New Gloucester Planning Board
Minutes of March 16, 2010

Members Present:
Joe Bean, Wanda Brissette, Jean Libby, Josh McHenry & Tamilyn Wayboer 

Members Absent:
Amy Arata & Laurie Brady
Town Staff:

Paul First, Town Planner
Others Present:
Ali & Munira Naqui and Designer David Rogers
1.
Call to Order

J. Libby called the meeting to order at 7:04 p.m.  She stated that we have not heard from A. Arata or L. Brady.

2.
Approval of Minutes


a.    February 16, 2010
A motion to approve the minutes as presented was made by W. Brissette; seconded by J. McHenry; motion carried 4-0-1:  J. Bean abstained.

3.
Project Reviews
a. Brooke Lane Subdivision, Pre-application & Site Walk Feedback
David Foster

Rural Residential 

Map 7 Lot 37

P. First stated Brooke Lane is off the Agenda for this evening.  The applicants have decided to have the wetlands redelineated and will come back to the Planning Board with a new proposal at that time. [image: image1.png]



b. Naqui Porch and Deck Additions, Site Plan
Ali & Munira Naqui
Lake District, Groundwater Protection Overlay
Map 24 Lots 13
P. First said the Naqui property is a residence located at 42 Beech Ridge Road on Sabbathday Lake and they are proposing to add a deck and a screened in porch which totals 384 sq. ft.   This is a non-conforming structure located on a non-conforming lot of record that can be expanded up to 30% based on current ordinance.   They are proposing to expand the square footage of the structure by 25%, volume by 13%.   The proposal does not expand the structure towards the water.  Before you are the complete site plan application and draft findings of fact.
Present were David Rogers, Consultant, and Ali & Munira Naqui.
W. Brissette asked what year the house was built. D. Rogers answered 1980.  W. Brissette said on the application it states 1,500 sq. ft., but the assessor’s records show the home at 1,196 sq. ft.  D. Rogers said the square footage on the application includes the deck and screened in porch.  W. Brissette said on the engineered survey done in 1972, the “as built” sketch of the cottage is a different square footage than the current building.  She asked if they knew when it was expanded.  M. Naqui said there was an old cottage and it was replaced by the current building in the 70’s.  W. Brissette asked if the 30% expansion rule applies to the life of the property.  P. First said that would have been done before the state mandate for Shoreland Zoning. W. Brissette said that was one of her questions. When was it modified? Because I was able to track it back to 1989.  She asked if it was constructed before the ordinance the life of building does not apply?  P. First said that is correct.   There is no way to track it and no way to differentiate between whether it was expanded in 1985 or 1905.   He said the expansion record begins when ordinance is put in place. 
J. McHenry asked if there is any more information on the existing deck.   Was it included or does it need to be counted against the 30% rule.   A. Naqui said when they purchased the house in 1993, the deck was in place.   

J. Bean asked if the current deck was being removed and being replaced with a new one.  M. Naqui said the current deck will be removed and a new one with the same dimensions constructed in its place.  He asked if there will be a change in square footage.   P. First said there is a significant footage change that totals 384 sq. ft.  The section of deck is approximately 200 sq. ft. and a screened in porch is approximately 180 sq. ft, totaling approximately 25% addition of square footage.
W. Brissette asked if the screened in porch will be accessible from the exterior or interior only.   M. Naqui said there will be a door from the home onto the current deck which leads into the screened in porch.  P. First said what he understands is you will walk around the corner from the current deck to get to the new deck, then into the screened in porch.  W. Brissette asked if you can leave the screened in porch and go outside to the property. D. Rogers said you can go out onto the deck, but not onto the property as there is no door and no stairs.  W. Brissette said if there is going to be an entrance from the property, it should be marked on the plan.
J. Libby said there is no entrance.   She said she understood that you can not get on to this screen porch without going in your existing door, out onto the deck and around.  D. Rogers said yes, this is correct. He said it’s his interpretation that stairs off deck is not considered area. J. Libby said they would be considered area in a shoreland zone because of the erosion part of it.  P. First said it would be considered impervious.   D. Rogers asked if they want to give the Naqui’s some flexibility, could they add 4x4 stairs without changing the whole calculation.   P. First said he does not believe it would change the impervious calculation because right now the Naqui’s are at 15% so they have quite a bit of room.   D. Rogers said it would not exceed the 30% rule.  He said he was sorry he did not put anything on the plan for the stairs.  J. Libby said it might be fine anyway, but where they are in the Lake District on a non-conforming lot and non conforming structure, and that they may be closer to the water than what you will be able to do after shoreland zoning amendments are passed in May.
J. Bean said he wants to make sure he understands this correctly. There is nothing currently in the area where the new deck is being installed? The deck you are removing is the front deck.  You are repairing or replacing that deck facing the water.  In addition to that deck, you are adding more square footage to the backside.   D. Rogers said yes.
J. Libby said there should be something on the plan showing stairs before it is signed. D. Rogers said he has made a note to do that.
J. McHenry asked if there is to be any exterior lighting added to the new deck.   M. Naqui said there would be lighting in the screened in porch.   J. Libby asked if there would be any outside lighting anywhere. M. Naqui said no. 

J. McHenry said as long as we make sure to get the two recommended conditions of approval, he had no other questions.

P. First said in reference to the conditions mentioned by J. McHenry, they are:   practice for treatment of storm waters is to be implemented as recommended by Cumberland County Soil and Water Conservation District; and no activity shall be permitted within 75’ of the normal high waterline of Sabbathday Lake, until the Department of Environmental Protection approves a natural resource protection act permit by rule.

J. McHenry asked approximately where the 75’ line would be placed.   He said on the plan, it shows a 66’ mark, and would they be able to start the project without an issued permit by rule? P. First said that is correct.  They must first get the permit by rule. 
J. Libby asked T. Wayboer if she had any questions.   T. Wayboer said all questions had been answered.

P. First said the Naqui’s have requested two waivers.  J. Libby said the contour lines are 10’ and not 2’, which is one waiver and parking, is another.  P. First said parking is shown on the plan.   He said he walked the site and that is as much as they have.   A linear driveway feeds right into a garage and there is no additional parking on the site other than what is shown on the plan.   He said in walking the site the other day, he believes the design work may have been done while there was snow on the ground.   He said the driveway is asphalt rather than gravel, which is a correction that needs to be made to the final plan.   He said the staff suggestion is indicated on the Planning Board’s Draft Finding of Fact, all 7.4.2M, location of necessary design details of all parking and paved areas, sidewalks, curbing’s, signs, fencing and other site improvements not applicable.  J. Libby said the Naqui’s have it as a waiver request.  P. First said it can be kept as a waiver request and the waiver has been completed.  J. Libby said there is a waiver on parking, a waiver on storm water and a waiver on contours.   She asked if they are signed.  P. First said all but contours and he will take care of that.
J. Libby asked for a consensus of the Board concerning a site walk.   All members present said no.

J. Libby said we will act on the waivers first.  A motion to waive section 7.4.2K, contour lines was made by W. Brissette; seconded by T. Wayboer; approved 5-0. 

J. Libby said next is waiver 7.4.2M, Parking.  W. Brissette asked P. First if the plan will be amended to show an asphalt driveway instead of gravel.   A motion to waive section 7.4.2M, location and design of all parking was made by W. Brissette; seconded by J. McHenry; approved 5-0.
J. Libby said the next waiver is 7.4.2P, Storm Water.  A motion to waive section 7.4.2P, plan for treatment of storm water, 24 hour/25 year storm, was made by W. Brissette; seconded by T. Wayboer; approved 5-0.
J. Libby said the Board needs to act on the items not applicable.   A motion to waive the following:  I) Location of any park, open space or conservation easement;  J) Location of any permanently installed machinery likely to cause at  lot lines;   R) Description of any raw, finished or waste materials to be stored outside buildings;  T) Any encumbrances on the property;  V1)  Where disposal will be accomplished through subsurface safe water system, and  analysis test pits prepared by a licensed state evaluator;  W)  Indication of water supply and quality are both normal and used for fire;  and X) Location and necessary details of all public and private roads; was made by J. McHenry; seconded by T. Wayboer; approved 5-0.
J. Libby said there was one item under Groundwater Protection Overlay, and on page 3 of the application, the requirements for groundwater protection will meet and no toxic or hazardous materials will be stored inside, addresses that issue.  J. McHenry stated the checklist is normally longer for the groundwater protection overlay. P. First said the checklist was not included in the application, however, the applicant statement/description of use is the one piece of information that would be required in this instance from the checklist.  J. Libby said there will be no vote on this part.
J. Libby said under Site Plan Approval Criteria, it looks like it is all set.  W. Brissette asked about the Department of Environmental Protection permit by rule.  J. Libby said that is under 7.5.1.  P. First said yes, he has recommended that as a condition of approval.  J. Libby said that is under section I.   J. Libby said it looks like it is all set under 7.4.3.

J. Libby said under Approval Criteria, financial capacity and regulation in the natural resources protection act permit by rule from the Department of Environmental Protection, it looks like it is all set.  W. Brissette asked if there was a letter included.   J. Libby said no, that we do not usually get a letter with this.   If one is requested, it goes right to the Town and the Board does not see it.
J. Libby said the application is complete.   A motion that the application for 42 Beech Ridge Road, owners Ali & Munira Naqui, for the addition of a screen porch and deck to existing residential structure be deemed complete was made by T. Wayboer; and seconded by W. Brissette.  J. McHenry asked if the waiver requirements need to be completed before we vote the application complete.  P. First said two waivers are signed and one is not.  J. McHenry asked if the applicants could sign the waiver now.  P. First said he would complete the waiver and have the applicants sign.   J. Libby said all those in favor of considering the application complete, the waivers will be signed before we approve the application.   Motion approved 5-0.
J. Libby asked if a public hearing is to be scheduled.   The consensus of the Board is no.  W. Brissette asked the Naqui’s if they have told their neighbors about the upcoming construction.  A. Naqui said the neighbors are seasonal and they will notify them as soon as the application is approved.  W. Brissette asked if the neighbors have mentioned anything they would not like to see done.  M. Naqui said no.
A motion to waive the performance guarantee was made by J. McHenry; seconded by T. Wayboer; approved 5-0.

A motion to approve the application with two conditions: 1) the practice for treatment of storm waters is to be implemented as recommended by Cumberland County Soil and Water Conservation District; and 2) condition being no activity shall be permitted within 75’ of the normal high water line of Sabbathday Lake until the Department of Environmental Protection approves a natural resource protection act permit by rule; was made by J. McHenry; seconded by T. Wayboer. J. Libby said for these conditions, the best management practices are included in the letter from Cumberland County Soil and Water Conservation District, dated December 2, 2009, with the application.  The motion was approved 5-0.
W. Brissette asked it be noted in the minutes that the building was built prior to the ordinance modification, so it does meet the 30% rule.

D. Rogers said he knows they have to resubmit something showing the asphalt driveway and stairs and wants to know if that can be done on the 11x17 sheet and will that complete the necessary requirements.  P. First said he wanted to clarify with the Board on the size of the site plans needed.   He said from looking at past applications, it looks like 24x36 is the size requested and it that the size needed from D. Rogers.   J. Libby said the 11x17 size is okay for signatures.  P. First is all D. Rogers needs to do is submit three 11x17 final copies which will include the two conditions, which for simplicity sake the exacting wording of the conditions will be emailed to you, and the revised plan should include the location and dimensions of the stairs and then the label on the site plan that says gravel driveway should be changed to read asphalt driveway.  He asked D. Rogers to respond to one of his previous emails, so he may respond to him with the exact language, and then the plans will get signed.
c. Waterman Subdivision Amendment


Dennis Waterman


Rural Residential, Groundwater Protection Overlay


Map 10 – Lot 28

P. First said there is a typo in the staff memo.  The date that the plan was signed was June 3, 2008, second paragraph down fourth or fifth line. 

P. First summarized the highlights of the applicant’s request. The Board approved this subdivision in August ’06, subject to the submission of a phasing plan by the applicant.  The applicant submitted a phasing plan on a separate plan sheet.  The condition of approval did not specify whether it should be a submitted on a separate sheet or on the plan itself.  After that requirement was met the Board signed the subdivision plan. The challenge encountered is that because the phasing plan was submitted on a separate sheet of paper, all the lots were created when the subdivision plan was recorded.  As all the lots were created, they were also picked-up by the Assessor as approved subdivision lots and taxed as such.  The applicant seeks to correct this error via amendment.  It would require the Board to withdraw their final approval of phases two and three and then approve the amended subdivision plan before you, which indicates the intended phasing. P. First does also have a copy of the original phasing plan that was submitted to staff shortly before the plan was signed. As the open space requirement for the entire subdivision has been met and the entire subdivision has already received some level of Board review, the Board would only be withdrawing their “final” approval.  Once Phase 1 is complete, Mr. Waterman would come back to the Board for approval of subsequent phases, per the notes on the proposed plan. 
According to P. First, there are two conditions from the original approved subdivision plan that were not carried over to the amended plan.  As those conditions have not yet been fulfilled, they will still need to be addressed on the amended plan, and P. First has mentioned that to Mr. Waterman. According to P. First, if a motion is made to approve the amendment, then it would need to be contingent on all the conditions on the current plan “as written” being included on the amended plan. 
T. Wayboer said that her greatest frustration is that if she takes the plan dated January 2010 and the plan dated May 2006 that was in the packet, the notes differ dramatically.  She finds it disconcerting with the amount of work that’s been done on this by a presumed Mr. Palmiter that he did not make sure that the notes matched.  I would want to see a clean copy with the notes and conditions correctly on the plan.  We’re talking more than one or two inconsistencies in the conditions.  P. First asked if T. Wayboer could point out the areas where she has found additional inconsistencies.  T. Wayboer said different wording of notes, for example note 7 differs between the proposed amendment and the earlier plan.  Note eleven also differs in wording.  Notes seventeen and nineteen are also different.  The handwritten note on the 2006 plan was not included on the 2010 plan.  It references the performance guarantee.  Also, the history blocks don’t match up. 
D. Waterman said that inadvertent errors were made on the amendment plan, but that they will correct whatever needs to be corrected. He stated that it was his intent to have everything transferred from the approved plan to the 2010 amendment, except for the conditions being added. J. Libby said that he should ask J. Palmiter to go word for word and make sure the conditions are transferred from the approved plan to the 2010 plan.  D. Waterman said that Steve had produced the 2010 amendment, and that because it is an amendment some of the wording can change.  T. Wayboer said that she would expect that if the wording doesn’t match to have a notation of that.  D. Waterman reiterated that they will revise the plan to be exactly the way you want it.  J. Libby asked P. First if it would be in the Board’s best interest to have the conditions carried over word for word, since the only thing that we are amending is the phasing? P. First said that is correct. 
W. Brissette said to P. First, the way your memo is worded the memo would require the Board to withdraw their final approval of the phase 2 and phase 3 lots?  She said that in doing that technically we’re approving the first subdivision, so why are the lots being shown and what’s preventing them from being considered subdivided for tax purposes? P. First said that if you do look at the review record it does appear that this subdivision was reviewed as a whole, and what binds that together is the fact that this is a cluster subdivision and that the open space that was granted was granted for the entire subdivision (all phases) and has already been set aside, donated to Royal River Conservation Trust.  It’s the staff recommendation that Mr. Waterman be given credit for the open space that was granted for a reduction in road frontage and lot size.  W. Brissette asked if the ghost lots would still be tax lots. P. First said that originally they had discussed not showing the ghost lots, but that it went back and forth in discussion with himself, Mr. Waterman and Nancy Pinette and this was the consensus. The phasing plan would now be on the subdivision plan. 
D. Waterman explained that originally he was asked to put the phasing plan on a piece of paper.  He exhibited the original phasing plan, and explained that it was not recorded and that’s why all the lots were created at once.  D. Waterman said that he N. Pinette and P. First sat down and came to an understanding regarding how phasing should be shown for the amendment.
T. Wayboer asked if any of the roads for the new lots have been built.  D. Waterman said that he has been working on the road for eons but it’s only built to spec up to the start of phase 1. 

W. Brissette said that her other question is that she doesn’t see a fire pond.  J. Libby pointed out that it’s been approved by the fire chief and is shown on the amended plan.  P. First said that it will be shown.  D. Waterman said that it is marked wrong on the approved plan but that it is marked correctly now on the amended plan.  Also, that the fire truck turn-around has been extended so that it will be adequate, and that the property for the turn-around will be eased to the association. P. First said that Mr. Waterman has offered these changes as an improvement to the currently approved plan. 

T. Wayboer asked if the revision will have the turnaround, the cistern, and the notes redone as discussed earlier. Mr. Waterman affirmed.  P. First said that the performance guarantee language on the plan would be carried over word for word.  J. Libby said that the performance guarantee is between D. Waterman and staff, but that it does not change. 
T. Wayboer asked if the deed to the Royal River Conservation Trust has already been recorded. D. Waterman said many moons ago. 

J. McHenry asked if there would be two cisterns for phase 1.  T. Wayboer said that before you can complete phase 2 the second cistern would need to be added.  D. Waterman affirmed. J. McHenry stated that they are both marked phase 1 on the 2010 plan.  J. Libby and D. Waterman agreed that the more northerly of the two cistern locations needs to be removed from the amended phase 1 plan. 
J. Libby reiterated what is on the table. T. Wayboer said that she would like to wait until the 2010 plan is amended to account for the omissions discussed.  J. Libby said that there is a time constraint regarding the April 1st property tax date.  Mr. Waterman said that he will bring forth a revised plan and that if the board does not like it, don’t sign it. 

P. First said that to try to clarify the issue of the conditions, he could offer one option. That option would be the consideration of a motion to approve the proposed amendments to the Waterman subdivision as shown on the plan dated January 2010 but with the following conditions: all of the conditions on the June 3, 2008 signed plan are carried over in full text. And then also four additional conditions which relate directly to the amendment that Mr. Waterman is now seeking:  1) future Planning Board approval of future phases; 2) open space indicated on the plan meets the open space requirement for phases 1, 2, and 3; 3) this plan is an amendment to an approved and signed plan dated June 3, 2008; and 4) property underlying the phase 1 turnaround shall be temporarily eased to the road association.  

D. Waterman said let’s not argue. If we’re going to change it, let’s just bring it back fixed correctly. 

W. Brissette, asked P. First where he read the conditions text from. He stated that he read them from his notes which are per the proposed amended plan. 
T. Wayboer said that she would like to bring to your attention the memo from R. Schaffner dated October 12, 2007, to Dennis Waterman.  It states on the last page of the memo that the 

“Waterman subdivision should be completed in phases”.  T. Wayboer says this is a legal document on file and the Assessor should be able to use this document as a basis, at least for the time being, indicating that this is to be done in phases.   Other documentation is on file through the minutes from 2006 and 2008.
D. Waterman said as far as he is concerned, we haven’t changed a thing.

P. First said what is to prevent an unsuspecting buyer from going out and doing their due diligence in the public Registry of Deeds, looking on the plan, and seeing that all those lots have been created.

T. Wayboer said she would like to see a clean plan in front of us to approve and the memo of October 12, 2007, serve as a document basis. J. Libby said that the memo did not stand up to the Assessor. 
P. First said phases 2 & 3 should not be shown as it currently is on the plan.

D. Waterman explained that he met with N. Pinette first and explained his situation.   He said she stated she could not do anything with this and suggested he write a letter to the Board of Selectmen.   D. Waterman said he met with the Board of Selectmen and was told they could not make a move on this, and suggested he speak with the Planning Board, which is where he is.

W. Brissette said we are not approving the subdivided lots in the other two phases at this time.  On lots 9, 10, 11, 12 & 13, those are future phase 2 & phase 3.   They do appear on the plan as ghost lots pending approval, see note 19 on plan.   W. Brissette said if you are going to move note 19 that should be amended to match whatever note is going on there.  She said, as ghost lots, if the Assessor is comfortable with it, and it’s stated on the plan that those are phase 2 & phase 3 future lots, then they are not approved subdivided lots.
P. First said after consulting with the Town attorney and Maine Municipal Association, it would be a two-step motion.   First a motion to withdraw final approval of phase 2 & phase 3 lots, number 9 through 13.   The second would be to approve the proposed amendments to the Waterman subdivision as shown on the plan dated January, 2010.   

J. McHenry asked P. First to explain how the Planning Board could withdraw an approval done by a previous Board.
P. First said since D. Waterman still owns property and other parties have not been vested in the subdivision, the attorneys said the first step would be for the Planning Board to withdraw their approval of lots 9, 10, 11, 12 & 13.  

J. McHenry said, if legal, it makes sense to completely withdraw the Planning Board’s approval and reapprove the new plan dated January, 2010. J. Libby said we need to follow the attorney’s advice.
J. Bean asked if the applicant came back for phase 2, would this be considered a new subdivision.  P. First said no it would not, it would be an amendment, as there is a note on the plan stating “future phases 2 & 3 are subject to future Planning Board approval” and the full subdivision is clearly shown on the plan as a phased subdivision.
W. Brissette said on the prior approval, what was approved was the full replotting of all the parcels, but it was to be built out in phases.  With us removing our approval in phase 2 & phase 3, we are removing the replotting of those parcels.   They may appear on the plan as ghost parcels, but technically they won’t be replotted and you will not be assessed on them.  You will be assessed as one large lot without the open space area, which has been deeded.

D. Waterman asked if the Board revokes its approval on phase 2 & phase 3, and after he gets done with phase 1, and new laws have come into effect, am I subject to the new laws or grandfathered to the laws in effect at the time the plan was created for phase 1?
P. First said this is a complicated case because it is a phased subdivision and he is not sure he can answer that question.

W. Brissette said that anytime you come back for a 2nd or 3rd subdivision or 2nd or 3rd phase, you would have to conform to the ordinances at that time.

D. Waterman asked what he should have done from the beginning.  J. Libby said 6, 7 & 8, and the rest should have been phase 2, and the phasing plan filed with the deeds.

P. First said it seems fair to give D. Waterman credit for the open space that is created and deeded to the Royal River Conservation Trust.

 T. Wayboer said she is very concerned with voting to withdraw anything because we are not sure what we are unwinding.   J. Libby said we are unwinding lots 9, 10, 11, 12 & 13, and this will still meet the cluster requirement.    
J. McHenry asked if it would help to clarify by removing the proposed lot numbers 9, 10, 11, 12 & 13 from phases 2 & 3 from the January plan, which would still show the outlines ghosted, but no numbers. W. Brissette said you need to show them as pending ghost lots as referenced in note 19.  
P. First said T. Wayboer has a good point about not knowing all you are unwinding.   The challenge is because this has gone through so many revisions, and it was such a long process, when you pick it back up for 2 & 3, you don’t know where to start.  P. First said he looks at that D. Waterman does deserve credit for the open space and if you look back, there was quite a substantive review for all the lots, including test pits.   Staff needs to review all that has been done to date, and it has not been done up to this point, as it’s a big undertaking and requires a lot of work. 
J. Libby said that she has been sitting here since this whole thing started.  When D. Waterman came back the last time, 2008, it was to change the performance guarantee.   We looked at the road; getting through the next door neighbor.  Every piece was looked at. 
D. Waterman said that if he lives long enough to sell a lot, he will send everyone a rose. 

D. Waterman asked if this Planning Board is not ready to move forward on this, is an executive session needed?   J. Libby said the Planning Board is not allowed to have executive sessions.   Everything to be discussed and done is open and reason being, to protect you, the citizen.
W. Brissette said before we come down and sign the plan at the Town Office, is it possible for all Board members to receive a copy of the plan for their review and if any questions, to email P. First.  J. Libby said you can email P. First, but any questions would need to be answered at the next Planning Board meeting as an agenda item.
J. McHenry, without revoking the previous approval, what would happen if we approved the January 2010 revised plan? J. Libby said that was asked of the two attorney’s and the withdrawal of approval was the answer.

P. First asked if the Board would like him to request a letter from the attorney’s stating their direction of the withdrawal of approval.
T. Wayboer stated she is really uncomfortable withdrawing a previous Boards decision.   She also stated if the motion was amending, she would vote on it tonight.
J. McHenry said he is not comfortable voting to withdraw previous approvals tonight without more explanation from the attorneys on what the implications will be.  Secondly, he is not comfortable approving the plan presented because of the edits required.   He would like to see a clean plan at the next meeting to review and approve.
J. Libby asked D. Waterman to meet with P. First, make sure you are both on the same page, then go back to Steve and have him add any notes missing and make any corrections needed. J. Libby asked P. First to talk with the attorney on an answer to T. Wayboer’s question of “what wrong would we be creating if amending” and to check with N. Pinette on the date of the assessing deadline.
W. Brissette asked P. First to check into whether the entire area of lots 9-13 should be numbered as one lot, #9.  
P. First said initially they went to N. Pinette.   D. Waterman and P. First said the final outcome of the plan was the consensus between the Assessor, D. Waterman and the Planner.   All sat down together to figure out how to solve this problem.  Initially we did this as one big open space and Mr. Waterman brought up a very good point that he has gone through the whole application process for all the lots, he has deeded all the open space and he doesn’t want to start back at square one.   In all fairness, that seemed to be a reasonable argument.
W. Brissette says she wants to make sure everything is right and D. Waterman understands the repercussions of what will happen, that we have the letter, if possible, from the attorney, and clarification on the wording of the motion.

A motion to table the Waterman subdivision amendment, item 3C, until the next official Planning Board meeting, was made by T. Wayboer; seconded by J. McHenry; approved 4-0-1, with J. Libby abstaining.
4.  Plan Signing

None

5. Future Meetings

J. Libby said the next meeting is March 23, the Wind Energy Conversion Ordinance Public Hearing, at the Meetinghouse at 7:00 p.m.  She asked P. First to please have Channel 3 corrected to show the meeting is at the Meetinghouse.     She said it says Amvets in one spot and Meetinghouse the other.
6. Other Business

P. First said a memo has been submitted to the Board of Selectmen from the Planning Board requesting the Shoreland Zoning Ordinance Amendments and the Well/Septic Setback Amendments be placed on the warrant for Town Meeting.   The Selectmen’s response is yes and they will be placed on the Town Meeting Warrant as two separate articles.  J. Libby asked about the Transfer Development Rights being placed on the Warrant.  P. First said that will be submitted to the Selectmen, along with the Wind Energy Ordinance, after the March 23rd Public Hearing.  

P. First said a draft letter to Amanda Lessard was in the Planning Board’s packets.   He asked that any changes please be made to the copy and given to him.

P. First said the May 4th Planning Board Meeting is cancelled.   The annual Town Meeting is May 3rd and have been told it’s a possibility it could run over, and J. Libby asked him to cancel this meeting.
J. Libby asked to cancel the July 6th Planning Board meeting due to the holiday week and people are away on vacation.

7. Adjournment

J. McHenry moved to adjourn; seconded by T. Wayboer; approved 5-0.   Meeting adjourned at 9:04 p.m.
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