Town of Searsmont
Planning Board Meeting Minutes
September 2, 2025
6:30 PM

1. Call to order: The meeting of the Planning Board convened at 6:32 pm. These minutes are a
summary of the Board’s discussions. A recording of this meeting is available at the Town

office.

2. Roll Call - Members Present:

Christian Halsted, Chair Others:
John Lightner, Vice Chair Patricia Chapman, PB Clerk (on Teams)

Sarah Crosby
Jon Thurston
Jack DeGraff
Evie deFrees

Walter Wetmore

3. Public Comments: None.

4. Applications:

a. Nonconforming structure at 73 Levenseller Pond Road; the applicant sent an email
just prior to the meeting indicating they would not be able to attend the meeting.

They indicated that this project was approved at the August 15, 2025 meeting.
This appears to be a typo — the project was previously discussed on August 15,
2023 but there wasn’t an official application to approve.

. The applicants talked to W. Wetmore recently. It appears they want to expand
the footprint of the structure.

812.3 Section B Foundations - Whenever a new, enlarged, or replacement
foundation is constructed under a non-conforming structure, the structure and
new foundation must be placed such that the setback requirement is met to the
greatest practical extent as determined by the Planning Board or its designee,
basing its decision on the criteria specified in Section 812.3.C Relocation,

iv. 812.3 Section D Reconstruction or replacement:

1. Any non-conforming structure which is located less than the required

setback from a water body, tributary stream, or wetland and which is
removed, or damaged or destroyed, regardless of the cause, by more
than 50% of the market value of the structure before such damage,
destruction or removal, may be reconstructed or replaced provided that a
permit is obtained within eighteen (18) months of the date of said
damage, destruction, or removal, and provided that such reconstruction
or replacement is in compliance with the water body, tributary stream or
wetland setback requirement to the greatest practical extent as
determined by the Planning Board or its designee in accordance with the
purposes of this Ordinance. In no case shall a structure be reconstructed
or replaced so as to increase its non-conformity.
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2. The building has been deteriorating over time. There was not a specific
date of damage. Section 812.3 D does not apply in this situation because
the time since the damage to the structure has been more than 18
months and it wasn’t from a specific event.

The board previously reviewed another property that had a boat house they
rebuilt into a bunk house and now want to move it onto a foundation. They can't
put in a foundation because of the floodplain rules. Tonight’s project is different
because it is on a slab, not a foundation.

Recommendations from the previous meeting were to put the building on posts.
That isn’t relevant to this discussion as there are no design standards that they
need to conform to (foundation vs posts).

If the existing deck is included in the original footprint, the new structure will not
increase the footprint.

Does the exact setback matter? If it is less than 100’ from the water line, it will
be non-conforming.

1. The actual set back from the water was not captured in the original
minutes.

2. 812.3 item A 1 — Expansion of any portion of a structure within 25 feet
of the normal high-water line of a water body, tributary stream, or
upland edge of a wetland is prohibited, even if the expansion will not
increase nonconformity with the water body, tributary stream or wetland
setback requirement. Expansion of an accessory structure that is located
closer to the normal high-water line of a water body, tributary stream, or
upland edge of a wetland than the principal structure is prohibited, even
if the expansion will not increase nonconformity with the water body,
tributary stream, or wetland setback requirement.

a. If they are less than 25’ from the water line, they can’t increase
the footprint.

b. How do you determine the mean high water line? You can
generally see the water line based on change in vegetation and
the contour of the land around the water.

3. The most recent email from the applicant indicates the structure is 75’
from the water but this doesn’t seem to match previous statements.

The goal of this project is to make the building more conforming. If they are
going to expand, they need to do it in the opposite direction of the water.
Expansion can only happen if the structure is more than 25’ feet from the high
water line.

The question is: can he rebuild on that same footprint and add to the surface
area?

1. It can not be taller than the existing building. [The max height for a new
building is 25'.]

2. Is there a limit to how many yards of fill can be brought in? There isn’'t a
limit to the number of yards in the LUO but there are different guidelines
in the Table of Land Uses based on whether there will be more or less
than 10 yards of fill brought in.
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3. The proposed change is less than 30% of the total square footage of all
of his buildings and the modified building is less than 75’ from the normal
high water (812.3 A 3 a).
The board is not comfortable providing guidance or making a decision without
the applicant present to answer additional questions.
The board needs to know exactly how far from the water line the structure is
and a more detailed sketch of their plans for the building to determine if it will
meet the LUO guidelines.
W. Wetmore will meet the applicants at the site, measure the distance to the
water line, and determine what the next steps are based on the details. If the
structure is within 25’, they can replace the structure with something of the
same size. If it is beyond the 25’ line (or they move it back), they can do an
expansion if they want to use their one-time 30% allowance.

5. Approval of Minutes:
a. C. Halsted moved to accept the August 5 Public Hearing minutes as written. J.
Lightner seconded. Motion passed 5 in favor, 1 abstained (E. deFrees), 0 opposed.
b. C. Halsted made a motion to accept the regular meeting minutes from August 5" as
written, J. DeGraff seconded. Motion passed 5 in favor, 1 abstained (E. deFrees), 0
opposed.

6. Treasurer’s report: None.

7. Communications:
a. CEO report:

Shaffer (?) — 242 Walker Road — an older place on pilings; they wanted to fill in
dirt around tree roots that were presenting a safety hazard.
1. Will flooding wash the fill away? They are mature trees and they put silk
fence around the area and grass seed to prevent erosion.

. While inspecting the Shaffer property, W. Wetmore noticed a driveway on a

property (map 011-map 010?) that had a camper and a porta-john.
1. They have cut down all the little trees from the lake to the camper.
2. They will be receiving a letter from the CEO.
3. The state defines septic systems porta-johns. Porta-johns are limited to 7
days unless it's a construction site
4. There is a site where the public can post questions and someone asked
how many days a porta-john can be in place in Searsmont.
Building permit requests have slowed down.
Who has the new camp going up across the road from the lake on Walker
road? Across from the water pump for fire trucks. W. Wetmore couldn’t recall
the name but there is a permit and they were just assigned a 911 address. He
will also confirm it is on the permit spreadsheet.
There was a question about whether or not a building permit was issued for the
new driveway being constructed on Moody Mountain Road.
1. The applicant already had a permit for the driveway so they could
prepare the lot and put in the driveway.



2. Building permits don’t get added to the spreadsheet by the CEO until the
permit is paid for.
3. Applicants should not be starting building construction until the permit is
paid for.
b. Permit spreadsheet: W. Wetmore updated the permit spreadsheet.

8. Committee Reports: None.
9. Old Business: None.
10.New Business: None.

11.Adjournment: J. DeGraff made a motion to adjourn, seconded by S. Crosby. Motion passed
by a vote of 6 in favor, 0 opposed and the meeting was adjourned at 7:12 pm.

Respectfully submitted,
Patricia Chapman, Planning Board Clerk

J. DeGraff made a motion at the October 7 meeting to accept the meeting minutes from September
2" as written, J. Lightner seconded. Motion passed 5 in favor, 0 opposed.



