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MINUTES 

FREEPORT PLANNING BOARD  
FREEPORT TOWN HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS  

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 6, 2021  
6 p.m. 

 
Present:   Robert Ball, Rosemary Burwell, Wayne Jortner, Chair Sam Kapala, Greg Savona, and 

Caroline Pelletier, Town Planner 
Excused:  Anna Child and Aaron Cannan 
 
Call to Order: Chair Kapala called the meeting to order at 6:05 p.m. and thanked everyone for 
coming out in person. 

 
ITEM I: Information Exchange  
   1. Update on recent actions by the Freeport Project Review Board  
Ms. Pelletier advised that the Project Review Board met on September 15 and concept reviewed 
Harraseeket Ridge Subdivision which is an 80-duplex unit on U.S. Route One North. They will still have to 
go through preliminary and then final and do all their due diligence. She plans to report on this for a 
while. Downeast Woodworks on U.S. Route One got a change of use and plan to add an addition of 
1,800 sq. ft. Mr. Tuna/Goodfire will be going in where Conundrum and Old-World Deli was located. They 
will be doing significant work out front. They will be removing the rolling access on Route One and will 
be putting in landscaping, grass and outdoor seating. Access and parking will be on the South Freeport 
Road. An applicant received a Design Review Certificate for a new single-family house on Independence 
Drive. RSU5 had some funds and purchased some disc golf equipment. The golf course will be accessory 
to Freeport Middle School. It will be partially on RSU land and partially on the Library’s land where there 
is a ropes course. She understands that it will be used by the school but they are also going to let the 
community use it. Peter Wagner from Community Ed oversaw that and was pretty excited about it. That 
is what the PRB has been up to and they will have a shorter agenda this month.  
 2) Status update on recent Planning Board recommendations to the Town Council  
Ms. Pelletier mentioned that during the past few months, the Board has made recommendations on 
amendments to the Board of Appeals language to make it consistent with State law. The Board made 
recommendations to update the Zoning Ordinance to make it consistent with the mandatory State 
Zoning Act. You made recommendations on updating the Freeport Zoning Map and you made 
recommendations on the Solar Amendment. Last night the Council approved the Solar Amendments. 
The Shoreland Zoning, new Zoning Map and the Board of Appeals were tabled. The Council had 
additional questions and wanted to do a workshop to better understand the Shoreland Zoning and the 
details of the changes. She plans to meet with a couple of Councilors and go through that. There was 
talk of having a bigger workshop and workshopping with this Board on some of it. She is unsure where 
that will go and if it will come back to this Board or not. Depending on what they want to change, if it 
changes enough, it could come back to you and we would have to redo the public hearing but it is to be 
determined as they go through that. Chair Kapala asked if Ms. Pelletier got the sense that the Council is 
interested in making things more stringent than what the State requires? Ms. Pelletier noted it is a 275- 
page document and it is all intertwined. She feels they just want to have a good understanding and she 
did not get the impression one way or the other. She agreed that Freeport has to meet the minimum 
guidelines but can be more stringent. We can tweak the wording on stuff as long as it is still consistent. 
She expects to have an update on that next month.  
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 3) Update on the Downtown Freeport Vision Project   
The Freeport Downtown Vision Project was underway and we had great plans for Design Week in 
October with two large kick-off events. With our COVID numbers in Maine being what they are, it is not 
the best idea right now. They are re-strategizing how they are going to get Phase 2 and 3 of the Vision 
done. They are looking at pushing Design Week back to a week in February and maybe without the large 
in-person event but with smaller events. She will give the Board an update as they rework it.  
 
Ms. Pelletier mentioned that some Board members came in and expressed a desire to switch to paper 
packets now that we are back to in-person. She asked that the Board let her know before they leave 
tonight their preference if they want to start getting printed materials in addition to the digital. She 
would be happy to mail them or leave them here so Board members can pick them up whenever it 
works for them. 

 
ITEM II: Review of the minutes from the August 4, 2021 and September 1, 2021 Planning Board  
meetings.  
 

MOVED AND SECONDED: To approve the Minutes from August 4, 2021 as submitted. (Savona & 
Burwell) VOTE: (4 Ayes) (2 Excused-Cannan & Child) (1 Abstention-Ball) (0 Nays)  
 
MOVED AND SECONDED: To approve the Minutes from September 1, 2021 as submitted. 
(Burwell & Ball) VOTE: (4 Ayes) (2 Excused-Cannan & Child) (1 Abstention-Savona) (0 Nays)  

 
Ms. Pelletier asked Board members to turn their microphones on and explained that the Secretary is 
having a hard time with the minutes because when you go back to watch the video, you can’t tell who is 
moving their lips and some of you sound alike, although we can tell if it is Rosemary. When you make a 
motion, will you please repeat who seconded it and the vote? It would be awesome! 
 
ITEM III: Tabled Item(s)  
Continued discussion on a proposed Remote Participation Policy for the Freeport Planning Board.  
This is a continued discussion from the last meeting. The Board may take action on this item. Note: The 
Planning Board held a Public Hearing on this item at the 08/04/21 Planning Board meeting.  
 
Chair Kapala requested thoughts on the Remote Participation Policy. The Board just tweaked it to make 
sure the intent came across and that anybody who wants to can participate but the expectation is that 
Board members are here unless for some valid reason, are unable to be here in person.  
 
Ms. Pelletier clarified that there were two adjustments and she reached out to the Town Attorney and 
the Town Manager. She thinks it was Mr. Jortner and Ms. Child that had concerns with the pandemic 
and if anyone has a personal situation where there could be high transmission as a risk to them. They 
looked at the law and talked to the attorney. There was a thing in there for other physical conditions so 
she thinks if somebody has a compromised immune system and they don’t feel they can be in-person in 
a big public hearing, that could come into play under that. They could reach out to the Chair. It would be 
problematic if everyone feels that way for a meeting. We most likely would have to table the meeting. It 
is intended that we will be here but on a case-by-case basis, Board members should reach out before 
meetings if they have concerns for any of these reasons or if they are going to travel for work. For right 
now, we need to get the tv hooked up so we have capability in this room for the Board and the public to 
actively participate via zoom. Right now, it is not ready and if any Board members can’t be here for any 
of these reasons, they will have to be excused. They tweaked it a bit further down because Board 
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members felt it wasn’t clear. You always want to be able to offer this but legally if the tv doesn’t work 
but we can get Robert on zoom, but we can’t get the public, so the Board cannot participate that way. 
We can always give the public the opportunity but when the Board has the opportunity 100%, they have 
to have equal opportunity. She hopes that clarifies it.  
 
Mr. Ball asked how soon before this area has the capability? Ms. Pelletier was told the part just came in 
and we have someone in the interim helping with Cable on a part-time basis. She thinks in the next 
week or two they will test it out so she thinks it will be coming up pretty soon. Ms. Pelletier explained 
that she understands that with this the public will be visible but she will find out if Board members have 
to be visible. If the Board decides to take action on this tonight, she would put it on some pretty paper 
and next month the Board could all sign it and she would attach it to the Board’s Rules of Order and 
make it look official.  
 

MOVED AND SECONDED: To accept the Remote Participation Policy as reviewed and printed 
with the potential clarification of whether Board member visual is required. (Savona & Ball) 
VOTE: (5 Ayes) (2 Excused-Cannan & Child) (0 Nays)   

 
 
ITEM IV: Public Hearing(s)  
Proposed Amendments to Addendum I of the Freeport Zoning Ordinance: Freeport Village Overlay 
District  
This will be a public hearing on proposed amendments to Addendum I of the Freeport Zoning  
Ordinance. The proposed amendments would clean-up existing text conflicts regarding the applicability 
of sections of the Freeport Village Overlay District document. The only substantive amendment would 
be the removal of the requirement that passive solar panels on new homes are required to face internal 
or private areas of the home site.  
 
Chair Kapala mentioned that the Board has had a request to clean up existing text conflicts regarding the 
applicability of sections of the Village Overlay District. The only substantive amendment would be the 
removal of the requirement that passive solar panels on new homes are required to face internal or 
private areas of the home site.  
 
Ms. Pelletier explained that we had a soon to be resident in Freeport that wanted to build a new home 
in Freeport on a small lot the Board created a number of years ago. They proposed solar panels but 
when the Codes Officer read it, he advised that they could not have passive solar panels facing the road. 
He read it as they couldn’t have solar panels but typically a passive design would be large windows, not 
really solar panels. Either way, it was not clear. It seemed reasonable that the Planning Board would 
consider whether or not it was appropriate. She had her Assistant do a quick scan and it appears there 
are at least a dozen properties in the district that already have solar panels. We just adopted solar 
regulations for large and small solar farms so she offered to bring it to the Planning Board. We have all 
talked about this document and the standards and even our Comp Plan says take another look and see if 
they are appropriate so we know this document needs work. Because we had to notify everyone in the 
district which is over 400 people, Staff struggles with this document. There are very minor 
inconsistencies in the wording that make a really big difference to the reader. That is what before the 
Board. She noted that it was set up to be reader friendly and provided examples. Our legal advice has 
always been to go with the written intent of the Ordinance on Page 3. Since we were notifying all these 
people, there was an attempt by Staff to really just clean up in addition to striking that solar panel. 
Simply striking the reference to the different uses on the Table of Contents, essentially, we will get rid of 
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the descriptions on the header page. When you look at it, you will say, okay Section 1 is for one-family 
and two-family homes but when you go to Section 2, it says new one and two family and then it says 
Section 1 also applies.  Section 1 really applies not just to one and two family existing but the new one 
and two family. She went through the document and updated the section pages but came to a 
ginormous list that really seemed complicated. The end product before the Board is kind of striking the 
descriptions but keeping the section headers. All the applicability text remains on Page 3. One of the 
sections was missing that they clarified. There was a table in the back and also had inconsistencies but 
the intent was that you could look at it and easily tell it applied to you. She recreated that in a shorter 
way. Again, this is to make it consistent when it applies so these are the seven options on Page 3 of what 
can apply. You look at the table and you know you are doing an existing one and two family and Section 
1 applies. It was really doing a clean-up but it is amending the addendum to the Zoning Ordinance so it 
requires a public process and it is always good to have extra sets of eyes. The Board should have noticed 
the striking on Page 12 of the wording or passive solar panel. She mentioned the Board had a letter in 
their packets from the homeowner who is looking to build a house and is supportive of this change and 
state why they want it. It is a public hearing.  
 
Chair Kapala advised that he does not know what a passive solar panel is other than a water system. Ms. 
Pelletier feels they should have worded it as passive solar design or windows. Using the word “panel” 
confuses it. Board members agreed. More discussion followed.   Ms. Pelletier feels the table has always 
been at the back and asked if the Board would agree to put that table right next to the Table of 
Contents? She feels it is misleading to say Section 1 only applies to existing one and two family because 
it is not true because all of them go back so you can’t effectively fit all that in the Table of Contents. We 
don’t have to make the changes to clarify either. It is really conflicting.  
 
Mrs. Burwell mentioned that ADA accessibility and things such as ramps are missing. She asked is there 
anything on that and advised that that impacts design. Chair Kapala mentioned that somewhere in the 
Ordinance there is a specific section that says design standards in the Village Overlay District can be 
waived if this is the only way to get in special circumstances. Ms. Pelletier agreed and pointed out that it 
is on Page 31 and read the special circumstances that are included. She feels it is a good observation to 
make when we look at overhauling this stuff. She noted we have this on the Board’s list of projects for 
the winter after meeting with the Council if there is interest.  This is something the Board can take up 
this winter. Chair Kapala noted he likes the idea of moving the Table up front to make it more user 
friendly. Otherwise, he is all in favor of cleaning it up.  
 
Mrs. Burwell would like to see the Board elaborate more on the handicap accessibility and feels it would 
be nice to have more specificity. 
 

MOVED AND SECONDED: To open the public hearing on this item. (Savona & Burwell)  
VOTE: (5 Ayes) (2 Excused-Cannan & Child) (0 Nays) There were no public comments 
provided. 
 
MOVED AND SECONDED: To close the public hearing on this item. (Savona & Jortner & 
Burwell) VOTE: (5 Ayes) (2 Excused-Cannan & Child) (0 Nays)   

 
Chair Kapala suggested that somebody make a motion to approve this or send it to the Town Council. It 
is his personal opinion that this would be consistent with the Comp Plan that promotes sustainability. 
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MOVED AND SECONDED: To adopt the amendments to the Freeport Village Overlay 
District as proposed and that it is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan because it 
promotes a sustainable environment in Freeport and move the Table to the front to 
clarify the document and elaborate on handicap accessibility. (Savona & Ball)  
VOTE: (5 Ayes) (2 Excused-Cannan & Child) (0 Nays)  

 
Before sending it to the Town Council, Ms. Pelletier asked if the Board wants to look at the accessibility 
factor in it now or is the Board hoping we include and talk about handicap accessibility when we look at 
a larger overhaul? Chair Kapala advised that he would go with the latter of those options and Mr. Ball 
agreed to just keep it clean. If the Board is going to do something, let’s make sure we do it right. Chair 
Kapala agreed and hopes these folks will move forward with their house plans. Ms. Pelletier added that 
they will be excited to come and talk to the Board. They have been reaching out about some different 
things.   

 
ITEM V: Discussion Item(s)  

a) Discussion on adding a reference to Chapter 39: Loitering, Curfew and Noise 
Ordinance to the Freeport Zoning Ordinance and the Freeport Subdivision 
Ordinance.  

Ms. Pelletier advised that we have a group of residents that live next to a subdivision. The developer 
was going to be processing live rock on the site and building out the project. There was a lot of concern 
about the disturbance and to further that, we have been in a pandemic and everyone has been home. 
They have been having to deal with a lot of noise and wanted to make some changes to regulate noise 
coming from construction, whether it be site plan, building of houses or large equipment processing 
materials. They brought some ordinance amendments forward to the Noise Ordinance which came 
under the purview of the Council’s Ordinance Committee. The Town Council recently made some 
changes and the Board has a copy of it in your packet regulating construction noise. They had some 
amendments they presented. They wanted to add a new section to construction and wanted to add 
some references in the Subdivision Ordinance. Ms. Pelletier had our attorney review them. She looked 
them over and said that if it is really to make sure that people coming before the Project Review Board 
to do projects are aware we have this Noise Ordinance, it would make sense to add cross references in 
some places. What is before the Board is Section 515 in the Noise Ordinance which applies to the Noise 
Regulation for the permitted uses in the Zoning Ordinance. Our Attorney recommended an adjustment 
to E noting some of the heavy machinery and cross referencing the Noise Ordinance there. She also 
suggested under Section 11.9 Conformance with Zoning and Other Land Use Ordinances, that under 
Performance Standards we could add a cross reference there to the Noise Ordinance. This was brought 
by residents to the Council and the Ordinance Committee. The Council asked that the Planning Board 
look at this or consider it. The residents are not here tonight but know it was on the agenda.  
 
Mr. Ball noted that this Ordinance is tough when it marks a threshold. It is hard to enforce it and test it.  
Ms. Pelletier added that there were concerns when the developer was going to process rock but they 
ended up not doing it. The Town Manager reached out to a qualified professional that had a sound 
meter to measure decibels and he was going to go out and measure it at the property line, over a period 
of 24 hours and took an average.  
 
Mr. Savona clarified that this is existing ordinance language but we are looking at cross referencing it to 
make it more apparent in the initial process. Ms. Pelletier agreed and added that the Noise Ordinance in 
the Board’s packet is much more user friendly and much clearer. The Board doesn’t need a decibel 
reader. There could be some subjectivity of what she might find disruptive and what the Board might 
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find disruptive and vice versa. The Noise Ordinance is enforceable by the Police Department so if there is 
a real concern or nuisance being created, they can call 24/7 and have it looked into. Mr. Jortner asked if 
there are any limits on the number of days, weeks, months or years that a construction project can 
continue? Ms. Pelletier advised that there is not. A disruption cannot be caused on holidays or after a 
certain time. Construction projects can go on for a long time. Mr. Jortner noted that someone could be 
building a house next to you and it is taking three years and there is nothing you can do about it? Ms. 
Pelletier agreed that is correct. In cases of a developer, they have crews and they have time but there 
are people that do it on their own and it takes time. The subdivision is still being built out and 
sometimes it takes 15 years to build out 15 lots or however many units it might be.  
 
Chair Kapala added that his first thought is that Land Use Ordinances are not the place for Noise 
Regulations. He is not opposed to adding a cross reference in the interest of being helpful to users. 
Mr. Savona agreed if it is just clarifying and is just a wording change. He sees there is an extra step here 
but we are not introducing anything new. Ms. Pelletier added that there are certain uses in here that 
come before the Project Review Board that have timing tied to them. She mentioned there is a whole 
section on gravel pit extraction and it has certain hours that are allowed. Some uses do have their own 
hours as those land uses are regulated by this ordinance. What she likes about the cross reference is 
that it always goes back to the master language so there is consistency. You are not going to have to 
worry about changing something in four places which she thinks is good. Mr. Savona asked if this is 
something that would require a public hearing to change and who needs to be notified? Ms. Pelletier 
advised that it would require a public hearing but, in this case, she would do her general circulation 
agenda. She would have to run two lines in the paper for a couple of hundred dollars but would not 
have to notify hundreds. Mr. Savona did not feel this would create a lot of controversy. Ms. Pelletier also 
advised that the Town of Freeport does not regulate general blasting. That might be something the 
Board hears about but it would not be under the Board’s purview. Tonight all Ms. Pelletier needs from 
the Board is a consensus that the Board wants to go forward. If the Board wants to go forward, she 
would set it for a public hearing and would put it on a subsequent agenda. There was consensus from 
the Board to go forward. 
 

b) Discussion on possible Zoning Ordinance amendments to regulations pertaining to 
Food Trucks in Freeport.  

Ms. Pelletier explained that food trucks are something that has been talked about off and on. She 
mentioned that Tais Szpanerfer came here pre-COVID and got the ordinance changed so that properties 
in the Commercial District could have food trucks as accessory. During that time the Board had 
conversations about chairs, generators and things like that that the Board felt was reasonable to allow 
food trucks to have. Tonight, the Board has a couple of things. You have an amended definition of food 
truck. It adds reference to trailer. When the original food truck standards were adopted in 2013, we had 
somebody come in and try to register a trailer. Tais has a unit on a registered trailer. At the time the 
Code Officer denied it because it is not a truck but they went to the Board of Appeals and they 
overturned that decision and said a registered trailer could be a food truck. It meets all the standards. 
She explained how you can have food trucks and the Board has material before you to show where you 
can have food trucks. The other way was for special events. In the Emergency Ordinance we talked 
about how you can have them for special events. A special event is something you get from the Police 
Department when you expect to have some kind of event in town to draw 250 people or greater. Tais 
tried to operate her food truck during the pandemic and we recently discovered that people were not 
having events with 250 or greater because that was not best practice during the pandemic.  
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NOTE: residents arrived for the Noise Ordinance and were advised that the Board already 
recommended forwarding it to public hearing. Ms. Pelletier explained that she would send the agenda 
for that hearing. 
 
Ms. Pelletier added that the change before the Board is to change the Special Event wording to 
temporary activity. You can get a Temporary Activity permit when you are having an event expecting to 
draw people to Freeport. It can be anything you think will draw people to Freeport. It doesn’t have to be 
a threshold of 250 people. We talked about this a bit at the last meeting and she thinks Mr. Savona was 
on here for the original food trucks where people had all sorts of different opinions. Some want them 
everywhere to park everywhere, some people don’t want them at all and some people want them with 
existing uses. This was incorporated based upon your feedback from the last meeting. Mr. Savona added 
that the landscape has changed since we had that first discussion and he feels it is worth revisiting. 
 
Ms. Pelletier suggested going down to Section A, it is for permitted uses that allow the use of a food 
truck as an accessory use so someone on U.S. One South that has a business and wants to bring in a food 
truck for artisan food and beverage, they need to do certain things. B would apply to all food trucks. In 
Provision No. 2 that said they all had to be located on private property except the Project Review Board 
could review food trucks in the public right-of-way if they were associated with a special event that had 
been approved by the Project Review Board and Council. The Project Review Board does not have 
purview for stuff in the right-of-way so she is not sure why this standard is in there. It does not make a 
lot of sense so the document before the Board has been changed to say unless approval to located in a 
right-of-way or Town property is granted by the Council. No. 3, part of what is before the Board, we 
need to look at how we are permitting these things. We do know that we are not going to continue 
permitting them through the Codes Enforcement Officer. We are going to shift it over to the Town Clerk 
which is how most municipalities are doing it and the Town Clerk also does Victualer’s licenses.  
No. 11 is what the Board talked about before when Tais came in with her commercial district stuff. Right 
now, they cannot have furniture, umbrellas, generators or other objects. This language would allow 
them but as a provision that they need to be within a 25-foot radius of the food truck and they need to 
be removed from the premises with the food truck. They can’t be left at the property once the food 
truck closes. In addition, no parking may be displaced by such objects and they can’t interfere with 
vehicular or pedestrian access. No. 14 cross references those things. They would need to adhere to any 
buffer requirements in the district. For clarity, the ordinance has not been really clear. What about if you 
are having a private event not open to the public? Honestly, they are happening and not everyone is 
calling to register. One of the concerns is public health and making sure we are having people come in 
and they are licensed and insured. The way this is, if you are having a private event that is not open to 
the public and you are paying for it, it will be up to you to do that. There was some reference to this in 
the language before but it didn’t flat out say that they didn’t need to get a permit so she thinks it led to 
some confusion. 
 
When the original language was adopted, they had all these standards but it really did not clarify the 
permitting so what went along with it was a fee structure. The fee structure gave a little bit of clarity to 
the permitting that they could get a one-day permit, a 30-day permit or a 365-day permit. From the 
permitting perspective of the Town, there is a lot of paperwork involved when these people are doing 
these one-day permits. They fill out a form, get something from the landlord, provide proof of 
insurance, do their registration, do their State health and they do it every single time they come in. 
When they come in, they get it and we file it away and then they want to come in again. The food truck 
owner that is here will probably say the same thing that there is a lot of paperwork involved but the 
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standards were designed in a certain way. Freeport had some resistance and it was not designed to be 
super easy.  
 
Part of this is going to be looking at how we are doing the permitting and what different options are 
realistic for food trucks. People tell her that Freeport is expensive compared to other communities and 
they don’t come to Freeport in part because of that. If we want to attract them, we are not doing it 
efficiently because they feel it is not the worth the cost to come here. The 30 and 365-day permits are 
property specific. It is being interpreted that it goes with the property so you can pay $500 for that 
permit but it is good for that site. You can’t go anywhere with it. She mentioned this is still being 
researched by Staff and she will give the Board more feedback. On this part I she feels this incorporates 
everything the Board has talked about before but if there is something the Board wants more research 
on, let her know. Mr. Savona noted there are some places that have huge unused parking lots so the 
food truck could be in the parking lot but they can’t put tables in the parking lot. He would want to 
revisit that because there are some places where it would be realistic. Mr. Ball added that if the food 
trucks occupy a parking spot, does it mean that the adjacent parking spots are not legal so where are 
you going to put the chairs and everything? Chair Kapala pointed out that food trucks are not allowed in 
the downtown districts so we are talking about the big parking lots along Route One South. Mrs. Burwell 
added where are the restrooms? Ms. Pelletier explained that if you are going onto an accessory to a 
permitted use, that property owner is signing off saying, yes, you will be open when I am open and you 
can use my restrooms. If they are coming in for these temporary events like Fall Festival and they are 
going under a special event or a temporary activity permit, they are not having that same restroom 
requirement. With a temporary activity permit, they can be in the village but there has to be something 
going on. They can’t come just park here every day. She supposed that you could make your own activity 
by putting a bunch of food trucks together. Chair Kapala asked if there is a restroom requirement for a 
temporary activity permit? Ms. Pelletier advised that there is not. He asked who would amend the 
ordinance? Ms. Pelletier advised that it would be this Board. Mr. Ball asked if the Board should require 
that every food truck bring in a porta potty and Chair Kapala is not interested in doing that. He is 
thinking if there is a temporary event, he hopes people should be thinking about that part of event 
planning. Ms. Pelletier added that we could look at that with a temporary activity. You could put a 
requirement there that if it is a temporary activity to host food trucks, there needs to be a restroom on 
site or something like that. Mr. Ball feels that the threshold should be lower if we are saying it is a food 
truck and we are just going to get a burger, they are not going to be bringing a porta potty. If it is an 
event where they are going to be there all day and they might not have 250 people, it might be a good 
time to have one available. Ms. Pelletier pointed out that you could make an event of just food trucks so 
if they did one with just food trucks in a vacant parking lot, there is not going to be a bathroom. They 
will have to use someone else’s bathroom. She mentioned the Board could go through this and then 
look at the temporary activity and then maybe see what you want to do.   
 
Going back to No. 11, Ms. Pelletier noted the Board could tweak this and say, in addition, safe vehicular 
and pedestrian access must be maintained. If the Board wants to do that, she asked that they consider 
that we not allow them to displace ADA parking. That is something we will talk about under Temporary 
Activities and it has been causing some real issues. Mr. Savona noted the only unintended consequence 
would be that we would end up having people parking along the side of Route One because someone 
takes up too much room in the parking lot. Mr. Ball feels that it is only the ADA spots that are misplaced. 
Ms. Pelletier advised for temporary activities, the proposed activity will not create, cause or increase 
health, safety or public health problems. Mr. Savona said if that is there, he says we strike that and 
maintain safe vehicular and pedestrian access and reference ADA. Others concurred. Ms. Pelletier asked 
for comments on a private event. Chair Kapala mentioned that private event is in here twice. Ms. 
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Pelletier advised it is under 4 but only pertains to Victualer’s licenses. Chair Kapala agreed. Ms. Pelletier 
advised that she feels the intent may have been all along that they didn’t need to get permits but it is 
not clear. It just says it does not apply to the Victualer’s requirement. She explained that if Mr. Savona is 
having a birthday party and invites the Board and he is paying for it, we are not going to regulate his 
food truck. Chair Kapala pointed out if Mr. Savona is having a birthday party and invites the Board and 
we are all paying for it, but he is only doing it one time, he needs a food truck permit but not a 
Victualer’s license. Ms. Pelletier agreed that scenario is correct. Chair Kapala feels lowering the barriers 
while being respectful is a compromise but in general lowering the paperwork for non-Staff is a good 
thing and lowering the paperwork on Staff with food trucks is a good thing. Mr. Savona asked when it 
comes to the fees, is there a reason why they are so high? Ms. Pelletier advised that the Town is not in 
this to make money.  It is just to cover the costs. Her understanding is that because of the resistance, 
these regulations were set up in a way that they were fairly restrictive in all ways to limit them.  She 
feels there are a lot more food trucks and a lot more places and people have figured out what works and 
what doesn’t work. If the Board has thoughts on the fees, the permitting or the structure, she would 
welcome that so we can incorporate it into what we bring forward. Mr. Ball asked if the Board should 
talk about it because Ms. Pelletier has heard from the public that people are not coming here because 
the fees are too high? Mr. Savona noted it would be good to know how much time does it take for how 
many people and what does it cost to process these? Ms. Pelletier advised that it should not take a lot of 
time the way we have it set up but it does take a lot of time because the applicants do not have 
everything and they need to call you and they need to sign it and bring it back and you have to help 
them because they don’t have an updated registration so it takes a long time. She advised that Staff is 
comparing fees and permitting processes. Portland and Brunswick have processes to allow these on 
public property but we don’t have it set up that way. Right now, if they want to go on Town property, 
they can go to the Council and follow the permitting.  
 
Mr. Jortner wanted to clarify that if anything is to be changed, would it be up to the Council? Ms. 
Pelletier agreed that all of this is for the Council. If the Board brought the Zoning Ordinance forward, the 
Board would have the public hearing and we would send it with the recommendation for the text and 
also with the recommendation for the fee structure because we have done that. Only the Council can 
amend the fee structure. It is a separate document and we don’t want to start putting fees in the 
Ordinance. It is a lot easier to amend the fee structure than the Zoning Ordinance.  Mr. Jortner 
encouraged recommending that that be looked at. Just because there is work on Staff’s part, it doesn’t 
mean all those costs have to be dumped into an application fee. We do a lot of things that benefit the 
public and it is not necessarily only a benefit to the applicant. The fees don’t need to be higher than they 
need to be.  
 
Ms. Pelletier suspects when the Board has its public hearing, there will be more people here. She hears 
two sides to every story. Businesses on Route One South feel that having a food truck there really helps 
to support their business. In the Village she hears that they are struggling. It looks like another 
restaurant closed today. People can’t get help. They lose money in the winter. They pay taxes year-
round so she hears that side of it. She has heard people say they don’t feel we should have food trucks 
in town every day but if we have events, it seems to be appropriate.  
 
Mr. Ball feels this does a good job trying to walk that line and it is a good start but agrees with Mr. 
Jortner that we should look at the fees.  
 
Food truck owner, Tais Szpanerfer explained that she moved to Freeport in 2018 and opened a food 
truck on U.S. Route One South where Wicked Goods is located. They followed all the regulations they 
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thought and got their permitting. The only thing missing was food trucks aren’t allowed on Route One 
and they didn’t have a Freeport Victualer’s License. They opened in July of 2019 and were shut down in 
October of 2019. They also started a brick and mortar on February 25 of last year and shut down after 
three weeks of operating. All they had left was their food truck and with all the ordinances and the 
regulations, they couldn’t operate it properly so they changed things and operated outside as an 
accessory to their business. It was difficult and there was no business. Right now, they are completely 
shut down and the food truck is the only option they have. They decided because they couldn’t operate 
downtown, they moved to Portland with their food truck. They have been operating there on weekends 
and doing events. It took them a week to get everything finalized to be able to operate in Portland. She 
explained that they went to the Fall Festival and found it to be wonderful. For them it was amazing 
because all of their current customers were coming to them and they sold out in 2 ½ hours on both 
days. Their food truck is small and they can’t carry so much where they can be standing there all day. 
They make enough to be able to sell out and get out of there. They have had to go to the expense of 
renting a U-Haul truck every weekend to haul their food truck down there. It has been exhausting just to 
be able to operate. They have been talking to Dom Petrillo and learned he would like to have a food 
truck. She feels there should be a way to set up regulations for residential food trucks versus outside 
food trucks with different licensing or permitting or something similar to what the peddlers have. They 
have found it to be frustrating and not able to do it in their own town. They feel fortunate to have their 
food truck though their cantina is shut down. They don’t know when they will be able to open up again 
because they do not have staff. She has found it sad to move her business to Portland to be able to 
continue to support her business but is hoping there is a way for a residential food truck to operate one, 
two or three days a week downtown. Route One is not as busy as it used to be. They are hanging in 
there and trying to get their name out there but it has been really rough. They updated their generator 
to something quieter and can pretty much be a part of their food truck. It can be put on the back of their 
trailer. They had to install a fire suppression system in their food truck to operate in Portland but even 
with that, the process was so easy. All their licenses expire for food trucks in March so they had to go 
back and get it. They had to get a food inspection and a Fire Marshal inspection and within a week, they 
were ready to go. In Freeport sometimes you are waiting a few weeks to know that you are good to go. 
She paid the $150 per month to operate it because she wanted to see how things went. It was only good 
for her location across from her cantina. On several occasions, she had to go and pull another permit for 
a day and pay the $30 additional. It hasn’t been consistent so she has done other several events in 
Freeport and was asked to pay for the permits. It hasn’t been consistent for the fee process so it is all 
over the place. Her landlord is not on site and trying to get a hold of him to approve it is a hassle.  
 
Chair Kapala asked if Portland has a shorter timeline. Ms. Szpanerfer explained that Portland does it 
yearly and prorates it. It cost her $545 but they prorated the cost.  She mentioned that she feels her 
yearly license should allow her to go anywhere that food trucks are allowed. Chair Kapala feels that 
should be a fairly simple change. Ms. Pelletier noted that Portland is a little different because Tais goes 
on public property there. Tais agrees there are a lot of places for her in Portland.  
 
Ms. Pelletier clarified that if we did that approach, we don’t allow them on Town property. Route One 
gets complicated because it is under MDOT. If we look at the way we have it set up, you could do it that 
way if there are places on private property. Again, it would really be on that map but it would be on 
Route One South, the Nature based Art and Overlay District or accessory to Artisan Food and Beverages 
areas or if there is a temporary activity for a special event, they would also have that option. Tais’s 
former landlord had one idea that she is a business owner and likes to have the food truck but she also 
said if you want to do something to make it easier so that someone like Tais could register once and go 
anywhere, you could require a permit for the host business where you sign up once and they get to say 
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they are going to be a good business and provide bathrooms, have their trash and make sure they will 
be there when they are there and that is one way to avoid having the food trucks having to run around 
and get their landlord signing all the time. More discussion followed. 
 
Mr. Ball advised that this was very helpful. Chair Kapala likes simplifying the structure.  Mr. Jortner 
believes there is no reason we should be so difficult. Mr. Ball noted Tais said she received her permits 
within a week in Portland and here it might take two to three weeks before she gets an answer to a 
question. Ms. Pelletier noted that part of that would be from Codes Enforcement. With the amount of 
building construction, building permits are up to a month now with one person so getting them to the 
Clerk, she can better accommodate them. In Portland they have a certain month when they all expire 
and Freeport did that for Short-term Rentals in part to better fit into the workload of the department 
and be more efficient. That’s something we can look into.  
 
Mr. Jortner asked about designating an unnecessary parking lot as a food truck zone? Ms. Pelletier 
explained that most of these parking lots we see are privately owned and explained what is owned by 
the Town. We have a parking lot at the Community Center on Depot Street which is primarily used by 
the Community Center. We have a parking lot on Howard Place up behind the Gap and then we have 
parking down near the Train Station. Other than those lots, it is all privately owned so she thinks the 
Town would have to decide if they want to take one of their lots for food trucks. She thinks somebody 
could potentially do it in a van and choose to block their own lot with food trucks. As far as in the Town 
right-of-way, it would be a discussion with the Council and Complete Streets. Route One is regulated by 
the State and anything we consider or do there, the State would have to approve. She does not know 
their thoughts on food trucks on Route One. All the designated on-street parking is under the purview of 
the Complete Streets Committee and it is all outlined in the Traffic and Parking Ordinance. Interestingly 
enough is that the Complete Streets Committee has purview over setting the annual locations for the 
peddler carts and there are five of them on Town property. She feels there is another way we could go if 
we wanted to encourage the Council to explore having food trucks on Town property. 
 
In thinking about the parking areas Ms. Pelletier referred to as owned by the Town, Mr. Ball feels that 
most of the time it seems that the lot behind the Gap is occupied by high school students. It is not 
utilized at night and it seems like there is more flexibility the Town could offer a spot for these. They are 
all good spots. Ms. Pelletier feels that seasonally it could work. We do monitor parking. Howard Place on 
busy days in the summer does fill up faster than the lots on Depot Street. She agrees that during the 
week if you go up there, there is plenty of parking available. Mr. Jortner asked how the private parking 
lot owners make money on their lots? Chair Kapala explained they make money by leasing to businesses 
to fulfill their parking needs. Ms. Pelletier explained how many spaces are required by square footage to 
meet the demands of your use. People who have mathematical surplus such as the Town and the 
Historical Society and they could displace it for something else. Mr. Jortner asked if these owners could 
lease to food trucks rather than to the businesses that have too much parking anyway? Ms. Pelletier 
added that today, as proposed, if somebody wanted to host a temporary activity there, they could pull a 
permit and have a food truck festival or whatever it could be. Mr. Savona suggested being a little 
cautious about trying to open up Town property for food trucks because we have so many struggling 
brick and mortar restaurants. He feels it would be an overreach to go that route. Mr. Jortner sees it 
differently because he doesn’t feel the Board should be in the business of protecting anybody. Mr. 
Savona noted that in a couple of places we have opened up some Town areas for brick-and-mortar 
places to put some tables outside. Mr. Jortner feels there is a perception that Freeport is not great on 
food and it would be good to get more competition. Mr. Ball feels it is a Town resource and as a 
taxpayer he gives out a permit for somebody to bring in a food truck on public property, it is taking away 
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from his business. We have heard that from restaurant owners over the years and people have a real 
problem with that. Ms. Pelletier noted that right now, it is up to the Council and they will be the policy 
makers and the ones to decide even temporarily that is what they want to do with Town property.  
 
Ms. Pelletier added that as far as process, we got some feedback on permitting and she hopes to bring 
permitting to the Board and go through the whole package before going to public hearing or does the 
Board want to do some more public outreach? Mr. Savona noted he doesn’t know about food trucks 
coming into a winter season and it would take an extra meeting to get the language right. Tais noted 
that the Board’s concern is with other brick and mortars and she is a brick and mortar in Freeport and 
she has put a lot into this town. She cannot open her cantina right now and she is a member of this 
town. She asked how do we accommodate current food trucks? They had a five-year plan and got shut 
down. They were a brick and mortar and were shut down three weeks before COVID. That is a huge hit 
for them and their food truck is their only option right now. Her little food truck is not going to put a 
downtown brick and mortar out of business. It is just being able to survive and open their restaurant 
door again. That is her concern as a member of this town, asked how do we accommodate that?  
 
Chair Kapala added that any change the Board makes to the policy will be open to any food truck that 
wants to come to Freeport. Mr. Savona pointed out that he could rent a 4-room apartment and claim 
residency. He is always looking at the unintended consequences and trying to think language-wise we 
could make a carve out for being a resident. Ms. Pelletier could think of one thing the Board could look 
at doing. Right now, Tais has a food truck and Mr. Tuna is coming to town and he has a food truck. There 
are a couple of other established businesses that have an interest in a food truck. We have Nighthawk 
Kitchen which is going into a brick and mortar next to Mast Landing but right now they have a food 
truck. For peddlers, we have a resident and non-resident fee structure so that is something that is not a 
huge difference but it is a difference and would make it a little more economical for our restaurants. She 
would have to work with vehicle registration. The other thing we could do is the resident/non-resident 
or we could do for vehicles registered in Freeport so if somebody might not be a resident but they are a 
business resident we will call them established here so that may be a way we can do it too.  
 
Chair Kapala added that if you have a brick-and-mortar location in Freeport, that may be a way to do  
something. In Tais’ situation it may not help her right now since she is a brick-and-mortar location but is 
not open. Ms. Pelletier advised that she is a resident. Tais noted she still prepares food in her cantina to 
offer in her food truck. Chair Kapala advised that if we were to go down that path, to him it would be 
more intuitive to link a food truck to a brick-and-mortar restaurant location in Freeport than it would to 
tie to a person’s home. More discussion followed.  
 
Mr. Ball noted that the point of this is that there is demand for food trucks and the Board is trying to 
navigate how it wants to work it. Sometimes he feels the Board is getting lost. Ms. Pelletier agrees it is 
part of the visioning and the way the world has evolved over the past two years. Some people are saying 
they want food trucks. The people that operate food trucks here are saying this is a pain and the Board 
agrees. The Board in discussion is saying, why do we have these rules? Mr. Ball feels the majority of 
people are pro food trucks and there is a contingent of business owners that are against. Ms. Pelletier 
feels it is really a mix and it depends on who you ask and the setting. She said that food trucks are 
licensed differently so her guess is the restaurant has a State food license but the food truck also gets a 
mobile food vendor so it might be hard to say brick and mortar because the restaurant could be 
Caroline’s Restaurant but the food truck could be CLLC or something because they are two different 
entities. The point Chair Kapala is trying to make is if we are trying to walk the line between making food 
trucks more accessible, but also protecting Freeport’s brick and mortar restaurants, the way to do that 
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would be to lower the barrier for people who have skin in both games in Freeport. Mr. Jortner does not 
feel the Board should be in the business of protecting anybody.   Chair Kapala noted it is pretty common 
to have a lower rate for residents and non-residents and Mr. Ball agreed.  A compromise is involved and 
the whole process should be streamlined.  
 
Mr. Savona feels that whatever we do on private property, we are not protecting people but when we 
open up opportunities on Town property, when we have taxpayers. Mr. Ball interrupted saying it is 
opened up to all those people, the taxpayers themselves. Mr. Savona added that there are established 
businesses here that have been here for a long time that take this stuff pretty seriously and Chair Kapala 
agrees that Town property is not the best choice.   
 
Ms. Pelletier advised that the way it is written, Town property has to go to Council and it is out of the 
Board’s purview. Two of the businesses that were participating and vocal in this process and felt this 
would hurt them have since closed. Chair Kapala feels it is a different experience if you are walking by a 
food truck on a sidewalk and think oh, I am just going to grab this and in five minutes will walk to my car 
and eat whereas going in a restaurant is entirely different. Mr. Ball agrees that they are different things, 
Mr. Savona agrees and is open to it. Freeport is supposed to be more of an experiential place and not a 
shopping place and that is part of it but he would like to hear from the public.  
 
Tais advised that they tried different locations and trialed this past holiday season and they were put 
behind Starbuck’s and used two spaces that the Town owned. It worked out well. They put cones out on 
one spot and parked their truck in the other. People were not sitting down and eating. It was a week 
and they had no business. There was a construction site for the Historical Society and parking was taken 
away. They stayed two weeks and found it was not worth it. They didn’t make enough to pay the fee. 
She has thought of several locations. She thought near CVS would be ideal because there is so much 
traffic. Ms. Pelletier advised that it was a Town property and would involve the Council. She has tried to 
contact the Thomas Moser Furniture Company that owns the lot next to Town Hall but it was hard to get 
in touch so she gave up and parked behind Starbuck’s. They had agreed to do a test run of food trucks 
downtown but never actually did a full test to see how it goes. They have come to every meeting when 
it has a discussion on food trucks and always wondered if people are concerned, why is it nobody is here 
to voice their concerns? 
 
Ms. Pelletier advised that before COVID, we temporarily relaxed the standards and there would still 
have had to be a special event permit. She couldn’t just come to town. There would have had to be 
something going on that she was umbrellering under. The way this is, just anybody could not come and 
park their truck. There would still need to be some kind of temporary activity going on. The regulations 
were relaxed under the Emergency Ordinance but there was a thought we might get some interest but 
there were only two people  
 
 Mr. Ball understands Mr. Savona’s thoughts that brick-and-mortar people are taxpayers so they have 
their side and they don’t want this. They run a business and are affecting our decision in the future but 
they are not even here. Mr. Savona pointed out that this is not a public hearing and we have not 
advertised it. Everything has changed with COVID. If it is Council’s discretion, they can make that call on 
what’s going on but once we enact Ordinance language, for the most part it is permanent and we are 
stuck with what we have as opposed to the Council having the ability to open up something if they think 
it is appropriate. Mr. Ball agreed that made sense. Mr. Jortner asked if the Board has the purview to 
start from scratch and construct a new food truck ordinance? Ms. Pelletier explained the way we have it 
now, it is in the Zoning Ordinance. If the Board wants to totally overhaul it and keep it in the Zoning 
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Ordinance, yes, it is on the Board’s purview. She thinks when the Board starts to impact public parking 
that is regulated by other ordinances or committees on Town property, there needs to be other entities 
that can make those decisions involved in the process. It is beyond this Board.  Mr. Savona mentioned 
with a couple of tweaks in his opinion, it opens things up but then there is another carve out where the 
Council can enact something or a temporary ordinance can be done. Ms. Pelletier noted that the Board 
can go forward with this and then flag it. If they want to consider we want food trucks around Freeport, 
we figure out how to get that done and who needs to be involved in that process, whether it is this 
Board or another Board. Chair Kapala noted the Board has spent a lot of time on this and he feels the 
best path forward is to see the whole package with permitting and he thinks this is a good change 
generally speaking. It opens up an option at least downtown. The biggest thing is that it will make it 
easier to navigate the permitting process. It shouldn’t be that difficult to operate a food truck in 
Freeport but where you are doing it is a slightly different thing. If you just want to operate a food truck 
in Freeport in areas the Board has already designated, it should be easy to do that at least.  
 
Ms. Pelletier feels that by cleaning up the permitting, clarifying it so that somebody can open the 
ordinance and see what they need to do. The Board is lowering that threshold to do it under a 
temporary activity. If the pandemic continues and people want smaller events, they can now do that.  
 
Mr. Jortner asked if there is any thought that these temporary activity and special event provisions are 
unnecessary and just have a food truck ordinance that does not relate to those things? Ms. Pelletier 
mentioned they serve other purposes and because they are existing and allow you to do other kinds of 
events.  Mr. Jortner suggested taking the food truck subject out of whatever else those things regulate. 
Ms. Pelletier mentioned that the Board could say you don’t need a temporary activity but the problem is 
if we look at doing what Portland does, you get a license and go on your way, if you get rid of that 
temporary activity, they will be having a free for all wherever they can go. Mr. Jortner asked why not as 
long as it is a legal place? Chair Kapala noted the point is that it is giving a loophole for food trucks to 
operate in the VC-I District and they otherwise would not be able to operate there right now. Ms. 
Pelletier agreed that the way it is written now, they could not be in the village. Mr. Jortner asked why 
we couldn’t have a provision that says as long as it is otherwise in compliance with every other 
regulation? Chair Kapala noted it is choppy water. Ms. Pelletier advised that the Board could have the 
discussion allowing them in any zone you want. Chair Kapala added that the Board has gone there 
before and gotten a lot of push back so he thinks that is how we got here. Mr. Pelletier mentioned that 
if the Board has a public hearing, or just wants to have a discussion and invite everyone in the VC-I, 
those are conversations the Board could have. Chair Kapala feels it is a valid point but thinks it is how 
the Board got here. Ms. Pelletier mentioned that if this goes forward as proposed with the clean-up in 
standards, the Board will have a public hearing and there will be general notification, probably not 
because it is not district specific but if the Board wants additional outreach, we can do that but if 
everyone comes and everyone that comments say they want food trucks in the VC-I, the Board never 
has to feel it has to adopt something. The Board can table it. You can send this forward and go back and 
visit something separately. Again, we can do outreach to VC-I if that is what the Board desires to have a 
really good conversation. Chair Kapala noted if we do outreach to VC-I in a public hearing process, it 
might be good. Others agreed and Mr. Ball suggested having the conversation.  
 
Ms. Pelletier advised that she will bring this back to the Board for one more conversation before we go 
to public hearing so the Board can see what it looks like. Ms. Pelletier and the Board thanked Tais for 
being here. They found her to be helpful in sharing her thoughts in a casual setting.  
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c) Discussion of the Town of Freeport Chapter 60: Emergency Ordinance: Temporary 
Suspension of Certain Ordinance Standards To Safely Accommodate Expanded 
Outdoor Business Activities due to COVID—19 and the possibility of making some of 
these provisions permanent changes to the Zoning Ordinance.  
 

Ms. Pelletier explained that she put this one generically on the agenda and part of it she did not get to 
the Board tonight. Food trucks are part of this. There are provisions in the Emergency Ordinance and 
deciding what we should make permanent, so there were some temporary signage things allowed and 
that is going to be taken over by the Ordinance Committee overhauling the Sign Ordinance. That is one 
part of it. The second part was food trucks and we just talked about that. We talked about a provision to 
allow temporary outdoor seating so she does not have that language before the Board tonight. She will 
have it next month. She and Mr. Adams ran through it quickly and considered how they could make it 
work. The Board told her for temporary seating they felt May to October, but she can rein the dates in a 
bit. The thought was that for Village Commercial downtown, we could do Commercial 3 like Lower Main 
Street down to Antonia’s in the Commercial I.  There are some restaurants down there so in each district 
under the other standards we could put a provision that said, “subject to Town Planner approval”. You 
could get approval for accessory temporary outdoor seating May to October without having to require 
parking or other than Staff approval to amend your Site Plan as long as you were not creating new 
impervious area and respecting setbacks and not displacing parking and things like that. She asked if this 
covers what everyone was thinking? The Board agreed so Ms. Pelletier advised she would have that to 
the Board next month. 
 
The other portion is the temporary activity which could spill back to what we just talked about. The 
temporary activity is something that has been in our Ordinance for a long time. They were pretty 
restrictive and have been amended on and off over the past couple of years. It allows somebody to do 
something that is temporary in nature such as a sidewalk sale. They have been pretty restrictive. With 
the last event, the Fall Festival we got some feedback which has also been given in the past that we 
need to be careful when issuing these temporary activity permits when it is displacing accessible 
parking. Some of our events are taking away accessible parking to have these large events and people 
feel it is making our buildings less accessible. We have an Accessibility Task Force in Freeport which is a 
volunteer group and they pay attention to some of these issues and reached out. They sent us some 
draft language. Their preference is that we don’t displace ADA parking at all. For the Fall Festival it got 
displaced on the L.L. Bean campus and was relocated. Talking internally, it seemed to be something we 
should be adding as a standard for these temporary activities if we are going to let these things happen. 
We need to be sure we are keeping Freeport accessible. No. 5 is intended to do that. It is not saying you 
can’t displace it. It is saying if you are displacing it, you need to provide some alternate temporary 
accessible parking that meets the certain width requirements. There are requirements that you have to 
sign it and you do need to meet those requirements temporarily. She feels the Board will receive 
comments from the Accessibility Task Force on that. They know that the Board may go to public hearing. 
We can wait and see what kind of comments are received and she can bring back to the Board a 
modified version.  
 
The Temporary Activity Permit C., one of the things added here, she thinks the past couple of years even 
before COVID, Freeport is just not as busy. They counted parking spots for years and looked to see what 
our parking lot utilization is. It was a factor when the Board lowered the parking requirements. 
Generally speaking, it still appears we still have a surplus with the exception of a few days. We have a 
provision in here that you can’t displace parking spaces. The one time it gets controversial is when you 
have multiple tenants. She provided examples. There is a provision that you could displace parking but if 
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you are in a multi-tenant building, you need approval from the landlord which is to avoid situations of 
one business blocking all the parking and the other business getting mad. It seems like the landlord 
should make that decision and sign off on it before we okay it. The Board was in agreement. 
 
Mr. Pelletier noted that the Board also said, this standard is currently on the books and ties into the 
food truck thing, E. in the VC-I and VC-II, no temporary activity permit shall be issued the weekend 
before Memorial Day and the week after Labor Day if required parking is displaced. Again, the thought 
that we have other than a handful of days, we haven’t been that busy. She thinks that if Freeport is 
hopping next summer and there’s no parking ever, we will need to quickly rethink that standard but that 
has been the observation over the past few years. It would allow people to do things like outdoor 
seating or sidewalk sales that we have been accustomed to with the pandemic. Mr. Ball feels it is 
reflective of the current times and makes sense. 
 
Mr. Savona mentioned that in Waterville, they set up outdoor seating and parking and blocked the one 
handicap accessible crosswalk on the street so in addition to accessible parking, we should say 
something about accessible space for walkway access. Ms. Pelletier could picture how this happens. Ms. 
Pelletier mentioned there is a lot of room for interpretation there so we could put it in 5 if the Board is 
open to it. Mr. Ball added he is fine with it. Ms. Pelletier added that she looked at this and legally they 
were putting all the parking together in another location so it was there. She feels it would be good to 
be clear in our accessibility standard. Chair Kapala added he was thinking about the restrooms and it 
proves the point there is plenty of room for interpretation. He thinks we could expand on the 
accessibility in 5 and potentially add 6 if there are more than 50 people for more than two hours. There 
is probably some metric that would trigger a facilities requirement. Ms. Pelletier explained that the 
Board could do something like there will need to be access to public restrooms on the site where the 
temporary activity is being held. In that way, if there is a host business, they could go in to that business 
but perhaps we should tweak that. Mr. Savona mentioned that somebody could come and only be there 
for five minutes and would not be there all day long. Chair Kapala heard a story on the news that one of 
the problems the pandemic created and no one saw coming was that there were no public restrooms. 
Everybody closed their restrooms and claimed it was a sanitation issue. Mr. Ball mentioned his concern 
is that it is not easy for a food truck to bring along a porta potty. Mr. Savona added that the market will 
dictate it. If they want people to come and have a good time, they will order porta potties to be 
delivered. Ms. Pelletier noted she would ask the Codes Officer if there is a situation where there is a 
food truck festival in an empty parking lot and there is no building, is there anything that would kick in 
to require public restrooms. Chair Kapala does not feel it is specific to food trucks, for him, it is anything 
that has people in a place for a long enough time where somebody is going to need a restroom. Ms. 
Pelletier advised that outside of COVID, we do have a public restroom requirement in Freeport. She 
explained the green and white stickers indicating public restrooms and where they are located. We do 
have a provision and years ago we tried to revisit it all in enforcement but it didn’t’ go well. Mr. Ball feels 
it would be better to leave it out of this.  
 
For next month it sounds like the Board is ready to go for the Noise hearing. She will let the neighbors 
know who showed up late tonight for the discussion. The Board will talk about food trucks again and the 
whole permitting. She asked the Board what it wanted to do about temporary activity and outdoor 
seating? Does the Board want to hold on to it just in case you want to add something on to food trucks 
or will you want to move it forward separately? She noted she would be getting feedback on 
accessibility and will bring it back and then we can do the public hearing on the temporary activity and 
food truck hearing at one time. Mr. Ball felt it was a good idea. Ms. Pelletier will put it on the next 
agenda as well.  
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d)  Discussion on upcoming workshop with the Freeport Town Council and possibly the 
Freeport Project Review Board including topics for discussion.  

 
Ms. Pelletier advised she reached out to Council Chair Egan and she envisioned the Board would do 
something similar like we did before. We had the PRB, the Council and the Planning Board. Council Chair 
Egan offered each board two hours with the Council. She wasn’t sure what the Board’s thoughts were. 
She asked the Board if it is thinking it just wants to meet with the Council. We have a Comp Plan and she 
knows both Boards want to talk about the Design Review Overlay. Mr. Ball pointed out he would love to 
just have two hours with the Council. He feels the Comp Plan is the most overriding issue. Ms. Pelletier 
added that the Council also sent cannabis to the Board with some guidance provided with that. Ms. 
Pelletier added that there is the Vision work going on and there could be recommendations from the 
Vision. Our next step is really working on a rfp and getting the Comp Plan out. The deadline of two years 
to get it done is fast approaching.  She is a little concerned that the Village stuff got bumped out further 
because now we are looking at an overlap and she shared that concern. We can be having a consultant 
work on those ten data chapters and some of the statistics while we do community outreach or survey 
to get feedback from residents on what they want in the future of Freeport. It will be busy. We could do 
a workshop all together and invite them to our workshop at a later date after they meet with both 
Boards. She is contemplating having the Council meet with the Project Review Board first in case stuff 
comes out of that that they want the Planning Board to look at.  
 
Chair Kapala added that going into that workshop, we need to have a clear idea of what we want out of 
it. Mr. Ball added that we want momentum and want to move forward. Ms. Pelletier advised that we 
have $125,000 to hire a consultant for a Comp Plan. We could put in for an additional budget request 
this year. They are spending $150,000 on the Downtown Visioning. She is aware of some towns that had 
close to $100,000 but they ran into budget crunches at the end but she can put in another budget 
request in January for additional funding that would be available July 1. For $125,000 she feels we can 
definitely get a good portion of work done but once we see, we can put an additional budget request to 
give us more. This is something we can talk about at the workshop. We looked around and we know the 
cost and we know what our community wants. Mr. Savona recalled when we hired consultants and they 
came back with not very popular recommendations and ideas. He has concerns that we would spend 
that kind of money and end up with a lot of work to do. Ms. Pelletier feels it is important that we put the 
time in to select a consultant and having a good group to help with the selection. She is thinking of 
perhaps a committee of two Planning Board members and two Councilors to do the initial interviews 
and going through collectively. She does not have a date for that. She asked if the Board wants to come 
up with an agenda tonight or leave it to the Chair and Vice Chair to work with her to come up with bullet 
points the Board wants to talk with them? Mr. Ball noted the Board is missing a few folks now. Ms. 
Pelletier offered to send an e-mail out to the whole Board and say, Comp Plan, Comp Plan Funding. She 
asked if the Board wants to hear from them on their cannabis directive? Chair Kapala added that if it will 
move the ball, yes. Mr. Ball suggested concentrating on those two things because they are so big. Chair 
Kapala feels the Board has been talking about the Design Overlay for so long and lost our momentum 
with COVID. He mentioned that the Board has this whole plan of how they were going to phase getting 
the Village Overlay and then it got shut. Ms. Pelletier added that they never knew the Board had that 
plan because no one came to the workshop and then we didn’t get to workshop with them because of 
the pandemic. That could be the result of the Comp Plan. Ms. Pelletier noted this would give the Board 
time to ask questions and get general feedback.  
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ITEM VI: Review of Rules of Order and Procedure of the Freeport Planning Board and possibly take 
action to adopt amendments. (Note: If amended, the document would then be sent to the Town Council 
for review and possible adoption)  
 
Ms. Pelletier advised that she sent the Board a modified Rules of Order. The change that was made to 
this was No. 9 at the request of the Town Attorney. We talked about it at the last meeting. The attorney 
wanted us to strike the end. We need to have a quorum at the meeting. She does not want us taking up 
items without a quorum. On Page 4 we have 8 and 9. On No. 10 we are going to keep the green. The No. 
10 that is struck, she does not want the Board using that Rule of Necessity. If the Board does not have a 
quorum, she does not want you calling the meeting to order. Mr. Ball clarified that without four people, 
the meeting can’t take place. Chair Kapala added that if someone is conflicted out, they would need to 
come in in order to call the meeting to order and then an item can be discussed. Ms. Pelletier clarified 
that what we do now is if we have a quorum, you would come and if you had to recuse, you would step 
down and the Board continues to meet and then you would come back. There have been times in the 
past where you haven’t had a quorum. Mr. Ball feels it doesn’t happen very often and this is a dedicated 
group. 
 
Ms. Pelletier added that we can table meetings and now we are going to have that Remote 
Participation. In the past if you were travelling, you wouldn’t be able to be here so now you will have an 
option. We can say to Robert, we need you so hop on zoom. The other thing the Board talked about was 
the submission of written comments and so we had them here at Thursday at 4 p.m. but it really doesn’t 
work because Town Hall is not open and your packets should be in the mail by then. You told her that if 
you had them on Monday, you could read them. What you have here is any written comments received 
by 4 p.m. on the Wednesday before the meeting will be included in the meeting packet sent to the 
Board. If you get a paper packet, she will print it and put it in there. If you get a digital packet, she will 
put it in there. This is written assuming the Board will always stay on the Wednesday schedule.  Any 
comments received after that time and up until 48 hours before the meeting will be collected and sent 
to the Board before the meeting. After Wednesday if she gets comments Thursday, Friday, Saturday and 
Sunday, instead of sending you hundreds of e-mails, she will hold them and give them all to you at the 
end of the day Monday. We then have Tuesday and Wednesday so there are two things she thinks you 
can do here. Any comments made 48 hours prior to the meeting will need to be made in person at the 
meeting. She said the other thing is that it would be wise to put a waiver in here so if there is something 
that made sense that a quorum of the Board wanted to get every comment up until that meeting for 
some circumstance, you would give yourself that ability but you would need to be concrete. You would 
also need to give the applicant an opportunity to respond. We have talked about that a bit. The way this 
is, in cases where there is an applicant, you get everything before 48 hours at the end of day Monday, 
that gives the applicant up until the meeting to respond. That gives them 48 hours.  
 
Ms. Pelletier does not like having a deadline for public comment. The public should always be able to 
comment and they can always come to a meeting. She recalled the large meeting that was not a public 
hearing but a discussion on housing. They were coming in before the meeting, during the meeting and 
after the meeting. While it is great to have that and there is a paper trail, you don’t get to read it and it 
is not effective public comment. The Board is comprised of volunteers and you all have jobs. You had 
hundreds of pages that would have gone out in your packets before you would have gotten what you 
know between Monday and Wednesday. Does the Board want to add a clause regarding comments at a 
meeting after 48 hours or add a waiver provision? Mr. Savona added that he would lean towards not 
doing a waiver. He feels that if you have skin in the game and we send out the proper notifications, you 
have time enough to submit a comment if you can’t be at the meeting.  If you have something you want 
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to discuss at a meeting, you can show up. Mr. Ball feels this is less needed now that the public can raise 
their hand on zoom and present their comment in front of the Board. Ms. Pelletier’s only concern is like 
what if the Board starts talking about cannabis next month. It will be a big issue and a lot of people will 
want to comment but we might not be hooked up yet. The attorney said that if it had to be defended, it 
is being more concrete and that 4- hour deadline could be waived by the Board. Mr. Savona noted that 
every time we don’t take them, we will feel like bad people. Ms. Pelletier pointed out that the Board 
does not legally have to take public comment unless you are having a public hearing. She feels the Board 
functions a little differently than a lot of other towns in the fact that you encourage public participation. 
Mr. Ball suggested leaving it as it is and Chair Kapala felt it leaves it slightly ambiguous. Ms. Pelletier 
advised that the Board can change this document. It does not require a public hearing and it is not 
effective until approved by the Council. It goes on a Consent Agenda for their review and approval. She 
feels it would be good to get it wrapped up before getting into the Comp Plan and bigger issues. Her 
intent is that these documents will not sit on a shelf. They will be put on the website and will be very 
transparent about the Board’s process so people will be aware of your procedures. When doing a legal 
notice, Mr. Savona asked if there is anyway to say written comments will be accepted to at least put it 
out there. Ms. Pelletier advised that she was doing that for the zoom meetings because a lot of people 
were not willing to come and it was tough so we put 24 hours before the meeting, trying to be 
accommodating. Most people were going to get it in trying to be flexible and then for PRB she had a 
couple that were doing these huge legal letters exactly 24 hours before the meeting. Yes, it is a great 
idea. If we have this policy, she thinks we can put it on the agenda, if you are not going to come in 
person, submit your comments within 48 hours. She will put it as standard text on the agenda. For the 
Board’s agenda, if it is something like food trucks if it is general provisions and not district specific, she 
will do the legal ads per State law in the paper. There will be two legal ads and it will be posted on the 
website and in all Municipal buildings. For something like Shoreland Zoning, they do all that and mail the 
actual agenda to over 800 people. Her Assistant mailed them and two nice ladies from Finance helped 
so she wanted to give them credit. If the Board likes this and wants to adopt it, you would need a 
motion to adopt it or you can table it if you want to do it at another meeting.  
 

MOVED AND SECONDED: To Adopt. (Savona & Jortner) VOTE: (5 Ayes) (2 Excused-Cannan & 
Child) (0 Nays) 

 
ITEM VII: Persons wishing to address the Board on non-agenda items. There were no comments 
provided.  
 
ITEM VIII: Adjourn. 
 

MOVED AND SECONDED: To adjourn at 8:25 p.m. (Burwell & Ball) VOTE: (5 Ayes) (2 Excused-
Cannan & Child) (0 Nays) 

 
Recorded by Sharon Coffin 


