Town of Rockport Planning Board
Meeting Minutes
Thursday, March 26, 2026

Meeting held in the Opera House GCPR.

Board Present: Jeffrey Leclair, Tom Laurent, Jan Rosenbaum, Rob Dybas, Peter Sarno

Board Absent: Sam Clark

Orion Thomas, Director of Planning and Development
John Viehman, Select Board Liaison
Geoff Parker, Audio and Visual Technician

Staff Present:

Meeting recording link:

https://youtube.com/live/5q6sIAFD-ys?feature=share

Agenda

1. Call meeting to order

2. [00:00:00] Public comments on non-agenda items
3. [01:26:33] Approve minutes

a. 02.26.2026
4. Action items:

[01:27:14] a. Findings of Facts and Conclusions of Law for Subdivision Review Waiver
Request (Maine Statutes Title 30-A, §4403) for a parcel located at 162 Camden
St Camden, ME 04843. This parcel is identified by the Town of Camden as Tax
Map 117 Lot 8, which is owned by Chen Family Property, LLC. This request is
being represented by Andrew Hedrich of Gartley & Dorsky Engineering &
Surveying.

[01:28:59] b. Findings of Facts and Conclusions of Law for Pier Review application for the
parcel located at 45 Pandion Lane Rockport, ME 04856. This parcel is
identified as Tax Map 20 Lot 151, which is owned by Elizabeth Rodini and
Charles Rudin. This application is being represented by William Gartley of
Gartley & Dorsky Engineering & Surveying.

5. [01:29:56] Recurring items

a. Comprehensive Plan

6. [01:32:23] Adjourn to Workshop re: ordinance amendments
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Agenda Item #1: Call Meeting to order
Meeting was called to order at 5:33 pm and a quorum was established.

Chair Leclair asked the planning board members if there were any conflicts of interest.
There were none.

Agenda Item #2: Public Comment on Non-Agenda Items
[00:00:00]
Sarah Price — 132 Union St

Recording of meeting began — captured end of a response to a question from Mr. Laurent
Ms. Price is looking to prevent certain events within the town and how they are permitted.

Mr. Laurent commented that the letter that was prepared, printed in the PenBay Pilot and
presented to the Planning Board had an educational effect.

[00:01:15] Chair Leclair mentioned that discussions could start and clarified the process
regarding ordinance amendments. Generally, the Planning Board does a workshop and
then presents the suggested changes at a regular public meeting where they can take action
and make a recommendation to the Select Board to get on the ballot. Therefore, even if
they workshop her requests tonight, they will not be voted on by the Planning Board till
next month’s meeting, missing the deadline to get to the Select Board for the June ballot.
Mr. Laurent further explained that at the workshop her suggestions will be reviewed with
the existing content of the ordinance and checked for consistency before recommending a
final product to the Select Board.

Ms. Price mentioned that she felt some of her recommendations might be considered
housekeeping items and that some recommendations might require more discussion at the
workshop, for instance consideration for abutters. Currently when she looks at the
ordinances, she doesn’t see herself represented as an abutter, and she would like to be.

Chair Leclair asked Ms. Price to discuss her proposed changes, included in her letter, that
need to be reinforced in the ordinance and are also a housekeeping measure. However, if
the nature of the changes is substantial, they would not be able to vote on them till the next
public meeting.

Ms. Price began with Chapter 1416 Administration [for Shoreland Zoning], item 4 asking
to add “Code Enforcement Officer, as appropriate” in the third paragraph because it seems
to suggest that the Code Enforcement Officer (CEO) was excluded from considering the
purposes of the shoreland zoning ordinance, which is what the list below the paragraph
refers to. This would clarify that the Planning Board or the CEO would consider the criteria
when issuing permits. Chair Leclair mentioned that the Planning Board does not issue the
permits, the CEO issues all permits. The Planning Board approves applications and makes
recommendations to the Planning Office, which includes the CEO who issues the permit.

Ms. Price then asked about the difference between issue and approve. Some permits are
approved by the CEO and other permit requests have to go before the Planning Board for
approval. Chair Leclair mentioned that the Planning Board approves the application,
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saying it meets the criteria of the ordinance, and the CEO issues the permit based on the
application.

Mr. Rosenbaum mentioned that it bothered him that she felt the process was unclear or was
not being followed and that, as an abutter, she was not involved. He mentioned that initial
letters go out, but in her letter, she was requesting to also receive a letter when items are
approved or disapproved.

Chair Leclair added that that town does not notify abutters when the permit has already
been issued. If an applicant applies for a permit to do work on their property and it doesn’t
need to go to the Planning Board, then there is no notification to anyone.

Ms. Price feels that there should be notification of a permit application and any decision
made on that permit, because as an abutter she has a right to know. Plus, abutters are
resources of information.

Chair Leclair mentioned that changing the ordinance to say that all abutters need to notified
of all permit applications is a substantive change, not clerical. Mr. Laurent offered the
example that if someone wanted to put up a wall in a bedroom, all abutters would have to
be notified because it is a permit change. It is an interesting point, but many permits do
not require abutters to be notified. Ms. Price mentioned that a distinction of when to notify
abutters before a permit is issued should make it easy to identify.

Director Thomas reminded the Planning Board that any changes to Chapter 1400 would
need to be submitted to the state Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) for their
review and approval, no matter what is changed or added. Anything done in Chapter 1400
is going to require a DEP permit, which will require abutter notifications from DEP.

Chair Leclair asked if Chapter 1400 is the only section in the ordinance that is required by
the state. Director Thomas said it was, and that the DEP will periodically send out a packet
with updates that need to be incorporated into our ordinance and then returned to DEP for
review and approval.

Director Thomas shared with Ms. Price and the Planning Board a new tool available on the
town’s website. It shows all the permits issued through GovPilot software, including a
description of work to be completed.

Mr. Dybas commented that he sees value in notifying abutters but is unsure of the number
of permits issued by the CEO. Director Thomas mentioned that it would be very costly to
notify abutters for every single permit being issued. He also mentioned that over the past
few years, notifications to abutters for planning board applications have increased.
Unfortunately, recently there have been some delivery issues through the USPS, causing
those notices to be delayed. Director Thomas encouraged the public to stay informed
through CivicReady notifications and the website.

Chair Leclair asked if there was a requirement for a permit to be displayed at a job site.
Director Thomas said there is requirement for a permit to be displayed if there is
construction.

Ms. Price commented that the website displays permits that have been approved and issued.
She is interested in applications before the permit is issued.
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Director Thomas explained that the town votes on the LUO, which says what is acceptable
to the town. If someone is meeting what the town has already approved and it doesn’t need
to be reviewed by the Planning Board, they can get their permit. There is a 30-day window
to file an appeal.

Ms. Price asked if the town was relying on the DEP to notify her. She said that the applicant
is responsible for notifying when they have applied for a permit with the DEP — not the
town, not the state, but the applicant. The burden is on the person requesting the permit.
The town could do the same.

The situation Ms. Price is involved in is complicated and she is trying to address the steps
and correct the process. The 1% step is applying for a DEP permit by rule. In this case the
CEO reached out to the DEP to ask what permit should be applied for to return land to a
natural state. The DEP is going on the information that the town is providing to them.
Then when applying for the DEP permit, they ask about right of title and interest to this
land and any possible right of way easements, because they had received letters of concern.
“And one person without the knowledge, but the authority and the discretion permitted
evidentially by the LUO was able to say nope, I did a look through. Good to go. Oh, and
by the way, can we turn it into pasture while we are at it?” DEP advised them to apply for
the permit. They applied for a permit to restore a wetland.

Director Thomas asked if this DEP permit is still under appeal. Ms. Price responded that
it was and she was appealing it. Director Thomas then advised the Planning Board not to
discuss this issue any further. Even though the town is not in any appeal, he was not aware
that this was under review by DEP. Ms. Price said the appeal is pending.

Her point is not the outcome of the appeal but the process of how information is shared
between the state and the town. In her case the state relied on the town for information and
then issued the permit. The town permit is contingent on the state permit.

Director Thomas mentioned that the Planning Office did contact DEP to ask what type of
permit would need to be applied for in a particular area. DEP provided that information,
which we shared with the applicant. We did not provide information about what the
applicant needed to apply for — that comes from the applicant. The town does not apply on
behalf of the applicant to DEP.

Ms. Price agreed that the town did not fill out the application to the DEP, but the town did
fill out the application to the town. That’s not what the ordinance says should happen.
Mr. Laurent responded that the information provided still has to come from the applicant.

Ms. Price commented that it’s not “that the applicant did something wrong in filling out
their application. It’s that the CEO tried to clarify which permit to recommend the applicant
fill out. The DEP specialist asked a specific question to the CEO and was given assurance
that everything was all set. And that is why they recommended a particular permit over
another.”

Mr. Laurent mentioned that the permit by rule removes the necessity for the DEP to make
a site visit. This was one of the core problems that caused the situation Ms. Price is
addressing. Ms. Price said it was not a problem if this was a wetland restoration project.
The issue is that there is a conflict of different objectives that were not represented to the
DEP. The town should make it contingent that you get the state permit, which is part of

Rockport PB Minutes March 26, 2026 Page 4 of 9



the state’s shoreland requirements, but the town should also step in to protect wetlands and
still do a site visit when the DEP does not. She would like to see projects around a wetland
have more scrutiny.

Ms. Price suggested to amend LUO to include “work in or adjacent to wetlands requires
Planning Board approval.”

Chair Leclair commented that the town has discretion in Chapter 14 Shoreland Ordinance
as to which body within the town reviews what. The table in Section 1414 lists what is
allowed or not allowed, but it is up to the voters as to who is designated to review those
things. There is some ability for the town to change that table, but those changes would
still need to go before the state for review and approval.

Mr. Dybas asked if the overall issue is less specific to the shoreline ordinance and more the
ability to appeal a code enforcement decision. Ms. Price responded that the appeal process
and the authority of the CEO to permit a project that was in violation of wetland regulations
are two (2) different things. Mr. Dybas responded that the recourse would be to appeal a
permit. Ms. Price responded that it is not an easy process when you are not notified of
permit decisions and timelines are missed.

Chair Leclair commented that the table could be changed to increase Planning Board
review for more permit categories to ensure abutter notification. Ms. Price would like to
review over the ones that are CEO only because it is a risk when one person has authority
with no oversight. Chair Leclair advised his concern that the Planning Board, as a panel
of citizens, is not an expert on code and land use, where the CEO has to be credentialed to
do the work.

Regarding the appeal process with the Zoning Board, Ms. Price asked what can be done
when the destruction is imminent and there is irreparable loss. The process is not easy and
when more information was found out, it was not easy to add it to the appeal.

Ms. Price continued that within the process, the DEP notified the applicant that their
erosion control plan had conflicts with their rules. They asked for a revised plan and they
requested to be on site to make sure the wetland restoration went appropriately. The
applicant forwarded the letter to the town and the CEO recommended that the applicant
use someone that is certified in delineating wetlands to determine their location. Ms. Price
feels that this should have been done before the CEO approved the permit. If this came
before the Planning Board and it was unclear about the wetland delineation, it would have
been requested. She feels it cannot be assumed that one person has all the knowledge.

Mr. Laurent agrees that the notification to the abutters is an issue that needs to be addressed
because of their knowledge.

Ms. Price mentioned that several towns in Maine (and the US) have pre-application
meetings. Chair Leclair responded that they have pre-application review.

Mr. Laurent asked in her case if there was a technical easement across the property or if
there was any designation for a historical structure. Ms. Price responded that the legal
issue is complicated, and it is under review to check the eligibility to be listed on the
National Historic Registry.
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Mr. Price further mentioned that she is in a special situation because as an abutter, her land
is threatened by this project making it urgent. She’s here for her land and for public interest
in Lily Pond and the wetlands.

Chair Leclair asked if the notification process for permits is limited to wetlands/shorelands
or for any kind of permit? Ms. Price suggested that notifications be sent for
environmentally or legally sensitive permits, such as those involving wetlands or shoreland
Zones.

Chair Leclair mentioned that abutters are notified when applications are going before the
Planning Board for approval, giving the public a chance to comment. However, generally
the public does not have a chance to speak out on everyone’s permit. Chair Leclair asked
if Ms. Price wanted to have a public forum for all permits. Ms. Price responded that the
pre-application neighborhood meetings would be a chance for the public to speak.

Mr. Rosenbaum asked Ms. Price if it was her opinion that town officials should not be
helping people after she mentioned again how the CEO assisted the applicant with the
permit application and the erosion control plan. Ms. Price said it was your job to help
people, but you should not have an interest in the project. That is a conflict of interest.

Mr. Sarno asked Director Thomas if there is a case related to this issue. Director Thomas
mentioned that there is and that items in the letter can be addressed and further encouraged
the Planning Board not to have a discussion about specific projects, especially if it is
currently under appeal.

Ms. Price continued to ask about the understanding conflict of interest. The town is liable
when someone contributes material to a project and fills out the application, especially
when the ordinance says that it is for the applicant to do.

Chair Leclair asked Ms. Price to provide specific, detailed ordinance language changes for
review in upcoming ordinance workshops.

Chair Leclair also noted that more information needs to be available for abutters, and a
process to get that information out to abutters needs to be addressed.

Ms. Price understands that the ordinance changes will take some time, but she would like
some protection from this happening again. Mr. Rosenbaum went through the process that
if someone receives an abutter notice it is up to them to follow up on it because the hearings
are public and information is on the website. However, Ms. Price is concerned about the
process of notification for permits approved by the CEO that do not go before the Planning
Board, because currently there is none unless she contacts the Planning Office daily.
Mr. Rosenbaum asked her to assist in designing the process.

Chair Leclair asked Director Thomas if all permits are publicly available. Director Thomas
said they are, and the office gets contacted all the time for this information. Ms. Price feels
that once the permit is issued it is too late. Mr. Rosenbaum mentioned it is not too late to
speak out on a permit that has been issued. There is an appeal process and if needed, one
could hire an attorney to get an injunction to prevent construction from happening.

Mr. Dybas mentioned that the issue might be that the 30-days could lapse without the
abutters knowing. This would be something the town would have to see what their
resources are or if it is worth investing in software to assist with email notifications.
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Chair Leclair confirmed with Director Thomas that permits are posted on the map when
they are issued through GovPilot.

There was discussion on the cumbersome process to keep checking to see if permits exist.
Then if there was an error, the appeal process would start. Director Thomas mentioned
that when developers start work on a permit, they are taking a risk that an appeal can be
filed within the 30-day period, and that they might be required to return the area back to
the closest degree.

Ms. Price went back to the December meeting where it was mentioned that the Planning
Office decided that this was an earthwork project. However, it was a man-made stone
causeway, which is a structure and the shoreland ordinance should have applied to it.

Chair Leclair mentioned that the conversation is more of a Zoning Board of Appeals
review. The Planning Board has not seen the permit application and are unable to comment
on the project. Chair Leclair clarified that he did speak at the December Select Board
meeting to let them know that the Planning Board has not reviewed an application within
a shoreland zone that could be a part of a larger development, which would go through the
Planning Board.

Before closing with Ms. Price, Chair Leclair mentioned that they have an understanding of
the requested changes, but also asked her to submit specific changes for them to review at
a workshop, and because of the timeline the changes could be out for vote by the town in
November.

Ms. Price asked what she did wrong because when she became aware of the
conflict/violation she didn’t know what to do. She thought she had to go past the Planning
Department to get some sort of recourse. She followed the appeal process that was
available, but there was an urgency because of the wetland. So this doesn’t happen again,
she will come back with some specific written requests to help strengthen the ordinances.

Chair Leclair mentioned that the role of the Planning Board is limited. They act based on
applications and make recommendations to modify ordinances. It is a process that takes
time. Regarding the process, one is to go through the Zoning Board of Appeals for
something you disagree with.

Mr. Rosenbaum encouraged Ms. Price to provide a list of specific items to change and in
what direction that we can run through a workshop.

Ms. Price asked Director Thomas if she contacts the office will she get a reply. Director
Thomas said yes, but he also commented that had she contacted the office when she
received notification from the DEP, they would have talked with her about it. Instead, he
heard concerns from third-party interpretations, and nothing was asked about what could
be done. Ifthey were asked, they would have referenced the appeal process.

Chair Leclair stepped through the process for the ordinance changes. Items will be added
to the workshop agendas throughout the summer at the end of meetings. When text to be
approved is written, it will be presented at and voted on at a public meeting by the Planning
Board and then submitted to Select Board for approval, then to the town for vote in
November.
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Linda Clancy — Main Street [01:16:07]

Linda Clancy came before the Planning Board regarding a concern from 2024 about the
high elevation performance standard section in Chapter 900 of the Land Use Ordinance
(LUO). Ms. Clancy referred to conversations that Comp Plan Committee had in 2003
regarding the development of hillsides and the concern of stacking houses on top of each
other. She also referenced an email thread from February 2024, she had with Director
Thomas regarding the “reasoning behind removing the elevation standards from the
ordinance.”

Ms. Clancy also commented that Rockport has a lot of hills that can be developed because
they do not have land trusts or land easements or conservation. At the time when she had
expressed concern, Director Thomas mentioned these concerns can be addressed in the
next round amendments. Subsequently, Ms. Clancy forgot until recently. Ms. Clancy
referenced the language of the 2004 Comp Plan where it concentrated on natural beauty,
scenic values and habitat. The current comp plan has changed focus to housing and growth.
Ms. Clancy is encouraging the Planning Board to think about the high elevation
performance standards from 2004, and “consider elements such as building colors,
materials, vegetation and sighting for buildings constructed at high elevations that they
blend into the landscape to minimize their visibility. And it is further recommended that
the highest point of any structure be built at least 50 to 100 vertical feet below all mountain
tops or ridge lines in the high elevation areas except Dodge’s Ridge.” She thinks the ridge
was excepted because of a landowner, which is not a good way to write policy or visions
for the town. Ms. Clancy also asked the Planning Board to be aware of the habitat when
working on the ordinances. In the 2004 Comp Plan it was recommended to map the habitat.
Ms. Clancy concluded by asking the Planning Board, as they move into shaping
amendments, to think about the performance standards for the hills but also explore the
idea of what is to be done for the habitat (natural ecology of the area).

There were no other public or written non-agenda comments.

Agenda Item #3: Approval of minutes from February 26, 2026.
[01:26:33]
Motion: Mr. Laurent moved to approve the minutes as amended.
Seconded:  Mr. Rosenbaum seconded.
Discussion:  No further discussion.
Vote: 4-0-1
Abstention: Mr. Sarno was not present at the 2.26.2026 meeting.

Rockport PB Minutes March 26, 2026 Page 8 of 9



Agenda Item #4a: Findings of Facts and Conclusions of Law for Subdivision Review Waiver
Request (Maine Statutes Title 30-A, §4403) for a parcel located at 162 Camden St Camden,
ME 04843. This parcel is identified by the Town of Camden as Tax Map 117 Lot 8, which is
owned by Chen Family Property, LLC. This request is being represented by Andrew
Hedrich of Gartley & Dorsky Engineering & Surveying.

[01:27:14]

Motion: Mr. Dybas moved to approve the Findings of Facts.
Seconded:  Mr. Laurent seconded.

Discussion:  No further discussion.

Vote: 4-0-1

Abstention: Mr. Sarno was not present at the 2.26.2026 meeting.

Agenda Item #4b: Findings of Facts and Conclusions of Law for Pier Review application for
the parcel located at 45 Pandion Lane Rockport, ME 04856. This parcel is identified as Tax
Map 20 Lot 151, which is owned by Elizabeth Rodini and Charles Rudin. This application
is being represented by William Gartley of Gartley & Dorsky Engineering & Surveying.

[01:28:59]
Motion: Mr. Rosenbaum moved to the Findings of Facts.
Seconded:  Mr. Laurent seconded.
Discussion:  No further discussion.
Vote: 4-0-1
Abstention: Mr. Sarno was not present at the 2.26.2026 meeting.

Agenda Item #5: Recurring items
[01:29:56]
a. Comprehensive Plan

The workplan was submitted to the Select Board and approved. Director Thomas will
have it uploaded to SharePoint and circulate it to the group.

Agenda Item #6: Adjournment to workshop re: ordinance amendments
[01:32:23]

Motion: Mr. Sarno moved to adjourn the meeting.

Seconded: Mr. Rosenbaum seconded.
Vote: 5-0-0

Meeting was adjourned at 7:17 pm.
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