
TOWN OF TRENTON 

BOARD OF SELECTMEN 

MINUTES OF May 27, 2014 MEETING 

 

I.  Call to Order:  The meeting was called to order at 7:00 pm. In attendance:  Fred Ehrlenbach,  

Dick Vander Zanden, Mark Remick, Susan Starr, and Carol Walsh.    Carlene Hanscom was excused from 

attending. Visitors:  Patti Leland, Charles Stanley, Peter Roy, Charles Starr, George Hopkins, Bruce 

Cameron, Ron Marshall and Joe Parada. 

 

II.   Visitors Comments:  Cameron announced that after the town meeting, one week prior, three 

volunteers approached him to be appointed to the Veterans’ Memorial Committee: Keith Orr, George 

Hopkins, Gary Clark. Patti read a letter to the Board, which is attached as part of the record. She asked if 

the Veterans’ Memorial Committee could be disbanded in favor of a fresh start. Starr agreed that it 

appeared the committee was not functioning well. Vander Zanden asked if there were any minutes to 

the meetings. Leland admitted that the results of the first three meetings were documented and had 

been forwarded to Walsh. Thereafter, the secretary did not attend. Vander Zanden was not in favor of 

disbanding the committee. Charles Starr requested that the Appeals Board item on the agenda be 

moved forward to be discussed early in the meeting. Walsh requested that it be placed immediately 

after the Aquaculture item. Remick motioned to put it after Aquaculture; Vander Zanden seconded. 

Vote: 3 Yes, 1 Abstain (Starr). 

 

III.   Approval of Minutes of May 13, 2014. Approval of Special Board Meeting, 8 pm, May 13, 2014. 

Remick motioned to approve, Starr seconded. Vote:  4 Yes.  

 

IV.    Administrative Summary Report:  Dina Roguski has asked to do the Town Office Flower boxes 

this year. Starr motioned to engage her again, Remick seconded. Vote:  4 Yes. 

 

V.    Old Business: 

 

 a. Floating Dock System:  An MDOT to DEP email was reviewed which requested that DEP 

continue to process the town’s Permit Application for the floating pier. DEP has identified some 

unknown items that will need to be addressed, but the exchange of correspondence appeared to be a 

positive move. The DEP rep has proposed a visit to the site, which will be arranged by Starr. 

 

VI. New Business: 

 

 a. Aqua culture: Goose Cove Lease Renewal: Joe Parada spoke about an experimental/scientific 

and commercial lease that he has in Goose Cove since 2007. He is applying for a standardized lease, 

expanding what he already has in Goose Cove 15 to 18 acres out to sea from where it is now. There will 

be no surface gear, no floating gear. The only time there will be visibility is when he is working there, or 

when he is putting oysters and clams out. There will be no request for exclusive use, other than no 

dragging or shellfish harvesting on site. Bottom culture, which this is, is intended not to interfere with 



navigation. He plans to harvest Quohogs and oysters in up to 18 acres, all out from the current site, all 

below mean low tide. Part of this equipment will be visible less than one-third of annual tides. The site 

only comes off at a Negative .5 drain. That is the only time the site is void of water. The whole site only 

comes off at a negative 1.0. The lower part will hardly come off at all; he will be out working in hip boots 

and may dive on the site at some point. There should be no bird interactions; there should be no 

interference with navigation, or traditional uses. This is Parada’s notification to the town, as required by 

DMR. Parada was also aware of the new change to the Harbor Ordinance, prohibiting aquaculture 

activities within 1,000 feet of air activities. John Bennett, as Harbormaster, explained to Parada in a 

phone conversation that he understood the change was to regulate floating gear. Vander Zanden added 

that it was done to preclude bird attractants and bird strikes. Parada explained that his aquaculture was 

bottom gear, which would provide nothing for birds to roost on. Ehrlenbach thought that the ordinance 

did not apply, as long as the activity did not attract birds. He thought the actual determination would be 

the responsibility of the Planning Board, due to the location in this case being within the Airport Zone, 

and if necessary, the Appeals Board.  Parada stated he would do everything possible to make the area as 

unobtrusive as possible. Cameron asked if the Army Corps of Engineers will become involved and Parada 

answered positively.  

 

 b. Board of Appeals:  Starr Recused herself, because this issue concerns the Starr family, and she 

is a member of that family. An email, dated May  13, 2014, from George Wood, regarding action taken 

by the Board of Appeals on October 24, 2013 was read. He was concerned about the process of the 

board, and the fact that as an abutter he received no notice from the Board of Appeals or the Code 

Enforcement Officer.  Remick stated that this email has highlighted a couple of issues with the Board of 

Appeals, statutes pertaining to how the Board of Appeals make decisions and follows-through seems to 

be at question. Remick spoke with Wood and his concern was that there was no public forum. His 

concern was that a request for one variance turned to four being granted. That highlights that the board 

is acting inappropriately, which is an issue. Ehrlenbach found a copy of the public ad: “A public hearing, 

Board of Appeals, October 24, 2013, 7:00 pm, Trenton Town Office.  Trenton Board of Appeals will 

consider a variance as requested by the Starr family to be granted regarding Front Lot Setback 

Requirements.” The Hearing Board’s notice of the decision granted “a variance in reference of the 150 ft 

road frontage.” Peter Roy spoke, as representative of the Starr Family in this matter, offering details of 

their division of property and new boundaries being drawn. It had been discussed with Angie 

Chamberlain, CEO. She visited the site with Roy and explained that there were three points that would 

need to be addressed. There was the proposed division line to create the two shorefront lots was too 

close to the existing house; this must be  moved to allow sufficient setback. There was the garage, built 

some 40 years prior, which did not meet setback requirements in the new division. There was the 150 

foot setback on Old Spruce Lane. Both lots have more than two acres and have in excessive of minimum 

lot frontage; with the only problem being the 150 foot frontage on the road, due to the shape of the 

lots. Chamberlain rejected a building permit for these reasons and advised that it would have to be 

heard by the Board of Appeals.  On September 18, a detailed analysis of the variances was sent to the 

Board of Appeals. Following the hearing, the board issued: “The variances requested for purposes of 

excluding the newly proposed lots from the mandatory 150 feet of road frontage, which in this case 

would be frontage on Old Spruce Lane, which is a practical matter basically serves as a driveway to the 



Starr property as well as other lots situated at the end of the old Oak Point Beach Club Road.” The 

hearing was specifically about this. The variance was granted.  Roy, so that there would be no question 

about having the variance recorded, a new survey plan, entitled “Variance Survey Plan” was prepared, 

with great detail, was signed by the Board of Appeals, “We hereby specifically grant the variances 

requested as set forth.” Variances for the setback between the two lots, and for the garage were 

granted. Specifically the variance for less than 150 feet of frontage on Old Spruce Lane was granted. All 

this indicating that the Starr family went above and beyond all requirements.  The variances have been 

recorded in the Hancock County Registry of Deeds. Ehrlenbach asked if the lots met the minimum 150 

feet of lot width.  Roy made it clear to the Hearing Board that the lots did not have 150 feet width at the 

Old Spruce Lane end, and granted the variance. The property has been divided and recorded. He stated 

that this hearing was eight months ago, if one had a problem with it they should bring the question to 

the Board of Appeals, as there is nothing the Board of Selectmen can do.  Ehrlenbach questioned the 

advertising and the notifications process. Walsh provided that there is no town ordinance that requires 

notices to be sent, although the state statute requires that  “all interested parties shall have an 

opportunity …”Vander Zanden asked what remedy Wood wanted; Remick did not know. Ehrlenbach 

identified the issue as being with the Board of Appeals process.  The Selectboard has no purview for 

mediation or remedy.  A fee was not collected and the Administrative Clerk was not involved.  Walsh 

recommended that a member of the Hearing Board attend an MMA sponsored course. Remick also 

thought that the Board of Appeals is the only element that has any jurisdiction in this case.   Hopkins, a 

member of the Board of Appeals, spoke in favor of property owners being able to use their property as 

they desire, as long as variances are obtained when necessary. Ehrlenbach reiterated that the issue is 

not with the decision that the Board of Appeals made, but with the process that was, or was not 

followed before the meeting.  Vander Zanden suggested that the Board of Appeals meet with Wood, as 

a courtesy, to explain their decision. In response to Ehrlenbach’s concern about the Board of Appeals 

process, suggested that the Board of Selectmen provide some guidance/direction in the process.  Walsh 

provided draft direction for the Appeals Board, and read from Maine Statute: “Where zoning appeal or 

variance is involved, 38 MRSA 43-53 requires the board to give direct notice of the hearing date to the 

appellant, municipal officer s and planning board. Local Ordinances often require special notice to 

abutters and sometimes indicate how notice to the general public must be given.”  Ehrelenbach 

suggested a meeting between the Board of Appeals and the Board of Selectmen to discuss the process.  

The Board of Selectmen has no purview to make any decision about the Board of Appeals/Wood/Starr 

issue.  Charles Starr spoke regarding any reexamination of the Starr property case, and advised that 

every decision that the Appeals Board has made, whether the fees were paid, if abutters were notified, 

would need to be reviewed, and that these questions could not only be applied to the Starr family. 

There has been precedence across the board. Ehrlenbach stated that he was looking to the future 

process of the Appeals Board, not the past. Starr stated that Wood has had conversations with him as 

early as last fall about what the Starrs’ were planning.  Starr took offense to Wood’s asking in his email 

that a building permit not be provided until all his questions can be answered, which he considers to be 

out of line and equates to the opposite of being neighborly. He has in the past issued “cease and desist” 

demands until he could involve himself personally in Starr family plans on other occasions.   Wood asked 

that all paperwork in the possession of the town office regarding the Starr property be provided him, 

which Walsh will do as a Freedom of Access requirement.  Ehrlenbach summed up for the Board of 



Selectmen: The town erred, not in the decision before the Appeals Board, but in the notification 

process. The Administrative Clerk should have been involved, to insure that the entire process was 

observed.  

 

 c. MMA Nomination Papers. The Board declined to nominate anyone. 

 

 d. MDOT Proposal for Jordan River Road/Route 3 Traffic Light: A public hearing will be held June 

3, 6:00 pm, at the Town Office.  Ehrlenbach has learned that the Town of Lamoine requested the traffic 

light.   The question is who will pay for the power to the light. It will be located in Trenton, but most 

advantageous to Lamoine.  Under what authority does the Board of Selectman take on the expense 

without authority of the town? Lamoine municipal representatives are expected to attend the public 

hearing. 

 

 e. CEO Parameters: Ehrlenbach read recommended policy for hearings of the Board of Appeals. 

These are attached. Suggested parameters for the CEO were provided by Walsh, and are attached to this 

report. Ehrlenbach also recommended that parameters for the Plumbing Inspector be developed, 

insuring that copies of permits be retained at the town office.  The board discussed that some hours 

spent within the town office should be included in the CEO duties. The current CEO will be informed of 

the anticipated increase in duties and will be invited to apply. The decision whether or not to advertise 

the CEO position will be made at the June 10th Board of Selectmen meeting. 

 

 f. Letter to Assessing Agent: The members of the board reviewed the letter of appreciation, 

signed by the assessors, and declined to sign a transmittal document, leaving the action within the 

Board of Assessors. 

 

 g. Appointments and Veterans’ Memorial Committee: A letter had been received asking that the 

board disband the Veterans’ Memorial Committee. Vander Zanden recommended that the request be 

tabled. The board believed that disbanding and establishing a new committee would not necessarily 

reach the desired end result of forming a committee that works well together, as in all likelihood, the 

same personalities would form the new group. There are three new volunteers and two previous 

members have stated that they may rejoin. The voters’ interest in the location, shown at Town Meeting, 

has shed light on the committee’s actions to a wider audience. There are a limited number of possible 

locations, and it will be up to the town to choose the best site.  

  

VII.     Approval of Accounts Payable and Payroll Warrants:  Motion to approve made by Starr and 

seconded by Hanscom. Vote:  4 Yes. 

 

VIII.       Other Business:         

 

IX.       Adjournment:  Motion to adjourn made by Hanscom and seconded by Vander Zanden . Vote:  

4 Yes. Meeting adjourned at 8:05 pm. 

 



 


