
From: Kaczowski, Debra
To: Matthew.Dieterich@sewall.com
Subject: LUPC Development Permit DP 3639-F, Big Moose Resort
Date: Thursday, April 8, 2021 11:32:00 AM
Attachments: dp3639f_PlanningComments_CM-L.pdf

TownofGreenville_dp3639f_Comments.pdf

Matt,
 
Please find attached comments from the LUPC Planning staff regarding the visual impact assessment
for the Big Moose Resort project and their request for additional information, in particular the
italicized comments. 
 
I have also attached the Greenville Town Manager’s comments.  Please address his concerns, as
well.
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. Thanks!
 
Debbie
 

Debra A. Kaczowski
Department of Agriculture, Conservation, and Forestry
Land Use Planning Commission
43 Lakeview Street
PO Box 1107
Greenville, ME 04441
(207) 731-4398
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Deb,  
 
Planning comments were requested as part of the Land Use Planning Commission review of application 
materials submitted by James W. Sewall Company, on behalf of Big Lake Development, LLC (the applicant), for 
reopening and expansion of the ski resort on Big Moose Mountain in Big Moose Township, Piscataquis County. 
The proposed development includes reconstructed and expanded base lodge facilities, which include a hotel, 
taphouse, main lodge, and outdoor event space. The proposal also includes a new outdoor center, maintenance 
buildings, a zipline, nature parks, and associated infrastructure upgrades and installations. 
 
I have reviewed the application materials regarding compliance with Chapter 10, Section 10.25,E, with respect 
to scenic character and hillside resources. If there are other aspects of the application for which you would like 
review and comment, please let us know.  
 
Based on my review of materials submitted so far:  
 


1. Scenic Resources. The applicant is applying for a development permit (DP) amendment in a general 
development subdistrict (D-GN), which encompasses a preexisting ski resort. The applicant has 
addressed visual impacts of the proposed development from roadways, scenic byways, major 
waterbodies, permanent trails, and public property within three miles of the project site; including a 
viewshed analysis, site photographs, and written descriptions. These materials indicate that aspects of 
the project area will be visible from points on Moosehead Lake, Mountain View Pond, and Burnham 
Pond. The development is expected to be screened by topography and forest cover from nearby public 
lands and trails, and the Moosehead Lake Scenic Byway/Route 15. 
 
Materials submitted indicate that the proposed development has been located and designed to 
reasonably minimize the visual impact on the surrounding area, including: siting new and reconstructed 
structures in the same footprints as existing buildings and existing clearings to the extent possible, using 
muted natural-toned building materials, and minimizing long unbroken building lines and facades. 
Reconstruction and repair of ski lift components will utilize existing clearings and tower locations to the 
greatest extent possible. Parking areas and roadways will utilize existing infrastructure to the greatest 
extent possible, with the exception of relocations for streams, wetlands, and traffic safety concerns. 
Additionally, the applicant proposes to remove several structures that will no longer be used, and to 
locate portions of the new electrical lines underground to reduce overall visual impacts. 
 
Comments: The site plans, building plans, and description of building materials for the major structures 
were thorough and very helpful in the analysis of visual impacts. However, similar construction details 
for the proposed lift shacks and zipline stations must also be evaluated to ensure that all proposed 
development meets the scenic character standards. 
 
The applicant has indicated that in some locations, existing vegetation or plantings will be used to 
visually screen structures, but it is not clear where and how this strategy will be used. A site plan 
indicating where screening vegetation will be retained, and a rendering of buildings including proposed 
vegetative screening would help to evaluate this aspect. 







 
Additionally, the applicant has not provided locations, structural materials, dimensions, or vegetation 
clearing plans for the components of the proposed nature parks; therefore, more information is required 
to evaluate the scenic impacts of these elements. It appears from the conceptual materials that these 
areas may include features such as picnic structures, pools, decks, and covered hammock platforms. 
Many of these features are considered structures, and will require new vegetation clearing. More details 
are needed to evaluate the overall scenic impact of the proposed park areas. 
 


2. Hillside Resources. Portions of the proposed development occur on slopes that meet the definition of a 
hillside, and therefore the project is subject to the standards contained in Chapter 10, Section 10.25,E,2. 
Comments on relevant sections are included below. 
 
Section 10.25,E,2,a: Exceptions. 


(1) The applicant has indicated that the zipline towers are exempt from the hillside resource 
standards; however, a description of the proposed zipline components is needed to confirm 
this exemption (as well as for evaluation of scenic impacts as noted above). 


(2) The applicant has indicated that the new maintenance garage, access road and parking 
improvements, and pumphouses will be screened from public view by topography and on-
site vegetation cover and are exempt from hillside resource standard review. 


Section 10.25,E,2,b: Stormwater Management. 
The applicant has provided engineered stormwater management plans for the entire project 
area, which are being reviewed separately and are expected to satisfy this requirement. 


Section 10.25,E,2,c: Ridgeline Protection. 
The materials submitted indicate that none of the proposed development will extend above the 
ridgeline of Big Moose Mountain or otherwise alter the ridge profile. 


Section 10.25,E,2,d: Vegetation clearing. 
(1). The applicant has indicated that a minimum of 30 feet will be cleared around all proposed 
buildings to provide defensible space for fire safety. 


 
(2). The applicant has indicated that in general, disturbance or construction on steep slopes will 
be avoided. In cases where work must be done on a steep slope, ground cover will be stabilized 
as specified in the Erosion, Sedimentation, and Drainage Control Measures submitted. 
 
(3). The applicant indicated that existing vegetation will be preserved in the vicinity of the base 
lodge area to break up the mass and facades of the buildings. More detail is needed to 
understand where the proposed visual screening will be located, and how it will be maintained. 
Will the abandoned tennis and basketball courts be revegetated to provide potential vegetative 
screening for the base area? 
 
(4). The applicant has supplied materials that adequately address the use of existing clearings 
and proposed minimal new clearing around structures for the base area, ski lift, and zipline 
components. 







(5). The applicant has indicated that selective clearing for scenic views will occur in the proposed 
nature parks, outside of proposed building envelopes. More details are needed to evaluate the 
impacts and compliance of clearing in the proposed nature parks. For example, the locations of 
clearings for scenic views, the angles of the views, and the total square footage of clearing for 
each view must be evaluated to ensure compliance with hillside resource vegetation 
management standards. 
 
(6). The need for additional vegetative clearing limitations may be evaluated further upon 
reviewing the details requested herein. 


 
 Section 10.25,E,2,e: Structural Development. 


The requirements for hillside structural development have been satisfied by proposing separate 
structures at the base lodge area, oriented at different angles to prevent large facades and long 
rooflines. Buildings have been situated to fit in with the existing site conditions and natural 
topography. Structural development in other locations is within the same general footprint and 
scale as existing structures (e.g., ski lift components), or screened by topography and vegetation 
(e.g., maintenance facilities). 


 
 Section 10.25,E,2,f: Construction Materials. 


Proposed construction materials satisfy the criteria of being muted, natural tones and blending 
in with the existing landscape, with the following exceptions: No description of the materials for 
ski lift shacks or zipline components were submitted for review. Additionally, more details are 
needed to address the reflectivity of the glass-sided portions of the base area structures. For 
example, the use of low-reflectivity glass and the use of vegetative screening may be necessary 
to meet the hillside resource standards. 


 
 Section 10.25,E,2,g: Linear Infrastructure. 


The proposed improvements to access roads, utilities, ski lifts, and snowmaking infrastructure 
have been designed to utilize existing infrastructure and topography and minimize visibility to 
the greatest extent possible. 


 
 Section 10.25,E,2,h: Lighting. 


The applicant has indicated that all proposed lighting will be in compliance with applicable 
standards in Section 10.25,F. With respect to hillside resources, the visual impacts to the 
proposed lighting include concentrating lighting on the backside (non-lake side) of buildings, 
keeping ski runs and infrastructure unlit, and cutting off non-essential lighting after a proposed 
time of 10 pm. 


 
The Commission understands that the applicant would like to obtain a development permit as soon as possible. 
After reviewing the materials submitted, it seems that additional information is needed to complete the review 
of consistency with Section 10.25,E,2; particularly with regards to the zipline, nature parks, and proposed 
vegetation management. If you have any questions or want to discuss this further, please feel free to contact 
me.  
 
Best,  
 
Corinne Michaud-LeBlanc 
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REQUEST FOR A REVIEW AND COMMENT ON PENDING APPLICATION 


Date: ___March 25, 2021_    Permit #: _DP 3639-F__ Tr#: _52427_   Analyst: _Debbie Kaczowski______ 


Applicant:  __Big Lake Development, LLC             Location:_Big Moose Twp., Piscataquis County____  


Project:   _Redevelopment of Big Moose Mountain Ski Resort, including ski lift installation, Base Lodge, Tap 
House, Hotel, Event Pavilion/Pool, Zipline, & Site Infrastructure Improvements________________________ 


Special Notes: 
 
Formerly Big Squaw Mountain 
 
Please use this form to make comments & recommendations regarding the attached application.  Those 
indicated below have been requested to review this application. 


X 
Bureau of Parks and Lands, SHS #22 
Attn.: __Tim Post________________ (Regional BPL Staff 
Person and Gayle Koyanagi for Leased Lots) 


 
Maine Forest Service, Greenville Office 
Attn.:  Gordon Moore/Tim Post or ______________ 
(circle) 


X DEP, 106 Hogan Rd., Suite 6 Bangor, ME  04401 
Attn.:  Engineering Review, Ken Libby & Jim Beyer  Maine State Fire Marshall’s Office SHS #52 


Attn.:  Steve Dixon 


X DEP, 106 Hogan Rd., Suite 6 Bangor, ME  04401 
Attn.:  Geology Review, John Hopeck & Jim Beyer X Natural Areas Program, SHS #93 


Attn.:  Lisa St. Hilaire 


 DEP Hazardous Material & Solid Waste, SHS #17 
Attn.:  David McCaskill  State Geologist, NRIMC, SHS #22 


Attn.:  Daniel Locke 


 DEP, 106 Hogan Rd., Suite 6 Bangor, ME  04401 
Attn.:  Site Law Review, Jim Beyer (Dawn Hallowell-Augusta)  State Soil Scientist, SHS #28 


Attn.:  David C. Rocque 


X 
Div. of Environmental & Community Health, DHHS, SHS #10, 
Drinking Water Program 
Attn.:  William Dawson 


 
U.S. Army of Corps of Engineers, New England District,  
442 Civic Center Dr. Suite #350, Augusta, ME 04330 
Attn.:  Shawn Mahaney 


X MDOT, Region 3, 932 US Rte 2 East, Wilton, ME 04294 
Attn.:  Timothy Soucie, Region Traffic Engineer  U.S. Fish & Wildlife 17 Godfrey Dr. Orono, ME  04473 


Attn.:  Peter Lamothe  (peter_lamothe@fws.gov) 


X Historic Preservation Commission, SHS #65 
Attn.:  Kirk Mohney & Megan Rideout X County Commissioners 


Piscataquis  


X 
DIF&W, SHS #41 (email: IFWEnvironmentalreview@maine.gov) 
Attn.:  John Perry, Environmental Review Coordinator, & 
Regional Biologist,__Doug Kane/Tim Obrey_____________ 


X 
Soil and Water Conservation District 
Piscataquis  


 Maine Dept. Marine Resources SHS #21 Mitch Simpson (Penob.) 
Attn:  Atlantic Salmon, Sean Ledwin & Paul Christman X Other State , Federal, Governmental Agency: 


Senator Paul Davis, Rep. Paul Stearns 


 Maine Floodplain Mgmt. Program, SHS #93 
Attn:  Sue Baker X Other State , Federal, Governmental Agency: 


Greenville Town Manager, Michael Roy 
 
After review of the application and consideration of the proposal’s probable impacts, we have: 


 No comments on the proposal  xx  Comments on the proposal are included on the 
following page(s) 


Comments (attach additional pages as necessary): The Town of Greenville has a few questions/comments as we 
will be the Fire Service coverage for the redevelopment. 


• It appears the water supply will be a well at the entrance to the access road and rte. 15- Will this be the 
only source of water to the resort? 


TO BE CONSIDERED, 
COMMENTS DUE BY: 
April 08,2021 
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• What is the size of the water main supplying the resort and what will the gallons per minute be o the 
supply line? 


• Will Hydrants be installed on the access road for any future housing development? If so; the Hydrants 
should be no more than 1000 ft apart. 


• The plan shows 1 proposed Hydrant near and after (east) of the Base Lodge. Placing an additional 
Hydrant before or west of the Hotel is recommended. Having the Hydrant “after” the buildings places 
the emergency vehicles in jeopardy of being “trapped” if there were to be a fire. 


• The height of each building is a huge concern for the Greenville Fire Dept. The access to the top floors 
for evacuation is a high priority. If possible could the height of each structure be sent to me? 


 
Signature:       Michael Roy    Date:   03/26/202 
Reports of staff permitting decisions, can be found here:   http://www.maine.gov/dacf/lupc/reports/  
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