MINUTES

Planning Board

March 14, 2007

7:00 PM
Members Present:  William Horton – Chairman; Donna Hovey; Susannah Swihart; Dave Fowler; Elwin Thorpe – Code Enforcement Officer; Doug Webster – Planning Board Consultant and Sandra Fredricks - secretary.

Members Absent:  Lew Wetzel and Frank Braman

Public Present:  Elizabeth Chute, Larry Chute, Craig Chute, Pat Cayer, Tim Morse, John Cleveland, Andrew O’Connell, Patrick O’Connell, Pat Cayer, Bev White, Maureen McGlone of Gorrill Palmer, Ron Fellman, Gary Dyer, Mike and Jessica of Summit Engineering, and Eric Grondahl

6:57 PM 

Bill calls the meeting to order.

Vote on Minutes from January 8, 2007

Susannah moves to accept Minutes of January 8, 2007

Dave seconds the motion 

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  4 yes – 0 no

Bill informs the Board that we will be taking the Agenda out of order.

Chute, M 6, L 6-5 

The owner’s representative, Pat Cayer, introduces himself and addresses the Board.  Mr. Cayer begins by giving a history of roadways in the area from the original parcel.  The lot was inadvertently divided off when the access road/driveway was put in to access the Willey lot.  There is also a lot that the Chutes would like to have divided as a buildable lot and are negotiating to lift a previously recorded restriction.  They are also proposing to upgrade a portion of the road to Town standards to accommodate two of the new lots; and the remainder would be left as it is.

Mr. Cayer continued they will be looking for a few waivers.  They have some topography information, however, they would like to not have to do a full topographical survey on the entire property.  

Bill asks how much contour there is to the land; how much slope?  Pat states it varies, but it is not steep; maybe 15’ – 20’ total elevation change is well over 1000’.

Pat states they could overlay the U.S. gas contours to give the Board a general idea, but it wouldn’t be a topographical survey.

Dave asks if it is the 500’ driveway length that makes it a separate parcel.  Elwin explains it is because the roadway divided the lots.

Pat explains he shows the Willey lot because it was divided within the last five (5) years.

Dave asks if the boundary between two of the lots is over 500’.  Pat states it is.  They can go to DEP Stormwater Review, but that takes three (3) months or so and the Chutes have a pending sale on a lot and if they could avoid DEP approval, they would like to.

Donna asks who will maintain the roadway.  Pat states it will continue to be a private road.

Pat continues and informs the Board that there is a gas pipeline, Portland Water District line and CMP right-of-way there also.

Bill asks Doug what concerns he has regarding this matter.  Doug refers the Board to his Memo and the issues contained are briefly reviewed.

Pat states that the Chutes would like to move ahead with this matter as quickly as possible.

Bill asks how many residences are on there now.  Larry Chute says there are five (5).  Donna asks if a 5-lot subdivision is still a minor subdivision.  Doug states it is not, but this is technically a 4-lot subdivision with five (5) lots being accessed from the roadway.  The applicants are only proposing to add two lots.

Pat states a building permit for Lot 4 could be conditioned upon upgrading of the right-of-way at a later time.

Discussions turn to the status of the old county road and if it has been abandoned.  If that road has been abandoned, it could be called a driveway to one of the existing house lots rather than a continuation of the road.

Bill states there are multiple issues to be addressed.  His first concern is emergency vehicle access.  Larry states there is a turnaround already in existence. 

Dave asks what the width of the right-of-way is to the Chutes’ property.  Pat advises there is a 50’ easement and they have increased it to 60’ for the purposes of this plan.

Bill states he is concerned about road frontage.

Doug states he feels a site walk is necessary as well as input from the Road Commissioner.  Bill agrees.  Pat informs that the road grades are less than 6%.  Doug states there is a curve radius issue to be worked out.

Bill states that for purposes of planning, he would be interested in seeing the road go back to the next intersection.

Pat advises they will have the lots staked out for the site walk.  The Board sets the site walk for Friday, March 16th, 2007 at 9:00 a.m.

Elwin states he believes this should be classified as a minor subdivision.

Fellman/Clark, M-10, L-2 
Maureen McGlone of Gorrill-Palmer addresses the Board.  She begins by introducing herself as the representative of Mr. Fellman and Mr. Clark.

The parcel is 10.5 acres and has the former Hancock Lumber Retail Store and other buildings associated with that business on it.  The parcel is located just off of Route 121 and Fish Hatchery Road.  The existing Hancock buildings are proposed to remain at this time.  There are three (3) curb cuts off of Route 121 to access the property.  Applicants are proposing to construct two (2) self-storage buildings measuring 270’ long by 50’ wide for a total of 13,500 sq. ft.  The other portion of the property where the existing lumber storage buildings are located will be used for another business opportunity at a later time.

Ms. McGlone continues they have an 8’ setback and understand they need a 25’ buffer in front and a 15’ side buffer, both of which will be landscaped buffers.  The remaining portions of the property will be left as is.  The slopes run toward the back of the property.

Dave asks if it is wet at the back corner.  Applicant states it is.  They are looking to fill 4300 sq. ft., which is under the quantity allowed before requiring additional approvals.  There will be lighting for safety and security and they will keep that to levels that are acceptable and not intrusive to passersby, traffic or others in the area.

The frontage of the property on Route 121 is 879’ and applicants’ use before the Board is proposing to utilize approximately one-third (1/3) of the frontage; one-half (1/2) if you count the existing retail space which will be utilized as the storage facility office.

Mr. Fellman raises the issue that in 2003 Hancock subdivided a portion of the property to the corner of Fish Hatchery Road and they are still researching this with Hancock as to how they are going to fulfill their contractual obligations to him and Mr. Clark.  Doug explains that it may have been only a division of land depending on the number of lots created from the parent parcel.  Discussions go on at length regarding the requirements to trigger subdivision and requirements to trigger site plan review.

Donna asks if this should be referred to the Road Commissioner or is it okay because the curb cuts already exist.  Elwin states the applicant will want to check with DOT as those curb cuts have been blocked off for years.

Mr. Fellman asks those present, as residents of Casco, if there are any uses they would like to see brought to Town.  Restaurants and Professional uses are the replies given.

The Board discusses wishing to have site distances, stormwater information and contours shown on any plans that may come before them as an application for Site Plan Review.

Dave asks if the storage buildings are proposed to have flat roofs.  Mr. Fellman states he believes so, however, Mr. Clark has been the one researching the various options available to them for this project.

Morse – M 9, L 52-3
Dave moves to remove the matter from the table.

Susannah seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  4 yes – 0 no

John Cleveland addresses the Board and recaps that the last time they appeared before the Board they were granted Preliminary approval conditioned upon receiving the report from DEP.  The Board has been provided with copies of the DEP report.

John continues that he would like to address the items in Doug’s Memo.  

Regarding the 130’ wetland encroachment on Lots 6, 7 & 8 as well as a portion of Lot 5; looking at the drawings in the Memo, it is suggested that the applicant go out with the survey and mark out where the 130’ wetland setback is and sight out the 50’ required from there to clear up any ambiguity.

Elwin states they should show the building envelopes for each lot on the plans also.

Bill states they need to allow for the septic on each lot as well.  Elwin states the septic systems can be located within the road setbacks if necessary.  Dave states they have to have viable setback and building envelopes on the drawing and should be showing the septic locations as well.

Donna asks if the driveway to Lot 11 is still within the 130’ wetland setback.  John states it is, but the Board has the authority to waive the driveway in the wetland to keep the slopes down.  The steepest part of that driveway would be 12% if the driveway is moved from the 130’ setback.

Regarding the infringements, Doug referenced that a portion of the road infringes on the wetland setback as follows:  the first 400’ (+/-) of Davis Brook Road and 450’ (+/-) of Davis Brook Road adjacent to Lot #8.  The Board, the applicant and applicant’s representative discuss the road at length.

Dave and Bill each state they have no problems with the existing road.  The only encroachment waiver they would be looking for is for the driveway to Lot 11.

Bill states he wants to see the 130’ wetlands setback on the map properly, but he is not having a problem with the stream encroachment of the road.

John states they will delineate the 130’ setback and show the building envelopes and driveways for each lot.

Susannah asks if they have worked out with the Fire Department for turnarounds for the emergency vehicles.  John states all parties have agreed to gravel turnarounds; however, they cannot put the turnarounds in the buffers per DEP standards.

John shows the Board drawings of the level spreader layout and other stormwater runoff controls.  They may add a second level spreader on the other side of the road to assist in the flow of water.  DEP permit states that it is the responsibility of the lot owner to maintain the stormwater system, but they are willing to put the stormwater system maintenance into the Road Association requirements and the Deeds of each lot owner.  There will be a limited forested stormwater restriction in each Deed and in the Homeowners Association rules and regulations.

Doug states he is concerned about the last 300’ to the driveway to Lot 5 where there are buffers on both sides and you have DEP saying you can’t cut in buffered areas so you won’t have a turnaround there.  Discussions regarding the turnarounds continue.  It is determined that if the spacing of the turnarounds is set at 50’ long and 50’ wide every 100’, that last portion should be okay.  The possibility of two (2) turnarounds there is discussed as long as the Road Commissioner approves it.  Doug stated he calculates that to be 35 useable feet every 180’ – 200’.  This issue will be deferred to the Road Commissioner.

John next addresses the test pits stating they have tested the soils; they are all quality soils throughout the site and will take a septic system anywhere on the site.  It is his understanding that they don’t need to do any more test pits.  Elwin states as long as there is one (1) test pit on each lot and you find out during layout of the house it needs to be in another location, you can do another test pit then.  Mike from Summit Engineering states all the soils were good and if they move 20’ – 40’ or so they would be good soils.  Dave states he is concerned about Lot 8 for the room not the soils.  It is agreed by the Board that no new test pits are needed.  Bill reminds the applicant and applicant’s representative that the 50’ setback measurement is from the property line not the road.

John asks if the Board wants them to touch on any DEP comments.  Doug states the only one we didn’t address was Page 9, #3 “Some municipal Planning Boards require, as a condition of approval, that the Town has the ability, but not necessarily the obligation, to enforce any standard imposed by DEP.  The Board should discuss whether or not this is an appropriate condition of approval.”  After discussion, the Board determines this will be a condition of approval.

John asks if the Board has had any comment from Portland Water District.  We have not.  John states they have had no comment from PWD either.  Mike asks if not hearing means it is acceptable to PWD or can it arise as an issue further on.  Doug states PWD was not as concerned where there is DEP approval.

John moves on to Page 10, #3 of Doug’s Memo.  “The Board has three decisions to make regarding stormwater; (1) Should third party review be required for the design and if so for what components (i.e. driveways for lots 5 and 11), (2) Should there be third party oversight during the construction portion for the particularly challenging driveways, and, (3) How should the ongoing maintenance of the stormwater measures be addressed to ensure that necessary work is being performed.”
Elwin states he doesn’t see why they need to spend a lot of time to review it; we just need third party inspection when the different driveways are built.  Doug explains why he asked this.

Jessica of Summit Engineering informs all the ditches are being rip rapped and check dammed.  Elwin states that should be stated on the plans.  Jessica states that will be noted on the plans.  Third party will certify that the stormwater is built according to the plans as each area is built.  Dave asks if the inspection for each lot can be tied to the building permit.  He is informed it can and will be part of the conditions of final approval.

Addressing H, Proposed Cleared Envelopes, John stated they will be pinned, identified and marked and a third party will come in annually to ensure that it has not been violated.

Doug asks if the Board is looking for a definite way of how these areas will be marked.  Dave states we have requested metal plaques in the past that are posted in those areas.   Elwin would like to see corner pins put in to mark these areas and have them shown on the plans to be able to measure from.  This issue gets discussed further that there should be some permanent pinning or markers to show where they should not be cutting.  This should be done with pins on the lot lines and permanent markers on the trees.

Moving along to Page 11, I of Doug’s Memo regarding the Homeowners/Road Association, John states they covered this earlier, that it will be the lot owners, then Homeowners Association and then the third party inspection.  Deed language will have DEP language regarding Stormwater maintenance, language regarding sprinklers and annual inspections for areas not to be disturbed.

John states the landscaping plan is to not cut things down.  He continues that a Performance Guarantee is usually for the construction of the road and asks if this will be required as the road is already built.

Doug states that is a Road Commissioner question and we will verify that it is not necessary.

Next up in Doug’s Memo is Changes to Plan.  Items 1 through 5 have already been addressed.  John states they will check with the Cumberland County Registry of Deeds for their size requirements of documents to be recorded.  He continues they will get a Surveyor’s stamp on the plans and will show the locations for the turnouts for the driveway for lot 5.

Bill summarizes they are going to mark out the 130’ plus 50’, show building envelopes and talk with the Road Commissioner about the turnouts.  He asks the applicant’s representative if they will have plans for the next meeting deadline.  After discussions, the Board agrees to extend the deadline for submission of revised materials to Friday, March 23rd, 2007 at noon.

Dave moves to table this matter to the April 11th, 2007 meeting.

Susannah seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  4 yes – 0 no

Doug addresses the Board regarding the proposed Zoning Ordinance.  The Board discusses dates to hold a Workshop to review the proposed Zoning Ordinance.  The Board agrees to meet on Wednesday, April 4th, 2007 at 7:00 p.m. in Central Fire Station.

Bill moves to adjourn.

Susannah seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  4 yes – 0 no
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