MINUTES

Planning Board

June 20, 2007

7:00 PM
Members Present:  William Horton – Chairman; Donna Hovey; Susannah Swihart; Dave Fowler; Frank Braman, alternate*; Elwin Thorpe – Code Enforcement Officer; Doug Webster – Planning Board Consultant and Sandy Fredricks - secretary.  *Note:  Alternate does not vote unless sitting in the place of a regular member.

Members Absent:  Lew Wetzel

Public Present:  See attached sign-in sheet

7:00 P.M.

Bill calls the meeting to order.

Vote on Minutes from May 16, 2007

Susannah moves to accept Minutes of May 16, 2007

Donna seconds the motion 

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no 

Chute, M 6, L 6-5 

Susannah moves to remove this matter from the table.

Donna seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no 

Bill states that the applicant requests this matter be tabled to the July 11th meeting pending further input from DEP.

Susannah moves to table this matter to the July 11, 2007 meeting.   

Donna seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no 

Watkins, M 3, L 12

Susannah moves to remove this matter from the table.

Donna seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Skip Watkins addresses the Board stating he will answer any questions the Board may have.

Bill asks Doug for input on this matter.  Doug states that the information provided to the Board at the beginning of the meeting is the information from the Town’s Tax Cards.

Skip explains the layout of the barn and restates that the reason he is proposing the second building on the back portion of the property is to use for his personal storage.  He currently has his things stored in the barn, but would like to allow the Historical Society to use that building and would need some place for his things.

Skip continues that the building closest to 302 is necessary for the Historical Society to store and display valuable items that could not be replaced and to provide a meeting area for the Society.  He continues by explaining a proposed layout of the building including entering into the meeting area, then a furnace room and then a bathroom.  The remaining interior would be designed to resemble the inside of a barn.

Discussions move to physical location of the proposed building to be used by the Historical Society.  It is to be situated with the front of the proposed building to be 100’ from the existing barn, 100’ from the center of the road to the proposed building as requested by the Board.

Susannah states that if there is to be a meeting room in this building, it is presumed there will be electric and water servicing the building.  Skip states he did a lot of homework on this and there is an electric hook-up right there to the building and an excellent artesian well which can go in there as well.  Also the land is good for a septic.  

Discussions turn to lighting.  Skip states there is a mercury vapor light on the back of the barn to light the outside of the building and he will put one on the new building if necessary.

The Board asks about signage.  Skip informs signs seem to get ripped down so he does not intend to erect a sign.  It is his intention to have a mural painted as on his barn and that would include the information that it is the Casco-Raymond Historical Society.

Bill directs Skip to Doug’s Memo regarding issues of completeness of the application.  Bill continues that the Board will require a metes and bounds survey signed and stamped by a licensed party; the abutting properties need to be indicated; we need to see zoning classifications, soil types, signage and lighting locations and/or information, building elevations, buildings located within 50’ of the proposed buildings, topography, storm water information, a utility plan.  Bill continues that the Board also needs to have a landscaping plan, building/floor plan and any covenants or easement if applicable.

Skip states that the interior layout would be decided by the Society once the building has been constructed.  He continues that as he indicated earlier, the meeting room would be where you enter followed by a furnace room and a bathroom; but the rest of it would be portioned off as the Society feels would best serve their needs.  The Society has been discussing bringing in cases for display purposes.  

Skip continues to respond to the Board.  Addressing the storm water is simple; the land is completely flat there and the water can run right to the existing ditch.  Regarding abutting property owners, there is only one and that is his sister, Martha Glassford.  The proposed building will be about 180’ from her property line.

Dave states it sounds perfect, but we need it on paper.

Bill states we need formal plans by a licensed professional showing the plan and soils tests in appropriate locations on the lot.

Doug states that the Town has some sign standards for what they call a “Wall Sign”.  If the CEO interprets the mural to be a “wall sign”, it may require a variance.

Donna asks if the barn will be for Skip’s personal use.  Skip explains that the second building is for his personal storage so the Historical Society can use the barn.

Dave asks if the existing barn is big enough to start with and see how it goes?   Skip states it is not and explains that the metal building is proposed for safety reasons, such as protecting the various items from fire and secure valuables.

Bill asks how the Board feels regarding the best course of action this evening.

Dave states he is in favor of the idea, but would like to see it tabled to the next meeting on July 11th pending receipt of more detailed plans.

Donna states that the Board needs to address the issues in Doug’s Memo and agrees with Dave.

Dave moves to table this matter to the July 11th meeting.

Donna seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Grant, M 15, L 8

Dave moves to remove this matter from the table.

Donna seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Bill states for the record that the Board has received a letter from an abutter, Wendy Betts, making claim for some part of the land by adverse possession.  This letter has been forwarded to the Town’s attorney and Ms. Burns’ reply is that the Town should stay out of this dispute.  She further informed the Board they can move forward with the proposed Subdivision.  Bill continues that

Mr. Grant understands this issue exists and it is his prerogative to proceed or not.  Ray states he understands and wishes to proceed with the application.

Steve Roberge reintroduces himself to the Board and passes out additional drawings and response to Doug’s Memo.  He informs that the revised plans address most of the concerns in Doug’s Memo.  He states he copied Doug’s Memo and provided his responses on the copied document.  Steve asks the Board how they wish to proceed.

Bill asks for clarification of the road width as we have conflicting information before us.  Steve states the road is to be 18’ wide with 2’ shoulders.

Steve continues to address the Board and begins to review the issues in Doug’s Memo and the applicants’ responses:

1 - Plan Notes – Sheet 1 of the property plan to be signed by the Board and recorded in the Cumberland County Registry will contain the pertinent notes.  The applicant will have additional information, as required by the Board, added to the proper location of the plans.

2 – Road Issue – we just addressed; the Revised Plan shows 18’ wide road with 2’ wide shoulders.  Road ownership will be by a Road Association and they will maintain it.

Bill asks for clarification that the two (2) lots on Route 302 will not be part of the Road Association.  Steve states that is correct.

Steve continues addressing the road issues and states the applicant has no issue with the Road Commissioner reviewing driveway locations with property owners and providing input and recommendations regarding location of driveways prior to their construction.

Addressing the turn radii, Steve states they agree that the Road Commissioner should review the proposed turn radii for the entrance onto the new subdivision road and the radii at the hammerhead and the applicant is willing to accommodate any reasonable requests regarding these issues.  He continues that he recalls the question being raised at the site walk about the existing culvert on the Raymond Cape Road.  Steve states that the applicant has no intentions of touching that culvert in any way.  The existing culvert will still serve its purpose as it does now and he explains the runoff plan.

Continuing to address Doug’s Memo, Item 3 – Possible easements - Doug’s Memo raises the question if an easement is necessary to accommodate the level spreader located near the lot 1 / lot 3 line.  The applicant is not proposing any easement as they do not feel it is necessary as they are just trying to redistribute the water from concentrated to sheet flow, but can add an easement if it is the Board’s wishes. 

Dave asks if Steve is indicating that without maintenance it will be fine?   Steve explains that it will work fine as long as it isn’t disturbed.  Dave states that is true, but there is no way to access it to be sure it is operational.  Dave continues that it would have to be written into the Homeowners’ Agreement that they could access this spreader.

Bill asks why they are pumping the water so far to the spreader rather than halfway across the field?  Steve explains it is to the ditch.

Donna asks if she is correct in understanding that until it happens, we don’t know how far and how much needs to be diffused.  Steve explains how it will distribute the water, and that it consists of all open ditches on the property.

Donna asks how it is dealt with if it is found to be inadequate.  Doug explains that it is not part and parcel of the approval; it becomes a civil issue to be resolved between the individual property owners.

Discussions continue between the Board and applicant regarding how to best address maintenance of the level spreader.  Applicant informs that they do not know exactly where the spreader will be located.   It is agreed that the location of the spreader will be determined and indicated on the plans.

Moving along to Item 4 of Doug’s Memo, Drawing #3, conceptual commercial layout for the two (2) lots on Route 302 – Applicant states there are no determined locations for any houses or driveways and there is nothing that specifically shows those two lots on 302 as commercial; they were drawn to show potential locations only because it is required by the ordinance.    Applicant will add a note to the plans indicating that all lots must be developed in accordance with the Town of Casco’s ordinances and those locations on the plan were merely conceptual.

Item 5 – Possible arsenic contamination – It is agreed that there is the possibility of arsenic content in the groundwater and future owners will be advised of this and informed they may wish to have the water tested for arsenic.  There will be no requirement that the water be tested for arsenic, just the information be provided so owners may decide if they want to test or not.

Item 6, Third Party Review for erosion/erosion control and hydrogeologic study – Steve states they have submitted all of those studies.  The erosion control is sort of a boilerplate plan they have submitted to DEP on other projects.  It is shown on the last page of the plan where the nitrates run.

Bill asks the Board how they feel about third-party review.  He feels it is small enough and we have enough information.  Dave states he is happy with it with the easement to take care of it also.

Bill asks what happened to lot 6?  Steve explains that they had to shift the road slightly to maintain the 25’ from the cemetery and that changed lot 6 which now has about 80,000 s.f.

Bill asks what the portion of the contested part of lot 5 does to the size of lot 5?   Steve explains that lot 5 is well over the 80,000 s.f. therefore, it will be reduced, but still meet the lot minimum.  Doug states for the record that the Town’s attorney has pointed out that if that lot does get changed, it has to come back to the Planning Board as an amendment to an approved subdivision.

Item 8, Landscaping – Steve states they are asking for a waiver on landscaping as they are not sure where the houses will be placed or if the front lots will be developed as commercial or residential.  If it is developed as commercial, it will require Site Plan approval at which time the landscaping requirements could be addressed.

Dave states it is his understanding that Lot 1 and Lot 2 are the only ones for possible commercial uses, is that correct?  Steve states it is.  Ray states that in the Village district all of the lots have the potential to have a small business located in them, and he is not intending to put any restrictions on any of the lots.  It is acknowledged that two of the lots are located in an LRR district and, therefore, can only be residential.

Bill asks if anything is being done on that entrance where you come off the Raymond Cape Road.  Do you have any signs or anything?  Steve states they have a street sign and a STOP sign and asks Ray if he plans to put up a sign for the subdivision?  Ray states he hasn’t planned a sign, but if the area lends itself to a sign, he probably would put one in; but he won’t know that until work is being done.

Susannah states that she feels there should be something in the way of natural landscaping to screen the houses from 302.  Steve states he sees it as an individual issue as to where the houses will be located and what the owners would want.

Bill asks if there is any sort of plan for buffering between the residential lots and the lots on 302 if they are developed for light commercial?  Steve states that if that is to be light commercial, when they come in for their site plan review, buffering could be required at that time.  Elwin states that would be a perfect example of whether the use requires review by him or the Board, it could have buffering requirements then.      

Item 9, 25’ buffer for the cemetery – Steve states this is noted on the Plan in three locations.  Doug states it should also be in the Deeds for the properties so that future property owners are aware of it.  He continues that most times the property owners do not read the plans.  Ray states he is amenable to placing this information in the Deeds.

Item 10, Fire Suppression – Steve states that it is proposed to be sprinkled and changed the note on the Plan to reflect the information in the proposed Homeowners’ Association documents regarding the sprinkler requirements and inspections of the sprinklers.

Item 11, Homeowners’ Association document – The Town’s attorney must review the final draft of this document.  Doug explains that once the final document is drafted, it will be submitted for attorney review in order to simplify the process.  

Readdressing the landscaping issue, Bill states he has no problem with it as it is.  Susannah states it is more specific for the commercial on 302, and she would favor some kind of protection along 302.  Dave states he has no problem with it and thinks site plan review is when it is really necessary to address this item.

Pat Troy asks for clarification of this application.  It is stated to be for a 6-lot subdivision, but she has gotten the impression that it is 6 residential lots with two (2) commercial lots.  The Board clarifies that this is a 6-lot subdivision, four (4) of which will be accessed from the Raymond Cape Road and two (2), which will be accessed from Route 302.  She continues that they keep saying “commercial” but isn’t she correct that this is in South Casco Village, which would not be Route 302 commercial district?  The Board confirms that it is a Village district, not commercial.  Pat states that some kind of buffering from the road would be needed, in her opinion.

Rick Thorpe asks for clarification that Lot 5 and Lot 6 have no potential for anything other than residential development.  The Board states he is correct as those lots are in an LRR district and can only be developed as residential.  He also asks for confirmation that Lot 3 and Lot 4 could potentially be commercial and are no different than Lot 1 and Lot 2.  Doug states that Lot 3 and Lot 4 are located in a Village District and can be developed for any use that is permitted by the zoning ordinance for that district.

Chris Greenlaw has a question regarding drainage on the south side of the entrance road.  How does it cross that driveway?  Steve states it goes through a culvert and explains the path of the drainage in detail for Mr. Greenlaw.

Returning to Doug’s Memo, Item B, 1 Floodplain – Steve states they have added a note to the Plan stating part of the property is in the floodplain.  He continues that he is unsure of the elevation.  Doug informs that it is stated in the Subdivision Statute that if there is floodplain on the property, that line, as extrapolated from the FIRM maps, gets transferred to the face of the subdivision plan and if the base flood elevation is not determined, it should be.

Elwin asks if they have considered a map amendment to the flood elevation?  The flood elevation is at the dam below the property.  This is discussed in detail.  Doug reads from the State Statute on the floodplain issue.  Doug states the applicant needs to figure where the BFE is and put that on the map.

Pat Cayer states that when a study hasn’t been done on a river or brook corridor for a base flood elevation it takes fairly extensive work on that and many years to determine the actual limits of the 100-year flood.  Unless there is a study already done, it will take a lot of studying to determine where that line is.

Doug states if they can obtain a Letter of Map Revision that would be useful.  Steve states he will look into this issue with their surveyor.

Items B-2 A through F have been changed and so noted on the first page of the small drawing.

B-3, recording of sketch plan – Steve states that didn’t happen and thanks Doug for picking that up.  That note has been removed from the plan.

B-4, Property Lines – Steve states he is unsure where they are missing.  Doug explains along Lot 5 and Lot 6 at the Dingley Brook all that is shown is the tie line, not a hard property line.  Steve explains that is because the shoreline changes and that is why the plans are not showing the hard lines.  Discussions continue regarding where the lot lines should be for Lot 5 and Lot 6.  There should be a note on the Plan regarding those lines.  Doug suggests a note on the face of the Plan that says to see Note # such and such saying the property lines of the southeasterly property lines of Lot 5 and Lot 6 shall be the Dingley Brook or something to that effect.  It is agreed to add such a note to the Plan.

Pat Cayer asks if it is the edge of the Brook or the center and explains that usually the surveyor will go to the channel or center of the Brook.  Steve will verify the line with the surveyor.

B-5, Lot Numbers – Steve states he will contact the Town to find out the proper lot numbers and note them on the plans.  Elwin states he can help them with this information.

B-6, “Zoning appears to be LRR for the first 250’ along Dingley Brook.  This should be clarified and shown on the plan.  If this is indeed the case, the LRR standards require 80,000 square feet and proposed lot #6 does not meet this minimum lot size.”  Steve acknowledges this statement is correct and the plans have been adjusted to increase the size of Lot #6 to greater than 80,000 s.f.

B-7, “The symbol on the plans for “No New Cutting” and for “Property lines” is the same on the legend.  It would seem that one of these should be shown with a different symbol”.  Steve states they are different.  The property line symbol is a bold double line dash, whereas the no new cutting is a bold double line dash with cross-hatching in the 25’ buffer zone.

B-8, Sight distances - Steve states they have added the sight distances for both the new entrance road from Raymond Cape Road and 302 on the plan profile sheet and will add same to the Plan to be recorded if the Board wishes.

B-9, Road Name – Steve states they are proposing the new road name be Grant Lane, but he is unsure of the process to determine if this is acceptable.  The Board informs him to check this with Elwin.  Elwin states he believes it is fine, but wants to double check the list of road names to be certain.   

B-10, Revision Block – Steve states the revision block had not been included previously as there had been no revisions.  The plan has been amended to include a Revision Block above the Title Block.

C- Preliminary Completeness – Doug states we didn’t talk about the existing culvert that goes on to a portion of Lot 4.  Is it necessary to have a drainage easement on Lot 4 for the existing culvert?  Steve states he is not sure what the easement would entail, but where this culvert is located, it is illegal to block the flow path of where water is going.

Landscaping – Doug asks Steve if he has enough direction on the landscaping?   Steve states it is his understanding that this will be waived.  Dave states that a simple statement that they are not doing landscaping would be sufficient and then it is not a waiver.  Elwin states he has no problem with waiving the landscaping, but states that he feels there should be language that the landscaping is waived as long as these lots remain residential, but at any time if these lots are developed as a business lot, then a landscaping plan must be presented for that lot.

Bill moves to waive the landscaping as long as these lots remain residential, but, if at any time, these lots are developed as a business lot, then a landscaping plan must be presented for that lot.

Donna seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Doug states next are the Traffic Impact Statement and Community Impact Statement.  Typically applicants request a waiver.  The Board is usually looking for a statement, albeit very simple, but they are for looking a statement on each.  Doug continues, as far as submission requirements, it is his job to address the issues.  Steve asks if oral statements will meet the criteria.  Steve states from a traffic perspective, we have an entrance permit for the two lots onto Route 302 and the four remaining lots will generate, on average, 10 trips per day according to a study.  This will be an added 40 trips a day out onto the Raymond Cape Road which has adequate site distance.  We do not believe that any unusual impacts would be created with the traffic from this project.

Gary Kerr asks if that is a shared driveway on Route 302 for the two lots even if they are residential?  Is that the only curb cut allowed on 302?  He is informed that is correct.

Steve states the Community Impact Statement is that this is currently an undeveloped meadow.  We will add to the tax base with the six additional lots.  There will be no additional services required from the perspective of road maintenance as this will remain a private road.  There may be additional demand from the Fire Department, although we have mitigated that with the sprinkler systems.  There is the possibility of additional policing of six additional lots.  We don’t see this as a big impact on the community.  Donna asks about school impact.  Steve states there may or may not be an impact on the schools depending how the lots are developed or who purchases them.  He agrees that there is a potential for that as well.  The Board asks Steve if he can put these statements in writing.  He will submit them in written form.

Ray asks the Board what the issues are on the Association documents.  The Board states they are drainage and easement for the level spreader.  Doug states that the Board makes decisions about what needs to be in that document and can be a COA subject to approval by the Town’s attorney.  The Board also reinforces that the road is to remain private and that is also to be included in the Association documents.

Doug states there are still some outstanding issues and additions to the plan in order to deem the application complete.

Bill moves to table this item to the July 11, 2007 meeting.

Dave seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Lotus Land Development, (Darlington), M 2, L 19-COMM

Bill states he is an abutter to this project and is recusing himself.  Bill leaves the table and sits in the audience.

The Board asks Dave to run this portion of the meeting.

Pat Cayer addresses the Board and begins to give information regarding the Greenleaf Subdivision.  He states Greenleaf is a 9-lot subdivision, which was approved in 1986 and amended in 1988.  He gives the layout of the amended approved plan.

Alice Darlington states that the original plan approved in 1986 was planned for 10 lots, but due to things that happened and a house being built on land that was not part of its lot, she added land to the lot and lost lot 10.

Pat continues and gives further history of the project.  Lotus Land Development owns this property.  Pat continues to explain how the retained land will be divided and developed.  They are proposing to take the retained land on one side of Alice Road and make three (3) additional lots and the remaining retained property will be incorporated into Lot 1 so there is no retained land remaining with Lotus Land Development.

They have done a topographic survey showing the contours.  The rear of the lots are higher and slope to the road.  The roadway is shown within the right-of-way as surveyed.  The lots have been soil tested with regard to septic.  The original nine (9) lots are served by a common system.  Pat explains the flow of the common system.  The new proposed lots will each be served by individual septic systems.  These lots are subject to 300’ setback from well placement around the existing system and we have accurately showed them by survey.  Additionally, the wells would have to be placed 100’ from any existing or proposed septic system.

The Homeowners’ Association is an existing Association and he has included copies of the Declarations and Covenants in the package submitted to the Board.  These documents contain a provision that Lotus Land Development has retained rights to add lots not only to the Association, but also to the development.  The new lots will be subject to the same restrictions and requirements as the original lots.

Pat addresses the Right-of-Way width requirements.  Ten (10) or more lots in a Subdivision require a 60’ R-O-W.  This does not distinguish between a new Subdivision and existing Subdivision as to whether or not you are amending an existing subdivision.  Pat states it seems to him that that provision may have been intended for new subdivisions.  There is language in there that if you are creating lots along an existing road that does not have the current standards, in this case, the R-O-W width, then what you would do is make a provision to provide a reserve strip along the roadway.  Pat states they don’t see where this is necessary, as they are not making any changes to the road.  Another way to look at that is that the R-O-W from 302 is where the road starts and is well in excess of the 60’.  Pat states he understands that Doug has spoken with Dave Morton, Road Commissioner, and that Dave had no problem with the road as it exists.

Addressing the issue of waivers, Pat states they are asking for a waiver on landscaping.  They do not feel it is necessary or appropriate in this case.  The purchasers will develop these lots.

Regarding fire suppression, it is their understanding that the Fire Chief has reviewed the project and will not be requiring anything different than the rest of the development.

Dave informs the applicant that the Town received a letter, via fax, from Holly Day expressing concerns about the common septic.  Dave also states, for the record, that the Board has received input from the Road Commissioner regarding the road and turnarounds.  Alice provides some background information about the turnarounds.  The existing road is slightly off-center and doesn’t extend much into that R-O-W area.  It is Town plowed, but not Town maintained.

Donna asks what the difference is from Town owned and Town plowed.  Doug explains that the Town plows certain private roads provided they meet certain requirements, but the Town has no responsibility for maintenance of the road itself.

Moving along to review of Doug’s Memo, A. Outstanding Issues:

1 – Letter of Authorization; Pat states that he signed the application, but Alice authorized him to do so.  It is agreed that Alice will sign a letter of authorization and submit it to the Board.

2 – Plow truck turnaround has been addressed.

3 – Fire Department input has been addressed

4 – Right-of-Way issue has been discussed this evening.  Dave states he doesn’t know if a waiver is needed, but he has no problem accepting it as it stands.  Doug explains the reason he put this in the Memo is that there is an interpretation issue as to the standards in the Subdivision Ordinance.  It seems to him that a waiver is not necessary, but it is the Board’s decision.  Frank states he feels it does need a waiver because it states ten (10) or more lots in a Subdivision requires a 60’ R-O-W.  Elwin states he agrees with Frank and it is cleaner to have it as a waiver.

Frank moves to give a waiver to allow the street width right-of-way to remain as they are at 50’.

Dave seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Returning to review of Doug’s Memo, 5 – Second location for common wastewater disposal field – Susannah states that she believed they left space for replacing that back in1986.  Elwin states that lot is large enough to replace that if necessary.  He continues, that type of system is designed to be taken out, cleaned and put right back in.  Pat states that system was designed for 10 lots with 4 bedrooms each for a total of 40 bedrooms and there are only 9 lots being served by that system and most of those lots have 3 bedrooms.

Dave states if they were proposing to add the three (3) new lots to this system, he would be concerned, but since they are not proposing to add these new lots to the system, he doesn’t feel it is a concern.

Dave asks Alice why they went with an engineered system for this project.  She states that she does not know.  The original subdivision was the project of her former husband and she was not involved at that time.

Doug clarifies his Memo.  He referenced the requirement for a backup area, but when he reviewed the information further, he realized that provision was for a multiplex.

Dave asks if the Board wishes to do a site walk.  Donna states she would like to see the area.

Dave DeCoster, resident of Greenleaf, asks the Board to look at the plans and read the first note which says everything in the Plan has to meet what is on the Plan.  Is that correct?  Pat reads Note #1 “All construction activities shall take place in accordance with the drawings and reports as approved by and on file with the Town of Casco.  See following notes.  Furthermore, all activities of Greenleaf Subdivision shall adhere to and be governed by the Declaration of Protective Covenants, Reservations, Restrictions and Easements of Greenleaf Subdivision, which are on file and recorded in the Registry of Deeds, Cumberland County, Maine.”  Mr. DeCoster states that he has a problem with Section A.  It shows there should be 2-1/2” of pavement.  When we had to cut the road to put a pipe in, the road is only ¾” thick.  We have not been able to find anyplace that the road is more than ¾” thick.  John Mufera states he lives in Greenleaf also and clearly there is only one coat of pavement on that road.

Doug reminds the Board and those present that the amendment being requested is specifically to add the three (3) lots.  The question these gentlemen  raised raises the second question of if it is within the Board’s purview and/or responsibilities to look at road issues when an amendment comes up, and if it is, then the Board can request input from the Road Commissioner.  The first policy decision the Board needs to make is how this issue should be handled.  If you determine it is an issue you should deal with, then you have the option of considering a waiver if appropriate.

Dave states as far as construction of the road, Planning Board is not an enforcement body.  That has to go through the Road Commissioner, Code Enforcement and legal.

Dave states a site walk is needed.  Alice states the road was built to specification, there have been some chip seals and sand seals but after 20 years or so roads do deteriorate.  Mr. DeCoster and Mr. Mufera continue to speak simultaneously regarding the road conditions.

Doug states, even though it may show those specs, the Town may not have the authority to enforce it.  Discussions continue on the condition of the road and whether it is within the Board’s control.

Pat states he would like to limit review to the matter before the Board of the additional three (3) lots and consolidating the retained acreage with Lot 1.  The road issue is a Greenleaf Association issue and should be handled by that body.

Dave restates that this is not something the Board will address.  The Board will conduct a site walk.  Dave states this is a legal matter and we will have legal counsel on this.  

Mr. DeCoster and Mr. Mufera continue to ask about enforcing the road standards and that this Board is supposed to be sure the project follows through with all the requirements.

Dave closes the public discussion and asks the Board when they wish to schedule the site walk.  The Board agrees to Friday, June 22nd at 9:00 a.m. for the site walk.  The Board will meet just inside the entrance to Greenleaf on Alice Road.

Returning to the issues in Doug’s Memo:

B-1, Lot numbering – Pat states he will get together with Elwin on this and note the numbers accordingly.   

B-2, Turn-around location – has been resolved.

B-3, Additional “Special Note” Clarification – Pat states the notes will be taken care of as requested in this item.

B-4, Second disposal field location – this has been resolved.

B-5, Fire Department note – Pat states this is a moot point based on the information received from the Fire Chief.

Pat states they are asking for two (2) waivers; one for the landscaping and the other for the monumentation.  They have proposed two granite monuments and there are existing iron rods and we will put in new iron rods where shown on the drawings for the new lots.

Dave moves to waive the landscaping and buffering and accept the monumentation as proposed by the developer and noted on the plans.

Frank seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Donna moves to table this matter to the July 11, 2007 meeting.

Susannah seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Donna moves to adjourn.

Dave seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no   
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