Date: Sun, 3 Aug 2008 09:16:55 -0700 [08/03/2008 12:16:55 PM EDT)

From: Brenda Singo <bsingo@vetizon.net>

To: planningboard chair@townoflongisland.us

Subject: Fw: Pending Spar Application - Multi Family Dwellings

Hi Curt.

Below you'll find Mike MoOrge's comments on my concerns - regarding the parking, it's
extremely visible when traveling Island Avenu:z that the area designated has not been used
36 @ regular parking lot - 20 I'm not sure how that will be taken into account regarding
shoreland regquirements. Again, thank you for taking the time to listen to my concerns.

Sincarely,
Brenda singo

————— Forwarded Message ----

From: "Morge, Michael J* <Michael.J.Morseemaine.,gov>

Ta: Brenda Singo <bsingo@verizon.net>

sent: Friday, August 1, 2008 8:52:33 AM

Subject: RE: Pending Spar Application - Multi Family Dwellings

Hello Brenda. Thank yvou for
forwarding your concerns about the Wary project.

comment #2 kelow, regarding the minimum

lot area per dwelling unit, is not directly a shoreland zoning provision or
cgtandard so I cannot provide input on how this standard does or does not
apply. However, I have spoken with various town officials regarding this
provision and it seems to be restricting. It would be appropriate for the
PE to seek a legal opinion from the Town attorney if the PB has any question
about whether or not this standard applies.

Comment #3- T have not seen the parking

area that you mention. My comment here is that if there is an existing
compacted gravel area that is suitable for parking and has been used
periodically for vehicular use, we might see it simply as an existing parking
area, This is simply an opinion though. Again, I haven’t seen

it 80 I cannot comment specifically on whether or not it really is a parking
area. A good rule of thumb is that if it “looks like a duck, gquacks

1ike a duck.” (vou know the rest},

while I appreciate your comment #4, unfortunazely

the Town failed to adopt the required change at this past town meeting and
therefore it does not apply. The local ordinance prevails, not the State
standards or rules {(there are actually a half dozen statutory provigions that
do supersede a town ordinance to the contrary, but none regarding this minimum
lot area/frontage issue). As such, the State cannot interject in this
application process by insisting that the minimum shore frontage apply “per
dwelling unit~. We will, however, continue to encourage the Town to

make the prdinance change in the near future.

Hopefully my comments provide some insight
and assistance to you.

Mike

Mike Morse



MDEP

Asst. Shoreland Zoning
Coordinator

312 Can¢o Rd, Portland , ME 04103
822-6328

822-6303 {fax)

From:Brenda S5ingo
[mailto:bsingoeverizen.net)

Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2008

12:20 FPM

To: Morse, Michael J

Subject: Fw: Pending Spar
Application - Multl Family Dwellings

Hi Mike:

I have taken off my Town Hall hat for a moment and am forwarding

“this email to vou as a concerned citizen of the Town ¢f Long Island . As you'll read below
there

are somg shoreland concerns I have and should you have time to respond that

would be wonderful. If not, I understand. This is an important application

and the firgst for a multi-family dwelling and my only hope is that all the

required guidelines are met between the State and the Town.

Thank you Mike,
Eronda singo
Long Island , Maine

————— Forwarded Message

From: Brenda Singo <bsingo@verizon.net>

To: ¢pmuriey@verizon.net

Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2008 12:15:57 PM

Subject: Pending Spar Application - Multi Family Dwellings
¢ood Morning Curt:

I wag unable to attend the Public Hearing the other evening and have a
fow concerns about the application before the Planning Board which I hope the
Planning Board has researched and has taken into account.

1. Mr. wary's application was filed prior to the changes made at

Town Meeting, therefore considerations should be under the ordinances at that
timeg and not under the ordinances currently adoped May 2008 unless a the
present application was rescinded and a new application submitted after May 10,
2008 - which was not done - why?

2. Mr. Wary's statement that he's exluded from the dimensional reguirements

cet forth under Qrdinance Section 3.9.E because of Article 6 (non-conforming
sLructures, uUses and Lots) appears to be incorrect because the change of use to Multi
Family Dwellings now makes the property "conforming® for that

uze and therefore subject to the requirementes of {iii} of that section

"Multi-Family Dwelling: Ten Thousand {10,000) sguare feet for each

bedroom in the dwelling and Sixty Thousand (60000)square foot minimum®

according to my conversation with Code Enforcement Officer James Nagle this



morning.

3. Regarding the proposed parking area, I know it's designated on

the survey, but what is the State DEP office's position on this

area within the shoreland zone? In my recollection of the past 45+ years

{the last 18 years full time resident), I have never known this to be a
"parking area". Occasionally (before the opening of Marriner's

Landing in 1997), there would be a vehicle there to pick up/drop off folks for
a boat and previous owners never parked their vehicles there. &aAs like Mr.
wary and former employees of the Spar, the vehicles were always parked on Island Avenue
Last year Mr. Wary did store a truck there for the winter which I thought was
odd as that had not been done in the past since his ownership of December
1226, Thezre is a vintage fire truck that has been placed in front of the

deck area for tourist attraction and has not noved since being placed there
years ago. 50 my question is, because it's been shown on a survey, would

the state agree that the use would be allowable even though it has not never
been conesistently used as a "parking area" within the shoreland zone?

4. The commissioner of the Maine State DEP replied in a letter

{(June 2008) that the Town must change our ordinances to be consistent with the
States guidelines regarding the 150' of shorefrontage per dwelling unit which
the Town did not pass and currently reguire 150' shorefrontage. Should

this application be approved, where does the state stand on coming back on the
Town and enforcing the 150' per dwelling on this application?

I have been accused by Mr. Wary of being biased and against his project

and as I stated publicly at the May 10, 2008 Town Meeting, it deesn't matter
how nice the atructure locks compared to what is there now (by his chosing),
But e¢an the project be legally done and comply to State DEP Guidelines and
Town Ordinances. If the application meets every State and Town reguirement,
then by all means it should be approved.

adain, these are probing guestions that I hope the Planning Beoard has
addraeesed and that there iz documentation to the responses. Thank you for
yvour time and consideration.

Raecident of Long Island ,
Brenda L. Singo




