian service.  The side entrance will be striped off with space to enter the sidewalk and allow access to the lower portion of the building.  There are no pedestrian facilities along Paine Turnpike so none were provided for connection.  Since this business is not an insurance agency it will have very little if any public.  It is a trust with 12 employees which would be most of the traffic other than during trainings.  An accessible sidewalk would be provided at the front entrance to the building.  The condition of the road is paved to the back of the Park and Ride access and the remainder is gravel and in poor condition.  There have been issues between VSECU’s rear drive and they do propose to pave it.  Attorney Zallinger said the pavement is 35 feet deep which is about the Vermont Agency of Transportation’s Right of Way.  

Bill Clark, Abutter mentioned the number of cars/trips from the VSECU.  Pike Drive and the Park and Ride access points are too close.  
The Applicants are not proposing Pike Drive as a Town road but are proposing a section of pavement at 24 feet wide.  They propose to keep the existing grade along the pavement to the draining system swale.  Beginning from the property toward Paine Turnpike it drains into a catch basin and then to VTrans system.  The pavement would drain to a landscaped area in front of the lot.  It would be piped to the side and then overland to the back of the property.  There is no retention at all.  There would be .6 acres of new impervious area.  There is a wetland buffer in the back that would be undeveloped, naturally vegetated.  There is a separation of stormwater from one side of the site to the other.  There is a steep bank between the back of the lot and the abutting dental office.             
b. Adequacy of circulation, parking, and loading facilities.   The Applicants said the net floor space of the building would be 7448 square feet requiring 38 parking spaces.  However the use of the proposed office building would include meetings that would bring additional vehicles from off site.  The Applicant is proposing 44 spaces to accommodate these trainings and conferences.  The location of parking in front and west of the proposed building is necessary due to site conditions.  The proposed development would not receive deliveries other than mail and parcel services.  No loading space is proposed.   A 50-foot undisturbed buffer to the wetland area would be maintained.  Since the grade is lower in the rear it is not possible to locate parking to the back of the proposed building.   Snow storage is shown on the plans.
c.   Bicycle and Pedestrian Access.   The Applicants indicated that pedestrian walks are provided from the parking areas to the building entrance.  An accessible walk and entrance are provided at the front of the building.  The office building is not open to the public.  There is no existing pedestrian or bicycle facilities on either Pike Drive or Paine Turnpike North. 
d. Adequacy of landscaping.  The Applicants said landscaping would be provided in the front and side yard setbacks.  Four flowering crabapples are proposed for the green strip in front.  On the left side yard they originally planned for a screening hedge of white pines, however the abutters (Clarks) would prefer a cedar hedge.  Updated plans showing that were provided.  Changes include the cedar hedge and light poles at 16 feet high versus 20 feet high.  The island in the front is grassed and would not be curbed for drainage. 
e. Hours of Operation.  The Applicants indicated that the hours of operation would be from 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM.  They said there would be no adverse impact on the character of the surrounding area. 

f. Setbacks. All setbacks would be met for the district consisting of 53 feet in the front, 25 feet to the right and rear sides with the building 57 feet from the property line.  The east side yard setback is 50 feet since it abuts residential. The building is a minimum of 106 feet from the left, western property line. 
g. Adequacy of Exterior lighting.  The Applicants said exterior lighting would be provided through pole mounted LED fixtures.  They are proposing five pole lights at 16 feet high which are shown on the lighting plan.  All lights would be downcast, LED fixtures.  The locations are shown on the site plan.  The average lighting in the parking area would stay the same even with the reduction in height of the poles.  They indicated that after discussions with the Clarks the two western lights would be on a timer so they would shut off at night.  There are no proposed lights on the building at this time.
Bill Clark said they are concerned about the amount of lighting with the Airport lights, the lights from the storage units, commuter parking, etc.  They asked the Applicants to consider minimum security lights on the building at night and propose that the pole lights be off.  

The Applicants indicated that the lights closest to the neighbors’ properties would be off.  The Park and Ride is about even with the building.  Security lighting would consist of five, 16 foot high poles with downcast lights, one fixture per pole.  LED is very different with respect to comparisons with wattages.  The lighting on the ground would not be very intense.  They pointed out that the lights next to the abutters’ homes would be turned off around 6:00 PM.
Ms. Clark explained that their concern is that they are below the site so they look up into it.  
The lighting plan has one more than shown on the site plans and appears to be a lot of security lighting.  The Applicants agreed that having four pole lights on at night is a lot and will go back to lighting designer to see what meets the standards.   They will provide the Board with more information.
h.   Stormwater and Drainage.   The Applicants said stormwater and drainage is managed as much as possible through the disconnection of impervious surfaces.  The proposed development would include .614 acres of impervious area.  The roof is designed to discharge stormwater as sheet or shallow concentrated flow to pervious areas.  They described the stormwater management. 
i.    Utilization of renewable energy resources.  The project would not interfere with the sustainable use of renewable energy resources by diminishing the future availability of such resources or eliminating nearby property owners’ access to such resources.  
j. Municipal Services Impact Evaluation.  The Berlin Fire, Police and Highway departments were asked to provide impact statements.  The Berlin Police and Highway Departments indicated that the propose4d applications would have no adverse impact on those departments. 
m. Flood Hazard Review. This criterion is not applicable.

Concerns about access were discussed including plans for the future.  The driveway has a shared use which has been problematic.  
The Clarks mentioned that one of their wells was contaminated due to road salt runoff.  They have concerns about all of the runoff dumping out back where it is close to the wetlands.  Where the road enters onto Paine Turnpike is of concern.  They appreciate that the Applicants have discussed the project with them and want to be good neighbors.  The drive needs to be improved but expressed concerns about paving the drive due to the use of road salt.  They said the color of the pavement is also of concern.

The Applicants said there would have to be a management plan for the drive. They would maintain the pavement and will have negotiations with the VSECU about it.  
The Clarks said they hear a lot of promises on which are not followed-through.  They need to keep up maintenance with the trees and be responsible for planting and maintaining landscaping.  The biggest issue is lighting.  They will work out a mutual use of the drive up to them.

Joe Zimmerman said he is an owner of the Vermont School Board Insurance Trust and works there.  He said they want a home for their business which has very little growth.  He said they might add two people in the future.  They want a place for training which occurs about once a month in the morning hours, 9-12.   

Ms. Mooney made a motion, seconded by Mr. LaGue, to recess the hearing in the matter of Application 11-013 to April 19, 2011 for additional information.  Motion passed unanimously. 

4.
Review and approval of the Minutes.

The Chairman called for approval of the Minutes of the February 15th, tabled from the last meeting, and the March 15th meeting.  The February 15th Minutes were revised to show that the proposed color of the fence would be black.  Ms. Mooney made a motion, seconded by Ms. VanDenBerg, to approve the Minutes of the February 15, 2011 meeting as corrected.   Motion passed. 

Ms. Mooney made a motion, seconded by Ms. VanDenBerg, to approve the Minutes of the March 15, 2011 meeting as presented.   Motion passed. 

5. 
Pubic Comment


Persons present participated in the meeting as noted above. 

6.  Other Business


8.  Status of Findings.

The Board voted to go into deliberative session at 9:47 P.M. and out at 9:50 P.M. to discuss the status of Findings.  The Board’s decision with regard to (closed) adjourned applications will be reported in its Findings.  

9. 
The next meeting of the Development Review Board is scheduled for Tuesday, April 19, 2011.  
10.  There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 9:51 P.M. 

Respectfully submitted,

Carla Preston

Recording Secretary
Town of Berlin
