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A meeting of the Topsham, Maine Planning Board was held on Tuesday, March 1, 2016 in the Donald A. Russell Meeting Room at the Municipal Building, 100 Main Street, Topsham, Maine. 

1.
CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL


Chairman Donald Spann called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  The recording secretary took the roll call and noted that all members were present.
2.
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE FEBRUARY 16, 2016 MEETING


Motion was made by Mr. Bisson, seconded by Mr. Prindall, and it was 
VOTED

To approve the minutes of the February 16, 2016 meeting as written.
3.
SKETCH PLAN REVIEW - TOPSHAM HOUSING AUTHORITY (JOHN HODGE) HAS SUBMITTED PROPOSAL TO BUILD TWO BUILDINGS TO CREATE 8 NEW RESIDENTIAL UNITS FOR RENTAL AT 37 PLEASANT STREET, TAX MAP U04, LOT 13

Chairman Spann recused himself from participation on this item due to a possible conflict of interest and turned the gavel over to Vice Chairman Scott Libby.

Mr. Libby thanked the Planning Board for scheduling an extra meeting on this item and members of the public for attending.  He reviewed the process on how the meeting would be conducted and explained the various steps that would be taken to process and review the application covering a Site Plan Review and Subdivision Review.  He noted that the review and discussions would be guided by Topsham's ordinances.  


Project Engineer, Kurt Neufeld from Sitelines represented the Topsham Housing Authority.  Executive Director of the Housing Authority, John Hodge, was also present at the meeting, as was Marty Szydlowski, Deputy Director of the Brunswick Housing Authority.  The project will officially be called Pleasant Woods Apartments.  Mr. Neufeld gave a Power Point presentation showing the two buildings, 4 apartments in each, some two story capes and the others one story buildings.  The parcel covers 2.97 acres and is in the R1 Zone.  A maximum of one acre will be developed with 1.97 acres to be placed in conservation.  

Placement of the apartments has been adjusted, resulting from comments from the Board at the previous meeting and the parking spaces reduced to 13.  The parking is now screened by the new placement of the buildings. The trail behind the development will be maintained.  Driveway access easement to an abutting neighbor has been included on the plan.  It was noted that the applicant has not discussed the project with the fire chief at this time.  Relative to questions regarding increase in traffic, Mr. Neufeld said, in referencing engineering statistics, the apartments will add approximately 2 to 3 cars per direction and will not cause a traffic problem. 

Comments from the Board following Mr. Neufeld's presentation included comments such as 

· The plan is better than originally presented

· Concern expressed on how much vegetation would remain on the lot

· Parking to the north a positive change

· Can trail be formalized in the future

· Good to see the neighborhood work together
· The Board's duty is to review the application and plan in accordance with the ordinance

· The trail has no bearing in the decision on the project


A letter from residents of Pleasant Street, Melcher Place and Greig Lane to the Board dated March1, 2016 was entered into the record and is filed with these minutes.  Names of those forwarding the letter included:  Joe and Kim Bedard, Chris Biedrzychi, Meagan Gilpatrick, Emily and Matt Carter, Linda Castner, Jay Collier, Amy and Chris Farrell, Beth and Ken Gilbert, Kurt Morrison, John Graham, Henry Greig, Scott Hanson, Gustav Konitzky, John Noyes, Neil Shankman and Vivi Stilphen.  Mr. Neufeld reviewed questions and concerns in the letter and responded to them.  Some of the concerns included:

· Concerns relative to additional cars on Pleasant Street.  Most of the tenants will have only one vehicle, so 8 to 10 extra vehicles should not cause a problem.
· Will the developer contract a licensed specialist for a traffic impact study?  This size of a project usually does not require a traffic study.  Engineering numbers show 1/2 trip per unit resulting in only 4 to 6 cars at peak hours.
· Where will visitors to the development park?  Visitors will park in the parking lot.
· What plans are there to protect pedestrians, cyclist and motorists at the hairpin turn in front of the property?  Will the orientation of the intersection be changed?  Stop Signs? Traffic calming installations?  Beyond the scope of this application.  Suggested these concerns be taken up with the Planning Staff and/or the Board of Selectmen.
· What changes will be made to lower Pleasant Street which is considerably narrower…..? Offsite improvements would have to be taken up with the Town; not applicable to this project.
· What federal programs are being used to develop this property? How many units have been subsidized rent or utility costs?  Do those programs define the number of residents, parking spaces, smoking on the property and other lease requirements for renters?  John Hodge, Executive Director of Topsham Housing Authority responded saying the project is coming under a tight budget. Topsham Housing Authority submitted a grant application and received a $500,000 grant and a $500,000 subsidized loan at 2.5% interest from the Federal Home Bank of Boston Housing Program.  The rest of the $260,000 financing is through a conventional loan from Bath Savings Institution.  This is to purchase the land, hire a contractor, hire architect, and engineers.  The median price for rents in the area is approximately $960 a month for a two-bedroom apartment.  We will charge $805 to $860 which will include heat, water and electricity. Applicants with a voucher will pay only 30% of their income.
· Board member Van Note asked the Planning staff (Ms. Eyerman) whether low income had any relevance to Board approval in the code.  The answer was "no, unless they are seeking any density bonuses," which they are not, so the answer was no.  
· What will be the entity owning the development?  Topsham Housing Authority will own and operate the apartments. 
· Will any variances from Town ordinances be requested?  No.
· What are the future costs to the taxpayers of Topsham?  Zero.  Topsham Housing Authority will pay full taxes.  

A letter dated March 1, 2016 from Reid Kinney, received via e-mail, suggesting a reconfiguration to Pleasant Street was acknowledged and is filed with these minutes. 

Vice Chairman Libby opened the meeting to receipt of comments from members of the public, hearing from the following:

Wayne Rensure, 39 Pleasant Street.  Has owned property for over 25 years.  Said he never gave permission to anyone to use the man-made trail through his property and that no one ever stopped to ask him if they could use it.  However, he never stopped anyone from using the trail.  Mr. Rensure said if the project does not go through he will no longer allow the trail to be used.


Henry Greig, Dover, New Hampshire said he owns the property at 33 Pleasant Street.  

Interested in the distance where the trail runs through from the property lines up to the line of development.   (Mr. Neufeld responded to Mr. Greig's satisfaction.)  

Suzanna Lynch, 24 Pleasant Street.  What is the waiver being requested for environment studies?  (The Assistant Planner responded that the applicant has not asked for any waiver from the Town to date.)   Concerning that two units will be for homeless families.  Will their stay be temporary and then transferred to a stable arrangement?  (John Hodge responded that the units will be targeted for families as permanent housing.  They can stay as long as they are in compliance with their voucher and the lease.)

Amy Farrell, 41 Pleasant Street.  Are there criteria for the homeless to seek employment?  Is there a limit on how many can live in the two bedroom apartments.  Concerned with 13 car parking lot.  What is option for families with two vehicles?  (John Hodge responded to Ms. Farrell…they must be in compliance with the lease, paying the rent, not causing problems… Re: Bedrooms..Not more than 2 persons to a bedroom.  Children of the same sex under 7 years of age can share the same bedroom.  If they are older than 7 years, they get a separate bedroom.  Siblings of different gender would get separate bedrooms.)


Scott Hanson, 8 Pleasant Street.  Mr. Hanson presented some history, along with suggestions, including:  "Re:  Proposed new development at 37 Pleasant Street.  The block of Pleasant Street from Melcher Place to Elm Street was laid out in 1827 as a narrow, sloping, dead end residential lane.  Over the next 25 years, six houses were built on this block and Melcher Lane was opened to connect the upper end to Main Street.  The lane was extended a short distance by 1860 to accommodate several additional houses and was eventually connected to Perkins Street in the late 19th century.  All of these lanes were built to serve only the residents of these short streets and are consequently very narrow with most houses built close to the street on relatively narrow lots.  In the 20th century, the street was extended to its current length, connecting to a short lane off Main Street that is now the east-west section of Pleasant Street after the right-angle turn.  This later portion of the street is noticeably wider than the 1827 portion and most houses are set back further.  A few late 19th/early 20th century houses are located near the corner.  Additional houses were built on relatively wide lots after World War II, creating a less dense character on the upper portion of the street than on the lower.  The result of this history is that the sense of what is a safe driving speed on the level upper part of the street is very different than on the sloping lower part.  Unfortunately, drivers often get going 35 or 40 miles per hour coming down the upper portion of the street without realizing that the street is going to suddenly become much narrower and steeply sloped between Melcher Place and Elm Street.  These vehicles fly by our homes oblivious to the nine children and numerous pets which live on the block.  Traffic headed up the hill has its own issues, with drivers frequently cutting the corner from Elm Street to maintain momentum as they start up the hill, generally accelerating hard.  The accelerating vehicles are often loud, echoing through the interiors of the historic homes that sit as close as 8 feet from the road.  The addition of No Parking signs on the street in 2014 has encouraged people to drive faster.  I was told by a previous Topsham Director of Public Works that the lower block of Pleasant Street does not meet modern requirements of lane width, even without parking, but at least parked cars slowed down the traffic a little bit.  I under stand that neighbors were told that the street can accommodate the additional traffic at the previous Planning Board meeting.  I also understand that no supporting documentation was provided to substantiate this claim.  It seems obvious to me that adding the daily traffic for eight new residential units to Pleasant Street appears very likely to have added negative effects on the residents of the lower block in particular.  As a property owner and resident at 8 Pleasant Street, I would like assurances that the added traffic can be accommodated without negative consequences for those of us who have already invested our lives and resources in this neighborhood.  Such assurances can only come from a full traffic impact study by a qualified engineering firm.  I hope that the Planning Board will insist on such a study before taking action on this proposal and will require the developer to fund any necessary traffic-calming measures, or to scale back the proposed number of units, if it is clear that from the study that the current residents of the street will have to live with a negative impact on their quality of life caused by the traffic resulting from the new development."

Peggy Konitzky, 5 Pleasant Street.  Concerned with traffic, particularly at the bend in the road and especially in the winter months.  Said the last time that bend was safe was when people were driving Model T's.  Noted there are lots of little children and pets on the street.

John Graham, 10 Pleasant Street.  Supports infill zoning, likes neighborhoods with infill zoning.  Feels the scale of this on a tight corner.  Wants more street frontage.  Said if he was designing this he would want the building on the street, not set back and hidden.  Need to move the driveway straight around and adjust the walking trail if you need to.  

Kurt Morrison, 23 Pleasant Street.  Asked what the time frame is for the construction of the project.  (Mr. Neufeld - Will start in May and be completed before January, approximately 120 days.) Said it is a cut-through street.  He drives a large truck.  Has lived there for two years.  Concerned with the problems of large equipment necessary to do such a project. (John Hodge responded that once they break ground in May, June and July, there will not be large construction vehicles on the scene.  Base coat will be put down as soon as possible but paving with large vehicles will have to wait until spring of 2017.)

Marlo Kendall, 20 Pleasant Street.  Concerned with walking trail.  Will it be part of the property to change hands.  (Kurt Neufeld responded that will be part of the open space and it will be up to the Conservation Commission how it gets conveyed.)

Amy Farrell, 41 Pleasant Street.  Suggested putting speed bumps in the driveway.

Stephanie Sersich, 15 Perkins Street. Said there are 8 parking spaces on property beside of her house.  Residents are temporary renters and not homeowners.  Cars drive too fast.  She has to pick up beer cans.  My relationships with the neighborhood are impacted by people who rent and don't own their homes. 

With no further comments to be heard, Vice Chairman Libby thanked everyone for their comments and said some of the issues are beyond the scope of the project.  He asked the Board what they felt regarding the need for a traffic study.  Responses included:

· In favor of a site walk

· Safety is main concern

· Board does not usually ask for a traffic study for project of this scale

· Three additional members agreed the Board does not usually ask for a traffic study for a project of this magnitude
· Noted there are lots of acres in Town where traffic needs to be calmed.  Urged concerned citizens to discuss the issue with the Board of Selectmen and the Planning Office

· Suggestion made, all Board unanimously agreed, that the Town's Peer Reviewer may be able to make assumptions on the curve in question

· Board unanimously agreed a site walk is needed

· Suggestion was made consider the significance of keeping mature trees on the site (8" or more) and preserving them


Mr. Neufeld said that he would review the project with Traffic Engineer Diane Morbito and ask her to stop by to look at the site. 
6.
ADJOURN

Motion was made, seconded, and it was unanimously VOTED to adjourn the regular meeting at 8:30 p.m. 







Respectfully submitted,







_____________________________







Patty Williams, Recording Secretary
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