BOARD OF SELECTMEN’'S MEETING
March 22, 2012 6:30PM

Quorum noted

6:30 PM:

Roll Call:

Meeting called to order by Acting Chairman Moyaah
Mr. Moynahan, Mr. Dunkelberger, Mr. Murphy and .N&ace.

Mr. Fernald was absent tonight.

Pledge of Allegiance recited
Moment of Silence observed
Approval of Minutes of Previous Meeting(s)

6:32 PM

Motion by Mr. Dunkelberger, seconded by Mr. Murpttyapprove the minutes
of February 23, 2012, as amended.

VOTE

2-0

Chair concurs

Mr. Murphy suggested there was a possible Actiemlon page 15 to review the
Committee Memo and prepare an updated ordinancEofon Meeting in June.

Motion by Ms. Place, seconded by Mr. Murphy, torapp the minutes of March
7, 2012, as written.

VOTE

2-0

Chair concurs

Motion by Mr. Murphy, seconded by Ms. Place, torapp the minutes of March
15, 2012, as written.

VOTE

2-0

Chair concurs

The minutes of March 8, 2012 were postponed for@am until the next regular
meeting because no quorum of members presentifopdticular meeting.

Public Comment:

6:35 PM

Ms. Brandon said that the Community Service bngds going out to bid and
asked when the vote happens on it at Town Meetiy gecret ballot, when
would that be decided.

Mr. Moynahan said that he did not think anything baen decided. He added
that, at the last budget meeting from the discussithe BC was at this point so,
to move forward, this was the direction. He saat they had not made a
decision, yet, if it would be presented, eithet, jnat to have them produce the
financial information to the Board.

Ms. Brandon said that she would hope it was a eaftrm vote, if it was going to
the voters and she didn’t know how citizens mighte that.

Mr. Moynahan said that he believed there had bdehat discussion in favor of
that approach, adding that he was only speakingifoself.

Department Head/Committee Reports

6:37 PM

Mr. Dupuis (Sewer Committee) said that he woulstfiike to thank all of those
who attended the workshop session last night betweePlanning Board and
Business Development Group, adding that Underwaougirteering came in and,
from that meeting, they (SC) would like to annoutie there would be a public
gathering on April 28. He added that it would be held at the Regattérdah
from 5 PM to 7 PM, with refreshments served, amtdélwould be a PowerPoint
Presentation strictly focused on the TIF sewer g project down at the
Beech Street location down to State Street. Hetkatcthey encouraged the
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public to come out, as they want to educate everymnit, clarifying that this was
the fourth stage of the approval that the Towndieesady voted to spend the
money on and wanted to make people aware of hoywtieee spending those
funds.

Mr. Moynahan asked if there were any thoughts aposting that on the Town’s
website.

Mr. Dupuis said yes, that it was discussed ladttrtigat they would submit that

information. He added that the SC would be forwagdnformation to the Board
from the SC that they wholeheartedly support theation that Underwood was
directing them to right now. He said that the PlagrBoard and Eliot Business

Group were planning to do the same.

The CEO clarified that Underwood had not confirnteel date, that it would
either be the 17or the 2%, depending on Keith Pratt’s availability and that
would be know at the beginning of next week. Heealdthat the Regatta was
available either night.

Mr. Dupuis said that their target date was April' 2hat the date was set last
night unless there was a problem with that date.

Mr. Dupuis said that the Selectmen asked the coteesitto review the
guestionnaire about the video streaming for mesting added that it was a
unanimous decision by their committee that theyld/éike to not have video
streaming. He explained that they, once again,@age the public to come to
their meetings but they like the format of the daraiable so that they could
gather and talk.

Mr. Dunkelberger clarified that that was just besmthey wanted to have their
meetings out there in that format.

Mr. Dupuis said yes, that they liked the formabeing able to gather around the
table. He added that it wasn't an issue of topaalise they were there to discuss
those things but was moving into this larger room.

Mr. Moynahan said that he believed they had a waasdicle that addressed the
web streaming, with two options, one to do juss$ tlmiom and the other option
allowed flexibility to do that other room, Town Mew®, etc. He clarified that the
SC would have no problem if streaming video werthenother room.

Mr. Dupuis said no, that the issue was not warttingieet in this room with it's’
formality. He said that the next scheduled meetimghe SC was on April 4 and
that the meetings started at 4:15 PM.

Mr. Tessier (Chair - Solid Waste Committee) disedsthat they have realized
that there was some inconsistency in how the Tear&htion handles temporary
permits. He added that he thought that Mr. Moultoght have sent out a memo
to the Board today. He said that, on one pageeftansfer Station rules, it says
that “no vehicle registered to an out-of-town (at-of-state) business will be
issued a dump permit.” , but on a different pagsays that “temporary permits
for Eliot residents using a vehicle registered aitewn may” get a 30-day
permit. He said that the requirements were veffgidifit and, so, what they were
proposing was to go to the “no vehicle register@atside the Town or state
would be issued a permit.

Mr. Moynahan clarified that this came through tlepartment head (Mr.
Moulton) and would be taken up for review when &swon the agenda.

Ms. Shapleigh said that she was blind, that shedadve people drive her, and
it could very easily be someone out-of-state. Stted that she did not think that
was fair, that she paid enough taxes in this Tdvah $he should be able to go in
any vehicle as long as she had the flag, thinkiag) Wwas one of the reasons the
flag was issued. She said that she did not hawh@le of her own, anymore, and
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she had to rely on whomever she could get to tekevherever she needed to go,
reiterating that it was not fair to her.

Mr. Moynahan clarified that there would be no actionight, that they would

take the information from the committee and departinhead and have
discussions before any changes would be made.

Mr. Tessier discussed that, in trying to be monescgient with the rules and
various committees, they decided to have their mgegpproximately every
other month, skipping summer, so January, Marchy, i8aptember and
November.

Mr. Moynahan said that, with whatever changes weade to that group, just to
let Ms. Thain know so she could post it.

Mr. Tessier agreed.

Mr. Lytle said that he wanted to let the Board krtbat there were a lot of
seasonal people that had permanent stickers bettaysewned property in Eliot
and only allowing people with vehicles registenedtliot would cause a big
problem.

Mr. Moynahan said that they would take all thosegh into consideration when
they discussed that policy.

Mr. Dunkelberger said that he has only had a chembeefly go over this letter
and, for the public’s benefit as it was brought tiney had also talked about the
military and them having a special sticker becausst of those folks were not
registered in the State of Maine. He added thastevanted to point out that
that was included in there for further discussion.

Mr. Lytle clarified that they had four categories that sticker (pass): seasonal,
resident, military, and business and, when thekstiis made out, that code is put
on that sticker and that was how they determineatwategory that person was.

Mr. Tessier said that he didn’t want to get intoigidiscussion here but the Maine
law was pretty strict about where one registered trehicle and, if people chose
to register their vehicles out-of-state, then thas up to them but the residents
were paying for the service and the Transfer Statio

Mr. Moynahan reiterated that, regarding any potibgnges, there would be a
discussion of all that before any changes werenpiatey made.

Mr. Cieleszko (Chairman, Board of Appeals) said,thmaregards to the video
streaming the Board asked the BOA about, they daraeconsensus on a
statement to the Board (except for Mr. Lytle, whasvabsent). He read: “We
accept the premise of video streaming with some&mrs by some members of
the Board (of Appeals).” He added that he couldvensany questions or supply
the Board with a finished, approved set of minat@scerning the subject of the
BOA's discussion.

Mr. Moulton discussed that he had reviewed theestpd additional budget cuts
and submitted a draft reflecting that. He addetltthia was informational at this
time and looked forward to discussion on this at meeek’s budget meeting.

Mr. Moulton discussed the Salt Dome Repairs andeaheipt of price estimates to
do those repairs. He said that the concrete folordhtd developed significant
cracking and sprawling to the point that the roaltlwas corroding the
reinforcement steel within the foundation. He adthed the electrical service
control panel was also corroded and in need ofireida said that the total price
to repair these things was $8,460 and the fundedoom the Building Facilities
Reserve Account, as discussed last week. Mr. Mowd&ad that, also discussed
last week was the need for the Salt Dome to haxema shingled roof. He added
that he had included a RFP for that repair, sathaga preliminary cost estimate
indicated it would be $24,700 to replace the rétef.suggested that all these
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repairs could come from the Building Facilities Be® Account for the
2011/2012 budget for a total cost or $33,160 aaditeg in excess of $4,800 in
the reserve account.

Ms. Place asked if there was salt still in the shed

Mr. Moulton said yes, but that it has been shifeedne side so they have clear
access to the area that needs to b repaired. Haireegh that, as the end of the
season came, they were getting into the salt atidgit away from the wall and
found the damage.

Mr. Dunkelberger asked, in regard to the end ofydesr, how comfortable were
they having just about $5,000 left in the buildmgintenance fund.

Mr. Moynahan said that would be about three moatitsasked Mr. Blanchette
what their history has been, as it was a roll efdite as far as needs and that sort
of thing as they come.

Mr. Blanchette agreed, saying that they also hadttimtingency account if they
really needed it.

Mr. Murphy asked how much was in that account.

Mr. Blanchette said that he believed there was 86r000 in the contingency
account but he did not know the exact figure.

Mr. Dunkelberger suggested looking at doing thenttation repairs, short term,
then allow Mr. Moulton to put the bids out with tbaveat that they would wait a
little bit longer, towards the end of the fiscahyebefore they executed the
payment, so bids would be contingent on funds bavaglable.

Mr. Murphy asked if it was more important to geatthoof fixed.
Mr. Moulton said that he would do the foundatiamstfi
Ms. Place asked how bad that foundation wall was.

Mr. Moulton said his suggestion would be to daght away because he would
like to inspect the other side, as he didn't knolmatthat looked like. He added
that he wouldn’t know where that stood until he baén able to see it and that
side may end of being included in next year’s btidggsed on its condition. He
clarified that, structurally, he could literallyigt his hand in behind the sprawled
pieces of concrete so they were looking at a gagbofit $?inches and, if one
looked in (it tapers in), he would say that thetteyf the concrete to the surface
of the rebar was about three inches and it wasiactPwall.

Mr. Moynahan discussed that, a lot of times withaete repairs, they were
engineered for weight loads, etc., and to hasblyie concrete repairs, would
that come back to bite them. He asked if they mgdséructural issues occurring
separately from this.

Mr. Moulton said that there was no exterior cragkiHe explained that the

design and construction of these things was thedd a six-foot-six-inch
foundation wall cast on asphalt and no plumingadeded that his best guess from
what he was told was that it was constructed irfaliethat salt went in there in
November and it probably wasn’t cured enough atetdhforces may have
cracked it.

Mr. Murphy suggested going ahead with the conaegtairs, going out to bid and
having the roof repair come out of next year's firnide clarified that the
Facilities Account rolled over.

Mr. Blanchette said that that was correct, thatas a reserve account.
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Mr. Murphy commented that he did not want to asstlménothing would
happen in the three months, that he thought thghtao have that money
available as insurance to be able to react to dongethat really needed it that
might happen between now and when new funds waeilabipropriated.

Mr. Moynahan said that, even with just the concrepair, they would still
require three bid estimates per their policy. Heedsf the Board was giving
direction to the department head to get three evrieistimates for both facets of
work at this point in time.

It was the consensus of the Board for Mr. Moultmmiove forward with both
proposals, as agreed.

Mr. Moulton gave an update on the CWSRF Grant Ajgpion. He said that he
submitted this today for the pumping station imgnoent project, which was to
design improvements to allow modification to accamdiate future sewer flows.
He clarified that this related to EPS #1 (Plea&irdget) and EPS #2 (Main Street)
significant deficiencies that could lead to pungtish failure and/or sanitary
sewer overflows. He also discussed that he wagyiagpior a FY 12 Second
Round Maine Coastal Program Competitive Coastaltgedating to storm water
runoff, and the EECBG Grant relating to energycefficy improvements. He
said that he would keep the Board updated withltesn these grant
applications.

Mr. Moynahan said that that was a great directiomove in and it was good to
see the grant-writing occurring.

Regarding the Old Fields Road Bridge (over StorydRj, Mr. Moulton said that
he had been approached by Great Works Regional Tarsd (GWRLT) to see if
the Town would be interested in being involved grant to do soil boring
exploration locations, survey needs, and traffictad, with the Town’s
assistance being non-monetary but would utilize Tewployees for direction
and traffic control devices. He added that this wae step they would have in
place when and if this project transpired in thiife.

Mr. Blanchette said that the Board received thgnedion of Ron Cooper of the
Budget Committee (BC) and it would be good if treaBlI could take that up
tonight so that it could go on the June ballot.

Mr. Dunkelberger moved, second by Mr. Murphy, it resignation be
accepted by Ron Cooper of the Budget Committed, reigret.

VOTE

3-0

Chair concurs

Mr. Moynahan asked Mr. Blanchette to write a letteMr. Cooper and inform
the Town Clerk.

Mr. Moynahan said that he had a request to mamreeSpondence #12 and #13
out-of-order and, if there was no opposition, thewld take up #12 and #13 first.

There was no opposition.

New Business (Correspondence List):

Before addressing #12 and #13, Mr. Sinden saiddlsaihight they (County
Commissioners) approved the assessment for this-yée county tax — and the
good news was that Eliot's assessment decreas$@,b§9. He gave copies of
three years of tax history and of the State vabuahistory for all the towns in the
county to the Board. He added that the bad newdhedsover the last two years,
Eliot has lost over $60.4 million dollars in profyevaluation and the good news
was that South Berwick had only lost $52.8 milliarnich was less of a loss but
would affect the school funding formula. He addeat the overall bad news was
that, over the last two years, York County has &is8 billion dollars in
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valuation. Mr. Sinden clarified that that was agralpss except that they were
coming to the point where all the towns would havéace a revaluation of their
actual tax assessment within the towns, explaithagthat loss of valuation
would also mean a loss of revenue and would bejarradjustment. He said that
the obvious answer would be to change the millvateoeople would recognize
that they were paying a higher rate on a decreassgt and that wasn't a
comfortable thing. He added that it was very imaotto be really proactive in
terms of expenses and get on a very, very leandipddpich was what they have
been aiming for in the County.

#12 TO : Board of Selectmen
FROM : County Commissioners, County of York
REF : Change of Fiscal Year

Mr. Sinden said that the County wanted to, aftenynaany years, get on a
coordinated fiscal year. He added that half thegetiéor the County is the jail

and, since the jail consolidation a couple of ye&s, they have been on the State
fiscal year, clarifying that before they had beaeraccalendar year, which caused
a lot of disruption for their finance departmene shid that they were getting on a
July/June fiscal year and be coordinated with ¢diwens and with themselves in
terms of their budget.

#13 TO : Board of Selectmen
FROM : County Commissioners, County of York
REF : Funding for the Orthoimagery

Mr. Sinden said that at their last meeting they glesided that this was too
important, they defied the budget committee, andtwbead and funded this
project. He added that the project was to fly thigre County and create aerial
maps for the primary purpose of emergency managebutnvould be free and
online to all of the towns. Mr. Sinden said thathyaf the towns in York County
have never been able to afford mapping. He expddinat this would be a 2-foot
resolution, acknowledging that many of the townsdsel a finer resolution than
that and could experience a discount if they watdezbntract with these folks to
do it separately. He explained that most of the wosild be paid for by federal
and state grants and the net cost to the Countydvib@u$15,000 and that $15,000
leveraged, in his mind, well over $100,000 in vaiall the towns and the
County, itself. He said that the County Commissismneere incensed when the
BC cut this, that the reason they cut made it everse. He explained that they
wanted to cut this program to give $31,000 to thelter Corporation, which he
said was their special interest, that giving toSihelter would put them over their
cap, so they cut the orthoimagery program so tiet (BC) could give $31,000
to their friends. He said that that was outragedus Sinden said that it was
completely a priority, in his opinion, that eveonn in District 5 send every
elected official to the Budget Committee Caucus ffik He added that the
budget committee for the County was chosen anewwear, saying that three
members per district (total of 15) were chosenheyelected officials of the town
and their primary function is to monitor the budgethe best interests of the
towns. He said that what they did this year wa®ptivat they were completely
off the rails in terms of their special interestiavas totally irresponsible. He
added that District 5 needed strong representatids’ three members and that
would only happen if two elected officials woul@gtup to serve plus one non-
elected civilian out of the District to serve amgmresent their District. Mr. Sinden
said that one of the things he has learned siniog loe Alfred is that District 5
has not been strongly represented, either at then@ssioner’s table and
certainly not at the Budget Committee and DisBigirovides 1/3 of the budget
for the County.

Ms. Place asked what towns were in District 5.
Mr. Sinden said Eliot, Kittery, York, Ogunquit akdells.
7:12 PM
#1 TO : Board of Selectmen
FROM : James Marchese, Code Enforcement Officer
REF : GIS Mapping and Analysis
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Mr. Moynahan said that, at their last meeting, Murphy had asked that Mr.
Burns be brought down to discuss this. He ask&tt.iBurns was present.

Mr. Burns was present.

Mr. Burns first thanked Mr. Sinden for the Commaisers’ efforts on the
orthoimagery project. He said that the aerial Eadt would get he drew a 6-inch
pixel resolution, which was four times the resauotof the 2-foot that Mr. Sinden
mentioned because Eliot participated in the Web B3t®yram. He added that he
had jumped way ahead but he wanted to thank thenGsstoner for his efforts —
it unlocked a lot of money and saved the Town adtEElbout $2,000 in the buy-
up for the aerials that Eliot was going to get. Burns said that he also wanted to
thank the Selectmen for approving an earlier pttie budget, which was the
assessing budget, and for taking the time to psitoéick on the table, for
reconsideration, of a few other items in the budhgeoriginally submitted in
January. He gave the Board a quick backdrop oftven’s GIS Program. He
said that Eliot has a web presence and one ofghdduts they had showed the
number of people who view Eliot’s information ordion a daily, weekly, and
monthly basis. He added that they received betw80rand 800 unique visitors
each month and have already had 45,000 page vieee September, so Eliot
was getting a lot of activity — a lot of eyes areliot’s digital infrastructure. Mr.
Burns said that, back in 2008, the Conservation @@sion (CC) spent $4,900 to
map Eliot’'s water resources from 2007 imagery softlght happening in 2012
was a five-year update of that 2007 imagery. He #&t, in 2009, Eliot spent
$35,000 to get a survey-grade quality parcel coitpes base map. He added
that about 40% of the lines are plus or minus & dodwo and that was what they
saw on the website. He said that, in 2010, Elienspbout $4,000 for him to put
the sewer system together, adding that UnderwoagihEars have taken
advantage of the sewer system data for the TIFeBrdile said that, in 2011, they
did a 2-year parcel update for all the splits Mat Painchaud had, as they needed
to get that data current, because they were alsg ¢go spend $5,000 to go on the
web. He said that now, in 2012, the Board has dyre@propriated $5,500 for
him to update Ms. Painchaud’s parcels, again, ép kkat data fresh. Mr. Burns
said that, to-date over four years, the Town hastsp65,000 on this program;
Eliot has a real program. Mr. Burns explained wieand the CEO were asking
the Board about tonight were three items and pditite Board to page two after
Mr. Marchese’s opening letter under the headindi&®@Departments”. He said
that Item 2 of the GIS Program Budget is what teye asking the Board to put
back on the table, simply called “All Other Depagimts”. He added that, under
“Potential Capital Cost Items”, it was the secontldi — Shoreland Zoning. He
said that most small towns don’t have the finan@aburces to employ someone
like him full-time — that the total cost of owneighwith the computer and his

skill being here full-time didn’t really work, sogst towns outsource someone
like him for their GIS need, such as the Town abEHe said that he was
basically Eliot’'s GIS coordinator for data distrilmun, for data maintenance,
basically, for digital infrastructure and that &Hly wrapped up in Iltem #2 — GIS
Program Budget. Mr. Burns said that one of the @nog they have, in addition
to the free program on the web, was the ARC Readech was a program for
staff that the CEO relied on heavily for the pugmsf his code enforcement and
they would like to keep that up. He said that wietvould really like to get to
was the important Shoreland Zoning layer. He addad] if they wanted to
conceive their base map as their parcel compoktiteeo general zoning, which
they already have, then the missing piece was lloeefand Zoning. He added
that, for purposes of development, people wantdchtov if there were
restrictions, constraints, and it was a missingeia their program at the
moment. Mr. Burns said that, once these data layetrdeveloped — for instance,
general zoning was already developed and the Tasvnat have to spend money
anew to create that again, just making modificatievery year — this same thing
applies and the Town would not be looking at $3,&08in but a couple hundred
bucks. He said that, if they wanted to conceivtheir GIS Program in summary
he thought they’d have to think about between 1@ #hd $12,000 on an annual
basis to keep going what they have, to keep hiscgsr to them and saying that
he thought that would be reasonable going forwartéims of the budget. Mr.
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Burns discussed derivative products they couldsyeth as building footprints,
explaining the issues of determining accurate s&than properties and that now
the CEO has to go to the property to make thosesanements and with this he
could do it on the screen. He also discussed inpas\surfaces and storm water
as another derivative that could benefit Eliot.

Mr. Murphy asked if Shoreland was one categoryingplye understood there
were a couple of layers — a couple of special pnegations for different kinds of
Shoreland.

Mr. Burns said that SMRPC has put together a maglot that shows Eliot’s
Shoreland Zoning and that was based on USGS dhteh v plus or minus 40
feet from positional accuracy, so the centerlinghat USGS topo map is
anywhere of 40 feet, left or right, from where tisatHe added that the
hydrography data that Eliot has is plus or minfisod on the ground so, if they
were going to buffer a stream from the centerlihen Eliot would rather use the
data measuring plus or minus a foot because they kinat line was going to be
accurate and fall accurately on the parcel linespg®sed to plus or minus 40
feet. He said that, although the 40-foot map waseually satisfactory, it got the
Town through what they for with the DEP — that i&@ist's official Shoreland
Zoning Map. Mr. Burns said that what Mr. Murphy wakking about was that
there are things like Resource Protection, Shodefaming, General Zoning —
different types of Shoreland Zoning.

Mr. Long asked if Mr. Burns addressed elevatioallat

Mr. Burns said yes, that they have developed ao2dontour data layer that they
could see on the internet from which they couldedi@y stream networks, so Eliot
had a good contour data set right now. Mr. Burig, sagarding the Shoreland
Zoning, that they might have to consider, if theyadnew map and it really would
be a new map, then it probably should come back fasblic meeting and
adoption of that new map. He added that he didmok they could get away

with saying it was an added layer but an entirgy product and he
recommended planning to bring it forward for a puplocess.

Mr. Marchese said that he hoped they understood MhaBurns had to say and,
from his perspective, it was a significant savimggme for the residents of Eliot.
He added that he thought it would be money welhspad hoped that the Board
would reconsider their opinion on it and move forva

Mr. Murphy clarified that Mr. Marchese was talkisgecifically about #2 in the
first group of threes and the second bullet unkdemgroup below.

Mr. Marchese said that, to simplify, he thought tihe Town should accept Mr.
Burns’ contract in it's’ totality and not try togk it apart because it was all vital
information that the Town would use.

Mr. Burns suggested, perhaps with the exceptisgoofe of the bullets on the
Capital Cost expenditures. He suggested postpaviegything under the bullet
for Shoreland Zoning and look at future budgetghose. He added that they had
already appropriated the money for the aerial fligh what they were talking
about really was adding Shoreland Zoning and It@m #

Mr. Murphy said that he would be in favor of addthgse two items to the
budget because it was easier to do them when Hrag at them, in time, rather
than try to go backwards two or three or four ydars1 now and try to pick up
and they would not have had the use of those fisetlyears, either.

Mr. Moynahan said that he was looking at the dditaures — the $11,300 was
crossed out and replaced with $7,900 and he asstiratdas the reduction that
Mr. Blanchette had instructed to them. He said they then add in the $5,700 for
the aerial flyover and $3,500 for Shoreland Zong that would be a $17,100
inclusion into the budget this year.
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Mr. Murphy clarified that the aerial flight amounas less than that as it had been
reduced.

Mr. Moynahan said that his thoughts were that tinmy been told that, in order to
be proactive with the GIS, they should budget $10,8 year to keep the Town
up to speed and asked if they were currently behind

Mr. Blanchette said that he thought what they veo&ing for was to add the
$3,400 and the $3,500 to this year's expendituoé ifext year) in order to get it
on track.

Mr. Murphy asked if they had that funding available

Mr. Blanchette said that he believed they did betwa couple of different
accounts within the one article under Consultind Blapping and that he
believed they could get the additional $6,900 ndddelo those two items.

Mr. Place asked if FEMA would accept their elevasidrom that mapping.

Mr. Burns said that there was new data that FEMA g@ng to use. He
discussed that FEMA flood maps were thrown outtaeg were all trying to
figure out what to do with the new flood zone médibs.said that there was a new
product called LIDAR (Light, distance and rangeggttREMA was going to use
for some of the flood zone problems. He addedttieatate just came into
possession of that data this week and was now Imeaug available to the GIS
community.

Mr. Place asked if they would accept Mr. Burns'adat

Mr. Burns said that he was not going to make angariar FEMA. He said that,
if there was a flood zone that was part of Eli&tsoreland Zoning, he would
prefer to take from FEMA zoned data and not cradtenself. He said that, if the
federal agency was going to produce it, he would taeir data.

Mr. Murphy moved, second by Mr. Dunkelberger, tprape the two items to be
paid as Mr. Blanchette suggested, out of this gdaudget, totaling $6,900.
VOTE
3-0
Chair concurs

TO : Board of Selectmen
FROM : James Marchese, Code Enforcement Officer
REF : McClellan Process

Mr. Marchese (CEO) said that this was rather uni¢leeexplained that this was
an offshoot of the Eliot Shores Case in that tloggudetermined that opinions by
the Code Enforcement office and Board of AppealSABwere advisory
opinions to the Board of Selectmen (BOS). He adtatlhe asked Phil Saucier
(Bernstein & Shur) to document exactly what thatisien meant and, in his
interpretation, it was only applicable to casesmeleeNotice of Violation (NOV)
has occurred. He clarified that, if the BOA hadagiance, then that would not
bounce back to the BOS for their opinion as to Wwhebr not it was correct. He
added that he would make this information availableveryone so that they
would have a clear understanding of it. The CE@ #aat, in his own opinion, he
thought it was kind of a mistake for the Town oioEto give people a second
attempt to have their case heard through the B@Sditl that the BOA was here
for the Town of Eliot for that purpose and thatgmsge only. He added that, in his
opinion, he thought the way the BOS should proeeaslto keep the names out
of it and to just make a decision that all of tleeidions made by the BOA would
be upheld by the BOS, period, and just take tigistrout of the picture.

Mr. Moynahan read the BOA decision and asked th® @le was suggesting
that that ruling was what the BOS should be sujpmaprt
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Mr. Marchese said that he was suggesting that @8 &mply state that a ruling
decided by the BOA will hold — a ruling in considgon of a NOV will hold.

Mr. Dunkelberger asked if that just went contrarytte judicial decision on Eliot
Shores.

Mr. Marchese said that, in his opinion, it was witthe BOS’ purview to say
whether or not they believe that what the BOA waisigl was a good job and did
the BOS feels as though they had the ability tal laohearing as well as the BOA.
He said that he doesn’t see how anyone could hane ketter, adding that he
thought they did an excellent job and always dotarghy that it is an advisory
opinion is...

Mr. Dunkelberger said that he was not disagreeiitly the CEO but a judge
looking at it certainly might since they've alreadigcided that the BOA acts in an
advisory capacity. He asked if he was getting Wraing.

Mr. Murphy commented “In that case.”

After some discussion, it was agreed that only dm#nistrative Appeals with
NOV, a BOA decision might come to the BOS.

Mr. Dupuis asked, to clarify in his own mind, askkdvhen Mr. Marchese was
standing before the BOS giving his opinion, wasstown personal opinion or
his opinion as the CEO.

Mr. Moynahan said that they had Mr. Marchese a<CfB® with the
correspondence this evening.

Mr. Marchese said that he was speaking as the CEO.
Mr. Murphy asked, so then, what was the matterredgftem tonight.

Mr. Moynahan said that the matter was whether tba & would continue to
institute an enforcement action after the Violatietter was issued to Mr.
McClellan. He added that the BOA ruling was tha @EO acted in a
contradictory matter, etc., etc., and they had sstygns of ways to resolve the
matter. He said that he thought the question ad naas whether the BOS would
go with the decision by the BOA or would they cang with a NOV to the
McClellans.

Mr. Dunkelberger asked if the situation had beesolkeed. He clarified that the
BOA recommended on what needed to be resolvedssthhassue been resolved.

Mr. Marchese said that, to his knowledge to-dad¢hing has changed — the issue
has not been resolved.

Mr. Murphy asked if it was on the BOA’s agenda ¢b @& moderator for getting
together and resolving those issues. He addeglstjgat the CEO, applicant, and
abutters.

Mr. Moynahan said that, for the record, they (B@&Je all given a sketch
earlier, that the landowners were present, anddasklee Board wanted to hear
from both these folks to see where they were vhii t

Mr. Murphy said that, if they have a chance tolseltis once-and-for-all, then
let’s do that.

Mr. Moynahan clarified that they were not heremtee into any type of consent
agreement (CA) or reversals or anything else buit wadetermine where they
were at today.

The Board agreed.
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Mr. Robinson (abutter) said that he had been dgalith this since August'5of
last year, adding that he has asked direction fiom he couldn’t get any
direction from the CEO. He said that, after theisiea of the BOA he came up
two weeks later to ask what was going on and h&(CGfaid that he had to come
before the BOS. Mr. Robinson said that he toldGE® that the decision was
made and asked him why he had to go before the@@3he CEO told him he
had to go before the BOS for guidance. He saidthatwas it and that nothing
had been done, yet.

Mr. Moynahan said that the advice being lookedgavhether the BOS continues
with the NOV or was that null and void now. He adidieat it has been to the
BOA and their decision and that was what the BO8l@vbase their thinking on.
He added that, based on the sketch, it looks hikdandowners have tried to
come up with something or something has been peabd4e asked if that was
correct or have they not gotten together.

Mr. Robinson said that he thought that the getiiggether was going to be
initiated by the CEO and, as to his knowledge, & ot been notified of
anything and he did not know if Mr. McClellan hashot.

Mr. McClellan said that, as it was stated to uthatBOA, it was an advisory so
no action would be required or requested untilBRS decided whether or not
they were going to accept the opinion of the BOA.added that nothing has
been done while they wait on the BOS’ decisionasleed if he could have some
time to make a point.

Mr. Moynahan said that the Board would see howtfaent as it has already
been through the process and they were not hdrehear the case).

Mr. McClellan said that he understood and thaiplisit was not to rehash the
issue. He said that his concern was that, if therTGEO made a decision, then
according to the BOA, if a resident has an issuh thiat decision they need to
appeal his decision. He added that he had a wigtesr from him (CEO) back in
August giving him permission. He further added thatCEO made a second
decision six months later and it was his finansponsibility to pay fees and
services for that appeal. He said that one oftilrgys that he would like to ask the
BOS to consider tonight is the fact that, if a dem is made by the CEO and he
reverses that decision and he (McClellan) is appgdlis second decision, then
why was he financially responsible for the advergsthe administrative appeal
and the time to defend his property rights. He ddtat he would like a refund.

Mr. Moynahan clarified that there was one actidketaon one date and another
action taken six months later.

Mr. McClellan said that the action taken six moridisr was based on a
neighbor’s complaint. He added that, if the neighdsw the original approval,
then it was the responsibility of that neighbofil® an appeal — it would be the
responsibility of that neighbor to show evidencevbly he (McClellan) was in
violation and they would take the financial respbilisy to make that appeal
based on the original decision. He added thatwhatthe by-laws in the BOA.

Mr. Moynahan agreed that was correct (by-laws)séid that he thought there
were a couple of issues before them.

Ms. Place agreed and said that it said right irB®&é decision that “the
applicant, CEO, and abutter should resolve theeig$ihe location of the chicken
coop and fencing on his property. The applicanukhmaintain no more than
four chickens on his property.” She asked if tpsiifited to sketch) was an
attempt to resolve this.

Mr. Robinson said that was a sketch of his property

Ms. Place asked Mr. McClellan if he had seen tletctk
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Mr. McClellan said no. He explained that he warttechake it clear to the Board
and to Mr. Robinson and the CEO, as he has statalii his letters over the last
six months, he was open to discussion. He addédhéhiaas invited the CEO to
his property a number of times and, as he lefB®4,, it was instructed to him to
wait until the BOS made a decision on whether artiney would accept the
advisory of the BOA before he took any action. lddex that he was ready to
move tomorrow.

Mr. Moynahan said that he would think at this pemtime that there should be
no NOV and, based on the approval process and el&rdgcisions, that the
most respectful way to both property owners wowddoget together and resolve
that, themselves, with the CEO, as was suggestéuebBOA. He said that he
thought the Board could determine and dictatettraght and that this doesn’t
need to be any greater.

Ms. Place agreed.

Mr. Dunkelberger said that he wasn’t sure he wadirg the BOA decision
correctly. He asked if the placement of the chickeop in the Village Zone —
was that allowed or not.

Mr. Cieleszko said that the BOA did not set precéde he could not answer if
the definition had changed in regard to chickerpsaa the Village Zone. He
clarified that all they said at the meeting wathie summary, the conclusion, was,
with four chickens and a joint understanding of vehidae coop should be kept, as
long as it didn’t affect any other ordinances -t thhatever else might be
contingent on it — it was the decision of the B@A just this circumstance, this
one law, for the chicken coop to be placed. He satlhe wasn't sure if it was
mandatory but it was with the input of the abuéed the CEO.

Mr. Lytle said that he was at that very long megtand the final decision was
that both parties agreed that they would move, Wi¢hCEO as the guy in
between, to see it was done. He added that thatwvassthe decision pretty much
said.

Mr. Moynahan said that that seemed to be the maapproach, to have a
mediator from the Town, the CEO, to work with thtandowners to make sure
this was situated in a manner that was acceptalideth. He added that was one
issue with this whole thing but there were someisth

Mr. Dunkelberger said that there were two spediffies in the ordinances that
referenced chicken breeding that may or may netgee with one another so the
guestion, then, comes down to, when they issue@¥ bkecause, again, based
upon the information presented to the Board, isctlaeneed to have a 100-foot
setback.

Mr. Cieleszko said not Mr. McClellan’s chicken coop

Mr. Murphy commented that that was the nature efBOA, that it didn’t set
precedent because there may be unusual circumstance

Mr. Moynahan agreed, saying each one is treatadichlly.

Mr. Murphy said that they had a presentation by Rtvbinson of a proposed
relocation of the chicken coop and affirmed that McClellan had not seen it.
He added that there was an opportunity tonightHferparties to get together to
resolve this.

Mr. Robinson clarified that this proposal was mgdther by his wife and Mr.
McClellan’s wife. He added that nothing had beeatated by the CEO and the
CEO has dragged his feet on this for eight months.
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Mr. Murphy said that this was even better becabsgarties causing it and
reacting to it are the ones negotiating and askedwdClellan what he thought
of the proposal.

Mr. McClellan said that that was exactly where thented to move it. He added
that the problem at hand was two things: one -€lhiekens allowed, yes or no,
and the conclusion was that they didn’t know; dreldther question at hand was
— is a structure that is not permanent, that isabt®; does that require one to
meet the 10-foot setback because he was notifech#hhad to meet a 10-foot
setback. He said that this allows him to have thethwas where he wanted to
put them in the first place. He added that he thougvas a fine compromise and
he was happy with it, adding that he would havenbepy with it eight months
ago but was not what he was told by the CEO.

Mr. Murphy asked if the Board agreed that this sieci of the BOA ought to
apply — if the Board was wanting to leave them sbm charge of things and the
BOS would not be involved. He added that their Itesfithat decision by them —
two parties have gotten together and come to songgtivhich apparently both
parties could agree to.

Mr. Robinson said no, that they had no gotten togret

Mr. Murphy clarified that this sketch was his diagr.
Mr. Robinson said it was his diagram.
Mr. Murphy clarified that he didn’'t agree with it.

Mr. Robinson said that he believed 31 feet fromplaiso where he sat a lot in the
summertime was still too close to his property.

Mr. Moynahan said that this would be the sketchvieen the two property

owners and the CEO, adding that he thought thedBaight now, could direct

the CEO to, by the first of the week, contact baftthe landowners and set up a
meeting to go over placement and location of thekeim coop. He said that the
Board should not be involved with telling peopleemnto set setbacks or
anything else. He added that other issues may eeoas about the performance
of the code office with some of the decisions eaidind changing but that was not
something they could take up in open meeting —ttiatwould be for another
time.

Mr. Murphy clarified that the Board was advising tharties to get together with
the CEO.

Mr. Moynahan said that he suggested they requa€tO to contact them by the
beginning of the week to set something up and kiaele it — this was not the
Board’s job to do, it was their job to direct thra@oyee to make sure that that
was done.

Consensus from the Board was reached with Mr. Mlogna decision.
Mr. Blanchette suggested there should be a motiaphold the BOA'’s decision.

Mr. Dunkelberger suggested doing that after théigsahave met and come to
some conclusion because the two words in herethBOA decision are
“should” — not “will” but “should” — and that waslag difference.

Mr. McClellan said that the issue that he had vaas lhe was still holding a NOV
letter. He asked if the Board was comfortable \8#lging to a resident that” you
are hereby ordered to remove your chicken coop froan property until you
have obtained any required approvals and pernatsl™You are subject to a
$100 a day penalty for undertaking the land usieigctvithout the required
permits until this violation is removed.”

Mr. Dunkelberger said that, if he was asking hieashid he was comfortable.
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Mr. McClellan said that he could not be (subjecth® penalty) because it had not
been to court.

Mr. Dunkelberger said that was true.

Mr. McClellan said that, so, he could not be subje@anything. He added that he
had a letter of clarification from the CEO aftediacussion with the Town
Administrator, Mr. Blanchette, and he had a letfeverification in his hand
saying that that was not the case. He said tim&teitled to be resolved or they
needed to take him to court and he would see thesourt.

Mr. Murphy said that the fine would not be exerdise all unless he went to
court and they wouldn’t go to court until they...

Mr. McClellan said that that was what it said, thbuit says “you are subject”.
Mr. Murphy clarified that he was subject to it Imat one had sent him a bill yet.
Ms. Place added that no one was enforcing it.

Mr. McClellan said it says: “until it is removedind that was not what the
clarification said.

Mr. Moynahan asked for Mr. Blanchette for his thbtsgon the NOV language —
was that standard fare for land use.

Mr. Blanchette said that he would say that it ptdpavas and whether it should
be further clarified within the letter is probaldgmething that needed to be
looked at. He reiterated that it was probably séadidthat he could not say what
the other 490 + towns used, but he believed itavaster reviewed by a Town
attorney.

Mr. McClellan said that, in the clarification, ibds say a statement that “you may
be subject” - “may” and “are” were two different s and it's clear. He
reiterated that that was the clarification, thavént from “are” to “may” and the
“may” was based on the precedent that there woella @ourt proceeding and the
decision of the court what penalties would be appate at that time for the
violation so, it was a “what if” not a “what is”.

Mr. Moynahan asked the Board if they wanted to icomet with the notice of
decision for the violation, saying that he thoutjtatt was a part of this whole
thing, too, adding that they “have the authoritglezide whether or not to
institute an enforcement action after a violatiotice has been issued.”

Mr. Murphy said that it seemed to him that the B@gkision essentially vacated
that notice of violation.

Mr. Blanchette said no, that it did not for the plewreason, again, that in
accordance with the Eliot Shores vs. Eliot the 8oq@ Court did set precedent so,
therefore, it's only advisory and, therefore, otilg BOS could overturn the

NOV.

Mr. Murphy moved, second by Ms. Place, to vacate@rerturn the Notice of
Violation to the McClellans and that the Board gfp&als decision stand.

DISCUSSION:

Mr. Dunkelberger said that he again wanted to gk bathe BOA wording with
regard to their use of the word “should”. He adtet it did not say “will”, it
said “should”. He asked if that drove the two néigts and what if they didn’t
agree.

Mr. Moynahan said that it would come back to theaRl.
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Mr. Dunkelberger suggested, as an alternativeinglhe motion and tabling the
NOV, and see if they could come to an agreementlamdthe Board would see
about vacating the NOV.

Mr. Murphy said that that would work also.

Mr. Moynahan said that there was a motion on therfand a second to remove
the NOV to the McClellans. He asked for a vote.

There was no vote and the motion died.

Mr. Moynahan said that the other option was toddbis and asked if the Board
should give the parties a timeline for it to beoteed. He added that this had been
an ongoing issue for both of these neighbors fiegome time with not a happy
face present. He asked if they wanted to havectimsinue to drag out with no
result.

Ms. Place said no.

Mr. Moynahan said that they needed something conterins here so, whatever
the action of this Board was, it should be witlnzeline.
Mr. Dunkelberger asked if this was doable withim tweeks.

Mr. McClellan said that it was doable this weekend.
Mr. Dunkelberger said that the Board could readdtleis at the next meeting.

Mr. Moynahan said that, as far as the NOV, thers m@action by this Board
moving forward, then, and encouraged Mr. McCletlanot have concerns about
that.

Mr. McClellan said that he understood but addeti phéa of the decision by the
Board regardless of whether they came to someddfingsolution, which they
were going to do, was really a moot point becabsalecision was on the
availability to own chickens in the Village areee keiterated that it was stated
last August that there was nothing saying that teydn’t have them, therefore,
the benefit went to the applicant, which was hingd that was the CEO'’s original
decision. He clarified that that had still neveeb@verturned and nothing that
says one couldn’t have them. He did say that tivere decisions to take a vote
and it would be another issue in the Town but,ldhén, that was really the
decision that was made by the BOA. Mr. McClellam $hat he was happy with
tabling it but...

After some discussion, Ms. Place asked the paftieey thought they could
come to an agreement.

Mr. Robinson said that he saw that as feasible.

Mr. McClellan agreed.

Ms. Place asked them if they could give the Boatichaframe.

Mr. Robinson asked if this would be initiated bg {6EO.

The Board asked them if they could do this by thelues.

Mr. Robinson said that he did not see any probleth that.

Mr. McClellan agreed.

Mr. Moynahan asked the Board if that was acceptalttenot involve the CEO.
The Board agreed.

Mr. Moynahan said he thought they should let the lmmdowners work this out
themselves within a two-week period of time, comimgome satisfactory result.
The Board agreed by consensus.

TO : Board of Selectmen
FROM : James Marchese, Code Enforcement Officer
REF : Bogannam Deck
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Mr. Marchese said he issued him a NOV on OctobeP@41. He added that he
followed up and found that the boat/deck was stiplace so he issued everyone
a notice on February 24 that the situation hadetodsrected within 10 working
days and he CC’ed the BOS to keep them up-to-datbeocase. He said that, to
his knowledge, the boat/deck was still in placaliagl that his recommendation to
the BOS was that he issue a second NOV and givevinamty working days to
remove the boat/deck. Mr. Marchese said that itmesnything that was critical
but it was something that needed to be done andpfoe reason, it was just stall
tactic and doesn’t want to get done.

Mr. Moynahan asked if it was a structure withinoseks or was it improperly
built.

Mr. Marchese said it was an improperly built stanetattached to an existing
deck, an extension of an existing deck.

Mr. Moynahan said that it was improperly built bvas it improperly located.

Mr. Marchese said it was improperly built and impedy located and it wasn't
permanent.

Mr. Murphy asked if people could come and go oubdhis added structure.
Mr. Marchese said yes.

Mr. Murphy asked if he had seen the letter from Day concerning the artistic
value of this addition.

Mr. Moynahan said that that was in the next comeasience (#4) that speaks in
support of Mr. Bogannam'’s structure. He asked if Marchese got a copy.

Mr. Marchese said that he did not get a copy df tHa gave a photograph to the
Board of what he observed.

Mr. Moynahan said that Mr. Bogannam could not lesent but sent a letter and
asked if everyone had had a chance to review iaddied that it was not the
Board’s job to realize if it is improperly built anproperly located, that that was
the CEQO'’s job and, if he has proven that this watsme right location, that it has
not been permitted, and has not been built corettien the landowner would be
in violation. He read from Mr. Bogannam'’s letter..fespectfully request that the
Board consequently dismiss and further debatesmudsion regarding the
architectural element at the above address.”

Mr. Murphy asked if it was possible to better sgren or give better support to
this boat addition so that it would not represedaager, or does it, say, extend
into the Shoreland Zone as something that repredenviolation of that kind of

issue.

Mr. Marchese said that it was an unpermitted stingct he never came to obtain
a permit. He added that, if he had come in to akdgpermit, then he would have
been advised on how to construct it properly.

Mr. Murphy asked if he could change the structwe if he went through the
permitting.

Mr. Marchese said that he did not know becauseaBenbt submitted a permit,
that he would have to submit an application.

Mr. Murphy asked if that was possible — can he estjhim to.

Mr. Marchese reiterated that he has been put aoey@aying that the first notice
on the deck was issued February 25, 2011 on whaebdded to do to correct the
situation, adding that it has been over a yeamanhing has been done. He said
that it is exactly the same now as it was then.
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Mr. Murphy clarified that he has not tried to getrmits or to know what would
be involved with the structure to make it permikesib

Mr. Marchese said that that was correct.
Mr. Moynahan asked for thoughts from the Board mg\vorward.

Mr. Murphy said that he should think that this Bbahould advise Mr.
Bogannam that the CEO has merely been doing hysatha that Mr. Bogannam
submit for the permitting process and, perhaps,cadiin features to the
structure in order that it could be said to betlnght — even retroactively — or
wouldn’t be allowed to keep it in that case.

Mr. Marchese said that, meanwhile, the structuexliad to be removed — he has
an unpermitted structure and it is unsafe. Henagiéel that it needs to be removed
and he needs to obtain the proper permitting, $sfue.

Mr. Murphy asked if it could be “made perfect” byding more to it.

Mr. Marchese said that he did not know until heayoapplication. He added that
he had his concerns, as the deck went toward\keso he was projecting in the
wrong direction. He said that he has already hadraéapplications and could
not have greater than a 20% impervious surface mathe Shoreland Zone,
which he was very close to if not over that alreddiy clarified that that was
speculation and it was not right for him to spetajléhat he needed to receive an
application for a permit for that additional sthu.

Mr. Murphy said that he believed this Board coutdlycsupport their CEO and it
was that Mr. Bogannam wouldn’t work with him andldav the rules. He added
that he thought there should be a way that the Gkgbt be able to find a way
that he wouldn’t have to tear it down and buildack up by permit — if there
were some way he could add the permit and addughygost to make it safe.

Mr. Marchese reiterated that he has had the oppitytto do that since February
25, 2011.

Mr. Dunkelberger said that he thought that onénefunderlying issues that the
CEO brought up was that Mr. Bogannam may excee@@pe and that may be
part of that.

Mr. Moynahan asked if it was within or outside dbwed setbacks, that was the
other question — or the CEO didn’t know becausditie’t have an application.

Mr. Marchese reiterated that he needed an applitatnd he hated to speculate
on something without an application.

Mr. Moynahan said that the Board was just tryingii@ke sense of what the
whole issue was, that’s all.

Ms. Place said that, judging from that picture, sloeld agree that it was not
supported properly. She added that she thoughtrtbegled to encourage Mr.
Bogannam to live with the permitting process or egmthe structure. She added
that that was just an accident waiting to happen.

Mr. Murphy said yes and that the Board’s advicéltoBogannam would be to
work with codes through the permitting process @redcode enforcement office.

Mr. Moynahan discussed that the CEO has had sesama@spondences to him
with no work or what-have-you and asked if the Blosttould send a letter
directly from the Town that...

Mr. Murphy said that Mr. Bogannam has sent the B@aletter so they could
reply to that letter.
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Mr. Marchese reminded the Board that they haddisisussion prior to October
24" - the code enforcement office contacted Mr. Bogamthree times prior to
that asking him to correct the situation. He adithed, through the BOS, they
issued a NOV on October 24He reiterated that they needed to move forward
with the NOV.

Mr. Dunkelberger said that he sees this as kiralaxfk and white here, that it was
a violation, that he thought they had followed pinecess. He added that this has
been going on for a year, that it has been docusdemtith letters of notification

at least four times and he thought that the CEQdcoroceed.

Mr. Murphy and Ms. Place agreed.

Mr. Moynahan said that it was the consensus oBthead for the CEO to proceed
with the NOV for Mr. Bogannam.

TO : Board of Selectmen
FROM : Dan Daly
REF : Bogannam Deck

This was incorporated in the previous discussion.

TO : Board of Selectmen
FROM : The Road Hose Tavern (Jacqueline Kilty, eajoit)
REF : Liquor License Renewal Application

Mr. Moynahan asked Mr. Blanchette if there were aotes from the Police
Chief.

Mr. Blanchette said that he notified the PoliceeZlaind he had not received
anything back so he presumed that he had no woktHe added that the Board
would also find they had a Special Amusement Pefypiglication, which just
came in today, and saying that it would be convrifat were taken up at the
same time.

Mr. Moynahan clarified that the liquor license waagenewal, that it has been
there for a little while. He asked if the Board teaty questions for Jackie Kilty.

Mr. Murphy discussed Item #19 of the applicatiohjelk had to do with distances
from the nearest school, church, etc. and thadliftance listed was incorrect.

Ms. Kilty apologized and said that she was not gaigddging distances.

Mr. Murphy asked her to correct the distances (n#8s to Eliot Baptist
Church).

Ms. Kilty agreed.
Mr. Murphy said that this was how they got to knithv Town.

Mr. Murphy moved, second by Ms. Place, that therBad Selectmen approve
the renewal of the liquor license for Jacquelinkykof the Roadhouse Tavern.
VOTE
3-0
Chair concurs

Ms. Place moved, second by Mr. Dunkelberger, tewetihe Special Amusement
License for the Roadhouse Tavern.

VOTE

3-0

Chair concurs
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8:15 PM
#6 TO : Board of Selectmen
FROM : Town Clerk, Wendy Rawski
REF : Office Closing Request
Ms. Place moved, second by Mr. Dunkelberger, to@ampthe closing of the
Town Clerk’s office on Tuesday, June™and Tuesday, Novembef 82012, for
election days.
VOTE
3-0
Chair concurs
Mr. Moynahan asked Mr. Blanchette to let Ms. Rawsiow about this vote.
8:16PM
#7 TO : Board of Selectmen

FROM : Raynes Excavation Inc.
REF : Connection to Public Sewer Application

Mr. Moynahan said that he had a question, that tisenlly send this to the SC
for their recommendation before the Board appr@argsallotments for sewerage
and he thought they were working toward havingReeartment of Public Works
(DPW) involved with the municipal sewer hookups. &tieled that they had both
DPW and the CEO present and wondered if they cepsak to this before the
Board took any action. He also asked if the SCrkadived this request.

Mr. Dupuis (SC) said they have not received anyaspondence, applications, or
information regarding this connection. He added #flacations have not been set
or approved by the SC.

Mr. Blanchette said that they received it at thet faeeting and took it up and it
was postponed.

Mr. Moynahan asked if the SC took any action.

Mr. Dupuis said that they had not, that they disedsit at last night’'s meeting
and that it was only brought up on their agendaraght because they found out
it was on the Board’s agenda tonight. He claritieat it was addressed but are in
denial of the application right now because thay hat received anything in
writing or requests or anything else.

Mr. Moynahan said that the Sewer Ordinance wagypcétar with certain things,
that this was the SC’s purview. He added that baght the Board needed to
refer this to the SC and, until the Board got anmemendation from that group,
they would wait to decide to move forward on it.

Mr. Dupuis said that, in this particular case, ¢heere issues and articles that
they attempted address last time for their undedstg — none of that has been
corrected yet, either.

Mr. Moynahan asked if it were for this specific apation.
Mr. Dupuis said no, it was for prior applications.

Mr. Murphy said that this house wanted to join &éomain that came from
Blueberry Lane, which has had issues.

Mr. Dupuis (SC) said that they had some issueditastand corrections they
wanted to be made and they didn’t know if any afséhcorrections had been
made. He added that that was something that needexladdressed before
anything else would be granted.
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Mr. Dunkelberger suggested, rather than the Bogptying to Raynes
Excavation, letting the SC reply on behalf of theBand outline their specific
requirements before they would consider it.

Mr. Moynahan said that the BOS grant the sewerations so he thought it
would be up to the BOS to respond with whatever#étemmendations from the
SC.

Mr. Murphy agreed that was the way it usually was.

Mr. Dunkelberger clarified that he was suggestmather than just responding to
the applicant, if the SC responded on behalf oB0O&, then they could get the
information they needed in order to make an infafecision.

Mr. Dupuis said that one of the issues they addcegsth the CEO was that,
when he received an application for a buildingnthe was supposed to notify the
SC of the pending applications or direct the peagléo where they were
supposed to go rather than bringing up the isskedHis. He added that they had
not received anything from the CEQ’s office and ad know of the building
application until they got the notice last night.

Mr. Moynahan said that, if there was something mg# the process, maybe
they could have suggestions for language for aga®or a policy. He added that
he thought that should be pretty simple and theydcall work on that (SC, CEO
& DPW). He clarified that they all worked togetlegrthe meetings.

Mr. Dupuis said that this application would be ba April 4" agenda.

Mr. Moulton said that he thought they had alreatgntified the process when
they did the restructuring — that the applicatiortg him, that he would bring it
forward to the SC and, then, in conjunction wite 8C he would write the letter.
He added that that would be his recommendatiorsaitkthat they needed to nalil
this down because things were everywhere, thatribeged to make it consistent
for everyone.

Mr. Marchese said that he was unaware of any @wsin the process. He added
that the process has always been the same — theg/toohim for a building
permit, he sends them in to Mr. Blanchette sottiney get an allocation from the
BOS and the BOS then has the option of gettingcadivom the SC and the
Sewer System Superintendant. He added that thath@asrection and course
that was given to the most recent building applicktt. Marchese said that the
applicant has submitted that correspondence tB@%®, he believed.

Mr. Blanchette said yes, that the applicant hadrstibd the request for
allocation.

Mr. Moynahan clarified that the Connection to Pal8ewer Application was a
request for allocation.

Mr. Blanchette agreed and said that, in essenaewas a request for allocation.
Mr. Moynahan said that it did not say what the amaf allocation was that was
being requested, and all that, adding that he lkadmseen one of these forms
before so he was not sure where they were with this

Mr. Blanchette said that he guessed they needgettimgether and clean it up.
Mr. Moynahan agreed, adding that he thought thevBa@d get this and they
would take care of the proper information the Baaedded in order to approve

the application.

There was some discussion on how to get everyoltieeosame page.
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Mr. Moynahan said that, however it happens, that thair (SC) purview, so the
Board would have them move forward with this beftwe Board approved any
allocations.

Mr. Dupuis, just to clarify, said that they woulddzess it on the April'2agenda
and come back to the Board with their recommendatio

Mr. Dunkelberger said that he thought the Boardleddgo encourage the SC to
work with the CEO on the basic process of how titiakty would work.

Mr. Dupuis said that they actually spent a greal détime restructuring and
establishing a protocol.

Mr. Dunkelberger said that it was apparent thatyewge was not on the same
page.

Mr. Dupuis agreed they could fine-tune it.

Ms. Shapleigh said that she had been on the S@gailme and one of their
complaints, one might say, was that they were drbumglate and they should
know early. She added that they have asked repgdbvednything that comes in
on the sewer to have it brought to the SC so tiet were aware of it. She
clarified that they understood it was not withieithauthority to give out these
allocations but they did do the research and dikentlae recommendations. She
added that it seemed, as the CEO just recitedijttivais one, two, three, four
places before it got out and those things shoulgdieg out simultaneously. She
said that someone should not be building a houdeham, perhaps, having a
delay down the road in not being able to connest. 8hapleigh said that, if she
was building a house, then she would certainly i@aknhow whether or not she
was going to be able to connect to the sewer. Sidetlsat the sooner they could
get the information and make a recommendationéditbard, she thought it was
better for the whole community.

Mr. Moynahan said that it seems like the process gaang to happen.
Ms. Shapleigh said that it hasn’t for a long time.

Mr. Moynahan said that he had all the confideneg ithwas going to happen here
with all the people involved.

8:25 PM
#8 TO : Board of Selectmen
FROM : Jay Somers
REF : Xfinity Signature Support
This was informational.
#9 TO : Board of Selectmen
FROM : Xfinity
REF : Municipal Emergency Reporting Procedure
Mr. Moynahan requested this be forwarded to eaglardement head.
8:27 PM
#10 TO : Board of Selectmen

FROM : Sharon Walker, House of Peace
REF : Funding Request

Mr. Moynahan asked if this was already budgeted for

Mr. Blanchette said absolutely not, that this weesftrst time, that it was out in
Rumford and asked if the Board wanted to consiuier t

Mr. Murphy said that it was in Oxford County, nobrk County.
Mr. Moynahan suggested putting this in the budgleldrs for the next budget
discussion to see if there was any merit to that.
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The Board agreed.

TO : Board of Selectmen
FROM : Kittery Water District
REF : District’s Financial Report
This was informational.

8:27 PM

#14

TO : Board of Selectmen
FROM : Central Maine Power
REF : Pole Location

Mr. Moynahan said that this was typically forwardedto the Public Works
Director.

Mr. Blanchette said that he didn’'t know if he hamhd that with this one.
Mr. Moulton said no.
Mr. Blanchette gave the information to Mr. Moulton.

8:30 PM

#15

TO : Board of Selectmen
FROM : Eastern Trail Management District
REF : Annual Update

Mr. Moynahan said that he thought they were renmgdihem that they have not
participated for a couple of years, even thougbtBlias one of the founding
communities. He added that it shared what theytrgedvith their funds, how
much they’ve raised and areas that have been adf¢éatdate.

It was discussed that it did not appear that thegeviooking for any action from
the Board.

Old Business (Action List):
8:32 PM

1.

Sewer Contract Committee — Mr. Moynahan, Mr. Murpy. Marchese, Mr. Moulton and Mr.
Blanchette — IMA Update
This is ongoing.

Monthly Reports from Department Heads
This is ongoing.

TIFD reports and updates
This was discussed tonight.

Health Insurance Costs

Mr. Moynahan said that they made it a policy thearyto have employees contribute a
percentage, that they even talked about a three5a10%, 15%. He added that perhaps what
they could think about moving forward was any nese$iand what the policy would be for new
employees to come more in line with other commasitind that sort of thing. He said that it may
merit some more discussion, as well as the conplekithe Maine State Retirement
contribution. He added that they were not goinfixgesterday’s problems but they might be
able to eliminate problems in the future.

Review existing Sewer User Rates and update — Searamittee
This is ongoing.

Regionalization of Town Services
Mr. Moynahan said that they were still waiting tfates on this.

Sewer Allotments — fee for reserving such
This is ongoing.

Auditor — Management Letter
Mr. Blanchette said that there were still someesdihat needed to be resolved and he thought

they just needed to take a fresh look at it. Heeddtlat he was not sure when the letter would be
presented.
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Consistent Format — Budget, Time Sheets, etc. -Mdgnahan and Mr. Dunkelberger
Mr. Dunkelberger asked if they would like him td sp presentations for a workshop.
The Board agreed he should.

Monthly Workshops —"8 Thursday of the month
This is ongoing.

Employee Reviews in monthly Department Head Reports
This is ongoing.

Mass - email
This is occurring so the item can be removed froanlist.

Legal issues — pending and Consent Agreements
There is still one legal issue pending.

Community Services Building

Mr. Moynahan said that he had some questions. ldelsat they requested to go out for an
engineer and an architect to do the bid documerisa got thinking about what they had
approved for funding for them way back and that Blanchette provided him with some
information. He added that the amount of their esfidor 2A and B was $7,950 and, to-date,
spent was $11,000 and change minus $3,000 frompdas’s budget. He added that, if this was
going to cost money, then he thought they neededrtee and ask for approvals for money just
so the process was proper. He discussed neediraytodocuments regarding expenditures if
they were going to approve those expenditures dadval request. He clarified that this was a
standard requirement with the departments anchthatasn’t picking on ECSD.

Police Union Contract
This is ongoing.

Finance Director/Comptroller
This is ongoing.

Personal property tax
This is ongoing.

Town Forest — Johnson’s Lane
This is ongoing.

Taping of meetings - policy

Mr. Moynahan said that he thought he had gotteenaail from the IT Committee that
talked about both things. He explained that thed/théked about a policy of who and
how to set this up and, then, who would utilizeHi& suggested they bring this up
Thursday and at least create a policy of how tovaimal would be responsible.

8:40 PM
Selectmen’s Report:

Mr. Dunkelberger thanked the Board for bearing vitin while he was on
vacation and apologized the number of meetings ibsau.

Other Business as Needed

There was no other business tonight.

Executive Session

There were no executive sessions tonight.

Adjourn
There was a motion and second to adjourn the ngeati8:42 PM.
VOTE
3-0
Chair concurs
DATE Roberta Place, Secretary



