New Gloucester Planning Board
Minutes of December 18, 2012
Members Present:  Jean Libby, Tami Wayboer, Edward Domas, Amy Arata, Steven Maschino, Mark Leighton, and Joe Bean. 
Members Absent: None
Town Staff: Paul First, Town Planner; Jessa Berna, Assistant Planner.
a. Others Present:  Paul Fearon (applicant)
Business Items:  Minutes 12/4/12, Redemption Center project 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.    December 4, 2012
T. Wayboer made a motion to approve the minutes of December 4th, seconded by A. Arata.
Motion approved 7-0. 
3.  
Project Review
a. Paul Fearon
Redemption Center

1019 Lewiston Road

Residential –C, Historic Resource Overlay, Groundwater Protection 
P. First said Mr. Fearon is proposing a redemption center at 1019 Lewiston Road, Map 19, Lot 4.  He is proposing the project in a existing building, formerly a daycare.  The property is 3.64 acres and there are two other  uses on the property, which are allowed by ordinance and fully permitted.  We have spoken with Tony Fontaine at DOT regarding the entrance and he doesn’t feel that a new entrance permit is required for this type of change in use.  
P. Fearon said we are planning on putting a redemption center in the building vacated by the daycare center.  Hopefully we can create some local jobs, and keep the place nice and clean.  Everything will be inside, and there will be no outside storage.  

J. Libby said let’s go through the standards.  No outdoor storage is allowed anyway. Why do we require a twenty foot vegetated buffer in the front setback?
P. First said it is in the Zoning Ordinance.  The conditions on the site are existing, and I believe there is already a vegetated island with grass along the road.

J. Libby said why would you have that in a business zone where site distance is a concern?  Are you planning to do something out front?

P. Fearon said not unless I’m required to.

J. Libby said access to lots has been taken care of by staff, buffers and landscaping has been taken care of.  The area is mostly surrounded by other businesses.  There is going to be no construction, so erosion and sedimentation control isn’t an issue.  Lighting- Are you going to add any additional outdoor lighting?

P. Fearon said I’m not going to be adding any additional lighting.  

J. Libby said off road loading- is there enough room for the trucks to get in?  
P. Fearon said yes, they can come back behind Lyn’s Spring.  

J. Libby said, I’ll ask staff if they meet the off-road parking requirements.

P. First said, yes, they have sufficient spaces, and good circulation.  

A. Arata said will you be washing the cans?

P. Fearon said no.

P. First will you have any floor coverings?

P. Fearon said no, right now it is mostly vinyl.  

The Board agreed by consensus a site visit is not necessary.
A. Arata made a motion to waive sections 7.3.2.A.11, 7.3.2.A.15, and 7.3.2.A.16, seconded by T. Wayboer.

Motion approved 7-0.
A. Arata made a motion to deem Sections 7.3.2.A.9, 10, 18, 20, 22.a, 22.b, 24, 4.4.8.I.3, 4.4.9.F.2, 3, 4, and 5 not applicable, seconded by T. Wayboer.
A. Arata amended her motion to exclude section 7.3.2.A.18, seconded by E. Domas.  

Amendment approved 7-0.

Motion approved 7-0.

The Board agreed by consensus that a Hydrogeologic Study isn’t necessary.

The Board agreed by consensus that no additional submission items are required.

A. Arata made a motion that the application is complete, seconded by T. Wayboer.

Motion approved 7-0.

The Board agreed by consensus a public hearing is not necessary.

A. Arata said section 7.5.1.A is met because traffic level of service will not increase by five percent or greater, and the DOT is satisfied.  The Board agreed by consensus.

A. Arata 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.

A. Arata said section 7.5.1.C is not applicable because there is no new construction.  The Board agreed by consensus.

A. Arata said section 7.5.1.D is met because there is no increase in use, and it is licensed by the state.  The Board agreed by consensus.

A. Arata said section 7.5.1.E is met because there is sufficient water supply from the existing well.   The Board agreed by consensus.

A. Arata said section 7.5.1.F is not applicable because there is no new construction.  The Board agreed by consensus.

A. Arata said section 7.5.1.G is met because nothing new is being added.  The Board agreed by consensus.

A. Arata said section 7.5.1.H is met because the project is using existing resources.  The Board agreed by consensus.

A. Arata said section 7.5.1.I is met based on of the DOT entrance permit and state license for bottle redemption.  The Board agreed by consensus. 

A. Arata said section 7.5.1.J is met because there is no change to the building’s façade.  The Board agreed by consensus.

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

A. Arata made a motion that the application does meet the Zoning Ordinance Review Criteria, seconded by T. Wayboer.  
Motion approved 7-0. 
A. Arata made a motion to approve the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law as read, seconded by T. Wayboer.  

Motion approved 7-0.
A. Arata made a motion to not require a performance guarantee, seconded by T. Wayboer.
Motion approved 7-0.

T. Wayboer made a motion to approve the application with the condition:  1. There shall be no outdoor storage of the redemption product.  Motion seconded by T. Wayboer.

Motion approved 7-0.    
3. Other Business

a. Public Water Update

P. First said the good news is the water district has received a large grant from USDA Rural Development to provide construction of the new water system.  We have now secured funding from three out of the four partners we need to build the project.  The total project cost is just under 2.4 million.  With our RD grant, the district has secured 1.9 million dollars in grant funding.  The District now seeks a town commitment of $989,000.  To best leverage the grant contributions, we are seeking the town contribution in the form of servicing a 40-year 2.125% Rural Development loan in the amount of $800,000.  RD offered us a package, and we must execute this loan in order to access the grant.  The additional town funding will be used to hook-up homes with salt contamination and homes with no contamination.  The hook-up investment is important because it ensures the financial viability of the system, and it is a requirement in order to get the Rural Development grant.  To learn more about the project, click on the water district tab on the town website.  The selectmen have agreed to hold a Special Town Meeting on Monday January 14th for a vote on the project.  The warrant and items associated with the warrant will be available through the town website, under the Water District tab.  On Monday January 7th there will be a public hearing at 7pm at The AMVET’s.  The District Trustees and staff will be there, as well as the project engineer, the hydrogeologist, and DEP to answer questions.  
J. Libby said this will also give us fire protection?

P. First said that is correct.

A. Arata said how many hook-up commitments do you need to make this project work?

P. First said we need full hook-up.  People might be initially taken aback by the mandatory hook-ups, but in the end I think this is the only way we can feasibly solve this problem and create a sustainable system.  Rural Development is requiring full hook-up.  There are three groups of wells.  Those with oil contamination will be fully hooked up to the system by DEP.  The package put together by the District would fully hook up the 10 salt contaminated wells, and the for the wells without contamination, the water line would be brought to the homes, but the owners would be responsible for the internal plumbing costs.  
A. Arata said have you calculated out what the payment on this loan will be annually?

P. First said it is approximately $29,000.  The town has the option of paying the loan off sooner, if they wish, from another source such as TIF for example.  There are a number of town bonds up for retirement soon as well.  This debt service is significantly smaller than these up for retirement.  We believe this is the most economical way to address the problem, and the funding stars have aligned right now.
S. Maschino said do you know who will be doing the actual construction?

P. First said the project will be managed by the District.  About a year ago we hired Wright-Pierce to do a preliminary engineering design and costing.  This was taken to the funders, who went through the proposal and made some changes based on their expertise.  The costs in the budget are very conservative, with levels of buffer and comfort.  If the town votes to approve it, we give the green light to the engineer, and the final engineering should be completed by April, and the project will go to bid by April 15th, and we are looking to break ground by mid-June.  
5.
Future Meetings

The next meeting will be on Tuesday, January 15th if there is any business.
6.
Adjournment

A motion to adjourn was made by T. Wayboer at 8:28 pm, seconded by A. Arata. 

Motion approved 7 -0.

Respectfully submitted,   
Jessa Berna, Assistant Planner
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