Town of Kennebunk, Maine

Kennebunk Planning Board Agenda
Room 301, 7:00 p.m.
Monday, July 22, 2019

* * * Please Note NO NEW BUSINESS AFTER 10:00 PM * * *
I.

Open Meeting

II.

Public Hearing
A.

III.

Special Exception Application – 7 Lord’s Point. Permission to construct/place a
private dock submitted by Jon & Kelley Conaway.

New Business
A. Special Exception Application – Tax Map 2, Lot 44, Near Orrins Way. Permission to
impact 3,603 square feet of wetlands in order to construct a private residential
driveway.

IV.

Comprehensive Plan Review
A. Land Use/Open Space, Marine Resources, Climate Change/Sea Level Rise, Fiscal
Resources.

V.

Other/Information

VI.

Approval of Meeting Minutes
A. June 24, 2019 Meeting Minutes
B. July 8, 2019 Meeting Minutes

VII.

Adjournment

Town of Kennebunk
Community Development Department
Planning Board
John Stoll
Town Planner

Project:
Project #
Property Owners:
Address:
Map/Block/Lot:

July 22, 2019
Project Summary – Special Exception Application
Findings of Fact, Conditions of Approval, and Conclusions of Law
Conaway Waterfront Access
#16-19
Jon & Kelley Conaway
7 Lords Point Road
Map 67, Lot 102

Determination of Completeness:
The Board should determine the application complete this evening.
Project Description:
The applicant is requesting permission to construct a replacement, private, recreational waterfront access
facility consisting of a seasonal gangway and float system with tidal access. The new seasonal gangway
would extend from the existing seawall to a pile supported seasonal float system with an accessory kayak
launch. The proposed seasonal gangway is 3’ wide x 30’ long, connected to two 10’ x 10’ seasonal floats.
Project Details:
Zoning:
Existing Use:

Coastal Residential (CR); Resource Protection District (RP)
Single Family Residential

1.

General Comments

1.1

The following comments pertain to Special Exception application submitted by Jon & Kelley
Conaway and dated May 23, 2019.

1.2

The Board held a site walk on June 29, 2019

1.4

The Board held a public hearing on July 22, 2019

2.

Article 7.1.A. Special Exception Approval Standards

2.1

Hazards to vehicular or pedestrian traffic Met __; Not Met __; Not Applicable __
Fact(s)



The proposed dock is intended for private use and is not expected to increase the volume
of vehicular traffic at this location.

Conclusion: Based upon this fact and those in the record the Planning Board finds that the
proposed use will not create hazards to vehicular or pedestrian traffic on the roads and sidewalks
serving the proposed use as determined by the size and condition of such roads and sidewalks,
lighting, drainage, intensity of use by both pedestrians and vehicles and the visibility afforded to
pedestrians and the operators of motor vehicles.
2.2

Water pollution

Met __; Not Met __; Not Applicable __

Fact(s)
 A seasonal gangway and float will be connected to the existing concrete retaining wall.
Disturbance to existing grade or structures is minimal and will not cause erosions or
sedimentation on the site.
Conclusion: Based upon this fact and those in the record the Planning Board finds that the
proposed use will not cause water pollution, sedimentation, erosion, contaminate any water
supply nor reduce the capacity of the land to hold water so that a dangerous aesthetically
unpleasant, or unhealthy condition may result.
2.3

Unhealthful conditions Met __; Not Met __; Not Applicable __
Fact(s)
 This proposed dock is not expected to generate smoke, dust, or other airborne
contaminants.
Conclusion: Based upon this fact and those in the record the Planning Board finds that the
proposed use will not create unhealthful conditions because of smoke, dust, or other airborne
contaminants.

2.4

Nuisances to neighboring properties

Met __; Not Met __; Not Applicable __

Fact(s)
 The proposed seasonal dock is for private recreational use .
Condition of Approval: No lighting shall be installed on the proposed dock
Conclusion: Based upon this fact and those in the record the Planning Board finds that the
proposed use will not create nuisances to neighboring properties because of odors, fumes, glare,
hours of operation, noise, vibration or fire hazard or unreasonably restrict access of light and air
to neighboring properties.
2.5

Peculiar physical characteristics

Met __; Not Met __; Not Applicable __

Fact(s)
 There are no known peculiar physical characteristics that will create or aggravate adverse
environmental impacts on the applicant’s or surrounding properties.
Conclusion: Based upon this fact and those in the record the Planning Board finds that the
proposed location for the use has no peculiar physical characteristics due to its size, shape,
topography, or soils which will create or aggravate adverse environmental impacts on
surrounding properties.
2.6

Depreciation of economic value Met __; Not Met __; Not Applicable __
Fact(s)
 The proposed use is for a private dock. There are other private docks currently located
within the area.
Conclusion: Based upon this fact and those in the record the Planning Board finds that the
proposed use has no unusual characteristics atypical of the generic use which proposed use will
depreciate the economic value of surrounding properties; and

2.7

Shoreland Overlay District

Met __; Not Met __; Not Applicable __

Fact(s)
 MDEP and Army Corps of Engineers have reviewed this project and have not identified
any concerns regarding fisheries, aquatic life, bird, and other wildlife habitat.
 There are no public facilities within the project location
 There is no public access within the project site.
 The project location has been identified on the Town of Kennebunk Open Space Map.
 There are no known archaeological or historic sites at the project site.
Conclusion: Based upon these facts and those in the record the Planning Board finds that the
proposed use will not result in damage to spawning grounds; will conserve shoreland vegetation
and visual points of access to waters as viewed from public facilities along with access to waters.
The proposed use will conserve the Town’s Open Space Plan priority areas; will avoid problems
associated with flood plain development; will protect archaeological and historic resources; and
will not have an adverse impact on wildlife habitat.
2.8

Resource Protection District

Met __; Not Met __; Not Applicable __

Fact(s)
 This lot existed prior to June 15, 1994.
 The Planning Board reviewed the practical location of this dock at the June 29, 2019 Site
Walk.

Conclusion: Based upon these facts and those in the record the Planning Board finds that there is
no other location on the property where the structure can be built; the lot on which the structure is
proposed was established and recorded prior to June 15, 1994; there is only one dwelling on this
lot. Additionally, all proposed buildings, sewage disposal systems and other improvements are
located on natural ground slopes less than twenty percent; and located outside the floodway of the
100-year floodplain. The total ground floor area of the structure has been limited to a maximum
of 1,500 square feet; and all structures are set back from the normal high-water line to the greatest
practical extent.
3.

Article 10. A. Section 3E. Piers, Docks, Wharves etc. Met __; Not Met __; Not Applicable

3.1

New structure extending over or below normal high water line of a water body or wetland.
Fact(s)
 The applicant has submitted for review from Maine DEP and the Army Corps of
Engineers. A condition of approval has been added to this report to fulfill this
requirement.
Condition of Approval: The applicant shall show evidence of permit approval from all
applicable State and Federal Agencies prior to obtaining a building permit.
Conclusion: Based upon this/these facts and those in the record the Planning Board finds that
this use will obtain all applicable permits from MDEP as well as all other applicable Federal and
state approval as required.

3.2

Additional Standards

Met __; Not Met __; Not Applicable __

(a) Wildlife Habitat of species considered endangered or threatened by Maine Department of
Inland Fisheries and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife Service


No endangered or threatened species habitat has been identified within this project area.

(b) Piers, docks, wharves, walkways, ramps and floats constructed to meet standards for
Appurtenant Structures as set forth in FEMA 55. The area of a float or floats shall not exceed
200 sf.


Sheet S-2 of the Plan set shows 2 - 10’ x 12’ floating docks, but the profile section shows
2 -10’ x 10’ floats. A condition of approval has been added that the floats shall not
exceed a total of 200 sf.

Condition of Approval: The area of a float or floats shall not exceed a total of 200 sf.
(c) Minimum 60’ of shore frontage.



This property appears to have at least 200 feet of shore frontage

(d) No portion of a pier or float shall be located within 25 feet of a property line.


The proposed float system will be located over 25 feet from any property line.

(e) Appropriate pile installation techniques utilized. Ramp, walkway, pier at least 1 foot above
the ground. Paint, stains, and waterproofing shall not be applied. Stairs no wider than 4’


The gangway will come off of the existing seawall, which has capacity to support the
gangway load. Piles will be installed with a barge crane. Pile driving equipment will be
operated by a marine contractor experienced in marine construction.



No paints, stains, and waterproofing has been contemplated for inclusion in this project.

(f) Structure shall not interfere with existing natural beach areas, nor impede legitimate passage.


No beach area will be impacted by proposed dock.

(g) Minimize adverse effects on fisheries


A private, seasonal, recreational dock would not be expected to cause any adverse effects
on fisheries/

(h) No larger than necessary. No wider than 4’. Pairs of pilings or supports shall not be closer
than 10 feet.



Pilings will be no closer than 10 feet.
The proposed gangway is 3 feet wide.

(i) Lighting to illuminate walkways, ramps and floats only and must meet private outdoor
lighting standards.


No lighting has been proposed for this proposed dock system.

(j) No new structure built on, over or abutting a pier, dock or other structure extending beyond
the high waterline of a water body unless the structure requires direct access to the water
body or wetland as an operational necessity.
 No new structure has been proposed to be built on, over or abutting a pier, dock or other
structure extending beyond the high waterline of a water body.
(k) New permanent piers and docks on non tidal waters shall not be permitted unless it is clearly
demonstrated to the Planning Board that a temporary pier or dock is not feasible.



The proposed dock is seasonal and not permanent.

(l) No existing structures built on, over or abutting a pier, dock, wharf extending beyond the
normal high waterline of a water body or within a wetland shall be converted to residential
dwelling units in any district.


No residential dwelling units have been contemplated as a component of this project.

(m) Structures built on, over or abutting a pier, wharf, dock or other structure extending beyond
the normal high water line of a water body or within a wetland shall not exceed 20 feet in
height above the pier, wharf, dock or other structure.


No structures have been contemplated to be built over or abutting a pier, wharf, dock or
other structure as a component of this project.

(n) Any pier, walkway, dock or wharf, including ramps and floats, shall be no longer than a total
length of 100 feet nor extend more than 1/5 of the way across a body of water.



The proposed dock system would have a total length of 40 feet maximum.
The proposed dock system will not extend more than 1/5 of the way across the Atlantic
Ocean.

(o) Off-season storage of temporary floats, ramps or walkways must be on upland areas so as to
not damage marine or freshwater vegetation.


The owners will remove the seasonal components of the dock system by October 15 of
each year and store off site or in an upland location.

Condition of Approval:
(a)

The floats and ramp will be removed by October 15th and installed no earlier than
April 15th

(b)

The area of a float or floats shall not exceed a total of 200 sf.

(c)

The applicant shall show evidence of permit approval from all applicable State
and Federal Agencies prior to obtaining a building permit.

Conclusion: Based upon this/these facts and those in the record the Planning Board finds that
this application makes sufficient efforts to protect the habitat of species considered endangered or
threatened by Maine IF&W and/or US Fish and Wildlife service, and is not located within a flood
hazard zone.

4.

Decisions.

4.1

The Board could vote to grant the request to locate a private recreational dock at 7 Lord’s Point
Road subject to the following condition(s) of approval:
(a)

The floats and ramp will be removed by October 15th and installed no earlier than
April 15th

(b)

The area of a float or floats shall not exceed a total of 200 sf.

(c)

The applicant shall show evidence of permit approval from all applicable State
and Federal Agencies prior to obtaining a building permit.

.

Prepared by: JCS

BAKER DESIGN CONSULTANTS
Civil, Marine and Structural Engineering

John Stoll
Town Planner
Town of Kennebunk
1 Summer Street
Kennebunk, Maine 04043
Travis Pryor
July 16, 2019
Special Exception Application Supplemental Submission
7 Lord’s Point Road
Replacement Seasonal Gangway and Float System
File; Jon & Kelley Conaway - Owner; Kevin Henry - Spang Builders
17-33
X:\17\17-33 CONAWAY WATERFRONT-7 LORDS PNT\PERMITS\TOWN\SPECIALEXCEPTIONPERMIT\17-33-SPECIALEXCEPTIONTRANS.DOCX

TRANSMITTAL
Reviewed 
For your use 
As per your request 

Enclosed are updated plans providing additional information requested from the Planning
Board at the 6/24/19 meeting with the Planning Board at the Town Office, and at the 6/29/19
sitewalk with the Planning Board.

VIA:
Personal Delivery  The plans show additional details regarding:
Special Delivery 
Messenger 
 Hinged kayak launch assist system which will only be placed in the water during
U.S. Mail 
launch and takeout use.
U.S. Express Mail 
Overnight Express 
 Existing float system to be removed and seawall cap at existing gangway to be
UPS 
restored with mortared granite block to match adjacent wall conditions.
Separate Cover 
Fax 
Modem  The planning board also made comment regarding cutting the existing piles at the mudline

when removed. The United States Army Corps permit restricts work in this area such that it
is done in the dry at low tide and allows for the piles to be fully removed or cut. The Maine
Department of Environmental Protection would prefer that the piles be completely removed

7 Spruce Rd, Freeport, ME 04032

T: (207) 846-9724

F: (207) 846-3620

Email: t.pryor@bakerdesignconsultants.com

BAKER DESIGN CONSULTANTS
Civil, Marine and Structural Engineering

but will also allow the piles to be cut. We would prefer to leave either option available to the
contractor to perform the work.
We understand that the project will be presented at the 7/22/19 Planning Board meeting at the
Town Office for Public Hearing and potentially for Final Approval
Please contact me with any questions.
Sincerely,
BAKER DESIGN CONSULTANTS, Inc.

Travis Pryor, LEED-AP
Project Manager

7 Spruce Rd, Freeport, ME 04032

T: (207) 846-9724

F: (207) 846-3620

Email: t.pryor@bakerdesignconsultants.com

Town of Kennebunk
Community Development Department
Planning Board
John Stoll
Town Planner

Project:
Project #
Property Owners:
Address:
Map/Block/Lot:

July 22, 2019
Project Summary – Special Exception/Wetlands Impact Application
Munroe Driveway
#120-19
Christopher Munroe & Linda Bridges
Off Orrin’s Way
Map 2, Lot 44

Determination of Completeness:
Please advise the applicant of any additional requests at this time
Project Description:
The applicant is requesting permission to impact approximately 3603sf of Priority 3 wetlands in order to
construct a driveway that would serve a single family residence.
Project Details:
Zoning:
Existing Use:

Rural Conservation (RC) Shoreland (SH); Resource Protection (RP)
Vacant

1.

General Comments

1.1

The following comments pertain to shoreland/special exception application submitted by
Christopher Munroe and dated June 10, 2019.

1.2

The Board could choose to schedule a site walk.

1.3

The Board could choose to schedule a public hearing.

1.4

Staff requests that the applicant provide a more comprehensive plan of the site including
surrounding wetlands so that the best practical location for the driveway can be verified.

1.5

The Town’s Assessor believes that the road depicted as Always Orrin’s Way should be amended
to read Orrin’s Way.

1.6

Adjust Zoning in title block to read Rural Conservation (RC) rather than Resource Conservation.
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Christopher Munroe & Linda Bridges
93 Arundel Road, Kennebunkport, Maine 04046
off Always Orrin's Way, station 0+00 of proposed driveway is approx. 1,778-ft from
ceneterline of Perkins Lane . Station 0+00 = Lat. N 43°26'56.99" Long. W 070°34'54.89"
RC - Resource Conservation
Property Owner
93 Arundel Road, Kennebunkport, Maine 04046
Christopher Munroe:
none
none
207-985-9701
Post Road Surveying, Inc. , Frances LaPierre, PLS (postroad1@myfairpoint.net)
Highland Soil Services, Michael Mariano, CSS 192 (wetland delineation)
unknown (estimates are being obtained)
Construct driveway
to provide access to proposed dwelling. This application is submitted for approval of the proposed
driveway crossing of wetland and the 25-ft associated Shoreland Overlay. Total Wetland Impact = 3,603 sq. ft.

MAGNET Field Report
Report Name
Created by
Job Name
Project Name
Date
Time
Note
Location

PHOTO1
n/a
MUNROE PHOTOS 6-10-19
n/a
2019-06-10
08:09:22
n/a

n/a

PROPOSED 883 SQ. F.T
WETLAND IMPACT AT TOE OF
SLOPE & EDGE OF FOREST

UPLAND FIELD IN FORE GROUND

MAGNET Field Report
Report Name
Created by
Job Name
Project Name
Date
Time
Note
Location

PHOTO2
n/a
MUNROE PHOTOS 6-10-19
n/a
2019-06-10
08:10:43
n/a

n/a

UPLAND FIELD IN
BACKGROUND

PROPOSED 883 SQ. F.T
WETLAND IMPACT AT
TOE OF SLOPE & EDGE
OF FOREST

MAGNET Field Report
Report Name
Created by
Job Name
Project Name
Date
Time
Note
Location

PHOTO3
n/a
MUNROE PHOTOS 6-10-19
n/a
2019-06-10
08:11:19
n/a

n/a

PROPOSED FORESTED
WETLAND CROSSING #2,
2,678 SQ. FT. IMPACT
(LOOKING SOUTH)

MAGNET Field Report
Report Name
Created by
Job Name
Project Name
Date
Time
Note
Location

PHOTO4
n/a
MUNROE PHOTOS 6-10-19
n/a
2019-06-10
08:15:14
n/a

n/a

PROPOSED FORESTED WETLAND
CROSSING #2,
2,678 SQ. FT. IMPACT
(LOOKING NORTH)

NOTE TO READERS: This is a draft of the Kennebunk Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensive
Plan provides us with a description of the town today in a range of categories, and identifies
issues and recommendations for the future. The final version will include an introduction, be
professionally formatted and contain multiple photographs. As a town resident, you are
encouraged to look at this draft in this early format. We are now looking for comments and
opinions on its contents, especially the Issues & Implications and Recommendations sections at
the end of each chapter.
The Town will make changes to this draft based on the comments and opinions received, and
residents will vote whether or not to accept the final Plan in June 2019.

Chapter L: Land Use Patterns and Open Space
Historical Patterns of Development in Kennebunk
Land use patterns develop over decades of human involvement and are the sum total of factors
that include topography, relationship to neighboring communities, and the establishment of early
transportation networks. Other factors include coveted natural resources, including navigable
water, forests, and soil. It is important to understand how and why certain land use patterns
develop. Every community is different.
Early Development – 1621 through 1945
Like many coastal towns, Kennebunk’s early development occurred primarily along the rivers,
with four distinct villages forming by the mid-1800s. Mousam Village was the site of today’s
downtown area, with homes, churches and mercantile uses clustered around the junction of “the
turnpike,” which would later become Route 1, and the mills on the Mousam River. The Landing
in the lower Summer Street area, was center of the Kennebunk River shipbuilding trade. The
Plains-Alewive farming community was further west, bordering the upper Kennebunk River.
Lower Village, at the mouth of Kennebunk River, was home to many wharves used by coastal
shipping vessels. When the railroad came through the western part of Kennebunk, the village of
Kennebunk Depot (later West Kennebunk) formed. Small farms dotted the areas between
villages, and houses sprang up along an ever-expanding network of roadways that connected the
villages. Thus, most of the older homes in town are clustered in these village areas and along
those early roadways.
After the era of wooden shipbuilding ended in the early twentieth century, the economic void
was filled by the nascent tourism industry, with many large hotels constructed along the
beachfront. A train line ran for a time into Lower Village to service this industry. Large summer
“cottages” were built in newly created neighborhoods along the beaches and along Great Hill,
gradually displacing farms and grazing areas.
Postwar Development

1

Nationwide, the 1945 to 1970s postwar housing boom resulted in the construction of hundreds of
thousands of ranches, Capes, Colonials and split level homes desired by young and growing
families. This trend was represented in Kennebunk through infill development along early
roadways, as “modern” style houses began to mix with older homes. The first subdivisions,
which were generally constructed on new cul-de-sac and dead-end roadways, were built
perpendicular to main roads. Examples include Fletcher Street, High Street, Cat Mousam Road,
Brown Street, and Sea Road. Along the beach areas, older beachfront hotels began to disappear.
Vacation homes for individual owners were constructed in new neighborhoods created between
the ocean and salt marshes, with some houses built on “fill” ground to extend the limited space
available.
The average size of residential homes began to increase nationally during the 1980s, with newly
built homes in Kennebunk larger than those in the first wave of postwar residential housing. New
subdivision growth took place in most areas of the town, off Sea Road, Port Road, between
Route 1 north and Ross Road, and in West Kennebunk off Alfred Road and Alewive Road.
Condo development began in earnest, with construction of a significant number of units in the
Upper Square, Ross Road, Cat Mousam, Brown Street, Sea Road and Summer Street areas.
With the adoption of town zoning regulations in 1993, the placement of new homes came under
more scrutiny. Minimum lot square footage was required, with lot size keyed to the density of
various zones in village areas and more rural areas. Shoreland Zoning regulations began to
require more protection of land adjacent to waterways, reducing the total land area available for
development.
A Current Overview
In today’s Kennebunk, the past is still present in many ways, but the town has stepped into the
21st century gracefully.
The agrarian nature of the Plains-Alewive district still exists, although its early distinction as a
village is no longer applicable. Early homes and a few long-standing agricultural businesses still
dot the historic section of Alewive Road. New home lots are large and subdivision growth is
intentionally tucked away from Route 35 (Alewive Road) to maintain a rural look and feel that
includes scenic vistas of rolling hills. Kennebunk Elementary school is located on Alewive Road.
Although the Landing area is likewise no longer categorized as a village, it features a number of
well-preserved homes from the shipbuilding era. Vestigial evidence of the district’s historical
importance includes The Landing Store, Jim’s Service Station, the Landing Chapel, the Waldo
Emerson House B&B and the architecturally unique Wedding Cake house, a private home that
draws considerable visitor interest. Recent residential development along the Summer Street/Port
Road corridor has consisted largely of infill homes, with a small amount of minor subdivision
growth.
West Kennebunk Village was categorized in previous incarnations of the Comprehensive Plan as
both a village center and a Growth Area, and these designations have resulted in the recent
construction of several cluster subdivisions as well as the addition of infrastructure

2

improvements, including sidewalks and street lighting to support a condensed business area
featuring eateries and service businesses. The district has a robust inventory of older homes that
date back to its heyday as a producer of lumber and grains, as well as infill homes of newer
vintage. The Animal Welfare Society, Middle School of the Kennebunks, Dorothy Stevens
Community Center, a fire substation, two seasonal campgrounds and a portion of the Eastern
Trail add to the village’s fabric. Commercial and business facilities are located adjacent to the
Alfred Road/Alewive Road junction at Maine Turnpike’s Exit 25. The exit itself includes a rest
stop offering traveler conveniences.
Lower Village’s continuing role as a tourist-centric destination has resulted in its evolution as a
mixed-use village of shops, hotels, art galleries, restaurants and homes. Other notable points of
interest include the Franciscan Monastery on Beach Avenue and Kennebunk town beaches. The
shipbuilding industry has been replaced by a thriving maritime trade of working marinas, lobster
boats, and a variety of commercial whale watch, charter fishing, scenic and schooner cruises,
which co-exist with recreational use of the river in the form of kayaks, sailboats, and motorboats.
Recent infrastructure improvements include new sidewalks, plantings, benches, street lighting
and the recent replacement of the bridge over the Kennebunk River, incorporating pedestrian
overlooks. Residential subdivision growth is occurring outside the core area of the Village, off
Western Avenue (Route 9), Port Road (Route 35) and Boothby Road. Long established
residential subdivisions on both sides of Sea Road have seen recent infill activity.
The former Mousam Village is now known as Downtown Kennebunk. Along busy Route 1
(Main Street), a half-mile-long traditional linear downtown attracts visitors as well as serving
everyday needs for residents, with shops, restaurants, service businesses, community churches,
Town Hall and the Kennebunk Free Library, enhanced with new sidewalks, extensive plantings
and other streetscape improvements. Also in the district is the Police Department and EMS
center, the Brick Store Museum and the Waterhouse Center. The neighborhoods on either side of
Main Street are predominantly comprised of homes from the 17th through early 20th centuries,
and include two 1920s-era brick schools that have been enlarged and transformed into housing.
Growth in the long-established residential neighborhoods within the district has consisted solely
of infill construction.
On either end of the downtown exists what is known as Route 1 North and Route 1 South. Route
1 North is a traditional commercial center already densely developed with a varied mix of
service-oriented businesses, including health, government, banking, legal, home and personal
products, recreational activities, eateries and a large supermarket. Recently adopted design
standards will provide a framework for increased enhancement of the corridor. This corridor is
the next area slated for infrastructure improvements including pedestrian and streetscape
enhancement to further promote walkability. It is adjacent to established residential
neighborhoods, including elderly housing.
Route 1 South, considered a gateway to Kennebunk from neighboring Wells, is a mixture of
small scale retail, manufacturing and service activity. It has recently become known as the
“home improvement mile,” where many conveniences for the home can be purchased without
leaving the community. Although wetlands constraints have historically limited the scale of
development in this area, recent expansion of public sewer to a portion of Route 1 South has
encouraged some redevelopment, expansion and new development. It is one of the last sectors
3

of the community that is in need of infrastructure improvements, including drainage
improvements, streetscape and other amenities.
Residential Development Trends since 1990
The 1991 Comprehensive Plan sought to promote a land use pattern that would neither
encourage nor discourage growth but would attempt to direct growth toward the Village area(s)
where public services and infrastructure are more concentrated. In furtherance of this goal, the
1993 Zoning Ordinance expanded the Village growth areas by allowing more growth to occur in
and around the three villages and attempted to discourage growth in the rural areas by increasing
the minimum lot size and providing for mandatory clustering of lots within new subdivisions.
The 2003 updated Comprehensive Plan expanded the growth area around West Kennebunk
Village Residential (WKVR) district by identifying two areas, A and B, as expansion areas; a
subsequent Comprehensive Plan update and zoning amendments added growth area B to the
WKVR district. As noted earlier, this change has resulted in new development of single-family
homes.
The success of these Comprehensive Plan goals has been mixed. While formally approved
subdivision activity has almost entirely been located in or near the intended growth areas, there
has been a notable increase in the number of newly created lots that are exempt from public
review standards; construction of homes on “lots of record” that were approved before the
introduction of more stringent Shoreland Zoning regulations and had previously gone unbuilt due
to environmental constraints; and development of lots utilizing Maine’s Family Subdivision
exemption statute, which permits owners of larger lots to parcel off sections for use by family
members. Some of this new construction is occurring in the rural areas.
Commercial and Industrial Development Trends
Previous Comprehensive Planning efforts sought to support and expand (where possible) the
existing commercial and industrial districts in Kennebunk. Due to changing economic conditions
toward service-based business versus industrial uses, a significant portion of the expanded
Turnpike industrial area was changed via Contract Zone designation to create an area for mixed
industrial base and commercial development. Current use of this area includes a medical
treatment facility, convenience store/gas station, a child care provider and a new Hampton Inn.
Previous commercial expansion at the Alfred Road/Alewive Road junction included the
Corning-Costar plant and the former William Arthur facility, now Kennebunk Savings Bank’s
operations center. The former William Arthur parcel still offers a significant area of land with
development potential.
Kennebunk’s Downtown and Lower Village continue to be important elements of the Town’s
traditional business development pattern. Due to consistent Town maintenance and
improvements to the infrastructure and aesthetics of these areas, private business investment has
increased, resulting in re-adaption of existing buildings as well as complete replacement of other
buildings.
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In addition, several businesses along both Route 1 North and Route 1 South have enlarged,
upgraded and visually improved their facilities.
.
Open Space Trends
Open space can be broadly defined as land that is protected from development by virtue of its
ownership or by deeded easements, for example: Federal, state or town land; land trusts and
conservation organizations; deeded open space in cluster subdivisions; water districts and certain
other utilities.
Recreational open spaces include existing and proposed spaces used for passive (hiking, biking,
walking, etc.) and active (baseball, soccer, etc.) recreational purposes as well as access to water
resources for canoeing and kayaking. Kennebunk has an array of town-owned parks, athletic
fields on school properties, public access points to rivers and waterbodies and other publicly
accessible lands within its boundaries.
With concerns about loss of open space becoming evident in 2001, the Planning Board
recommended that a committee be set up to investigate the issue of open space and develop an
open space plan. Open space trends should include the opportunity to protect lands, as well as
encourage sound planning and growth. In December 2001, the Kennebunk Board of Selectmen
appointed a 12-member Open Space Planning Committee to develop a plan and policy for
preserving and protecting open space lands in the Town.
This committee was merged with the Conservation Commission and renamed the Conservation
and Open Space Planning Commission (KCOSPC).
The Committee’s first task was to develop a working definition of open space. After much
discussion among the committee’s diverse membership, the following definition was agreed
upon:
Underdeveloped land areas that have important ecological functions, natural resources,
or cultural resources that are worthy of conservation and protection.
Kennebunk’s open spaces are ecologically diverse. They include wildlife and plant habitats,
spaces for active and passive recreation, waterbodies, streams and riparian areas, cultural/
historic sites and scenic vistas. The KCOSPC reviewed a complete set of natural resource map
coverages and prioritized the various resource areas based upon their vulnerability to
development and permanent open space value in the Open Space Plan.
By adding up all the open space areas in the Town, including Town-owned parks, Water
District owned, etc., there are approximately 5,215 acres, or about 22.68% of Kennebunk’s
total land area, that is considered protected open space in some way. This number is up from
19.66% in 2003, as shown in the comparative table below.
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The table shows the breakdown of these open space lands by owner. Since 2003 there has
been a slight increase in land ownership under the categories below. Note that the 2003
numbers did not include Kennebunk Light & Power or the Kennebunk Sewer District
land; however, those are small pieces in comparison to the overall amount of land. It should be
noted that in addition to land that the Kennebunk Land Trust owns in fee, the Trust holds
conservation easements on an additional 342 privately owned acres, which permanently protects
those lands from development.

2003/2015 Conservation/ Gov’t./ Utility Parcels
Town of Kennebunk Comparison
(number of acres rounded)

United States of
America
Town of Kennebunk
Kennebunk Land
Trust
Nature Conservancy
State of Maine
KK&W Water District
RSU 21
Kennebunk Light &
Power
Kennebunk Sewer
District
Other
Total
Total Town Acreage
(23,000)

2003 Owned
Acres
949

2015 Owned
Acres
1030

280
1136

347
1364
check

154
1447
420
137

123
1642
500
173
24
13

4522

5215

19.66%

22.68%

Source: Kennebunk Tax Assessor

The table below shows a comparison of land ownership between 2003 and 2015 and who has
added or decreased land holdings in the town.
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Publicly Owned Land Comparison
2003-2015
Kennebunk Sewer District
MSAD 71 RSU 21
State of Maine
KL Trust
United States of America
0

200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800

2015 Owned Acres

2003 Owned Acres

Source: Kennebunk Tax Assessor

As part of the Open Space plan, a one-mile radius was drawn around the public parks and
recreation areas as a start in determining how accessible the recreation spaces are by pedestrian
and bike travel from the village neighborhoods and whether there are underserved areas where
additional sidewalk extensions might aid accessibility to parks. In addition, consideration would
be given to identifying neighborhood areas where no open space(s) exists and which could
benefit from the development of such open spaces.
The Open Space Plan sets six goals and offers policies and strategies for reaching those goals. In
addition, the Plan identifies and prioritizes Environmental Priority Areas based on resource value
in relation to the level of protection (if any) and the potential vulnerability from development or
use. The Plan also identifies or prioritizes Town Character Priority Areas based on the degree to
which the landscapes and facilities provide opportunities for daily cultural exchange, the degree
to which these open spaces foster a sense of place and community and whether the resource
needs further protection and/or greater accessibility.
The Open Space Plan was adopted to be a companion document to the Comprehensive Plan and
its updates to assist in goal, policy and strategy making. This chapter, when combined with the
Open Space Plan, can provide a solid platform for comprehensive planning.
For more detailed information on Kennebunk’s wildlife and plant habitats and marine
environments, please see Chapter D: Natural Resources, Chapter I: Marine Resources and
Chapter K: Sea-Level Rise, while further information on the Town’s cultural and historic sites
can be found in Chapter H: Cultural, Historic and Archeological Resources.
Recreational Resources
Following is a table of Town-maintained recreation resources.
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Recreational Facilities Maintained by the Town of Kennebunk
Source: Town of Kennebunk
FACILITIES

ACREAGE

1.

Parsons Field
14 Park Street

7.3

2.

West Kennebunk Field
Holland Road

4.9

3.

Lloyd G. Nedeau Park
Clear Brook Crossing
Lower Village Park
School House Lane
Rogers Pond
Water Street
Rotary Park
Water Street
Lafayette Park
Storer Street
Wonderbrook Park
Plummer Street

9.13

4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

AMENITIES
2 tennis courts, 2-baseball fields, multi-purpose field,
basketball court, 2 volleyball courts, Harbor Playground,
Youth Community Center, and picnic area.
2 tennis courts, basketball court, playground, baseball,
softball, multi-purpose fields, and picnic area.

.35

Basketball court, playground, baseball, multi-purpose field,
picnic area.
Basketball court, playground, baseball field, whiffle ball field,
multi-purpose field and picnic area
Picnic area, grills, pond, and fishing with small boat access to
the river.
Picnic area, open field, and gazebo.

.87

Picnic area and open field.

37.2

Nature trails & waterway.

2.7
3.9

2

Multiple skateboard ramps and obstacles.

9.

Skateboard Park
Factory Pasture lane

10.

Wiggins Pond
Wood Pond Lane

11.

Memorial (or Cannon)
Park
Corner Fletcher St./Rt. 1

.24

Park benches, World War I Memorial, World War I Cannon.

12.

Washington Park
Corner Summer St./Rt. 1
Police Station

.18

Park benches, War Memorial.

Town Hall

.62

Auditorium

Dot Stevens Center
Thompson Road

1.8

Various community and senior activities, withhas kitchen
facilities

16.

Highway Department
36 Sea Road

.32

Facility entrance.

17.
18.

Dog Park
36 Sea Road
Ethelyn Stuart Marthia
Park
Beach Avenue

Fenced, gazebo (located on Public Works Department
property)
Beach, benches, Memorial Park

19.

Waterhouse Center
Main Street

Pavilion with craft fairs in the summer, ice skating rink in
season, and pickleball.

20.

Downtown Plaza
Main Street

Benches, tables and chairs (weather permitting)

13.
14.
15.

13.37

Pond and nature trails.

1.3
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FACILITIES

ACREAGE

AMENITIES

Intervale Road Mousam
River Boat Launch
Intervale Road
Route 9 Mousam River
Boat Landing
Western Avenue

Carry-in boat access with some parking

23.

Sea Grass Lane Boat
Launch
Sea Grass Lane

Carry-in boat access with 4 parking spaces (by permit only)

24.

Miscellaneous Locations

Town Welcome signs, traffic islands

21.
22.

Carry-in boat access with some parking

The next table shows the recreational facilities operated by the Town’s school system, RSU 21,
that lie within the Town of Kennebunk.
RSU #21 Recreational Facilities in Kennebunk
Facility

Amenities

A.

High School
Fletcher Street

B.

Sea Road School
Sea Road

1 open field, 1 football field, 2 basketball courts, 1 playground

C.

Middle School of
the Kennebunks
Thompson Road

1 softball field, 1 soccer field, 1 baseball/field hockey field

D.

1 practice field, 1 football field, 2 softball fields, 2 baseball fields, 1
soccer field, 4 tennis courts, track, basketball, goals outdoor

Kennebunk
2 multipurpose ball fields
Elementary School
Alewive Road
Note: RSU 21 has additional facilities outside the Town of Kennebunk

The Bridle Path runs from the Sea Road School to Sea Road near the Webhannet Golf Course.
The Eastern Trail is a 65-mile scenic recreational greenway connecting Strawbery Bank in
Portsmouth, NH to Casco Bay in South Portland. In Kennebunk, the Kennebunk River, Ward
Brook, and Duck Brook intersect the Eastern Trail at five locations. The Eastern Trail is part of the
East Coast Greenway, a developing trail system that will ultimately connect 2,900 miles of trails
between Calais, Maine with Key West, Florida. Completion of the Eastern Trail section running
south to the Town of Wells is in the design stage. Southern Maine Planning and Development
Commission, through funding from various grants, is in the process of identifying and expanding
linkages to existing trails throughout York County.
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Various properties open to the public that are owned by the Kennebunk Land Trust offer hiking
and snowshoeing opportunities with some properties also allowing trail biking and cross country
skiing. The land trust’s website also includes information on other activities, such as fishing,
which are permissible on some of these properties. (INSERT LINK)
Kennebunk Land Trust Properties with Public Access
Source: Kennebunk Land Trust

Name

Access Location

Activities

Alewive Woods Preserve

Cole Road

Butler Preserve

Old Port Road

Hiking, Snowshoeing, XC
Skiing, Biking
Hiking, Snowshoeing

Clark Preserve

Emmons Road

Hiking, Snowshoeing, Biking

Kennebunk Wildlife Management
Area (now a Nature Conservancy
property but Kennebunk Land Trust
was a partner in protecting this land)

Route 99

Hiking, Snowshoeing, XC
Skiing, Biking

Madelyn Marx Preserve

Route 9 or Sea Road School

Hiking, Snowshoeing

Mousam River Wildlife Sanctuary

Water Street

Hiking, Snowshoeing, Biking

Sea Road Preserve

Sea Road School

The Secret Garden

Port Road via Evergreen Cemetery

Hiking, Snowshoeing, XC
Skiing, Biking
Hiking, Snowshoeing, Biking

Wonder Brook/Murphy Preserve

Plummer Lane

Hiking, Snowshoeing

To complete the recreational inventory, the Town owns three coastal beaches that provide public
access: Goochs Beach, Kennebunk (Mother’s) Beach, and Middle Beach. Parsons Beach is
privately owned.
Floodplain Management
The Town has a comprehensive Floodplain Management Ordinance available on the town’s
website at https://www.kennebunkmaine.us/381/Town-Ordinances-Charter-Policies. Last updated 1/31/09,
and consistent with State and Federal standards, the ordinance covers such items as permitting,
review and development standards, review of subdivision and development proposals, appeals
and variances, enforcement and penalties, and definitions. The Town participates in the National
Flood Insurance Program, which benefits homeowners purchasing flood insurance.
Recommendations
Residential
1. Evaluation of the Town’s growth management plan indicates residential growth continues
to occur in both growth areas and rural areas. To more effectively support the traditional
village/rural pattern and discourage the move to make rural areas into suburban areas, the
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Town should continue to limit the number of homes that may be built in the rural areas,
while providing adequate space for new homes in the village growth areas, which are
supported by services and infrastructure.
2. Demographically, Kennebunk has a high percentage of residents over age 65, the group
most likely to “downsize” to homes offering one floor living; the town’s heavy stock of
older multiple-story homes in the village growth areas does not meet this need. The Town
should continue promoting the recognition and expanded use of “accessory units” to help
to fill this need, while also encouraging appropriate infill development in village growth
areas.
3. The Town should address the issue of rising sea levels, which are beginning to impact the
safety and structural integrity of homes and town infrastructure in areas located in the VE
zone on FEMA flood plain maps. (See Climate Change Chapter.
Commercial
1. The Town should continue investment in Downtown, West Kennebunk Village and
Lower Village maintenance and infrastructure improvements to encourage additional
private investments in these districts.
2. Public parking limitations in Lower Village are a source of frustration for visitors and
residents alike. The Town should investigate solutions for additional parking, including
public-private partnerships, along with options for shuttle bus service.
3. The Town has amended zoning regulations for commercial districts that previously
permitted the development of new residential uses to prevent such mixed use. The Town
should reassess whether this is a positive step and determine whether or not to expand the
Town’s commercial tax base and/or incorporate multi-use development.
4. The Town should investigate the potential and benefit of expanding the boundaries of the
present business zoning districts.
5. The Town should further study and evaluate wetlands in the Route 1 South district to
provide adequate environmental protections while allowing appropriate business
expansion.
6. The Town should evaluate zoning classifications next to state and interstate
transportation corridors to preserve adjacent land for potential non-residential reuse.
7. The Town should identify patterns of development that occurred prior to zoning and
reevaluate current lot size zoning requirements to identify opportunities to facilitate infill
uses without adversely impacting abutting landowners.
Open Space
1. The Town should continue to work with Kennebunk citizens to determine the long-term
open space needs of the Town, including open space locations, types of open space, and
the desired amount of open space needed, particularly for recreational uses.
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NOTE TO READERS: This is a draft of the Kennebunk Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensive
Plan provides us with a description of the town today in a range of categories, and identifies
issues and recommendations for the future. The final version will include an introduction, be
professionally formatted and contain multiple photographs. As a town resident, you are
encouraged to look at this draft in this early format. We are now looking for comments and
opinions on its contents, especially the Issues & Implications and Recommendations sections at
the end of each chapter.
The Town will make changes to this draft based on the comments and opinions received, and
residents will vote whether or not to accept the final Plan in June 2019.

Chapter K: Climate Change and Sea Level Rise
“Climate change … refers to a change in the state of the climate that can be identified … by
changes in the mean and/or the variability of its properties, and that persists for an extended
period…” (IPCC Fourth Assessment Report). There is widespread statistical evidence supported
by the vast majority of climate scientists that average global air and ocean temperatures are
rising at a significantly higher rate than has been the case in past centuries. (See discussion
below). Coastal communities are especially vulnerable to rising temperatures because of the
following specific effects:
•
•
•

Sea level rise (inundation of shoreline property, roads and bridges)
Changes in precipitation and storm intensity (flooding and wind damage)
Change in habitat (impact on fisheries from rising ocean temperatures)

This chapter will deal primarily with the first two of these because it is something that the Town
of Kennebunk can directly address through specific policies and strategies.
Sea Level Rise
According to a century of data from the Portland, Maine tide gauge, the sea level is rising.
This is believed to be driven by higher water temperatures which, in turn, can cause more
extreme weather. The Town of Kennebunk faces at least two major challenges from these
trends: 1) the threat to public and private coastal property and infrastructure from the higher
sea level and 2) the potential damage not only to the Coast but to the Town as a whole from
major storms. This chapter inventories the best available data on historical and recent trends
in sea level change, offers the best available current predictions for the future and establishes
the basis on which the Town’s policy response to sea level rise should be framed.
A brief note about units of measure. Most of the global science about sea level rise is
performed and reported in metric units whereas the non-scientific community in the United
States tends to use inches and feet. Both measures are used in the text of this report. Most, but
not all, conversions were from metric to US standard, and the converted numbers are
approximate. In graphics borrowed from other sources, expect to see metric units only. Metric
abbreviations used here include “mm” for millimeter and “M” for meter
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Trends in Sea Level Rise
There is a clear historical pattern of sea level rise which began about 11,000 years ago and
which is still occurring. For the past couple of thousand years there has been a pattern of only
minor, gradual increases in sea level but the most recent data appears to be showing an
increasing rate of rise.
Scientists believe that there are two dominant components. The first is thermal expansion of the
water, as the ocean temperature warms. The second is volumetric increase caused by melting of
glaciers and ice sheets. It should also be noted that seasonal wind patterns can change tide
levels during different periods within each year. For instance, in our area, tides will run lower
during periods of sustained northwest winds in the winter because the winds blow water
offshore. This effect is entirely independent of more broadly felt astronomical tide patterns.
When scientists look at data on a specific piece of coast, like the shoreline of Kennebunk, there
are local reasons for changes in sea level in addition to global reasons. Some movement of the
land up or down has persisted since the end of the last ice age. As the crust of the earth in this
area was covered with thousands of feet of ice, it sank in response to the weight. When the ice
age ended, the land experienced “isostatic rebound”, as the crust bounced back up. Some
isostatic rebound is still happening, but the effect now is very slight.
Thirteen thousand years ago at the end of the last ice age, the land in Maine was so crushed by
ice that sea level was 230 feet (70 meters) higher than it is today. Eleven thousand years ago
after the ice had receded, the land rebounded so that sea level was about 200 feet (60 meters)
below today’s levels. Continued melting of ice filled the oceans, and in the last five thousand
years, levels in Maine have been very stable. It is important to note that this is the period when
our modern beaches and wetlands as we know them today were formed. See Figure 1.

Figure 1: Elevation of Sea Level in Maine – 13,000 Years Ago to Present
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Not far from Kennebunk, studies of marshes in Wells show that in the last five thousand
years (the shaded area in Figure 1) the rate of change in sea level leveled off from over
.04 inch (1 mm) per year to only .01 inch (0.2 mm) per year about a thousand years ago.
This data was derived by radiocarbon dating of marsh borings. Please see Figure 2.
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Figure 2: Sea Level Change in Wells, ME – 5,000 Years Ago to Present

The very gradual sea level rise that has been experienced for the past several thousand
years appears to be over. The Portland tide gauge shows that over the last hundred years,
since 1912, the sea level has risen 7.5 inches (190mm) or at a rate of .075 inches (1.9
mm) per year. This mirrors global ocean sea levels, as measured from orbiting satellites,
showing about .071 inch (1.8 mm) rise per year. However, when the period between
1993 through 2014 is measured for mean sea level, the pace of sea level rise increases
and then increases again when measured between 2003 and 2014. See Figure 3.
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Figure 3 – Portland Tide Gauge – Mean Sea Level – 1912 to 2014

Similar results for the century are found up and down the Maine coast, as documented at
nearby tide gauges. See Figure 4.
Figure 4 – Recent Rates of Sea Level Rise – Portsmouth to Eastport
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For the last 20 years or so, the rate of sea level rise around Portland, Maine has
increased to .17 inch (4.3 mm) per year, or 17 inches (430 mm) per century. See Figure
5.
Figure 5 – Portland Tide Gauge – Mean Sea Level – 1993 to 2012

Similar to Maine, the rate of sea level rise globally has increased, as measured by
orbiting satellites. Since 1993, global sea level has risen at a rate of .13 inch (3.2 mm)
per year, or 12.6 inches (320 mm) per century. See Figure 6
Figure 6 – Global Rates of Sea Level Rise
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Best Predictions of Future Sea Level Rise
There is consensus in the scientific community that sea level will continue to rise
throughout this century. A rising sea level has planning implications for coastal
communities like Kennebunk. Some buildings and roads will be impacted on a daily
basis or during storms where overall rising sea levels will worsen storm-related impacts.
While the degree of certainty is unknown, it is nonetheless important to consider the
implications and take stock of the range of likely alternatives.
The next hundred years will probably be triple the rate of sea level rise of the past
century according to the projections of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC - http://www.ipcc.ch) and reach at least two feet. And this may be an
understatement since the IPCC projections do not include contributions from the melting
of glacial, land-based ice sheets.
Figure 7 shows that if you superimpose the Portland tide gauge data from 1993 to the
present, as well as the satellite measurements of the global ocean level, that sea level
rise during the last 20 years is tracking at the HIGHEST PROJECTION curve of the
IPCC.
Figure 7: Recent Data Compared to Past Predictions

There is another factor at work that may exacerbate the situation. Geologists and
glaciologists are finding that ice sheets on land in Greenland and Antarctica are melting,
which could add substantial amounts of water to the world’s oceans. This phenomenon
has not been included as a contributing factor over the past hundred years. The 2011
SWIPA report (Snow, Water, Ice, and Permafrost in the Arctic) by Glaciologist Eric
Rignot, of the University of California Irvine and NASA’s Jet Propulsion Laboratory
(JPL) and his team shows that “if current Antarctic and Greenland ice sheet melting rates
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continue for the next four decades, their cumulative loss could raise sea level by an
additional 5.9 inches (150 mm) by 2050. When this is added to the predicted sea level
contribution of 3.1 inches (79 mm) from glacial ice caps and 3.5 inches (89 mm) from
ocean thermal expansion, total sea level rise could reach 12.6 inches (320 mm) by the year
2050.” (More information is available from the American Geophysical Union, via the
Web: http://www.agu.org).
For planning purposes, it is recommended that Kennebunk adopt a scenario-based
approach with consideration given to the range of the lowest through the highest
forecasts. Given current global trends, we are nearing the “Intermediate High” scenario
from the National Climate Assessment (www.globalchange.gov) Global Sea level rise
scenarios, which puts us somewhere around 3.3-3.7 feet by the year 2100. The United
States National Climate Assessment is very confident that the next hundred years will
see at least an 8 inch rise and no more than a 6.6 foot rise by 2100. See Figure 8

Figure 8: Sea Level Rise Scenarios

Figure 8 shows the potential planning horizons for the Town of Portland, Maine. Using
the Intermediate-High scenario and a 2014 start date, sea level will rise nearly 5 inches
by 2030, 1 foot by 2050, 2 feet by 2070 and over 3 feet by 2090. Given Kennebunk’s
proximity to Portland, it is reasonable to conclude that Kennebunk would, under this
scenario, experience much the same amount of sea level rise.
It seems clear from these expert projections that Kennebunk can expect and should plan
for some degree of sea level rise in the coming years. How much and in what timeframe
are the key unknowns.
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Figure 9: Sea Level Rise Projections for Portland, Maine

Vulnerability Assessment – Sea Level Rise, Storm Tide and Storm Surge
It is important to note that in addition to an increase (from sea level rise) in the water level at
highest annual tide (HAT), consideration must be given to the impacts of storm conditions
under those higher sea level scenarios. For Kennebunk, the HAT elevation is about 6.2 feet.
Storms can effectively increase the sea level for the duration of the storm. The 1978 storm is
the storm of record with respect to ocean-related storm impacts and produced a temporary
increase in sea level of about 2½ feet. Both storm surge and storm tides play a role in how
storms affect the shore. As defined by the National Hurricane Center, storm surge is an
abnormal rise of water generated by storm, over and above predicted astronomical tides
while storm tide is water level rise due to the combination of storm surge and astronomical
tide.
Superstorm Sandy’s impact on sea level at Kings Point, New York (east of Queens) is
illustrated below. Clearly storm tides and storm surge played a huge role in the severe damage
experienced by New York and New Jersey.
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Figure 10: Superstorm Sandy’s effect on sea level at Kings Point, New York

Because of Maine’s tidal variation, the potential combination of astronomical tide and storms
is extremely concerning. Figure 11 shows Portland’s top 25 storm tides from 1912-2012 and
the proportion of the total storm tide that was tide and what was the storm surge.
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Figure 11: Top 25 Storm Tides 1912-2012

Highest Annual Tide Scenarios (HAT)
The graphics below show the impact of various HAT assumptions on Goochs Beach and
in Lower Village.
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Figure 12: Potential Inundation Scenarios for Kennebunk

Impacts to Marshes
The role that coastal wetlands play in protecting shoreland during storm events has
received much public attention in the years since Hurricane Katrina caused so much
damage in Louisiana. Coastal wetlands as defined in Maine’s shoreland zoning
regulations refer to all tidal and subtidal lands which have salt water tolerant vegetation
present and any swamp, marsh, bog, beach flat or lowland that is subject to tidal action
- 12 -

during the highest tide level. Coastal wetlands can include portions of coastal sand dunes.
There are two types of coastal wetlands, called marshes, which play a role in protecting
Kennebunk. There is low marsh which is intertidal so is covered and exposed by the tide
each day. High marsh is the area of salt marsh beginning that is only sporadically covered
by water. To quote a 2013 report on sea level rise undertaken for Sustain Southern
Maine: “Marshes provide valuable ecosystem services, including pollution filtering and
flood buffering. Not only do they slow and buffer waters during coastal flood events, but
they also slow erosion which might otherwise affect developed areas.”. High marsh and
low marsh areas were delineated using tidal elevations as proxies for actual on-theground surveying. The 2013 report provides assessments for each of 13 southern Maine
communities and for Kennebunk, it concludes that “marsh migration is also likely to be
an issue for Kennebunk. This will particularly be an issue along lowlands adjacent to the
Kennebunk River. Even modest amounts of (sea level rise) could cause extensive
changes to marshland in this area.”
Marshes can migrate inland and have been able to do so during the gradual sea level rise
experienced since the last Ice Age; but when sea level rise rates increase, high marsh
environments cannot survive the increased inundation and give way to low marsh
environments. This decreases the diversity of salt marshes as a whole and diminishes
their ability to buffer the shoreline from erosion. If the rate of sea level rise is too rapid or
abrupt, low marsh environments will also drown, leaving the shore unprotected from
battering waves. Another factor that limits marsh migration is development – houses and
roads block marshes from moving inland
Figure 13 Marsh expansions

Source: Maine Geological
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Potential Hurricane Inundation
Potential hurricane inundation mapping has been done in Maine through a FEMA grant
to Maine’s Floodplain Management Office accompanied by consultation with National
Hurricane Partnership representatives on tool development, proposed process and
techniques. The Geographic Information System (GIS) tool that was developed uses Sea
Lake and Overland Surges from Hurricanes (SLOSH – developed by the National
Hurricane Center) to model the data.
Modeling potential hurricane inundation scenarios can assist in investigation of potential
impacts to critical infrastructure, storm evacuation planning, emergency management
planning and community outreach and education.

Color legend to come
Figure 13 SLOSH Mapping

Source: Maine Geological
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Source: Maine Geological
Future Infrastructure Impacts
As part of an assessment based on potential Sea Level Rise and Storm Surge impacts, it is
important to analyze the infrastructure that may be at risk. Much of this information is based on
local (State wide analysis) that has been vetted over the years. As noted earlier in this chapter,
this information is empirical data collected to project the future. Based on this data, a series of
models have been built on the impacts to coastal communities such as Kennebunk. In order for
the community to make intelligent decisions on how to deal with coastal issues, a table has been
developed (see below) that indicates what streets will be impacted under different scenarios.
There are two sets of scenarios that are reflected in the table. One scenario addresses the streets
that could be flooded out during a Highest Annual Tide (HAT) plus 1-6 feet of sea level rise. As
a point to plan for, the State of Maine is projecting HAT +3 feet of SLR as the likely increase by
the year 2100.
The second set of scenarios are called Sea Lake and Overland Surges from Hurricanes (SLOSH)
Maps which show the impacts based on Hurricane Storm Surge impacts. The State of Maine
looks primarily at Category 1 &2 which are also included in the table below. The table indicates
the linear footage of road impacted under the various scenarios. The color coding moving from
the Green to the Red indicates little to no impacts up to major impacts. An accompanying map
can be found in the Planning Department for further review. There are four (4) streets that are of
immediate concern:
•
•

Parsons Beach Road
Beach Avenue
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•
•

Crescent Surf Drive
Durrell’s Bridge Road

Once planners have this kind of information, adaptation or mitigation strategies may be adopted.
The roads in question may be deemed “noncritical” but require evacuation routing and/or detour
routing. Others may be critical to the functioning of the community in which case elevation of
the roadway might be considered. The 2013 report concludes “it is likely that road flooding
would occur with all levels of flooding…… The SSM analysis found that at 2 feet of flooding 6
road segments are vulnerable, at 1 meter of flooding 12 are, and at 2 meters of flooding 20
segments are vulnerable. This suggests that further analysis of road network flood vulnerability
should be undertaken to ensure the integrity of evacuation routes. It is, of course, also likely that
significant damage would occur to public infrastructure and private real estate along
Kennebunk’s coastal beaches, with neighborhood-wide inundation occurring as flooding
approaches 2 meters.
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Adaptation and Mitigation
Many coastal towns are adopting climate adaptation and mitigation strategies that may or may
not come into play as circumstances warrant. As the EPA suggested in a 1995 report on
Anticipatory Planning for Sea-Level Rise Along the Coast of Maine, “There are opportunities to
avoid adverse impacts by acting now, opportunities that may be lost if the process is delayed.”
International, Federal, State and regional agencies have compiled a vast range of resources that
are readily available to planners and local committees to assist in adaptation and mitigation
strategies. Many towns (Kittery, for example) are also linking these mitigation and adaptation
strategies to energy consumption, fuel sources and public education.
Selected Resources for Climate Data and Modeling:
NOAA Climate Service - https://www.climate.gov/
US Climate Resilience Toolkit - https://toolkit.climate.gov/#steps
Digital Coast - https://coast.noaa.gov/digitalcoast/
Wetlands Inventory - https://www.fws.gov/wetlands/data/mapper.html
FEMA Map Service Center - https://msc.fema.gov/portal
Local Government and Climate Change Adaptation Toolkit - http://www.iclei.org/
Preparing for Climate Change: A Planning Guide for State Coastal Managers https://coast.noaa.gov/czm/media/adaptationguide.pdf
Northeast Regional Climate Center - http://www.nrcc.cornell.edu/
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change - http://www.ipcc.ch/
New England Climate Adaptation Program - https://necap.mit.edu/
Find Your Flood Risk: https://floodiq.com/poi/953e12a50a996a22e99e34120ab7bf08
Surging Seas: Riskfinder: https://riskfinder.climatecentral.org/
Mitigation via Energy Efficiency
It is broadly accepted that a primary cause of climate change is the centuries long build-up of
CO2 in the earth’s atmosphere caused by the burning of hydrocarbons to fuel global
industrialization. Therefore, a primary climate change mitigation strategy is reduction of CO2
emissions via reduced dependence on hydrocarbons and increased reliance on renewable energy
sources like wind, solar and hydro. Part of Kennebunk’s Energy Efficiency Committee’s
mission is “to promote ways for the government and residents of Kennebunk to reduce fossil fuel
use, resulting in lower energy bills and greater use of sustainable energy sources.” The
Committee’s goal has been to assist Kennebunk in meeting its commitment as a signatory to the
US Mayor’s Climate Protection Agreement ( https://www.usmayors.org/mayors-climateprotection-center), which the Kennebunk Board of Selectmen signed in 2006 and renewed in
2014.
Energy Efficiency
The Kennebunk Energy Efficiency Committee (KEEC) has researched multiple entities that are
dealing with the issue of climate change and has determined that the Global Covenant of Mayors
for Climate and Energy, an international body that provides technical support for towns and
cities around the world in their efforts to address climate disruption, seemed like an excellent fit
for the Town. The KEEC has requested the Select Board renew their commitment by signing
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onto the Global Covenant of Mayors for Climate and Energy (GCofM) at their August 14, 2018
meeting. One of the primary strategies of the Committee will be the development of a
greenhouse gas emissions inventory as a foundation for recommendations, including energy
audits for all Town-owned buildings, in order to provide the data necessary for any decisions
made regarding improved insulation, installation of storm windows, changes in type of fuels
consumed, etc.
Beginning in 2007 and continuing on through 2018, KEEK has sponsored:
•

•
•
•

Multiple town-wide workshops and mailings on energy conservation, energy-efficient
lighting, and “build your own storm windows,” and encouraged Kennebunk Light and
Power to offer an all-renewable energy supply resource (the first in the State) for
customers. The committee continues to work on waste issues with the failing market for
recycled material and recently updated the policy for type and placement of taxpayersupported lighting on streets, town-owned buildings and related facilities and parking
lots.
Films and speakers on wind energy development; climate change via An Inconvenient
Truth and research in Antarctica; food waste and proliferation of plastics.
A no idling policy for the Town that was voted in by the Select Board in May 2009.
Bella Rossberger, a 5th grade student, who approached the Select Board asking them to
prohibit the use of single use plastic bags in town. Through this, a successful single-use
plastic bag ban ordinance was adopted by the Town in 2016.

Issues & Implications
•
•
•
•
•

Insurance costs are rising based on new Floodplain maps.
For planning purposes, the types and extent of capital investment need to be identified in
order to safeguard at-risk infrastructure.
Existing storm water management infrastructure is likely unable to cope with increased
frequency and intensity of precipitation events.
Sea level rise is creating damage to private and public infrastructure every year, costing a
significant amount of dollars to repair and reinforce. Is this a sustainable activity?
Kittery and York Comprehensive Plans are extremely detailed and well informed on this
topic. This should be a starting point for Town Climate Change Committee discussions.

Recommendations
1. The Town should form a Workgroup comprised of staff and volunteers, making sure
that members of related committees such as Energy Efficiency, Economic
Development and the Conservation Commission are involved. The Workgroup’s role
would be to monitor the flow of information around climate change and sea level rise
as they impact Kennebunk, and to recommend best practices for adaptation and
mitigation. Town staff’s role should be to assist this effort by providing data and
record-keeping expertise, as well as historical continuity.
2. The Town should use cost benefit analysis to inform decision-making with regard to
location and design of new infrastructure as well as the fortification or retrofitting of
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existing infrastructure – sea wall, etc. This provides detailed financial information to
help determine the most cost-effective strategy in terms of adaptation measures. In
support of this:
a. The Town should improve analysis and mapping capabilities to identify
vulnerable areas.
b. The Town should support and participate in continued development of models
and data collection to help track and predict sea level rise, etc.
c. The Town should identify public assets at risk from sea level rise.
d. The Town should incorporate sea level rise into decision-making and design
of transportation improvements – road elevations, surfaces, storm water
management, bridge heights, etc.
3. The Town should review floodplain management and land use ordinances to
strengthen standards in vulnerable areas. Future zoning and setback requirements
need to be adapted to discourage growth and new development in threatened areas.
4. The Town should periodically update HAT (Highest Annual Tide) levels on the
shoreland zoning map.
5. The Town should continue to participate in NFIP (National Flood Insurance Program)
and CRS (Community Rating System) to assure best practices.
6. The Town should adopt a policy to restore more natural flows where tidal flows have
been restricted by existing road crossings or other development.
7. The Town should create a communications plan around climate change and sea level
rise and adaptation for residents about the impacts and the steps the Town is taking –
and encourage the school department to provide education on the same.
8. The Town should collaborate in local and regional efforts to address climate change
and sea level rise.
9. The Town should increase the use of renewable energy resources.
10. The Town should make carbon free decisions and purchases whenever and wherever
feasible.
11. The Town should seek out cost-effective materials created from recycled material and
support companies using this material whenever feasible.
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NOTE TO READERS: This is a draft of the Kennebunk Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensive
Plan provides us with a description of the town today in a range of categories, and identifies
issues and recommendations for the future. The final version will include an introduction, be
professionally formatted and contain multiple photographs. As a town resident, you are
encouraged to look at this draft in this early format. We are now looking for comments and
opinions on its contents, especially the Issues & Implications and Recommendations sections at
the end of each chapter.
The Town will make changes to this draft based on the comments and opinions received, and
residents will vote whether or not to accept the final Plan in June 2019.

Chapter M: Fiscal Resources
Assessed Value
Town revenues are primarily a function of property valuations and property tax rates. Both the
Town and the State track the community’s property valuation. The Town’s total valuation reflects
actual market values only in the years in which it conducts a revaluation and upgrades values to
100% of market value. The State’s valuation figures theoretically are adjusted each year to equal
true market value. By State law, when the Town’s valuation drops below 70% of the State’s
valuation, a townwide revaluation must be carried out. Kennebunk last conducted a revaluation in
2003. For fiscal 2017, Town valuation was equal to 89% of Equalized State Valuation.
The following table shows the growth in the Town’s property valuation over the years. The decade
2000-2010 showed rapid growth at a 10.5% annual rate but there was a significant slowing to 2.5%
for the ten years ended 2018.
Kennebunk
Assessed Value and Tax Rate
1990-2017

1990
2000
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016

Local
Assessed
Value
($000)

State
Assessed
Value
($000)

585,560
764,887
1,897,950
1,922,409
1,936,881
1,944,205
1,991,757
2,029,269
2,043,619

711,850
845,600
2,288,950
2,126,200
2,128,300
2,097,550
2,085,300
2,159,200
2,245,800
- -

Annual
%
Change

1.7
10.5
-7.1
0.1
-1.4
-0.6
3.5
4.0

Tax
Rate

14.85
18.50
13.95
14.30
14.40
14.40
14.95
14.90
15.30
1

2017
2018

2,061,351 2,316,900
2,380,350

3.2
2.7

15.90
16.55

The table below shows a comparison with neighboring communities, York County and the State.
Declines in the first half of the decade were due to the 2008-2010 recession which had a lagged and
significant impact on home sales, home valuations and real estate foreclosures.

Comparative State Valuations
2008-2018 - $000,000
Kennebunk
Kennebunkport
Kittery
Ogunquit
Wells
York
York County
Maine (Billion)

2008
2,327
1,829
1,623
1,241
2,844
4,119
30,950
159.5

2009
2,361
1,785
1,657
1,312
3,012
4,124
31,407
164.6

2010
2,289
1,924
1,701
1,328
2,935
4,206
31,458
166.6

2011
2,126
1,938
1,609
1,298
2,875
4,164
30,462
163.2

2012
2,128
1,802
1,509
1,283
2,810
4,041
29,638
159.6

2013
2,098
1,811
1,488
1,272
2,801
3,929
29,012
156.2

2014
2,085
1,832
1,478
1,256
2,774
3,886
28,703
154.9

Annual
Rate of
Change
2015
2,159
1,832
1,499
1,304
2,933
3,967
29,117
156.0

2016
2,246
1,938
1,508
1,296
3,034
3,977
29,878
159.1

2017
2,317
2,018
1,552
1,334
3,106
4,039
30,630
161.6

2018
2,380
2,128
1,618
1,342
3,167
4,267
31,714
165.7

0.23%
1.53%
-.03%
0.78%
1.08%
0.35%
0.24%
0.39%

Source: State of Maine Website

Operating Expenditure and Revenues
The table below provides detailed revenues and expenses for the Town as well as ten-year and fiveyear point-to-point annual growth rates. As noted above, taxes (primarily property) are the primary
source of revenues although charges for services (5% of total revenues) have grown at a faster rate
than taxes. Charges for services consist primarily of ambulance fees and Parks & Recreation fees.
Expenses are dominated by the Town’s allocation of RSU 21 School District expense at 59% of
2017 expenses. Overall expenses have pretty much paralleled revenues but exceeded them slightly
in the most recent five-year period during which the Town issued bonds to cover the excess. Within
the departmental breakdown of expense, the Public Services line item can be quite volatile,
reflecting the impact of weather on annual snow removal and road repair costs.

- -
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Annual
Growth Rate

Governmental Activities - $ Millions
2007

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

Revenues
Taxes
Charges for Services
Other
Total

10 Yr.

5 Yr.

24.19
1.23
3.33
28.75

29.70
1.59
2.28
33.57

29.91
1.66
2.10
33.67

31.77
2.08
1.55
35.41

31.77
2.08
1.56
35.41

33.58
2.08
1.57
37.23

35.17
2.11
1.70
38.98

3.8%
5.6%
-6.5%
3.1%

3.4%
5.8%
-5.7%
3.0%

Expenses
Education
Police & Fire
General Government
Public Works
Employee Benefits
Recreation & Culture
County Tax
Health & Welfare
Interest on Long-term Debt
Other
Total

15.63
1.42
1.54
0.60
1.33
1.11
0.97
0.31
5.46
28.37

19.50
4.04
1.78
2.81
1.52
1.14
1.11
0.39
0.24
0.34
32.87

19.54
4.15
1.85
1.99
1.52
1.24
1.15
0.28
0.22
0.30
32.25

20.66
4.28
2.09
2.05
1.58
1.37
1.27
0.27
0.30
0.42
34.30

20.83
4.37
1.97
2.51
1.71
1.43
1.28
0.29
0.32
0.73
35.44

21.70
4.47
2.50
2.41
2.05
1.46
1.31
0.33
0.29
0.43
36.96

22.71
4.64
2.53
2.73
2.12
1.51
1.35
0.34
0.35
0.35
38.63

3.8%
12.6%
5.1%
16.4%
4.8%
3.1%
3.4%
0.9%
NA
NA
3.1%

3.1%
3.1%
7.3%
-6.0%
6.9%
5.8%
4.0%
-2.7%
7.8%
0.6%
3.3%

Source: Town of Kennebunk Audited Financial Statements
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Borrowing Capacity
Kennebunk’s bonds are rated AAA by Standard & Poor and Aa1 by Moody’s. Of those with rated
debt, nine other towns and cities in Maine had the same rating or higher in 2017. Most towns in
Maine are not rated by the national agencies, either because they have little or no debt or because
they borrow through the Maine Municipal Bond Bank. As of June 30, 2018, Kennebunk had $13.7
million in bonds outstanding. Other obligations include accrued vacation and sick time ($0.37),
pension benefit obligations ($0.31) and a net pension liability ($2.04).
Outstanding Bonded Indebtedness
6/30/2017
Year
Issued
Purpose
2007
2010
2013
2016
2018

General Obligation
General Obligation
General Obligation
General Obligation
General Obligation

Balance
(Mil.)
June 30,
2018
$0
$3.21
$3.00
$2.39
$5.15

Interest
Rate

Retirement

4.0%-5.0%
1.4%-4.0%
2.0%-4.0%
2.0%-5.0%
2.28%

2026
2029
2028
2030
2032

Source: Town of Kennebunk 2018 Bond Prospectus

Kennebunk is contingently liable for its share of any defaulted debt by entities of which it is a
member. At June 30, 2017, York County had outstanding debt of $5.1 million and RSU 21 had
outstanding debt of $65.1 million. Kennebunk’s share was as follows:
Direct
Debt
Town of
Kennebunk
County of York
RSU 21
6/30/2017

Town’s
Percentage

$10.3
$5.01
$65.1

100.00%
7.52%
51.34%

Contingent
$10.3
$00.4
$33.4
$44.1

Source: Town of Kennebunk Fiscal 2017 Financial Statements

State law allows debt to rise as high as 15% of State assessed valuation (with certain limitations on
the share that can be devoted to school, sewer, and other purposes). For the year 2017, the legal
limit for the town would be $347.5 million. Realistically, a community approaching the 15% limit
might be stretched beyond its means. A more prudent threshold of 5% would translate, for
Kennebunk, into a debt of $116 million.
The 2005 Maine State Planning guidelines suggested that “The Town’s per capita debt (total debt
divided by population) should not exceed 4-5% of the Town’s per capita income. If a
community’s tax base includes a large component of commercial, industrial, or second home
properties - thus relieving year-round home buyers of a significant share of the bill - the tolerable
per capita debt can be higher”.
- -
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In 2017, Kennebunk’s debt per capita including its share of RSU 21 and York County debt was
$3,929 or 8.1% of 2017 per capita income. But if we assume that seasonal homes (15.5% of the
2014 housing stock) have 4 residents (versus 2.2 for year round residents) and that those
residents have per capita income twice that of Kennebunk residents, the debt per capita would
fall to $2,970 or 6.1% of per capita income - still slightly above the State guidance.
The table below shows Kennebunk’s debt relative to neighboring towns. It should be noted that
school systems and water and sewer may or may not be consolidated into a town’s financials. And
when water and sewer are consolidated, they are often offset by user fees rather than tax revenue.
Therefore, care should be taken when comparing budgets, tax rates and debt levels from town to
town.

Fiscal 2017

Kennebunk (1)
Kittery - 2016 (2)
York (3)
Wells (4)
Kennebunkport (5)

Population
(2010
Census)
10,798
9,490
13,641
10,184
3,535

Equalized
State
Valuation
(000)
$2,246
$1,508
$4,039
$3,106
$2,018

Total
Debt
(000)
$11.6
$15.9
$34.4
$3.1
$0.9

Debt/
EV
0.5%
1.1%
0.9%
0.1%
0.5%

Per
Capita
Debt
$1,075
$1,676
$2,519
$303
$267

(1) Excludes Water & Sewer and Schools. Including School debt, debt/capita $4,052, debt/equalized
valuation 1.9%. Kennebunk Sewer District debt was $5.5 million at the end of 2016.
(2) Includes Sewer and Schools
(3) Includes Schools. Water & Sewer are independent
(4) Excludes Water & Sewer and Schools. Including School debt, debt/capita $2,680, debt/equalized
valuation 0.9%
(5) Includes Sewer. Including School debt, debt/capita $7,727, debt/equalized valuation 1.4%

Capital Improvement Plan
The Town has a Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). The CIP includes a list of all capital
improvements proposed within the next five succeeding fiscal years as an inventory of possible
capital projects, some of which may ultimately be financed through the issuance of indebtedness.
The issuance of debt, however, is subject to the prior review and recommendation of the Board
of Selectman to the Town Meeting for voter approval. Traditionally, the Town sets aside
reserves each year to provide funds that are ultimately used to finance the acquisition of various
capital improvements. Other capital improvements are typically financed from appropriations
from the Town’s current funds, for the respective fiscal year, or from federal or State grants, to
the extent available. No official action has been taken by the Town at this time to authorize
bonding for future projects in the CIP. The following displays the next ten years of the Town’s
current Capital Improvement Plan:

- -
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Capital Improvement Plan
Project
Police Vech
Police Equip
Fire Vech & Equip
EMS Vech & Equip
EMA Equip (generators)
Public Ser Vech & Equip
Recreation Vech
Recreation Fac
Gen Govt Fac
Other Miscellaeous
Sub-Total Vech & Equip
Roads & Sidewalks
Total

2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
$51,000
$114,000
$84,000
$94,000
$114,000
$42,000
$84,000
110,600
14,600
15,300
13,900
59,400
36,100
44,100
100,300
665,800
17,000
1,021,600
14,000
655,000
47,500
0
283,000
18,000
317,000
37,800
301,000
0
120,000
0
0
0
0
90,000
0
686,000
324,500
260,000
361,000
210,000
412,000
133,800
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
400,000
35,000
60,000
25,000
40,000
25,000
284,500
50,000
50,000
50,000
50,000
50,000
50,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
1,377,400
1,876,900
504,300
1,942,500
535,200
1,651,100
409,400
1,600,000
1,000,000
1,000,000
1,000,000
1,000,000
1,000,000
1,000,000
$2,977,400 $2,876,900 $1,504,300 $2,942,500 $1,535,200 $2,651,100 $1,409,400

Project
Police Vech
Police Equip
Fire Vech & Equip
EMS Vech & Equip
EMA Equip (generators)
Public Ser Vech & Equip
Recreation Vech
Recreation Fac
Gen Govt Fac
Other Miscellaeous
Sub-Total Vech & Equip
Roads & Sidewalks
Total

2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2032
$84,000
$0
$42,000
$84,000
$114,000
$124,000
22,600
23,800
30,000
17,500
17,500
17,500
614,500
167,200
63,400
82,500
60,000
494,000
0
285,800
70,000
248,000
16,000
250,800
0
0
40,000
10,000
0
0
225,000
640,000
270,000
170,000
205,000
119,500
85,000
85,000
0
0
120,000
0
45,000
0
40,000
0
0
0
50,000
50,000
50,000
50,000
50,000
50,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
25,000
1,151,100
1,276,800
630,400
687,000
607,500
1,080,800
1,000,000
1,000,000
1,000,000
1,000,000
1,000,000
1,000,000
$2,151,100 $2,276,800 $1,630,400 $1,687,000 $1,607,500 $2,080,800

2026
2027
$114,000
$126,000
20,000
5,000
27,000
149,600
266,000
56,600
0
0
320,000
8,450
0
50,000
70,000
140,000
50,000
50,000
25,000
25,000
892,000
610,650
1,000,000
1,000,000
$1,892,000 $1,610,650
15 Year
15 Year
Total
Average
$1,271,000
$84,733
447,900
29,860
4,179,400
278,627
2,150,000
143,333
260,000
17,333
4,345,250
289,683
340,000
22,667
880,000
58,667
984,500
65,633
375,000
25,000
15,233,050
1,015,537
15,600,000
1,040,000
$30,833,050 $2,055,537

Issues & Implications
• It should be noted that it is very difficult to make debt and tax rate
comparisons between towns. This is because some municipal governments
consolidate some or all of the following into their operations: schools,
sewers, water service and trash collection. For Kennebunk, sewer and
water are entirely separate from the Town financials, while school expenses
are included in the tax rate, and school debt is accounted for only as
“indirect” debt (i.e. not on the Town balance sheet).
• A significant increase in RSU 21 debt and an increasing inventory of major
capital projects (for municipal facilities, roads and sidewalks, seawalls,
etc.) has led to a significant increase in Kennebunk’s direct and indirect
debt in recent years. This, coupled with rising interest rates, is likely to put
increasing pressure on the tax rate.
Recommendations
- -

6

• Moody’s Investor Services announced in February 2018 that
municipalities’ preparedness and planning for climate change would be
taken into consideration when assessing credit risk. Recognizing this, the
Town should immediately proceed with recommendations elsewhere in this
plan for addressing climate change.
•

The Town should take care to match its debt with the lives, or term, of
assets being financed. The use of long-term debt to finance current
expenses or short-lived assets only results in shifting current shortfalls to
future taxpayers.

- -
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NOTE TO READERS: This is a draft of the Kennebunk Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensive
Plan provides us with a description of the town today in a range of categories, and identifies
issues and recommendations for the future. The final version will include an introduction, be
professionally formatted and contain multiple photographs. As a town resident, you are
encouraged to look at this draft in this early format. We are now looking for comments and
opinions on its contents, especially the Issues & Implications and Recommendations sections at
the end of each chapter.
The Town will make changes to this draft based on the comments and opinions received, and
residents will vote whether or not to accept the final Plan in June 2019.

Chapter I: Marine Resources
Kennebunk Harbor
The lower reaches of the Kennebunk River, which is tidal almost up to its intersection with
Route 1, is the only harbor in Kennebunk. The width of the navigation channel averages
approximately 50 feet with a depth averaging between 13 and 15 feet at high tide and between
three and 6 feet at low tide. The speed of the river depends upon the time of year and the nature
of the tide. Generally the speed is considered to be between three to five knots.
The harbor hosts 13 marinas providing over 300 slips (65-70 of which are on the Kennebunk side
of the river) and 360 linear feet of linear dock space used by recreational and commercial
vessels.
In 1984 the Towns of Kennebunk, Kennebunkport and Arundel established a Kennebunk River
Committee to oversee all harbor activities. This committee facilitates the development of and
compliance with the harbor ordinances originally adopted in 1985. That ordinance grants the
Harbormaster the authority to administer and enforce harbor ordinances. Along with overseeing
harbor operations, the Harbormaster has the authority over all moorings, their locations and
assignments. There are presently 68 moorings on the river. Thirty-one moorings are registered
as commercial. Twenty-seven of these are fishing vessels, three are held by Charter fisherman.
One mooring is held by the state for use by Marine Patrol. Thirty-six of the moorings are
registered to non-commercial, recreational users. One mooring is managed by the town and is
available for rent by transient boaters (with a maximum stay of three nights). According to the
Harbormaster, in 2018 the waiting list for moorings numbered 30, 6 of whom are commercial
users. The average waiting period for a mooring in the river is 8.0+ years.
The following recaps the profile of commercial users relying on mooring in the Kennebunk
River in 2018:
•
•

27 Lobster boats
3 Private Charter fishing/Tuna boats

1

Outside of the mooring field the river is also home to several other commercial vessels. Most of
these are located at slips in various locations on the harbor:
•
•
•
•
•

1 party fishing boat, (Kennebunk)
1 whale watch boat, (Kennebunk)
1 whale watch/ eco excursion boat (Kennebunk)
2 lobster cruises and (1 in Kennebunk)
4 to 6 fishing charters.

In 1964 the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) signed an agreement with the Town of
Kennebunk and Kennebunkport for the joint maintenance of the navigation channel. The goal is
to provide a navigable channel for all recreational and commercial vessels travelling upriver as
far as Doane’s Wharf. The most recent dredge of the lower river was done in the spring of 2013.
A partial dredging was done in 2016.
The winter storms of 2017-18 resulted in heavy shoaling at the mouth of the river and severely
damaged the rock structure on the leeward side of the Colony Jetty. Recommendations to 1)
repair the structure of the wall, 2) conduct a partial dredge at the mouth, and 3) establish the
timeframe for scheduling the next full dredge were reviewed by the Army Corps. RESULTS? In
the winter of 2018 the Army Corps took depth soundings throughout the navigational reach of
the river, and ultimately determined that additional dredging is not warranted at this time.
The Army Corps agreement provides for the maintenance of two dredged anchorages, one of
approximately four acres and one of approximately two acres. Each of these attained a depth of
six feet. The ACOE also signed off on a 2018 project to improve the facilities and elevate the
operations at Government Wharf in Kennebunkport. The agreement stipulated that, because the
costs would be shared by the two Towns, access to the wharf has to remain open to all residents.
In 2018 the project to rebuild Government Wharf in Kennebunkport was completed. This rebuild
was driven by two factors: (1) the need to elevate the physical structure (bait shack), ramp and
public float over the FEMA surge zone and, (2) a need to improve the safety, utility and
efficiency of this working fishing pier. Once completed, the new shed, floats, pilings, hoists and
the elevated parking will support 23 commercial fishermen.
The Kennebunk River Harbor Management Plan (adopted 1985) is a three-town plan amended in
2000, 2002, 2005, 2011 and 2014 and provides protection for commercial and recreational vessel
usage vis a vis management of moorings (50-50 split) and channel maintenance. A Town
ordinance stipulates allocation of moorings and overview of responsibility by Kennebunk River
Committee and Harbormaster, along with rules for public use of river.
Over the past decade there has been a dramatic increase in the level of activity associated with
recreational boating. Most recently we have seen a rapid increase in the number of people
kayaking and stand-up paddle boarding. During the peak season, mid June through September,
the intersection of paddlers, recreational boaters, charter boats and commercial fisherman, leads
to an overcrowding of the navigable channel. Future use of the river will likely involve increased
recreational use, with more privately owned docks, more commercial passenger vessels offering
tours, and more non-traditional uses such as the floating swimming pool launched in 2018 at a
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Kennebunkport resort. The Harbor Management Plan is intended to assure that commercial
users, including fishermen, retain access, and prevent conversions from traditional working
harbor use to recreational use. Should there be future fishery changes in the Gulf of Maine that
impact local fishermen, the Town would need to re-evaluate use of the harbor.
The Maine Working Waterfront Access Protection Program, which provides funds to protect and
secure commercial fishing access in Maine, has not been utilized in Kennebunk (the only York
County site to date has been in the town of York). The Program mandates that future
development of funded property retain its use for commercial fishing and closely related
activities. Related information: https://www.maine.gov/dacf/lmf/
http://www.accessingthemainecoast.com/coastal_access_toolkit/zoning_for_access.shtml
Today the berthing space on the Kennebunk side of the river is quite limited. Considered
collectively the marinas in Kennebunk (Performance Marine, Doane’s Wharf, Federal Jacks and
DiMillos) offers roughly 50 slips. This includes about a dozen slips available for transients. To
put that in perspective, the river is home to nearly a dozen marinas providing slips for 300
vessels and roughly 360 feet of dock space. All of this is open to visitors arriving in either a
recreational or commercial vessel.
In Kennebunk (the southwest side of Kennebunk Harbor), most land adjoining the water
(including the area of Doane’s Wharf and the Monastery) is zoned Coastal Residential, except
for a small portion along Western Ave between Beach Ave and the Lanigan Bridge, which is
zoned Lower Village Business. The Lower Village Business section is heavily developed with
multiple restaurants and two working marinas. One marina also serves as a seasonal paid parking
lot that accommodates autos and tour buses. The Coastal Residential zone supports a mix of
single-family residences, hotel/monastery and KSD pump station; a large tract of monasteryowned property along the river and Goochs Creek is undeveloped woodlands and wetlands.
Upstream of the Route 9 bridge, only small motorized boats, canoes, kayaks and other small craft
have access. While both state law and local ordinances mandate that the entire reach of the
Kennebunk River be travelled at a ‘no wake’ speed, incidents of water skiing and jet ski
operations have caused safety concerns in the upper basin area of the river. In order to insure the
safe use of the waterway by all persons, ‘no wake’ buoys and signs are posted from the upper
basin to the mouth of the river.
Kennebunk River: Public Access
One of the biggest deficiencies along the waterway is the lack of public access. While recent and
past surveys of Kennebunk citizens show overwhelming support for increasing pedestrian and
small boat access for both fishing and recreational purposes, today Kennebunk only offers one
small parcel where the public can ‘put-in’ a kayak, canoe or paddleboard. That location is
accessible from Seagrass Lane and there is limited parking, with a permit necessary from the
Kennebunk Police Department. There are no other public boat launch facilities located on the
Kennebunk side of the river.
Pedestrian access to the banks of the Kennebunk River is provided through the property
belonging to the Franciscan Monastery off Beach Street.
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Private launching facilities on the Kennebunk side of the River are available from Performance
Marine. On the Kennebunkport side of the river Chick’s Marina and Kennebunkport Marina
offer launching services. Fees are based on vessel size.
Fishermen access moorings from skiffs docked at Government Wharf. All other boaters with
moorings in the river must depend on private marinas to access their skiffs.
Beaches
Kennebunk is bordered by ocean frontage that includes extensive stretches of sandy beach. These
beaches are among the most important recreational and tourist features of the Town. Each of
these locations, Goochs Beach, Middle Beach, and Mothers Beach, are town-owned and remain
open to public use (MAP HERE SHOWING BEACHES AND PARKING TO COME). Parking
for these public beaches is available along one side of Beach Avenue (some of which is
permitted) and along several of the adjoining side streets. Starting in July and running through
Labor Day, lifeguards are stationed at Mothers and Goochs. Portable restrooms are also available
at those two locations.
In addition to the publicly owned beaches, Kennebunk has been provided access to Parsons
Beach. Parsons is a private beach located off Route 9, adjacent to the discharge of the Mousam
River. Public access is provided, courtesy of the generosity of the family association that owns
the land, from the mouth of the river to a point south along the Little River. The Town provides
some of the public safety and maintenance needs required for the public’s use of Parsons Beach.
Users of this beach are asked to comply with all the messages that define the permitted uses
while on private property.
Goochs Beach is the largest public beach in Kennebunk. In surveys of Tourism commissioned by
the state of Maine, Goochs Beach is often cited as the #1 tourist destination for visitors coming
to the Kennebunks. Goochs offers opportunities for swimming, surfing, sunbathing, kayaking,
and paddle-boarding.

Issues & Implications
Water Quality Issues
•

Water quality is a concern, and is addressed in the Natural Resources chapter.

Commercial Moorings
•

The Kennebunk Board of Selectmen adopted an amendment to the Harbor Ordinance in
2015 that requires 50% of the moorings available in the harbor for commercial fishing
use only.

Recommendations

4

1. The town should work with local property owners and others to protect major points
of physical and visual access to coastal waters, especially along public ways and in
public parks.
2. The Town should assess whether additional steps should be taken to ensure adequate
future opportunities for commercial boats and ensure that commercial marine uses are
retained along the harbor.
3. The Town should expand public access to the Kennebunk River and Mousam Rivers,
which has been identified as a high priority need.
4. The Town should continue to monitor the balance of commercial and recreational use
of the harbor (including mooring use).
5. The Monastery is a very significant and valuable open space area along the
Kennebunk River. The Town should work collaboratively with the Monastery to
preserve or expand public access to this riverfront property.
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Town of Kennebunk
Planning Board
Meeting Minutes
Monday, July 8th, 2019
Present: Chris MacClinchy—Chair; Richard B. Smith—Vice Chair; Janice Vance; Robert Metcalf;
Edward Trainer—Alt.; David Smith—Secretary
Also Attending: John Stoll—Town Planner
1. Open Meeting
C. MacClinchy opened the meeting at approximately 7:00 PM. Today is Monday, July 8th,
2019.
2. Agenda Items (I)
C. MacClinchy states that the public hearing for [this meeting] was postponed. He notes that it was
[originally] continued to tonight, but now is postponed to a future date.
J. Stoll states that [the applicant in regard to the public hearing] is aware of the situation and that
there is a wetland impact. He notes that he doesn’t have a wetland impact application, and he
doesn’t know if the Board wants a public hearing.
R. Metcalf states that [the public hearing and the wetland impact application] be done “all at once.”
J. Stoll states that this will be [done at] the “second meeting in August.”
C. MacClinchy states that [the Board] will recontinue [the public hearing] to the second meeting in
August: August 26th, [2019]. He notes that this public hearing is for Longview Terrace subdivision
amendment.
C. MacClinchy begins discussing the wetland mitigation ordinance with the Conservation
Commission.
J. Stoll states that this is a proposal [concerning wetland mitigation] form the Conservation
Commission. He notes that they modeled [the proposal] are successful ordinances. He states that
[the Conservation Commission] had a meeting with him and he offered them suggestions that they
have since incorporated. He notes that [the proposal] is progressing nicely from an administrative
standpoint, and that [the proposal] “makes sense.”
Jennifer Shack introduces herself as the Chair of the Conservation Commission. She states that
they are “back for the second time” [to the Planning Board]. She notes that [since the first meeting]
they have taken some of [the Planning Board’s] suggestions. She notes that she looked into other
Maine Towns and states with ordinances [such as this]. She notes that she will start with what they
found out. She notes that [the Conservation Commission] contacted a “few towns,” [such as]
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Kittery and South Portland. She states that these were the only towns in Southern Maine [with a
similar ordinance]. She notes that [both towns] were positive about the experience. She notes that
[the towns] found that it caused developers to rethink what they were doing, as they knew that they
would have to pay for the [wetland] impacts. She notes that [the ordinance in the other towns
caused the developers] to change what “they do” so that they have a lower impact. She notes that in
Kittery, some culverts were turned into bridges. She states that in South Portland, the fund
[generated by the mitigation] was used for storm water runoff [management] and to clean up rivers,
but was not used to restore wetlands. She notes that they are using [the funds] for other helpful
“things.” She notes that [the Conservation Commission] also looked at other states, [such as]
Massachusetts, New Hampshire and New Jersey. She notes that their overall concept is “similar,”
with a different way of looking at the fees and the “activities they have to do,” with 8:1 for certain
activities. She notes that the [problem] was that if there are certain impacts, the “things” that have
less of a benefit [need activities] that have a higher benefit.
J. Vance wonders when [J. Shack] spoke with South Portland and Kittery if there is anything they
would do differently.
J. Shack states that South Portland went with a straight fee and they recommended not doing that.
She notes that as time goes on, the property value rises and [because of the straight fee, South
Portland] gets very little value for “what they are taking in.”
R. Smith wonders what [J. Shack] views as the goal of the mitigation policy.
J. Shack states that the goal is to reduce the amount of “nibbling away” of wetlands from
development [and] to provide a tool for [the Planning Board] when there is no other alternative.
She notes that this gives [the Planning Board] a tool that can [also] benefit the Town, and will get
[applicants] thinking in a “different way.”
E. Trainer notes that the objective is to protect the wetlands. He wonders what experience the
“other Towns” had in how they interpreted “no reasonable alternative.” J. Shack notes that she did
not ask.
E. Trainer notes that [the term “no reasonable alternative”] seems to be of some importance. He
states that if it is an objective to protect the wetlands and if “someone” says that they have “no
reasonable alternative,” but can protect [other off-site wetlands], then [the Town doesn’t get to]
protect the ones they want to protect. He wonders if everyone knows exactly what “no reasonable
alternative” means.
R. Metcalf states that [“no reasonable alternative”] is “very difficult to define” and is somewhat
subjective. He notes that when a wetland crossing is evaluated for large-scale development, there re
others that come in and push the envelope. He notes that the Board “pushes back” if it means that
someone [tries to] get an “extra house” [and then] needs to fill wetlands. He states that if [wetlands]
have to be filled to get access [that is reasonable], but if “you want to put in a house and a two-car
garage” and have to fill a wetland, that hasn’t “flown very well.” He notes that [the phrase] is
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subjective and has to do with the type of wetland (if it is high-value). He states that every [wetland]
is valuable but there are high-value that have environmental benefit.
E. Trainer notes that if there is agreement on what the boundaries are for “no reasonable
alternative,” then that is “one thing” he hopes will be or already is the case, because the purpose is
to protect the wetlands.
J. Shack states that [the wetland mitigation plan] is step 2, [with] step 1 being “no reasonable
alternative.” She notes that there is a “back-up” and an objective aspect [in the wetland mitigation
plan], where [the applicant] can fill a certain amount [of wetlands, but] has to mitigate that filling.
R. Smith states that he agrees with R. Metcalf that there are different values to different wetlands
and as time goes on and wetlands are lost, it is becoming more and more evident that the lower
value [wetlands] are becoming more important, and will [continue to] become more important. He
states that the “gulf states” that have been rampantly filling wetlands are in trouble. He states that
his concern is that wetland mitigation [could] become a tool to continue to fill wetlands and
becomes a developer’s expense. He states that [wetland mitigation is similar to] throwing a “bribe
out to build a building.” He states that however it is set up could be [taken as] a cost of doing
business.
J. Shack states that there are a “few things for that not to happen.” She notes that [wetland
mitigation] is the second step [in the process]. She notes that the second step is paying into a fund,
which is the “las thing they can do.” She states that [this is only done if] there are no [other options
available], such as restoration and mitigation. She notes that the whole objective is to save the
wetlands and not to develop a fund where they can spend money. She states that they [also] asked
that of South Portland and Kittery, and they said that [this issue] was not their experience. She
notes that [South Portland and Kittery’s] experience was not to increase pressure on wetlands and
“because of that,” it caused developer’s to “rethink.”
R. Smith states that the cost has to be “onerous enough” for that.”
J. Shack states that the cost is the average cost of land in the Town, plus a 5% administration fee,
[with] a multiplier if [the wetland] is of some significance, [which causes] the fee to double.
R. Smith states that [J. Shack] mentioned that the funds in South Portland and Kittery were used
for “other things” than wetland mitigation. He wonders if [J. Shack’s] thoughts for the fund was for
wetland mitigation and not “other areas.”
J. Shack states that it would be her preference [to have the fund be for wetland mitigation]. She
states that “someone else” would have a “last word on that.” She states that it would be her
preference [to use the fund] strictly for mitigation purposes. R. Smith wonders if this would be the
proposal. J. Shack states, “yes.”
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R. Metcalf states that there [should be] a strongly defined area where the money would go. He
states that even with the Army Corp [of Engineers] and the DEP, the impact [fee] won’t go to the
same Town [the impact occurs in].
J. Shack states that any mitigation needs to be done in Kennebunk.
D. Smith states that he read [this proposal] with “great interest” and that he appreciates [the
document]. He notes that there was one question he had in terms of watershed. He states that [the
proposal says the watershed] has to be in the Town of Kennebunk. He notes that this may raise a
difficult construct to work with. He states that if the upstream is “more resilient,” then it serves [the
Town] in terms of “our own wetlands.”
J. Shack asks if [D. Smith] would adjust the watershed.
D. Smith states that [he would adjust the] Mousam [watershed], but the Kennebunk River would
be “good too.” He states that the watershed works together. He notes that the “bottom-half” close
to the ocean will do all the “heavy lifting.” He states that [the Board] doesn’t want developers
seeing [the wetland mitigation fee] as a cost of doing business. He notes that there are people who
will do what they are going to do, irrespective of mitigation. He notes that if [these people] get
“punished,” they will pay whatever that [fee] is. He states that he doesn’t want to see this abused,
[as it] defeats the purpose of what “we are trying to do.”
J. Shack states that [the Conservation Commission] did put in some strong exceptions that no
coastal or rural conservation wetlands can be filled. D. Smith states that he thinks this is “really
good” and that it is “un-waiverable.”
R. Smith states that “one thing you have to keep in mind” if [the proposal] is too onerous, it won’t
pass [the Town vote]. He notes that there is a line that they have to balance to make sure they get
meaningful zoning [changes, but that they] don’t try for so much zoning and control that they “get
nothing.”
J. Shack states that she was advised to push hard and then pull back. She notes that not filling in
coastal wetlands will be “passable.”
R. Metcalf states that anybody that fills a wetland on a site doesn’t come before “anyone” for
review [and] that it comes as an enforcement action from Code Enforcement. He notes that this
should only be going through the Planning Board so there is one Board that interprets [the
ordinance]. He notes that there are different Boards [currently] interpreting [ordinances]
differently.
J. Shack wonders about wetland impact [applications]. R. Metcalf states that any wetland impact
[goes through the Planning Board]. He states that an ordinance can be put in place but an owner
can [decide otherwise]. He states that if someone is in violation [of an ordinance, without coming
to the Planning Board to review], then it is a Code Office issue. He states that one of his biggest
concerns is the 499-square feet [of wetland]. He states that anything over 500 [square-feet] all have
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been for lots of record that you need to cross in order to build a house. He states that it is unfair to
a land-owner who has a piece of property as a family lot. He states that most wetlands are under
1,000-sqaure feet. He asks J. Stoll to pull any recent [applications such as this] that have been
approved over the “last couple of years” in terms of square footage. He states that there has to be
an exception for lots of records. He states that he is talking about a house, [not a] subdivision. He
states that the standards need to be set [in the ordinance] for what the Board is looking at [in terms
of what is] reasonable and what is [considered] “pushing the envelope.” He states that there is
some “massaging” [of the text] that needs to be done.
R. Smith states that he agrees [with R. Metcalf] today, but what about 10, 15-years from now when
we continue to lose wetlands. He states that it is not just here in Kennebunk but everywhere. He
wonders if there is some sort of “trigger” that says, “we can’t do this anymore,” [as these wetlands
are] too vital to the entire seacoast and Town. He wonders if there is “some point” where [the
Town] says “enough is enough.”
R. Metcalf states that his concern is that regardless of wetland impacts, if all the [wetland impacts
related to] private access were added up, he doesn’t think [the Board] has approved more than 5acres in the last 30-years. R. Smith states that he is “probably right.”
R. Metcalf states that, from that standpoint, “yes, it is an impact.” He notes that he doesn’t see it as
significant [an impact] as doing a subdivision with an acre or two acres [of wetland fill]. He notes
that the caveat [in the ordinance] states that if the State has an impact fee then it “takes it away.” He
states that it depends on where “you are” as far as the Army Corp [of Engineers] is concerned. He
states that from the perspective of what [the Board] is doing [in trying to] minimize [wetland fill] as
much as possible, there are [applicants] that push the envelope and [try to place more structures
on a lot] than the land could carry. He notes that his concern is that [if] a small landowner has a lot
and wants to build a house and has to cross a wetland, [the Board] has fought “those things down,”
as if “it saves a couple square feet, then it saves a couple square feet.” He suggests that the
Conservation Commission could help J. Stoll look at applications to see what the threshold is.
J. Shack states that what [R. Metcalf] is saying is that he would want the “higher end of the first
level” to go up a “little bit higher.” She wonders if he wants an exception.
R. Metcalf states that [he wants] an exception for an existing lot of record. C. MacClinchy adds,
“for a single residence.”
R. Metcalf states that if [an applicant] wants to further subdivide a crossing, that won’t satisfy the
standards of redevelopment and if [the applicant] has a greater impact then this ordinance “would
trigger.”
J. Vance wonders how many approved lot of record have not been developed. R. Smith adds, “that
would have wetlands.” J. Vance states that she was wondering “just in general” and she wonders
how many subdivisions [there are].
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R. Metcalf states that if it is an approved subdivision and is still a lot of record [the Planning Board]
doesn’t have any jurisdiction on that.
J. Vance wonders what the impact is. R. Metcalf states that this [exception he is proposing to the
wetland mitigation proposal] is for existing lots that are in family ownership that are not in a
subdivision.
J. Vance wonders how much is “out there” that [the Town] would “stumble upon” 15 years down
the road.
J. Stoll states that if the Board would like to make sure that the wetland impact [applications]
“come through here” to re-address all the impact standards, and to start moving [the application]
on to special exception standards, then [the Board] would take control of subdivisions. He notes
that Site Plan [Review Board] had done a lot of wetland impact [applications] but he thinks that
commercial wetland [impact applications] come to the Planning Board and [the Board] would
require that review, which he believes may be a “good idea in the end.”
R. Metcalf states that if an ordinance is put together there will be two-Boards and twointerpretations.
Grace Cain [introduces herself from the Conservation Commission]. She notes that [the
ordinance] hasn’t been changed “a lot.” She states that they have “tweaked” a lot and have sat
down with J. Stoll. She notes that they have used feedback from other Towns in regards to not
wanting to deny access to land to build on. She states that the ratios work, [as] if it is a bigger
impact it won’t cost more.
R. Metcalf states that he has an “issue with that.” He notes that he doesn’t have an issue with [doing
that for] a subdivision, [but that] he is very sensitive that there are other [applicants] who [the fee]
wouldn’t mean “a thing to.” He states that there has to be consistency with existing lots of record.
G. Cain asks wonders [if R. Metcalf is referring to] economic justice. R. Metcalf states, “yes,” in
terms of how South Portland and Kittery assess the value, where the property value can change.
He notes that a caveat can be put in the ordinance that the fee is subject to re-evaluation based on
property values and Town evaluations.
G. Cain states that it is [already] based on appraised value.
R. Metcalf states that language needs to be put in [the ordinance] based on the Town’s assessed
value [of the lot]. He states that there has to have “some teeth to that.” He states that [it should be
clear] based on annual assessments of the Town and acreage cost in the community. He notes as
the land gets scarcer, the property value will go up. He states that language [needs to be added] that
makes “it totally clear” that what [the lot value] is in 2019 won’t be its true value in 2020.
G. Cain states that she did pull some numbers from some of the square footage wetland fill
[applications] from June [2018] to June [2019]. She notes that the one on Cole Road that was a
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two-driveway crossing was 2,342-square feet. She notes that the Harrisecket Road [application] was
955-square feet. She notes that Truman’s Field was 250-square feet. She states that there was the
Heath Road one, [and] Thompson Road. She states that there was one with a storage facility.
J. Stoll states that it was over 1,000[square feet] and the turnpike was an acre.
G. Cain wonders [if the Board] sees the discrepancy [where] the Truman’s Field [application] was
one crossing. R. Metcalf states that the Site Review [Board states it is] commercial.
J. Shack states that there is a big discrepancy with 3,600-square feet and 250[square feet].
R. Metcalf states that “you start” with 2,300[square feet] for Cole Road, then you take 250[square
feet] on the “other end,” [which] gives a “better handle” on what [the Board] is looking at as far as
[wetland] crossing is concerned so that a number [can be generated].
G. Cain wonders if [the Board] has any other tools that don’t [include] mitigation or paying the fee.
She wonders if [the Board] has seen that work. She states that people would be more comfortable
if [the Board] was aware of any other tools that they could work on that could minimize the
wetland impact [other than paying the fee].
R. Metcalf states that “most of the ones” he works on professionally are large subdivisions that
require DEP and Army Corp [of Engineers permitting]. He states that he “did several” prior to the
impact fees. He notes that his biggest concern with the impact fee is just “what we are talking about
with the State.” He notes that if [an applicant] pays that fee, there is no guarantee that it [will be
used within] the Town or [even] near the community or watershed [of which the money
originated]. He notes that this really needs to be defined that [the funds for this mitigation
ordinance] can be used [in Kennebunk only]. He states that from the perspective of the Planning
Board and other Boards approving the wetland fills, he doesn’t see the money being generated out
of this will lend itself to the type of process [J. Shack] was talking about. He states that he sees the
money generated out of this as potentially going to upland area land that is adjacent to an existing
wetland. He states that part of what goes on with the Land Trust trying to acquire land to preserve
is to protect sensitive watershed. He states that he would like to think that “this Board” has done its
due diligence. He notes that having one Board be the “keeper of the ordinance” [allows there to
be consistency]. He states that he thinks that the Planning Board would be consistent with how
much is managed with the impact. He knows that past Conservation Commission’s have said that
[the Planning Board] had permitted [too many] wetlands. He notes that [the Board] requires a
DEP permit. He states that he likes some of the edits that are in [the ordinance]. He states that on
the first page that starts with wetlands, he wonders what [the Conservation Commission] means by
“clarity of the extent.” He states that the Army Corp [of Engineers] looks at a [wetland application,
even if] “you just stick a shovel” [in the wetland, the Army Corp of Engineers sees that action as
disturbing the wetland]. He states that he doesn’t know how to put [the correct language in the
ordinance concerning this issue]. He states that under “coastal wetland fill” it “wasn’t clear what
you are stating.”
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J. Shack states that it is “leftover.”
R. Metcalf wonders if that was intended to be if [wetland filling] was done and [the Town] can
“come back and mitigate it.” He notes that he just wants [the ordinance] to be “really clear” [with]
what they are trying to “drive home on that statement” under the definition for fill. He notes that it
“just seems vague.” He asks [the Conservation Commission] to clarify what they “really mean.”
R. Metcalf states that under mitigation, [under] alternate locations, [he suggests] identifying another
“space” where “you can do a 1 for 1.” He states that with mitigation the DEP does require an
annual report every year for 5-years. He states that he thinks it would be good to incorporate [that
report] here.
J. Shack states that [the report is in the ordinance proposal]. She notes that there is a 3-year
[report] for restoration projects. She states that it is on page 7, under standards for compensation
projects.
R. Metcalf states that “part of that” is looking at the standards for the Dep and what they are, [and]
looking at them from a non-DEP threshold. He states that on page 4, item 6, he would put “that”
at the end of the “current adopted version,” under exceptions. He states that the comment is made
about the Town hiring a wetland specialist to design a wetland mitigation plan. He notes that the
Town should not be designing for the applicant [and] the Planning Board should not be hiring a
specialist to do the design. He states that there was a concern that [the applicant] could hire “any
old person,” [and] the Planning Board has the ability to hire someone in review, [but] this Board is
not wetland specialist [and therefore] will retain a wetland specialist to review [an application] and
the applicant will pay for it. He states that [this occurs when the Board] is looking at higher-scale
projects.
J. Vance states that in order to avoid paying two-people, [the applicant] would get a “decent”
[wetland scientist] the first-time around.
D. Smith states that [the Board] ends up having to judge if they are paying someone, which is not a
“good place to be.”
J. Shack confirms that a certified wetland specialist is paid by the applicant. R. Metcalf notes that
[the information on this in the ordinance] doesn’t have to “be in here” because the Board [already]
has the jurisdiction. C. MacClinchy states that [the Conservation Commission] can “strike” the
“selected by the Planning Board” part of the sentence, as wetland scientists are certified by the
State.
R. Metcalf states that he doesn’t remember seeing “this” before: [that] a project will not fill a
wetland within the Conservation District. J. Shack states that this is “part of aiming high.” R.
Metcalf states that this is a case of exactment, which can be challenged. He notes that if wetland
fills are allowed in another part of Town, [the Board has to look at every zone in Town and can’t
be exclusionary].
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C. MacClinchy states that [the Board] puts other restrictions with other zoning [issues]. R. Metcalf
states that [this proposal] is a complete exception and would be challenged.
R. Metcalf suggests replacing article 10.3 with the following of what is 10.3 “right now.” He states
that the “other issue” is that rural conservation issues with family subdivision lots become a
challenge because those come before the Planning Board.
J. Stoll [reads aloud article 10.3].
R. Metcalf states that [he suggests] taking “that language out and putting this one” [in]. J. Stoll states
that there are sub[=points].
R. Metcalf wonders why [the ordinance] is eliminating the DEP and Army Corp [of Engineers] in
this jurisdiction. He notes that [an application] would require DEP and Army Corp [of Engineers
permitting]. He wonders why [the ordinance is] eliminating it and replacing it. J. Shack states, “I
don’t know.”
J. Stoll states that “what you would need to do” is eliminate the Site Plan Review [Board] to pull
the reviews back [to the Planning Board]. R. Metcalf states that there needs to be language about
the Army Corp [of Engineers] and the DEP.
R. Metcalf states that when they looked at Route 1 South, while there is a lot of small lots and
nothing continuous, an evaluation that was done in which “you could” amass enough lots to do a
major development. He notes that looking at the “whole thing” to do a wetland banking as part of
the mitigation plan. He states that that was “one of the things” in looking at a locationcompensation project [in] looking how to offset other impacts. He notes [mitigation banking is
another component that the Town should try to look at]. He notes that on page 8, at the top where
it says “compensation…will be required to be completed prior to or concurrent with the permitted
alteration or otherwise approved by the permitting authority.” He notes that he was thinking about
timing and making sure that it would have to be completed before certificate of occupancy. He
states that one thing that gets concerning is if you do compensation work and the construction is
ongoing—he notes that he may be reading “more into that” and that he will “rethink it.”
R. Metcalf states that under the performance guarantee, it should be “shall,” not “shal.” He states
that the compensation fee amount [should have] some language “in there” in terms of referencing
the Town evaluations and what the land values are, [related to] what “we mean” and what “we
could interpret.” He states that overall [the ordinance is good, but] there are places that the
language needs to be “beefed up” to make sure the Planning Board and the Town Planner have
“some teeth” in it in advising applicants when [they] come forward.
R. Smith states that on page 9, “that means” that [the Town] would have total control of this money
[related to the mitigation]. He wonders if that is what [the Conservation Commission] wants to do.
J. Shack states that [this is] similar to other ordinances. She states that it is saying that [the money]
won’t stay in perpetuity in the account.
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R. Metcalf states that [the Town] went through [a similar issue] with the traffic light at Post Office
Square. He notes that before the 10-year time-frame comes up, [the money] is allocated.
R. Smith states that he would like to see “that tightened,” [that the money] will be transferred to the
land trust and will be used for wetland enhancement. R. Metcalf corrects and adds, “the
Kennebunk Conservation.” C. MacClinchy corrects and adds, “it is the Kennebunk Land
Conservation Account.”
R. Metcalf states he thinks if [the Town] is going to put a mitigation fund together, they need to
make sure “legally” there isn’t a time frame that they need to use the money by. He notes that this
is a question [for the Town Attorney].
J. Stoll states that on page 8, under “f,” He thinks he would change the language to say, “may be
tendered in any of the forms listed in article 11, section 10B of the zoning ordinance.”
E. Trainer states that [J. Stoll] has comments on the side [of the document] that [the Board] has
not addressed. He wonders if these comments have been taken into consideration or if they make
any difference. He notes that [the comments] are useful [and are signed as] “JS.” J. Shack notes
that they are her comments, [as her initials are also JS].
C. MacClinchy wonders if [the Conservation Commission] has questions that they want [the
Board] to answer or talk about more.
J. Shack states that as long as [the Board] has read [the comments] and are fine with them. She
notes that mainly she was just [providing] reasoning for why they put [certain items into the
ordinance].
J. Shack notes that she had a question on page 4, [written as a comment].
D. Smith states that he said “yes for B,” [as he thinks] a definition “of that” would be “good.” He
thinks [the amount] needs to be quantified. C. MacClinchy states that, “it is defined below.” D.
Smith notes that “it doesn’t say ‘minor,’” J. Stoll states that this is a logical separation [as] number 2
is “major.” J. Shack states that she will have to read it again and that [she doesn’t think] they need
“minor.” J. Stoll states that “minor” can be eliminated and that it can be struck from “review.”
D. Smith states that he has a “couple of housekeeping things. He notes that on page 2, the second
paragraph, [he suggests] adding “square feet.” He notes that on page 6, number 2, [under]
“exceptions,” the first bullet, second line, [the text states] “river, stream” and he note [that it
should] “or brook.”
D. Smith states that on page 8, [the ordinance doesn’t] need to say “amendments to the permit.”
He states that on the “second line” [the use of the word] “di minimis” is a “big word.” J. Shack
wonders if [D. Smith is suggesting to use] the word “di minimis.” D. Smith states that [the section
he is referencing] is describing “little things.” He states that it could just says [these things are] di
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minimis, [as] they don’t need to be reconsidered. C. MacClinchy states that [in changing] minor to
di minimis, they mean the same thing. R. Smith states that [the use of the word] “minor” is fine.
J. Vance wonders if the first statement under mitigation [is necessary], as it is a “moot point.” She
notes that she likes “stuff really specific” and not rhetorical. She states that “some of this” sounds
rhetorical still. She notes that [this section] wasn’t specific enough and she could see an applicant
having trouble seeing what this means.
J. Vance states that on page 3, under mitigation, the “first one” wouldn’t [be necessary]. R. Metcalf
states that this has “two sides of the coin.”
J. Vance states that she would make [the ordinance] in language [that is] “plain enough” for the
“average Joe” to understand. She notes that [the applicant] shouldn’t need a lawyer to figure out
what [the ordinance] means.
J. Shack states that her one question is in terms of the process [of creating this ordinance]. She
states that [the ordinance] is affecting [the Planning Board]. She wonders if [the Planning Board
wants [the Conservation Commission] to make the changes and then come back [to the Board]
before they “head out to anyone else” [or send the document] to the lawyer. She wonders if [the
Board] wants to “okay” [the document], since it is affecting [them].
R. Metcalf states that the Board needs to see the final edits, then [the document could] go to the
Town Attorney to make sure what has been stated can be legally supported. He notes that once
[the Town Attorney reviews the document and] is satisfied, then it can go to a public hearing.
J. Stoll states that he can help [put the document] into “ordinance format.”
3. Agenda Items (II)
C. MacClinchy begins reviewing the Comprehensive Plan chapters submitted [to the Planning
Board]. He wonders if this is the [complete] compilation of all the records. J. Stoll states that this is
what he was sent. C. MacClinchy confirms that this is a summary of the records that are being
forwarded from all the chapters. R. Metcalf notes that these are the recommendations to the
update to the plan itself. He states that there are still some records [from the 1991] plan that are
still “irrelevant.” He notes that there are some elements that need to be added to the Plan.
R. Smith wonders what the shaded [areas] mean. Elizabeth Smith [introduces herself as a member
of the Comprehensive Plan Committee]. She notes that those are the changes that were made. R.
Smith wonders if they were additions or deletions. E. Smith states that they were edits, so the
shaded areas will “be in there.”
R. Metcalf states that the “drafts you have in front of you” are edits that E. Smith and J. Vance have
worked diligently on. He notes that there were significant edits made and clarifications [made]
based on comments. He states that there will be a Planning Board and Board of Selectmen [joint
meeting] on August 12th, [2019]. He notes that [this meeting will be] so that the Planning Board can
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make a recommendation to the Board of Selectmen, which will use the meeting on [August] 14th,
[2019] to take a vote. He notes that to get [the plan] on the ballot, there will be other proceedings.
He states that the first is going through the language if there are last minute, non-substantive
changes that need to be clarified. He states that if there are substantive changes, [the plan will not]
go to the voters in November. He notes that [the August 12th] meeting where the hearing will be
complete and will [be necessary to have the Plan be on the] November ballot. He notes that he
doesn’t want to “go onto year four” [of working on the Comprehensive Plan].
R. Smith wonders how much change there was from [the Comprehensive Plan in 1991]. R.
Metcalf states that [there are] new statistics and [the Comprehensive Plan Committee] has more
feedback from the “various groups in Town” that were related to the sections [in the Plan]. He
states that they merged land-use and housing into one [section].
E. Smith states that in 1991 there was no such thing as climate change.
R. Metcalf states that climate change, sea-level rise, land-use and open space were merged into one
chapter. E. Smith states that [this was approved] in 2004. D. Smith states that on November 4th,
2004 [the Plan was] ratified. R. Metcalf states that there was an appendix to the Comprehensive
Plan, as well as the road standards.
R. Metcalf states that there is a “lot of crossover” with relevant sections [of the Plan]. He notes that
in each chapter there is a lot of similarity. He notes that “Blake” was the one who spent time
reviewing [the Plan] and had comments about cleaning-up the language and how things had been
written. He notes that [the Comprehensive Plan Committee] has had a lot of input. He notes that
E. Smith and J. Vance have “massaged this thing to read a lot better.” He states that he isn’t sure
how much the public will read. He notes that the sections update the criteria. He states that the
natural resource [chapter] “didn’t change much.” He states that [the Plan addresses] housing
needed in the community and that the text in that section “came down” to looking at expanding on
housing and meeting those needs. He states that there is a lot of land-use information that [the
Town] doesn’t have good data on. He notes that when [the Plan was updated] in 2003, [the Town
Planner] tried to pull information today in terms of [lots of record, but] there were a lot of “folds”
in that in terms of having a substantive plan. He notes that it requires someone with a lot of time
on their hands.
E. Trainer states that they changed the committees [to align with] the Board of Selectmen’s view
[that the Town has] “too many committees.” He notes that [the Comprehensive Plan Committee]
tried to identify these issues with records that needed more vetting.
C. MacClinchy wonders if [the Comprehensive Plan Committee] wants [the Board] to give
comments. He begins going through the chapters. He states that [the Board can review] the
recommendation section of each chapter and provide some feedback “off of that.” He begins with
chapter E, the public utilities section.
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J. Vance states that on the top of page 4, [there is a recommendation] that will be replaced. She
notes that there are newer ones that are [related to] utilities that are updated and of better quality.
She notes that [Comprehensive Plan Committee] is trying to get [a recommendation] for each
utilities service area.
C. MacClinchy states that [the recommendations are on page 10 of this chapter]. He notes that one
clarification he has is on the “light and power” page, [page] 11, point 3. He wonders about [the
notion that the power] will be purchased from the grid. J. Vance states that this got changed. She
notes that [Comprehensive Plan Committee] did more research. She notes that the “whole”
electric system is managed by New England Iso. She notes that this chapter was changed “quite a
bit,” [as] number 3 is gone.
C. MacClinchy states that [in regards to] number 3 for the sewer district, he thinks the growth areas
are well-defined. He states that he thinks the district needs to decide to “serve them or not.”
R. Metcalf states that the Board or the last updated [version] of the Comprehensive Plan [worked
to] identify the growth areas. He notes that the way part of this was written means that [the Town]
may not need to expand the growth area of what was already defined. He states that part of hits is
political. He states that when [the Comprehensive Plan Committee] looked at the update of the
Plan, they recommended to have a discussion “on this.” He notes that it is still a matter of
continuing to look at the growth areas because [the Comprehensive Plan Committee] could
“ultimately change this.” He notes that one recommendation is that they will be recommending
that every year or two years, [this information] gets reviewed.
E. Smith states that this is in the preface.
J. Vance states that that would be in the growth areas, [that reevaluating after] so many years, would
be in [the land use section]. E. Smith states that the whole Comprehensive Plan needs to have a
rolling update.
J. Stoll states that [the Comprehensive Plan] can have a “very simple line” advising the staff to work
with the Planning Board.
R. Metcalf suggests identifying which chapters need to be looked at on an annual basis.
C. MacClinchy begins reviewing the Transportation Chapter, Chapter F.
R. Smith suggests stopping trailer trucks from coming through Town. E. Smith states that [the
Town] doesn’t have say [in this], as it is a federal government and Maine DOT [area of
management].
E. Trainer notes that there were some notes that he thinks the recommendations “really changed”
but that there were some texts that had been update in the transportation [section]. He notes that it
doesn’t make any difference in the summary of recommendations. He states that the part in the
shaded [area] under transportation reflects these changes, particularly the first one under “modes
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of transportation.” He states that he is not sure if the shaded [area] on page 4 under transportation
was really in the chapter.
J. Vance states that this was a chapter that had a lot of “mismatches” with recommendations that
were embedded [and] mixed-up with the “copy above it.” She notes that there were implications
but there was nothing to address them. She notes that there were recommendations but not
implications. She states that by pulling [it all out] and keeping it separate makes it flow better. She
states that [the shaded area on page 4 that E. Trainer was referencing] was for public
transportation.
E. Trainer notes that it is for alternate modes [of transportation]. He notes that [the Town] is
working on a plan that includes pedestrian, bikes, and all other things.
J. Stoll states that on “F1,” it should read, “would advise the Board of Selectmen.”
C. MacClinchy wonders if there are any other comments on the text of the transportation section.
He notes that on page 21 or 22 the recommendation for the alterative mode of transportation
section was separate from the chapter. He wonders if there are any comments about pedestrian
bike safety. He states that complete streets need to be [worked on more]. He asks for comments
on ride-sharing or carpooling, road maintenance, capital investment, [or] private road
responsibility. He states that on page 24, it must have been revised and is not an updated summary
of recommendations. He asks for comments on public parking, traffic management, connector
roadways, and he wonders if the train section got cut. He states that it is an issue and implication,
he sees. He moves on to reviewing municipal facilities, chapter G. He notes that existing future
needs on page 15 of the chapter talks about RSU 21 and there is a sub-heading [titled] existing
future needs. He states that the heading is confusing.
R. Metcalf states that it is meant to be the existing future needs identified by the school district. E.
Smith is not sure about the [heading’s] choice of words.
R. Smith states that [this section] talks about doing remodels that were just finished. He wonders if
it would be better to say we [already did these things]. E. Smith states that Katie Hawes [the RSU
21 Superintendent] wrote [the section]. J. Vance states that [the Comprehensive Plan Committee]
can “boil that down.”
C. MacClinchy suggests instead of writing “existing future needs” maybe [another heading] can be
[used].
C. MacClinchy states that issues and implications start on page 19.
R. Smith wonders if there is a recommendation for RSU 21. E. Smith states that [the
Comprehensive Plan Committee] doesn’t know, as that is the School Board’s job.
R. Smith states that he thinks the Town of Kennebunk needs to take more control of our
representatives on the School Board. He states that [the Town of Kennebunk] has a very public
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“black eye” and he doesn’t like that. He thinks that [the Town] needs more communication [with
the School Board]. He states that there are six representatives on that Board and he couldn’t “tell
you more than one” [of the representatives]. He states that he thinks that in conjunction with the
Board of Selectmen, there should be a public meeting with public vetting so [the School Board]
can update [the other Boards, along with] the Town.
E. Smith wonders if there was a discourse with “Dick Morin” which implied that the School Board
doesn’t have to answer to the Board of Selectmen. R. Smith states that they don’t have to answer to
them, but they do answer to the tax payers. E. Trainer states that there is a dysfunction in the
structural setup [of the School Board] in terms of having [good] communication [with the rest of
the Town].
E. Smith states that this didn’t come up in any of the Committee meetings and didn’t come up in
the public forums.
R. Smith states that this is because “everyone is afraid to talk about it” and that “nobody dares
criticize RSU[21].” He states that [no one has] for four years now. He states that it has come to a
point [where it is necessary to talk about this issue]. He states that everything that [the Town is
doing well], they are [still] getting a “black eye.” He notes that when there problems with racism, its
not RSU[21], its Kennebunk. He states that if there is going to be a section [in the Comprehensive
Plan] reviewing RSU[21], then there should [also] be a recommendation. He states that
recommendation should be having more input from our six [School Board] representatives.
R. Metcalf state that they can [take that recommendation and attempt to revise it].
C. MacClinchy asks for comments on the issues and implications on page 19.
D. Smith states that he has a question on page 19. He notes that under the “Town Manager’s
Office,” [under] “bullet 3, facilities,” he thought the Teen Center was going to be “erased.”
J. Vance states that when [the Plan] was underway, things have changed. She suggests looking at
that bullet again. E. Trainer states that she doesn’t think that a decision has been made if [the
Town] will fix or raise [the Teen Center].
R. Metcalf states that there is a recommendation for an Assistant Town Planner. R. Smith states
that he supports this.
C. MacClinchy begins reviewing Chapter H, Historic and Archeologic Resources. He notes that
the issues and implications start on page 7.
R. Smith wonders [in reference to] number 1 on page 0, [that the text states that this
recommendation] is recommended by the Maine Development Foundation Downtown Center
Team.
J. Vance states that they were assured that this still exists and is a valid recommendation.
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C. MacClinchy states that the Maine Development Foundation runs the downtown area to help
develop and maintain thriving downtowns. He states that there are a number of towns in the State
that has been a “Main Street Town.” He notes that [Kennebunk’s downtown] was an affiliate [of
this program].
R. Smith wonders if this is the function of the historic overlay. E. Smith states that a member of the
Economic [Development Committee] was on the [Maine Development Foundation, Main Street
Town related Committee]. She notes [the Maine Development Foundation, Main Street Town
program] was a historic committee.
R. Smith states that he just wants to understand “how the two fit together.” E. Smith notes that the
Historic Preservation Committee has “ownership” of that [same] “theme.” She notes that “Bob
Georgitis” didn’t say it was [the Economic Development Committee’s alone].
J. Stoll states that he has one question about the library acronym MARVEELY database. He notes
that it is on page 14. He states that it might make sense to put [what that acronym stands for] in
parenthesis.
E. Smith states that [the Comprehensive Plan Committee] is going to do a glossary of “many, many
acronyms.”
[The man representing Video Creations, who runs the livestream of the Planning Board meeting
inserts that the acronym from the library is actually “MINERVA,” not “MARVEELY.”]
C. Maclinchy asks for more comments. [Seeing none], C. MacClinchy wonders if there will be 3 or
4 [more chapters of the Comprehensive Plan to review].
J. Stoll states that he thinks there are 4 more.
C. MacClinchy notes that the August meeting is the public hearing. J. Stoll suggests having the
chapters and bringing comments.
C. MacClinchy suggests [reviewing the chapters at the next meeting]. R. Smith wonders what type
of agenda [there is for that night]. C. MacClinchy states that [the Board] may not get to discussing
[the chapters], but at least will have them to review.
D. Smith asks E. Smith if she wants to go over some “quick typos” in the recommendations, or if
he should just give them to E. Smith. [He just gives them to E. Smith].
4. Agenda Items (III)
C. MacClinchy asks J. Stoll to discuss “this village thing” [that he had handed out].
J. Stoll states that the Lower Village Committee created a sub-committee to work on design
standards. He states that this [document] is what they came up with, comparing to 10.23. He notes
that he can help them put this into “code form” finally, but what they are looking for right now is
guidance—not to be addressed tonight—but [guidance] about how to proceed. He asks [the Board
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members] to look “at this” the way the Conservation Commission has proposed [their wetland
mitigation plan, as it will be] codified later. He states that [the Planning Board would be looking to
provide guidance for what [the Lower Village Subcommittee] put together.
6. Approval of Minutes of Previous Meeting
[The Board decides to formally review the previous meeting’s minutes at the next Planning Board
meeting].
7. Other Business
C. MacClinchy states that, because it was the [Planning Board’s] first meeting in July and the first
meeting of the Town calendar year, they needed to do Board elections.
R. Metcalf makes a motion to reappoint C. MacClinchy as Board Chair.
R. Smith seconds the motion.
All are in favor, none opposed. The motion passes 5/0.
D. Smith moves that R. Smith be nominated to Vice Chair.
J. Vance seconds the motion.
All are in favor, none opposed. The motion passes 5/0.
R. Smith moves that D. Smith be nominated for Secretary.
J. Vance seconds the motion.
All are in favor, none opposed. The motion passes 5/0.
C. MacClinchy begins discussing how the State will pass the “marijuana legislation,” which will be
regulated by “next Spring.” He noticed that “MMA” was putting on a workshop [related to this
issue].
J. Stoll states that Paul Demers ([the Town’s Code Enforcement Office]) is going, as is the
Assistant Code Officer.
C. MacClinchy states that it may come back to [the Town] to review. He notes that the State has
“come down” on regulating [the activity] and “got rid of” the “social club aspect.”
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8. Adjourn
D. Smith moves to adjourn.
J. Vance seconds the motion.
All are in favor, none opposed. The motion passes 5/0.
The meeting ended at approximately 9:19 PM.

Respectfully submitted by Megan M. Hall.
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