New Gloucester Planning Board
Minutes of May 18, 2010

Members Present:
Amy Arata, Laurie Brady, Wanda Brissette, Jean Libby, and Josh McHenry 
Members Absent:
Joe Bean & Tamilyn Wayboer
Town Staff:

Paul First, Town Planner & Debra Parks, Code Enforcement Officer
Others Present:
Arthur Stilphen (Applicant Representative), Reynold Michaud (Abutter)



Eric Ritter (Applicant Representative)
1.
Call to Order

J. Libby called the meeting to order at 7:04 p.m.  Joe Bean was unexcused.

Tamilyn Wayboer was absent due to sickness.  
2.
Approval of Minutes


a. April 20, 2010
A motion to adopt the minutes with one correction was made by J. McHenry; seconded by W. Brissette; motion carried 5-0.

Discussion:  J. Libby said Joe Bean was listed as attending and absent.    She said her notes state he was absent.   W. Brissette agreed.   P. First said he would double check and correct the minutes.
3.
Project Reviews
a. New Gloucester Eagles
Pole Barn, 341 Sabbathday Road

LRS

0002-0026-C
P. First said the Eagles are proposing to construct a 24’ x 40’ pole barn on their property  at 341 Sabbathday Road for storage and recreational purposes.   He said the site is in the Limited Residential Shoreland District on a 4-acre lot that was recently created by merging two smaller lots.  He said staff reviewed the project as accessory to the conforming primary use of Institutional.

W. Brissette said the gazebo on the property is not included with the application and asked if it should be considered as part of the impervious surface.   P. First said it could be included. A. Stilphen said the gazebo is approximately 12’ x 12’ and it was not included with the application because the Eagles are afraid if they move it, it will fall apart due to age.   
W. Brissette asked if the base under the pole barn is going to be grass and if there would be any lighting installed.    A. Stilphen said the pole barn was purchased, taken down, and all materials moved to their site to be reconstructed.    
W. Brissette asked if there would be a floodlight to light the area.  A. Stilphen said there is an electrical outlet on a pole near the proposed barn site.

J. Libby asked if there would be any additional entrances to the property.   A. Stilphen said no.

J. Libby said the Town Planner brought to their attention a concern with buffering.   She said the back is accurately buffered, but one of the sidelines has trees but no under growth for a buffer.  P. First said two properties were merged, 26-C and 26-D.    He said it was a staff oversight, but the site plan only shows the original lot 26-C; the additional property from the merger was omitted.   He said on the side in question it is a total of 355 feet from the proposed pole barn to the sideline.

J. McHenry asked if the buffer requirement is for 50 feet of vegetation or just 50 feet.  P. First said his interpretation is more performance based, that it should provide a functional buffer.  P. First read the ordinance:   “No nonresidential building shall be erected or any nonresidential use permitted which abuts a residential use unless the following side and rear yard requirements are satisfied: 1) All such side and rear yards abutting residential uses shall maintain the site boundary in its natural state to provide a visual screen between the two types of uses of at least 50 feet unless waived by the Planning Board; 2) Where no natural buffering exists, all such side and rear yards abutting residential uses shall be landscaped to provide a visual screen between the two types of uses.  Because of varying site conditions, landscaping for the purposes of this section may include tree plantings, hedges, fences, walling and combinations thereof.”
J. Libby asked what the proposed use of the pole barn will be.  A. Stilphen said it would be a place to shelter people from the rain and used during their annual Camporee fundraising event. J. Libby asked him to explain what a Camporee is.    A. Stilphen said they come in and get a permit, and that it’s an annual fundraising event.  There are 12-20 self-contained campers that park along the road edge of the property and along the back tree line. Most of these campers come in on Saturday evening and stay until Sunday.

A. Stilphen said that they get a permit from the CEO for the Camporee

The short-term camping use was discussed. P. First mentioned that Individual Campsite is a CEO permitted use in the LRS.

W. Brissette and J. McHenry said that they don’t see the camping as described as an issue.

R. Michaud said he has lived next door to this property for 30 years.   He said Mr. Rogers fixed up the property and sold it to the Eagles approximately 25 years ago, and they have been good neighbors.   He said he is concerned about the pole barn becoming a picnic table area, enticing outside drinking and people being loud at night.   He said currently people squeal their tires leaving the property and during the Camporee they can be quite loud. He said this past Camporee there was a trailer left for well over a week. 
A. Stilphen said that he does not believe they are putting picnic tables out there. 

R. Michaud said he planted all the maples that are currently there and put up the fence.  These are on his property. He said he discussed with the Eagles many years ago about additional buffering, but nothing ever became of it.
A. Stilphen said that he is definitely willing to work with R. Michaud in any way he can.  He mentioned trees that R. Michaud had asked to be taken down, and said the Eagles will do a better job policing the Camporee. 
W. Brissette asked D. Parks about what type of restrictions can she enforce when issuing a permit for the Camporee.  D. Parks said she must go by the ordinance and that the noise ordinance would be applicable.  

A. Arata asked who has the power to enforce the issue if people are loitering late in the pole barn.  D. Parks said that would be a civil matter for the State Police and/or the Sheriff’s Department.  A. Arata asked if there needs to be signage stating no loitering, etc…   R. Michaud said his concern is the pole barn being a place for people to collect, drink, etc…
J. Libby said that her understanding is that there have been no official complaints. R. Michaud said they have been tempted to call the cops before, but never have. 

P. First said the noise is a relevant consideration in this matter.   He said the Noise Ordinance states between 8:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m., the noise should be less than 45 dBa, which is comparable to a running refrigerator.   J. McHenry said it would be appropriate to consider the buffering.
P. First said that the buffering ordinance that directly speaks to this application is 5.1.5.A.2. “Where no natural buffering exists, all such side and rear yards abutting residential uses shall be landscaped to provide a visual screen between the two types of uses.  Because of varying site conditions, landscaping for the purposes of this section may include tree plantings, hedges, fencing, walling and combinations thereof.”
R. Michaud said that he does not want to see any more pine tree buffers. J. Libby said that Maine is the Pine Tree State. 

J. McHenry said the application states “storage” and the findings of fact state “recreation,” what is the intended use of this barn?   A. Stilphen said in the winter time they might put the outdoor furniture in the pole barn. No machinery or waste would be stored there.   J. McHenry asked if a generator is to be used for electricity.  A. Stilphen said there is a light pole nearby with an outlet.  J. McHenry said the zoning findings of fact refer to the lake, but for the record, it should be updated to LRS.  

J. Libby asked if the Board wished to schedule a site visit.  She said the consensus is “no” on the site visit. 

P. First said signatures are required on the waivers that were submitted.  A. Stilphen signed the waivers.

A motion to waive section 7.3.2.K. (11) was made by W. Brissette; seconded by A. Arata; motion carried 5-0.  W. Brissette said requirement states existing and proposed topographical contours at 2’ intervals and they submitted 10’.
A motion to waive section 7.3.2. O.(15), plan for erosion and sedimentation control, was made by W. Brissette; seconded by A. Arata; motion carried 5-0.  
Discussion:  J. Libby asked how much digging was to be done.  A. Stilphen said 28” holes down 4’ deep times 8 holes. J. Libby said to be sure and use Best Management Practices. 
A motion to waive section 7.3.2.P.(16), plan for the treatment of stormwaters, was made by W. Brissette; seconded by A. Arata; motion carried 5-0.  

W. Brissette questioned submission requirement H.8, location and design details of existing and proposed utilities, including water, septic and drainage structures.  The plan contains location of the septic system, but does not show the location of the power pole.  She said she would like to see the location of a light pole added to the plan.
A motion to waive non applicable items section 7.3.2.A, I.(9), J.(10), R.(18), V.(22), T.(20), W.(23) and X.(24) was made by W. Brissette; seconded by A. Arata; motion carried 5-0.  
A motion to waive section 7.3.2.K.(11) was made by W. Brissette; seconded by A. Arata; motion carried 5-0.  

W. Brissette said she would like to see the proposed buffering added to the plan. J. Libby said that she would like to leave the buffering for the moment and get to it in a minute. 
A motion to waive section 4.4.8.E requirement of a hydrologic study was made by W. Brissette; seconded by A. Arata; motion carried 5-0.  
A motion that the application is complete was made by J. McHenry; seconded by W. Brissette; motion carried 4-1, with J. McHenry opposed.  
J. Libby asked the Board about holding a Public Hearing.  J. Libby asked D. Parks if she has ever had any complaints. She responded, “none that were registered.” 
J. Libby asked individual Board members about holding a public hearing. J. McHenry asked for a public hearing. All of the other Board members presented arguments for not holding a public hearing. J. Libby said there will be no public hearing based on board positions.  
A. Stilphen said they are currently not allowed to bring alcohol out of the building’s serving area. 

J. McHenry moved that the Performance Guarantee be waived; seconded by A. Arata; motion carried 5-0.  

The Board discussed the buffer. Based on the ordinance there was general agreement that all that is needed to meet the requirements of the ordinance is a visual screen. P. First said the Board could ask that a visual screen be provided per 5.1.5.A.2.  J. Libby said that then the applicant and the abutter can work out what they want to put there.  J. Libby said that the visual screen may need time to grow. That it does not have to immediately provide a full visual screen. 
A. Stilphen said that he would have to take that to his Board. It may not be worth it to plant a 100’ visual screen. 

A. Arata asked if we have to require this. 

P. First said that he would certainly go with the way the abutter wants to go, but that the ordinance section 5.1.5.A.2 requires the visual screen.  He cited the ordinance.  P. First said that while a condition could be put on plan, its implementation could be to the applicant and the abutter.  They can best decide what is needed to meet the needs of both parties. This approach was echoed by A. Arata and the applicant. 

J. Libby asked the CEO if having such a condition on the plan would be adequate if future issues were to arise. D. Parks said yes. J. Libby said it is up to them (applicant and abutter) to work with it and do the best they can. 

J. Libby asked P. First whether the plan should be updated first or whether they should go ahead and approve it. P. First said let’s update the plan and then the Board can conclude the business and sign the plan at the same time. 

J. Libby said we’re at the point where at the next meeting we should be able to be done with this. P. First said the application is complete, all we need is the corrected plan and then the application can be voted on. 

J. Libby said that if there are other abutters that have a problem with the pole barn they should call the Planner or write a note, so it is on the record that we have heard from them. 

A. Stilphen asked if he has to check with the abutting property owners. J. Libby said you do not have to do that. We are not doing a public hearing. But if someone has complaints they should contact the Planner. P. First said you are not being required to notify your abutters. 


J. Libby said we are done with this business until he comes back. 
b. Jane Eisen & Mike Fiori
Ell & Carriage House Renovation, 167 Cobbs Bridge Road

HROD, RR

0011-0074B


D. Parks departed meeting. 

P. First presented an overview of the Jane Eisen and Mike Fiori project. He said they are being represented by Eric Ritter.  It’s a home renovation proposed within the Historic Overlay District. The address is 167 Cobbs Bridge Road. The applicant is proposing to repair the exterior of the ell and carriage house sections of the building including replacement and repair of the foundation, windows, exterior doors, and siding; to reconfigure the driveway; to raise the roof on one side of the ell by approximately 30;” and to remove the ell chimney.  The applicant is not proposing to alter the footprint of the existing structure.  The project has been reviewed as an expedited review application.

J. Libby said that she is not quite sure she agrees that this project should go under expedited review.  She does agree that most of the things don’t need to be looked at under expedited review.  It’s because of the Historic Overlay.  

A. Arata said that this property is a local landmark and we do not want to do it a disservice.  P. First said that is correct the property is on the National Register of Historic Places, and that a copy of the application was given to Beverly Cadigan of the Historical Society for review.  J. Libby said that if Beverly Cadigan is not here and she has not submitted anything then she has no concerns. 

A. Arata asked if we should be going according to the standards of the U.S. Department of the Interior.  P. First said those standards only apply if Federal money is being used in the renovation. And that he did confirm this with the State Office of Historic Preservation and also with Beverly Cadigan of the New Gloucester Historical Society, and by reading our own ordinance. 
W. Brissette asked if there was something not in the expedited review that is a particular issue.  J.  Libby said that when you read the description of what expedited review is in the ordinance, she does not think it is a good fit.  She said that in this particular case they are going to put the roof up a little bit, move the carriage door, and enclose the breezeway.  She said that to me is a little bit more than expedited review. 

E. Ritter said that the piece of the building that will be affected the most is a somewhat ramshackle structure that was built for storage (the ell), and that its condition right now is not doing any favors to the more historic elements of the building, while the carriage house is a beautiful timber framed building. 

E. Ritter said they have one change. They are actually going to keep the ell chimney.  They are not removing it, as it will be needed for the heating system. J. Libby asked if the skylights were going to be removed. E. Ritter said that the applicants are pretty adamant about the historic aspects of the building.  He said that the current windows in the carriage house are big contemporary windows and they will be replaced with more historic windows. 

J. McHenry asked if the footprint is not changing, why is this not just maintenance and repair and permitted by the CEO? P. First said that when a project comes to us for site plan review the ordinance calls for it to be referred to us by the Code Enforcement Officer.  The Code Enforcement Officer felt that it was a little beyond maintenance and repair and best suited for the Board. 

W. Brissette asked if the access driveway spur, located where the driveway is today, will be removed.  E. Ritter said they are planning to keep that driveway area.  She asked about the area of the new driveway and loading area. E. Ritter said that it should be more than that.  She said that there is no impervious surface written on the application anywhere. P. First there should be, although he does not believe there is an applicable standard in this case.  
The Board and the applicant discussed the details of the new driveway. 
P. First said it appears that the ell breezeway and carriage house openings may have been altered at some point in the past, given their proximity, trim, and the glassed-in area.  He said it’s difficult to know what the original condition of these features on the ell and carriage house was. 
J. McHenry asked if we have sketches or any other materials as part of the National Register submissions. P. First said no.  J. Libby said that she has one earlier picture in which she can only see one of the carriage doors. She said this is the second dwelling on this location, and that this one was built around 1800.
A. Arata said she thinks the carriage doors are a very distinguishing feature of the character of the house.  J. Libby said she feels there has been a lot of alteration of the ell. A. Arata said there are experts that could determine this.  Her concern is going from a very traditional looking ell with the carriage doors to something that is very modern looking with a lot of windows and the french doors.  And that she has a problem with that part of the plan.  She said that she has seen carriage house doors preserved with a false door behind it, so you could still finish off the interior. According to section 4.4.9.E.6 says that these distinctive features “shall” be preserved. 
J. Libby said you would have to be able to show me that it was there originally before I could tell him that he could not do that. A. Arata said she would think the applicant would need to prove that it was not there originally. 
A. Arata said that the way the windows have been placed on the ell is not correct historically. She said she feels that getting rid of the carriage doors is going to change the character of the building. 

E. Ritter said that one of them has enormous glass panels in it.  J. Libby said there should not be two of them there. P. First agreed. A. Arata said that you could have these look like carriage doors without the opening, a false door. 

L. Brady asked questions regarding the proposed interior layout of the building.  P. First said that the standards in the HROD apply only to the exterior of the building.  L. Brady said that she needed to visualize the inside to get a picture of the outside. 
J. Libby asked E. Ritter if he thinks the ell was original. He said a piece of it, which was the original summer kitchen. 

J. Libby asked if Beverly had any problems with the application. P. First said that she did not mention any problems to him. 

P. First said that the section of the ell that is in question is tucked back. He asked E. Ritter if you can see it from the road if you are driving by? E. Ritter said you can in the winter, but that there is a lot of greenery there. 

L. Brady asked if the pitch of the roof on the door side of the ell would be the same.  E. Ritter said that the pitch of the rafters would be different. 
W. Brissette asked where the chimney will come through in the kitchen. E. Ritter passed around an updated plan. 

A. Arata re-iterated that she thinks the carriage doors are a distinctive feature and that they should be preserved in accordance with the ordinance. J. Libby said that she does not think there were two doors there.  E. Ritter said that the door detail comes from the diagonal cross braces in a timber frame.  There are diagonal cross braces in the one door but not in the second. Options were discussed. 

J. Libby said that we do not know that the carriage doors are original to the building. 


P. First said that it really speaks to the importance of documentation of which we have very little.  


J. Libby said her picture probably goes back to the ‘50’s. 

E. Ritter said that an important piece of evidence he’s observed is the fact that the privy structure blocks part of what would be the carriage house opening on the other side of the ell.  He said if they were going to have a through-way, they would not have put the privy there. P. First said that the opening on the other side of the ell is smaller.  E. Ritter said that the opening on the backside is built out of pressure treated. 

E. Ritter said that the interior of the house has been de-leaded and the trim removed. 

Everyone spoke at once. 

J. Libby said we need to move forward here. 

W. Brissette said that what she is looking at overall is an improvement.  She said the only thing that seems to be off period to her is the french doors and the windows clustered together near the doors.  She said that’s a little modernistic looking.  E. Ritter said they may need to remove one of those windows.
P. First asked if we are ready to consider the recommended actions.  J. Libby said she has a tendency to agree with W. Brissette’s comments regarding the windows next to the french doors. 

J. McHenry said that for him it comes down to the phrase ‘alterations shall not destroy distinguishing qualities or historic character of a structure or setting.  He said it’s difficult for him to interpret.  Based on our conversation so far, the french doors do seem a little modern for the historic nature of the house. 

E. Ritter said that across the street he did the Parson’s homestead. He said he did it under another builder. He said he did the design work and she put french doors in the back of her home. J. Libby said that is one of the oldest homes in Town. E. Ritter said the Parson’s home doors were installed in the main house and that the doors proposed will be wood. 
E. Ritter said that the ell opening is creating a real problem with the foundation, because weather, snow, and ice are creating frost between the two buildings.  He said that the history of the building has changed a lot based on use; we are changing the use of the space while trying to preserve the historic architecture. 
A. Arata stated she would like to see more effort to keep it closer to what it is now. 

E. Ritter said that it may make sense to eliminate the window next to the door, so that there is a space between the windows and the door.  J. Libby said that when they built these old houses that they would line up the windows. 

P. First said that the ell was probably more of a work / utility space; you may not have had the carry-through of that same theme. 

J. Libby said that we can’t design the house; J. McHenry voiced agreement.  J. Libby said we have to approve or not approve. 
There was discussion regarding the windows. 

P. First suggested going through the recommended actions to see where we are. 

J. Libby asked if they are changing any outside lighting. J. Libby said that as you dig the foundation erosion control best management practices will have to be used. 

J. McHenry asked about financial and technical capacity.  J. Libby said that we need this. 

W. Brissette asked regarding underground utilities or poles. E. Ritter said it is an underground utility going under the driveway. 

J. Libby said the Board should decide whether this goes expedited review.  W. Brissette made a motion to accept the application under the criteria for expedited review. (Motion was not seconded).  Motion failed 2-3. 

J. Libby said instead of waiving these items in the finding of fact under expedited review they need to be waived as non-applicable, although, the erosion control is applicable. 
J. Libby asked why Charles Gauvin is listed as an abutter. P. First said that it is an error. 

W. Brissette made a motion to waive 7.3.2.A. B(2) the standard boundary survey. Second by J. McHenry. Motion approved 5-0.

W. Brissette made a motion to waive 7.3.2.A.E.(5) acreage, RoWs, and wetlands. Second by A. Arata. Motion approved 5-0.

W. Brissette made a motion to waive 7.3.2.A.G.(7) location of physical features. Second by A. Arata.  J. Libby said she’s not agreeing with these as non-applicable. These should just be waived. General consensus was reached that these submission items will just be waived, rather than being waived non-applicable. Motion approved 5-0.

W. Brissette made a motion to waive 7.3.2.A.H.(8) location utilities. Second by A. Arata. W. Brissette withdrew motion as item is presented on plans.
W. Brissette made a motion to waive 7.3.2.A.I.(9) location park or open space. Second by A. Arata. Motion approved 5-0.

W. Brissette made a motion to waive 7.3.2.A.J.(10) location of permanently installed machinery. Second by A. Arata. Motion approved 5-0.

W. Brissette made a motion to waive 7.3.2.A.K.(11) topographic lines at 2’ intervals. Second by A. Arata. Motion approved 5-0.

W. Brissette made a motion to waive 7.3.2.A.O.(15) plan for control of sedimentation and erosion in lieu of using Best Management Practices. Second by A. Arata. Motion approved 5-0.

W. Brissette made a motion to waive 7.3.2.A.P.(16) plan for the treatment of stormwater. Second by A. Arata. Motion approved 5-0.

W. Brissette made a motion to waive 7.3.2.A.Q.(17) medium intensity soil survey map.  Second by A. Arata. Motion approved 5-0.

W. Brissette made a motion to waive 7.3.2.A.R.(18) description of waste materials.  Second by A. Arata. Motion approved 5-0.

W. Brissette made a motion to waive 7.3.2.A.T.(20) text of all encumbrances.  Second by A. Arata. Motion approved 5-0.

W. Brissette made a motion to waive 7.3.2.A.X.(24) location of public and private roads.  Second by A. Arata. Motion approved 5-0.

J. Libby asked about a site visit. All Board members declined a site visit, except J. McHenry who requested one. J. Libby said there will be no site visit. 

Any additional submission requirements were discussed. J. Libby said that we will need the letter regarding financial capability. 
The importance of getting the updated final ordinance copies to the board was discussed. 

J. McHenry said that he would probably vote no on the final passage, based on 4.4.9.E.6 in the new book, which is the windows and doorways. W. Brissette her only issue with that section is the terms ‘distinctive architectural styles that characterizes historic structures.’ She said that’s open to interpretation. 

J. Libby asked if there are any additional submission requirements. E. Ritter stated that he would submit an updated plan showing the chimney and any changes to windows and doorways.  

J. Libby asked if the applicant would be changing doors and windows. E. Ritter said they might eliminate one of the three gang or move the two gang over a bit.  J. Libby said that because you’re not sure what you’re going to do until you talk to your client you’re leaving us in a difficult position, because we don’t know what we’re approving.  E. Ritter said it would be a minor adjustment. J. Libby said taking out a window is not a minor adjustment. 

P. First said the board should consider this application and then if this application does not pass, the applicant can bring forth another proposal. 

E. Ritter said that he is sorry that he has raised the issue of possibly eliminating one window, but other than a slight dimensional adjustment this is the elevation that we’re going with. 

J. McHenry said that it’s up to the CEO to determine if the applicant is adhering to the approved site plan. He said he agrees that this is the application as it stands and we approve it or not. 

J. Libby asked the Board regarding a public hearing.  All Board members present declined a public hearing, except A. Arata who felt that a public hearing is needed as these are substantial changes.  J. Libby said the disposition of the Board is there will be no public hearing. 
J. McHenry made a motion to determine application completeness.  Motion seconded by W. Brissette. Motion approved 4-1. A. Arata offering the dissenting vote. 

J. McHenry made a motion that the Board waive the Performance Guarantee. Motion seconded by W. Brissette. Motion approved 5-0. 

J. Libby said we are down to acting on the application. 

J. McHenry made a motion that the Board consider application approval with conditions: first that the applicant provide evidence of sufficient financial capability to complete the project; second that best management practices for the control of erosion and sedimentation be administered and enforced by the code enforcement officer.  W. Brissette seconded the motion. Motion failed 2-3. J. Libby, J. McHenry and A. Arata offered the dissenting votes. 

J. Libby said to E. Ritter that he will have to go back and look at the windows. E. Ritter asked what guidelines he should follow. J. Libby said she can’t offer direct suggestions. L. Brady said that we have to offer him some guidance. A. Arata said to look at pictures and go to the library. 

J. Libby said that the three windows and the door are an issue. She said she is not so concerned about the door, but about the three windows. 

P. First asked if window size is an issue for the Board. J. McHenry said the issue is more the number, and for him the design of the door. 

W. Brissette asked if photographs are submitted when homes are placed on the National Register of Historic Places.  P. First said there were none in the file, in fact the file did not specify the property’s street address. We had to figure that out.  J. Libby stated that it was put on in the ‘70’s.

J. Libby stated again that it is the three windows next to the door that are bothersome.  She said that if there were two windows there it would almost work. 
Board member preferences regarding how to meet the standards were again discussed. 

E. Ritter said with all due respect to the Board he feels that he is at a dead end road. If he takes out one window is that sufficient? The Board members reiterated their positions if one of the windows next to the door were to be removed and the plan re-presented. 
J. McHenry said that he is a little uncomfortable with re-drawing the plan on the fly without the actual applicant present.  P. First said this should be left up to the applicant’s representative to make those decisions. 

L. Brady made a motion to reconsider the approval with the following conditions: 1) the window being removed to the left of the double doors; 2) a letter demonstrating financial capacity from the applicant; 3) erosion and sedimentation control best management practices being implemented; 4) the ell chimney being retained. The motion was seconded by J. Libby. The motion was approved 3-2. J. McHenry and A. Arata offered the dissenting votes. 
2. Other Business
W. Brissette read a letter into the record from Dennis Waterman, expressing his appreciation for the Board’s consideration of his recent amendment.

3. Plan Signing
a. Waterman Subdivision
Plan was signed by all board members present. T. Wayboer will need to sign the plan at a later date. 

4. Future Meetings
a. Tuesday, June 1, 2010 at 7 pm New Gloucester Meeting House  

5. Adjournment
Motion made to adjourn by J. McHenry at 10:32 pm. Motion seconded by A. Arata. Motion approved 5-0.
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