New Gloucester Planning Board
Minutes of October 1, 2013
Members Present:  Jean Libby, Amy Arata, Wanda Brissette, Jean Couturier, Edward Domas, Joe Bean, and Mark Leighton
Members Absent: 
Town Staff: Paul First, Town Planner
Others Present:  Beverly Cadigan
Business Items:  Minutes 8/20/13; Wagon Shed, Beverly Cadigan
1.           Call to Order

J. Libby called the meeting to order at 7:00pm.  
2.   
Approval of Minutes

 
a.   August 20, 2013
J. Libby stated that Ed Domas attended the last meeting, and asked that the minutes be amended accordingly. 

J. Courturier made a motion to approve the minutes of August 20, 2013.  Motion seconded by A. Arata. Motion approved 5-0-2. Abstaining were Joe Bean and Mark Leighton.
3.
Site Plan Review
a. Beverly Cadigan
85 Gloucester Hill Rd.
0007-0022
Rural Residential, Historic Resource Overlay
Jean Libby introduced the business at hand, saying that the project is located at 85 Gloucester Hill Road. It is in the Rural Residential and Historic Resource Overlay zones. Paul do you have anything to add?

P. First said that the applicant, Beverly Cadigan, has asked the Planning Board to review a site plan application. She would like to construct a wagon shed on her property located at 85 Gloucester Hill Road. The purpose of the wagon shed is to store farm equipment.  This is map 7, lot 22. For further information, I would defer to the applicant. 
Beverly Cadigan introduced herself and said that she’s submitted a site plan for review for a wagon shed.  The reason that I use that term is because it is a historical term used for buildings built in the early to middle 1800’s to store farm equipment. Many of them were with two, three, or four bays with a shed roof.  That’s what I’ve proposed to build. I think that I’ve presented  you with everything that you need to review the project, including pictures and drawings. As P. First said, it will be used for farm equipment storage.  I would be glad to answer any questions. 

J. Bean said that it is a very thorough packet.  I appreciate the work that you put into it. 

J. Courturier said he was also impressed with the packet, especially the maps. 

A. Arata asked P. First why this project has to come to the Planning Board. If it is just the historic aspect that requires us to review this, shouldn’t we just be looking at that aspect?
P. First said that the project is required to go to site plan review, and for each site plan review we have the same submission requirements. Is it overkill for this project – probably. However, we’re still required to treat everyone the same and to review each project using the same procedure. 

W. Brissette said that she has a couple of questions about the application. It’s a beautiful application and it’s going to be a beautiful building. On page two of your application you say that a state or local permit is required. 


Beverly Cadigan said that she was referring to the local Building Permit. 

W. Brissette said that your deed and one of the breakouts of the property states that it is five acres.  However, the tax assessor has it at 4.6 acres.  Can you tell me which is correct and if there’s a reason why they are different?
Beverly Cadigan said no I don’t think there is a reason why it’s different. The survey was done when Ann Phillips bought the bulk of the property, before I purchased my house and the rest of my properties.  This is my third submission for the planning board. The first was for the carriage house. The second was for the equipment shed. The first one was 15 years ago. At that time the 5 acres was accepted by the board.  The last application was 5 years ago. At that time the planner came up with the 4.6 acre number.  The tax maps show 4.6 acres. I don’t know which is correct.  
W. Brissette asked P. First if the impervious is based on 4.6 or 5 acres. 

B. Cadigan said that the impervious surface is calculated on 4.6 acres.  
W. Brissette said that she does not see it as an issue today, but maybe someday. B. Cadigan said that since she’ll be there until they take me across the road to my new home, this is not going to be an issue for me.
P. First said that we have a survey. It would be a question for the assessor, rather than planning. 

J. Libby said that it may be an error on the tax map. 

W. Brissette asked if there will be a concrete floor inside the building. 

B. Cadigan said that the floor of the building will be gravel. 

M. Leighton said that he is fine with the application at this point. 

E. Domas said that he does not have questions at this time. 

J. Libby asked for the consensus of the board regarding a site visit. The consensus of all board members was that a site visit is not necessary.  

J. Libby said that the applicant has requested waivers for the following submission items. May I have a motion for the waivers please?  She has supplied the signed requests for the waivers. 
A. Arata moved that we waive section 7.3.2.A.11 – existing and proposed topographic contour lines at 2’ intervals. We do have 10’ intervals. W. Brissette seconded the motion. Motion approved 7-0. 
A. Arata moved that we waive section 7.3.2.A.15 – a plan for the control of erosion and sedimentation endorsed by CCSWCD. W. Brissette seconded the motion. Motion approved 7-0. 

A. Arata moved that we waive section 7.3.2.A.16 – a plan for the treatment of stormwater for a 24 hour/25 year storm prepared by a registered engineer. W. Brissette seconded the motion. Motion approved 7-0. 

A. Arata moved that the following items be deemed not applicable: 7.3.2.A.9, 7.3.2.A.10, 7.3.2.A.18, 7.3.2.A.20, 7.3.2.A.22.b, and 7.3.2.A.24.  W. Brissette seconded the motion.  Motion approved 7-0.
P. First said a short comment.  Please strike the mention of hydrogeologic study from the review outline. 
The board voiced consensus that additional submission items are not required. 

A.  Arata moved that the application is complete. W. Brissette seconded the motion. Motion approved 7-0.
J. Libby asked the board members about their disposition towards a public hearing. The consensus of board members was not to hold a public hearing. 

Section 7.5.1.A 

Maintenance of traffic level of service “D” or above at all intersections receiving five percent or greater increase in traffic from the proposed development and presence of reserve capacity on other affected public streets as defined by the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Standards.

J. Libby said this will not change traffic. Therefore, non-applicable. W. Brissette agreed. 

Section 7.5.1.B 

Sufficient parking and traffic circulation on the site of the development to avoid conflicts with adjoining properties and streets. 

J. Libby said that she feels this criteria is met, as there is plenty of parking and there will not be additional equipment.  There was general agreement that parking on the site is sufficient.

Section 7.5.1.C 

Building location or engineering measures to ensure that wetlands and surface water bodies will not be adversely affected by erosion, sedimentation, runoff, or pollutants.

J. Libby said that it is not applicable as there are no wetlands on the site. W. Brissette said that there is a stream, but it is in the back beyond the development area. 

Section 7.5.1.D 

Treatment of all sanitary and solid wastes in a manner approved by qualified professionals, together with written agreements showing the transportation, disposal, and storage of hazardous materials according to state and federal requirements.

J. Libby said this is not applicable as there is no septic and no utilities in this building. M. Leighton agreed. 
Section 7.5.1.E 

Design measures to ensure the capability of the land and water systems to sustain the proposed use without long-term degradation.

J. Libby said that the project meets the criteria. There is no additional use of water with this new building. 

Section 7.5.1.F 

Protection of natural resources identified in the Comprehensive Plan or related studies, including surface and subsurface water supplies, shoreland areas, spawning grounds, aquatic life, bird and wildlife habitat, and access thereto. 

J. Libby said this is not applicable as there are none on the site.  M. Leighton agreed. 

Section 7.5.1.G 

Showing that public facilities will not exceed their respective capacities, including but not limited to: schools, police and fire services, snowplowing and road maintenance capabilities. 

J. Libby said this is not applicable, as it will not place any additional burden on public facilities. 

Section 7.5.1.H 

Showing of sufficient financial backing and technical resources of the applicant to complete the proposed development. 

J. Libby said that this is something that will be done with staff. The criteria will be met. 
Section 7.5.1.I 

Compliance with other local, state or federal regulations as evidenced by Board of Appeals approval (when necessary) and/or final approval of any required state or federal permits. 

J. Libby said that the only approvals needed are the planning board and a building permit. Therefore, this criteria will be met. 

Section 7.5.1.J 

Absence of any undue adverse effect on the scenic or natural beauty of a site, aesthetics, historic sites, or rate and irreplaceable natural features or any public rights for physical or visual access to the shoreline.

A. Arata said that the structure proposed is historically accurate. In my opinion it complies with the historic district standards. J. Libby said that it meets the review criteria. 

Section 7.5.1 K

Will avoid problems associated with floodplain development and use. 

J. Libby said that this is not applicable, as the project is not within the floodplain. 

A. Arata moved that the application meets the zoning ordinance review criteria as discussed above. W. Brissette seconded the motion. Motion approved 7-0.

A. Arata moved to authorize the committee chair to sign the findings of fact and conclusions of law.  W. Brissette seconded the motion. Motion approved 7-0.
A. Arata moved that we do not require a performance guarantee. W. Brissette seconded the motion. Motion approved 7-0. 
A. Arata moved that we approve the application without condition. J. Courturier seconded the motion. 
P. First stated that this is a small project. In terms of financial capacity, it is at the board’s pleasure regarding how you would like to handle this. From the staff perspective, I do not have concerns. 
W. Brissette said that she wants to make sure applications are handled consistently. We have asked for it for previous applications. 

P. First said that we ask for evidence of financial capacity on most projects, but not on all. For example, the Roden shed or deck projects. It’s the board’s decision, in terms of scope of the application, whether or not you feel comfortable proceeding without evidence of financial capacity. 

W. Brissette agreed that if the project cannot be completed, this is not detrimental to the town. I will yield to the floor. 

B. Cadigan said that this is the third project that she’s brought before the board and she   has not been required in the past to provide financial capacity. 

A. Arata reiterated that her motion was to approve the application without conditions. It was seconded. Therefore we are ready to vote. 

Motion approved 7-0.

J. Libby said you are all set Mrs. Cadigan. 

B. Cadigan thanked the board. 
The site plan was signed and a copy given to B. Cadigan.
4. 
Other Business

P. First reminded the board that on October 8th, next Tuesday, LMPC and the Planning Department will hold the first of a three part Upper Village master planning workshop series.  The workshop will start at 6:30 pm at AmVets on Lewiston Road. If you are interested in the planning and re-development of that area, please join us. 
5.
Future Meetings

J. Libby stated that the October 15th meeting may be canceled if there is no new business by that time. 
6.
Adjournment

A. Arata moved to adjourn at 7:30 pm. Motion seconded by M. Leighton. Motion approved 7-0. 
Respectfully submitted,   
Paul First, Town Planner
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