MINUTES

Planning Board

July 11, 2007

7:00 PM
Members Present:  William Horton – Chairman; Donna Hovey; Susannah Swihart; Dave Fowler; Frank Braman, (arrived 7:05); Elwin Thorpe  – Code Enforcement Officer; Doug Webster – Planning Board Consultant; Lucille Griffin – acting secretary (until 7:15 p.m) and Sandy Fredricks – secretary (7:15 p.m. to end of meeting).

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 June 20, 2007

Dave moves to table Minutes of June 20, 2007 to the August meeting.

Susannah seconds the motion 

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  4 yes – 0 no

Bill states if there is anyone present for the B & F Development matter, Item #7 on the Agenda, has requested this matter be tabled until the August meeting.  *NOTE – this statement was erroneous; the applicant was appearing for a pre-application conference with the Board.

Chute, M 6, L 6-5 

Dave moves to remove this matter from the table.

Susannah seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  4 yes – 0 no 

Bill states that there has been no additional information received to date and asks what the Board wishes to do at this time.

Dave moves to table this matter to the August 15, 2007 meeting giving the applicant time to receive additional input from DEP.   

Susannah seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  4 yes – 0 no 

Watkins, M 3, L 12

Dave moves to remove this matter from the table.

Susannah seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  4 yes – 0 no

Skip Watkins addresses the Board and submits drawings for review.  Skip explains that he only received the drawings today and would like to have the Board review it to see if they have any other questions.

Bill states that he feels the appropriate thing is to table this to allow the Town’s Planner time to review the drawings and address it at the next meeting.  After some discussion among the Board members, the Board decides to review the drawings and address the outstanding issues at this time.

Doug refers the Board to his June Memo regarding this project.  Addressing the outstanding issue regarding signs, Skip explains he is proposing to have a mural painted on the museum building on the North side.  The Board discusses that this would constitute a “wall sign” and is fine as long as all the criteria for a “wall sign” are met.  Skip states that he will have the mural conform to whatever requirements are necessary and will work with Elwin on those requirements.

The next outstanding issues are Utilities and Lighting.  Doug states he assumes the utilities will be overhead and asks Skip if this correct.  Skip states that it is.  Continuing, Skip states there is already a mercury vapor light on the existing barn which will give quite a bit of lighting, however, he will add another to the new museum building if it is the Board’s request.  The Board discusses this and determines that a light on the front of the new museum building will be necessary.

Dave asks about the parking situation.  Skip states that until this gets going, we really don’t know how much parking will be needed.  He continues that there is a whole field there.  The entrance will be on the side of the building and also will have double doors on the 302 side for handicap access and bringing in larger items.

Addressing the issue of landscaping, there are two trees that will be remaining there and grass.  Skip states there will, most likely, also be flowers planted as well.  The Board states the landscaping, as is, is acceptable.

The Board continues addressing the issues for completeness of the application as follows:

a) Property Lines and Bearings are shown on the plan submitted.

b) Soil Types – Doug explains that the HHE 200 submitted is a little different than soil types, but for the site plan, this is probably sufficient.  Skip states that the septic will be designed for the capabilities necessary for this use.

c) Buildings within 50’ of the parcel – Doug states this appears to be shown on the drawing.

d) Topographies – Doug states this seems complete.

e) Building Plan – Doug states when Skip first appeared before the Board he had photographs of the proposed buildings.  Skip states he left it with the Board.  Sandy states it is in Skip’s file for review by the Board or the public.  Doug asks if Skip can provide a breakdown of the floor plan.  Skip states that the first space when you enter will be the meeting room followed by the furnace room and then the bathroom.  The remaining space will be open and set up to resemble a barn.  He continues that the meeting room will be sheet-rocked and have some type of antique style wallpaper or something to replicate old times.  Part of the finishing will consist of wainscoting or some type of tongue & groove wood boards for the ceilings.  The flooring that will be over the concrete has not been decided at this time.  Doug asks for a size on the meeting room.  Skip states that the library meeting area is approximately 25’ x 25’ and that area works well for the Society.  He continues that they would like to utilize the wall space for displaying things and making them as vandal-proof as possible.  The windows will be covered to discourage vandalism.

Dave asks Elwin if Skip still has to come in to give him elevations and floor plans.  Elwin states yes, he does.  Dave states he is fine with this then.

Doug asks if there are any easements that will affect the project.  Skip states there are not.  Doug states it appears the stormwater will go to the existing ditch.  Skip states it will.

Skip states he also provided a letter from DOT to the Board regarding the entrance on 302.  Sandy informs the Board that this letter was sent out, however, members may not have received it as yet.

Doug continues that the only outstanding issues for completeness are contours and soil types.  The Board discusses these issues briefly.

Dave moves to waive the requirements for soil types.

Susannah seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

The Board briefly discusses the existing barn and whether it is part of the approval.  Bill states it is his understanding that the application is for the construction of two (2) new buildings and how Skip utilizes the existing barn is not part of the application.

Donna asks for some clarifications regarding the barn.  Frank states that if Skip weren’t going to put up the two (2) new buildings, then he wouldn’t be here. Frank states the existing barn has nothing to do with the application.

Bill states we can approve the two (2) buildings and if Skip uses the barn then it is okay.  Frank states all Skip has to do is come to Elwin for a permit to change the use.

Pat Troy states she is a little uncertain how this falls into the allowed uses.  The new building will be for storage yet they will be holding meetings and they would have displays and the public would be coming in.   The Board informs that this would fall under Public or Private Assembly.

Doug asks if the Board is concerned about what would happen if ownership of one of the buildings changes and asks the Board to review #8 of his June Memo which reads “In the event that the property upon which any of the three structures are located is no longer under contiguous ownership, the Town shall have the right to pursue enforcement against the owner of the property and/or structure for applicable standards specifically including standards and conditions related to this PB approval.”  The Board discusses this proposed provision.   Elwin asks how the Board can control who owns a building or land?  He further states, we have no right to do so.  The Board determines not to include it as part of the approval.

Dave moves to approve the application submitted by Henry P. Watkins for two (2) buildings utilized primarily for the storage and exhibition of historically significant artifacts as presented to the Planning Board as shown on submitted Plans and information provided that the following standards and conditions are maintained:

1. The proposed structure located close to Route 302 on the Plan shall be utilized for the storage and display of historical artifacts to be viewed by the public and may also be used periodically as a meeting location for organizations such as local historical societies and similar generally non-profit entities.

2. The proposed 40’ x 80’ structure shall be utilized primarily for storage and historic artifacts.

3. The Planning Board’s Site Plan Review approval is for the two structures on the subject property.

(a) Proposed 40’ x 60’ structure shown on the submitted sketch plan located 100’ from the centerline of Route 302.

(b) Proposed 40’ x 80’ structure shown on the submitted sketch plan located a minimum of 200’ from the centerline of Route 302.

4. Sign to be on the barn in accordance with Town Standards.

5. Overhead utilities.

6. Lighting to be on the building and not glaring onto Route 302 traffic, as determined by the Code Enforcement Officer.

7. Both entrances to the 40’ x 60’ building shall be lighted.

8. Floor space of the 40’ x 60’ building to be utilized as a meeting room, bathroom and display area.

9. Size of the meeting room not to exceed 30’ x 30’.

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.
Frank 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.

Susannah seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Steve Roberge reintroduces himself to the Board and states that the revised plans submitted to the Board address most of the items in Doug’s Memo.  He continues that he is hopeful that the items that have not been changed on the plan can be resolved this evening with granting of final approval conditioned upon receipt of the final revised plans.

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

1 – Frontage on the Hammerhead – Steve states this issue needs to be resolved this evening.  Frank states he recalls the Board has allowed the hammerhead to be included in the calculation of frontage, but he does not recall ever reducing the frontage on a hammerhead.

Frank continues by reading the definitions of a cul-de-sac and a hammerhead, and states he doesn’t see how it meets the definition of a cul-de-sac.

Doug states there is one off of Leach Hill and one fairly recently that came to the Board, Bass Lane, where the Board limited frontage.  Doug continues to explain that the Board and the Road Commissioner began to encourage hammerheads rather than cul-de-sacs a while back and he believes they have treated the hammerheads the same as they would a cul-de-sac.  He further explains that he has spoken with David Morton who advised he prefers the hammerheads, but if it puts the Board in a position that will cause problems, he stated that it is not a deal-breaker.

Doug states the Board needs to look at the letter Frank submitted and determine how they would like to proceed.  The Board discusses this matter at length.

Dave agrees that we have made it policy to accept hammerheads in lieu of cul-de-sacs and he believes it is fine to reduce the frontage.  He continues that he is surprised about the driveways being permitted on the hammerhead by the Road Commissioner.

Ray explains that in his discussion with Dave Morton, he did not object to the driveways being located on the hammerhead because there is room to plow past the driveways.

Dave moves we accept the plan as drawn with the frontage reduction to 75’ on the hammerhead.

Susannah seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor? 4 yes – 1 no (Frank)  

2 – Hammerhead Radii – After brief discussion regarding this, the Board states this is okay as shown on the plan.

3 – Existing Culvert/Drainage Easement – The Board is uncertain if an easement is required and discusses the issue at length.  Frank states he believes this belongs in the Deeds for the particular parcel.  The Board and applicant agree to include a notation in the Deed stating it is unlawful to do anything on this property that will affect the natural flow of water.

4 – Road Name for 911 – Elwin states the name of Grant Lane is acceptable.

5 – Sprinklers - Steve states they will be happy to add any language to the plan that the Board wishes regarding this issue.  Doug suggests putting all of the information from the Homeowners documents that relates to the sprinklers on the plan.

6 – Lot Lines for lots 8-6 and 8-7 – The back line issue for these lots is discussed in detail among the Board and the applicant.  It is agreed to add a note to the plan stating the back line for lots 8-6 and 8-7 is the high water mark of the Dingley Brook. 

7 – Well exclusion zones - Steve states they do have this on one of their plans, although Doug has suggested they may want to include this on the Subdivision Plan.  Doug states that they may want to have this included in the Deeds.  Steve states a nitrate study has been done which shows the well exclusion zones.  Doug suggests they show it as a line on the Subdivision Plan as “Well Exclusion Zones”.  It is agreed to add this to the Plan.

B-1 – Floodplain – Steve states they have added the floodplain line onto the Subdivision Plans. He continues to explain that the line has come from the FEMA Map, however, the elevation has not been determined and they have a note stating that it hasn’t been determined.  The Board and the applicant discuss the elevation level determination issue, in depth.

Rick Thorpe states he believes if the Board looks at this matter closer they will find that the top of the dam on the Cape Road is significantly lower than that on 302.  He further states that flooding has never been a problem in this area and he does not believe two (2) additional houses on those lots will become a flooding problem.

Chris Greenlaw states he can navigate a boat under the bridge and there is approximately 4’ clearance.

Frank states it appears that the storm elevation is 278’ and the floodplain is 290’

Doug asks how difficult it would be establish the top of the dam.  He continues that they could have the top of the dam as the “assumed” BFE.

Chris Greenlaw asks if they know the BFE of Thomas Pond and suggests that would be a more realistic elevation to use.  Doug states that should be a defined BFE.

Rick Thorpe states he feels the top of the dam is your BFE there.

Frank states that if they use the wording “assumed BFE is 291’ at the top of the concrete dam” it should cover the requirements of the statute.

Steve states he prefers to keep the note he has and add that the elevation of the floodplain is the top of the dam.

Elwin states the BFE for Thomas Pond is the top of the dam.

B-2- Property Lines “illustrative” – Steve states this is only noted because it is not their property; it is a tax map line.  He continues that he will remove the line and the note regarding it.

B-3 – Fire Department Note language – This was taken care of in #5 above.  Frank asks if Casco’s Fire Department has standards or if they follow NFPA standards.  Elwin states it is NFPA standards.  Steve states he will change the note to read “standards as used by the Fire Department” as well as the expanded information previously determined.

B-4 – Title of signed plan – Steve states they will have it stamped and sealed by the surveyor.

B-5 – Correct Zoning - Steve states they will correct the zoning to reflect Village and LRR.

B-6 – Pin/Plan clarification for lot 8-7 @ hammerhead – Dave states the additional pin will be confusing to lot owners.  This will remain as shown on the plans.

B-7 – Common driveway cross-section on Drawing #4 – Steve states this will be corrected.

Doug states that the final piece is that the Road Commissioner is concerned if any of the Village lots are developed for non-residential purposes, the access should be from 302 not the Raymond Cape Road.  Bill asks if this would include a home occupation.  Doug states that it would not as a home occupation is an accessory use.  The Board discusses how they can have it be accessed from 302 but not have a road connect between 302 and the Raymond Cape Road.   Dave states that he doesn’t feel the Board can restrict the uses since the property is in a Village zone.  Discussions continue at length regarding varied scenarios for the different lots and accessing them for non-residential uses.

Rick Thorpe asks the Board to put the stipulation in that lots 3, 4, 5 & 6 are to be residential lots only.  Ray states he does not agree with this.  Bill states it goes back to the zoning.  Dave reiterates that he doesn’t agree this should be restricted as it is a Village zone.

Donna asks if lot 8-5 was developed as a non-residential use, then there would have to be a connecting road from 302; is that correct?  Ray states he agreed to not connect from 302 to the Raymond Cape Road, but he does not agree to restrict the remaining lots.

Pat Troy states that you have a unique situation with a subdivision being planned for a Village district and she believes it would be very difficult to deny these uses as they are permitted in a Village district.  She continues that, as she stated at the last meeting, the Board is erroneously using the term “commercial” for non-residential uses.  They are correct in having the access for the two lots on 302 whether they are commercial or not be from 302, however, you cannot deny the other lots access to their property for non-residential uses if this is how they choose to develop their property.

Dave suggests the Board move forward.  Anyone on the Raymond Cape Road who wishes a change of district should come to the Zoning Advisory Committee meetings and request that the zoning be changed to a Residential district rather than a Village District.

Dave moves to find the application complete with the condition that the applicant will determine the BFE on top of the dam.

Frank seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Doug asks if the Board is inclined to consider conditional final or are there enough outstanding issues to have them come back in August?  The consensus of the Board is they are ready to grant conditional final approval.

Doug asks what the Board wishes to do about the 302 access issue.  The Board’s decision is to leave this as it is; if a lot is developed as a non-residential use, fine, they can access it from the appropriate location.

Bill states, as a matter of point, this application needs both preliminary and final approval.

After brief discussions, the Board determines they would like language in the Deeds for Lots 8-2 and 8-3 reading, “that no cuts onto Route 302 shall be put in without Planning Board approval”.  Further, it is discussed if language should be included in Deeds for Lots 8-3 and 8-4 regarding the 25’ non-disturbance area along the cemetery.  The Board determines this language should be included in Lot 8-3 and 8-4 Deeds.

The Board would like all the deeds to include a provision for a 25’ landscaping buffer if the property is developed for a non-residential use.

Doug reviews the Changes to the Plan as follows:

1.  Add a note stating that no changes or other curb cuts onto Route 302 shall be permitted without Planning Board approval other than the one shown on the approved plans.

2. Correct the Zoning districts.

3. Correct the lot numbers on Drawing #4 regarding the common drive on Route 302.

4. Add well exclusion zones to the signed plans.

5. Add a note regarding drainage on Lot 8-5.

6. Add the detailed sprinkler language to the notes and adjust the language regarding Fire Department standards.

7. Adjust the language for lots on the brook regarding the high water mark.

8. Adjust flood plain note to reference the BFE of Thomas Pond Lake/Dam.

9. Eliminate Note #12 on the plan.

Doug next recaps the necessary references in the Deeds as follows:

1. The deeds for lots 8-2 and 8-3 shall include a standard that no changes or other cuts onto Route 302 shall be permitted without Planning Board approval.

2. Deeds for lots 8-3 and 8-4 shall contain a reference clearly stating that, in conformance with applicable state law, no soil disturbance shall be permitted within 25’ of the cemetery.

3. Deed for lot 8-5 shall contain language indicating that the existing sheet flow drainage shall not be blocked.

Dave moves to grant preliminary approval to the 6-lot Murch Estates Subdivision submitted by Ray and Pamela Grant as shown on drawings 1 through 8 compiled by John D. Palmiter dated June, 2007 and amended as of July 30, 2007 subject to the following conditions:

1. The developer shall be responsible for constructing the common access from Route 302 to the edge of the Right-of-Way as shown on Drawing #4.

2. The Homeowners Association/Road Association documents shall be reviewed by the Town’s legal counsel, at the applicants’ expense, and any necessary changes made.  The documents shall be in conformance with applicable standards as determined by the Town’s counsel.

3. The Homeowners Association/Road Association documents are not part of the Town’s approval.

4. The amount and type of the performance bond shall be determined by the Casco Board of Selectmen.  The bond shall be established and be approved by the Board of Selectmen prior to the issuance of any permit for any lot in the Subdivision not utilizing Route 302 as access.  If the Board of Selectmen and the applicant cannot agree on the amount and type of the bond, the Planning Board shall be the final authority.

5. This motion includes Changes to the Plan and necessary references in the Deeds as set forth above.

6. 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 review and approval by the Planning Board, except for de minimus changes, which the Code Enforcement Officer may approve.
Bill seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Dave moves to grant final approval to the 6-lot Murch Estates Subdivision submitted by Ray and Pamela Grant as shown on drawings 1 through 8 compiled by John D. Palmiter dated June, 2007 and amended as of July 30, 2007 subject to the following conditions:

1. The developer shall be responsible for constructing the common access from Route 302 to the edge of the Right-of-Way as shown on Drawing #4.

2. The Homeowners Association/Road Association documents shall be reviewed by the Town’s legal counsel, at the applicants’ expense, and any necessary changes made.  The documents shall be in conformance with applicable standards as determined by the Town’s counsel.

3. The Homeowners Association/Road Association documents are not part of the Town’s approval.

4. The amount and type of the performance bond shall be determined by the Casco Board of Selectmen.  The bond shall be established and be approved by the Board of Selectmen prior to the issuance of any permit for any lot in the Subdivision not utilizing Route 302 as access.  If the Board of Selectmen and the applicant cannot agree on the amount and type of the bond, the Planning Board shall be the final authority.

5. This motion includes Changes to the Plan and necessary references in the Deeds as set forth above.

6. 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.
Bill 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.

Dave begins by stating, since the last meeting, the board has conducted a site walk and has received letters regarding the roads in the Greenleaf Subdivision from Maine Municipal Association (MMA), Alice Darlington and Steeves & Graf, attorneys-at-law.  Dave states that the Board should review the letter from MMA who advise the Board to not involve itself in this issue.  He continues that he feels the Board should follow MMA’s advice.  The Board is in agreement with Dave and will not be addressing the conditions of the road, as they do not pertain to the application pending before it.

Pat Cayer addresses the Board and reviews Doug’s Memo:

A-1 – They have corrected the lot numbers to Lot 19-10, 19-12 and 19-13 in accordance with Casco’s Assessor’s numbering.

A-2 - They have added a note at the end of Note #10 referencing amendment to the Homeowners Association documents, which will be recorded, setting forth the requirements of the three (3) new lots and stating that they have no responsibilities for the common septic serving the previously created lots.

Pat asks if they need preliminary and final approval?  Dave states that the Board has never done that with Point Sebago.  Doug states that the Board should follow the same practice as in the past.  Dave states that Lotus Land Development only needs final approval; however, the Board has to find the application complete at this time.

Susannah moves the application of Lotus Land Development be deemed complete.

Donna seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  4 yes – 0 no

Dave asks if there is anything from the public other than dealing with the road conditions?

Dave DeCoster asks what the stand is on the road issue?  Dave explains that MMA has informed the Board that they should let the matter be handled by the Board of Selectmen and the Code Enforcement Officer, as they are the enforcing authorities.

Susannah moves to approve the request by Lotus Land Development to amend the existing Greenleaf Subdivision by adding 2.06 acres to existing Lot #1 and to add three (3) additional lots accessed via Alice Road as depicted on Land Services, Inc. Plan dated October 2006, amended on July 9, 2007, subject to the following conditions of approval:

1. The Deeds for the three additional lots (#19-10, 19-12 and 19-13) shall contain a reference to the well exclusion zone to ensure that potential buyers are aware of this limitation.

2. The Homeowners Association and Road Association documents, as appropriate, shall be amended as appropriate specifically excluding the three additional lots from responsibilities regarding the common subsurface wastewater disposal field.

3. The Homeowners Association and Road Association documents are not part of the Town’s approval.

4. All prior applicable standards and conditions remain in effect.

5. 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.
Donna seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  4 yes – 0 no

Bill returns to the table and resumes his position as Chair.

Hancock Leasing, LLC, M 10, L 2
Rich Merk and Glen Albee are both present.  Rich states he will be making the presentation to the Board, however, Glen is available to answer any questions if necessary.

Rich states he would like to begin by providing the Board with a revised drawing as well as his written response to Doug’s Memo.

Rich continues that in 1989 Hancock Lumber created Hancock Leasing, LLC and conveyed the entire parcel to the Leasing Company.  In 2003 the land company wanted to use a portion of the property for storage of some of the products and culverts they used in the timberland so the Leasing Company conveyed the corner lot, 1.99 acres, to Hancock Land Company.  Rich continues that since they have discontinued using the middle area as the lumberyard area, they had someone come forward wanting to purchase that portion of the property.  At that time, they realized that they couldn’t convey the retail area without coming before the Board to ask for a 3-lot subdivision as the 2003 division created a subdivision and it has not been 5-years since they created the lot.  There will be no changes in the lines and no soil disturbances.  They are requesting several waivers.  The question of site distance is raised in Doug’s Memo.  There is well in excess of 450’ in either direction on Route 121.

The plan submitted shows the Tax Map lot numbers.  There will be no new entrances or exits on the parcel.

Rich states he has provided the Board with a letter of authorization for him to represent Hancock Leasing, LLC as well as a copy of the Deed to the property.

He continues, they had originally requested a waiver for the medium density soils, however, when they thought about it, it was very easy to obtain this information and they have provided the information to the Board this evening.  Rich states that Doug had asked for a delineation of wetlands; however, there are no wetlands on their property to their knowledge.

Dave asks if this would be an MDOT permit road for the curb cuts?  Rich states it is to his knowledge and asks Elwin for verification.  Elwin states that is correct.

Susannah asks for clarification that the potential use considered will only be for the middle lot.  Rich states that is correct.  Hancock Leasing, LLC will be selling Lots 1 and 2 to the same person, but they will remain two separate lots.

The Board discusses the requirement of soil tests on each of the three lots.  The Board determines that soil tests on Lots 1 and 3 shall be a Condition of Approval.

The Board asks about the number and locations of the existing curb cuts.  Rich advises there are three curb cuts along Route 121 and one curb cut on Fish Hatchery Road.

Dave moves to find the application of Hancock Leasing, LLC complete with the granting of waivers for item C-18 Stormwater; item C-21 Erosion and Sedimentation; and item C-22 Solid Waste Disposal.

Bill seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Dave moves to grant preliminary approval to Hancock Leasing, LLC for a 3-lot minor subdivision on property known as Map 10, Lot 2.

Susannah seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

Dave moves to grant final approval to Hancock Leasing, LLC for a 3-lot minor subdivision on property known as Map 10, Lot 2 subject to the following conditions of approval:

1. Fire Department review is required if any of the parcels come to the Planning Board or to the Code Enforcement Officer for Site Plan Review or amended subdivision.

2. Applicant is to provide evidence, to the CEO, that there is at least one location on lots 1 and 3 that can support a subsurface wastewater disposal system.

3. The site distance is at least 450’ in both directions on all three curb cuts on Route 121.

4. 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 any 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 review and approval by the Planning Board, except for de minimus changes, which the Code Enforcement Officer may approve.

Donna seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no

B & F Land Development, M 4, L 12 

Chris Baudo introduces himself to the Board and explains why they are appearing only for a pre-application conference this evening.  He continues that the list of abutters and the letter of instruction were sent to him just as he left for vacation.  It was not until he returned from vacation and began sorting through his incoming mail that he saw the time frame for notifications and returning mailing confirmations to the Board.

Chris continues to explain their intentions to the Board and that they are trying to develop these parcels according to the topography presenting itself rather than trying to access the view lots.  There is an 84-acre parcel and a 315-acre parcel out of which they are proposing to develop only 137 lots with the intention of providing open space.

He further explains that in areas where the slope is over 25% they are proposing to limit intrusion in those areas and he is hoping to get some suggestions of what the Board forsees as allowable PRD and which direction they should work toward.

The Board and Chris review the information submitted at length.

Dave asks what the road slopes are.  Chris states that they tried to maintain the 9%; they tried to remain parallel to the topography.  They are not proposing to try to get to the top of the mountain.

The Board and applicant discuss the issues of ingress and egress.

Bill asks how far down New Road does their road come out.  Chris states that he is aware that when they put the subdivision in they will have to improve the portion of New Road up to their road, and he assumes this is what Bill was getting to.

Frank asks for clarification of the slope maps.  Chris reviews this with Frank.

Dave asks if they would be selling the lots only or developing the lots after approval.  Chris explains that they will be developing the sites as a community from beginning of the project to completion.

The Board discusses the impact on the Quaker Ridge Road with the applicant.  Dave points out that this would also have a substantial impact on Thomas Pond.

Dave asks what they are looking at as build-out time?  Chris states it is planned for five phases.

Elwin states one of the big issues will be the traffic study; Quaker Ridge Road wasn’t designed to handle what is there now and this project will increase the traffic substantially.

Chris asks what can be done about the Beaver dam?  The Board states that if it is a wetland, you can’t do much with it and it is a DEP issue.

Bill reminds Chris of the filing date for new materials to be submitted to the Board.  Chris states he would like to introduce the matter to the public at the August 15th meeting with the information already submitted.  Bill suggests they address the Quaker Ridge Road impact first.

Ray Grant asks if they would consider keeping a recreational trail through the property?  Chris states they do try to maintain or provide recreational trails or such and they are not opposed to it.

Bill asks if they are presenting both parcels?  Chris states he would like to present both.

The Board advises that they require proof that they are authorized to present the application.  Ingo Hartig will provide the Board with the Contract for the purchase and sale of the property to the applicant.  Doug also states they need to show buffering for Quaker Ridge Road.

Doug informs that future ordinance changes would be applicable to each phase of the project as they came up.  Discussion of this issue and interpretation of this issue continue between the applicant and Doug.

Chris states it would be their position that if they have already received approval, therefore, new zoning would not be applicable.  Doug states they would still have to meet current zoning.  Elwin states they never have in the past.  Doug states there is case law on this issue.  Bill states we need to have this clarified before moving forward.  Discussions continue at length regarding this issue.

Dave moves to adjourn.

Frank seconds.

Any discussion?  None.

All in favor?  5 yes – 0 no
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