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WESTBROOK PLANNING BOARD
Tuesday, July 18, 2023, 7:00 P.M.

MINUTES

1. Call to Order

Rebecca Dillon I would like to call to order the Westbrook Planning Board meeting for Tuesday,
July 18th, 2023. This meeting will be offered as a hybrid meeting, accommodating both in-person and
remote participation. The link and phone number to join the meeting via Zoom is located on the Planning
Board agenda, which can be found on the City of Westbrook website westbrookmaine.com/agenda center.

Zoom Link: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81700741385

Dial-in (audio only): 1-646-558-8656 Webinar ID: 817 0074 1385

Where public comment is permitted, members of the public attending remotely will have the opportunity
to provide remote testimony. If you wish to speak during a Public Hearing or Public Comment, use the
“Raise Hand” function through Zoom (or dial *9 on your phone) when instructed by the Planning Board
chair. Comments will only be accepted during a Public Hearing or Public Comment period and should
remain specific to the application that is being discussed. 

Roll Call – Attendance
 
Robin Tannenbaum Present
Vice Chair - Larry McWilliams Absent
Nancy Litrocapes Present
John Turcotte Present
Jason Frazier Present
Karen Axelsen Present
Kevin Price Present
Susan Roma Present
Chair - Rebecca Dillon Present

Staff: Jennie Franceschi, Planning Director, Linda Gain, Office Coordinator

Legal: Natalie Burns, Jensen Baird

2. Approval of Minutes

Robin Tannenbaum move to approve June 6, 2023, minutes.

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81700741385
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2nd by John Turcotte

Roll Call Vote

Karen Axelsen Yes
Robin Tannenbaum Yes
Vice Chair - Larry McWilliams Absent
Nancy Litrocapes Yes
John Turcotte Yes
Jason Frazier Yes
Kevin Price Yes
Susan Roma Yes
Chair - Rebecca Dillon Yes

The vote is unanimous in favor 7-0

Rebecca Dillon let the record show it is unanimous in favor.

REGULAR BUSINESS

3. Jennie read into the record:  2022.23 – Site Plan, Subdivision, Village Review – Maple Grove Subdivision
– Maple Grover Elderly Housing Corporation & New Ventures, LLC: The applicant is proposing a
123-unit multifamily and 3 guest suites residential complex with site access from Main Street and Seavey
Street. Tax Map: 040 Lot: 135 Zone: City Center District – Downtown District, Village Review Overlay
Zone Use: Dwelling, Multiple Family 

Applicant Presentation – Patrick Coughlin - St. Germain presented aspects of the Site Plan,

Subdivision, Village Review – Maple Grove Subdivision – Maple Grover Elderly Housing Corporation

& New Ventures, LLC: The applicant is proposing a 123-unit multifamily and 3 guest suites residential

complex with site access from Main Street and Seavey Street.

Presentation on file at the Westbrook Planning Department and on the Westbrook Website link shown
below: 

https://vimeo.com/showcase/3075539/video/846481562

Patrick Coughlin with St. Germaine on Main Street in Westbrook. It has been a few months and
wanted to just kind of give a quick overview and there may be folks who have not seen this project
before. In the audience, we have Jack and Nate Tim Hebert is not with us and Mitch Razor Landscape
Architect as well.

This is a joint venture between Avesta and New Ventures. We will talk about this schedule and send
some quick updates on the design work. We started this in February 2022 with some rezoning. We
are here for a planning board meeting, maybe the last one. Then beyond this, in August, we are
hoping to start construction for phase one of the project. We will be starting with New Ventures.

https://vimeo.com/showcase/3075539/video/846481562
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Avesta still needs to go through the process with Maine Housing for Funding and that would be
following for construction in 2024, also part of phase one. Then we are looking at phase two, which
would involve further expansion of the project.

We are off of Main Street. It is hard to believe that a three-acre parcel exists in the center of town
like this. But it is there, roughly between the Stockhouse Restaurant, Seavey Street, the railroad
tracks, and the Cumberland Mills Rotary. It is mostly wooded at this point, a former historic use.
Part of it was used as a rail yard and that is the site we are looking to it on. There is the view of the
zoning map. We are looking at a couple different zone pieces going on here with the site in the City
Center Zoning District, the Downtown District Overlay, and the Village Review Overlay as well.

Phase one for both Vesta and New Ventures, one hundred and twenty-three (123) units, 61 units of
them are affordable housing, for a Vesta and sixty-two (62) units for New Ventures, which is mostly
workforce housing and then three guest suites brings us to one hundred and twenty-six (126)
overall for phase one.

Phase two will be coming to a future Planning Board meeting, not the subject of tonight's approval.
We are looking at seven stories or six stories with tuck under parking to make it a seven-story
building on part of the parcel.  Talking with Jennie, that it was really kind of the goal for the expanded
zoning and the use in the City Center, to allow for a higher density of development phasing.

We are looking at building the area in tan, which is the New Ventures building first starting within a
month or two. Then Avesta and the remainder of the open space area. Following that phase two
would be in that green area of open space which is just roughly a concept at this point. We do not
have more information on that now.

Since the last or some of the last meetings, we had the Rec and Con, meeting on May 18th with a
favorable review of the project plans for open space. There is just under forty thousand (40,000)
square feet of open space with great amenities, trees, clover lawns, pollinator meadows and ADA
picnic tables, bike rack benches, raised community garden beds.
If you'd like to hear more about it, Mitch would come up and talk about it for an hour, I'm sure if we
would let him. It is an effective use of the space. Here is just the quick overview, which you have a
copy in the application as well.

The site layout changes from previous Planning Board meetings. We have gone totally subsurface
for the storm water and beneath the parking lots, which gives us more room for the open space.

For phase two, we have refined the utility design, which will continue to be refined until CMP gives
us the final okay. But we have got a much better approximation of that. And the lighting has been
ironed out and all dark sky compliant which that is also in your package. The driveway’s name we
call it Clover Lane. But the name Clover Lane as a nod to the grocery store that was on the corner of
Seavey and Main Street in the 1930s, something historic. That is a real rough overview.

I know there may be other questions that folks have. Then the other piece, I know the other
members of the team want to talk about are a couple particular issues involving the pathway and
the pretreatment requirements for the sewer. But before we jump to that, I wanted to see if there is
any particular questions or do want to just continue with that.

All right, the path or pre-treatment, which would you like to start with?
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All right, so Nate Howe will join us to talk about the path. Pre-Treatment? The pre-treatment. Yes,
here we go. Who wants to talk about sewage waste treatment?

Nate Howe so from the beginning, Avesta has known that the town in particular public works likes
to see senior developments have a grinder, a macerator, essentially. The thinking is that seniors are
more likely to use flushable wipes, and these clog your sewer system at the end point essentially
and they result in blockages that are expensive to clean out.

We have known that from the beginning. It is priced into our current proposal. Now I do think that
as a matter of public policy, it could perhaps be done differently. You could assess an impact fee
over time. You save up the money and you buy a macerator for the entrance to the sewer system.
That way you are kind of not outsourcing many macerators all over your City. Because of the way
the new Ordinance reads, if you guys remember in June of 2022, the new Ordinance says that units
over 20, you need to have a macerator regardless of if it is senior or family. So, like I said, when we
first came to the city with this proposal, we knew we were going to have to have a macerator for 55
plus seniors. Westbrook Housing has had to put them into their developments. It was just the cost
of doing business. But pushing it off onto all new developments, I am not sure that that is the best
way to go about it. I think there are other ways to resolve the issue with wipes and flushables, than
making developers pay for it on the front end. Especially when at the start of this process you know,
Jack and his team, they are doing a family project and they did not think that they were going to
have to put a macerator in. They have come up with an innovative solution that's kind of something
less than a macerator, something that is more accessible and more easily addressable, and they
would like to try it out.

They are hoping that you guys will be amenable to that solution is essentially, how would you
describe it? A rake system, essentially, catches the refuse. You have to check it more often than a
macerator. It would be Jack's Management Company or Jack and Tim if they were so inclined to
check it and clean it out every so often. But basically, it does the same thing. Instead of grinding it, it
collects it, and then you must hire a third party to come and essentially remove the debris from this
receptacle every month.

We have provided those cut sheets to the planning staff, and we would like your input. Are they in
the packet tonight? They are okay. So, we would like your input on that tonight.

So again, I am not requesting a waiver on the Avesta Macerator., that is fine. We knew that from the
start. I am advocating for our partners here, Jack and Tim that you guys allow them to pursue this
alternative as maybe something as maybe another way that we can comply with your ordinance.
Although I do disagree with how the ordinance is currently written in general. Do I go to item
number two? Do you want to say something Jack? Okay.

Jack Soley New Ventures.  Hi Jack Solely from New Ventures. So, one piece that Nate mentioned is
we actually do not really have families in general. We are doing essentially micro units. They are
very small units, and what we find is the majority, they're one-bedroom units for the most part we
have 18 two beds as well, but they are also very small units around 650 square feet for the two
bedroom, and roughly 450 square feet for the one bedroom. We do not have kids, which is the
greatest source of diaper wipes, and we do not have seniors in our project.
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So essentially what is happening with this new Ordinance, which was just passed, is that the burden
of this cost is going to disallow more affordable housing or workforce housing, which is what we
are trying to make in the City of Westbrook.

The cost for a macerator it is probably $50,000. So that would probably be several units that we
would not have been afforded to build if we had to make a macerator. A rake is substantially less
money, but we still have to a service contract, so it's going to cost us a lot of money over time and
the bottom line, it is not going to fix your problem because you have an existing issue with so many
other sources of these diaper wipes that are ending up in the sewage treatment plant. So, what it is
doing, it is addressing all the new development 20 units or more, but all the existing developments
that are sending the wipes to sewage treatment plant, they are still going to go to the sewage
treatment plant. So, as Nate says, it is probably better to have an impact fee where you assess
everybody a small amount of money, and then you, like the City of Portland did, and then you buy
one large macerator for the sewage treatment plant and then you have no more problems with the
sewage treatment plant.

Right now, you are putting this burden on all the developers, including 20 unit plus developers, and
they are now looking at this as it is another burden of doing a development in the City of Westbrook,
which means it is more costly, which means you are going to get less housing ultimately.

So, I would like to ask for a waiver for New Ventures, knowing that we have done these projects
before with micro units. We do not have kids in our projects, there are in the project we built most
recently in Portland. I can tell you out of 23 units, there is one child who visits a project part-time
with one parent in the project. But it is not an issue coming from this type of project.

Again, if you assess some sort of a fee for every new development and then actually try to solve the
problem by building a large macerator, I think ultimately it would behoove you, similar to a storm
treatment fee that the City of Portland assesses and then they build a large alternative to the
combined sewage overflow. The impact fee actually solves your problem over time.

So, I know we have talked to Eric Dudley about this, though it really comes back to the Planning
Board in terms of recommendation and move forward. Does anybody have any questions?

What we are asking for is the flow rake.  So really I would be asking for a waiver for the New
Ventures project if you would consider that.

Any questions?

Nate Howe Maybe just flip back to the site plan, which shows the path. Okay. There is a path I wish I
could point to you see where the green and the orange intersects. There is a path to Stockhouse
there.

We understand that a lot of folks in the neighborhood behind, they currently cut through the woods
or maybe they go along the train tracks, which they are not supposed to do, but they do and they go,
go to the Stockhouse for wing night or whatever. We want to be good neighbors. We want to create
connectivity downtown. That is the big part of our mantra, creating a sense of place, creating a
campus feel. We want the path.
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The thing we want do is we want to wait to make a permanent asphalt path until we have figured
out exactly where our phase two building is going to go up there. Our fear is that we put the asphalt
path down now and we end up citing our building and it is going to impact the path either with
parking or with other impervious or green space, and we have to move the path. So, I guess what I
am requesting for that is allow us to do a temporary path as part of phase one that's not asphalt.
Then for phase two, and we can do this with a performance guarantee or, whatnot, but for phase
two, we would then finish it and pave it. Maybe it is in that final location, but maybe it is shifted
slightly. That is probably a less complicated request than the macerator question.

I do not know if that is a waiver or if that is like a condition of approval but that is something we
would like to discuss.

Patrick Coughlin And just to clarify on that last request, there is the cost for both the pavement and
the permanent lighting for the path which together makes a fairly sizable cost that the applicant is
willing to pay but does not want to pay that twice.

They would like to hold off on that in whatever way we can with that. We are good.

Rebecca Dillon staff comments?

Jennie Franceschi presented Staff Comments

We'll start with sewer; in your packets you can see that we put together a pretty thorough
discussion point as it relates to the sewer requirements. As it states currently in the Ordinance, the
requirement is for 20 units or more, you must have a pretreatment method. There is no waiver
provision that is outside of the Planning Board requirements. This is part of the sewer permit.

Those statements related to the requirement of the pre-treatment are a condition of the ability to
serve from the sewer department. If the applicant right now states that they do not want to include
that the ability to serve from the sewer department will be pulled back, so then there would not be
the ability to approve the project because there is no ability to serve at the sewer because that is a
requirement of your ultimate findings of fact. So, I just want to make sure that is stated, so that there
isn't any confusion on that point.

The issue of wipes is not an end of the system issue. It is a pipe issue. The piping that goes through
our community is where we end up with clogs. This is not something that we can just collect a fee
and try to do at the very end of the system. This is something that with a project of this quantity,
and that is the issue. It is not necessarily a particular group of people who are living here. It is when
you get to a quantity of density, like a project of this caliber that rags, wipes have a higher density
in these situations. They get into our piping system; they cause clogs in our pipes. So, the statement
that by just collecting an impact fee and doing this end of pipe is not what the sewer department
has stated to us is the solution.

The actual solution to this problem is making sure that when we have large quantities of
development, that when they are sending their sewer to our system, that we're not going to have
problems with the pipes thereafter. So that's what typically happens. Not to be overly graphic about
what this particular topic is but these rags have a tendency to then ball up together and they cause
wads of mass in our piping system. So, there are options that developers can utilize for pre-
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treatment. One of the tried-and-true ones is a grinder pump. So that grinds it up, sends it into our
system. The particulates are so small that they flow through our pipes.

What is being requested tonight I think there appears to be confusion, because in our last
discussions with the applicant, the flow rate system was denied by the sewer department. As a trial,
the sewer department has stated that they would accept the holiday product, which is a basket
system. It has failed safes than the flow rake, which has just these basically it has little tines at the
end and all of the masks could just fall off and just continue down the piping system.

The application for that particular device is supposed to be a wet well, not that it is in line of a sewer
line. So, we were not provided with an application of a system that actually has been tried in flow.
So, we, we were provided this as an option to look at. And so, the holiday system which is essentially
it's a box with a bunch of holes punched in it so water can get through and the rags get collected and
then you pull the box up, you dump it out, you put the box back in so it keeps everything from going
downstream. 

The sewer department has stated within their ability to serve this particular device and so that is a
condition of the approval and we have copied those conditions into the conditions of this approval.

I just want to provide that and as a public service announcement, because I have to take this
opportunity whenever I have, this moment and I am helping out my sewer department, is that no
wipes are ever flushable. The only thing that should go down the drain should be toilet paper.  This is
a national problem that is dealing with all over the place. That is the response back related to sewer.

As it relates to the request to have, the path surfacing deferred, the path as it was presented to rec
and con was a paved path down to the adjacent property. This is a long slope. We are not talking
about a flat path. We are talking about a path along slope and if you just put in crusher dust, it is
going to erode.

What we cannot do is we cannot say that with any level of certainty that a second phase is an
absolute is that we have to make sure that what we can conclude with this approval is going to last
for the residents that are going to be here. And a path to the Stock House, which ultimately gets you
to that end of Main Street, is going to be an element that they should have in perpetuity, whether or
not phase two comes along, that will be something that we will have to look at.

But our recommendation is that we continue with the project with the paved surface and the light
and public services. Public Safety rather was very emphatic about putting the lighting in that
location for safe access between the parcels.

Staff would not recommend altering the plan which is part of the approval to have that be deferred.

**Editor’s note – Applicant interruption

Rebecca Dillon why do not we finish with staff comments and then we will circle back to each of
the items. Thank you.

Jennie Franceschi so the, only two comments I just want to make because there was a lot of moving
parts through last week and trying to pull the approval together that there was the statement in
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your motion about the number of units that just needs to be corrected. Instead of it stating 125 units,
it needs to state 123 units plus three guest units. So that is the official number.

The other waiver that had been discussed early on, just needs to be included at the end of the
motion, is the waiver, section 3 35 dash 13 six v1 and it is for onsite parking to provide Avesta units.

With that, your motion is on page three and your findings of fact conclusions and conditions
continue through page eight.

1. Noticing Fees: $152.44

2. Sewer

The Ordinance requires sewer pretreatment for projects larger than 20 units due to concentrated issues in
larger developments caused by rags/flushable wipe causing disturbance (clogs) within the public sewer
system which is very costly to the City Sewer Dept. and ultimately the rate payers. This is an issue seen on
all major developments, however due to the concentrated density created by larger, multi-family complexes,
the issue has become exacerbated, thus the need for the ordinance requirement. The “pretreatment” is meant
for the private development to remove the rags/wipes from entering the public system.   “Pretreatment” has
been achieved in other projects with a grinder pump that chews up anything that is put into the system
which then sends the processed flow into the public system in a state that should not cause interference in
the public sewer mains.  The main culprit that the Sewer department deals with are so called “flushable”
wipes, that to be clear are not in fact flushable as they do not degrade.  This is a major issue nationally and
companies that state “flushable” on their packaging are causing confusion for the public that is lead to the
belief that these wipes are fine to flush.  (As a public service announcement, please refrain from ever
flushing “flushable” wipes.  They should be thrown in the trash can instead.  Toilet paper is all that should
ever be flushed.)

The plans that were provided in Board packets show the use of a Flow Rake system as a means of meeting
this requirement. This system has not previously been utilized in this manner in the City, so supporting
documentation was requested by Public Services to verify the system, which is intended to be utilized within
lift station wet wells, could function in the manner proposed. The applicant was not able to provide Public
Services with the requested information and therefore Public Services did not find the Flow Rake system
acceptable to meet the pretreatment requirements. 

The applicant has since changed the pretreatment devices to a grinder pump station for the Avesta 61-

unit structure and a Halliday Products B1A Trash Basket (detail provided) for the 64-unit New Ventures

structure. Public Services has accepted the Halliday product for New Ventures as it is a more robust device

and would provide a higher level of protection as compared to the Flow Rake system. However, as this

product was also designed specifically for use within a lift station wet well and given that this type of

pretreatment has not been previously utilized within the City, Public Services accepts this system

conditioned on the following:

a. Following issuance of occupancy for the New Ventures building (Halliday Products Series B1A Trash
Basket) documentation of maintenance is required to be provided to Wastewater Services on an annual
basis. Documentation shall include but is not limited to the follow:

i. Dates of Service
ii. Name of individual performing services

iii. Condition of basket prior to cleaning (photograph and write up)
iv. Condition of manhole channel prior to cleaning (photograph and write up)
v. Condition of basket/manhole post cleaning (photograph and write up)
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vi. Photograph of debris removed placed on the ground to see quantity and type of items
removed from flow.

b. Interference in the Seavey Street Sanitary Sewer main system caused by rags post occupancy of this
project will constitute a violation of this approval. All costs borne by the City to fix an interference in
the Seavey Street main system shall be the responsibility of the association, or property management
company if no association exists.  Chronic or continued violations could result in the loss of the
project’s ability to be served by Public Sewer until a change in pretreatment device is provided. 

With these conditions, the project can proceed with the pretreatment as proposed while also providing a

level of protection for the public system. 

a. As of the printing of this memo, the Ability to Serve letter has been requested for sewer and is

pending final sign off from wastewater services.  An update will be provided at the meeting.

b. C106 - Provide pretreatment system leaders and state features.

3. Drainage

a. C-106 - DMH-4 –Will rim be able to be located outside of curb line and curbing will not interfere

with the structure?

4. Electrical

a. Final coordination of Street Poles needs to be reviewed and approved by City Engineer.

5. Overall Site Plan clean up comments.

a. C-702 - Post-Development Plan Pond labels – delete extra 7P label in New Ventures lot.

6. Pedestrian Connectivity

a. New Ventures Building

2 Doors egressing into parking area can potentially have egress blocked by cars with door swing out.  Please

review your building plans or you may need to remove parking spaces in line with egresses.

o Amendment to the Motion on page 3

 Please add in: Waiver of §335-13.6.B(1) for On-site parking standard to provide 0.72

parking spaces per Avesta I Unit. (61 Units = 44 spaces required)

 123 units with 3 guest units instead of 125 units

Rebecca Dillon Introduction of Public Comment Period
o Speak into the microphone. Remember to state your name and address.

o Public has one opportunity to provide comment.

o All comments should be addressed to the Planning Board, who will address the applicant/Staff

following the public hearing.

- Open Public Comment Period

o In-person

No comments
o Zoom participation.

Jennie Franceschi if anybody on Zoom wishes to speak at this time, please raise your hand.

No Comments
- Close Public Comment Period

- Applicant/Staff response
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Rebecca Dillon it sounds like we have a couple of items to talk about. I do not know if the applicant
wants to come back up and,

Nate Howe I was unaware that the flow rake was no longer under consideration. It was the Holladay
system, the basket system. So, we understand it's not waivable. But if you, we would like to have
you guys approve the, the basket system, which is written in the ability to serve letter for the New
Ventures project. As I stated, at best is fine with the macerator.

And I would like to turn it over to Mitch, who can speak to the path.

Mitch Razor from the beginning of the project, we met with Stockhouse early on because the path
was not required. We thought it would be a great thing to include in the project and I always
considered the path to be temporary for phase one and then we would build a permanent path
because it just didn't make sense to be stockpiling soil. We are going to be moving things around
our building in the future. We do not know where it is going to be. And this path is sort of in the
middle of all that change. So, we want to put in a path from the start, but a temporary path, like
wood chip path or something like that, it is not going to be an ADA path, it is not going to be a lit
path, but it will provide that connectivity. And we are offering the guarantee it will happen, you will
have the guarantee, but we do not want to do it till phase two. We do not want to put in conduit
lighting, pave it, do all that, and then potentially move. It just does not really make sense. Again, this
path is not required. We are doing this because we think it is the right thing to do. It is not required
by your site plan.

We are providing connectivity through the street. Those are public sidewalks. That is not even
required. We want connectivity. So, we just think it is reasonable and it is only common sense to not
rebuild something. You know, I know it is a small, tiny part of this project, but and then just another
note on, just from an urban designer’s point of view on the Ordinance regarding the macerator. We
see these types of things. I just want to know I know you have the Ordinance in front of you and you
cannot go from that tonight, but, you know, if I was here tonight presenting a 40-lot single family
subdivision filled with families, potentially that is not a requirement.

So, these types of ordinances, we see them all over the place and there's really sort of a bias written
in them against types of housing and maybe against the type of people who would live there.

So that is just an aside that has nothing to do with your decision tonight, so thanks.

Patrick Coughlin Thanks, Mitch. I just wanted to add the on the pathway we were initially proposing
a stone dust pathway, compacted, which we did.  Avesta frequently use as an ADA consultant. We
were able to confirm that we could build a stone dust path that would be ADA accessible meet the
ADA standards and that certainly there could be conditions on maintaining it in terms of erosion,
replacing stone dust in after storms, et cetera. And then the option of tying some sub portion of a
performance bond to, so that if for some reason phase two did not happen, the bond could kick in to
pay for the installation of that pathway. The owners are amenable to that approach.

We just do not want to have to install it twice and incur that cost on top of a challenging construction
cost that we are facing currently.

Rebecca Dillon questions or comments
- Board Comment/Discussion
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o In-Person

John Turcotte I think this, it is a wonderful project and on the path I completely see the developer's
point of view. We would have to add a condition and we would have to kind of wordsmith it right
now that is tied to a performance bond, and we do not have any specifics as to that today. So, through
you to the planner, if the developer is able and willing to give additional assurances that are then
made conditions of the approval as they have represented here tonight, would that be acceptable
from, planning's point of view?

Jennie Franceschi I would also want to, I guess also look at it if the path surfacing does not hold up
because on slopes that is the concern. You know, on flat paths you can use stone dust and it is not a
problem on paths with gray, the stone dust has a tendency to start to ripple and erode.

I guess if the Board would consider that either that, we need to do it because you have to set a certain
time that phase two is not moving forward. If the surface does not hold up, this bond would then be
utilized to pave the path.

I guess that would just be my thought to throw it out to you. The Board obviously can put together
the motion as they would see fit.

Rebecca Dillon any other Board questions or comments?

Robin Tannenbaum Well, I will say that was sort of my line of thinking as well. I am sympathetic to
the situation. I understand it is a voluntary item. At the same time, we do not want something
degrading, we do not want something unsafe. I am a little bit concerned if there is no lighting
temporarily that people are using it and not having lighting. I absolutely understand not wanting
the conduit to replace.

I have to ask a question and I shouldn't, but I must, is it not possible to find some place, you know,
the building is not going?

I mean we have seen a full build out, surely there are places where you are not building there, and
it is too tight.

Come on Pat. We have what we think is our best idea. But we've both seen projects where you take
a left turn and all of a sudden the building has to be in a different location for unforeseen reasons.
With the nature of any project, cost is a consideration with the nature of an affordable housing and
a workforce development cost is a much more serious consideration. And then in the era we are
now with value engineering happening almost from day one on projects because of the cost of
construction.

Pat Coughlin We are in scrambling mode to make this project happen. From a cost standpoint, every
dollar matters. So that is why we want to look at it.

Part of the challenge from a logistical standpoint, we have a large site, we are going to need to move
soil piles as any large site would we also, because of the former rail use, there is some coal ash on
the site, fairly innocuous, but still a contaminant from the D E P standpoint. And so, we will be
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subject to additional regulations and we're currently working on the application of the brownfield
program that will hopefully help us with a cost for that.

But there are management considerations for that. So, we are likely going to, in addition to normal,
soil stockpiling for the construction site, we are likely going to have to stockpile soil that is clean
from a human health and environment perspective, but from a regulatory perspective has to be,
managed and carefully. That means that we will likely use that whole area where there is no building
for soil stockpiles during construction and potentially for some period of time as we are finishing
and trying to get a certificate of occupancy.

We are exploring all disposal options at this point and offsite reuse, but the part of the problem with
this path is we need to maintain that flexibility almost to the final certificate of occupancy.

So that is another reason why we do not want to pave it and put lighting conduit in because we are
going to have front end loaders and trucks moving through there for quite some time.

Robin Tannenbaum just as a follow up, I think just to go back, I tend towards the direction John was
going. I am just wondering is there anyway, it is the lighting that worries me. Is there any way that
a parking lot light could be temporarily, but using conduit already, if I am reading this correctly,
running adjacent to the parallel, parking could shine in that direction just to eliminate it a little bit?

Pat Coughlin we certainly are improving the lighting over the current path that people are doing on
the railroad track. We do have lighting both in the parking lot for Avesta portion and then along the
sidewalk, just plan north of the New Ventures. So, there is lighting, it is not the full kind of average
one, you know, foot candle all the way across that area. But if we were to consider the lighting that
exists in the Stockhouse parking lot and the stuff from there, it is passable.

It is certainly better than what is there. Does it meet full on prefer preferred area lighting?
No, but it would be passable.

Robin Tannenbaum we have clearing, there would not be trees in that area, so that should be
sufficient lighting for most applications.

Pat Coughlin Thanks.

Nancy Litrocapes Can you remind us again of what is the time limit between phase one and phase
two and how long would you anticipate this temporary path would be in the works? How long that
would be being used before it became a permanent path?

Pat Coughlin So we are looking at completion of phase one, which is New Ventures and Avesta
sometime in the 2025-time limit. Nate is that you want to talk to that.

Nate Howe we are all talking about things that are probably like three or four years away really.
Avesta construction starts in 2024. Jack and I are already talking about phase two from a financing
standpoint, we are trying to make the work numbers work for potentially a workforce housing
development with Avesta and New Ventures in that spot. So, I mean, that could start within a year
of the Avesta’s construction start and then you would not want to put the path until everything has
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completely done. But you know, it is hard to say exactly, but it is, not like we are already talking
about the financing plan for phase two.

So, to try to understand that a little more clearly, would it be about three years, four years of
temporary path? Yes, it is from occupancy until conservatively. I mean, it could be four years from
now. 

*** Editor’s note multiple conversations in the audience that was not captured

Pat Coughlin but just to clarify on that, of course we probably start the process with Planning on
phase two over that overlap from occupancy of New Ventures and Avesta phase one until, the phase
two start is not that full four years. We are talking about a shorter period of time.

It starts to be a little too much conjecture of what that is. But that could be, you know, a year or two,
between, that that path could potentially be used by residents and not be paved and lit. But at that
point, once we are approaching occupancy, that is when we are having discussions about planning
over is phase two happening or not. By the time we are seeking occupancy, it is going to be pretty
clear where we are going in phase two. And then whether or not a bond would come into play to
put a path, a permanent path.

So, it starts to really squeeze that window where people might have a less than paved path available
to them.

Rebecca Dillon Any other board comments?

Jason Frazier as a former Public Works Inspector, I am actually happy to see an Ordinance for pre-
treatment. I am seeing way too many overflows due to clogged pipes flowing into rivers and creeks.
So, it is nice to see this.

Quick question on the path. So, it goes next door to the Stock House, correct. So, it is, it goes to
private property.

Correct.

So, question for staff, does it need to be ADA accessible? Private property, my understanding it
would not unless it was going to public right away.

I guess that that could also be a question back to Avesta based upon like their clientele as far as, the
requirements on for ADA of the site.

Jennie Franceschi the path does not, is not required to be ADA.

Mitch Razor the path is a nice gesture. The other thing about the path that it actually is going to
nowhere, it just goes to a lawn. I mean, we are providing our end of the deal, so just, I mean, we are
talking about this path, like it is a great big thing. It is just a nice gesture we are trying to do to Stock
House. It literally leads to their lawn and then we will hopefully connect to something and then
people have to wander through a parking lot. It is not safe. I mean, we are doing our end, so, and we
want to be nice.
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Pat Coughlin Stockhouse parking lot that would be to the side away from parking spaces and
providing I stand corrected, but it is off our property. It is off our property. Okay. We are not trying
to create an unsafe situation, but we are also not trying to design a paved pathway to Stockhouse.
So, trying to get them there as best we can by following safe protocols for the pathways.

Jason Frazier I like John's idea of having some conditions for I am okay with-it being kind of
expanded out and at a later phase.

Jennie Franceschi so are we saying that we are going to still want the lighting to be installed, but
just are deferring the pavement?

Robin Tannenbaum I do not think so.

Rebecca Dillon I do not think so.  I think one person had a concern about the lighting and I do not
know if the answer responses made you feel comfortable with that. I just had one question on this.
If the rec and con committee approved the plan with the asphalt path, can we? Tt's their
recommendation.

Jennie Franceschi if they were going to completely remove the path, I would say that that is not
what rec and con provided in their recommendation to you and otherwise we might want to send
this back to them to ask that question.

But if the path is going to remain and it's a matter of the surface treatment, then the, at least the
concerns that City Staff have provided to you related to lighting and the surface are our concerns,
and how the Board wants to address those through a condition is kind of how we could talk about
that?

Rebecca Dillon I know I do not have any problem with the change in conditions because after 30
years of doing this, that building is going to go away. You put the path, wherever you add something
to a campus, you add something on an existing building, there is always something there that should
not be there. So, I think adding the conditions is a reasonable compromise in doing.
that.

Nancy Litrocapes I have a question. I think it, it does not sound to me in this room, like right now
that anybody is absolutely clear on ADA temporary requirements.

So, I think that would be an important piece to just clarify overall to make sure of that.

Rebecca Dillon I will say ADA does not fall under our purview. That is nothing we can touch, or we
can bring it up for the applicant to do their due diligence on whether it needs to meet ADA or not.
But we do not review anything for ADA.

Nate Howe I can tell you from working at Maine Housing that having it terminate even in a safe part
of a parking lot is not an accessible route.
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Rebecca Dillon I know in my brain that it has to meet ADA or not, but I am not going to say it in this
microphone because that is not our purview. So, if they are going to build the path, even if it is not
paved, it is upon the applicant to make sure it meets the codes that it needs to meet.

Any other questions?

Kevin Price One question, is this like a forty (40) foot path? That is what it, I mean, is just trying to
understand scale of, of this.

Pat Coughlin It is not very long. Okay. Yes. I do not think forty (40) is the exact number, but I do not
have a scale.

I was trying to look at the scale here just to clarify.

Rebecca Dillon if there are no other questions or comments from the Board, then I think we have a
motion, but we need to, I think someone who's in favor of changing the path to more of a temporary
type of path should make the motion and add the language that we've discussed. Maybe Jennie can
guide us with that.

We also need to add the waiver language or the parking.

Natalie Burns The applicant shall be responsible for installation of a temporary connector path to
the Stockhouse property upon completion of phase one. Upon completion of phase one the applicant
shall include the cost of the permanent connector path and permanent lighting as part of the phase
one performance guarantee and shall construct the permanent improvements.

Rebecca Dillon if it does not proceed with phase two of the project, could we add time?

Natalie Burns you can add anything you want.

Rebecca Dillon I know I heard the estimation of four years, but I think five years is probably more
reasonable. So, if it does not proceed with phase two of the project within five years and five years,
is my opinion.

Natalie Burns I think it was upon, was it approval or Two years of occupancy?

Robin Tannenbaum That's fine. Just so I'm clear, so the, we don't want it during phase one
construction, it's when phase one gets a CO or in order to get the CO the temporary that's, this does
say upon completion, upon occupancy of phase one that the intent, I thought the intent was do it
right away.

Jennie Franceschi so the intent of getting the path would need to be installed for the CO. It is the
surface and the lighting that would be deferred, that we are talking about. My only suggestion just
in, and if that is based upon like the two years from occupancy time limit is, whether we would
include the provision, or if the surface of the path does not hold up in a road would be the only,
would be my only other question or just keep to the two years.

Whatever language is necessary.
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Pat Coughlin Really kind of put the assurance that the surface is sufficient to the ongoing project
versus the, the bond because the, or the performance bond cause the per, um, because in that time
limit we are still there doing instruction. Um, so I mean, or it can be, I am not sure, I just do not, it
may seem more complicated and more subject, more subjective as to, um, how often folks are, you
know, after every rainstorm and needs to be a little bit of extra maintenance. It gets us both into the
levels of details that we do not necessarily need to get into.

And I think maybe if you could put that requirement for maintaining a proper surface, not eroded,
on the applicant during that period would be cleaner for us all.

I am just thinking about getting called out to the site with the CEO and arguing about whether or
not it is eroded and let us make, keep that on the burden of the applicant and then just in the time
limit.

By the time we get to the certificate of occupancy for phase one, it is going to be pretty darn clear
whether phase two is imminent or not because we will have to have our permits almost ready to go
so we can just continue construction. Now nothing is guaranteed, but it is, the language that was
suggested is going to give us all the flexibility so that if its crickets by the time we are getting
certificates of occupancy, then you are going to know and then you could always start to make plans
for that pathway at that point.

Rebecca Dillon Natalie can you help us?

Natalie Burns actually, can I give it to John? Yes. This, do you want to look at it first?

John Turcotte move Housing Corporation & New Ventures, LLC for a 125-unit multifamily and 3 guest units

Complex. Tax Map: 040 Lot: 135 Zone: City Center District – Downtown District, Village Review Overlay Zone

Use: Dwelling, Multiple-Family.  Approval includes the following findings of fact, conclusions, and conditions as

stated on pages 3 through 8 of this Staff Memo dated July 14, 2023, which are adopted in support of this approval.

Included with this approval is a waiver of Village Review Overlay Zone standards §335-7.1.G(1)(k) and §335-
7.1.G(1)(l).

Site Plan – Finding of Fact
Standard Finding
Utilization of the site Site layout takes into consideration the parameters of the site and is

compliant with the standards of the zone in which it is located. 
Handicap Access ADA parking is provided at locations close to the building entrances

for both residential structures. ADA tipdowns are provided at
intersections with the public streets and internal to the complex. Site
is compliant with ADA standards 

Appearance Assessment (a) Site ingress and egress area at locations that have been
reviewed and approved by public services. Seavey Street
site ingress is positioned to be in line with the existing Oak
Street.

(b) A fence is provided along the New Ventures parking lot to
buffer the lot from existing residential properties.

(c) A landscape plan is provided to mimic the public street
standards of providing a treelined street as well as
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additional landscaping within parking areas for shade and
site beautification. 

(d) The project is adequately lit for life-safety of residents. A
photometrics plan has been provided to demonstrate site
lighting that does not trespass onto abutting properties. All
lights are dark sky compliant. 

(e) A stop sign and driveway sign (Clover Lane) is depicted on
the site plan at both the Seavey Street and Main Street
intersections. 

(f) Building elevations have been reviewed by the Village
Review Overlay Committee and are consistent with the
VROZ standards, with the exception of §335-7.1.G(1)(k)
and §335-7.1.G(1)(l) which the Planning Board provided a
waiver. 

Landscape Plan A landscape plan is provided to mimic the public street standards of
providing a treelined street as well as additional landscaping within
parking areas for shade and site beautification. 

Odors Solid waste will be privately managed. Waste storage is internal to
the residential structures. No outdoor storage of waste is proposed
or permitted with this approval. No adverse impact is known or
anticipated. 

Noise The residential use is consistent with the base zone and abutting
properties. No adverse impact is known or anticipated. 

Technical and Financial Capacity The applicant has provided a letter from Norway Savings Bank
dated May 2, 2023, to demonstrate financial capacity. The applicant
has retained the services of St Germain which demonstrates
technical capacity. 

Solid Waste Solid waste will be privately managed. Waste storage is internal to
residential structures. No outdoor storage of waste is proposed or
permitted with this approval.

Historic, Archaeological and
Botanical Resources or Unique
Features

No historic, archaeological/botanical resources have been identified
on the site.

Hazardous Matter Project does not propose the handling, storage, or use of hazardous
materials. No adverse impact known or anticipated. 

Vibrations The residential use is consistent with the base zone and abutting
properties. No adverse impact is known or anticipated. 

Parking & Loading Design and Site
Circulation

The project provides 138 off-site parking stalls, meeting the
Ordinance requirement of 1 space/unit in the downtown district. A
turning template has been provided as part of the application to
demonstrate adequate access for fire apparatus. No parking is
permitted within the vicinity of the intersections of Clover Lane and
Main or Seavey Street. 

Adequacy of Road System Project provides two points of site ingress/egress to diversify traffic
impacts. Main and Seavey Street have adequate capacity to accept
the additional traffic generated by the project. 

Vehicular Access Project provides two points of site ingress/egress to diversify traffic
impacts. Site ingress and egress area at locations that have been
reviewed and approved by public services. Seavey Street site
ingress is positioned to be in line with the existing Oak Street.

Pedestrian and Other Modes of
Transportation

Pedestrian amenities are provided throughout the residential
complex and connect with the existing infrastructure on Main and
Seavey Street. A pedestrian path is shown to connect the project to
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the abutting commercial property. Bike racks are located adjacent
to both residential facilities. 

Utility Capacity Utility services are available within the Main Street and Seavey
Street rights of way. 

Stormwater Management,
Groundwater Pollution

Subsurface stormwater management is provided to manage
stormwater. Project is subject to DEP permit L-30175-NJ-A-N

Erosion and sedimentation Control Adequate erosion control measures are shown on the plan.

Conclusions
1. The proposed site plan will not result in undue water or air pollution.

2. The proposed site plan has sufficient water available for the reasonably foreseeable needs of the site
plan.

3. The proposed site plan will not cause an unreasonable burden on an existing water supply.

4. The proposed site plan will not cause unreasonable soil erosion or a reduction in the land’s capacity to
hold water so that a dangerous or unhealthy condition results.

5. The proposed site plan will not cause unreasonable highway or public road congestion or unsafe
conditions with respect to the use of the highways or public roads existing or proposed.

6. The proposed site plan will provide for adequate sewage waste disposal.

7. The proposed site plan will not cause an unreasonable burden on the municipality’s ability to dispose of
solid waste.

8. The proposed site plan will not have an undue adverse effect on the scenic or natural beauty of the
area, aesthetics, historic sites, significant wildlife habitat identified by the Department of Inland Fisheries
and Wildlife or the municipality, or rare and irreplaceable natural areas or any public rights for physical
or visual access to the shoreline.

9. The proposed site plan conforms with a duly adopted site plan regulation or ordinance, comprehensive
plan, development plan, or land use plan.

10. The developer has adequate financial and technical capacity to meet standards of this section.

11. The proposed site plan is not situated entirely or partially within the watershed of any pond or lake or
within 250 feet of any wetland, great pond or river as defined in Title 38, Chapter 3, subchapter I, article
2-B M.R.S.A.

12. The proposed site plan will not alone or in conjunction with existing activities, adversely affect the
quality or quantity of ground water.

13. The proposed site is not situated entirely or partially within a floodplain.

14. All freshwater wetlands have been shown on the site plan.

15. Any river, stream, or brook within or abutting the site plan has been identified on any maps submitted
as part of the application.

16. The proposed site plan will provide for adequate storm water management.

17. The proposed plan will not negatively impact the ability of the City to provide public safety services.

Subdivision – Finding of Fact
Standard Finding
Pollution Sewer services are available within Seavey Street right of way. The

ability to serve letter from wastewater services has been provided as part
of the application. Per Ordinance requirements, a pretreatment system is
shown on the plan and has been approved by Public Services with
conditions.

Sufficient Water Water services are available within Seavey Street right of way. An ability
to serve letter from Portland Water District has been provided as part of
the application. 

Municipal Water Supply Water services are available within Seavey Street right of way. An ability
to serve letter from Portland Water District has been provided as part of
the application. 
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Erosion Adequate erosion control measures are shown on the plan.
Traffic Project provides two points of site ingress/egress to diversify traffic

impacts. Main and Seavey Street have adequate capacity to accept the
additional traffic generated by the project. 

Sewage Disposal Sewer services are available within Seavey Street right of way. The
ability to serve letter from wastewater services has been provided as part
of the application. Per Ordinance requirements, a pretreatment system is
shown on the plan and has been approved by Public Services with
conditions.

Municipal Solid Waste
Disposal

Solid waste will be privately managed. Waste storage is internal to
residential structures. No outdoor storage of waste is proposed or
permitted with this approval.

Aesthetic, Cultural and Natural
Values

The proposed development is located within a growth area as identified
in the City’s comprehensive plan and is not encumbered by any
easements or restrictions on tree removal or development. The project
meets the standards of the district in which it is located. 
The project does not have an undue adverse impact on the aesthetic,
cultural and natural values of the site.

Conformity with City
Ordinances and Plans

The proposed development conforms with City Ordinances and the
Comprehensive Plan. 

Financial and Technical
Capacity

The applicant has provided a letter from Norway Savings Bank dated
May 2, 2023 to demonstrate financial capacity. The applicant has
retained the services of St Germain which demonstrates technical
capacity. 

Surface Waters; Outstanding
River Segments

Not applicable

Ground Water Groundwater will not be adversely impacted.
Flood Areas The site is not located within a flood zone.
Freshwater Wetlands No wetlands have been identified on the site.
Farmland No farmlands have been identified on the site.
River, Stream or Brook No waterways have been identified on the site.
Stormwater Subsurface stormwater management is provided to manage stormwater.

Project is subject to DEP permit L-30175-NJ-A-N
Spaghetti Lots Prohibited The lot does not have shore frontage.
Lake Phosphorus
Concentration

The subdivision is not located near or along a great pond.

Impact on Adjoining
Municipality

The subdivision does not cross a municipal boundary.

Lands subject to Liquidation
Harvesting 

Not applicable. 

Conclusions:
1. The proposed subdivision will not result in undue water or air pollution.
2. The proposed subdivision has sufficient water available for the reasonably foreseeable needs of the

subdivision.
3. The proposed subdivision will not cause an unreasonable burden on an existing water supply.
4. The proposed subdivision will not cause unreasonable soil erosion or a reduction in the land’s capacity to

hold water so that a dangerous or unhealthy condition results.
5. The proposed subdivision will not cause unreasonable highway or public road congestion or unsafe

conditions with respect to the use of the highways or public roads existing or proposed.
6. The proposed subdivision will provide for adequate sewage waste disposal and will not cause an

unreasonable burden on municipal services. 
7. The proposed subdivision will not cause an unreasonable burden on the City’s ability to dispose of solid waste.
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8. The proposed subdivision will not have an undue adverse effect on the scenic or natural beauty of the
area, aesthetics, historic sites, significant wildlife habitat or rare and irreplaceable natural areas or any
public rights for physical or visual access to the shoreline. 

9. The proposed subdivision conforms with a duly adopted subdivision regulation or Ordinance,
comprehensive plan, development plan or land use plan. 

10. The subdivider has adequate financial and technical capacity to meet the standards of this section.
11. The proposed subdivision will not adversely affect the quality of any pond, lake, wetland, great pond, or

river, or unreasonably affect the shoreline of that body of water.
12. The proposed subdivision will not, alone or in conjunction with existing activities, adversely affect the

quality or quantity of ground water. 
13. The subdivision is not located in a flood-prone area, as determined by the Federal Emergency

Management Agency’s Flood Boundary and Floodway Maps and Flood Insurance Rate Maps. 
14. All freshwater wetlands within the proposed subdivision have been identified.
15. All farmland within the proposed subdivision has not been identified. – Not applicable
16. Any river, stream, or brook within or abutting the proposed subdivision has been identified.
17. The proposed subdivision will provide for adequate stormwater management.
18. Lots in the proposed subdivision do not have shore frontage on a river, stream, brook, great pond, or

coastal wetland as defined in 38 M.R.S.A. Section 480-B.
19. The long-term cumulative effects of the proposed subdivision will not unreasonably increase a great

pond's phosphorus concentration during the construction phase and life of the proposed subdivision.
20. The proposed subdivision will not cause unreasonable traffic congestion or unsafe conditions with respect

to the use of existing public ways in an adjoining municipality in which part of the subdivision is located.
21. Timber on the parcel being subdivided has not been harvested in violation of rules adopted pursuant to

12 M.R.S.A. Section 8869, subsection 14.

Conditions:

1. Approval is dependent upon, and limited to, the proposals and plans contained in the application packet dated
May 10, 2023 and supporting documents and oral representations submitted and affirmed by the applicant,
and conditions, if any, imposed by the Planning Board, and any variation from such plans, proposals and
supporting documents and representations are subject to review and approval by the City Planner or the
Planning Board.

2. Consistent with §335-13.5.D, the Code Enforcement Officer shall not issue any permits until a site-
subdivision plan has been approved by the Planning Board and a Mylar signed by the Planning Board.  The
signed Subdivision Plan must be recorded within 90 days of Planning Board approval, or the approval shall
be null and void.

3. Prior to any site disturbance or building permits being issued for the project:
a. All Staff comments must be addressed.
b. Copy of Recorded subdivision plan must be provided to the Planning Office.
c. Provide a plan to show construction phasing for issuance of a certificate of occupancy and verify

required site amenities. 
d. Field Verification of building corner locations per plan by surveyor. Mark property perimeter to ensure

contractors stay on project land.  Mark/flag limits of disturbance around property to be in compliance
with approved plan. 

e. A pre-construction meeting must be held with City Staff and the site work contractor.  Contact the
Planning Office to coordinate. Additional Pre-construction meetings may be necessary if phased
construction is not continuous. 

f. The applicant shall provide the digital data as required by §335-13 – verification with GIS coordinator.
g. An inspection fee shall be made payable to the City of Westbrook for inspection of site improvements

made by the Code Enforcement Officer and/or other appropriate City staff. Inspection fee shall be 2%
of the total amount of the performance guarantee. $26,020.00

h. The applicant shall file a performance guarantee with the City of Westbrook. The amount of the
guarantee shall be agreed upon in advance with the City of Westbrook and shall be of an amount to
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ensure completion of all on- and off-site improvements necessary to support the proposed project. -
$1,301,000.00

4. Prior to the issuance of a building permit
a. Review of building elevations to be consistent with submitted documentation or testimony.
b. Coordinate with the E911 Coordinator on addressing the building/units.
c. Fire hydrant installed and documentation provided to demonstrate a flow rate of at least 1,000 gpm.
d. Clover Lane constructed to a passable standard (base gravel)

5. Prior to commencing any work in the City Right-of-Way, the applicant must obtain a road-opening permit
from the Public Services Department.

6. Prior to the issuance of an Occupancy Permit:
a. Copy of recorded association documents to Planning Department.
b. Copy of maintenance agreement/maintenance schedule for Pretreatment Device.
c. A site inspection of the required improvements by the City to ensure public health & safety is

addressed and compliance with the approval (to include but not limited to all lighting within the area
to receive occupancy and access ways through the site (installed & lit), striping, signage, stormwater
features, etc.) USPS location established and approved by Post Office.

d. All Sewer & Water lines fully tested and approved.
e. Main Street bus shelter and associated signage installed and lit.
f. Clover Lane and associated parking areas are base paved. Final pavement of associated parking lots

is required. 
g. Documentation (signed contracts), for private trash removal & snow plowing provided to the

Planning Department
h. All amenities shown on the approved open space plan shall be installed.
i. All other site improvements, as shown or stated on plans or in conditions, must be installed unless a

performance guarantee amount is held for the full amount of any remaining improvements to be
completed after issuance of an Occupancy Permit.

7. Prior to release of the performance guarantee:
a. Copy of Stormwater feature maintenance agreement (i.e., part of a landscaping contract)
b. The site will be inspected and deemed by City staff to be in compliance with the approved plans,

monuments placed, and as-built plan provided in City approved format for the GIS system.  Applicant
to provide as-builts to City in paper copy, dwg file and pdf.

c. BDA testing may be required for all structures at the discretion of the FD.
d. All areas shown as pavement shall be final paved & striped, as necessary.

8. All catch basins shall be set to base pavement level.
9. Any conditions of the City Sewer’s ability to serve letter are conditions of this approval.

a. Following issuance of occupancy for the New Ventures building (Halliday Products Series B1A Trash
Basket) documentation of maintenance is required to be provided to Wastewater Services on an annual
basis. Documentation shall include but is not limited to the follow:

i. Dates of Service
ii. Name of individual performing services

iii. Condition of basket prior to cleaning (photograph and write up)
iv. Condition of manhole channel prior to cleaning (photograph and write up)
v. Condition of basket/manhole post cleaning (photograph and write up)

vi. Photograph of debris removed placed on the ground to see quantity and type of items
removed from flow.

b. Interference in the Seavey Street Sanitary Sewer main system caused by rags post occupancy of this
project will constitute a violation of this approval. All costs borne by the City to fix an interference in
the Seavey Street main system shall be the responsibility of the association, or property Management
Company if no association exists.  Chronic or continued violations could result in the loss of the
project’s ability to be served by Public Sewer until a change in pretreatment device is provided. 

10. Best management practices shall be adhered to during all ground disturbance operations.  All Street Catch
basins in the vicinity of earthwork operations shall have silt sacks installed & maintained for the duration
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of the work.  Additional BMPs may be required to address erosion and sediment control during
construction. Determination of the need for additional measures is at the sole discretion of City Staff.

11. The applicant shall comply with the requirements of local and state authorities for life and safety
requirements. 

12. The applicant shall comply with Chapter 37, the local Post Construction Stormwater Management
Ordinance and maintain the Maintenance Log for the stormwater feature on the premise.

Natalie Burns you have your three waivers at the very end of that statement.

Oh, does that include the 0.72 spaces?

John Turcotte And the condition that the applicant shall be responsible for installation,

Sorry, Installation of a temporary connector path to the property of the Stockhouse during
construction of the project.

The applicant shall include the costs of the permanent connector path and permanent lighting as
part of the phase one performance guarantee and shall construct the permanent improvements if it
does not proceed with phase two of the project within two years of occupancy of phase one.

Natalie Burns I would just suggest that goes under conditions six, which is prior to issuance of
occupancy.

John Turcotte so amend my statement to include that. And then there was which were adopted in
support of this approval, including this approval is a waiver of village review overlay zone
standards.

Section 3 35 dash 7.1, GK 3 35 dash 7.1 G one L and 33 section 3 35 dash 13 six B one.

2nd by Robin Tannenbaum

Roll Call Vote

Robin Tannenbaum Yes
Vice Chair - Larry McWilliams Absent
Nancy Litrocapes Yes
John Turcotte Yes
Jason Frazier Yes
Karen Axelsen Yes
Kevin Price Yes
Susan Roma Yes
Chair - Rebecca Dillon Yes

The vote is unanimous in favor 7-0

Rebecca Dillon let the record show it is unanimous in favor.

Patrick Coughlin Thank you very much for your time and with this project we look forward to get
going.
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NEW BUSINESS

4. Jennie read into the record: 2023.17 – Subdivision Amendment – 75 Elmaple Drive - Smith Family
Revocable Trust: The applicant is requesting an amendment to the Elmaple Drive subdivision approved
October 1, 2019 and amended May 5, 2020 to split lot 10, 75 Elmaple Drive, creating a new flag lot with
frontage on the public street, Elmaple Drive. Tax Map: 004 Lot: 410 Zone: Residential Growth Area 2. 

Presentation on file at the Westbrook Planning Department and on the Westbrook Website link shown
below: 

https://vimeo.com/showcase/3075539/video/846481562

Applicant Presentation – Shawn Frank, P.E.

Shawn Frank Sebago Technic presented aspects of the Smith Family Revocable Trust: The applicant is

requesting an amendment to the Elmaple Drive subdivision approved October 1, 2019, and amended May

5, 2020, to split lot 10, 75 Elmaple Drive.

I think it's the important aspect here is the dates we were just talking about was October 1st, was
the original approval of the subdivision. The Smith family had 23 acres behind the subdivision with
the right of way access to it, which extended from the subdivision back to the river. They were
looking to build a signal family home.

We met with staff and accomplished that prior to the roadway system being accepted as a public
roadway. They purchased the abutting lot, if you will, within the Elmaple subdivision, to combine it
with their property, so that they then had frontage on a roadway that was under Gorham
Construction, and now Elmaple Drive has now in fact been accepted as a city street. The 50-foot
strip was conveyed so that we do have frontage and do create a legal flag lot.

So basically, the second amendment, if you will, is to rescind the first amendment. So, we're kind of
back to the original subdivision with the change that the 50-foot strip is now part of the Smith
family. So, the intent is basically the same number of lots that were originally approved.

El maple will still be there. Basically, this allowed one single family home on the Smith's 23 acres to
be constructed a year or a year and a half earlier than it would've been otherwise.

With that Madam Chair, I would be happy to answer any questions the board has. Thank you very
much.

Rebecca Dillon staff comments?

Jennie Franceschi presented Staff Comments

In May 2020, the Board approved an amendment to the Elmaple Drive subdivision to dissolve the rear boundary
line of Lot 10 (as approved 10/1/2019) and merge the land of Lot #10 with the Smith land to the rear thus providing
the Smith land with legal frontage on Elmaple Drive.  The Smith land then became “Lot #10” of the subdivision.
It was always the intent of the Smiths to redivide the lot once Elmaple was accepted as a public street to then create
a flag lot for their home parcel.  A flag lot can only be created off of a public street. 

https://vimeo.com/showcase/3075539/video/846481562


       Page 24 of 33

With the acceptance of Elmaple Drive as a public street (Council Order 2022-176, Adopted 1/9/2023) and the
conveyance to the Smiths of a 50’ strip of project land adjacent to the Area 1 Common Space (50’ strip of common
area and Smith lot are now shown on the second amended subdivision plan as ‘Lot 37’), the rear Smith land now
conforms as a legal flag lot and the frontage provided by Lot 10 is no longer required. 

Per the flag lot ordinance, §335-2.13, a lot may be legal/buildable when it has a minimum of 50’ of frontage on a
public street. Flag lots are permitted to have one principal structure, regardless of the lot’s permitted density.
Therefore, the rear Smith land, which currently holds a single-family residence, would not be permitted to construct
another principal residential structure that is detached from the existing.  In essence, the Smiths have what they
have unless they wished to build a private or public road in the future into the parcel.  

Comments:

1.Amended Subdivision plan to be recorded at the registry of deeds.
2.Contact E911 Coordinator in Codes office related to addressing of Lot #37 & #10.
3.Staff recommended condition of approval – no building permits issued on Lot 10 until a copy of the recorded

subdivision plan is provided to the Planning Office for the file.
4.Deed description for both lots #10 & #37 – with full metes and bounds. Lot #37 needs to be inclusive of the

50’ strip of acquired by #37 to make it a flag lot.

Rebecca Dillon
Introduction of Public Hearing

a. Speak into the microphone. Remember to state your name and address.

b. Public has one opportunity to provide comment

c. All comments should be addressed to the Planning Board, who will address the applicant/Staff

following the public hearing

Open Public Hearing

d. In-person

No comments
e. Zoom participation.

Jennie Franceschi if anybody on Zoom wishes to speak at this time, please raise your hand.

No comments 

Rebecca Dillon Close Public Hearing

Applicant/Staff response

Board Comment/Discussion

f. In-Person

No comments or questions

Rebecca Dillon if there are none, then we do have a motion on the memo if anyone would care to
make a motion?

Nancy Litrocapes move that the Planning Board approves the Amended Subdivision application for the Smith
Family Revokable Trust to reconfigure lot lines for Lot #10 and create a new lot #37. Tax Map: 004 Lot: 410 Zone:
RGA2. Approval includes the following findings of fact, conclusions, and conditions as stated on pages 10 through
11 of this Staff Memo dated July 14, 2023, which are adopted in support of this approval.

Subdivision – Finding of Fact
Standard Finding
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Pollution The amendment does not impact sewer service for the subdivision. Sewer
services are available within the Elmaple Drive right of way

Sufficient Water The amendment does not impact water services for the subdivision.
Municipal Water Supply The amendment does not impact water services for the subdivision.
Erosion No site changes are necessary with the subdivision.
Traffic Elmaple Drive had adequate capacity for the creation of a new single-

family lot.
Sewage Disposal The amendment does not impact sewer service for the subdivision. Sewer

services are available within the Elmaple Drive right of way
Municipal Solid Waste
Disposal

New lot is located on a public street and can support a single-family
dwelling unit. Any new unit developed on this lot would be eligible for
public trash removal. 

Aesthetic, Cultural and Natural
Values

n/a

Conformity with City
Ordinances and Plans

Conforms.

Financial and Technical
Capacity

A stamped survey was provided with the application.

Surface Waters; Outstanding
River Segments

Not applicable

Ground Water Groundwater will not be adversely impacted.
Flood Areas The site is not located within a flood zone.
Freshwater Wetlands No wetlands have been identified on the site.
Farmland No farmlands have been identified on the site.
River, Stream or Brook No waterways have been identified on the site.
Stormwater The amendment does not impact the stormwater facilities approved as

part of the subdivision. 
Spaghetti Lots Prohibited The lot does not have shore frontage.
Lake Phosphorus
Concentration

The subdivision is not located near or along a great pond.

Impact on Adjoining
Municipality

The subdivision does not cross a municipal boundary.

Lands subject to Liquidation
Harvesting 

Not applicable.

Conclusions:
1. The proposed subdivision will not result in undue water or air pollution.
2. The proposed subdivision has sufficient water available for the reasonably foreseeable needs of the

subdivision.
3. The proposed subdivision will not cause an unreasonable burden on an existing water supply.
4. The proposed subdivision will not cause unreasonable soil erosion or a reduction in the land’s capacity to

hold water so that a dangerous or unhealthy condition results.
5. The proposed subdivision will not cause unreasonable highway or public road congestion or unsafe

conditions with respect to the use of the highways or public roads existing or proposed.
6. The proposed subdivision will provide for adequate sewage waste disposal and will/will not cause an

unreasonable burden on municipal services. 
7. The proposed subdivision will not cause an unreasonable burden on the City’s ability to dispose of solid

waste. 
8. The proposed subdivision will not have an undue adverse effect on the scenic or natural beauty of the

area, aesthetics, historic sites, significant wildlife habitat or rare and irreplaceable natural areas or any
public rights for physical or visual access to the shoreline. 

9. The proposed subdivision conforms with a duly adopted subdivision regulation or Ordinance,
comprehensive plan, development plan or land use plan. 
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10. The subdivider has adequate financial and technical capacity to meet the standards of this section.
11. The proposed subdivision will not adversely affect the quality of any pond, lake, wetland, great pond, or

river, or unreasonably affect the shoreline of that body of water.
12. The proposed subdivision will not, alone or in conjunction with existing activities, adversely affect the

quality or quantity of ground water. 
13. The subdivision is not located in a flood-prone area, as determined by the Federal Emergency

Management Agency’s Flood Boundary and Floodway Maps and Flood Insurance Rate Maps. 
14. All freshwater wetlands within the proposed subdivision have been identified.
15. All farmland within the proposed subdivision has not been identified. – Not applicable
16. Any river, stream, or brook within or abutting the proposed subdivision has been identified.
17. The proposed subdivision will provide for adequate stormwater management.
18. Lots in the proposed subdivision do not have shore frontage on a river, stream, brook, great pond, or

coastal wetland as defined in 38 M.R.S.A. Section 480-B.
19. The long-term cumulative effects of the proposed subdivision will not unreasonably increase a great

pond's phosphorus concentration during the construction phase and life of the proposed subdivision.
20. The proposed subdivision will not cause unreasonable traffic congestion or unsafe conditions with respect

to the use of existing public ways in an adjoining municipality in which part of the subdivision is located.
21. Timber on the parcel being subdivided has not been harvested in violation of rules adopted pursuant to

12 M.R.S.A. Section 8869, subsection 14.

Conditions:
1. All conditions of approval from the October 1, 2019, approval and subsequent May 5, 2020, amendment

remain valid. 
2. Prior to sale of either lot or issuance of any building permits on Lot 10:

a. Contact E911 Coordinator in Codes office related to addressing of Lot #37 (#75 Elmaple) & #10
(73 Elmaple). 

b. The applicant shall provide the digital data as required by §335-13 – verification with GIS
coordinator.

c. A copy of the recorded subdivision plan is provided to the Planning Office for the file.
d. A recorded deed description for both lots #10 & #37 – with full metes and bounds. Lot #37 needs

to be inclusive of the 50’ strip of acquired by #37 to make it a flag lot, provided to the Planning or
Assessor Office.

2nd by Kevin Price

Roll Call Vote

Karen Axelsen Yes
Robin Tannenbaum Yes
Vice Chair - Larry McWilliams Absent
Nancy Litrocapes Yes
John Turcotte Yes
Jason Frazier Yes
Kevin Price Yes
Susan Roma Yes
Chair - Rebecca Dillon Yes

The vote is unanimous in favor 7-0

Rebecca Dillon let the record show it is unanimous in favor.

Nancy Litrocapes move to go to workshop.
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2nd by Karen Axelsen

Roll Call Vote

Karen Axelsen Yes
Robin Tannenbaum Yes
Vice Chair - Larry McWilliams Absent
Nancy Litrocapes Yes
John Turcotte Yes
Jason Frazier Yes
Kevin Price Yes
Susan Roma Yes
Chair - Rebecca Dillon Yes

The vote is unanimous in favor 7-0

Presentation and Training by City Solicitor. The City Solicitor Natalie Burns will be attending the
meeting to provide an interactive discussion on Board process, procedures, and protocols.    

This will be in a workshop format to allow the Board to ask questions as Natalie provides this training.
Presentation on file at the Westbrook Planning Department and on the Westbrook Website link shown
below: 

https://vimeo.com/showcase/3075539/video/846481562

Natalie Burns presented Planning Board training.

https://vimeo.com/showcase/3075539/video/846481562
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** Editors Note remaining document on file in the Planning Office.

Rebecca Dillon If we have a vote and I vote no on a project because for whatever reason, do I have
to state why, like, I feel like it does not meet this part of the ordinance, or I feel like the applicant has
not presented enough information.

Natalie Burns thank you. You have mentioned something that is really helpful. So what you do
generally is you have a motion in favor of something, and so you're adopting all the findings if in
fact you are going to, you want to deny something, technically what you should be doing at that point
in time is going through the standards, all of the standards, and having each person vote on each
one.

You can still adopt the findings that are, in here with some additional, in support of the denial of it.
But you should be doing that and the reason that you do have to do that is that of course, each and
every decision, a majority of you has to vote for it, for it to pass. Now, what happens if you are
opposed to something, and John's opposed to it for a different reason and, someone else is opposed
for a different reason, it has got to be a majority.
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So, it does create problems because then how do you vote? But you have to go through each one
and if a majority of the of the board has voted for it, then the project gets approved, even though
several members have said no on various things.

John Turcotte But toward that end, because we vote in the affirmative and someone says mm-hmm
no, and then the motion just fails. I mean, at that moment, that application was denied.

Natalie Burns thank you for asking that. So please do not leave it like that. The reason we do not
leave it like that is that when you are doing a denial, you have to adopt findings in support of that.

So, what I would suggest that you do is see if the motion has failed and at that point I would ask that
someone either move to reconsider and at that point in time. All you do is reconsider, okay, I am
going to reconsider that last vote and you can make it clear that you are asking for reconsideration
so that findings can be brought back to you in support of the Board's decision that it is a failed
decision. But you, you may also, the other thing that you may want to do at that point in time is to
go through the findings to make sure that it is a majority of you on at least one of the findings.

For example: everybody here is saying they haven't met it in traffic. Then somebody else brought in
a different traffic study and it says this, and they've not met their burden of proof. Well, that is fine.
But you have to go through each one because we, we need to know for the decision, every single
thing that you feel was not met for purposes of an appeal and we have to have specific findings for
it.

You can have a discussion after you do your motion to reconsider and then you postpone it so that
it can be brought back to you with an appropriate decision document for you to vote at the next
meeting. Perfect. And of course, you can always change the decision documents, they are drafts for
you. But generally, in that kind of a situation, we would probably get me involved in with a little bit
of legal advice on, on that, but we will support the Board's decision.

That is important for the Board to always understand that you are the decision-making authority
when it comes to these projects.

Robin Tannenbaum Sometimes I get a little lost. Maybe it is, it is because I do not do this all day. At
one point you said about the denial, you would have to go back and look to review the standards.
Yes. Is that the same thing as the findings of facts?

Natalie Burns actually what I'm saying is what the courts really want you to do is to go through
each of the standards in your Ordinance. But you usually, I looked at them tonight, you usually have
findings in support that talk about those standards and so yes.

Robin Tannenbaum it is good you did not always used to have those either. And so, you, you do
have a good robust set of findings, but you will want additional things added to it.

Natalie Burns I would, unless you feel confident that you can do it on the fly at the meeting, I would
recommend that you postpone it to the next meeting so that appropriate findings can be brought to
you even if it is only a few additional findings.

Robin Tannenbaum Appropriate findings you mean. So, if it's like one or two of us vote against it,
but the majority vote for it no big deal. Right? We have Board members that it is a majority, then we
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would go through the findings of fact and see if we all agree. Because if two of us are on this one and
two on this one, we may not have it. Right?

Natalie Burns But when you say come back with different findings of fact, what do you mean?
Well, that's, that's if it's clear that a majority of you are of the opinion that a standard isn't met, that's
when it has to, that's when it should be coming back at a subsequent meeting with findings in
support of your denial.

Robin Tannenbaum so, the burdens on us to come up with the findings of support.

Natalie Burns No, no. That is why I said you should postpone it until the next meeting. You will give
guidance to staff as to what it is that you want to have addressed in it, and staff will bring a draft for
you to look at and for you to consider it as to whether that is what you want. And if it is not, then
you are going to have to fix it at the meeting.

But you will have something to work from at that point. So, for example if it were a traffic study and
you are saying there was something in the traffic study that said this about that turning movement
and that's not what the applicants said, and we find that compelling because we also heard
testimony from the neighbors about this. Then staff would go and prepare something based upon
what the opposing traffic engineer study said for you to consider as you are finding in support of
the denial.

John Turcotte I saw a tie vote was on the syllabus. So, if you have a tie vote again, the motion failed.
Yes. So now you do not you have to continue debating it till you get, or do you; what do you do if it
is tied?

Natalie Burns I will tell you that there are some places that have adopted that have adopted rules
that say, or it's in their Ordinance that says if it is a Tie vote, it is automatically tabled to the next
meeting, which I like because, as you know, a failed vote doesn't mean that a majority of the board
is opposed to the project. It does not mean that a majority of the board is in favor of the project. So
how do you do findings in that case?

So, you don't ever want something to be decided on that. Now if you have only got six members, we
will figure it out. But if you have seven members and somebody could not be here and hopefully did
not have a conflict that precludes them from participating, then hopefully at the next meeting they
will have been able to review things they can vote. And that will solve that problem one way or the
other. But otherwise, we really cannot have something that is a tie.

I know everybody knows Robert's rules. Everybody knows that a failed motion if a motion is tied,
then it is a failed motion. Well, that works everywhere, except in Land Us. It does not work in land
Use because then you do not have a majority opinion on something, which is what you need to have,
to go ahead and make the decision either in favor or opposed to, those are the things that you can
do.

Rebecca Dillon Is there such a, I am asking this because when I first was on this Board, someone
abstained from a vote is that even a thing?

Natalie Burns So if you have sat here and you have participated throughout the whole thing, you
better be voting at the end of it and it better not be an abstention, because if for some reason you do
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need to abstain, you need to do that up front. You need to say why you are abstaining from it, and
then you need to not participate and go sit in the back of the room or leave.

But yes, I, I have seen Board Members actually, I remember in a small town once a Board Member
said he was not going to vote on it because it was too controversial. Well, maybe then this is not the
activity for you.

I know none of you would do that, but you cannot abstain at the end of the vote. And remember that
there is also due process concerns with that because if you abstain and people don't know why
you're abstaining it could look like you had some interest in something or you had a family member
or something like that. And it is going to get challenged, that you tried to influence the vote of other
people and that is just not worth your time and trouble to go through that kind of a headache.

Rebecca Dillon What about straw votes?

Natalie Burns straw votes can be very helpful. In particular, if you are not quite sure where the
Board is on whether something is going to go through, you can, you can do a straw vote on, you
know, could be on one thing. It could be on a few things. But again, if you, if you do a straw vote that
is not, not a final vote. You would have to go back and do a final vote. But it can give you some
guidance and also it can help you identify if there are additional items that you need from people to
be able to make your decision.

Rebecca Dillon and is that just as simple as saying, hey, if any, everyone can raise their hand that is
in favor?

Natalie Burns I would avoid, I know, okay, this is going to sound silly, I would avoid raising your
hands on stuff because people tend to think that is a vote. But what you can say is, I am going to poll
people to see where you are on this and then just have people talk about it.

Robin Tannenbaum I feel like we've done that before, especially, yes, when we are heading into a
tough situation and what it lets us do is basically have that, what's it going to take conversation, or
we have to have a tie or a negative effect. It is a valuable tool.

Natalie Burns it also is and can be difficult. It can be really helpful for you when you have a reluctant
applicant who does not want to address things and maybe you have a little discussion among
yourselves about a couple of things. And perhaps when the applicant sees that the Board is quite
serious about those things and it was not just staff asking for it, then perhaps the applicant would
like to come back with some additional information. And again, that makes for a better process.
When you get somebody who comes in and offers things to you and meets the standards clearly as
opposed to just saying, well you're trying to tell me I have to do this, but I do not see where it says
it in the Ordinance. Well tell them where it says it in the Ordinance and ask them for information,
then if they do not want to, that is fine.

Robin Tannenbaum the hard part lately has just been the emotional reaction. And it is the
perception of them. And I, I had this train of thought, I think I have lost it, but it is, it is just
exceedingly difficult. Yep. It is because they - not everybody understands, it is hard enough for us to
understand that is not our role. That is not how we make our decisions. The decisions are based on
things in the Ordinance and that our Staff has advised us and then it becomes a perception thing.
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Natalie Burns I can tell you a lot of municipalities are going to be really struggling with this stuff
under LD 2003. Mm-hmm. Because for you, there's not, not huge amount of changes in what you do.

There are municipalities that are going to be looking at up to four-unit buildings where they have
only allowed single and I can tell you they're not very happy about it. Some of them are unhappy
about accessory dwelling units, which, you know, seems pretty innocuous to most of us, but in some
municipalities they feel this is really a fundamental attack on their home rule authority. And of
course, the last thing I will leave you with is that actually land use, you do not have full home rule
authority under the statute. There is a limitation on home rule authority. That is why with the
subdivision law, you have to follow what the statute says. You cannot have your own definition of
subdivision. You cannot, you can have additional standards for it, but you must apply the standards
that are in the statute.

Jennie Franceschi every municipality now has got to go through their Ordinances. And because you
cannot set an approval unless it is written in our Ordinances.

So that is what all of the municipalities now are tasked with, is now we need to update our
ordinances to be in compliance with what has been set.

Natalie Burns But you are not terribly far out of compliance with what is required.

Rebecca Dillon I have one more question on communication.

I know when we have an application in front of us, Robin and I cannot have a discussion about it.

Natalie Burns that is right. I would recommend that you not be talking about anything in until after
the appeal period is over. Okay. And if it does get appealed, do not talk about it.

Robin Tanenbaum What is that period?

Natalie Burns the appeal period for you is 30 days after the date you vote on something.

Robin Tanenbaum sometimes we do not even know if something is being appealed. Right?

Natalie Burns Jennie will know, they have to file it in the court within 30 days.

Jennie Franceschi Should we be letting the board members know when an appeal has occurred? 

Rebecca Dillon so even talking to a member of the public, you should not do that.

Natalie Burns after you say all: well, you certainly, if they ask you questions about it, you should say
we do not discuss things that are in litigation or while they are in litigation or even afterwards
actually.

Karen Axelsen So the one tonight you are saying is in appeal?

Jennie Franceschi no

Karen Axelsen we have one appeal that is currently in process.
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Jennie Franceschi can we tell the address? Okay 59 Conant Street.

**Editor’s Note Natalie Burns and Board Members had discussion of setting up a separate email address
for Board notifications to try to eliminate ex parte communications. All work is done here at the meeting.

Jennie Franceschi Board Members email notification is always blind copied.

**Editor’s Note Natalie Burns explained Freedom of Access regulations.

No further discussion

Rebecca Dillon I need a motion to adjourn.

Jason Frazier move to adjourn.

2nd by John Turcotte

Vice Chair - Larry McWilliams Absent
Roll Call Vote

Karen Axelsen Yes
Robin Tannenbaum Yes 
Nancy Litrocapes Yes
John Turcotte Yes
Jason Frazier Yes
Kevin Price Yes
Susan Roma Yes
Chair - Rebecca Dillon Yes

The vote is unanimous in favor 7-0

Rebecca Dillon let the record show it is unanimous in favor.

5. ADJOURN

MINUTES MAY NOT BE TRANSCRIBED VERBATIM.  SECTIONS MAY BE PARAPHRASED FOR CLARITY.
A COMPLETE RECORDING MAY BE OBTAINED BY CONTACTING PLANNING AND CODE ENFORCEMENT at 207-854-0638 and lgain@westbrook.me.us

mailto:lgain@westbrook.me.us



