Date: May 5, 2026
To: Jon VanAmringe, chair, Lamoine Board of Appeals
& Board Of Appeals members
Lamoine Town Office
606 Douglas Hwy.
Lamoine, ME 04605
From: Linda and Tom Goertz
Subject: Submission of Appeal Materials for Board Review

Mr. JonVanAmringe,

Enclosed are 6 copies of our appeal presentation materials. These materials augment those
that were submitted to the Town by our attorney, Benjamin J. Plante on January 30, 2026.

Our intention is to present a clear, factual and respectful assessment of the proceedings
associated with the John W. Goodwin Stump Grinding/Wood Processing application and the
renewal license for the Aubrey Davis Gravel Pit. | trust that the enclosed materials will
provide the necessary content to facilitate a fair and informed discussion at the upcoming
Appeals Board meeting on May 19, 2026.

Thank you for your time, leadership, and commitment to ensuring that all voices are heard

in this process. Please let me know if any additional information or clarification would be
helpful prior to the meeting.

Respectfully,

Linda and Tam/Goertz
802.681.326
Lg12345@protonmail.com
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INTRODUCTION

After six months of contentious proceedings before the Lamoine Planning Board, attended by us and
other concerned residents, the Planning Board approved both (1) John W. Goodwin’s application for a
wood processing/stump grinding operation within the Aubrey Davis Gravel Pit and (2) the renewal of the
Aubrey Davis Gravel Pit license. We hereby appeal both decisions pursuant to the applicable provisions
of the Lamoine Board of Appeals Ordinance and Maine law.

The Decisions are infirm for multiple independent reasons, including: (a) errors of law; (b) findings
unsupported by substantial evidence in the record; {c) abuse of discretion; (d) procedural irregularities;
and (e) demonstrable bias on the part of the Planning Board Chair, Brett Jones.

Obfuscation and misdirection have been recurring themes in the Town of Lamoine’s handling of
applications and complaints related to the Aubrey Davis Gravel Pit / Haas Gravel Pit. The following facts,
supported by the trail of documentary evidence, demonstrate the surreptitious nature of these
proceedings.

We have included many exhibits supporting this appeal, among them are a summary of key arguments
in this appeal (See Exhibit Y) and a list of all applicable Lamoine Building and Land Use Ordinance
(BLUOQ), the Gravel Ordinance, and the Site Plan Review Ordinance (SPRO) as well as links to all Planning
Board meetings (see Exhibit Z).

BACKGROUND

On January 5, 2026 the Lamoine Planning Board approved John W. Goodwin’s application for a stump
grinding operation in the Aubrey Davis Gravel Pit located at 456 Partridge Cove Road. In so doing, a
majority of the Planning Board, in our view, disregarded controlling provisions of the Lamoine Building
and Land Use Ordinance (BLUO), the Gravel Ordinance, and the Site Plan Review Ordinance (SPRO), and
fashioned ad hoc definitions of prohibited “industrial” uses and “dumping.” Requests by Planning Board
members for legal guidance from Town Attorney Dan Pileggi on dispositive interpretive questions were
denied. The final approval incorporated extensive post-hearing modifications that materially altered the
scope of the original application—modifications that should have triggered re-notice and a new public
hearing.

On the same date, the Planning Board also approved renewal of the Aubrey Davis Gravel Pit license,
notwithstanding the contemporaneous conversion of approximately three acres from the licensed
gravel extraction area to the stump grinding use without required reclamation. No public comment was
solicited on these alterations, and the Code Enforcement Officer (CEO), Rebecca Albright provided no
written or oral analysis despite repeated requests as she was absent from all Planning Board meetings
after October 6, 2025.

We incorporate by reference our January 30, 2026 appeal letters prepared by counsel, Benjamin Plante,

Esq., a licensed Maine attorney specializing in municipal land use law. Additional evidence and
argument, necessitated by the compressed 30-day appeal window and delayed availability of final
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approved documents, are set forth herein. Information in bold is drawn directly from our January 30,
2026 appeal letters.

ERRORS OF LAW

1. Invalid and Incomplete BLUO Review ~ Prohibition of Industrial Uses in the RAZ

a. The Decision is clearly contrary to the BLUO because it prohibits “Industries — Assembling
& Manufacturing Goods & Products,” such as Goodwin’s Proposed Wood Processing
Facility, in the Rural and Agricultural Zone (the “RAZ”) where the Gravel Pit is located. See
BLUO §§ 4{H)(14) and 8(B)(“the Board of Appeals may reverse the decision of the . ..
Planning Board only upon a finding that the decision is clearly contrary to specific
provisions of th[e]” BLUO).

The term “Industrial” is defined by the BLUO, in part, as “[t]he assembling, fabrication,
finishing, manufacturing, packaging or processing of goods.” Goodwin’s Proposed Wood
Processing Facility unequivocally meets this definition as it is processing stumps to make
mulch.

From page 5 of our November 25, 2025 letter to the Planning Board from our attorney
Benjamin J. Plante:

The Applicant does not propose to “use [the] lands” to produce “income from the buying
and selling of goods and/or services.” BLUO § 17(B). Rather, the Applicant is a general
contractor for who, by his own admission, concedes that he intends to “process. ..
goods” at the Property for use on his construction jobs in the area. BLUO § 17(B)(defining
“Industrial” as“[Jthe assembling, fabrication, finishing, manufacturing, packaging or
processing of goods, or the extraction of minerals”) (emphasis added). Put another way,
the Applicant does not intend to conduct an activity the result of which is income
generation from the buying or selling of goods at the Property—instead, he intends to
manufacture a product, wood mulch, on site for use in connection with his construction
business. Such a use is, unequivocally, industrial-—as that term is defined by the BLUO—in
nature.

Moreover, the Applicant’s counsel would have the Board apply a highly specialized
definition of “Industrial,” opining that term must be read to mean “transforming raw
materials through chemical or physical processes into products with different properties
or combining multiple inputs.” The Applicant’s proffered interpretation is not only unduly
narrow; it is inconsistent with the BLUO’s broad definition of “Industrial.” Indeed, the
Planning Board need not guess at the types of activities that are “Industrial” when the
BLUO defines that term.

We will not rehash them here, but for the reasons explained in our October 6th letter, the
Applicant’s proposed stump grinding facility is not “Industries & Businesses — Assembling
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& Manufacturing Products Related to the Secondary Processing of Wood/Marine
Products.” As explained in the pamphlet attached to my prior letter, this type of use refers
to refining raw lumber into finished wood products, such as furniture, wooden toys,
boats, etc. Processing stumps through an industrial track tub grinder falls well outside the
scope of what was intended by the assembling and manufacturing of products related to
the secondary processing of wood products. Accordingly, there are no allowed uses within
the RAZ which are similar to the Applicant’s proposed stump grinding facility—and thus
the Applicant cannot rely on this use category within the BLUO’s Table of Land Uses as a
pathway to approval.

Regardless, from the information provided, it is not clear that the purported Gott & Sons
facility was located within an existing unreclaimed gravel pit, and assuming it wasn’t, that
makes the Site Plan Application materially distinct from Gott & Sons use.

At the September 8, 2025 Planning Board meeting, Planning Board member Bob Christie
also noted that the application does not involve commercial sale from the site, confirming it
as an industrial operation. Below is from page 15 — “Activity Description” of the Stump
Grinding/Woodchip processing application.

“The applicant, John W. Goodwin Jr. {owner of John W. Goodwin Jr. Construction)
proposes to develop a self-contained area, 130,000 square feet in size, for the purposes
of storing and processing stumps, brush and limbs within their existing gravel pit located
at 456 Partridge Cove Road in Lamoine, Maine. Stumps, brush and limbs will be stored
on site and after enough have accumulated, they will be ground into wood mulch, which
will then be stored at the same site to use on construction jobs. “

Reliance upon a single 23-year-old precedent in the Gott Gravel Pit is legally insufficient in
light of intervening changes in the BLUO, SPRO, Gravel Ordinance, Comprehensive Plan,
environmental regulations, residential development patterns, and heightened public health
and safety standards.

2. Violations of Gravel Ordinance and SPRO — Failure to Reclaim Prior to Change of Use

a. The Decision violates the Lamoine Gravel Ordinance (the “Gravel Ordinance”) and the Site
Plan Review Ordinance (“SPRO"”) by allowing Goodwin to convert part of the Gravel Pit
into the Proposed Wood Processing Facility without first reclaiming it. Gravel Ordinance §
8(D); see also SPRO § K(3)(“[a]ll applicable standards of the Lamoine Gravel Ordinance . ..
shall also be met”). The Gravel Ordinance and the SPRO require Goodwin to reclaim the
Gravel Pit’s extraction areas. /d. The Planning Board erroneously allowed Goodwin to
avoid his reclamation obligation by amending his Gravel Permit to remove the Proposed
Wood Processing Facility from the Gravel Pit. The Gravel Ordinance’s requirements
governed the Gravel Pit’s use before, during and after the Planning Board’s consideration
of Goodwin’s site plan review application, and Goodwin cannot avoid the Gravel
Ordinance’s standards and requirements by purportedly removing a portion of the Gravel
Pit and conveying it to himself or another entity. In other words, the Gravel Ordinance’s
reclamation standards don’t cease to apply to the existing Gravel Pit when Goodwin
artificially “removes” an extraction area from the Gravel Pit.
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3. Failure to Require Required Environmental Impact Study and Performance Standards

a. Goodwin’s site plan review application failed to include the environmental impact study
required by Section 15(E)(1) of the BLUO for the permitting of industrial structures, such

as

the 20,000 to 40,000 square foot paved area proposed for Goodwin’s wood processing

facility.
b. Goodwin’s site plan review application failed to meet the SPRO’s approval standards and
the BLUO’s review criteria for industrial structures. More specifically, Goodwin did not

Cca

4| rPage

rry his burden to demonstrate that:

The Proposed Wood Processing Facility will meet the applicable 70 dBa sound
pressure level limits at the Goodwin property’s lots lines. SPRO § J{13){a) and
BLUO § 15(f)(2).

The sole sound testing conducted in connection with the stump grinding application
occurred subsequent to the Planning Board’s approval in January 2026. Said testing was
limited to a single “similar wood chipper” and did not encompass the full scope of noise-
generating activities associated with the proposed operation.

Material additional sources of noise inherent to the stump grinding facility include,
without limitation:

{(a) Dump trucks engaged in the delivery and unloading of stumps; (b) Excavators
and front-end loaders utilized for moving and stockpiling stumps and feeding
the stump grinder; and (c) Dump trucks transporting the mulch or other
processed material generated by the grinder.

These ancillary operations are authorized under the approval to occur year-round, from
6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., six (6) days per week (Monday through Saturday), and will
operate concurrently with the stump grinder itself. To note: The stump grinding
application based these working hours on permissible times stated in the Gravel
Ordinance. If this area is being removed from the Aubrey Davis gravel pit, these hours
would likely have been reduced based on public comment however this significant and
non-permitted change was made well after the Public Hearing on September 8, 2025.
The cumulative and combined noise levels from these sources, both individuaily and in
aggregate, have not been tested and demonstrated to comply with the Town’s
permissible limit of seventy (70) decibels (dB) for industrial operations — an intensity
level that is, notably, prohibited for industrial uses within the Rural/Agricultural Zone
(“RAZ”) under the Building and Land Use Ordinance (“BLUQ").

Furthermore, since 1971, the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA} has
mandated the use of backup alarms on construction vehicles, including dump trucks,
loaders, and excavators — all of which are expected to be employed at the site. Such
alarms typically emit sound levels between (97} and (112} decibels at the source. Given
the topography and proximity to neighboring properties, it is highly improbable that
these sound levels will attenuate by (30)dB which is equivalent to a thousand fold
reduction in sound pressure from its point of origin to comply with the Town’s {70) dB
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4. Inadequate

limit at all relevant property lines. It is a common misunderstanding that decibel units
are linear. Decibel units are calculated logarithmically to reflect how the human
auditory system actually perceives and processes sound.

Absent comprehensive pre-operational noise testing that measures all identified
sources both individually and in combination under actual operating conditions, the
Town and its residents cannot reasonably determine whether the proposed operation
will comply with applicable noise standards. Two machines emitting (100)dB of sound
would result in a sound level greater than (100) dB of sound. The burden of post-
approval monitoring, documentation, and enforcement would impermissibly shift to
affected residents and the Code Enforcement Officer, with limited practical recourse
once the operation is underway.

We personally experienced excessive and disruptive noise emanating from the Aubrey
Davis Gravel Pit during late July and early August 2024, prior to formal application or
approval of the stump grinding permit. This included continuous daily truck traffic
commencing early in the morning, together with frequent and intrusive backup alarms.
On multiple occasions, the noise levels rendered outdoor use of residential property
untenable, necessitating closure of windows and/or departure from our home. These
observations were previously documented in correspondence submitted to the Planning
Board and read into the record at the September 8, 2025 meeting (See Exhibit C).

A proper and legally sufficient noise assessment must evaluate the entirety of the
proposed operation’s acoustic impacts at the property lines, rather than isolating the
stump grinder alone. Failure to require and obtain such testing prior to approval
constitutes a material procedural and substantive deficiency and provides further
grounds for denial or revocation of the permit.

These matters are respectfully submitted to document the deficiencies in the approval
process and to preserve all rights and remedies available to the undersigned and other

affected residents under the Town’s ordinances (BLUO, SPRO and Gravel Ordinance).

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

The Planning Board failed to issue written findings of fact and conclusions of law sufficient to
permit meaningful appellate review, in violation of due process and applicable Maine municipal
law standards.
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The Planning Board impermissibly delegated its authority to the Code Enforcement
Officer, and allowed Goodwin to uniawfully avoid his burden of proof, by conditioning
its approval upon Goodwin demonstrating, post-approval, that the Proposed Wood
Processing Facility will meet the BLUO’s and SPRO’s sound pressure level limits.
Goodwin was required to demonstrate that the Proposed Wood Processing Facility
could meet the SPRO’s approval standards before, not after, the Planning Board
approved the project,
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b. Condition # 6 of the Decision contravenes and violates the SPRO and the Gravel
Ordinance by permitting Goodwin to change the Gravel Pit’s use without first
reclaiming the pit areas involved. See SPRO § K(3)(a)(4); Gravel Ordinance § 8(D)(1).

¢. The Planning Board failed to make written findings of fact and conclusions of law
sufficient for meaningful review of the Planning Board’s Decision.

5. Refusal to Obtain Necessary Legal Guidance
The Board declined multipie requests for legal advice from Town Attorney Dan Pileggi on critical

interpretive issues, including the meaning of “dumping” under Gravel Ordinance § 8(C) (3) and the
definition of “industrial” uses.

CHANGE OF USE AND RECLAMATION VIOLATIONS

The removal of three acres from the Aubrey Davis Gravel Pit license, publicly noted in the January 2026
Lamoine Quarterly, constituted an impermissible change of use without reclamation. This maneuver was
undertaken to circumvent Gravel Ordinance prohibitions on dumping of stumps and other materials. See
Gravel Ordinance §§ 8(C)(3), 8(D). Such piecemeal excision undermines the comprehensive reclamation
scheme, the escrow funding requirements, and the Comprehensive Plan’s explicit policy favoring
restoration of exhausted extraction sites.

The record demonstrates that this “change of use” was orchestrated after we highlighted the
incompatibility of stump processing with active gravel pit standards in our October 6, 2025 letter to the
Planning Board.

As stated in our appeal of the Stump Grinding application “In Condition # 6 of the Decision contravenes
and violates the SPRO and the Gravel Ordinance by permitting John W. Goodwin to change the Gravel
Pit’s use without first reclaiming the pit areas involved. See SPRO K(3){a)(4): Gravel Ordinance
8(D){1).” This is a clear change of use for that acreage. The Goodwin team had to make this change as
leaving this acreage in the Aubrey Davis Gravel Pit would violate multiple Gravel Ordinances therefore it
had to be removed to even attempt to legitimize the Stump Grinding operation. This apparently
became clear to the Goodwin team and some members of the Planning Board after our letter on
October 6, 2025 was submitted to the Planning Board noting that stumps were not permitted in a Gravel
Pit based on the Gravel Ordinance.

Performing reclamation on land in a gravel pit that is no longer in use for gravel extraction is required by
the Gravel Ordinance. It is also listed in the Comprehensive Plan on page 122 “Require restoration of
natural resources when sites are no longer being used for gravel extraction”. This Gravel Ordinance
cannot be overruled because the owner of a gravel pit wishes to start a new business on that land. If
this were allowed, what gravel pit owner would ever reclaim gravel pit land if they could just remove
that land from the gravel pit? This is a slippery slope. If Lamoine allows acreage to be taken out of a
gravel pit before reclamation, other gravel pits will likely follow suit and no gravel pit land will ever be
restored. Reclamation of gravel pit land is so important to Lamoine that the Gravel Ordinance also
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requires gravel pit owners to set aside monies in escrow every year for reclamation. See Gravel
Ordinance 8(D)(3)(a).

On March 13, 2026 we inquired with Stu Marckoon, Lamoine Town Administrator via email, about
documentation on the published “change of use” for the 3 acres in the Aubrey Davis gravel pit. He said
he had no knowledge or documentation on this. How could this be if this was published in the Lamoine
Quarterly in January 2026? (See Exhibit D)

This “change of use” became clear to the Goodwin team and various members of the Planning Board
after the letter submitted by our attorney Benjamin Plante on November 25, 2025 (See Exhibit A -
included in our Appeal document submitted on lanuary 30, 2026). In this letter our attorney stated that
“Even if the BLUO allowed stump processing/grinding facilities in the RAZ, the Lamoine Gravel ordinance
(the Gravel Ordinance) does not permit the Applicant to convert an un-reclaimed area from which Gravel
has been extracted ...shall be restored to a natural state”

RECLAMATION FUNDING DEFICIENCIES

The Aubrey Davis Gravel Pit’s restoration escrow account contains only $13.50 as of November 30, 2025
despite documented extractions and visible unreclaimed areas (See Exhibit E). The Gravel Ordinance §
8(D)(3)(a) mandates annual contributions of $0.05 per cubic yard. Substitution of an Irrevocable Letter
of Credit (ILOC) that does not name the Town as beneficiary appears unauthorized by the Ordinance and
provides inadequate security.

While there have been no extractions from this gravel pit for the past 9 years, only 3,222 cubic yards has
been reported since July 2013 (that is the earliest record | could locate for this pit (see Extraction Table
in Exhibit B of our Appeal letter on January 30, 2026). That would equate to an escrow balance of at
least $161.10. If you see this pit, it’s obvious more than 3,222 cubic yards of material has been removed
in areas that have not been reclaimed. What happened to the reclamation escrow monies? Why have
there been no recorded gravel extractions in this pit in the last 9 years? Has the gravel pit reached its
limits as to incline levels? If that is the case, this entire gravel pit would need to be restored before any
permissible and approved change of use could be presented. See Exhibit B in our January 30, 2026
Appeal Submission for details on extractions and escrows associated with the Aubrey Davis Gravel Pit.

INCONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Although not independently binding, the Town’s Comprehensive Plan is an expressly enumerated review
criterion under the SPRO. The proposed industrial use conflicts with multiple goals concerning
residential character, environmental protection, industrial scale, and resource restoration. Approval
risks jeopardizing state grant eligibility and exposes Town ordinances to heightened judicial scrutiny.

This Stump Grinding application on its own violates multiple town ordinances; this could cause Lamoine

to not qualify for State grant funding. See the below statement found in the current Lamoine
Comprehensive Plan — page 1.
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“Generally speaking, a Town will not qualify for State grant funding unless the
Town’s Comprehensive Plan is found consistent with the Growth Management Act.
In addition, Lamoine ordinances may be more vulnerable in any Court review because they are
not consistent with a Plan which has been found to be consistent with the Growth Management
Act. Finally, 1996 was over 20 years ago, and it is important for the town to revisit a
Comprehensive Plan to make sure that it meets the town’s needs today. Just as one example:
The 1996 Plan had a “Communications” section which did not list internet access. The first smart
phone came on the market in 2008, and internet access in town was one of the most-discussed
topics in the development of this plan”

WITHHELD INFORMATION AND PROCEDURAL IRREGULARITIES

Our FOAA request submitted on January 27, 2026 was incompletely fulfilled and key town
correspondences withheld (See Exhibit X). Material documents, including CEO, Rebecca Albright’s
December 1, 2025 internal memorandum acknowledging compliance violations that would be
overlooked contingent upon stump grinding approval, were not produced until we went to the Town
Hall on March 13, 2026 to review the binders of information associated with these proceedings. Below
are the contents of Rebecca’s memorandum.

“In response to several complaints that | have received regarding the Haas Gravel Pit, owned by
John Goodwin Jr. | will sate that | have been out to this pit twice recently with the agent for John
Goodwin, Stephen Salisbury.

In brief, if the Planning Board does not allow the stump grinding operation during the vote at
tonight’s meeting, | will deem that all inappropriate materials (stumps, concrete slabs, etc} be
removed.

If the Planning Board allows the Stump Grinding operation then the stumps on the bottom shelf
of the Haas pit can stay.”

I have to go up to back to the top of the Haas pit to further explore possible inappropriate that
may have to be removed either way.”
(Note, these are her exact words — this is not mistyped)
(See Exhibit F)

This internal memorandum was likely submitted after |, Linda Goertz, made a phone call to the Town
Hall on December 1, 2025 to speak with Rebecca Albright regarding our and Ann Dederer’s still
unanswered complaints from October 28, 2025 on this gravel pit. During that call she requested that |
send her pictures | had supporting our complaint {See Exhibits G and H for Complaints, Exhibit | for
Phone Call and Exhibit J — Email to Rebecca Albright with photos).
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If we had not discovered this internal memorandum on our own, would it ever have been presented?

Of note, Annual CEQ gravel pit inspection reports required by Gravel Ordinance § 7(H)(1) appear never
to have been prepared for the past nine years —confirmed by Stu Marckoon via my email on March 13,
2026. In actuality, the only Annual CEO report available is from 2017. None exist before or after 2017.
Without these reports, there are no town records of acknowledged complaints and their remediation. It
is impossible to document any activity in the gravel pits if the Town cannot be relied upon to follow their
own ordinance reporting requirements (See Exhibit O— Email with Stu Marckoon on Missing FOAA).

BIAS AND PROCEDURAL MISCONDUCT

The record amply demonstrates that Planning Board Chair Brett Jones exhibited bias, prejudgment, and
unequal treatment of participants. In January 2026, four separate written complaints were filed with the
Select Board detailing mistreatment of Planning Board members and the public. Core parliamentary
principles of neutrality, equal participation, and orderly debate were not observed.

1. Itis paramount that proper Parliamentary Procedures be followed by the Planning Board chair,
Brett Jones in all Planning Board meetings.

There were often different interpretations of key ordinance terms specific to these applications
where open discussions between board members was not permitted— for example, the Planning
Board never arrived at a clear interpretation of what was an industrial use as these are
prohibited in the RAZ by the BLUO § 4(H)(14) . This discussion was tabled at the October 6, 2025
meeting based on an approved motion submitted by Karen Davis and then never discussed
again. When Planning Board members Karen Davis and Valerie Sprague tried to reopen these
discussions in later Planning Board meetings, they were told by Brett Jones that the process was
past that stage and they were moving on. To my knowledge, there was never any discussion
and /or vote taken to move past those discussions. Brett Jones just moved on to the next step
and when Valerie Sprague requested discussing applicable ordinances in the BLUO at both the
December 1, 2025 and January 5, 2026 Planning Board meetings, she was told the time for these
discussions has passed. Brett Jones never even added an agenda item to any future Planning
Board meeting after the October 6, 2025 Planning Board meeting when Karen Davis made a
motion to discuss the BLUO applicability that was approved.

2. Brett Jones, Planning Board chair repeatedly showed disdain to Planning Board members who
questioned the permissibility of a Stump Grinding operation based on current ordinances
(including the town’s Comprehensive Plan). This was especially obvious with the two female
members of the Planning Board — Valerie Sprague and Karen Davis. This behavior was so
egregious that we felt the need to send a letter to the Select Board and did so on January 8,
2026 after viewing the January 5, 2026 Planning Board meeting. Coincidentally, there were 3
other Lamoine residents who observed the same behavior and submitted letters of concern. |
learned about these other letters by watching the Select Board meetings in January 2026. (See
Exhibits K, L, M and N).
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it was clear in every Planning Board meeting that anyone who was not 100% for this Stump
Grinding application would have their questions ignored, disregarded and/or overruled by the
Planning Board chair, Brett Jones.

3. During the January 5, 2026 meeting where the Planning Board held the vote for both the Stump
Grinding application and renewal of the Aubrey Davis Gravel Pit, at 57:08 Don Bammon stated:

“...1 will vote against final approval of this application. It is not because | am opposed to
the project. | am opposed to the application. There are just too many conditions and it’s
too confusing. In a workshop we attended they said if you start to get too many
conditions it might be time to deny that permit and have it go back a second time after
writing those things into the application as opposed to all of these conditions. When | go
shopping I look at the ingredients and if there are more than five Il ask myself what are
all of these ingredients. Looking at this permit | see all of these conditions and we can’t
even get them straight here at the table. It’s not our burden to come up with all of these
conditions. They should be in the original application. It’s not up to us to tell you what
needs to be done. The other thing about conditions is they will get their permit in a few
days and they can start operations. It’s not like they can’t stop operations until the
conditions are met. We have had endless problems with property owners and operators
with the conditions never being met. Rebecca used to give a list of conditions that were
not met and at meetings we would say nope- that’s not met yet. All we can do is give
them a notice of violation and a lot of times they don’t respond to that. Then we have to
cease operations and come before the Select Board. Once it is passed with all of these
conditions it’s pretty much opening the door to the barn and once the horses all get out
it’s hard to pull them all back in”.

Brett Jones then said “We apply conditions. Our ordinances allow for conditions.” Don then
states “it specifically states a few conditions.” He also says that it will be up to the CEO to
enforce these conditions. “We have an overabundance of conditions”. Then at 1:01:00 into the
meeting, Patrick Lyons directed prolonged and confrontational remarks (approximately two
minutes in duration) toward voting Board member Don Bammon after Mr. Bammon indicated
he did not intend to approve the application. Brett Jones did not intervene to stop Mr. Lyons’
outburst. Mr. Lyons also accused three Planning Board members who questioned the John W.
Goodwin Stump Grinding application of bias and suggested their recusal.

4. On multiple occasions, Brett Jones, silenced or disregarded legitimate questions and feedback
during public proceedings.

Following the September 8, 2025 Planning Board meeting, we submitted timely written
corrections to the draft minutes. These corrections included accurately listing attendance and
noting key comments made by residents during the public comment period. At the October 6,
2025 meeting {(approximately 31 minutes into the meeting), we inquired why the corrections
had not been incorporated. These minutes were part of the official record of the meeting. Our
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proposed revisions were straightforward and factual — they were never reviewed, and were
excluded from the record.

In addition, at the November 10, 2025 Planning Board meeting (approximately 1:12 minutes in)
we politely requested permission to ask a question. Brett Jones immediately denied the request.
We sought only to inquire why Patrick Lyons had been permitted to read his submitted letter
into the record at that meeting, while we had been denied the same opportunity at the October
6, 2025 meeting to read a letter from our attorney. Brett Jones responded by stating he did not
want to ask anyone to leave and directed us to follow decorum, implying a threat of removal.
We remained calm. This treatment was inequitable compared to the handling of Mr. Lyons’
submission.

Unequal treatment of counsel and public commenters, including our silencing while permitting
extended argument by applicant’s counsel, further compromised the appearance of fairness and is
contrary to Parliamentary procedure.

In addition, the dual role of Patrick Lyons as counsel for both the applicant and the Town, coupled with
hosting of the official Town records on his firm’s website, in our opinion, raises serious conflict-of-
interest concerns.

ENVIRONMENTAL AND PUBLIC HEALTH RISKS

The conversion of any part of the Aubrey Davis Gravel Pit to a Stump Grinding/Wood Processing
operation, fundamentally changes the nature of the operation from extraction to injection. This
effectively approves an unregulated, unmonitored organic dump site with all of the attendant risks. Not
so much as a gate or camera has been proposed to regulate who enters the site and what they may
dump. For the record, the Gott pit approval required having a locked gate at all times where a key was
provided to the Lamoine Fire Department {See Exhibit P — Gott Pit PB Meeting Minutes — July 1, 2003).

The preponderance of evidence indicates that the vast majority of stumps destined for the Aubrey Davis
gravel pit will involve dead or dying trees and non-native organic materials. These stumps may transport
and deposit viable biological material, including root systems, adherent soils, and any pathogens,
contaminants, or invasive species harbored therein. Once dumped in the Aubrey Davis Pit, such
materials may readily establish themselves, spreading disease or contamination to surrounding trees,
vegetation, soil, and water resources. Compounding these risks is the complete absence of any
enclosed containment structure. The stumps will remain exposed to the elements for an undetermined
period of time prior to grinding, and processing and handling will inevitably mobilize attached soils,
organic debris, and any embedded contaminants, dispersing them across the site and into adjacent
areas. The proposed operation sits in close proximity to the aquifer that supplies drinking water to the
surrounding community. This aquifer is therefore acutely vuinerable to contamination.

The limited water-testing protocol contemplated by the applicant is manifestly inadequate. It relies
upon outdated parameters that fail to address the full spectrum of emerging contaminants now
regulated at both the federal and state levels, most notably per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances
(PFAS/PFOA). No meaningful safeguards have been instituted to shield the municipality from future
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2026 Goertz Appeal Presentation
John W. Goodwin Stump Grinding & Aubrey Davis Gravel Pit License Renewal

liability. By the time contamination is detected—often years after initial exposure—cessation of
operations will offer scant remedy. Environmental remediation is notoriously protracted, extraordinarily
expensive, and rarely achieves full ecological restoration.

A cautionary precedent is instructive. In 2025, farms in Unity, Maine, applied seemingly harmless
organic materials supplied by Casella Organics as fertilizer. The township now exhibits some of the
highest recorded concentrations of PFAS on agricultural lands anywhere in the state. (See Exhibit Q for
Details on the Unity Maine PFAS contamination)

This matter of contamination (both chemical and biological) was expressly raised by us at the public
meeting of September 8, 2025, yet no reference to it appears in the official minutes—an omission that
itself raises procedural concerns. {See September 8, 2025 Planning Board meeting video 0:35:07 -
0:37:50)

History provides a sobering reminder. 23 years ago when the Gott stump grinding operation was
approved, few anticipated that PFAS compounds would evolve into a nationwide environmental crisis,
generating billions of dollars in cleanup costs and rendering vast water supplies unusable. The same
pattern of regulatory lag, followed by belated and costly remediation, now confronts this community in
Unity, Maine.

For the foregoing reasons, the undersigned respectfully submits that approval of the proposed
operation contravenes principles of environmental stewardship, due diligence, and sound land-use
governance. The permit should be vacated, and any further proceedings should require comprehensive,
forward-looking environmental impact analysis, state-of-the-art monitoring protocols, and robust
financial assurances to protect public resources and municipal solvency.
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2026 Goertz Appeal Presentation
John W. Goodwin Stump Grinding & Aubrey Davis Gravel Pit License Renewal

CONCLUSION AND APPEAL FOR RELIEF

For the foregoing reasons, we respectfully request that the board of appeals reverse both Decisions in
their entirety and deny (1) the stump grinding/wood processing site plan application and (2} the gravel

pit licen

In the al

-~ 0o a0

se renewal. Any one of the many items we identified in this appeal would be grounds for denial.
ternative, the matters should be remanded with instructions to:

Require full reclamation of the Aubrey Davis Gravel Pit — a must for the 3 acres which was
surreptitiously removed during the proceedings

Access restrictions to the stump grinding site such as a locked gate to prevent unauthorized
dumping or discharging of prohibited materials

Proper environmental and noise studies

A regular regimen to test for currently recognized and regulated contaminates (e.g. PFOA/PFAS)
Complete application resubmission

A new public hearing reviewing the revised submissions

During the January 5, 2025 meeting where these applications were approved, the Planning Board chair,
Brett Jones and Planning Board member Don Bammon acknowledged that key steps such as a full BLUO
review were missed during these proceedings. See the below transcription of these discussions which
revealed missing required reviews and Planning Board members not having the opportunity to ask
questions regarding ordinances and process:

0:28:39 through 0:30:40 & 2:30:21 through 2:32:10

Discussions between Don Bammon, Valerie Sprague, Karen Davis and Brett Jones highlighted
that key steps such as a review of the BLUO, were missed.

Don Bammon said in response to Valerie Sprague saying that a BLUO review was not performed
“You may have some valid points but the time has passed”

Valerie Sprague said “So | was right all along that you also have to look at the ordinances.” Don
Bammon acknowledged this and said “I know. It’s something we have to work on going ahead”.
Valerie Sprague then said “So we approved this application without looking at the ordinances. “
Don Bammon said “We approved the Site Plan review — that is what was put in front of us”.
Valerie Sprague then said “First you have to look at the building and land use table to see if it’s
even allowed. And that is my point | was trying to get at. If it an industrial use it is not allowed”.

Planning Board member Karen Davis then said “We never had the opportunity. We never did.
We went from Public Hearing to doing the checklist. There was never an opportunity forus asa
board to discuss — | asked the question and it wasn’t answered where on the building and fand
use table does this fall. Nobody could answer the question.”



2026 Goertz Appeal Presentation
John W. Goodwin Stump Grinding & Aubrey Davis Gravel Pit License Renewal

Brett Jones then said “We are not going to litigate this. We are at the point where | think if you
want to pursue this your best avenue would be the appeals process.”

We implore you to review the video from the January 5, 2026 Planning Board meeting from 0:28:39
through 0:30:40 as well as 2:30:21 through 2:32:10 or through the end which is 2:48:00. The Planning
Board acknowledging that they and/or the CEO did not review the Stump Grinding application with
respect to the BLUO is a major error in their review which lead to granting approval to an operation for a
prohibited operation.

The approval of both the stump grinding operating and the renewal of the Aubrey Davis Gravel Pit
license as issued sets a dangerous precedent that would erode reclamation obligations, undermine
zoning integrity, and expose the Town and its residents to unnecessary environmental and fiscal risk.
The community—not the applicant, who maintains no residence in Lamoine—will bear the long-term
consequences.

Respectfully submitted,

Ad ah

5 N\\/

Linda and Tom Goer‘;
131 Lydias Lane - Lanﬁ, ME 04605 (Maine address)

440 Eleanors Way, Ngrth Bennington, VT 05257 (Mailing address)

14| Page




Exhibit C
Goertz Letter read and presented to Lamoine Planning Board on September 8, 2025

Hello. My name is Linda Goertz and my husband and I have a home at 131 Lydia’s lane. Our
backyard property line directly abuts the proposed stump grinding operation.

It was just over a year ago that the citizens of Lamoine overwhelmingly opposed the
commercial glamping operation proposed for the Marlboro area of Lamoine. Prior to this vote
the construction had begun and I no longer could enjoy being outside between the hours of
8am and 4pm as the constant noise of construction trucks and their backup alarms was
maddening. I left my house every day to escape the noise. The day after Glamping was voted
down, the noise stopped and i was once again able to enjoy being outside on my property
during the day.

This year, an industrial stump processing operation is being proposed, again in Marlboro, in the
same part of Lamoine, on a parcel adjacent to the previously opposed glamping parcel(s).

This operation is stated to have the following working hours:
—Grinding operation. Monday through Friday, 8 am to 5pm.

—Loading and unloading of stumps and mulch . Monday through Saturday, 6am to 6pm. This
equates to a a potential loading/unloading operation every hour from 6am to 6pm, 6 days per
week. I guess we can look forward to Sundays.

The application for this new operation also includes a proposed site development period of
three months. There are no stated hourly constraints during the 3 month estimate to construct
the worksite.

The proposal estimates 12 deliveries of materials to the processing/storage area per day. That
equates to a delivery every hour— every Monday through Saturday. This is just an estimate.

We who live adjacent to this area have already been subjected to a sample of the noise this
operation will bring as some dumping began last summer. Equipment was used to make
massive piles of stumps. The noise was loud and jarring.

The current piles are not just stumps, but large sections of rotten tree trunks, tailings and dirt
still clinging to the roots. These piles are so dry at this point that is wouldn’t take much to set
them on fire which would spread uncontrollably through the Jack firs, cedars and hardwoods on
neighboring properties.

In addition, the point of origin of the supply of stumps is not specified. As homeowners and
citizens, we are admonished not to transport firewood over any distance, due to the risk of
inadvertantly propagating invasive species and plant diseases and blights to new areas.
Meanwhile, these stumps and the soils they contain which are already on site -- can come
from... ...anywhere? When our trees begin to show blight and our water becomes
contaminated , who do we turn to for relief?

On to the stump grinding operation. After enough stumps have been accumlated on site, they
will be ground to mulch by a large, approximately 1,000 HP diesel-hydraulic grinding
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Exhibit C
Goertz Letter read and presented to Lamoine Planning Board on September 8, 2025

machine. No sounds levels are included in the proposal. All that is stated is that the sound
levels are difficult to gauge. This will be very loud.

The mulch will then eventually be loaded into dump trucks and transported away. No
assurances are given to the on-site volume and frequency of unloading, grinding, reloading,
and staging operations. It depends. As far as we know, no statutes or enforcement mechanism
exist in Lamoine for excessive noise or traffic. What could go wrong?

Marlboro is a quiet, coastal, residential community. There are no commercial operations in our
district, other than, home-based businesses. To my knowledge, commercial operations are not
allowed in Marlboro by current Lamoine zoning statutes. Allowing an industrial scale stump
staging, storing, and grinding operation to operate in our backyards is, frankly, an affront to
current zoning rules, previous precedent, and sensibility.

The proposed operation is a bad and inconsiderate idea for the risks to the environment, alone.

In addition to the environmental impacts, this industrial operation will generate and expose the
residents of Marlboro Woods (many of whom are retirees) and Seal Cove Rd to continuous
noise (back-up alarms, loaders, dump-truck gate-slamming, excavator track squealing, massive
diesel-hydraulic grinding operations, etc., ) every Monday through Saturday, except of course
major holidays! This operation brings nothing positive to our community. In a fair-minded
community, this should be an easy no vote.

This operation should be conducted in an appropriately zoned industrial district, not in Marlboro.




Exhibit D

January 2026 Lamoine Quarterly

Two articles from the January 2026 Lamoine Quarterly.

1.

Most Gravel Permits Approved

Town publishing article stating that land is now being removed from the non-remedied
Davis/Haas gravel pit in order to support a change of use.
Stump Grinding Pad Decision Delayed

States the CEO didn’t find any non-compliant issues in the Davis/Haas pit. This is in direct
opposition to her letter on December 1, 2025
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Exhibit E
Lamoine GL Balances — November 30, 2025

As you can see, the escrow balance for the Davis/Hass pit is only $13.50. Even if you base this balance
solely on what was removed from this pit in the past 12 years (3,222 c/y where there has been zero (0)
¢/y removed since February 2017, the escrow balance should be $161.0 ($0.05 per c/y based on Gravel
Ordinance — Section 8-D-3-a)).

You can see that Goodwins other gravel pit has a balance of $23,807.40. Same for other restoration
funds (Gott, Macquinn, Jordan, Fowler, etc..)

See our Gravel Pit Appeal letter Exhibit A for year by year extraction amounts.

118250 THIR 222 Page: 2
Town of Lamoine
General Ledger Trial Balance
As of Nov 30, 2025
Filer Criterin inchades: Report order is by 113 Report is primted 10 Detail Format
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Exhibit F
CEO Letter to Planning Board — December 1, 2025

Town of Lamoine
Rebecca Albright, Code Enforcement Officer
‘ 606 Douglas Hwy
’ Lamaine, ME 04605
(207) 667-2242

December 1, 2025
Planning Board Report RE: recent complaints to CEO

In response ta the several complaints that | haye received regarding the Haas Gravel Pit
owned by John Goodwin, Jr. | will sate that | have been out to this pit twice recently with
the agent for John Goodwin, Stephen Salisbury.

In brief, if the Planning Board does not aliow the stump grinding operation during the |
vote at tonight’s meeting, | will deem that all inappropriate materials (stumps, concrete
slabs, etc) be removed.

If the Planning Board allows the Stump Grinding operation then the stumps on the
bottom shelf of the Haas pit can stay. : o

I have {0 go up to back to the top of the Haas pit to further explore possible inappropriate
that may have 1o béyremoved either way.




Exhibit G — Goertz Aubrey Davis Pit Complaint

Complaint Information {copied from the Complaint Form)

Complaint submitter: Linda Goertz

Date: October 28, 2025
Mailing Address: 440 Eleanors Way, North Bennington VT 05257
Lamoine Address: 131 Lydias Lane, Lamoine ME 04650 (NOTE: Mail is not received at this address)
Telephone: 802.681.3261 (Cell)
Email Address: 1g12345@protonmail.com
Activity: Stump and building waste/rubbish dumping in the Gravel Pit owned by John W. Goodwin Jr.

(Map 4, Lot 41-1, Map 5 Lot 15)

Ordinance Violation: Gravel Ordinance. Section 8 — Performance Standards, Item C — Groundwater Protection, item 3:
“No substance or item harmful to groundwater quality including, but not limited to, salt,
creosoted timber, tree stumps, building waste, petroleum products or rubbish shall be dumped

in a Gravel Pit.”

At the end of a path/road in view from the rear of my property at 131 Lydias Lane as well as a ROW next to my property
and other abutting properties, there are multiple piles of stumps which have been dumped over an indeterminate
period of time. There is also a pile of what appears to be concrete slabs/construction debris which has also been
dumped on this site. | began hearing trucks going into this area and dumping (could easily hear the dump truck gates
pounding when dumping) in August of 2024. | believe the piles of stumps are easily in excess of 20 — 30 feet high and
similar in diameter. What | was unaware at the time the dumping began in 2024 is that both stump and construction

debris dumping appear to be in direct violation to the towns Gravel Ordinance.

Additionally, it is well known that Lamoine has experienced drought conditions for the past two summers where this
year, we have been and continue to be in an extreme drought location. At this time, according to the US Drought
Meonitor, Hancock County —(Lamoine explicitly), is in a “D3- Extreme Drought” area.

Hancock County Conditions | Drought.gov

This property abuts many residential homes. If these stumps which at this point are extremely dry were to catch fire,

the fire would likely spread quickly and engulf all of the homes abutting this property.

Thank you for investigating this issue.
Respectfully,

Linda Goertz



Exhibit H — Ann Dederer Aubrey Davis Pit Complaint

October 28, 2025
Town of Lamoine
Complaint Form

| was recently privileged to attend site visits to five gravel pits located in Lamoine with the
Planning Board for the purpose of gravel pit permit renewals. The first pit visited was Map 4,
Lot 41-1 &Map 5, Lot 15, located off Haas Pit Road, belonging to John W. Goodwin, Jr. Upon
arriving at the location, | was stunned to see refuse and debris stored in plain sight. There were
downed trees, branches and roots, but more disturbing was what appeared to be coal-tar
creosote timbers piled up at a low-lying level. Creosote is usually a petroleum byproduct and is
considered hazardous to ground water.| am extremely concerned that this could leach into the
ground water.

According to the Lamoine Gravel Pit Ordinance, Section 8.C.3 and C 4:

3. No substance or item harmful to groundwater quality including, but not limited to, salt,
creosoted timber, tree stumps, building waste, petroleum products or rubbish shall be dumped
in a Gravel Pit.

4. Petroleum products, such as fuel and lubricants, being used in Gravel Operations shall be
kept under cover and upon an impermeable spill-proof base sufficient to contain the volume of
the petroleum products in the event of a spill.

| believe this pit to be in violation of the town’s gravel pit ordinance and that they should be sited
for such violations at this location. Furthermore, the town should have a ground water test
performed at this location to be sure that there is no contamination existing.

In addition, | also visited another gravel pit owned by Mr. Goodwin. This pit was Map 1, Lot 75.
At this pit | noticed extremely rusted machinery in at least two locations that were visible with the
naked eye. | believe that this is also a violation of the Building & Land Use Ordinance. In
reading the definitions section, it is clear that this refuse falls under the definition of junkyard in
Section 16.

During the gravel pit site visits, the remaining three pits visited were in pristine condition with no
noticeable violations. Unfortunately, it appears that the two pits owned by Mr. Goodwin clearly
violate the town’s ordinances and raise the concern that Mr. Goodwin is not concerned with
code violations.

Thank you for looking into this matter.

Regards,

Ann Dederer

95 Lydia’s Lane
Lamoine, ME 04605
(207)266-5563

Pictures included on the next page.

Page 1 of 2 - Complaint Form ~ Dederer — 95 Lydia's Ln - Lamoine



Exhibit H — Ann Dederer Aubrey Davis Pit Complaint

The first three pictures are of the pit located off
Haas Pit Road, Map 4, Lot 41-1 and Map 5, Lot _ :
15. The last of these three shows what appear to be coal-tar creosote tlmbers

The last picture is of the pit located at Map 1, Lot 75, showing rusted broken down equipment.
Located to the west of this piece is another piece more severely rusted and unusable.

Page 2 of 2 - Complaint Form - Dederer — 95 Lydia’s Ln - Lamoine



Exhibit I — December 1, 2025 Phone Call To CEO

Phone call placed by Linda Goertz on December 1, 2025 to Rebecca Albright at Lamoine Town Hall.
Purpose of the call was to followup with Rebecca after they met at the Town Hall on November 13, 2025
to discuss status of our Davis Pit complaint submitted on October 28, 2025 where Rebecca confirmed she

had not visited the location of our complaint and would do another site visit to investigate.

Lamoine Town Hall
) .

message

December 1, 2025
2'40PM Qutgoeing Call rrmrmmmm—

Contact Photo & Poster

mobile

Notes Aprmemeem—
Spoke to Rebecca about our pit
complaint. No update however she
askedme to resend photos. Sent via
protonmail after this call.




Exhibit J — Goertz Email to Rebecca Albright, CEO

Email sent to Rebecca Albright on Dec 1, 2025 after our call to discuss status of our Davis Pit
(Haas Pit) complaint from October 28, 2025. Added arrows to non-compliant items.

Re: Goodwin Pit Pics
From Ig12345@protonmail.com <lg12345@protonmail.com>

To lamoineceo@gmail.com

Date Monday, January 5th, 2026 at 1:50 PM
Hello Rebecca.

Would you provide an update on my complaint on the Goodwin pit? You have not been in attendance of the last two
PB meetings where this and other complaints are very relevant to the renewal of this pits license as well as the Suump

Grinding application.
Thank you.
tinda Goertz

Sent from 2rotor Mail for 105

On Mon, Dec 1, 2025 at 3:03 PM, Ig12345 <igi2345 Zprotonmad.com > wrote:

Hi Rebecca

Thex for discussing this issue with me. Here are pictures of some of the piles of debris in the pit which is
noncompliant based on Gravel Ordinance

#8C3.

Some piles are very large. They can be seen from the back of my property that abuts the pit

{ can be reached at 802.681.3261.
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Exhibit K — Goertz Brett Jones Complaint to Select Board

To: Josephine Cooper, Lamoine Selectboard Chair
From: Tom and Linda Goertz

131 Lydias Lane

Lamoine, ME 04695

We are writing to you to call attention to what we feel is inappropriate behavior of Lamoine Planning
Board Chair, Brett Jones.

Contempt- “An extreme lack of respect often accompanied by a sense of superiority or active disgust *
{Definition sourced from Google)

At the January 5th Planning Board meeting, Brett's conduct as chair of the Planning Board session was
so contemptuous that we needed to bring this to your attention. Following are examples.

1. Planning Board Chair, Brett Jones allowed John Goodwin’s attorney, Patrick Lyons to verbally
intimidate two Planning Board members - Don Bamman and Valerie Sprague, during a discussion
between Planning Board members. Brett did not intervene on behalf of his Planning Board. Of mention,
Patrick Lyons is the town’s alternate attorney as well as Goodwin's. How is this conflict of interest
acceptable to the town of Lamoine?

2. On multiple occasions, Brett Jones belittled both Valerie Sprague and Karen Davis whenever they
raised questions regarding Goodwin's Stump Grinding application’s adherence to town ordinances. While
his dismissiveness was over the top at the January 6th meeting, we have observed a pattern of this
behavior towards female Planning Board members on previous occasions. Underscoring this, at the
conclusion of the January 6th meeting, Planning Board member Bob Christie felt the need to address the
Planning Board chair, Brett Jones on his conduct unbecoming toward the female members of his board.

3. At the end of the January 5th meeting, Brett Jones said that anyone looking to buy real estate in
Lamoine really needs to do their research—caveat emptor, let the buyer beware. This level of cynicism in
a senior town official is completely unacceptable, and again, indicates complete contempt for the citizens
of Lamoine. This declaration was made at the end of the meeting when only the Planning Board
members, Nathan Mason and online viewers were present.

4. Having participated in the Planning Board's process for John Goodwin’s stump grinding application,
we have observed a pattern of misdirection, obfuscation and minimization on Brett's part. To the board
members and public that are not susceptible to this, Brett shows scorn. For example, during the January
5 meeting discussions, Brett categorically stated that the Site Plan review ordinances do not apply to the
gravel pits. Immediately after approving the application and applicants leff, the board reversed itself.
Valerie brought this up during the application discussions and she was shut down. She was vindicated
after the approval of the application and noted it. How can approval this stand?

Town officials are representatives of the town, its citizens and property owners. They are expected to
conduct themselves in an ethical and professional manner and uphold all town ordinances and statutes.

We ask the Select Board to review the entire January 5th meeting video (and possibly interview those in
attendance as the recording may have ended prior to some of these incidents) and take appropriate
corrective action.

Respectfully,
Tom and Linda Goertz



Exhibit L
Complaint Letter from Scott and Jane Johnson

BUOTTT & JANE £ JOHNSON
5 Point View Lape, Lamwing, MP (4605

StuMarckoon, Aminisitazive Agst.
LAMOINE SELECT BOARD
606 Douglas Highway

Lamoing, ME 0464035

Re: Lamoine Planning Board

Dear Mr. Marckoon,

It has been our expedience serving us board members and officers, voluntaers and professionals,
i many settings and conployviment roles, thal eeapect is o core wat of leadership that builds
Covperation, trust and mutval appreciation within # board o commities that is working to meet
its rospongibilities.

The primary role of 8 Chairperson is to lead with shamdg diguity, integrity, ransparency and
fairness, listening with openess and a lack of projudgemint white semain ng respectful of the
contributions of others.

Sadly, we have withessed the absence of many of these disciphines in the current Plansing Board
Chair’s behavior. Having watched videos of recent Planbing Beard meetings, we are troubled to
witness Brett Jones' cavadier attitude and diminishmont o other board menbers” questions,
views and input. On another occasion we observed simitdr rude behaviar exhibited by Mr. Jones
at the Select Board meeting on Junuary 8, with muliiple inferruptions amd patronizing apologies
to another Plasning Board member in sttendunce. '

We are aware thet ather Lamoine citizens may have expressed concerns about Mr. Jones' conduct
in committee. We suggeat that Mr. Jones actions in commitice he sdjusted to match his
chairperson responsibility and the expectations of the citi renry and that he owke sincere public
apologies at the next meetings of the Planning Board and Select Bourd, Moreover, going
forwand, Mr. Jones, while remumbering the generous commitnent of time be and his board
collengues contribute, should adupt & weleoming attitude of inclusion with board mesnbers and
his fellow townspeople.

Most Sincerely, . {gﬁ
P > p g N
L8 ) e Pl
J

Reott and Jane Johrietfy (
e

ST¥Hjm
8. Josephine Cooper, Select Board Chair




Exhibit M
Complaint Letter from Catherine de Tuede

To: Town of Lamoine Select Board
606 Douglas Highway
Lamoine, ME 04605

From: Catherine de Toede
45 Meadow Paint R,
Lamioine, ME 04665

Januvary 15, 2026

After viewing the December 1, 2025 and January 5, 2026 Planning Board meetings 1 was very sad to
see how these meetings were conducted by the Chair, Bret! Jones, His treatment of some Board
members was at times sharp and bullying. He seemed winwilling to discuss specific points regarding the

Lamoine ordinances that directly pertained 1o the application by John Goodwin. What I viewed fiom
the Chair was a lack leadership, preparation, and understanding of the Lamoine ordinances.

Rt




Exhibit N
Complaint Letter from Martha Nickerson

T e . '%
(it ™™

January 28, 2026
Dear Selectmen,

Fhave been reluctant to submit a complaint to you but the ssue is weighing heavily with me. |
have attended several of the Planning Board meetings regarding the Goodwin Sturng grinding
permit. | was particalarly mterested in voicing my objections to this permit even though | do not
share a direct border with the gravel pit. | am within hearing distance as evidenced by the
sounds of people target practicing there for years! At the first maeeting twas able 0 voice most
of my conterns. In particular when { raised the noise wsue and the Town's noise erdinance |
was quickly shut off at this point by Brett jones | felt he was abrupt and rude to me but heing
inexperienced in these meetings, | kept quiet. The following meeting 3 new Board member,
Karen Davis, said she had read the application and had fowr issues tha she felt were of a
concern. She proceeded to talk about each concern untii she got to the ssue of the noise
ordinance. Brett Jones immediately shut ber off a1 this poimt | was vary interested in what she
had to say but she was not abie to finish. She also raised the ssue that stump grinding was not
permitted under the Land Use Ordinance for gravel pits. Agan | was very interssted in hearing
maore but Karen was not able to continse discussing her conceras, if you shouid watch reviews
of the meetings, | think you will see again how abrupt Brett ipaes was, | fee! his actions are 2
form of bullying and after | attended another Planning Board meeting, it became obvious 1o me
that Brett Jones had his agends and was in favor of the application. | was unabie o sttend the
session on January 5 but watched it on TV, Brett Jones was extremely rude to Valerie 35 she
tried to make her concerns known about needing more clarification on nolse level and
Goodwin's time line for actually doing grinding. | feel that Brett should have shown mors
respect to Valerie and other board members. Mr Goodwin's lawyer was prosent during at least
3 of the meetings and had a tremendous amoum to say. This lawyer was ako bullish and
demonstrated an attitude . Valerie had raised the issue seversl times that the Boeard needed to
have legal counsel present to help clarify issues for the Town. Again, Grett shoy this down. At
the very first meeting where resident opinions could be given, a neighbor who is a lawyer raised
the issue that the Planning Board had not foliowed correct procedure when this application was
initially submitted. | feel that Board members need to be held to a high standard of behavior
and respect of all those present. in general { fell the Board listened to resident complaints,
asked great questions themselves and wanted more information to clanfy some issues raised in
the application. My complaint is with Brett. | am far from perfect but his forcetul etoric was
off putting to me, | am hopeful that the Select Board can address this attitude and behavior
issue with him. Please refer to minutes of the Jan 5" Planning Board Meeting. Thank you for
your time.

Sincerely,
Martha Nickerson

566 Partridge Cove Road
bmgnickerson@roadrunner com




Re: Goertz FOAA Request - Missing ltems

From: Lamoine Town Office (fown@lamoine-me.gov)

To:

Date: Friday, March 13, 2026 at 11:27 AM EDT

I'l be in until about 2:15 this afterncon. Monday, | should be here
around 12:30.
stu

On Fri, Mar 13, 2026 at 11:24 AM Linda Goertz <lgoertziuyah

gappeaL

- | could come to the office and bring an external ha

Exhibit O -Goertz Email To StuM

lgoertz33@yahoo.com

Missing FOAA

most of the day. | am headed to lunch shortly, back

10, COm> wrote:

Hi Stu.

Thanks for such a quick response. You did provide many docs to our FOAA request which
we appreciate. These were some items which we need to review/confirm availability for our

rd drive that we could copy items to if that

- works for you? | would be happy to purchase a new drive and bring it to your office so you

- can format to ensure there is nothing that could ca
~Thx. Will let you know if | received them all

"I noted my responses {o yours in line.

" As to coming to the office for paper items, would th

. Many thanks Stu

Linda

use problems. | just see you sent items.

is afternoon or Monday work?

On Friday, March 13, 2026 at 11:04:43 AM EDT, Lamoine Town Office <lown@lamoine-ime.goy> wrote:

Good morning,

Thank you for your e-mail of March 12, 2026. In the FOAA regponse to your atiorney | attempted to fulfilt what

was a fairly open ended request for documents. | appreciate
you wish to receive. | will attempt to send the documents liste
be too big an e-mail to file. Perhaps there is another way to s|

! will try to address each request individually (see responses g

Page 1 of 7

ou being much more specific on what documents
I below in a separate e-mail My quess is that it will
1bmit these to you electronically?

fter the fist)




Exhibit O -Goertz Email To

Mame

fé}ﬂ 2325-10-6 Ltr. to Lamoine Planning Boar...
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Exhibit O -Goertz Email To StuM Missing FOAA

B MarckoonRespones 100825-2 LA RE
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M MickersonLetter012926
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[£] MNotes on Comprehensive Plar

[4d Notes on Goodwin Grinder Proposal
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M 2. Communications, approvals, revised maps

M 3. The Town Code Enforcement Officer's (“CH

EXNIDIT U -Goertz Emal

1. Tom and Linda Goertz's letters submitted t¢
October 6 and November 25, 2025 We wg
emails associated with them to be included
came from your attorney, he already had a

discussions/statements made during Plannj
acres from the existing Davis gravel pit. Th
the Davis Pit license renewal where no rev
to reapproval by the Planning Board withou
documentation of this discussion other thak

Gravel Ordinance § 7(H)(1), for all gravel e:
each of the following years: 2016 through 2
documented anywhere that | can find, they
This is where they should be located. hitps

10 SWIVI IVIISSING FUAA

the Planning Board from our attorney.
uld have expected the letters and any

in your FOAA response. {Since these
1copy)
procedures followed based on
ing Board reviews regarding removing 3
s was discussed post the submission of
sion was submitted for public review prior
t reclamation. (There is no written
1 the board minutes). (Lgoertz: | see)

Q) annual inspection report, required by
xtraction operations at the Property for
025. (These inspections are not
probably were not done) (LGoertz. | see.
v lamoine-

me.goviTown%20Hall/CEQ/Enforcereport id
ﬁt& Submitted complaints on the Davis grave! g

response/findings as no response was prov
the Lamoine Quarterly was incomplete and
response. You provided emails relating to {

it in October 2025 and the CEQ's
ided to the submitters. The writeup in

|inaccurate - this does not qualify as a
hese complaints, but the CEQ was

absent from all meetings after they were submitted therefore there was no ability to

discuss/dispute. (These are included in the

» Linda and Tom Goertz submission - O
where no follow-up provided once Lin
inspected the wrong area of the Davig

electronic files)

jctober 28, 2025 - Email discussion

da Goertz informed Rebecca Albright she
pit. {| do not see any documentation of

such e-mail discussion){Lgoertz: | wiq forward to you)

» Ann Dederer submission - Qctober 2

&#, 2025 - No follow-up was provided to

Ann Dederer. (in the electronic files) (Lgoertz: thx)
5. Any and all documents, including but not limited to account statements, payment

records, checks, deposits, and any other da
account with the Town for gravel extraction
files). (Lgoertz: thx)

6. Any and all irrevocable letiers of credit or ot

cuments, relating to Goodwin’s escrow
bperations at the Property. (In electronic

her financial instruments approved for
use in lieu of the escrow account required b

y Gravel Ordinance § 8(D)(3). (We do

not have any record of any such submission unless it's part of this application)

(Lgoertz: ok)

7. Copies of the Lamoine Gravel Ordinance in

that Ordinance that have been adopted by t

Page 4 of 7

effect in 2000, and any amendments to

he Town since 2000. If these are in the




Exhibit O -Goertz Email To StuM Missing FOAA

hard copy only Gravel Binders, please advise.(it's on the website and with the
electrronic files) (Lgoertz : thx) i

ﬁ 8. Letter submitted by us to the Selectboard an January 7, 2026, regarding issues
observed during Planning Board approval meetings. | learned of additional letters
what seems to be the same topic based onE my watching the Select Board meeting
on January 22, 2026. Please provide copies of all letters submitted as well as the
town’s responses. (In the electronic files) (Lgoertz: thx)

9. Copies of any other complaints submitted to the town on the Davis gravel pit. (there
have been none that | am aware of) (Lgoer{z thx)

Lastly, you also noted in your FOAA response that there are items which are only available
- in hard copy. Namely:

o Gravel Permit Binder

*

Treasurer’'s Receipt 13981 - notification cost reimbursement

p

December 18, 2025 letter from Steve Salsbury

December 15, 2025 letler from DEP with Standard Conditions

December 17, 2025 letter and map from Haley Ward

- (The town office is open Monday, Tuesday. Wednesday and Friday from 9am to 4pm and
: Thursday 10AM to 6PM. If you let me know when you plan to arrive, the binders can be

~ brought out for you to review). (Lgoertz: ok. Would today (Friday March 13 or Monday
- work?)

- Stu Marckoon, Adm. Asst. to the Select Board

. OnThu, Mar 12, 2026 at 4:47 PM Linda Goertz <lgueriz33¢ivahoo.com> wrote:

; Stu,

Below find a list of items from our FOAA request that were missing from Lamoine's
. . response. If these items are not available, please let us know why in writing. An
example of an item that should have been availabie but was not provided, is:

» Town Code Enforcement Officer’'s {("CEO”) annual inspection report, required by
Gravel Ordinance § 7(H)(1)

Page 5 of 7




Exhibit O -Goertz Email To 5tuM Missing FOAA

Missing Items:

1. Tom and Linda Goertz's letters submitted td the Planning Board from our attorney.
October 6 and November 25, 2025. We would have expected the letters and any
emails associated with them to be included|in your FOAA response.

2. Communications, approvals, revised maps procedures followed based on
discussions/statements made during Piannéng Board reviews regarding removing 3
acres from the existing Davis gravel pit. This was discussed post the submission of
the Davis Pit license renewal where no revision was submitted for public review
prior to reapproval by the Planning Board without reclamation.

3. The Town Code Enforcement Officer's (“CEQ”) annual inspection report, required
by Gravel Ordinance § 7(H)(1). for all grave] extraction operations at the Property
for each of the following years: 2016 througp 2025.

4. Submitted complaints on the Davis gravel pflit in October 2025 and the CEO's
response/findings as na response was provided to the submitters. The writeup in
the Lamoine Quarterly was incomplete and inaccurale - this does not qualify as a
response. You provided emails relating to these complaints, but the CEO was
absent from all meetings after they were submitted therefore there was no ability to
discuss/dispute.

+ Linda and Tom Goertz submission - Ogtober 28, 2025 - Email discussion
where no follow-up provided once Linda Goertz informed Rebecca Albright
she inspected the wrong area of the Davis pit.

» Ann Dederer submission - October 28, 2025 - No follow-up was provided to
Ann Dederer /

5. Any and all documents, including but not limited to account statements, payment
records, checks, deposits, and any other documents, relating to Goodwin’s escrow
account with the Town for gravel extraction operations at the Property.

6. Any and all irrevocable letters of credit or other financial instruments approved for
use in lieu of the escrow account required by Gravel Ordinance § 8(D)(3).

7. Copies of the Lamoine Gravel Ordinance in ieffect in 2000, and any amendments to
that Ordinance that have been adapted by the Town since 2000. If these are in the
hard copy only Gravel Binders, please advige.

8. Letter submitted by us to the Selectboard on January 7, 2026, regarding issues
observed during Planning Board approval meetings. | learned of additional letters
what seems to be the same topic based on my watching the Select Board meeting

on January 22, 2026. Please provide copies of all letters submitted as well as the
town's responses.

Page 6 of 7




o answers/copies of the missing items listed above,

- - Linda and Tom Goertz

Exhibit O -Goertz Email To StuM Missing FOAA
9. Copies of any other complaints submitied to the town on the Davis gravel pit.

Lastly, you also noted in your FOAA response that there are items which are only
available in hard copy. Namely:

» Gravel Permit Binder

* Treasurer’s Receipt 13981 - notification cost reimbursement

L

December 18, 2025 letter from Steve Salsbury

*

December 15, 2025 letter from DEP with Standard Conditions
December 17, 2025 letter and map from Haley Ward

- Please advise when | could come to the town hall to review these items as well as obtain

- We may have additional questions/requests once we review the above listed items.

Thank you,

Page 7 of 7
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Exhibit P — Planning Board Meeting Minutes (abridged to include Gott SG reviews in BOLD)

MINUTES OF THE LAMOINE PLANNING BOARD
April 8, 2003

Chairman Fowler call the meeting to order at 7:04pm

Board Members Present: J. Bragdon, D. Coleman, P. Fowler, M. Garrett, D. Smallidge

Code Enforcement Officer: J. Holdsworth

Town Attorney: A. Beardsley

Members of the Public in Attendance: R. Alvarez, J. Bennett, B. Berry, D. Dennison, D. Fellis, G. Ford
P. Frederick, M. Havey, G. Hunt, J. Jerabek, A. Ludwig, R. McDevitt, K. Murphy, A. Pettegrow,

J. Pettegrow, B. Pinkham, R. Simmons, V. Sprague, J. Wuorinen, S. Wourinen

Minutes - Minutes of the March 11, 2003 meeting were accepted as read
Code Enforcement Officer’s Reports: The reports were accepted and placed on file
Conservation Commission: No representative was present

OLD BUSINESS

1. Review for completeness the pre application of A & J Pettegrow, Map 8, Lot 12-2 M. Garrett moved and J.
Bragdon seconded a motion to accept the application as complete with these listed conditions:

a. Add the outer boundary of the Limited Commercial Zone to the official map.
b. Add an existing well not shown on the map, to the official map.
c. Label the second septic system location on the official map.

The vote was 4 in favor. P. Fowler abstained.

Consideration of the Shoreland zoning ordinance will be considered with the complete Site Plan Review application
at the Planning Board meeting, May 6, 2003

2. Public Hearing re: Doug Gott & Sons, Inc followed by consideration of Site Plan Review Application — Map 4,
Lot 16. There being several members of the public present with questions to ask and there being no
knowledgeable representative from Doug Gott & Sons present, both the hearing and the consideration were
tabled until the May meeting. The vote was unanimous.

3. Completeness Review- Subdivision Application by T. Ring/T. Benson, Map 5, Lot 14. M. Garrett moved and J.
Bragdon seconded a motion, unanimously passed, to accept the application as complete. A public hearing is
scheduled for May 6, 2003

4. Completeness Review — Subdivision Application by R. Simons/M. Harriman, Map 7, Lot 4, 4-4. Since
more information was missing than was present, the Board found the application incomplete. The issue
is to be scheduled for the May 6th meeting of the Board.




Exhibit P — Planning Board Meeting Minutes (abridged to include Gott SG reviews in BOLD)

MINUTES OF THE LAMOINE PLANNING BOARD
May 6, 2003

Chairman Fowler called the meeting to order at 7:00pm

Board Members Present — D. Coleman, G. Donaldson, P. Fowler, M. Garrett, M.A.Orzel, D. Smallidge
Code Enforcement Officer — J. Holdsworth

Members of the Public in Attendance: R. Alvarez, J. Barnes, T. Benson, B. Berry, ).Bragdon, D. Covey,
W. Covey, N. DeChar, G. Ford, J. Fowler, T. Gott, M. Havey, R. Houston, S. Howell, G. Jordan,

R. King, A. Ludwig, R. McDevitt, H. Nickerson, J. Pettegrow, J. Ploszaj, T. Ring, S. Salsbury,

J. Wuorinen, S. Wuorinen

Minutes — Minutes of the April 8, 2003 meeting were approved as presented.

Code Enforcement Officer’s Reports: The reports were accepted and placed on file.
Conservation Commission —S. Wuorinen reported that Parks and Forestry ordinances are being
drafted; a gravel ordinance is in progress; and a representative from the Nature Conservancy will
address the Commission on May 14th. The public is invited.

OLD BUSINESS

1. Public Hearing & Action re: T.Ring/T. Benson subdivision. Map 5, Lot 14.

A. Public Hearing. W. Covey and others expressed concern about the number of wells being added in the area.
Upon motion of M. Garrett, seconded by G. Donaldson, the public hearing was closed.

B. Action: G. Donaldson moved and M. Garrett seconded a motion to approve the subdivision.

The vote was unanimous.

2. Resume Public Hearing & Possible Action re: Site Plan Review, Gott Stump grinding proposal, Map 4, Lot 16.
A. Public Hearing. Doug Jones and others expressed concern about the impact of this operation on the quality
and quantity of water available to the Cold Spring Water Company. A. Ludwig questioned how much debris
would be stored and for how long. A representative of Cole Engineering stated the “pad” would consist of two
feet of relatively impervious glacial fill. Planning Board member David Smallidge recommended that a cement
pad be required.

B. Action. G. Donaldson moved and M. Garrett seconded a motion to approve a permit for a stump grinding
operation. The motion was unanimously rejected. Issues remaining to be addressed are:

(1). The proximity of the proposed operation to the Cold Spring Water Company’s source of water raises the
question of whether water might be contaminated by leaching from stored materials. Lacking sufficient
hydrological information, the Board requests T. Gott to provide a hydrological study of the area to the Board
(2). The grinding machine is to be set in place for a “demonstration” of use and noise. J. Holdsworth will be
present at the ‘test’ and will inform the Board of his observations and conclusions.

(3) The gate to the property is, according to Ordinance, to be locked. A key will be provided to the Fire
Department for emergency access.

(4) The Board is to determine if the whole of Map 4, Lot 16 is permitted for gravel extraction. If it is, a stumping
operation is prohibited.

(5) The Board will seek clarification to determine if this proposal constitutes ‘commercial’ or ‘industrial’ use and
if the determined use is permitted in this (RAZ) zone.

(6) The Board is to determine if Town Ordinances permit it to limit debris processed on the site to be restricted
to debris gathered solely in the Town of Lamoine.




Exhibit P — Planning Board Meeting Minutes (abridged to include Gott SG reviews in BOLD)

MINUTES OF THE LAMOINE PLANNING BOARD
July 1, 2003

Chairman Fowler called the meeting to order at 7:06pm.

Board Members Present: S. Branch, G. Donaldson, P.Fowler, M.Garrett, L.Haft, M.A.Orzel

Code Enforcement Officer: J. Holdsworth

Members of the Public in Attendance: R. Alvarez. E. Bearor, D. Becker, K. Berry, B. Bolin, E. Champeon, G.Creaser,
G. Ford, P. Frederick, T. Gott, C. Hamm, M. Harriman, S. Howell, S. Joy, M.E. Kimball, R. King, C. Korty, A. Ludwig, G.
Mannisto, K. Murphy A. Pettegrow, J. Pettegrow, W. Pinkham,

S. Salsbury, M. Woodward

Minutes — Minutes of the June 2, 2003 meeting were accepted as presented.
Code Enforcement Officer’s Reports — The reports were accepted and placed on file

Conservation Committee — C. Korty presented to the Board a draft of a Gravel Ordinance developed by the
Conservation Commission. The Board will consider the draft at a future date.

OLD BUSINESS

1. Site Plan Review — Stump Grinding Operation — T. Gott, Map 4, Lot 16. The Board’s primary concern centered on
the potential of this operation to cause harm to nearby water. After a lengthy discussion and on motion made
by G. Donaldson, seconded by M. Garrett, the Board voted to approve the stump grinding operation with these
listed conditions.

a) When operational, the area will be gated and locked with a key given to the

Fire Department.

b) Before full scale operation, a grinding machine will be placed on site and the Code Enforcement

Officer will test the decibel level. If the level exceeds ordinance limitations, the operation is to cease.

¢) An asphalt pad will be installed beneath the operation, allowing for a more complete removal of stump
ground materials.

d) The water quality is to be tested at each of three installed Piezometers and every four months thereafter. The
specific tests to be performed are:

(1) Diesel Range Organics

(2) Tannin & Lignin

Field parameters tested for will be:

(1) Dissolved oxygen

(2) Turbidity

(3) Specific conductivity

(4) PH

(5) Temperature

The results of these tests are to be filed at the Town Hall. If water quality deteriorates, the operation will cease
until the cause can be determined and corrected.

Four Board members voted in favor; M.A. Orzel voted in opposition.




Exhibit Q — Unity Maine Articles

Unity Maine Articles

These articles are long however | have included a few key points from these articles

below.

https://waterwellowners.com/as-maine-intensifies-forever-chemical-testing-one-

third-of-sampled-unity-water-wells-deemed-unsafe/

“The small town of Unity recently became a focal point for concerns over water
safety due to a statewide initiative to test for PFAS. The results were troubling:
one-third of all sampled water wells were found unsafe to use.”

The results showed that approximately 33% of tested wells contained PFAS
levels exceeding the safety limits set by environmental regulations.

The revelation that one-third of Unity’s water wells contain unsafe PFAS levels
underscores a larger, nationwide issue of water safety. While the situation
presents challenges, it also offers an opportunity for innovation and
collaboration between residents, scientists, and policymakers. By understanding

‘forever chemicals’ and their implications, you can better appreciate the
importance of clean water advocacy and contribute to solutions that sustain
safe and healthy communities.

https://sentientmedia.org/maine-sand-now-sludge-is-filling-up-landfills/

Well before the ban took effect, the “forever chemicals” linked to cancer, birth
defects and other serious health problems had tainted drinking-water wells,
vegetable roots, beef and milk in Maine.

Three years ago, Maine was the first state in the nation to recognize the risks of
PFAS—manmade chemicals linked to cancer, birth defects and other dire health
problems—Dby outlawing the use of sewage sludge on farmland. But PFAS,
testing showed, had already seeped into drinking-water wells and crop roots,
tainting vegetables, beef and milk.

Several other states’ legislatures have considered partial or full bans on sludge
application since Maine’s ban.
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207.772.1941 Main
207.772.3627 Fax

January 27, 2026

Jennifer Kovacs-Lord

Town Clerk, Town of Lamoine
606 Douglas Highway
Lamoine, ME 04605

RE: Freedom of Access Act Request Pursuant to 1 M.R.S. §
408-A.

Dear Ms. Kovacs-Lord,

My office represents Tom and Linda Goertz. On behalf of my clients, and pursuant to the Maine
Freedom of Access Act (“FOAA™), | M.R.S. § 400 et seq, I write this letter to formally request
that the Town of Lamoine (“Town”) provide my clients with the following public records:

1) Any and all records, including but not limited to applications, associated
application materials, plans, sketch plans, testimony, affidavits, analysis, reports,
public comment, notices, approvals and/or any other documents, relating to the
Town Planning Board’s review of John R. Goodwin Jr.’s (“Goodwin”) site plan
review application tor approval of a proposed stump grinding operation located at
456 Partridge Cove Road, Lamoine, ME 04605 (Tax Map 4, Lot 41-1 and Tax
Map 5, Lot 15) (hereinafter referred to as the “Property”);

2) Any and all records, including but not limited to applications, associated
application materials, plans, sketch plans, testimony, affidavits, analysis, reports,
public comment, notices, approvals and/or any other documents, relating to the
Town Planning Board’s review of Goodwin’s application for renewal of a permit
to operate a gravel extraction business at the Property;

3) Any emails, written communications, or any other correspondence between
Goodwin, and/or any agent(s)' acting on his behalf, and Town officials or Town
staff regarding Goodwin’s site plan review application for approval of a proposed
stump grinding operation at the Property:

4) Any emails, written communications, or any other correspondence between
Goodwin, and/or any agent(s) acting on his behalf, and Town officials or Town
staff regarding Goodwin’s application for renewal of a permit to operate a gravel
extraction business at the Property;

' For the purposes of this request, any reference to Mr. Goodwin’s “agent(s)” shall be interpreted to include, but not
be limited to, Steve Salsbury and or any of his agents, Stacey Clement. Bryce Emerson. and Patrick Lyons.

800.727.1941 | dwmlaw com
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5) Any emails, written communications, or any other correspondence between and
among Town statf and/or Town officials regarding Goodwin’s site plan review
application for a proposed stump grinding operation and Goodwin’s application to
renew a permit to operate a gravel extraction business at the Property;

6) Any records, documents, notices, emails, written communications, or any other
correspondence or documents relating to the enforcement of the Town’s
ordinances as they relate to Goodwin and/or the Property;

7) To the extent not included in the requests above, any and all emails, written
communications, or any other correspondence between Town officials and/or
Town staff and Steven Salsbury concerning Goodwin’s site plan review
application for approval of a stump griding facility at the Property, Goodwin’s
application for renewal of a permit to operate a gravel extraction business at the
Property, and Goodwin’s operations at the Property from January 1, 2025 to date.

8) Copies of the Lamoine Gravel Ordinance in effect in 2000, and any amendments
to that Ordinance that have been adopted by the Town since 2000.

9) The Town Code Enforcement Officer’s (“CEO”) annual inspection report,
required by Gravel Ordinance § 7(H)(1), for all gravel extraction operations at the
Property for each of the following years: 2016 through 2025.

10)  Any and all documents, including but not limited to account statements, payment
records, checks, deposits, and any other documents, relating to Goodwin’s escrow
account with the Town for gravel extraction operations at the Property.

1) Any and all irrevocable letters of credit or other financial instruments approved
for use in lieu of the escrow account required by Gravel Ordinance § 8(D)(3).

I am requesting that you email the aforementioned records to me, in Portable Document Format
(“PDF”), at bplante@@dwmlaw.com. If the Town is unable to provide the requested records
through email, and/or in PDF format, then please contact me to schedule a time when the
Goertzs’ representative can inspect and copy the requested records. See | M.R.S. § 408-A.

Please acknowledge this request within five (5) working days of receipt, | M.R.S. § 408-A(3),
and forward any costs associated with fulfilling the foregoing request to my office at 84
Marginal Way, Suite 600, Portland Maine 04101. I respectfully request that the Town take
reasonable efforts to provide the requested records to me within fourteen (14) days of
acknowledgement of the receipt of this request.

Additionally, if the Town withholds any of the requested records under a claim of privilege, or
pursuant to a statutory exception to the FOAA, please specifically identify cach withheld record
and state the reason for withholding such record within five (5) working days of this request.
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| appreciate your prompt attention to this matter. Please feel free to contact me at the telephone

number or email address listed above if you have any questions regarding this request.

Sincerely,

Benjamin J. Plante

Ce: Tom and Linda Goertz
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A review of the Stump Grinding application with respect to ordinances within the BLUO was not
performed in any complete manner by either the CEO, Rebecca Albright who was never
available for comment/discussion since she did not attend any of these Planning Board meetings
since October, 2025.

The BLUO prohibits “Industries — Assembling & Manufacturing Goods & Products,” such as
Goodwin’s Proposed Wood Processing Facility, in the Rural and Agricultural Zone (the “RAZ”)
where the Gravel Pit is located. See BLUO §§ 4(H)(14).

The Applicant does not propose to “use [the] lands” to produce “income from the buying and
selling of goods and/or services.” BLUO § 17(B). Rather, the Applicant is a general contractor for
who, by his own admission, concedes that he intends to “process . .. goods” at the Property for
use on his construction jobs in the area. BLUO § 17(B){(defining “Industrial” as”[]the assembling,
fabrication, finishing, manufacturing, packaging or processing of goods, or the extraction of
minerals”) (emphasis added). Put another way, the Applicant does not intend to conduct an
activity the result of which is income generation from the buying or selling of goods at the
Property—instead, he intends to manufacture a product, wood mulch, on site for use in
connection with his construction business. Such a use is, unequivocally, industrial—as that term
is defined by the BLUO—in nature.

Moreover, the Applicant’s counsel would have the Board apply a highly specialized definition of
“Industrial,” opining that term must be read to mean “transforming raw materials through
chemical or physical processes into products with different properties or combining multiple
inputs.” The Applicant’s proffered interpretation is not only unduly narrow, it is inconsistent
with the BLUO’s broad definition of “Industrial.” Indeed, the Planning Board need not guess at
the types of activities that are “Industrial” when the BLUO defines that term.5 Regardless, from
the information provided, it is not clear that the purported Gott & Sons facility was located
within an existing unreclaimed gravel pit, and assuming it wasn’t, that makes the Site Plan
Application materially distinct from Gott & Sons use.

Change of Use. The Decision violates the Lamoine Gravel Ordinance (the “Gravel Ordinance”)
and the Site Plan Review Ordinance (“SPRO”) by allowing Goodwin to convert part of the Gravel
Pit into the Proposed Wood Processing Facility without first reclaiming it. Gravel Ordinance §
8(D}; see also SPRO § K(3)(“[a]ll applicable standards of the Lamoine Gravel Ordinance . . . shall
also be met”). It also creates a 3-acre parcel not subject to any ordinances that should govern it.
Dumping of stumps into a Gravel Pit is in violation of Gravel Ordinance §(8)(C)(3)
The Planning Board impermissibly delegated its authority to the Code Enforcement Officer, and
allowed Goodwin to unlawfully avoid his burden of proof, by conditioning its approval upon the
Goodwin demonstrating, post-approval, that the Proposed Wood Processing Facility will meet
the BLUO's and SPRO’s sound pressure level limits. Goodwin was required to demonstrate that
the Proposed Wood Processing Facility could meet the SPRO’s approval standards before, not
after, the Planning Board approved the project.
Goodwin’s site plan review application failed to meet the SPRO’s approval standards and the
BLUO's review criteria for industrial structures. More specifically, Goodwin did not carry his
burden to demonstrate that:
a. The Proposed Wood Processing Facility will meet the applicable 70 dBa sound pressure
level limits at the Goodwin property’s lots lines. SPRO § J(13)(a) and BLUO § 15(f)(2).
b. A noise test for Stump Grinding application must include all sources of sound in concert
that will originate from this Stump Grinding operation — not just the Stump Grinder itself
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which is the only test that was performed. It also is required to be performed prior to
approval for an unbiased review of the results. As stated by Planning Board member
and former chair, Don Bammon at the January 5, 2026 meeting, “...once it is passed
with all of these conditions it's pretty much opening the door to the barn and once the
horses all get out its hard to pull them all back in”.

The below website provide valuable information on how sound levels are measured
individually and in concert as well as how they degrade over space.

https://www.fsorb.com/post/decibels-a-quick-and-easy-guide-to-understanding-
decibel-measurements

“Decibel units are calculated logarithmically in order to reflect how the human auditory

system actually perceives and processes sound”
Far too many conditions were added to the Stump Grinding application by the Planning Board
without Public Review. At a minimum if the Board of Appeals feels a Stump Grinding operation
may be permissible, the application for the Stump Grinding operation and a revised Gravel Pit
license where it is expressly noted that 3 areas are being removed must be resubmitted for
Public Review and comment, as well as to establish applicable ordinances.
Aubrey Davis Pit’s Reclamation escrow account is significantly underfunded. If there are
inadequate funds for reclamation for even just the 3 acres which are being removed from the
Aubrey Davis pit, the funds would need to come out of pocket from Mr. John W. Goodwin to
perform the reclamation prior to a change of use.
The Stump Grinding application contradicts a significant number of items without the town’s
Comprehensive Plan. While these plans are not town ordinances for review in any town
projects, applications, proposals, etc., they are put in place by the town to serve as a guide to
the well being of the land, people and wildlife within the town of Lamoine. These plans are also
required by the state of Maine in order to receive state funding.
Fundamental lack of Parliamentary Procedure by Planning Board chair, Brett Jones.
Parliamentary procedure principals include equal rights and proposing structure for proposing
and debating on motions and an impartial chair that remains neutral. Brett Jones consistently
ignored these required Parliamentary Procedures throughout these proceedings.
Inappropriate conduct towards Planning Board members by chair Brett Jones which was
recognized by many Lamoine property owners — so much so that 4 of them went as far to
submit letters of complaint to the Select Board.
Bias / Conflicts of interest displayed during Planning Board meetings by Planning Board Chair,
Brett Jones and John. W. Goodwin’s attorney, Patrick Lyons.
The conversion of any part of the Aubrey Davis gravel pit to a Stump Grinding operation,
fundamentally changes the nature of the operation from extraction to injection. This effectively
approves an unregulated, unmonitored organic dump site with all of the attendant risks. Not so
much as a gate or camera has been proposed to regulate who enters the site and what they may
dump. For the record, the Gott pit approval required having a locked gate at all times where a
key was provided to the Lamoine Fire Department (See Exhibit P — Gott Pit PB Meeting Minutes
— July 1, 2003).

2}
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BLUO

4(H)(14)

H. Table of Land Uses

Land Use Descriptions ig | is |z
$r &% |28
1. Campgrounds & Travel Trailer Parks N PB PB
2. Car Washing Establishiments N PB PB
3. Church_School. Library, or Public Buildings N PB PB
4. Chmc or Office, Medical, Health or Psychiatric N PB PB
S. Cluster Housing PB PB PB
6. Commercial - General N PR PB
7. Commercial - Recreation N PB PB
8. Dwellmng - Sinple Fanuly CEOQ | CEO CEQ
9. Dwelling - Two Family CEO | CEO CEQO
10. Dwelling - Multi Family PB B PB
11. Dwellmg - Accessory Units CEO | CEO CEO
12. Home Occupations CEQ | CEO CEQ
13 Essential Services (non residentsal) PB PB PB
14 Industries - Assembling & Manufacturing Goods & Products N B N
8(B)

Administrative Appeals:

The Board of Appeals, upon written application of an aggrieved party within 30 days of a Code
Enforcement Officer or Planning Board determination, and after public notice, may hear
appeals of such determinations on administrative grounds. Such hearing shall be held in
accordance with state laws. Following such hearings, the Board of Appeals may reverse the
decision of the Code Enforcement Officer or Planning Board only upon a finding that the
decision is clearly contrary to specific provisions of this ordinance. Appeals hearings will be
conducted as an appellate hearing and review of the decision under appeal, except for variance
appeals, or appeals made as a result of a tie vote of the Planning Board, which shall be heard
and acted on de novo. The fee for such application shall be $S50.

15(E)(1)

Environmental Impact Study: The complete application for a permit to build a large
commercial (over 2000 square feet) or industrial structure shall include a plat and building
plan and an environmental impact study by a licensed professional satisfactory to the Board.
Such plan and study must support a positive finding that the proposed use:

a. will not result in unsafe or unhealthful conditions;

b. will not result in erosion or sedimentation;

c¢. will not result in water pollution;

1]
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d. will not result in damage to spawning grounds, fish, aquatic life, bird and other
wildlife habitat;

e. will conserve vegetation;

f. will conserve visual points of access to waters and other scenic views as viewed from
public facilities;

g. will conserve actual points of public access to waters and public lands:

h. will conserve natural beauty and natural and historic sites;

i. will avoid problems associated with flood plain development and use;

j- is in conformance with the provisions of the Town's Shoreland Zoning Ordinance,
Section 13, Land Use Standards., and section 3B of this ordinance.

15(f)(2)

Noise. Excessive noise at unreasonable hours shall be required to be muffled so as not to be
objectionable due to intermittence, beat frequency, shrillness, or volume (please refer to table
below). The maximum permissible sound pressure level of any continuous, regular or
frequent source of sound produced by any activity regulated by this ordinance shall be
established by the time period and type of land use listed below. Sound pressure levels shall
be measured on a sound level meter at all major lot lines of the proposed site, at a height of
four (4) feet above the ground surface.

Sound Pressure Level Limit

(500 to 10,000 Hz range)

7am.-8p.m. 8p.m.-7a.m.

Commercial and Institutional Establishments 65dB 55dB

Industrial Establishments 70dB 65dB
On a site abutting any residential use, construction activities occurring between 8:00 p.m.
and 7:00 a.m. shall be subject to the maximum permissible sound level specified for
industrial establishments.
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SPRO
J(13)(a)

Excessive noise at unreasonable hours shall be required to be muffled so as not to be
objectionable due to intermittence, beat frequency, shrillness, or volume (please refer
to table below). The maximum permissible sound pressure level of any continuous,
regular or frequent source of sound produced by any activity regulated by this
ordinance shall be established by the time period and type of land use listed below.
Sound pressure levels shall be measured on a sound level meter at all major lot lines
of the proposed site, at a height of four (4) feet above the ground surface.

Sound Pressure Level Limit

(500 to 10,000 Hz range)

7a.m.-8p.m.8p.m.-7a.m.

Non-Industrial Establishments 65dB 55dB

Industrial Establishments 70dB 65dB

On a site abutting any residential use, construction activities occurring between 8:00 p.m.

and 7:00 a.m. shall be subject to the maximum permissible sound level specified for
industrial establishments.

Such maximum sound levels will also apply to noises created by all agricultural,
excavation, construction, and maintenance activities between 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m.

K(3)(a)(4)

The following requirements for mineral exploration and extraction activities shall apply
in all districts when permitted except as otherwise hereinafter provided:

Within twelve (12) months following the completion of extraction operations at any extraction

site, or when less than one hundred (100) cubic yards of materials are removed in any
consecutive twelve (12) month period, ground levels and grades shall be established in
accordance with the following:

a) All debris, stumps, and similar material shall be removed for disposal in an approved
location, or shall be buried on-site. Only materials originating on-site may be buried or
covered on-site.

b) The final graded slopes shall be two and a half to one (2.5:1) slope or flatter.

c) Topsoil or loam shall be retained to cover all disturbed land areas, which shall be
reseeded and stabilized with vegetation native to the areas. Additional topsoil or loam
shall be obtained from off-site sources, if necessary, to complete the stabilization
project.
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Gravel Ordinance

7(H)(1) - Enforcement

1. Annual Compliance Inspection
a. All Gravel Operations shall be inspected annually for the purposes of ensuring
compliance with this Ordinance and any additional conditions placed on the permit.
The Annual Compliance Inspection shall be conducted by the Code Enforcement
Officer (CEQ) in the Spring prior to June 1.

b. The CEO shall issue a Report of Compliance if it is determined that the Gravel
Operations and Restoration are in compliance with the Ordinance and any conditions
which were placed on the permit at the time of issuance. The report shall be written
and provided to the Planning Board, Selectmen, and the permit holder.

c. The CEO shall issue a Report of Non-compliance if it is determined that the Gravel
Operations and Restoration are not in compliance with the Ordinance and/or any
conditions which were placed on the permit at the time of issuance. The report shall
be written and copies of the report provided to the Planning Board, the Selectmen,
and the permit holder.

8(C)(3) — Groundwater Protection

No substance or item harmful to groundwater quality including, but not limited to, salt,
creosoted timber, tree stumps, building waste, petroleum products or rubbish shall be
dumped in a Gravel Pit.

8(D)(1) - Reclamation Plan

Any area from which Gravel has been extracted and from which no further Gravel
extraction is either proposed by the pit operator or eligible for permitting by the Planning
Board under the terms of the Ordinance shall be restored to a natural state within the
specifications set forth below:
a. No slopes shall have an incline greater than 2.5 horizontal to 1 vertical (2.5:1).
Slopes greater than 2.5:1 shall be regraded, except that a steeper slope may be
allowed if slope stability analysis is submitted showing that there will be no failure or
sloughing of slopes.
b. All disturbed surfaces shall be covered with a minimum of four (4) inches of topsoil.
Any topsoil which was stripped prior to Gravel extraction and which is retained on
premises shall be seeded, mulched, or otherwise stabilized. Additional topsoil shall
be obtained from off-site sources if needed to fully cover all disturbed surfaces.
c. Vegetative material used in Restoration shall consist of native grasses, legumes,
herbaceous, or woody plants or a mixture thereof. The owner/operator shall

4]



Exhibit Z
Applicable Lamoine Ordinances and Planning Board Videos

guarantee that if, after two years from the restoration completion date, more than
fifteen (15) percent of the planted area does not sustain vegetation, the failed areas
shall be replanted. (See Maine Erosion and Sediment Control BMP, 3/2003, and any
subsequent amendments.)
d. All structures, such as refueling pads and gates, shall be removed and all access,
haul or other support roads shall be subject to Restoration once no longer used.
e. Restoration activities shall be completed within one year of commencement.
1. Restoration of previously excavated areas proposed or required as part of Gravel
Permit must be completed within one year of the date of permit issuance. Failure
to complete Restoration within the one-year time frame shall be sufficient
grounds for:
(a) revocation of an existing Gravel Permit; and/or
(b) denial of a subsequent Gravel Permit for the same parcel until such time as
required Restoration is completed.
2. Restoration of a discontinued pit must be completed within one year of the date of
discontinuance

8(D)(3) - Performance Guarantee —~ Escrow Account

a. Each permit holder shall pay to the Town of Lamoine $0.05 (5 cents) for every
cubic yard of material excavated and removed from the permitted area. Such
payment shall be made annually in an amount based on the number of cubic
yards excavated and removed in the previous 12 months as disclosed in the
Annual Report made to the CEO (see paragraph H. below). Such payment shall
accompany the Annual Report.

b. The amount paid to the Town shall be held in a Gravel Pit Restoration account,
the sole purpose of which shall be to accumulate and provide funds to pay the
costs of required Restoration activities specified in the reclamation plan. The
account shall keep record of which permit holder made payments and for which
Gravel Pit the payments were made.
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Planning Board Meeting Videos

January 5, 2026
https://lamoineme.cablecast.tv/CablecastPublicSite/show/163?site=1

December 1, 2025
https://lamoineme.cablecast.tv/CablecastPublicSite/show/155 ?site=1

November 10, 2025
https://Iamoineme.cablecast.tv/CablecastPublicSite/show/lSO?sitez1

October 6, 2025
https://Iamoineme.cablecast.tv/CablecastPublicSite/show/143 ?site=1

September 8, 2025
https://lamoineme.cab!ecast.tv/CablecastPublicSite/show/138?site=1




