West Bath Planning Board Minutes
Tuesday, November 14, 2023

Planning Board: Darlene Estabrook, Chair - Present
Gerry Mitchell, Vice Chair - Present
Jaime Wallace - Present
Gabriel Whitney - Present
Jim Williams - Present
Jeremie Whorff, Alternate - Absent

Staff: Kristine Poland, Town Administrator

Public:

Jonathan Beane, Code Enforcement Officer
Karly Perry, Town Clerk
Durward Parkinson, Special Counsel to the Planning Board

Suzanne Andresen, Bob Bills, Georgia Bolduc, Ted Crooker, Dan Diffin,
Madelyn Hennessey, Steve Renaud, Tracy Renaud

The West Bath Planning Board held a regular meeting on Tuesday, November 14, 2023,
at 6:00 pm, at the West Bath Town Hall, 219 Fosters Point Road, West Bath, Maine.

CALL TO ORDER:
Darlene Estabrook called the meeting to order at 6:00 pm on Tuesday, November 14, 2023

ATTENDANCE AND ESTABLISHMENT OF QUORUM:
A quorum was established because there were at least 3 members present.

AMENDMENTS TO AGENDA

Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Wallace, that Section IV be included as part of the individual
applications to be voted on conflicts of interest with each individual application. Planning Board
unanimously approved.

APPLICANTS

1. Subdivision Amendment
Stephen Renaud, applicant
Harmony Haven Subdivision
Map RO2 Lots 16-M and 16-M-13

Mr. Wallace announced that he is an abutter to the project, as well as President of the homeowners’
association and recused himself from reviewing the application.

Mr. Mitchell stated that he has worked with Mr. Renaud on various projects in the past. Ms. Estabrook
asked if Mr. Mitchell felt that he was able to be impartial and objective in reviewing the application, which
Mr. Mitchell confirmed that he could.

Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Wallace, not to recuse Mr. Mitchell. Planning Board
unanimously approved.

Bob Bills presented plans on behalf of Mr. Renaud. Ms. Estabrook asked if the plan is the same as
previously submitted. Mr. Bills confirmed that the plan itself is the same, however lot dimensions have
been added and the font has been changed to be more legible. He stated that the unnumbered lot on the
subdivision plan was an existing part of the plan. He then explained the purpose of the amendment to split
an existing lot 13 (owned by Stephen Renaud), with a portion to be added to lot 8 (owned by Kevin and
Taylor Kramer) and the remaining land to be added to lot 14 (owned by Harmony Wright Renaud).

Ms. Estabrook asked if the other property owners were present, which they were not, or if Mr. Renaud had
written permission on their behalf, which he did not. Ms. Estabrook explained that because the property
owners were party to the transaction, their permission was required.

Mr. Wallace moved, seconded by Mr. Mitchell, to accept authorization by phone call with written
permission to be provided at a later date. Planning Board unanimously approved.
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Mr. Renaud called Harmony Wright Renaud, who verbally authorized Mr. Renaud to speak on her behalf.
Tracy Renaud called Taylor Kramer, who verbally authorized Mr. Renaud to speak on her behalf.

Ms. Estabrook asked the Board if they had any questions for the applicant. Mr. Williams complimented
Mr. Renaud on the application as straightforward. Mr. Bills continued to review the plan including notations
for previously abandoned property lines, property lines proposed to be abandoned, acreage, and property
OWners.

The Planning Board proceeded to review the subdivision plan checklist.

Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Mitchell, to waive requirement 8: Location of all property
lines, existing buildings, watercourses, and other essential existing features. Planning Board
unanimously approved.

Ms. Estabrook confirmed with Mr. Renaud that lots 8 and 14 currently have buildings on them.
Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Mitchell, to waive requirement 16: Building envelope for
each proposed lot within subdivision. Planning Board unanimously approved.

The Planning Board reviewed the checklist of supporting data.

Ms. Estabrook asked the applicant if deeds would be written, which Mr. Renaud confirmed, adding that the
deed language had not yet been written. Discussion followed on whether or not the applicant need to provide
language for existing lots.

Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Mitchell, that the applicant provide existing deeds for lots 8
and 14 as a condition of approval. Planning Board unanimously approved.

Ms. Estabrook noted previous conditions of approval listed on the plan as follows:
1. New lot and road monuments shall be set on any lot before it may be sold, and all interior lot
monuments to be set within 180 days of the date of final approval.
2. DEP approval of the stormwater/sedimentation/erosion control plans shall be obtained before any
grubbing/stumping takes place.

Mr. Bills confirmed that these conditions are still relevant to the plan
Ms. Estabrook opened the floor to public comment.

Mr. Wallace asked Mr. Renaud if there would be any changes to the cul-de-sac located near lot 13 on the
plan, to which Mr. Renaud stated there is not. Mr. Wallace asked if there is a timeline for installation of the
cul-de-sac. Mr. Renaud stated that he is aware that the cul-de-sac needs to be completed but noted that this
is a secondary turnaround for first responders as the subdivision has a primary cul-de-sac installed. Fire
Chief Beane agreed that the additional cul-de-sac is not necessary. Mr. Renaud stated his intention to install
the cul-de-sac. Mr. Wallace reminded Mr. Renaud that the secondary cul-de-sac is a requirement of the
Land Use Ordinance.

Mr. Mitchell moved, seconded by Mr. Williams, to approve the application for subdivision
amendment with the following conditions:

- That Mr. Renaud provide deeds for lots 8 and 13

- That Mr. Renaud provide written consent from Harmony Wright-Renaud and Taylor Kramer.
Planning Board unanimously approved.
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2. Site Development
West Bath Parking, LLC, applicant
State Road
Map UO7 Lot 10

Durward Parkinson, Special Counsel to the Planning Board, introduced himself and explained his
involvement, which is due to the Town Attorney’s representation of the Board of Appeals. He then
summarized that the Board of Appeals decision to remand the application to the Planning Board as the
previous decision of the Planning Board did not provide a reason for their previous decision to deny the
application.

Atty Parkinson then recommended that the Board review each performance standard for site development
individually to determine whether the applicant has met the criteria. He noted that in addition, there were
outstanding items that the applicant needed to provide: lighting design and elevation plans. Ms. Estabrook
clarified that the applicant needed to provide information on lighting including the height of lighting, as
well as additional information for the shelter for commuters. Dan Diffin verified that the information has
been provided in the most recent application.

Atty Parkinson then spoke to the Findings of Fact, which were not provided in the original decision. He
offered to write findings on behalf of the Planning Board for them to review and approve or stated that the
Board could choose to write the findings themselves. The Planning Board agreed to allow Atty Parkinson
to draft the Findings of Fact.

Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Wallace, to recuse Mr. Mitchell based on his personal bias
against Mr. Crooker as demonstrated in the May and June meetings. Mr. Mitchell expressed his
opinion that Ms. Estabrook was biased based on financial gain by Ms. Estabrooks husband from business
interactions with Mr. Crooker. Ms. Estabrook clarified that her husband, Perry Estabrook, does work for a
mobile home park previously owned by Mr. Crooker and further noted that he does not stand to profit off
any business dealings with Mr. Crooker. Mr. Williams asked Mr. Mitchell if he felt that he could be
objective. Mr. Mitchell recalled previous applications presented to the Planning Board by Mr. Crooker
which he had voted in support of. Mr. Mitchell expressed concerns with the project meeting specific
standards within the Land Use Ordinance, most specifically regarding stormwater.. Mr. Williams expressed
concern with the Board members being removed simply because they would vote against a project.

The motion failed with 2 in favor and 2 opposed (Whitney/Williams).

Dan Diffin, Engineer for Sevee Maher Engineers, asked for permission from the Board to present
amendments to the plan, to which the Board agreed. He then spoke to the amendments based on previous
concerns regarding traffic, noting that while the same footprint is being requested, the total proposed
parking has been reduced from 830 to 475 spots. This reduction in parking eliminates the need for a turning
lane for traffic as previously required by MDOT. Both entrances will be used for exiting traffic as well. The
area currently used for storage will be moved to the north of the lot previously proposed for additional
parking. Mr. Diffin then referred to the lighting specifications for 20’ light poles, as well as information
provided regarding the bus passenger shelters.

Mr. Williams asked if the paved area proposed is the same, which Mr. Diffin confirmed it is.

Mr. Williams asked if the lighting would be on all night. Mr. Diffin stated that the lighting will turn off at
10pm but may be active in the morning during the winter. Mr. Williams asked about the conduit, which
Mr. Diffin explained will run under the pavement but will not penetrate the seal for the landfill. Mr.
Williams asked if there was a lighting plan. Mr. Diffin explained that photometrics have not been provided
due to the distance of lighting from property lines.

Mr. Wallace asked what will be stored on site. Mr. Diffin stated that similar materials to those currently
stored on site including empty containers, staging for construction, soil removed from project sites with no
hazardous materials, and similar items will be stored. Mr. Wallace asked if there would be construction
traffic accessing the site. Mr. Diffin stated that this traffic would be offset from peak traffic times.

Page 3 0f 9



Planning Board Workshop Minutes
Tuesday, November 14, 2023

Ms. Estabrook asked if the storage area will be fenced, which Mr. Diffin confirmed that it would be. Mr.
Whitney asked if there were any details provided in the application regarding storage, which Mr. Diffin
clarified that storage is through an agreement with Bath Iron Works as allowed by the Land Use Ordinance
and not part of the project application. Mr. Williams asked what is currently being stored on site, which
Mr. Diffin stated that the same materials currently being stored are what is proposed: empty containers,
staging for construction, soil removed from project sites with no hazardous materials, and similar items.

Mr. Mitchell asked if wet soil will be decanted on site, to which Mr. Diffin confirmed that decanting is not
allowed on site and therefor Bath Iron Works has not been permitted within their agreement to store wet
soil on site for the purpose of decanting. Mr. Wallace reminded Mr. Mitchell that the Planning Board does
not have the authority to enforce the Land Use Ordinance, rather they may only review applications on
whether or not they meeting the requirements of the Land Use Ordinance.

CEO Beane testified to his previous site inspections at which no violations have been found.

Mr. Williams asked what the maximum height of storage would be, which Mr. Diffin stated would be
roughly ten to twelve feet.

Ms. Perry presented the Board with the approved DEP Permit By Rule accepted on November 8, 2023.
The Board began reviewing performance standards under Article 1 of the Development Review Ordinance.

1.1 Will not result in undue water or air pollution. In making this determination, the Board shall
at least consider the elevation of the land above sea level and its relation to the flood plains,
the nature of soils and sub soils and their ability to adequately support waste disposal; the
slop of the land and its effect on effluents; and the applicable State and local health and water
resources rules and regulations;

Ms. Estabrook stated that the lot has been sealed. Mr. Mitchell noted that stormwater runoff is
directed at adjacent wetlands. Mr. Williams asked about the impervious surface, which Ms.
Estabrook stated is below the 60% threshold allowed by Ordinance.

Mr. Diffin clarified that the project has been reviewed by the DEP. Mr. Williams asked how much
land the applicant is proposing to be paved. Mr. Diffin stated that the lot currently has 3.6 acres
that are paved, which will be increased to 9.45 acres. Mr. Wallace observed the stormwater survey,
which does not predict an increase in runoff. Mr. Diffin referenced Appendix A of the application,
which has been reviewed by the DEP.

Mr. Wallace moved, seconded by Ms. Estabrook, that the application has the standard for
Article 1 Section 1.1. Mr. Williams asked if this includes stormwater runoff. Atty Parkinson
clarified that several sections of the ordinance address pollution.

Planning Board approved with 3 in favor, 2 opposed (Mitchell/Williams).

1.2 Has sufficient water available for the reasonable foreseeable needs of the SUBDIVISION
and/or site plan;
Ms. Estabrook noted that there are no bathrooms on site and no need for water.
Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Mitchell, that the standard has been met.
Planning Board unanimously approved.

1.3 Will not cause an unreasonable burden on an existing water supply, if one is to be utilized;
Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Wallace, that the standard has been met.
Planning Board unanimously approved.

1.4 Will not cause unreasonable soil erosion or reduction in the capacity of the land to hold water
so that a dangerous or unhealthy condition may result;
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Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Wallace, that the standard has been met.
Mr. Mitchell stated his opinion that paving an additional eight acres will result in additional runoff.
Ms. Estabrook explained that the grading of the project will reduce erosion.

Mr. Diffin explained that the sealed lot is considered to be a pre-existing condition and therefore
the DEP does not consider the vegetation currently on site. He then demonstrated the runoff pattern
for the project using the site plan, highlighting new culverts to be installed. He added that the
removal of sediment on site will further improve drainage.

Mr. Whitney confirmed with Mr. Diffin that there is an impermeable cap covering the landfill.
Mr. Diffin then verified that soil covering the capped landfill will be removed before the pavement
is installed.

Planning Board approved with 4 in 1 and one opposed (Mitchell).

Will not cause unreasonable highway or public ROAD congestion or unsafe conditions with
respect to use of the highways or public ROADS existing or proposed;

Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Wallace, that the standard has been met.
Mr. Mitchell spoke to traffic congestion at this site during shift changes. Mr. Wallace noted that
the Ordinance speaks to “unreasonable” congestion, which the Board agreed is subjective.

Mr. Diffin apologized that Diane Morabito, traffic engineer, was unable to join the meeting in
person. He then called Ms. Morabito and placed her on speaker. Mr. Williams asked why peak
hours would only create an additional six cars. Ms. Morabito clarified that this figure is for adjacent
roads. Peak traffic at State Road will increase traffic by 105 vehicles. She noted that the morning
peak for the parking lot is 5:45-6:45am and does not overlap with peak traffic for State Road, which
is 7:30-8:30am. Peak traffic during the evening overlaps for 30 minutes. Mr. Williams asked when
numbers were extrapolated. Ms. Morabito stated that the study was conducted in 2021 and used
growth data for 2024 at an annual rate of 1%, although the historic growth for this area has been
less than 0.5%, historically.

Mr. Williams asked if there was a traffic permit from MDOT. Ms. Morabito explained that MDOT
treats parking lots uniquely as it is their opinion that traffic would be occurring regardless of the
existence of a parking lot. She then clarified that the removal of the turning lane on State Road was
a decision of MDOT and not West Bath Parking. Mr. Williams stated that in this specific
circumstance the parking lot itself is the destination, including staff on site and the utilization of
the project for storage. Ms. Estabrook noted the reduction in spaces from the previous proposal.
Mr. Diffin recommended that Mr. Williams review Ms. Morabito’s recommendations.

Mr. Wallace asked about previous discussion by the Board limiting exiting traffic to one exit. Mr.
Diffin stated that with the reduction in spaces, it was the opinion of the applicant that this would
no longer be necessary, although the applicant is amenable to reducing the number of exits if
necessary for approval.

Mr. Crooker agreed that he is not opposed to reducing the number of exits, then raised concern with
construction vehicles exiting from the east of the lot. Mr. Diffin noted that vehicles may need to
stage in order to use this exit.

Suzanne Andresen asked how buses will exit the property. Mr. Diffin stated that this would be an
issue that Bath Iron Works would need to address in leasing the property.

Mr. Whitney noted that the number of vehicles exiting the lot would remain the same, regardless
of the number of exits. Mr. Diffin explained that reducing the number of exits would force traffic
to queue within the lot rather than on State Road, minimizing the impact on the flow of traffic.

Mr. Wallace asked if the Board would like to include a condition of approval. Mr. Williams stated
that he would like the applicant to provide more information on how traffic would be alleviated.
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Ms. Estabrook asked how many spaces the applicant is proposing. Mr. Diffin stated that parking
would increase from 250 spaces to 475. Attorney Georgia Bolduc of Pierce Atwood, representing
West Bath Parking, explained that the ordinance does not require the applicant to be responsible
for alleviating existing traffic problems. Mr. Crooker asked the Planning Board how often they
have witnessed traffic back up.

Mr. Williams asked that the applicant provide their best plan to alleviate traffic. Ms. Estabrook
asked for clarification. Mr. Williams asked that the applicant prove that they can alleviate issues
that will occur by increasing the number of parking spaces. Mr. Wallace noted that traffic engineers
research roadway capacity.

Ms. Estabrook reviewed the Board’s options: to accept the traffic study, to request an independent
study, or to find that the applicant has not met the criteria. Atty Parkinson suggested that the
Planning Board may vote on the standard as presented or the applicant may request the item to be
tabled in order to provide additional information.

Mr. Mitchell spoke to the benefits of an independent study. Ms. Estabrook complimented Ms.
Morabito’s reputation within her field and suggested that an independent review would likely
support her findings.

Ms. Estabrook withdrew her motion that the standard has been met.

Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Wallace, to request an adjustment to the design to
include only one exit and to add a left turn lane on State Road. Mr. Diffin stated that MDOT
may not approve a turn lane on State Road if they do not find it to be warranted by the amount of
traffic. The motion failed with all members opposed.

Mr. Williams moved, seconded by Ms. Estabrook, that the Town engage a consultant to
research how best to alleviate traffic. Ms. Bolduc objected to the motion. Mr. Diffin asked that
the motion relate directly to the Site Development Review Ordinance. Mr. Williams moved,
seconded by Mr. Mitchell, to amend his motion that the Town hire an independent engineer
to review the application for compliance with applicable Town ordinance and provisions.
Planning Board approved with 3 in favor and 2 opposed (Estabrook/Wallace)

Will provide for adequate solid and sewage waste disposal;

Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Wallace, that the standard has been met.
Mr. Mitchell asked what the plan is for waste removal. Mr. Diffin stated that the contractor will
provide trash disposal and removal. Planning Board unanimously approved.

Will not cause an unreasonable burden on the ability of a municipality to dispose of solid
waste and sewage if municipal services are to be utilized;

Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Wallace, that the standard has been met.
Planning Board unanimously approved.

Will not have an undue adverse effect on the scenic or natural beauty of the area, aesthetics,
historic sites, significant wildlife habitat identified by the Maine Department of Inland
Fisheries and Wildlife, or rare and irreplaceable natural areas or any public rights for
physical or visual access to the shoreline;
Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Wallace, that the standard has been met.
Planning Board unanimously approved.
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Is in conformance with a duly adopted subdivisions regulation or ordinance, comprehensive
plan, development plan or land use plan, if any. In making this determination the Planning
Board may interpret these Ordinances and plans.

Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Wallace, that the standard has been met.
Mr. Williams expressed his opinion that parking is not a principal use. Atty Parkinson suggested
that the Town Attorney could submit a letter on her interpretation of the Ordinance.

Ms. Bolduc cited pages 27 and 28 of the Land Use Ordinance which includes open lot storage or
sale of junk or salvaged material and parking for allowed uses as permitted within the
Business/Commercial Zone. Discussion followed on whether the applicant met the description of
these uses. Ms. Estabrook recalled a conversation with the Town Attorney wherein she confirmed
that parking is an allowable use.

Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Whitney, to postpone voting on this standard until
the Clerk can confer with Code Enforcement and the Town Attorney on the validity of use.
Planning Board unanimously approved.

Ms. Estabrook stated that she wished to change her vote in support of the motion to against.
Atty Parkinson recommended that Ms. Estabrook make a motion to reconsider the motion. Ms.
Estabrook moved to call for reconsideration of the motion, seconded by Mr. Wallace.
Planning Board unanimously approved.

Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Whitney, to postpone voting on this standard until
the Clerk can confer with Code Enforcement and the Town Attorney on the validity of use.
Planning Board approved with 3 in favor and 2 opposed (Estabrook/Wallace)

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

Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Mitchell, that the standard has been met.
Planning Board unanimously approved.

Whenever situated in whole or in part, within the watershed of any pond or lake or 250 feet
of any wetland, great pond, river, as defined in Title 38 M.R.S.A. chapter 3, subchapter 1,
article 2-B, or within 250 feet of tidal waters, will not adversely affect the quality of that body
of water or unreasonable affect the shoreline of that body of water.

Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Wallace, that the standard has been met.
Planning Board unanimously approved.

Mr. Mitchell expressed concern regarding the adverse effect of adding eight acres of pavement next
to a wetland. Mr. Diffin spoke to the parking as an improvement over the previous landfill and
explained the DEP permitting process. Discussion followed on the Permit By Rule.

Ms. Bolduc spoke to DEP permitting as support that the standard has been met.

Planning Board approved the motion with 3 in favor and 2 opposed (Mitchell/Williams).
Will not, alone or in conjunction with existing activities, adversely affect the quality or
guantity of ground water.

Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Wallace, that the standard has been met.

Ms. Estabrook spoke to the inability of runoff to penetrate the ground due to the sealed landfill.
Planning Board unanimously approved.
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If the SUBDIVISION or site plan or any part of either SUBDIVISION or site plan, based on
the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s Flood Boundary and Floodway Maps and
Flood Insurance Rate Maps and information presented by the applicant is in a flood prone
area, the sub-divider or developer shall determine the 100 year flood elevation and flood
hazard boundaries within the SUBDIVISION or site plan. The proposed SUBDIVISION plan
or site plan must include a condition of plan approval requiring that principal
STRUCTURES in the SUBDIVISION or site plan will be constructed with the lowest floor,
including the basement, at least one foot above the 100 year flood elevation;

Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Wallace, that the standard has been met.
Mr. Diffin confirmed that the property is not within the flood plain. Planning Board unanimously
approved.

All FRESHWATER WETLANDS within the proposed SUBDIVISION or site plan have been
identified on any maps submitted as part of the application, regardless of the size of these
WETLANDS. Any mapping of FRESHWATER WETLANDS may be done with the help of
the local soil and water conservation district;

Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Wallace, that the standard has been met.
Planning Board unanimously approved.

Any river, STREAM or brook has been identified or any maps submitted as part of the
application. For purposes of this section, “river, STREAM, or brook” has the same meaning
as in Title 38, M.R.S.A. section 480-B, subsection 9;

Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Wallace, that the standard has been met.
Planning Board unanimously approved.

Will provide for adequate storm-water management;
Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Wallace, that the standard has been met.

Mr. Mitchell expressed concern to the model used by the DEP for a landfill in comparison to a
field, noting that the capped landfill is impermeable. Mr. Williams agreed, adding his own concern
regarding sand and salt carried into the parking lot during the winter.

Mr. Diffin explained the DEP contingency plan requiring snow and sand removal on site, which
they monitor. Mr. Wallace supported Mr. Diffin and spoke to the code of conduct by which
professional engineers conduct themselves. He stated that it is inappropriate to question the ethics
of Mr. Diffin.

Planning Board approved the motion with 3 in favor and 2 opposed (Mitchell/Williams)

Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Whitney, to adjourn the meeting and reconvene on Tuesday,
November 28, 2023, at 6pm. Mr. Wallace asked for clarification that this will not adjourn the current meeting,
which Ms. Estabrook confirmed. Planning Board unanimously approved.

Mr. Diffin asked if Diane Morabito could be present for the meeting, which the Planning Board agreed that she
could, then clarified that the Board has already voted to require an independent review of the traffic study.

PUBLIC INFORMATION AND COMMENT

None

OTHER BUSINESS

1.

Discuss Findings of Fact and Written Decisions Implementation Plan
Ms. Estabrook moved, seconded by Mr. Mitchell, to postpone discussion on Findings of Fact and
written decisions to a later date. Planning Board unanimously approved.

Planning Board Announcements
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Ms. Estabrook offered a public apology to the Planning Board. She recalled returning to the Planning Board
when there was a need to fill the position of Planning Board Chair. She spoke to the role of Town Office
staff and Planning Board roles, and her goal to create a cohesive team. Ms. Estabrook stated that there was
a lack of support from Town administration and the Select Board which created difficulty serving on the
Planning Board.

Ms. Estabrook then recalled an unsuccessful attempt by Town administration to be removed from the
Planning Board. She complimented the knowledge of the Code Enforcement Officer and the importance
that he review applications, which she addressed with the Select Board at the November 9, 202,3 Select
Board meeting. Ms. Estabrook summarized the conversation with the Select Board at which she was
gaveled silent by the Select Board Chair Madelyn Hennessey. Ms. Estabrook stated that no member of the
public should be silenced, and because of this she resigned from the Planning Board with the November 14
meeting to be her last.

Ms. Estabrook apologized to the Planning Board and stated that Mr. Wallace would be acting chair until
the Board can vote to elect officers.

Mr. Wallace thanked Ms. Estabrook for her notes and concise discussion. He spoke to similar frustrations
he had experienced during his brief time on the Board and the feeling that he has been wronged. Mr. Wallace
announced his resignation from the Planning Board and stated that he would submit a formal resignation
following the meeting.

Mr. Williams stated that he had experienced similar frustrations and his choice to continue to serve as a
regular member, but not as chair. He then spoke to the need for support from the Select Board and his
optimism for the future of the Planning Board.

VIl.  ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Williams moved, seconded by Mr. Whitney, to continue minutes to the November 28, 2023 meeting
and adjourn the meeting. Meeting adjourned by unanimous acclamation at 10:38 pm.

A true, attested copy

Karly A. Perry, Town Clerk
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