New Gloucester Planning Board
Minutes of September 7, 2010

Members Present:
Amy Arata, Joe Bean, Jean Libby, Tamilyn Wayboer, Wanda Brissette, Laurie Brady and Pamela Slye 
Town Staff:

Paul First, Town Planner & Jessa Berna, Assistant Planner
Others Present:
Daniel Fortin (Applicant), Tim, Taryn, and Trent Roden (Applicant).
1.           Call to Order
J. Libby called the meeting to order, and said that all members were present.
2.
Approval of Minutes


a. August 17, 2010
A. Arata made a motion to approve the minutes of August 17, 2010, seconded by P. Slye. 

J. Libby said that A. Arata seconded the motion to approve the minutes of August 9th, rather than W. Brissette.  

W. Brissette said that on line 269 the word “deed” should be added before “description”, so the sentence reads “The meets and bounds on the plan aren’t the same as in the deed description.”

Motion approved 7-0. 

3.
Continuing Business
a.
Daniel L. Fortin

Dan Fortin Home Plan. Lewiston Road

Residential C

0010-0056-C

J. Libby said we did a site walk on Mr. Fortin’s property on Lewiston Road, Map 10, Lot 56-C.  J. Libby had a few notes.  She didn’t see any problems with the location of the house and the septic.  It was rough walking but the property had been logged in the past.  The Board did look at the location of the stream and the required setback from the house and the septic.  We need a letter from Maine DoT stating that the driveway permit is valid.  The DEP needs to make sure the applicant has satisfied the DEP letter date July 16th 2010.  As far as the applicant’s waiver requests, landscaping buffer and treatment should be a condition rather than a waiver.   For stormwater, we need to make sure a DEP permit is not required.  For Erosion control, DEP has a request on the memo of July 16th 2010 to show that there is adequate water on the property.  This is usually pretty simple.  Usually a well driller familiar with the area can write a letter.  For the wetland buffers, she’s not sure how the Board can consider reducing the required buffer of 100 ft based on the information shown on the plan as presented.  When we did the site walk we could find only one flag, and based on what we could see, the area didn’t look much like a wetland.  Maybe the Board should have more information on this.  Something that should be answered when you bring your application in is who is going to be responsible to maintain this unnamed road.  
P. Slye asked the applicant if he intends on putting more than one house on the property.  
D. Fortin said not on that one lot.

A. Arata said that she was also concerned about who is going to maintain the road, and whether or not the road meets New Gloucester’s definition of a road.  

J. Libby said according to the Code Enforcement Officer, it is a road.

T. Wayboer said that the amount of wetland previously filled still needs to be addressed.  

J. Bean said that even though it looked dry during the site walk, a lot of water goes through that brook, so this is a concern moving forward.  

L. Brady said that she had no additional comments.

W. Brissette said that a basement on this site would likely get wet, so the applicant might want to consider this when designing the structure.   In the application, we will need to see septic design, power and water on the site plan, and floor plans and front elevations of the building under Section 7.3.2.8 and7.3.2.4.  
P. First said that septic is also something that staff noted that needs to be on the site plan.  

W. Brissette said that on the septic design application the house is located in a different location than on the site plan.  

J. Libby instructed the applicant to make sure these documents are consistent.

P. First said that he would like some clarification from the Board for the applicant’s benefit about the wetlands.  What specifically is the board looking for?  

J. Libby said that the applicant is looking for the wetland setback to be reduced to 25ft, but we don’t know where the wetland actually starts, since it wasn’t wet and there was only one flag.  The Board needs to know the actual wetland setback from the proposed lot before moving forward.  There has been a lot of change on the lot since the delineation was done, so we need to know where the current wetlands are located.  
P. First said that technically the elevation and the floor plans are in the review criteria that the board considers.  It is up to the Chair and the Board to decide how specific they want to be on that specific review criteria. 

W. Brissette said that if the applicant doesn’t provide elevations and floor plans then he should request a waiver.  

P. First said that by waiving the elevations and floor plans, the applicant would also be waiving the building location.  Can we give him a building envelope and waive the floor plan and elevation?  

J. Libby said that she thinks that would work.   She asked the applicant if he was building the house.

D. Fortin said his brother is building the home, and the design is already done.  

J. Libby asked him to include the floor plans and elevations in the application.  

D. Fortin agreed to include this in the application.  
4.
Project Reviews
a. Tim Roden

Small Shed, 102 Cobbs Bridge Road

Rural Residential, HROD

0007-0054-A

P. First said our applicants Tim and Taryn Roden are proposing to build a 160ft shed on their property located at 102 Cobbs Bridge Road.  The proposed use is a structure accessory to a single family dwelling, which is an allowed use in that district, which is rural residential.  They are also in the Historic Overlay district, which is why they had to come to the Planning Board.  For any further description of the project, he deferred to the applicant.  
Tim Roden said that the shed is for the lawn mower, snow blower and other odds and ends.

The consensus of the Board was that a site visit wasn’t necessary.
W. Brissette made a motion to waive all of the submissions normally required for site plan review, but not required for expedited review, from section 7.3.2.A.2 of the zoning ordinance and all listed below as signed by the applicant, seconded by A. Arata.  Motion approved 7-0.  
W. Brissette asked the applicant where the shed is going to be located in the picture provided.
Tim Roden said the shed will be where the brush pile is currently located.

W. Brissette said that no vegetation is going to be cleared for this project.

P. First asked the applicant if the shed will be on an on-ground foundation.
Tim Roden said that is correct.

W. Brissette made a motion to waive Section 4.4.9.F.5 of the Zoning Ordinance, proposed landscaping plan showing areas of vegetation to be removed, seconded by T. Wayboer.  Motion approved 7-0.  

W. Brissette made a motion to deem the application complete, seconded by T. Wayboer.  Motion approved 7-0.  

The Board agreed by consensus that a public hearing wasn’t necessary.  
J. Libby read the approval criteria and asked the Board to comment.  Section 7.5.1.A, traffic level of service.  The Board agreed it was not applicable.

Section 7.5.1.B, parking and traffic circulation.  The Board agreed it was not applicable.  

Section 7.5.1.C, wetlands and surface water bodies.  The Board agreed it was not applicable.

Section 7.5.1.D, sanitary and solid wastes.  The Board agreed it was not applicable.

Section 7.5.1.E, land and water systems.  The Board agreed it was not applicable.

Section 7.5.1.F, protection of natural resources.  The Board agreed it was not applicable.

Section 7.5.1.G, public facilities.  The Board agreed it was not applicable.  

Section 7.5.1.H, sufficient financial and technical resources.  W. Brissette made a motion to waive as not needed due to the scope of the plan, seconded by A. Arata.  Motion approved 7-0.  

Section 7.5.1.I, compliance with other local, state or federal regulations.  The Board agreed that the project meets the standard of our ordinance.  

Section 7.5.1.J, undue adverse effect on the cenic or natural beauty of a site.  The Board agreed it was not applicable.  

Section 7.5.1.k, floodplains.  The Board agreed it was not applicable.  

A. Arata made a motion to approve the Findings of Facts and Conclusions of Law in its entirety, seconded by T. Wayboer.  Motion approved 7-0.
T. Wayboer made a motion that Section 7.7, Performance Guarantee, be waived, seconded by A. Arata.  Motion approved 7-0.
T. Wayboer made a motion to approve the plan as submitted with no conditions, seconded by A. Arata.  Motion approved 7-0.  
5.
Plan Signing
The Board signed the Roden’s final site plan application.  
6.
Future Meetings

J. Libby said the next Planning Board meeting is on September 21st at 7pm in the Meeting House.
7.
Adjournment

A Motion to adjourn was made by W. Brissettee, seconded by T. Wayboer.  
Motion approved 7-0.  Meeting adjourned at 7:40 pm.
Respectfully submitted,  
Jessa Berna, Assistant Planner
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