
Town of Belgrade 
Planning Board 

Jan. 6, 2021 / 6 p.m. 
 

Belgrade Town Office 
990 Augusta Road 

Belgrade, ME 04917 
 

This meeting will be conducted in person.  
The public may also view the meeting and participate online at 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83033101494  

 

A G E N D A 
 
Call to order  

1. OLD BUSINESS 
A. Discussion and consideration of Commercial Development Review 

Ordinance amendments addressing commercial solar and wind facilities, 
and telecommunications towers.  

B. SHORELAND APPLICATION – Applicant: Lakehouse Design Build. Owner: 
Michelle R. Davis. Location: 284 Sandy Cove Road (Long Pond), Map 20 Lot 
001. Purpose: Restructure interior and make new dormer in loft space, new 
windows, interior work. (non-conforming structure on a non-conforming lot) 

2. NEW BUSINESS 
A. SHORELAND OPINION – Applicant: Marcia Cook and Mary Susan 

Laurenson. Agent: Andy Dunbar. Location: 128 Chester Thwing Road (Great 
Pond), Map 30 Lot 3A. Purpose: Proposed division of parcel into two lots, 
making them non-conforming. The existing structures are also non-
conforming. No construction proposed. 

B. Consideration of Dec. 16, 2021, Planning Board minutes. 
C. ADJOURN 

 
 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83033101494


Memo 
To: Planning Board 

From: Anthony Wilson, Town Manager 

Date: Jan. 6, 2022 

Re: Solar discussion 

 

Henry Clauson, who serves on the Readfield Planning Board and was the point 
person in crafting Readfield’s solar ordinance, will attend the Jan. 6 meeting to 
share his perspectives on solar energy systems and their regulation, and to 
answer your questions. Henry is a geophysicist by training and has worked on 
many green energy projects.  

He said the 10-percent threshold that triggers decommissioning in Readfield’s 
ordinance represented in the minds of its Planning Board a point at which a solar 
farm may still be operational but no longer viable. Readfield Town Manager Eric 
Dyer told me the Town was mindful not to prematurely drive a farm out of 
business while also not allowing a development that is no longer viable to 
unnecessarily linger. Henry noted that power must be continuously generated for 
at least 12 months at more than 10 percent of the permitted capacity, and that 
Readfield’s ordinance allows for the array’s owner to challenge the Town’s 
assertion. He said confirmation of how much power a development is producing 
can be obtained either through CMP or the Public Utility Commission (though 
receiving information from the latter may be slower).  

He also noted a key provision of Readfield’s ordinance is a limitation on the 
percentage of lot coverage for a solar energy system. This was a move to protect 
some of Readfield’s farmland and fields. For systems defined as large or 
medium, that’s a maximum of 20 percent of a lot (Section 7, paragraph 1 on page 
5). The setback is 200 feet from all property lines (paragraph 4 on page 7) – a 
stricter standard than in Readfield’s other land use ordinances – and maximum 
heights are 10 feet. For small energy systems, coverage may not exceed 10 
percent of a lot and setbacks are 50 feet on the side and rear, and whatever the 
zoning district requires in the front (paragraphs 1 and 2 on page 7). Maximum 
heights also must conform with zoning district requirements.  

I misunderstood something I previously shared with you: There is NO prohibition 
of solar farms along Readfield’s major thoroughfares. 
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DISCUSSION DOCUMENT 
Siting and Other Prohibitions  

for New Utility Scale Solar Facilities  
Dec. 16, 2021, Planning Board Meeting 

The net effect of the following siting prohibitions would be to prohibit development of a 
utility scale solar facility on approximately 56% of Belgrade’s land area (based on the 
Comprehensive Plan’s GIS mapping of its land use districts) in the following land use 
districts: 

Shoreland Zone – 11% 
Village – 4% 
Critical Resource Conservation – 20% 
Residential/Mixed Use – 21% 

Utility Scale Solar Facilities would be allowed on approximately 44% of Belgrade’s land 
area, if the Commercial Development Review Ordinance’s performance standards are 
met, in the following land use districts: 

Rural District – 41% 
General Development – 2%1 

For descriptions and locations of the 2014 Comprehensive Plan’s different land use 
districts and the recommended land uses in each, see Chapter 14 Land Use Plan of the 
Plan on the Town website.  
https://www.townofbelgrade.com/sites/g/files/vyhlif2791/f/uploads/belgrade_comprehen
sive_plan_final_.pdf 

Currently the Commercial Development ordinance does not have any siting prohibitions 
for other types of new non-residential, commercial or industrial development; only 
performance standards.  The only existing land use/zoning limitations on allowable land 
uses are in the Shoreland Zone. 

 
Utility Scale Solar Facilities: 

1. Siting prohibitions.  The development or construction of a utility scale solar facility 
shall be prohibited in the following locations: 
1.1. The Shoreland Zone as mapped in the Belgrade Shoreland Zoning Ordinance 

map. 
1.2. The Village and Critical Resource Conservation Districts as described and 

mapped by the Belgrade Comprehensive Plan. 

 
1 Does not add up to 100% due to rounding of numbers. 

https://www.townofbelgrade.com/sites/g/files/vyhlif2791/f/uploads/belgrade_comprehensive_plan_final_.pdf
https://www.townofbelgrade.com/sites/g/files/vyhlif2791/f/uploads/belgrade_comprehensive_plan_final_.pdf
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1.3. The Residential/Mixed Use District as described and mapped by the Belgrade 
Comprehensive Plan, except for the construction and maintenance of a vehicle 
access road and electrical transmission line to the solar facility. 
 
Explanation:  Attempt to avoid nuisances and minimize conflicts with existing 
land uses as well as protect conservation lands. Net effect is to guide large scale 
solar farms to more appropriate land areas in Belgrade, including impaired lands 
like played out gravel pits or the Town’s solid waste landfill, and the General 
Development and the Rural Districts as identified by the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

1.4. On prime farmland soils and soils of statewide importance as determined in 
accordance with the Maine Department of Agriculture, Conservation and 
Forestry technical guidance document entitled “Determining Prime Farmland 
Soils and Soils of Statewide Significance for Siting Solar Projects in Maine”, May 
2020.  

 
Explanation:  The development of this technical guidance was required as part 
of the 2019 state legislation to encourage the development of solar energy, while 
avoiding development of solar energy generating facilities on soils better suited 
for agriculture.  This guidance allows up to 10% of a solar project to cover prime 
agricultural soils.  The above prohibits entirely instead.  Not even sure any prime 
farmland soils will ever be found in Belgrade (why larger scale crop land did not 
survive in Belgrade?), unlike say Farmington, the Saco River valley, 
Androscoggin River valley, or Aroostook County.  Here is a link to the document 
if you wish to review.  https://www.maine.gov/dacf/ard/resources/docs/prime-
farmland-determination-guidelines-v6.pdf 
 

1.5. Within 250 feet of habitat for high value plant and animal species identified and 
mapped by the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife’s Beginning 
with Habitat program, including but not limited to habitat for state or federal 
endangered species, significant vernal pools and high or moderate value 
waterfowl and wading bird habitats. 

1.6. Within 1,320 feet of an area identified and mapped by the Department of Inland 
Fisheries and Wildlife as a high or moderate value deer wintering area. 

1.7. Within 75 feet of wetlands included in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s 
National Wetland Inventory. 

1.8. Within 75 feet of rivers, streams or brooks as defined in 38 M.R.S.A, subsection 
480-B(9). 
 
Explanation:  If allow in Rural District which accounts for approximately 41% of 
Belgrade’s land area, 1.4 – 1.7 needed to keep development of these facilities 
out of sensitive lands and habitats that may be found in the Rural District and to 
generally minimize impact on environment and wildlife/unique plant habitats by 

https://www.maine.gov/dacf/ard/resources/docs/prime-farmland-determination-guidelines-v6.pdf
https://www.maine.gov/dacf/ard/resources/docs/prime-farmland-determination-guidelines-v6.pdf
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complimenting the ordinance’s performance standards.   
 

2. Other prohibitions 

The development or construction of thermal and hot water solar energy systems 
are prohibited. 
 
Explanation:  During the discussion of Solar Field’s proposed CDRO ordinance 
permit application, some members of the Planning Board and abutters voiced 
concern about “frying birds”. That is not possible by photovoltaic solar panels 
used in Maine solar facilities, but rarely has been an issue with thermal or hot 
water systems which concentrate or reflect light to convert water to steam for 
energy production and made a splash in some news media outlets.  These 
facilities consume large volumes of water which raises other significant issues.  
No such facilities now exist in Maine or New England, and may never ever be 
proposed since usually located in areas closer to the equator.  This prohibition 
may consequently be unneeded as a practical matter.   
 
 
 

 

 

 



From: George Seel
To: Anthony Wilson; Peter Rushton; perushton@roadrunner.com; peter.rushton@maine.gov

<peter.rushton@maine.gov>
Subject: RE: Which other Maine municipalities have solar energy generation facility specific regulations?
Date: Wednesday, December 8, 2021 10:16:05 AM
Attachments: Municipal and model ordinance summary table.docx

EXTERNAL MESSAGE:
Andrew Marble, the Rome CEO, provided me with a copy of Rome’s 2003 Commercial Review
Ordinance, allowing me to update the table I provided previously to include Rome.  Now Rome,
Oakland, Sidney and Mt. Vernon of the Belgrade Lakes watershed municipalities are included in the
table showing whether they specifically regulate solar energy facilities.  The updated table is
attached.
 
Sent from Mail for Windows
 

From: George Seel
Sent: Monday, December 6, 2021 6:13 PM
To: Anthony Wilson; Peter Rushton; Peter Rushton; peter.rushton@maine.gov
<peter.rushton@maine.gov>
Subject: Which other Maine municipalities have solar energy generation facility specific regulations?
 
Anthony and Peter,
 
I found our last PB meeting discussion of regulating solar farms quite frustrating – the expression
“the blind leading the blind” comes to mind.  Because of Board members’ lack of knowledge (myself
included) of how solar generating facilities actually work there was too much reliance on personal
bias and too little on sound information. 
 
I thought I would benefit from getting smarter at least about how other Maine municipalities are
addressing the issue, in particular other lake and second home/tourism communities where the
visual impact of a large solar farm or similar other commercial development may be of concern.  In
addition to the towns in our watershed (still trying to find Rome’s Commercial Development Review
Ordinance), I looked at the ordinances from the Sebago Lake area communities, as well as Rangeley
and Greenville.  Then a few coastal towns – Rockland, Rockport and Camden; and a few towns from
the “other Maine”, the Portland suburbs. I specifically looked to see how other municipalities or
model ordinances/guidelines addressed the potential for visual impact on lakes and other
recreational resources; and then whether if I could find any towns other than Readfield that require
decommissioning prior to a facility fully ceasing production or sale of electricity to the grid.  The
attached table summarizes what I found.  No doubt there are other municipalities regulating the
development of new solar energy generating facilities out there.
 
This exercise has already served its purpose for me, but if you feel other Board members or our
discussion of how to regulate solar energy facilities would benefit from this information, feel free to
forward to the full Board or include in our next meeting packet.  I assume we will take up the
discussion of when to require decommissioning again with benefit of the basis for Readfield’s 10% of
capacity threshold, in addition to siting standards for new facilities.

mailto:georgeseel@outlook.com
mailto:townmanager@townofbelgrade.com
mailto:perushton@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=user292da846
mailto:Peter.Rushton@maine.gov
mailto:Peter.Rushton@maine.gov
https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986
mailto:georgeseel@outlook.com
mailto:townmanager@townofbelgrade.com
mailto:perushton@gmail.com
mailto:perushton@roadrunner.com
mailto:Peter.Rushton@maine.gov
mailto:Peter.Rushton@maine.gov







Survey of Municipal and Model Ordinance Requirements Specific to Commercial Solar Energy Producing Developments [footnoteRef:1] [1:  Includes lake communities including those in the watershed of the Belgrade Lakes as well as other some coastal towns.] 






		





Municipality

		Have regulations or performance standards specific to development of solar energy facilities?[footnoteRef:2] [2:  If no, solar facilities regulated by same standards and requirements applicable to other commercial developments] 


		How address visual impact potential?  Prohibit when visible from great pond or other natural resource?

		Require decommissioning prior to discontinuing operation or sale of electricity to grid?

		





Explanations/notes



		Oakland 

		Yes

		Requires vegetative buffers along public roads and property lines. 

		No

		



		Sidney

		No

		NA

		NA

		



		Rome

		No

		NA

		NA

		



		Mt. Vernon

		No

		NA

		NA

		



		Smithfield[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Ordinances not available on website] 


		?

		?

		?

		



		

		

		

		

		



		Manchester

		No

		NA

		NA

		



		Monmouth

		No

		NA

		NA

		



		Readfield

		Yes

		Vegetative screening of public roads & residences

		Yes

		Requires facility decommissioning when electricity generation reduced to 10% of full capacity



		Winthrop

		No

		NA

		NA

		



		Fayette

		No

		NA

		NA

		



		Wayne

		No

		NA

		NA

		



		

		

		

		

		



		Bridgton

		No

		NA

		NA

		



		Naples

		Yes

		Vegetative buffers along 

		No

		



		





Municipality

		Have regulations or performance standards specific to development of solar energy facilities?[footnoteRef:4] [4:  If no, solar facilities regulated by same standards and requirements applicable to other commercial developments] 


		How address visual impact potential?  Prohibit when visible from great pond or other natural resource?

		Require decommissioning prior to discontinuing operation or sale of electricity to grid?

		





Explanations/notes



		

		

		public roads and property lines

		

		



		

		

		

		

		



		Casco

		No

		NA

		NA

		



		Windham

		No

		NA

		NA

		



		Harrison

		No

		NA

		NA

		



		

		

		

		

		



		China

		No 

		NA

		NA

		



		Vassalboro

		No

		NA

		NA

		



		

		

		

		

		



		Rangeley

		No

		NA

		NA

		



		Greenville

		Yes

		Prohibit in Resource Protection and Rural Zones, and areas >2 acres of >20% slope

		No

		Included in town-wide zoning ordinance



		

		

		

		

		



		Camden

		No

		NA

		NA

		Zoning prohibits all commercial development at elevations >500’ & slopes >25% to mitigate visual impact



		Rockport

		Yes

		Doesn’t/No

		No

		



		Rockland

		No

		NA

		NA

		



		

		

		

		

		



		Cape Elizabeth

		No

		NA

		NA

		



		Falmouth

		No

		NA

		NA

		



		Yarmouth

		No

		NA

		NA

		



		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		



		





Municipality

		Have regulations or performance standards specific to development of solar energy facilities?[footnoteRef:5] [5:  If no, solar facilities regulated by same standards and requirements applicable to other commercial developments] 


		How address visual impact potential?  Prohibit when visible from great pond or other natural resource?

		Require decommissioning prior to discontinuing operation or sale of electricity to grid?

		





Explanations/notes



		Waterville

		Yes

		Vegetative screening required along public roads and property lines



		No

		Contained in city zoning ordinance



		Augusta

		No

		NA

		NA

		Recently enacted moratorium while develop solar development ordinance



		Chelsea

		Yes

		Vegetative screening of public roads & residences

		No

		



		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		



		Model Ordinances/Ordinance Development Guidelines

		

		

		

		



		KVCOG

		Yes

		Visual impact/

Viewshed analysis

		No

		Provides general guidelines for PB’s determination if impact unacceptable



		NRCM/Maine Audubon

		Yes

		Vegetative screening

		No
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Survey of Municipal and Model Ordinance Requirements Specific to Commercial 
Solar Energy Producing Developments 1 

 

 

 
 
 

Municipality 

Have 
regulations or 
performance 

standards 
specific to 

development 
of solar energy 

facilities?2 

How address 
visual impact 

potential?  
Prohibit when 

visible from 
great pond or 
other natural 

resource? 

Require 
decommissioning 

prior to 
discontinuing 

operation or sale 
of electricity to 

grid? 

 
 
 

Explanations/notes 

Oakland  Yes Requires 
vegetative 

buffers along 
public roads 
and property 

lines.  

No  

Sidney No NA NA  
Rome No NA NA  
Mt. Vernon No NA NA  
Smithfield3 ? ? ?  
     
Manchester No NA NA  
Monmouth No NA NA  
Readfield Yes Vegetative 

screening of 
public roads & 

residences 

Yes Requires facility 
decommissioning 
when electricity 

generation reduced 
to 10% of full 

capacity 
Winthrop No NA NA  
Fayette No NA NA  
Wayne No NA NA  
     
Bridgton No NA NA  
Naples Yes Vegetative 

buffers along  
No  

 
1 Includes lake communities including those in the watershed of the Belgrade Lakes as well as other some coastal 
towns. 
2 If no, solar facilities regulated by same standards and requirements applicable to other commercial 
developments 
3 Ordinances not available on website 
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Municipality 

Have 
regulations or 
performance 

standards 
specific to 

development 
of solar energy 

facilities?4 

How address 
visual impact 

potential?  
Prohibit when 

visible from 
great pond or 
other natural 

resource? 

Require 
decommissioning 

prior to 
discontinuing 

operation or sale 
of electricity to 

grid? 

 
 
 

Explanations/notes 

  public roads 
and property 

lines 

  

     
Casco No NA NA  
Windham No NA NA  
Harrison No NA NA  
     
China No  NA NA  
Vassalboro No NA NA  
     
Rangeley No NA NA  
Greenville Yes Prohibit in 

Resource 
Protection and 

Rural Zones, 
and areas >2 

acres of >20% 
slope 

No Included in town-
wide zoning 
ordinance 

     
Camden No NA NA Zoning prohibits all 

commercial 
development at 

elevations >500’ & 
slopes >25% to 
mitigate visual 

impact 
Rockport Yes Doesn’t/No No  
Rockland No NA NA  
     
Cape Elizabeth No NA NA  
Falmouth No NA NA  
Yarmouth No NA NA  
     
     
     

 
4 If no, solar facilities regulated by same standards and requirements applicable to other commercial 
developments 
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Municipality 

Have 
regulations or 
performance 

standards 
specific to 

development 
of solar energy 

facilities?5 

How address 
visual impact 

potential?  
Prohibit when 

visible from 
great pond or 
other natural 

resource? 

Require 
decommissioning 

prior to 
discontinuing 

operation or sale 
of electricity to 

grid? 

 
 
 

Explanations/notes 

Waterville Yes Vegetative 
screening 

required along 
public roads 
and property 

lines 
 

No Contained in city 
zoning ordinance 

Augusta No NA NA Recently enacted 
moratorium while 

develop solar 
development 

ordinance 
Chelsea Yes Vegetative 

screening of 
public roads & 

residences 

No  

     
     
     
Model 
Ordinances/Ordinance 
Development 
Guidelines 

    

KVCOG Yes Visual impact/ 
Viewshed 
analysis 

No Provides general 
guidelines for PB’s 
determination if 

impact 
unacceptable 

NRCM/Maine 
Audubon 

Yes Vegetative 
screening 

No  

     
     

 

 

 
5 If no, solar facilities regulated by same standards and requirements applicable to other commercial 
developments 



 

 

December 16, 2021 

 

Mr. Peter Rushton, Chairman, Belgrade Planning Board 

Mr. Anthony Wilson, Belgrade Town Manager 

 

Dear Peter and Anthony, 

I am hoping that the Planning Board will give me an opportunity to speak at tonight’s Planning 

Board meeting. This letter, which I request be included in the public record, outlines my comments 

regarding amendments to the CDRO for solar energy facilities.  

Belgrade’s Commercial Development Review Ordinance provides a good framework for 

evaluating private sector development proposals in the Town. The Planning Board’s efforts to include 

new requirements for buffer strips and decommissioning of solar facilities are both reasonable. My 

detailed comments are as follows: 

 

1) Paragraph 4.1 of the CDRO should be amended to allow the Planning Board to provide more 

than one extension to a permit issued for a commercial project. Central Maine Power 

Company has not issued an Interconnection Agreement for the Solar Fields project.  

 

 

2) The Oakland ordinance (https://www.oaklandmaine.us/wp-

content/uploads/2021/08/OAKLAND-SOLAR-ARRAY-ORDINANCE.pdf) is a useful model for 

decommissioning provisions.  

 

3) Any process requiring decommissioning should include a review and discussion between the 

Planning Board and the facility owner prior to issuing a decommissioning order.  

 

4) The Readfield ordinance is a radical departure from what other towns have done. Several 

features in that ordinance are particularly questionable: 

 

https://www.oaklandmaine.us/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/OAKLAND-SOLAR-ARRAY-ORDINANCE.pdf
https://www.oaklandmaine.us/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/OAKLAND-SOLAR-ARRAY-ORDINANCE.pdf


a) Height restricted to 10 feet: this 10-foot maximum will eliminate many equipment 

configurations and hamper the energy production of most facilities due to snow 

accumulations. I suggest a height restriction of 20 feet, adopted by most towns. This will 

allow the proper angle for most equipment in use today. 

 

b) Maximum development of 20% of the lot: this arbitrary prohibition on 80% of a lot 

takes most of the land purchased or leased for a solar farm off the table.  

 

c) 200 foot buffer required on all lot boundaries: a site specific assessment of buffer strip 

requirements allows for a more practical assessment of the need for buffer strips. For 

example, the 242 Manchester Road site is surrounded by wetlands and steeply sloped 

lands along most of its boundaries. These lands are not developable. Why should a 200-

foot buffer be required on these boundaries? The 20% maximum developed area and 

the 200-foot buffers work together to require the purchase or lease of considerable 

amounts of unnecessary land. This does not sound very encouraging. 

 

d) Prohibition on prime farmland: once again, a site-specific review is preferable to a 

blanket prohibition. The 25-acre lot at 242 Manchester Road has approximately 1.5 

acres of valuable farm land. The 11.2-acre project footprint includes about half of this 

land, or 0.75 acre. A blanket prohibition would disallow this site. 

 

Thank you for considering my comments. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Steve Buchsbaum, President 

Solar Fields LLC  
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Anthony Wilson

Subject: FW: Dec. 16, 2021, Planning Board meeting agenda and background packet
Attachments: image002.png

Hello Anthony,  
 
It was good to meet you at the planning board meeting last night. We have decided to stick with the existing design 
submitted, revising the height limitation of the new roof section to meet the existing ridge-peak, thus lowering it to 
meet the boards interpretation of the height regulation. 
 
 
Bill 
207.242.3663 
 
On Thu, Dec 16, 2021, 3:10 PM Anthony Wilson <townmanager@townofbelgrade.com> wrote: 

Bill, the meeting starts at 6 p.m., but your item won’t be discussed until 7 p.m.  

  

I’ll share what you’ve written below with the Board. See you this evening.  

  

Anthony Wilson 
Town Manager 

Town of Belgrade 
 
Office: 207-495-2258 

Cell: 207-592-6031  
 
Town Office 
990 Augusta Road 
Belgrade, ME 04917 
 
townofbelgrade.com 

 

  

  

  

From: william hudson <lakehousedesignbuild@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, December 16, 2021 2:56 PM 

The linked image cannot  
be displayed.  The file may  
have been moved, 
renamed, or deleted. Verify  
that the link points to the  
correct file and location.

The linked image cannot  
be displayed.  The file may  
have been moved, 
renamed, or deleted. Verify  
that the link points to the  
correct file and location.





























AJ's Septic Inspections Inc.
    212 Glenn Harris Road

   New Sharon, ME 04955

  (207) 778 - 5444 

Inspection Number 596041

Septic System Inspection

Date ordered: 12/8/2021

Customer::

Phone (207)242-3886

Date completed:

LakeShore Design Build Co.

12/10/2021

Site Address: 284 Sandy Cove Rd Belgrade,ME

Billing Address: 17 Birchwood Rd Augusta,ME

County: Kennebec

Inspection conducted By: James Cushing

Email: lakehousedesignbuild@gmail.com



General Site Information
Page 2

Part 1.
1. Age of building

:
1960's 2. Current use:

3. 4.

Single family

Bdrms/units: 3 Age of system
:

2008 ?

5. Is the building currently occupied: NO 6 Most recent no. of occupants: 0

7. Number of weeks empty: 2+ months 8. Water source:

9. Seasonal Occupancy: Yes 10. last time septic tank 
was pumped:

Unknown

11. Is the washing machine connected to the 
sewage disposl system: Unknown

Note: Maine Subsurface Disposal Rules require the washing machine to be connected to the septic 
tank or discharged into an approved gray water system.

Part 2. Tanks on site:

Septic tank

Pumping Station

Grease trap

Other tank

Estimated capacity (Gallons)

(Estimated)

Yes

Yes

No

Lake

Part 3. Absorption system:

Cesspool:

Seepage bed:

Trench system:

Chambers:

Other(Describe):

NA

NA

NA

36 Quick 4 Infiltrators

     (The areas listed below are estimates made to the best of our ability)

596041

1000 gal

Other



Condition of sewage treatment system

Condition of treatment tank:

Top cover:

Inlet cover:

Outlet cover:

Inlet baffle:

Outlet baffle:

Liquid level:

Thickness of scum:

Depth of sludge:

If any of the above items are marked unsatisfactory then the septic tank condition is unsatisfactory !

A listing of satisfactory is based on condition, operation, and /or whether the item would be judged acceptable by current 
standards: All findings are the opinions of  A.J.'s Septic  Inspection Inc.

Electrical/Mechanical operation of pumps:

Treatment tank to absorption system pipeline:

Satisfactory

Satisfactory

Condition of absorption system:

Was the treatment tank pumped ?

Was pumping the tank recommended ?

Is the liquid level at the invert of the 
outlet pipe in the treatment tank ?

Does effluent discharge onto the ground or 
into a body of water ?

Is seepage visible around the system ?

Is lush vegetation present ?

Is there evidence of current malfunction ?

Page 3

Warning: If the system is failing DO NOT HAVE THE TANK PUMPED until the cause of the problem is repaired. Pumping the tank will not allow a 
competent inspection if a second opinion is wanted.

Part 4.

Part 5.

596041

Satisfactory

Satisfactory

Satisfactory

Satisfactory

Satisfactory

Satisfactory

Satisfactory

Satisfactory

Is there evidence of past malfunction ? No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Malfunctioning system: (Maine Dept. of Human Services. Division of Health Engineering)
A system that is not operating or is not functioning properly. Indications of a malfunctioning system included, but are not limited to, any of the following: 
ponding or outbreak of waste water or septic tank effluent onto the surface of the ground; seepage of waste water or septic tank effluent into parts of 
buildings below ground; back-up of waste water into the building served that it not caused by a physical blockage of the internal plumbing: or 
contamination of nearby water wells or waterbodies/courses.  

Malfunctioning systems: Any system currently malfunctioning must be replaced, using criteria for a replacement system, as described in Section 8, or 
repaired, as allowed in Section 2.F.2 of the Subsurface Waste Water Rules. 

Pumping Station

Small Polyloc filter

12"

3"



Signature Date:

James Cushing
State of ME Certification #272
Septic Systems Inspector

12/10/2021

596041

Part 6.     Company Disclaimer

          1. This report is the sole property of A.J.'s Septic Inspections, Inc. and all statements made herein are the 
opinions of A.J.'s Septic Inspections, Inc.  We reserve the right to distribute this report at our discretion.

          2. We locate septic systems on the ground to do inspections but we do not determine the location of 
property lines or the proximity of systems to property lines.

          3. The process of doing inspections causes some disruption of your property because we must physically 
dig up tank covers and inspection holes.  We always take care to keep any disturbances to a minimum.

          4. The report is based upon our considerable knowledge and experience in wastewater technology. It also 
includes observations and opinions from the on-site investigation.  This report is the present condition of the on-
site sewage disposal system.  We make no guarantee, warranty, nor do we certify the correct functioning of your 
system for any period of time past the time of inspection. Our company has no ability to supervise or control any 
of the many factors which affect the current functioning of the wastewater system, and therefore will assume no 
liability for its continued proper functioning.

          5. A.J.'s Septic Inspections, Inc. disclaims any warranty, expressed or implied, arising from the inspection 
of the system or from this report.  We make no claim that the system will continue to function for any future 
buyer.

          6. Our septic system inspection does not make any determination of the impact the system has on ground 
water.

          7. Inspections done during winter months, because of the frost and snow, are not as encompassing as those 
done during summer months. We will be happy to return when the snow and frost are gone if retained to do so.

          8. We recommend second opinions.  If you call we will gladly provide the names of other experienced 
inspectors.

Thank you for your patronage.  Remember that good service doesn't cost -- it pays.



Appendix 1: Explanations for tank condition

On the day of the inspection the concrete 1000 gallon septic tank, with an in the tank pumping 
station was located between the home and the garage.  The inlet cover, 14" x 18" and the pumping 
station cover, 18" round were exposed and removed for inspection.  The inlet and outlet baffles 
were found intact.  The outlet baffle is a small Polyloc filter, which is located in the pumping 
station.  This filter must be cleaned each time the tank is pumped and in some cases annually.  
Based on solids content in this tank it is due for pumping.  I recommend pumping in the spring of 
2022.  The pump and alarm were cycled and found operational. (Note:  The audio portion of the 
alarm does not work, I recommend it be repaired.)

Appendix 2:  Explanations for absorption system condition

On the day of the inspection the absorption area located across the road is a chamber system that 
was constructed with 36 Quick 4 infiltrators, they are set in 4 rows of 9.  The rows are set level, 
spaced 3' apart and are fed by a distribution box.  An inspection hole was dug beside one of the 
infiltrators, it was found dry. And back-filled with clean, course sand.  The D-Box cover was also 
removed for inspection.  Water and dye were added to the system for approx. 90 minutes with no 
signs of malfunction.  In my opinion this absorption area is in satisfactory condition with present 
use.  (Note: Each row of chambers is approx. 1 1/2  feet shorter than indicated on the design.  This 
system should be mowed annually to prevent root intrusion and the fill along the two long sides is 
minimal and may need to be increased if this system is used to its capacity.)
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Belgrade Planning Board 
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 

 
Application for Shoreland Permit 

 
APPLICANT: ____________________________________ 

ADDRESS: _____________________________________________ 
TAX MAP # ___ LOT # ___ 

 
I.  Findings of Fact 

The Applicants on DATE applied for a shoreland permit for _________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________(PROJECT DETAILS).  

The application was presented to the Planning Board on ____________________________________________ 
________ (DATE, WITH DATES OF ANY SUBSEQUENT MEETINGS AT WHICH THE APPLICATION 
WAS CONSIDERED). These Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law were developed in conjunction with 
consideration of the permit application. 

II.  Conclusions of Law 

Based upon the application materials, testimony, statements, evidence, documents and other materials submitted 
to it and the above Findings of Fact, the Belgrade Planning Board finds that the Project is/is not a permitted 
___________________________________________________________________________________ (USE) 
under Section 14, Table 1 in the Ordinance, and further makes the following conclusions based on the 
applicable provisions in Section 16(D) of the Ordinance: 

1. Will maintain safe and healthful conditions. 
• By a vote of X-X, the Board found this standard was/was not met based on _________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________. 

2. Will not result in water pollution, erosion, or sedimentation to surface waters. 
• By a vote of X-X, the Board found this standard was/was not met based on _________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________. 

3. Will adequately provide for the disposal of all wastewater. 
• By a vote of X-X, the Board found this standard was/was not met based on _________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________. 

4. Will not have an adverse impact on spawning grounds, fish, aquatic life, bird or other wildlife habitat. 
• By a vote of X-X, the Board found this standard was/was not met based on _________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________. 

5. Will conserve shore cover and visual, as well as actual, points of access to inland waters. 
• By a vote of X-X, the Board found this standard was/was not met based on _________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________. 

6. Will protect archaeological and historic resources as designated in the comprehensive plan. 
• By a vote of X-X, the Board found this standard was/was not met based on _________________ 



______________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________. 

7. Will avoid problems associated with flood plain development and use. 
• By a vote of X-X, the Board found this standard was/was not met based on _________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________. 

8. Is in conformance with the provisions of Section 15, Land Use Standards, 
• By a vote of X-X the Board found that this standard was met based on evidence in the record and 

further as follows: 
 

A. Minimum Lot Standards _________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________. 

B. Principal and Accessory Structures _________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________. 

C. Campgrounds __________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________. 

D. Individual Private Campsites ______________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________. 

E. Commercial and Industrial Uses ___________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________. 

F. Parking Areas __________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________. 

G. Roads and Driveways ___________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________. 

H. Signs _________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________. 

I. Storm Water Runoff _____________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________. 

J. Septic Waste Disposal Systems ____________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________. 

K. Essential Services _______________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________. 

L. Mineral Exploration and Extraction _________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________. 

M. Agriculture ____________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________. 

N. Timber Harvesting and Land Management Roads _____________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________. 

O. Clearing or Removal of Vegetation for Activities other than Timber Harvesting _____________ 
______________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________. 

P. Hazard Trees, Storm Damaged Trees and Dead Tree Removal ___________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________. 

Q. Exemptions to Clearing and Vegetation Removal Requirements __________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________. 

R. Revegetation Requirements _______________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________. 

S. Erosion and Sedimentation Control _________________________________________________ 



_____________________________________________________________________________. 
T. Shoreline Stabilization ___________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________.  
U. Soils _________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________. 
V. Water Quality __________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________. 
W. Historical and Archaeological Sites _________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________. 
X. Resource Protection _____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________. 

Conditions of Approval Needed to Meet Required Belgrade SLZ Ordinance Findings in Section 16(D): 

1. Manage stormwater run-off from new or expanded structure(s) in accordance with Section 15(I) of the 
Belgrade Shoreland Zoning Ordinance and the Maine Department of Environmental Protection’s (DEP) 
Best Management Practices as outlined in the Conservation Practices for Homeowner’s publication.  
Such measures are to be put in place prior to building use. NOTE: This is a standing condition that 
applies to all permits unless deemed unnecessary by the Planning Board, based on the following 
rationale.  
 
Rationale: ___________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________________.  
 

2. ____________________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________________. 
 

Rationale: ___________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________________. 

 
3. ____________________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________________. 
 

Rationale: ___________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________________. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



III. Decision.

Based on the above findings of fact and conclusions of law, on _______________(DATE), the Town of 
Belgrade Planning Board approved by a vote of _______________ the Shoreland Permit application of 
_______________________________ (APPLICANT’S NAME) With the above conditions, and at a meeting 
on _______________(DATE), developed these written Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law and adopted 
these findings on _______________(DATE). 

Dated _______________ 

BELGRADE PLANNING BOARD 

BY:   _______________________________________________________ 
Peter Rushton, Chair 

NOTE: The Maine Department of Environmental Protection’s stormwater best management practices are 
posted at townofbelgrade.com/bmps. 
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Anthony Wilson

From: Andy Dunbar <adunbar@thayereng.com>
Sent: Friday, December 10, 2021 11:46 AM
To: Anthony Wilson
Cc: 'Susan Laurenson'; 'Cook-Wright family'
Subject: Confirmatory Opinion Sought for 128 Chester Thwing Road, Belgrade, Maine
Attachments: 210520 Laurenson and Cook Belgrade Ordinances and Deed 12.8.21.pdf; 210520 

Laurenson and Cook Belgrade Reduced Plan and Tax Map12.8.21.pdf; 210520 
Laurenson and Cook Belgrade Prelim Plan 12.8.21.pdf

EXTERNAL MESSAGE: 
Good Morning Anthony: 
 
As per our discussion, here is a request along with pertinent information seeking an opinion from the Town of Belgrade 
that our proposed division of the Laurenson & Cook property at 128 Chester Thwing Road in Belgrade adequately 
satisfies the criteria and directives appearing in applicable land use ordinances. 
 
I have attached:  1) Excerpts from Ordinances and Deed,   2) Colored, Reduced Plan and Tax Map, and  3) Full-Size Plan 
with legible dimensions. 
 
The proposed division results in equal lake frontage (direct line) and equal land area for both portions. 
Additionally, the proposed division line passes mid-way between the front corners of both principal structures and then 
navigates 10’ away from the septic disposal system serving “Kit Kat” and the “Bunk House”, thus eliminating any need 
for septic related easements. 
 
I had consulted with Gary Fuller regarding this concept early this summer.  Now that Belgrade is in transition with Code 
Enforcement, we are reaching-out to you to direct our request to the proper entity at this time. 
 
I am always available to address any questions. 
 
Thanks for your help with this matter 
 
Andy  
  
 
Andrew Dunbar, PLS, LPF, LSE 
Thayer Engineering Company 
17 Hasson Street 
Farmingdale, Maine   04344-1613 
  
voice: 207-582-7762 
fax: 207-582-8113 
 













































 

Town of Belgrade 
Planning Board 

Dec. 16, 2021 / 6 pm 
 

Belgrade Town Office 
990 Augusta Road 

Belgrade, ME 04917 
 

This meeting was conducted in person. 
The meeting was also on Zoom and can be viewed: 

https://youtu.be/pTsFmlTe5hI 
 

M I N U T E S  
Present:  Planning Board members Peter Rushton, George Seel, Craig Alexander, Rich Baker, 
Town Manager Anthony Wilson, Planning Board Secretary Julie Morrison, Paul Dennis, Steve 
Buschsbaum, Regina Coppens, Bill Hudson, Mark Gliniewicz, and Jeff Allen 
 
The meeting was called to order at 6:00 pm by Chairman Peter Rushton 
 

1.  OLD BUSINESS 
A. Discussion and consideration of Commercial Development Review Ordinance amendments 

addressing commercial solar and wind facilities, and telecommunications towers. 
The Board agreed to allow Steve Buschsbaum President of Solar Fields LLC to state his 
thoughts and comments.  The Board had more discussion and will be discussed again for 
the 1st hour of the January 6, 2022, meeting. 
 

2. NEW BUSINESS 
A.  SHORELAND APPLICATION – Applicant:  Lakehouse Design Build.  Owner: Michelle R. Davis.  

Location: 284 Sandy Cove Road (Long Pond), Map 20 Lot 001.  Purpose: Restructure interior 
and make new dormer in loft space, new windows, interior work. (non-conforming structure 
on a non-conforming lot) 
Bill Hudson of Lakehouse Design Build spoke about plans and the board requested a 
design drawing.  Motion to table pending the design drawing by George Seel and 2nd.  4-0 
passed to table until 01-06-2022 meeting. 
 

B. SHORLAND APPLICATION-Applicant: Paul and Carrie Dennis c/o Mark Gliniewicz. Agent: Jeff 
Allen.  Location: 194 Sahagian Road (Great Pond) Map 29 Lot 12.  Purpose: Demolition of 
two existing camps and construction of one replacement camp. (non-conforming structure 
on a non-conforming lot) 
Jeff Allen described what the proposed project consisted of.  The Board answered many 
questions and requested they come back with footprint and elevations.  Motion to table 



 

until footprint and elevations are received by George Seel 2nd by Craig Alexander.  4-0 
passed to table until both documents are received.  
 

C. Consideration of Dec. 2, 2021, Planning Board minutes. 
Amendments:  Link missing for viewing zoom meeting, Sec. 1 B2, hon incorrect, 1A 4th line 
add how used = presentation to selectboard, 1B added Anthony will attempt to learn 
Readfields Decommission, 2nd page paragraph 3 2nd line change to “and” decided to 
change to 7 acres. Motion by Rich Baker to approve the amended minutes, 2nd George 
Seel. 4-0 approved amended minutes.  
 
Motion to adjourn by Rich Baker, 2nd George Seel.  All in favor 4-0.  Meeting adjourned at 
8:20 pm.  
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