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Table 1 Concept Plan Pros and Cons

Stone Wharf

Sunset Landing

Pros

Cons

Pros

Cons

1.Cost
Considering the Town’s current and
expected debt service the Board
recommends local funding of the
proposed project be capped at
approximately $4,500,000, Short Term
(tax rate).

Could be built in phases to
distribute cost. Grant
possibilities. 20/30-year bond

Cost of Sea Level rise mitigation
not included in the concept
plan. Debt burden. No lighting
plan. Limited Space. May have
additional capital maintenance
issues.

Could be built in phases to
distribute cost. Barge ramp
delayed until Cumberland Bond
retired. Grant possibilities.
20/30-year bond. Cost close to
Stone Wharf cost (excluding
Stone Wharf Sea level cost)

Debt burden. Stone Wharf
on going maintenance to
meet needs of fishermen and
recreational boaters.

2.Safety
Public safety considerations include
pedestrian and automobile
interactions, emergency vehicle access,
lighting, dunnage handling and pick-
up/drop-off solutions

Improve traffic flow, ADA
gangways, easy access,
separate pedestrians vs.
vehicles, safety will be
improved, all plans improve
traffic flow.

Still a congested area, barging
would need to be moved, no
room to expand, proposed
height difference from parking
to neck may not work.

Plans separate pedestrians and
vehicle traffic well, lots of room
to develop appropriate vehicle

safety lanes, plans call for ADA

gangway.

How to deal with dunnage,
distance/slops could be a
burden in winter to keep
pedestrians safe.

3.Parking Capacity
Current parking capacity is 98 cars,
including 5 accessible spaces and 7
spaces seasonally restricted for
commercial fishing access, should be
maintained or possibly increased based
on projections. Long Term, large
vehicle parking options should be
addressed

Option still available to use golf
course parcel, other options to
increase footprints, proximity
to parking is good, more
handicap spaces.

Still finite space, if the 50 year
requirement is underestimated
we will need a satellite parking
lot, public transport or other
options will be required.

Plenty of room and potential to
expand even beyond current 50
year projections, potential for
long term parking and large
vehicle parking.

Long distance from stern to
car, a lot more area to
maintain, plowing could be
tricky, might need a shuttle,
dunnage transportation.

4.Traffic Flow
traffic flows should reduce congestion
and confusion. Queuing for barge and
boat ramp should be addressed

Several options presented to
improve flow with circular one-
way direction.

Facility could be stressed
beyond its limitations, bottle
necking not resolved, large
vehicles for barging will have
difficulty turning around, does
not separate barging traffic
from boat traffic.

Barge traffic solved, plenty of
space to route traffic in a safe
manner.

Distance difficult to get close
to gangway head, freight
handling system may be
required to carry dunnage.

5. Commercial Fishing
gear load outs access to vehicles by
land-based services such as
mechanics, welders, divers, electrical
(110 Volt) power access and tender
(punt) tie-up services

Plans don’t include it but we
could add some amenities as
part of the project, logical place
to continue, existing services
work, fisherman would have
end of wharf to themselves,
historical site.

Change in access could
negatively impact commercial
fishing, gear has to go through
parking area.

N/A Commercial fisherman
would stay at Stone Wharf.

Fishermen have no interest
in relocating to Sunset.
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6. Ferry and Water Taxi
facilities should be enhanced to the
extent possible to facilitate passenger
embarking and disembarking and
dunnage handling. Other
considerations are secure foul weather
tie-up and electrical (110 Volt) power
access

Continuation of the same

service for the community,
gangways longer and safer,
closer for handicapped and

elderly, medical transportation.

Doesn’t solve dredging issue,
no new amenities, vehicle
waiting area could be hectic at
times.

Adequate room, new facility,
80ft ramps, waiting shelter,
most areas of concern have
been included.

Dunnage to cars, walking
distance, longer drive to
sunset for many residents,
some new dredging required,
not clear how foul weather
might impact float access
and berthing CTC vessel.

7.Small Boat Usage
number of boats currently supported
as transient and seasonal tie-ups
should be maintained. Alternatives
should be sought for the existing wave-
break

Plan includes new wave
mitigation system and
reconfigures floats

Need to upgrade wave break.

N/A

Likely to remain at Stone
Wharf.

8.Sea-Level Rise mitigation
Sea-level mitigation should be
addressed

The Stone Wharf will likely
require some significant
upgrades in the 50 year
window to mitigate Sea-Level
Rise, One method of mitigating
sea-level rise may be able to be
done in phases.

Cost of raising the Stone wharf
is estimated at $6-6.5 million.
Phased approach may not be
practical.

Should not be an issue, plenty
of land elevation and the
design takes it into
consideration from the start.

None

9.0perational/Maintenance

burden
snow/ice removal, general
maintenance costs

Concept design would be
favorable to maintain, circular
traffic may assist in snow
removal.

Plan doesn’t address how to
remove snow, gangway would
be 2 times as long, larger
parking area to maintain.

Room to stockpile snow in
parking area, new facility.

Would have to continue to
maintain the Stone Wharf at
a level to meet the needs of
fishermen and recreational
boaters.

10. User Experience
convenient, Freight and Dunnage,
elderly, handicap and infirm

Familiarity, user friendly
design, less walking required,
ramps will have less slope,
defined traffic pattern will
improve traffic flow

Character of the wharf is likely
to change, still might have
bottlenecking and congestion.

Less traffic and competing uses
with the fishermen and
recreational boaters at the
Stone Wharf. No additional
parking needed at the Stone
Wharf to meet of fishermen
and boaters. Plenty of parking
at Sunset.

expensive and probably
impossible” with difficult and
will require more
engineering to attempt to
match the currant access to
the boat, handicap spaces
are a greater distance to the
ferry, dunnage movement,
long steep access to wharf
and parking.

11. Environmental Impact
eel grass, open space

Minimal Oceanside impact,
minimal impact on
environment.

More dredging for deeper
access, impact to Holmbom
family.

New site with adequate space
provides options to mitigate
impacts, preserves an
archaeological site, and goes
over eel grass. Retains
approximately 4 acres of open
space.

Reduces overall open space,
eel grass is a big unknown
and may impact costs, both
the barge ramp and wharf
have been designed around
existing eel grass.
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12. Barging
staging larger vehicles, turn around for
larger vehicles near wharf head

Maintain existing access to
Cousins by CTC, keep-barging
2way-from-Sunsetlanding,

No staging area, part-tide
access, no real Improvement to
staging area. barge ramp may
need to be moved for this plan
to work, which would require
dredging.

Full tide access, room for
dedicated staging area with
turnaround, could solve all
barging problems. Removes the
majority of barging from
Bennett’s Cove

Longer distance for some
barging operators, length of
barge ramp is very long,
expensive, more exposed to
wind and waves.
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Table 2 Comparison of the Selected Concept Plan Optionss

Comparison of Selected
Plan Options

Stone Wharf Plan. East Coast and West Build out

Sunset Plan Option 2/Parking Alternative 1
(18-foot-wide pier)

t Overview of Facility

Stone Wharf

Sunset

What services will the facility
provide?

The plan will provide all existing services: ferry, water taxi,
recreational boating, fisherman staging, barging, and parking.

The plan would provide a facility for ferry, water taxi, parking, and
barging.

ls safety improved?

Yes. The overall safety is improved by defining use areas and
circulation patterns and relocating some operations (pg. 33)

Yes. Parking area is separated from the barge area and the
wharf.

Are barging operations improved?

No significant change to barging operations

Significant improvement: separate staging area, barge ramp is
separate from wharf, all tide ramp.

How many parking spaces are
included in the plan?

89 (Table 11, pg. 36)

136 parking spaces (pg. 19)

Can the parking area be
expanded in the future?

Yes, possible use of Golf Course land. Could add 25-30 parking
spaces. Not recommended by Collins (pg. 42)

Yes, parking area could be expanded to over 200 spaces

What is the distance from
passenger drop off to stern of
ferry?

Approximately 150 feet

Approximately 200 - 250 depending on if drop off is in parking
area or at head of pier

Is there a waiting shed for ferry
passengers and freight?

Yes

Yes

Is there safer access to the ferry
float?

Includes 2 80' ramps (ADA requirement for 80-foot ramp, pg. 37)

Includes 2 80' ramps

What is the distance from parking
lot to the stern of ferry?

Approximately 175 feet to 700 feet (does not include distance to
parking on Stone Wharf Road)

Approximately 300 feet to 1230 feet (farthest point depending on
how the parking lot is configured)

Does the plan improve queuing
time for drop off?

Queuing time improvement not specified in Plan (pg. 36)

Queuing time would be improved over the existing conditions at
the Stone Wharf (per Collins, p. 20)
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Table 3 - Concept Plan Estimated Costs for Comparison

Stone Whart (Page 43)

Sunset (Option 2, page 1)

Wharf and parking area

Build out on east and west side to accommodate
meore parking and access to ferry. Upgrade and add

Develop approximately 4.5 acres for wharf,

~onsiruct recreational boating ramps/floats, relocate fishermen $6.150 000 parking, and interior access roads (half the land $ 2,850,000
construction to pler head, new wavescreens, additional parking, ' ' on the parcel).
designated pedestrian walking zone
o o , , All tide barge ramp is separate from the wharf
Barge ramp construction Unchanged with separate access. $ 2,400,000
Parking Lot 89 Parking spaces are included in wharf costs above Alternative 1 is 124 vehicles. $ 900,000
Design, permitting, consulting p. 43 $350,000 | p.23 $ 350,000
Approximately 17,000 square feet at pier head for
i relocation of fishing fleet. This is in addition to the . s
Dredging dredging plan already approved by the Town of $160,000 2,700 square feet (24'x60" and 18'x70") $ 50,000
Chebeague
-~ ; . : ]
Access Road ng dc‘oes not include any improvements to the Wharf 1,300 Linear Feet, 24 feet wide $ 180,000
$6,660,000 Sunsat

% 8,730,000
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1/23/2020 -DRAFT OF A POSSIBLE LETTER TO ISLAND RESIDENTS REGARDING STONE WHARF, SUNSET
LANDING AND THE 2020 ANNUAL TOWN MEETING.

Dear Chebeague Island Residents,

As you are probably aware the Chebeague Island Board of Selectmen has been working for the past
several years to determine how to maintain a safe and practical marine facility to assure we have
passenger and barge access to the mainland for the foreseeable future. We have heard your many
concerns about pedestrian safety, lack of parking, and congestion at the Stone Wharf, as well as barging
at Bennett’s Cove. You are also probably aware that the Town owns an 8.5-acre parcel known as Sunset
Landing. Several engineering studies were completed during the evaluation of the Sunset property
between 2013-2016. In 2016 the Greater Portland Council of Governments completed a sea level rise
study entitled: the Town Of Chebeague Island Sea Level Rise Vulnerability Assessment, which evaluated
the potential impact of sea level rise at various locations around Chebeague. These reports are available
at the Town Office or on the Town’s WEB site.

In 2015 the Board contracted with Collins Engineering of Portsmouth, New Hampshire to look at the
potential of both the Stone Wharf and Sunset Landing to support the transportation needs of the
community for the foreseeable future. The Stone Wharf Master Plan was delivered to the Board in
December of 2017 and the Sunset Landing Concept Harbor Plan was presented about a year later in
December 2018. In 2019 the Board began a process of reviewing the documents with the community
and developing a method to compare the sites. The goal was to determine where to put our efforts,
Stone Wharf or Sunset Landing. The process is documented in a report titled Report on the Concept
Plans for Transportation Facilities at the Stone Wharf and Sunset Landing. We expect this report to be
finalized in time for the next Annual Town Meeting on June 13, 2020. However, it is available in an up-
to-date draft form now at the Town’s website, in hardcopy at several sites in Town, and by request at
the Town Office.

The Board has set a goal to bring a warrant article to the June 2020 Annual Town Meeting that selects
one of the sites for an engineering design. Before the Board makes this decision, we will present to the
community an interim version of our report. We will do this at a Board meeting on February ___, 2020
at __: atthe Chebeague Island Hall. Then on March third in the regular State election polling place
(the Hall) we will hand out a survey to be completed in the voting booth and turned in to the election
clerks. You may fill out the survey without participating the State election.

The survey will present a simple question: “Should the Board of Selectmen bring a warrant article to
Town Meeting for an engineering design at: Stone Wharf, Sunset Landing, or Neither”. You will check
one of the three. This isa non-binding survey, but the Board will use it to get a sense of where the
community stands and consider the results when preparing the warrant.

When reviewing the documents, as we hope you do, it is important to keep in mind that the project
that we eventually undertake may look very different and cost more or less than the designs and costs
shown in any of the documents. The Collins documents, present possibilities and costs in such a way
that the community can compare possibilities at both sites. Enclosed you will find charts that compare
potential costs as well as elements of each concept plan. Page numbers are referenced should you want
more clarification.

An engineering design is costly because hard data is required to determine with a high degree of
certainty how a project will be built and what it will cost. There are still many details we can’t know
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1/23/2020 -DRAFT OF A POSSIBLE LETTER TO ISLAND RESIDENTS REGARDING STONE WHARF, SUNSET
LANDING AND THE 2020 ANNUAL TOWN MEETING.

without an engineering design and many decisions to made to determine what the final design will
include. Because of the cost, the Board intends to do an engineering design at only one site and
determining that site is task before the Board between now and June.

We hope that you will read the Stone Wharf and Sunset reports, participate in the survey and meetings,
attend the annual Town Meeting, and vote.

- The Chebeague Island Board of Selectmen
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STATE OF MAINE
OFFICIAL BALLOT FOR THE TOWN OF CHEBEAGUE ISLAND
MARCH 3, 2020

, Town Clerk

(facsimile signature)

Instructions: Mark a cross () or check (I¥1) in the square at the left of the
response for which you wish to vote. If you make a mistake, you may request
a replacement ballot.

The Board of Selectmen will consider the results of this non-hbinding straw
poll when drafting the June 13, 2020 Town Meeting Warrant Article.

Non-binding Referendum Question:

Should the Board of Selectmen bring a proposal to the Town
Meeting on June 13, 2020 to engage a consultant to create an
engineering design for our primary transportation improvements
faciity at:

PLEASE CHOOSE ONLY ONE

Stone Wharf

sunset Landing

Neither Site

Question Explanation:

The next logical step after a concept plan is an engineering design. The
Board of Selectmen doesn’t envision undertaking engineering designs for
both sites because of costs. Therefore, the time has come to determine if
our community intends to develop Sunset Landing as its primary
transportation facility, to upgrade the Stone Wharf or to take no action.




