MINUTES

Planning Board

May 16, 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 Sandy Fredricks - secretary.

Members Absent:  Frank Braman and Lew Wetzel

Public Present:  Gene Bean, Patricia B. Troy, Patricia V. MacVane, Chris Greenlaw, Rick Thorpe, Skip Watkins, Tom Ferent, Calvin Nutting, Ray Grant, Steve Roberge, Adam Grant and Barb Thorpe

7:00 P.M.

Bill calls the meeting to order.

Vote on Minutes from April 11, 2007

Susannah moves to accept Minutes of April 11, 2007

Dave seconds the motion 

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  4 yes – 0 no

Bill explains the Board’s Rules regarding time parameters.  “No new business shall be considered by the Planning Board after 10:00 p.m. unless all members of the Planning Board present agree and said new business can be concluded prior to 10:30 p.m.  No meeting of the Planning Board shall continue past 11:00 p.m. unless all members of the Planning Board agree.  Under no circumstances shall new business be considered after 11:00 p.m.”

Bill continues by informing those present that the Board will be taking the Agenda out of order this evening and begin with Item #4.

Camp Laurel South, M-9, L-57

Roger Christian has submitted documentation in support of Conditional Approval of Site plan granted by the Board at the April 11th, 2007 meeting with a request to amend the conditional approvals.  The property affected is known as Map 9, Lot 57, 48 Laurel Road and is located in a Residential Zone.

Dave moves to reconsider this matter.

Susannah seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  4 yes – 0 no

Gene Bean explains the only change to the plan is a request to put in two (2) 150-watt spotlights, all other items will remain as previously submitted and conditionally approved by this Board.

Bill asks how the lights will be positioned?

Gene states they will be positioned to face from the roadside into the Camp’s property to illuminate the proposed parking lot; they will not be positioned to adversely affect neighbors or impact on Route 11.  The lighting will only be used from Memorial Day through the last weekend of August each year.

Doug suggests that if the Board is so inclined to approve this amendment, it would be best to have the Motion to approve include the original Conditions of Approval plus the new approval language.

Dave moves to amend the prior approval of the application submitted by Casco Properties LLC/Roger Christian, for the construction and use of a 160’ x 246’ gravel parking area in accordance with the submitted information subject to the following conditions of approval:

1.  A plan be submitted showing the following requirements of the Zoning       Ordinance:

a)   B-2 – Names and addresses of abutting property owners;

b)  B-5 – Bearings and distances of all property lines within 200’ of the   proposed disturbance;
c) B-6 and B-7 waived;
d) B-9 - stating “none”;
e) B-10 – state the size of the whole parent parcel;
f) B-12 – if there are any buildings/road intersections within 50’ of the parcel, include them on the plan;
g) C-4 – Engineering calculations for 25-year storm for stormwater is waived;
h) E – Planting Schedule is waived;
i) If any restrictions affect the disturbed area, show same on the plan;
2.  The applicant is responsible for obtaining and complying with any applicable permits/approvals necessary from the Maine Department of Environmental Protection (MeDEP).  If any such permits/approvals are issued, the Town of Casco will have the ability to enforce any conditions or standards.

3.  Erosion and sedimentation for the project shall be maintained to the satisfaction of the CEO during construction until the site is stabilized.

4. The 50’ buffer to Route 11 shall remain in its present densely wooded

condition and shall not be disturbed except for the removal of safety hazards.

5. In the event that any of the proposed/installed stormwater and/or erosion

and sedimentation measure(s) prove to be inadequate, as determined by the CEO, the Town shall have the authority to require the owner/applicant to employ the services of a qualified professional, as determined by the CEO, to design any necessary corrective measures to address the failing situation.  The owner/applicant shall be responsible for paying all costs associated with the design and installation of the corrective measures within a reasonable time period determined by the CEO.  In the event that the owner/applicant and the CEO cannot agree upon the corrective measure(s), the Planning Board will be the final authority on the necessary actions.

6. Applicant will submit a letter of authorization as requested by the Board

stating that Mr. Bean is authorized to represent the applicant in this matter.

7. Show the minimum traveled way width accessing the parking lot to be 25’.

8.  Applicant to provide documentation or applicable DEP permits to the CEO

    prior to construction.

9. Applicant may install lighting consisting of two (2) 150-watt spotlights to be

     positioned facing toward the parking lot area and not be intrusive to

     neighboring  properties or Route 11 as shown on Site Plan dated 2007

    Camp Laurel South, as amended and submitted to Casco’s Planning Board for

    the May 16, 2007 meeting. 

10. This approval is dependent upon, and limited to, the proposals and plans contained in this application and supporting documents submitted and affirmed by the applicant, as well as oral representations made to the Board during the final review of the project.  Any variation from the plans, proposals, and supporting documents is subject to the review and approval by the Planning Board, except for de minimus changes, which the Code Enforcement Officer may approve.

Susannah seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  4 yes – 0 no

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 stating he believes they can be short and sweet like the previous matter as well.  He continues by informing that he and the applicant have worked very closely with Doug to accomplish all the requirements of the Board to obtain final approval.

Bill asks Doug to address the items contained in his Memo.

Doug reviews these items as follows:

1. By-Laws of the Road Association have been sent to Natalie for review and comment;

2. Magnetic North has been corrected;

3. All pins have been identified and will be put in place;

4. The most recent revision date has been included in the Memo Block

John states that he has received David Morton’s Memo regarding the road/driveway requirements and those items have been addressed as requested.

Doug reminds the Board, as stated on Page 3 of his Memo, the application must be deemed complete for Final Approval and then the Board may proceed with the appropriate Motion for Final Approval.

Donna asks for clarification of Doug’s comment regarding the Road Association wording; is it correct that as worded it allows them to change the By-Laws?  Doug explains #4 on Page 2:

The Road Association documents do not appear to specifically state that the

Association is responsible for the SW and other responsibilities stated in

"Exhibit A".  Within the purpose section (first page, section 1.3) it does state

that the association is to administer and enforce but this is the purpose

section.  It would seem that somewhere in the document it should state that

the Association is obligated to enforce the provisions in Exhibit A.  One

possible location is section 4.11 on page 5 (Specific Powers and Duties of

the Board of Directors).  Remember too that Article 8 gives the Association

the power to change the documents.  If there is to be a specific reference

that the Association must enforce the provisions contained in Exhibit A then

this language should also, presumably, contain language that this

responsibility cannot change unless specifically approved by the Casco PB.  

Doug continues that if Natalie is going to sign off on it, then it is fine.  He would, however, like to see a COA regarding approval by Casco’s counsel on this issue.

John reads from the By-Laws, “Article 8 – Amendment of Bylaws.  These Bylaws may be amended, altered or repealed and new Bylaws may be adopted only upon the affirmative vote of Seventy-Five Percent (75%) of the voting membership at an annual or special meeting of the members, the notice of which meeting shall substantially set forth the proposed change to the Bylaws; provided, however, that no amendment to Section 4.11(k) and Exhibit A to these Bylaws shall be effective without the written approval of the Town of Casco Planning Board.”

Dave moves to find the application complete for Final Approval.

Susannah seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  4 yes – 0 no

Dave moves to grant Final Approval of Stonecrest Estates Subdivision as shown on Summit Engineering Plans (figures 1 through 5) dated 4/12/07 revised 5/09/07 and submitted materials subject to the following conditions:

1.  Town has ability but not obligation to enforce DEP standards/ provisions.

2.  Applicable DEP submittals (per DEP Findings and Order) to be submitted to DEP prior to commencement of construction on any lot.

3.  The Bylaws of Stonecrest Estates Road Association are not part of the Town's approval except the provisions stated in Exhibit A.  The Town will not enforce provisions within the documents that are not a Town requirement or are not shown on the face of the subdivision plan.

4.  Corners of approved clearing envelopes pinned on the lot lines and the balance of the envelope demarcated with placards on trees prior to the issuance of a building permit.

5.  Demarcation of building envelope and 130' setback in accordance with revised SW #3* and SW #8*.  (*stormwater/see note on page 7)

6.  The demarcation of the 130' stream/wetland setback in accordance with standards stated in SW #8* prior to the building permit being issued for lots 52-6 and 52-7.

7.  Prior to the issuance of the Building Permit for lots 52-5, 52-10, and 52-11, the Casco Road Commissioner shall have the authority to require that a performance bond be posted by the property owner(s).  Provided that the qualified party determines that the driveway has been constructed in accordance with applicable standards, as established in SW note #4*, the bond shall be released.  The Casco Road Commissioner shall have the authority to determine the amount and type of the bond.  In the event that the owner/applicant and the Road Commissioner cannot agree on a mutually acceptable bond, the Planning Board shall be the final authority.

8.  Inspection and report of stormwater infrastructure installation for all driveways by a qualified third party submitted to the CEO and determined to be acceptable and complete prior to the issuance of an occupancy for any lot. 

9. Stormwater measures to be installed and maintained in accordance with MeDEP's Best Management Practices. 

10. Gravel turnouts specified on plans and submitted materials for the

      driveway to lot 52-5 shall be constructed in a manner that adequately

  
supports emergency vehicles as determined by the Casco Road

     Commissioner.

11. Relevant portions of the Articles of Incorporation of the Homeowners Association and Bylaws of Stonecrest Estates Road Association shall be reviewed by the Town's legal counsel at the applicant’s expense to ensure that applicable language and provisions have been included in these documents.  The documents shall not be deemed to be complete, be approved, nor be recorded at the Registry of Deeds until the Town's attorney has agreed, in writing, that the necessary provisions have been included and a copy of such verification received by the Casco CEO.

12. Deed references for all lots in the subdivision:  The property deeds for all

 lots in the subdivision shall contain either (1) the entire note referenced

 below, or (2) a sufficient reference, as determined by the CEO with input

 from the Town Planner, for the following plan/figure notes:  SD #11* (*Sub-
division/see Note on Page 7)  (Sprinkler installation/inspection prior to occupancy and annual report), SW # 4* and 7* (*Stormwater/see Note on Page 7)  (driveway and ditchline construction), SW #3* (driveway

SW maintenance and inspection), and language required by MeDEP per

approval.

13. The deed for lot 52-3 shall contain the language in SD note #9*.

14.  The deeds for lots 52-6 and 52-7 shall contain the language in SW #8*.

15.  The deeds for lots 52-5, 52-10, and 52-11 shall contain the language in

  Condition of Approval #7 above.

16. This approval is dependent upon, and limited to, the proposals and plans contained in this application and supporting documents submitted and affirmed by the applicant, as well as oral representations made to the Board during the final review of the project.  Any variation from the plans, proposals, and supporting documents is subject to the review and approval by the Planning Board, except for de minimus changes, which the Code Enforcement Officer may approve.

*Note:  References contained in the motion above are to notes on both the Subdivision and Stormwater plans/figures.  For example, SD #3 is note #3 on the Subdivision plan/figure and SW #8 is note #8 on the Stormwater plan/figure

Susannah seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  4 yes – 0 no

The Board takes a brief recess to sign mylars for the Stonecrest Estates subdivision.

Chute, M 6, L 6-5 

Land Services, Inc.  has submitted a Final Plan on behalf of Larry R. and Elizabeth M. Chute for a 4-lot subdivision.  The property affected is a portion of Map 6, Lot 6-5, known as 42 Lilac Lane and is located in a Residential Zone.

Pat Cayer addresses the Board and states he would like to review the narrative submitted with the Board.  He begins by outlining the background of the application stating it is a 4-lot subdivision essentially as originally submitted for the Pre-application Conference with the Board on March 14th, 2007.  Pat goes on to advise, as the Board is aware, some of the lots already have homes on them and all proposed and existing lots have frontage on Lilac Lane.

The Board held a site walk on March 16th, 2007 and the feedback from that review was mostly concerning the status of the road.  The road width would be acceptable at 18’ and would not require widening although the final decision on that was left to David Morton, Road Commissioner.

Larry spoke to David Morton who informed he would require paving of Lilac Lane and that the paving could be done in two phases.  Morton had suggested that Phase I of the project would include paving up to the first house located on Lilac Lane, which is the house the Chutes are trying to sell.  Phase II paving would be completed prior to issuance of any new permits or any additional development activity.

Pat continues that subsequent to the Board’s site walk, Larry paved the Phase I area of Lilac Lane.  Since the application was submitted, DEP came to the project location to determine if Stormwater Review was necessary.  After DEP review, the Chutes were issued a Notice of Violation and are now required to file an “After the Fact Stormwater Permit Application” and also “install a culvert at the stream crossing, fill the diversion channel and submit an acceptable after the fact permit by rule application for the stream crossing” no later than June 25th, 2007.    Larry will comply with the DEP instructions, however, it is uncertain at this time, what standards DEP will hold this project to.

Pat continues that they have asked for waivers from the Board with regard to Stormwater and erosion control.  They are hopeful that the Board would be comfortable with deferring the stormwater and phosphorus issues to DEP and that perhaps that could be a Condition of Approval.

Pat states the applicant is also requesting waivers for Landscaping and Buffering, Monuments, Design standards for Streets, and Contour Lines at intervals of not more than 10 feet.  The specifics regarding these waiver requests are set forth in the application submitted April 23rd, 2007. 

The project will be served by existing power lines, telephone lines and cable lines, which provide service to the existing homes.  These services are all adequate for use in the proposed subdivision.

They have done test pits on lots 1 and 4, the two undeveloped lots, and they came back as suitable soils.  The two new homes on the un-built lots will have drilled wells which are required to be set back 100’ from any existing well or proposed well.

Regarding Fire Suppression, the Board is informed that Chief Small has indicated sprinklers will not be required in the homes, included in this subdivision, that are already built.  Doug stated that he has spoken with Chief Small and it is his understanding that the Fire Department’s position is, given the existing houses, it would be tough to go back and have anything done with regard to sprinklers; however, as a Condition of Approval, Chief Small indicated he would like any future houses to be built, that will utilize Lilac Lane for access, be reviewed by him prior to any approvals or issuance of building permits.

Disposition of Solid Waste and Construction Debris is addressed in the Application.

Lot numbering will be reviewed with the Assessing Department and Lots 1 – 4 will be properly renumbered in accordance with the system utilized by Casco’s Assessing Department.

Regarding placement of monuments; as previously stated, applicant has requested a waiver for this requirement.  The roadway is a Private Road and it is privately maintained.  In the past, Pat continues, he has worked with the Board to place monuments in a few key locations and he is hoping they can discuss this further at a later date.

As for landscaping and buffering, given the existing roadway and wooded areas, they don’t feel this is applicable, and therefore, have requested a waiver of this requirement.

Pat continues, the applicant is asking for a waiver on the contours throughout the rest of the project as indicated previously.

Pat readdresses the issue of Stormwater and is asking the Board to waive the stormwater requirements to facilitate moving ahead with this matter tonight.  Bill states he is inclined not to waive the Stormwater requirement, especially taking into consideration we already have a Notice of Violation for this property.  Discussions take place at length regarding the DEP/Stormwater issues between applicant’s representative, applicant and Board members.

Bill asks if DEP is aware that “Phase I” of the road has been paved.  Pat states he does not think they are aware of that.  Doug states that he looked at the road and it looks like a base coating; our ordinance requires 1-1/2” base and 1” topcoat.  He continues, he spoke with the Road Commissioner who has indicated the 18’ plus shoulders is acceptable for the road.  Larry states the pavement is 2-1/2”.

Doug asks the Board to review Item #5 on Page 6 of his Memo.  “Property owners potentially affected by further development.  As noted in the most recent submittal, the proposal at this point is to pave up to the first house and add a condition (# 10 on most recent plan) that would require the 18' of paving and 2-3 foot shoulders to be extended in the event that another building permit may be requested.  As discussed at the Board's 4/11/07 meeting, it seems that the Board has a policy decision to make regarding whether or not they want to ensure that property owners that have rights to utilize Lilac Lane should be made aware of the present request to "phase" the road improvements.  It is conceivable that another property owner may be held responsible for the paving requirement that is currently proposed.  The question is whether or not these owners should be made aware that this is being contemplated as part of this approval.”  The Board discusses, at length, if all property owners should be notified that there is a possibility that, in the event the Chutes do not complete “Phase II” of the paving, if they (a property owner) were to build another house, they would be required to complete the paving project whether they triggered subdivision or not. 

Discussions turn to the possibility of ending Lilac Lane at the turn, giving that a separate name and deeming the remaining portion to the Chute home a driveway.  After lengthy discussion, Larry states he is willing to accept responsibility for paving of Phase II.  Dave Fowler asks how we would insure this?  Pat states that as it is currently worded, the paving of Phase II is tied to Lot 4 and suggests that perhaps it could be worded that regardless of who asks for a building permit, it will be Larry’s responsibility to pave Phase II.  Discussion of this continues in depth.

Pat suggests scaling the subdivision back to two (2) lots, which would eliminate the need for Phase II paving.  Elwin states he does not see how this could be done with less than the four (4) lots.  The reason is because Lot 4 is separated by a roadway.  Doug states there is language in the State Statutes, §4401, H

“6.  Tract or parcel of land means all contiguous land in the same ownership, provided that lands located on opposite sides of a public or private road are considered each a separate tract or parcel of land unless the road was established by the owner of land on both sides of the road.”  If Larry owns it all and created the subdivision, it is allowed. 
Elwin states he believes that it was Larry Chute and Dick Willey who created the initial roadway that divided lot 4 from the rest of Larry’s property, not just Larry.

Bill asks Pat to show him the parent parcel before they started dividing it off.  Pat puts an earlier drawing up and explains it to the Board.  Pat asks if the requirement for paving is regardless of who puts in the next dwelling.  Doug explains that it is part of the Subdivision Ordinance and it was the creation of Lots 3 and 4 that triggered the paving requirement.  Bill asks how long the house has been on Lot 3.  Larry states it was built in 2002.  Bill states the applicant has three (3) lots, and if we combine Lots 3 and 4, you still have three (3) lots.  Continuing he informs the applicant that he has other legal problems that need to be addressed before this Board can approve a subdivision.

Bill continues that, with regard to what this Board can and cannot do tonight, he doesn’t feel they can move forward until the DEP issue is resolved, after that we need to readdress the paving issue.

Discussions return to the request for Waiver of the Stormwater and Erosion Control requirements, with the request that the Board defer to DEP and make submission of DEP approvals to the Town a Condition of Approval.  If the Board could do this, it would permit the Chutes to sell the house on Lot 2, which is currently on the market.  Pat states it would be a hardship on the Chutes to hold up the approval of this subdivision pending DEP approval.  Dave Fowler states he understands the applicants’ position, but the DEP approval is paramount to permitting this subdivision.

Dave moves to table this matter until resolution of the DEP issues and DEP approvals are submitted to the Board.   

Susannah seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  4 yes – 0 no

Watkins, M 3, L 12

Skip Watkins addresses the Board and gives them information on the buildings he is proposing and hands them a copy of information by Worldwide Steel Buildings showing how the buildings are constructed and the styles of buildings available.  Skip continues by stating these buildings have a 50-year guarantee and are very sturdy.  Further, there is a new product called “the barrier” which goes under the concrete and keeps moisture from coming up and heat from going down.  It is his understanding this product was developed for the Northeastern part of the U.S.

He wants to ensure that the history of the people of Casco and the Town will be protected and preserved for generations to come.  Further, the only building the Historical Society has ever had is the Old Schoolhouse.  Skip explains that he would like to have the buildings located across the way (Shadow Lane) from his existing barn and the building, which would be for the Historic Society, would be positioned so that the side would be facing on Route 302 and have a mural painted on it.

The next issue addressed is that the soils in that area are very good for putting in the septic and there is an existing well on the property.

Doug states that he does not believe the Deed submitted with the application is for the entire parcel and asks if a copy of the complete Deed could be provided.  Skip states he will get that to the Board.  Skip next explains the division of his mother’s property that has taken place.

Doug next addresses the issue of how, from the Town’s review process, the proposed use fits into the Zoning standards.  Skip states the buildings will serve two purposes.  The first building is to serve as a history museum and will also have a meeting room and a document room or vaulted-type room to preserve documents, pictures and other artifacts.  The second building would sit behind the first and would be for storage.  Skip continues that the existing barn will be used to display larger items, which is why he needs the second new building for storage of his personal items currently in the barn.

Doug summarizes that the proposal is to have the existing barn be utilized by the Historical Society and construct the 40’ x 60’ building now while construction of the 40’ x 80’ building will take place at a later date.

Susannah asks if the buildings will belong to the Historical Society.  Skip states he is trying to have it arranged that the museum building will be the Society’s, but he would retain ownership of the land.

Susannah asks if there will be adequate parking available for a museum use.  Skip advises there will be adequate parking on the property; they can go behind the existing barn and park there as well as having a parking area on the side of the new building.  Bill asks Doug if we have a formula for determining the parking area requirements.  Doug states there is and we have to look at it to make the proper determinations.  Doug suggests a site walk.  Doug advises the applicant that the Board will need a more detailed plan drawing as well.  Bill asks the Board when they would like to do the site walk.  After discussions of dates and times, it is determined to conduct a site walk at the Watkins’ property on Wednesday, May 23rd, 2007 at 1:00 p.m.

Bill asks if DOT will be an issue regarding curb cuts.  Doug states he doesn’t think they have an issue; however, he suggests that the applicant could contact DOT for verification.  Skip states there is a circular drive through there that could be utilized.  Elwin states he feels Skip should contact the State and discuss what he wants to do here and discuss the existing curb cuts to be sure there are no problems with them.  Skip agrees to contact DOT regarding his existing curb cuts.

Doug raises the issue of Public Assembly and/or Private Assembly relative to this use fitting into the Zoning.  Elwin states he spoke with Natalie Burns anticipating this issue.  Natalie advised that she did not see any reason why this use could not be worked out.  Doug states the museum portion may need to be limited for the time being until the 302 corridor study is complete.

Bill moves to table this matter to the June 20, 2007 meeting.

Dave seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  4 yes – 0 no

Grant, M 15, L 8

Ray Grant submits Deeds for the property as required by the Board.  Ray shows the maps to the Board and explains what waivers he is asking for and that he is also asking for a reduction of the road frontage.

The Board and Ray discuss the DOT approval paperwork for Route 302 access. The Board would like to see more complete documents from DOT regarding this issue.  Chris Greenlaw asks if the DOT permit was for residential use.  Ray states it is.

Tom Ferent states his real estate office is directly across from the Grants’ property and he would like to see access from the Raymond Cape Road rather than 302 if it is residential.  Ray states the properties may be residential, they may be home occupations or some businesses.

Adam Grant states he was there when they gave his father the DOT permit and the DOT people said we have the ultimate visibility to pull in and out on 302.

Rick Thorpe states he is an abutter on the Raymond Cape Road.   He understands the concerns for 302 traffic in that they are very real and very justified.  Rick asks if anyone has done any type of survey of traffic and study of traffic on the Raymond Cape Road.  The corner at the Cry of the Loon has a grade to it and goes down to a drop across from the cemetery where there is also a hill.  The speed limit is 25, but all day long out of 10 cars, 1 will be doing 25.  He continues that there is a real traffic concern on the Raymond Cape Road also and, with that being residences, the access from there should be given a lot of consideration.

Steve Roberge introduces himself to the Board stating he is the engineer hired by Ray for this project.  He states that it is good to get public feedback so they can work toward acceptable solutions.  He continues, the reason they are providing access from the Raymond Cape Road is for safety issues.  Bill asks what the site distance is on the Raymond Cape Road.  Ray states it is greater than 250’.  Steve states it is roughly 300’.  Steve informs the Board he will design the road, show it on the plans and indicate the site distances.  Rick Thorpe asks if the site distance will take into account the stone wall of the cemetery.  Steve explains how site distance is measured.
Barbara Thorpe asks if Ray or Steve could point out where each lot is located.  Steve shows each lot location on the plans and gives a little information on the approximate size of each lot proposed.  Ray explains they are leaving the line of trees along the cemetery and creating a 75’ right-of-way and the interior road will be built in the 50’ right-of-way area.

Rick Thorpe asks if he is correct that with the Raymond Cape Road being a Town road, they are not subject to curb cut issues.  Doug explains they need a curb cut permit from the Road Commissioner.

Calvin Nutting asks if they are potential commercial uses, will there be buffers.  Elwin states that this is not a commercial zone so even if there is a business there, you will not see large industrial type buildings.  Doug explains that such use would be subject to Site Plan review either by Elwin or the Planning Board depending on the size and that would allow for buffer requirements.

Rick Thorpe asks if that would apply to someone who bought as a residential lot and works from home.  Doug explains the different specifications of home occupations.

Rick Thorpe asks if there will be direct access from 302 to the Raymond Cape Road.  He is informed, no, that is not how it is on these plans.

Chris Greenlaw asks for clarification of the Shoreland designation shown on the map.  The Board explains this briefly.

Discussions revert to access of Lots 1 & 2 from 302 versus access from the Raymond Cape Road regardless of the uses, which are varied in a Village Zone.

Ray asks the Board if they have any other concerns regarding the letter received from Becky Hall-Hodgkins?  The Board advised that each member has reviewed the comments in the letter prior to the meeting.

The Board discusses a site walk of the property and it is decided to conduct this on May 23rd, 2007 at 2:00 p.m.

Steve and Ray inform the Board they will put stakes in for the property lines, mark out the entrances, mark out the hammerhead and centerline points.

Rick Thorpe asks the Board to take note of the culvert the Town put in when they are on the site walk.  It should be cleared around it for erosion control.  Elwin states the site walks are public and anyone who wishes may attend.

Chris Greenlaw states he is concerned about cutting.  Elwin states that Ray has already cut all that he can cut.

Discussions touch on the fact that the road would remain private as the Town has not been accepting any roads.

Calvin Nutting asks if someone wanted to purchase the entire parcel, is there a way to prohibit having a through road from 302 to the Raymond Cape Road?   Rick Thorpe asks if the sizes of the lots could be further subdivided?  Doug addresses both questions by informing that, based on current standards, yes, the lots could be smaller, but if the size changes or the road location changes, they would have to come back before the Board for an amendment to this plan.

Bill moves to table this matter to the June 20, 2007 meeting.

Dave seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  4 yes – 0 no

Bill moves to adjourn.

Dave seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  4 yes – 0 no
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