New Gloucester Planning Board
Minutes of December 4, 2012
Members Present:  Jean Libby, Tami Wayboer, Edward Domas, Amy Arata, Steven Maschino, and Joe Bean.
Members Absent: Mark Leighton (excused) 
Town Staff: Paul First, Town Planner; Jessa Berna, Assistant Planner.
Others Present:  Gina Sawin (applicant), Judith Witkop (abutter), Kelley Robertson (applicant), George Webb (Applicant’s father)
Business Items:  Minutes 11/20/12,  Event Barn public hearing and site plan review, Hair Salon site plan review
1.           Call to Order

J. Libby called the meeting to order at 7:00pm.  This is the December 4th Planning Board Meeting.  
2.   
Approval of Minutes

 
a.    November 20, 2012
T. Wayboer made a motion to approve the minutes of November 20th, seconded by E. Domas.
T. Wayboer said line 78 should say “I believe…” and the end time of the meeting needs to be corrected.

A. Arata said Norton Lamb needs to be added  to the others present list.

Motion approved 4-0-2.  A. Arata and S. Maschino abstained.    
3.  
Public Hearing
a. Gina Sawin
Event Barn

97 Cobbs Bridge Rd.

Rural Residential, Historic Resource Overlay
P. First said the applicant is proposing reuse of a barn on her property for events, on a limited basis.  She is planning on having about 5-10 events per year, managed by a catering company.  Ms. Sawin has presented us with a site plan.  After the Board reviewed the application and applicable standards, they deemed the application complete.  Today we’re here to take comments from the community about concerns or support for the project.

J. Libby opened the public hearing at 7:05.

Judith Witkop, 75 Cobbs Bridge Rd. said I have no objection to this project, and I think it is a good idea.  Maintaining that barn is a lot of work, and if she can do something to defray some of those expenses, I think that is a great idea.
J. Libby closed the public hearing at 7:06.

4. Project Review

a. Gina Sawin

Event Barn


97 Cobbs Bridge Rd.


Rural Residential, Historic Resource Overlay
T. Wayboer said section 7.5.1.A is met because traffic level of service will not increase by five percent or greater.  The Board agreed by consensus.
T. Wayboer said section 7.5.1.B is met because there is sufficient parking and traffic circulation based on the plan presented.  The Board agreed by consensus.

T. Wayboer said section 7.5.1.C is not applicable because there is no construction going on.  The Board agreed by consensus.

T. Wayboer said section 7.5.1.D is met because sanitary needs will be met with portable toilets, as per the condition on the plan and the CEO’s memo.  The Board agreed by consensus.

T. Wayboer said section 7.5.1.E is met based on the CEO’s memo stating there is sufficient land and water systems.   The Board agreed by consensus.

T. Wayboer said section 7.5.1.F is not applicable because it is not in a critical area.  The Board agreed by consensus.

T. Wayboer said section 7.5.1.G is met because of the review of the state Fire Marshall and the Fire Chief.  The Board agreed by consensus.

T. Wayboer said section 7.5.1.H is not applicable because the project is already constructed.  The Board agreed by consensus.

T. Wayboer said section 7.5.1.I is met because the project is in compliance with other local, state, and federal regulations.  The project has been reviewed by the state Fire Marshall and the Fire Chief.  The Board agreed by consensus. 
T. Wayboer said section 7.5.1.J is not applicable because there is no shoreline.  The Board agreed by consensus.

T. Wayboer said section 7.5.1.K is not applicable because the project is not in a floodplain.  The Board agreed by consensus.
T. Wayboer made a motion that the application does meet the Zoning Ordinance Review Criteria, seconded by E. Domas.  

Motion approved 4-0-2.  A. Arata and S. Maschino abstained.    
T. Wayboer made a motion to approve the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law as read, seconded by E. Domas.  

Motion approved 4-0-2.  A. Arata and S. Maschino abstained.    
The Board agreed by consensus that no performance guarantee is necessary.  
T. Wayboer made a motion to approve the application with the following conditions: 1.  The door at the north end of the barn will be closed at 10:00 PM if requested.  2.  Cars will be parked parallel to the stone wall running NW to SW to minimize headlight impacts during departure.  3.   The vegetative buffer along the stone wall will be maintained at its current depth.  4.  The number and standards for portable toilets must conform to state requirements, including DHHS.   Motion seconded by E. Domas.
Motion approved 4-0-2.  A. Arata and S. Maschino abstained.    
4. Project Review
b. Kelley Robertson

Hair Salon

132 Lewiston Rd.

Residential C, GPOD

K. Robertson said I am converting an existing home into a hair salon.  There will also be some skin care, facials, and manicures.  
J. Libby said lets go through the standards.  Is there any issue with access to the lot that staff knows about?

P. First said, actually, DOT has asked that the applicant submit an application indicating the new use of the property.  This is a minor detail, and we don’t expect any problems with this, just a matter of filling out the form.  

J. Libby said the next item is buffers and landscaping.  You’re requesting to waive the buffer and visual screen on one side of the property facing south?

J. Berna said the applicant is requesting a waiver for this given that the neighboring house is in the family, and there will be no visual change to the property on that side.  The parking lot is on the other side of the building.  
J. Libby said there was a waiver requested for erosion and sedimentation control.  Since there is some construction for the parking lot, we’ll have to add best management practices as a condition.
J. Libby said are there any new lights?  

K. Robertson said there will be a new spotlight on the garage to light up the new parking area.  Other than that there will be a spotlight on the sign out front.

J. Libby said those lights will have to shine downwards.

K. Robertson said, yes, that is what we want.

J. Libby said is there going to be a turn around?

K. Robertson said there is plenty of room to turn around from pulling out of the parking spots.

J. Libby said have enough parking spots been provided, Jessa?

J. Berna said yes.

J. Libby said you will be required to meet our sign ordinance.  
J. Bean said how is the site distance?
K. Robertson said you can see very well.

J. Libby said that is up to DOT.

P. First said DOT might come take a look at the entrance, but it is already an approved entrance, so this shouldn’t be a problem.

J. Libby said there is a waiver for stormwater management.  There won’t be any traffic impacts.  The CEO looked at water protection, is that correct?

P. First said yes, she feels the septic is adequate for this use.

The Board agreed by consensus a site visit is not necessary.
A. Arata made a motion to waive section 7.3.2.A.11, existing and proposed topographic contour lines drawn at 2ft intervals, seconded by T. Wayboer.

Motion approved 6-0.

A. Arata made a motion to waive section 7.3.2.A.15, a plan for the control of erosion and sedimentation endorsed by the Cumberland County Soil and Water Conservation District, seconded by T. Wayboer.

Motion approved 6-0.

A. Arata made a motion to waive section 7.3.2.A.16, a plan for the treatment of stormwaters of a 24-hour, 25-year storm, seconded by T. Wayboer.

Motion approved 6-0.

A. Arata made a motion to deem Sections 7.3.2.A.0,10,18, and 20 not applicable, seconded by T. Wayboer.
J. Libby said what is that 60 x 60 lease lot?
G. Webb said we have no idea.  We haven’t been able to figure that out.

P. First said I can’t see how this lease lot would prohibit what they’re proposing.

G. Webb said there is nothing in the deed.

A. Arata said you did a title search when you bought the property, and it was clear?


G. Webb said yes.
P. First said we could craft a condition making the approval contingent on examining this book and page number to make sure that this lease lot doesn’t somehow impact the applicant’s ability to complete this project.  I do think it is highly unlikely that this lease lot would pose a problem.
T. Wayboer said according to the deed, there are no encumbrances on the project, and I don’t think this small lease lot has any bearing on the project anyway.

A. Arata said I’d like to leave my motion on the table, as previously stated.
Motion approved 6-0.
J. Libby said will you have quantities of bleach or nail polish remover in greater quantities than household levels?

K. Robertson said no, not really.

A. Arata said what about hair dye or other chemicals?

J. Libby said I would imagine you’d have more than the average household use.  This would be a simple thing to submit to staff to meet this requirement, as a condition on the plan.

K. Robertson said that is fine.

A. Arata made a motion to deem Sections 4.4.8.E.1, 2, and 3 not applicable, seconded by T. Wayboer.
Motion approved 6-0.
The Board agreed by consensus that a Hydrogeologic Study isn’t necessary.

S. Maschino made a motion to waive the buffer/visual screen on the southern lot line per section 5.1.5 on the site plan addendum, seconded by A. Arata.
Motion approved 6-0.
A. Arata made a motion that the application is complete, seconded by T. Wayboer.

Motion approved 6-0.
The Board agreed by consensus that a no additional submission items are required.

T. Wayboer said section 7.5.1.A is not applicable because traffic level of service will not increase by five percent or greater.  The Board agreed by consensus.

T. Wayboer said section 7.5.1.B is met because there is sufficient parking and traffic circulation based on the plan presented.  The Board agreed by consensus.

T. Wayboer said section 7.5.1.C is not applicable.  The Board agreed by consensus.

T. Wayboer said section 7.5.1.D is met based on the CEO’s memo.  The Board agreed by consensus.

T. Wayboer said section 7.5.1.E is met because based on the CEO’s memo stating there is sufficient water supply.   The Board agreed by consensus.

T. Wayboer said section 7.5.1.F is met because it is not in a critical area and the project will meet the GPOD standards.  The Board agreed by consensus.

T. Wayboer said section 7.5.1.G is met because there will be no impact.  The Board agreed by consensus.

T. Wayboer said section 7.5.1.H is not applicable because the project is already constructed.  The Board agreed by consensus.

T. Wayboer said section 7.5.1.I is met based on of the pending DOT entrance permit and the supplied beautician’s license, and the fire chief has reviewed the plans.  The Board agreed by consensus. 

T. Wayboer said section 7.5.1.J is not applicable.  The Board agreed by consensus.

T. Wayboer said section 7.5.1.K is not applicable because the project is not in a floodplain.  The Board agreed by consensus.

T. Wayboer made a motion that the application does meet the Zoning Ordinance Review Criteria, seconded by E. Domas.  

J. Libby said the only condition on standards had to do with best management practices, and we no longer need that one because the parking lot has already been constructed. 
Motion approved 6-0. 
A. Arata made a motion to approve the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law as read, seconded by S. Maschino.  

Motion approved 6-0.
T. Wayboer made a motion deeming the performance guarantee not applicable, seconded by J. Bean.
Motion approved 6-0.

T. Wayboer made a motion to approve the application with the following conditions: 1. DOT approval of change in use for entrance.  2.  Applicant will submit list of toxic materials and quantities to be stored to staff.  Motion seconded by E. Domas.

Motion approved 6-0.    
5.
Future Meetings

The next meeting will be on Tuesday, December 18th.
6.
Adjournment

A motion to adjourn was made by T. Wayboer at 7:21 pm, seconded by A. Arata. 

Motion approved 6 -0.

Respectfully submitted,   
Jessa Berna, Assistant Planner
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