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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 9, 2019 5:09 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: thoughts?

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Hi Jami, 
 
Thanks again for helping me sort this out. 
 
I went down and walked the shoreline and found a couple of alternate spots, but like you were saying the tradeoffs 
might not make sense. (one place i have to clear a new road to waterfront and remove a grouping of oak trees to access 
the no‐grass area.  The other, i would have to clear a new road about 750' to the waterfront and then the banking is 
much steeper and would require more excavation/fill to make work i imagine)   Attached is a new picture, i lifted the 
large granite blocks that are anchors for the dock out of the way to get abetter picture and then drove some stakes at 
approx. 12' wide and found a possible way to get through the grass  as‐is.   I will just move the dock to the 'right in 
photo' a little bit to accommodate. 
 
 
 
What do you think? See attached picture. 
 
Thanks, 
‐jeff 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 9, 2019 5:18 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: RE: thoughts?
Attachments: Alternative1-near campsite-InkedIMG_1831_LI.jpg

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Here is the 1st alternative i mentioned. It is amazingly grass free, i imagine because its under this oak tree perhaps?  I 
have marked the group of oak trees that i imagine would have to go, i would then clear a road approx. 100‐150' straight 
back to the campsite area.  In terms of work effort, i am ambivalent about this option.  If it satisfies the DEP/Army Corp, i 
could handle it. 
 
There is one other option, will send in asecond. 
 
Thanks! 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 9, 2019 6:01 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: final option
Attachments: InkedInkedalternative2-2_LI.jpg

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Hi once again Jami, here is the final option, it took me a few minutes to sketch this one out.  It is actually the location of 
the old brick sheds (historical aside:  they made bricks from clay in the area, stacked them in sheds here, burned the 
sheds to cook the bricks and then loaded bricks onto barge) 
 
As you can see from the yellow circle, there are bricks everywhere...the entire banking is brick just under the grass and 
drops off steeply into water.  between the orange lines is just regular grass like you might have on your lawn (expect its 
all grown up and full of debris from spring flooding), not the common cordgrass. 
 
The shoreline south of this is significantly steeper (blue circle) and a road would be very hard to build. 
 
 
I would still need to build a significant road to get to this location, im speculating it is easily 750' ‐ 1000' and although the 
water is deeper at this location, the embankment is much steeper as this is the site of an old pier where they loaded 
bricks. 
 
https://nam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdrive.google.com%2Fopen%3Fid%3D1Qd4Kf5fX
1riIMPabnFjOApcVKhZK9RC4%26usp%3Dsharing&amp;data=02%7C01%7Cjami.macneil%40maine.gov%7C64b2b1f87d0
b42aa963508d6d4c9dd6a%7C413fa8ab207d4b629bcdea1a8f2f864e%7C0%7C0%7C636930361156101374&amp;sdata=
PdVsPX%2BgfyfMCpGm6sr25OEMLsOFRMvXiaZYOain4LY%3D&amp;reserved=0    ‐‐ this satellite map shows the options 
in context of the property. 
 
Please let me know what option you think i should pursue. 
 
 
Thanks, 
‐jeff 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 9, 2019 6:14 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: Sent from Snipping Tool
Attachments: SnipImage.JPG

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Just in case you cant access the map i sent a link to, here is a screenshot of it with optiosn 1 & 2 labeled.   Yellow lines 
are the roads that would have to be built. 
 
Thanks, 
‐jeff 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Friday, May 10, 2019 4:20 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: Re:  RE: thoughts?

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Ok. Thank you, let me think this over further and figure out  what to do.  Have a great weekend, jeff 
 
> On May 10, 2019, at 4:05 PM, MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> wrote: 
> 
> Hi Jeff, 
> 
> Thank you for the maps and pictures.  Since our discussion yesterday, I've talked to my supervisor and more 
experienced staff about your project.  They related to me that it is unusual for the Department to approve a permit for a 
boat ramp for a private individual.  The permits we issue for these are typically to a municipality, condominium 
association, or a business ‐‐ somewhere where there will be shared use among many people, and/or the ramp access is 
needed for the nature of the business (a marina or boat repair business, for example). 
> 
> This isn’t to say your project is not possible.  We cannot make that determination without conducting a review of a full 
application.  However, I do want to caution you that I am told that approval is not likely.  The Department has issued 
denials for private boat ramps in the past.  For the application to have a chance of getting approved, your alternatives 
analysis would have to be very thorough in telling us why the concrete ramp is needed (recreation, commercial, or 
access to property; elaborate on the number of people, the number of vessels, and the frequency of use), and in 
describing all of the other access options that were considered and why they are not feasible, including the "do nothing" 
alternative (which means you do not build the ramp and continue to access the water as you have been). 
> 
> Have you considered temporary boat ramp options that would be removed seasonally?  I can't recommend any 
particular companies or products, but an internet search should pull up images and ideas for this.  The DEP does not 
regulate temporary structures, although you would still need to get approval from the Army Corps of Engineers.  You can 
call their project office at 623‐8367 for more info on what they might need.  You will still need a NRPA permit from the 
DEP for the pier.  Given your pier design, which is minimal and largely seasonal, it would be very simple for us to approve 
a permit for the pier alone, without the ramp. 
> 
> Regarding the alternative locations you sent, I think the existing site is probably best (with the ramp location moved a 
little closer to the current pier location as you described).  However, I strongly encourage you to think about other ways 
to improve your current access (such as a temporary ramp), or substantially expand your alternatives analysis prior to 
submitting. 
> 
> Feel free to call or email if you want to discuss further.  I will be leaving the office soon for the weekend, but will be 
back on Monday. 
> 
> Sincerely, 
> 
> ‐Jami MacNeil 
> Environmental Specialist III 
> Bureau of Land Resources 
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> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Spinney, Jeffry [mailto:Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com] 
> Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2019 5:09 PM 
> To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
> Subject: thoughts? 
> 
> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
> 
> Hi Jami, 
> 
> Thanks again for helping me sort this out. 
> 
> I went down and walked the shoreline and found a couple of alternate spots, but like you were saying the tradeoffs 
might not make sense. (one place i have to clear a new road to waterfront and remove a grouping of oak trees to access 
the no‐grass area.  The other, i would have to clear a new road about 750' to the waterfront and then the banking is 
much steeper and would require more excavation/fill to make work i imagine)   Attached is a new picture, i lifted the 
large granite blocks that are anchors for the dock out of the way to get abetter picture and then drove some stakes at 
approx. 12' wide and found a possible way to get through the grass  as‐is.   I will just move the dock to the 'right in 
photo' a little bit to accommodate. 
> 
> 
> 
> What do you think? See attached picture. 
> 
> Thanks, 
> ‐jeff 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 4:47 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: RE: thoughts?

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Hi Jami, 
 
 
My group and i have been doing a lot of calling around and trying to find other solutions like you suggested. Wanted to 
see what your thoughts are from the perspective of the DEP. 
 
 
Option 1.   I found this as a roll in/roll out solution 
https://nam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Ffauntrackway.com%2Faccess%2Fmarine‐
access%2Fboat‐ramp‐
kit&amp;data=02%7C01%7CJami.MacNeil%40maine.gov%7Cc2942b8d9c904e9907ce08d6dd645257%7C413fa8ab207d4
b629bcdea1a8f2f864e%7C0%7C0%7C636939820280827709&amp;sdata=I9Ki30h7EHB7H7DURfp6ACrpnjKP5JS7dmismjn
nneM%3D&amp;reserved=0     but it seems to require heavy machinery to put it in and out each time.  Also, the 
footprint size is larger than what i am seeking.   (only available in 10.8' or 13.8' widths).  Finally, the cost is approx. 4‐5 
times that of a concrete plank option and still requires some site prep work. 
 
 
Option 2.  
https://nam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.flexamat.com%2F&amp;data=02%7C01%7
CJami.MacNeil%40maine.gov%7Cc2942b8d9c904e9907ce08d6dd645257%7C413fa8ab207d4b629bcdea1a8f2f864e%7C
0%7C0%7C636939820280827709&amp;sdata=MIE9KHVe0suw18pgNL0%2BG75lRRgOYWxxc344anZatlo%3D&amp;reser
ved=0 ‐‐ this seems to be an interesting option, it is little concrete pyramids on a geotextile fabric and apparently grass 
and stuff grows right through it. i was told it has 30% 'gaps' so its technically less surface area than a solid surface and 
the manufacturer says that makes it more environment friendly.   I was told by the manufacturer that these are being 
used on some boat ramps by the state here in maine.  I think cost is reasonably comparable but still needs a subbase 
prepared. 
 
 
Option 3. The original concrete planks idea, thinking about the 'space' in option 2 between the blocks, i could calculate 
this out for the planks.   Every plank that is 15" wide has 6" between them if i recall....i didn’t know this was a big deal 
before i talked to the flexamat guys. 
 
 
 
Also, i had a couple of other thoughts after talking to the guys i fish with who also use this. 
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One of them suggested that we just do the 'above HAT line' portion  (get the permit for the pier/ramp change, and the 
rip/rap/piling posts to support the new ramp). And see if that helps us enough that we just use the rest of the launch 
ramp as we have been for a while to see if that is close enough. 
 
So, i think that would handle the pier permit you mentioned, and take care of the substantial erosion part I'm worried 
about on the shoreline from increased trailers/vehicles launching. I assume the DEP permit is needed for the above HAT 
work? 
 
 
What do you think about that?   Does that somehow preclude us from coming back in another year after having tried it 
and requesting the ramp part then?  Im just not certain how this works. 
 
 
Also, can you give me some idea of the cost of this permit process?  (i know it is a big deal above 480 square feet, but i 
think i know we can stay below that). 
 
Thanks, 
‐j 
 
 
 
 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Sent: Friday, May 10, 2019 4:05 PM 
To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
Subject: {EXTERNAL} RE: thoughts? 
 
Hi Jeff, 
 
Thank you for the maps and pictures.  Since our discussion yesterday, I've talked to my supervisor and more experienced 
staff about your project.  They related to me that it is unusual for the Department to approve a permit for a boat ramp 
for a private individual.  The permits we issue for these are typically to a municipality, condominium association, or a 
business ‐‐ somewhere where there will be shared use among many people, and/or the ramp access is needed for the 
nature of the business (a marina or boat repair business, for example). 
 
This isn’t to say your project is not possible.  We cannot make that determination without conducting a review of a full 
application.  However, I do want to caution you that I am told that approval is not likely.  The Department has issued 
denials for private boat ramps in the past.  For the application to have a chance of getting approved, your alternatives 
analysis would have to be very thorough in telling us why the concrete ramp is needed (recreation, commercial, or 
access to property; elaborate on the number of people, the number of vessels, and the frequency of use), and in 
describing all of the other access options that were considered and why they are not feasible, including the "do nothing" 
alternative (which means you do not build the ramp and continue to access the water as you have been). 
 
Have you considered temporary boat ramp options that would be removed seasonally?  I can't recommend any 
particular companies or products, but an internet search should pull up images and ideas for this.  The DEP does not 
regulate temporary structures, although you would still need to get approval from the Army Corps of Engineers.  You can 
call their project office at 623‐8367 for more info on what they might need.  You will still need a NRPA permit from the 
DEP for the pier.  Given your pier design, which is minimal and largely seasonal, it would be very simple for us to approve 
a permit for the pier alone, without the ramp. 
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Regarding the alternative locations you sent, I think the existing site is probably best (with the ramp location moved a 
little closer to the current pier location as you described).  However, I strongly encourage you to think about other ways 
to improve your current access (such as a temporary ramp), or substantially expand your alternatives analysis prior to 
submitting. 
 
Feel free to call or email if you want to discuss further.  I will be leaving the office soon for the weekend, but will be back 
on Monday. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
‐Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III 
Bureau of Land Resources 
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Spinney, Jeffry [mailto:Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2019 5:09 PM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: thoughts? 
 
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Hi Jami, 
 
Thanks again for helping me sort this out. 
 
I went down and walked the shoreline and found a couple of alternate spots, but like you were saying the tradeoffs 
might not make sense. (one place i have to clear a new road to waterfront and remove a grouping of oak trees to access 
the no‐grass area.  The other, i would have to clear a new road about 750' to the waterfront and then the banking is 
much steeper and would require more excavation/fill to make work i imagine)   Attached is a new picture, i lifted the 
large granite blocks that are anchors for the dock out of the way to get abetter picture and then drove some stakes at 
approx. 12' wide and found a possible way to get through the grass  as‐is.   I will just move the dock to the 'right in 
photo' a little bit to accommodate. 
 
 
 
What do you think? See attached picture. 
 
Thanks, 
‐jeff 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 10:30 AM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: RE: thoughts?

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Jami, 
 
As always, thanks for the info.  I am learning a lot for sure. 
 
What I am struggling to follow along with is this (multi person use requirement) appears to be some sort of unwritten 
rule.  When i look up the nrpa requirements from the 
https://nam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.maine.gov%2Fdep%2Fland%2Fnrpa%2Fin
dex.html&amp;data=02%7C01%7CJami.MacNeil%40maine.gov%7Cb842b089685841856e9a08d6dec1f95d%7C413fa8ab
207d4b629bcdea1a8f2f864e%7C0%7C0%7C636941322028253253&amp;sdata=ZBefC6HMEZbEoEySjPT7aj%2BI14kGEQL
xQx9dmE2IKYE%3D&amp;reserved=0 site, i find the following text: 
 
 
"To receive an NRPA permit, the applicant must demonstrate that the proposed activity will NOT: 
 
‐unreasonably interfere with existing scenic, aesthetic, recreational, or navigational uses ‐cause unreasonable erosion of 
soil or sediment, or prevent naturally occurring erosion ‐unreasonably harm any significant wildlife, fisheries or aquatic 
habitat ‐unreasonably interfere with the natural flow of any surface or subsurface waters ‐lower water quality ‐cause or 
increase flooding ‐unreasonably interfere with supply or movement of sand to sand dune areas ‐cross a river segment 
identified in the NRPA as "outstanding" unless no other alternative having less adverse impact on the river exists. 
" 
 
I think that my project passes the above tests assuming i don’t cover the grass to either side and use proper turbity 
curtains, etc like we talked about during construction. 
 
 
Can you point me to the specific NRPA rule or law that specifies this multi‐person part so that i can have a look for 
myself and show the othersf? 
 
Of course, I would prefer not to apply for two different permits, each costing me over $500 it seems if i don’t have to.  
Am i understanding that right, the $515 is for the pier & shoreline rip rap and above HAT work, it would be another $515 
if i then applied for the ramp another year down the road? 
 
Finally, I'm going to take your advice and call the army corps and chat with them, see if they have any other ideas. 
 
Thanks, 
‐jeff 
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 3:33 PM 
To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
Subject: {EXTERNAL} RE: thoughts? 
 
Hi Jeff, 
 
I think the real sticking point will be establishing a strong enough purpose for a privately‐owned boat ramp, rather than 
the materials and methods.  You are clearly exploring alternatives and trying to minimize your impact, but private ramps 
are just not often approved.  If you do apply for one, make sure it has zero direct impacts to any marsh grass (as we 
discussed before), and make it as narrow as possible.  And provide plenty of information on the purpose, the number of 
people and vessels making use of it, and why there is no other access point. 
 
The roll‐in roll‐out aluminum mat, if removed seasonally, could be exempt from the NRPA (i.e., wouldn't need a State 
permit), but would still need Army Corps approval.  If it does require heavy equipment and is wider than you need it, 
that obviously isn't what we would prefer, but the way the law is written, the DEP doesn't regulate temporary structures 
under the NRPA. 
 
The concrete flexmat is interesting, but we would still consider the entire footprint to be permanent fill, and would still 
want it placed outside of any salt marsh grass.  So from a permitting standpoint, it's only marginally easier to approve 
than concrete planks. 
 
Your final thought of applying for the pier and riprap portion of the project, and waiting on the ramp to see if you need 
it, would be the most expedient option for you.  The pier and riprap alone would be fairly simple to approve.  And yes, 
we do need to review and approve the activities above the HAT as well (anything within 75 feet of the resource).  You 
would not be precluded from later applying for the ramp, but you would at that time face the same challenges with 
justifying the purpose, and it would require an additional individual NRPA application and fee.  The current application 
fee for these types of coastal wetland alterations is $515.00. 
 
Let me know if you have further questions.  I encourage you to reach out to the Army Corps if you haven't yet (207‐623‐
8367).  They may have more ideas or guidance, especially if you decide to go with a temporary ramp structure. 
 
‐Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III 
Bureau of Land Resources 
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Spinney, Jeffry [mailto:Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 4:47 PM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: RE: thoughts? 
 
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Hi Jami, 
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My group and i have been doing a lot of calling around and trying to find other solutions like you suggested. Wanted to 
see what your thoughts are from the perspective of the DEP. 
 
 
Option 1.   I found this as a roll in/roll out solution 
https://nam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Ffauntrackway.com%2Faccess%2Fmarine‐
access%2Fboat‐ramp‐
kit&amp;data=02%7C01%7CJami.MacNeil%40maine.gov%7Cb842b089685841856e9a08d6dec1f95d%7C413fa8ab207d4
b629bcdea1a8f2f864e%7C0%7C0%7C636941322028253253&amp;sdata=2l%2FVm9l0ERVnQn7q6gNZzOAF3%2FDkn0wl
3i32vqHDOLo%3D&amp;reserved=0     but it seems to require heavy machinery to put it in and out each time.  Also, the 
footprint size is larger than what i am seeking.   (only available in 10.8' or 13.8' widths).  Finally, the cost is approx. 4‐5 
times that of a concrete plank option and still requires some site prep work. 
 
 
Option 2.  
https://nam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.flexamat.com%2F&amp;data=02%7C01%7
CJami.MacNeil%40maine.gov%7Cb842b089685841856e9a08d6dec1f95d%7C413fa8ab207d4b629bcdea1a8f2f864e%7C
0%7C0%7C636941322028253253&amp;sdata=KK157ZtL5mXr25UFFs6%2Fwx5qDQtJZacO2dgAExxpUNU%3D&amp;reser
ved=0 ‐‐ this seems to be an interesting option, it is little concrete pyramids on a geotextile fabric and apparently grass 
and stuff grows right through it. i was told it has 30% 'gaps' so its technically less surface area than a solid surface and 
the manufacturer says that makes it more environment friendly.   I was told by the manufacturer that these are being 
used on some boat ramps by the state here in maine.  I think cost is reasonably comparable but still needs a subbase 
prepared. 
 
 
Option 3. The original concrete planks idea, thinking about the 'space' in option 2 between the blocks, i could calculate 
this out for the planks.   Every plank that is 15" wide has 6" between them if i recall....i didn’t know this was a big deal 
before i talked to the flexamat guys. 
 
 
 
Also, i had a couple of other thoughts after talking to the guys i fish with who also use this. 
 
One of them suggested that we just do the 'above HAT line' portion  (get the permit for the pier/ramp change, and the 
rip/rap/piling posts to support the new ramp). And see if that helps us enough that we just use the rest of the launch 
ramp as we have been for a while to see if that is close enough. 
 
So, i think that would handle the pier permit you mentioned, and take care of the substantial erosion part I'm worried 
about on the shoreline from increased trailers/vehicles launching. I assume the DEP permit is needed for the above HAT 
work? 
 
 
What do you think about that?   Does that somehow preclude us from coming back in another year after having tried it 
and requesting the ramp part then?  Im just not certain how this works. 
 
 
Also, can you give me some idea of the cost of this permit process?  (i know it is a big deal above 480 square feet, but i 
think i know we can stay below that). 
 
Thanks, 
‐j 
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Sent: Friday, May 10, 2019 4:05 PM 
To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
Subject: {EXTERNAL} RE: thoughts? 
 
Hi Jeff, 
 
Thank you for the maps and pictures.  Since our discussion yesterday, I've talked to my supervisor and more experienced 
staff about your project.  They related to me that it is unusual for the Department to approve a permit for a boat ramp 
for a private individual.  The permits we issue for these are typically to a municipality, condominium association, or a 
business ‐‐ somewhere where there will be shared use among many people, and/or the ramp access is needed for the 
nature of the business (a marina or boat repair business, for example). 
 
This isn’t to say your project is not possible.  We cannot make that determination without conducting a review of a full 
application.  However, I do want to caution you that I am told that approval is not likely.  The Department has issued 
denials for private boat ramps in the past.  For the application to have a chance of getting approved, your alternatives 
analysis would have to be very thorough in telling us why the concrete ramp is needed (recreation, commercial, or 
access to property; elaborate on the number of people, the number of vessels, and the frequency of use), and in 
describing all of the other access options that were considered and why they are not feasible, including the "do nothing" 
alternative (which means you do not build the ramp and continue to access the water as you have been). 
 
Have you considered temporary boat ramp options that would be removed seasonally?  I can't recommend any 
particular companies or products, but an internet search should pull up images and ideas for this.  The DEP does not 
regulate temporary structures, although you would still need to get approval from the Army Corps of Engineers.  You can 
call their project office at 623‐8367 for more info on what they might need.  You will still need a NRPA permit from the 
DEP for the pier.  Given your pier design, which is minimal and largely seasonal, it would be very simple for us to approve 
a permit for the pier alone, without the ramp. 
 
Regarding the alternative locations you sent, I think the existing site is probably best (with the ramp location moved a 
little closer to the current pier location as you described).  However, I strongly encourage you to think about other ways 
to improve your current access (such as a temporary ramp), or substantially expand your alternatives analysis prior to 
submitting. 
 
Feel free to call or email if you want to discuss further.  I will be leaving the office soon for the weekend, but will be back 
on Monday. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
‐Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III 
Bureau of Land Resources 
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
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From: Spinney, Jeffry [mailto:Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2019 5:09 PM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: thoughts? 
 
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Hi Jami, 
 
Thanks again for helping me sort this out. 
 
I went down and walked the shoreline and found a couple of alternate spots, but like you were saying the tradeoffs 
might not make sense. (one place i have to clear a new road to waterfront and remove a grouping of oak trees to access 
the no‐grass area.  The other, i would have to clear a new road about 750' to the waterfront and then the banking is 
much steeper and would require more excavation/fill to make work i imagine)   Attached is a new picture, i lifted the 
large granite blocks that are anchors for the dock out of the way to get abetter picture and then drove some stakes at 
approx. 12' wide and found a possible way to get through the grass  as‐is.   I will just move the dock to the 'right in 
photo' a little bit to accommodate. 
 
 
 
What do you think? See attached picture. 
 
Thanks, 
‐jeff 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 23, 2019 2:26 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: Re:  RE: thoughts?

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Ok. Thanks.  That seems fair. 
 
> On May 23, 2019, at 2:14 PM, MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> wrote: 
> 
> Hi Jeff, 
> 
> If you were to submit a plan that the Department decided it could not approve, we would let you know and you would 
have the option of either withdrawing the application or revising the plan.  Revisions are common during the review 
processing, we try to work with the applicant to find a plan that both works for them and meets the standards of the 
NRPA. 
> 
> If you did not wish to withdraw or revise, we would issue a denial.  You would not get a refund.   The only time you 
would get a refund is if we were to return the application very early on, due to it being incomplete or ineligible for the 
type of permit for which you'd applied.  Occasionally an applicant withdraws their application early enough in the 
process that a refund is issued.  But generally, once the Department has invested time into a review, it does not issue a 
refund. 
> 
> Hope that helps, 
> 
> ‐Jami MacNeil 
> Environmental Specialist III 
> Bureau of Land Resources 
> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
> Sent: Thursday, May 23, 2019 12:08 PM 
> To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
> Subject: RE: thoughts? 
> 
> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
> 
> If i apply for a permit, and they deny it for some reason do i get a chance to adjust the permit or do they just take my 
money and deny it?   How does that usually work? 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
> Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 3:29 PM 
> To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
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> Subject: {EXTERNAL} RE: thoughts? 
> 
> Hi Jeff, 
> 
> That is a fair question.  We look to Chapter 310 of Department Rules (attached) for guidance on interpreting the NRPA. 
For applications that involve wetland alterations, Chapter 310(5)(A) specifies that an Analysis of Alternatives is required, 
and directs us to Ch. 310(9)(A).  This section states, in part, "A report that analyzes whether a less environmentally 
damaging practicable alternative to the proposed alteration, which meets the project purpose, exists."  Subsection 4 of 
this section also specifies that the project purpose must be demonstrated as a part of the alternatives analysis.  Thus, a 
key part of considering whether a viable alternative exists is establishing a strong purpose for the project. 
> 
> Essentially, the more people that use the ramp, the stronger the need or purpose for the project, the easier it is to 
justify the wetland alteration. 
> 
> If there is just one person using this access point, then the Department may determine that despite the erosion that is 
caused from launching here without a ramp, and despite the inconvenience to the user, NOT having a ramp is still a 
practicable alternative to building one.  However, if, say, a dozen people use this access point, and/or it is used often 
and frequently enough, then the do‐nothing alternative (not installing a ramp) may result in a level of erosion and 
inconvenience that is NOT practicable, and the Department may therefore approve the project.  But you would have to 
convince us that this is the case. 
> 
> There is also precedence for the Department issuing denials for private boat ramps.  The majority of the approvals are 
for boat ramps that are either public, commercial (associated with commercial fishing, marinas, boat repair businesses, 
lobster pounds, etc), or are expansions or replacements of existing ramps. 
> 
> And yes, you are correct that if you apply for riprap and a pier system now, you would pay the $515 application fee, 
and if you later applied for a boat ramp, you would pay the application fee again.  A new fee schedule is published every 
November, and the fees generally go up each year (from last year to this year, it was a $15 increase). 
> 
> Feel free to call if you want to discuss further. 
> 
> Best, 
> 
> ‐Jami MacNeil 
> Environmental Specialist III 
> Bureau of Land Resources 
> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Spinney, Jeffry [mailto:Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com] 
> Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 10:30 AM 
> To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
> Subject: RE: thoughts? 
> 
> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
> 
> Jami, 
> 
> As always, thanks for the info.  I am learning a lot for sure. 
> 
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> What I am struggling to follow along with is this (multi person use requirement) appears to be some sort of unwritten 
rule.  When i look up the nrpa requirements from the 
https://nam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.maine.gov%2Fdep%2Fland%2Fnrpa%2Fin
dex.html&amp;data=02%7C01%7CJami.MacNeil%40maine.gov%7Cedf5c344a2044eb3182908d6dfac1e45%7C413fa8ab2
07d4b629bcdea1a8f2f864e%7C0%7C0%7C636942327675571305&amp;sdata=y4JtGnHB%2FAlvQrN5yxQmTvEuxoteSAs
dPJvGF3T2OoA%3D&amp;reserved=0 site, i find the following text: 
> 
> 
> "To receive an NRPA permit, the applicant must demonstrate that the proposed activity will NOT: 
> 
> ‐unreasonably interfere with existing scenic, aesthetic, recreational, or navigational uses ‐cause unreasonable erosion 
of soil or sediment, or prevent naturally occurring erosion ‐unreasonably harm any significant wildlife, fisheries or 
aquatic habitat ‐unreasonably interfere with the natural flow of any surface or subsurface waters ‐lower water quality ‐
cause or increase flooding ‐unreasonably interfere with supply or movement of sand to sand dune areas ‐cross a river 
segment identified in the NRPA as "outstanding" unless no other alternative having less adverse impact on the river 
exists. 
> " 
> 
> I think that my project passes the above tests assuming i don’t cover the grass to either side and use proper turbity 
curtains, etc like we talked about during construction. 
> 
> 
> Can you point me to the specific NRPA rule or law that specifies this multi‐person part so that i can have a look for 
myself and show the othersf? 
> 
> Of course, I would prefer not to apply for two different permits, each costing me over $500 it seems if i don’t have to.  
Am i understanding that right, the $515 is for the pier & shoreline rip rap and above HAT work, it would be another $515 
if i then applied for the ramp another year down the road? 
> 
> Finally, I'm going to take your advice and call the army corps and chat with them, see if they have any other ideas. 
> 
> Thanks, 
> ‐jeff 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
> Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 3:33 PM 
> To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
> Subject: {EXTERNAL} RE: thoughts? 
> 
> Hi Jeff, 
> 
> I think the real sticking point will be establishing a strong enough purpose for a privately‐owned boat ramp, rather 
than the materials and methods.  You are clearly exploring alternatives and trying to minimize your impact, but private 
ramps are just not often approved.  If you do apply for one, make sure it has zero direct impacts to any marsh grass (as 
we discussed before), and make it as narrow as possible.  And provide plenty of information on the purpose, the number 
of people and vessels making use of it, and why there is no other access point. 



4

> 
> The roll‐in roll‐out aluminum mat, if removed seasonally, could be exempt from the NRPA (i.e., wouldn't need a State 
permit), but would still need Army Corps approval.  If it does require heavy equipment and is wider than you need it, 
that obviously isn't what we would prefer, but the way the law is written, the DEP doesn't regulate temporary structures 
under the NRPA. 
> 
> The concrete flexmat is interesting, but we would still consider the entire footprint to be permanent fill, and would still 
want it placed outside of any salt marsh grass.  So from a permitting standpoint, it's only marginally easier to approve 
than concrete planks. 
> 
> Your final thought of applying for the pier and riprap portion of the project, and waiting on the ramp to see if you need 
it, would be the most expedient option for you.  The pier and riprap alone would be fairly simple to approve.  And yes, 
we do need to review and approve the activities above the HAT as well (anything within 75 feet of the resource).  You 
would not be precluded from later applying for the ramp, but you would at that time face the same challenges with 
justifying the purpose, and it would require an additional individual NRPA application and fee.  The current application 
fee for these types of coastal wetland alterations is $515.00. 
> 
> Let me know if you have further questions.  I encourage you to reach out to the Army Corps if you haven't yet (207‐
623‐8367).  They may have more ideas or guidance, especially if you decide to go with a temporary ramp structure. 
> 
> ‐Jami MacNeil 
> Environmental Specialist III 
> Bureau of Land Resources 
> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Spinney, Jeffry [mailto:Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com] 
> Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 4:47 PM 
> To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
> Subject: RE: thoughts? 
> 
> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
> 
> Hi Jami, 
> 
> 
> My group and i have been doing a lot of calling around and trying to find other solutions like you suggested. Wanted to 
see what your thoughts are from the perspective of the DEP. 
> 
> 
> Option 1.   I found this as a roll in/roll out solution 
https://nam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Ffauntrackway.com%2Faccess%2Fmarine‐
access%2Fboat‐ramp‐
kit&amp;data=02%7C01%7CJami.MacNeil%40maine.gov%7Cedf5c344a2044eb3182908d6dfac1e45%7C413fa8ab207d4b
629bcdea1a8f2f864e%7C0%7C0%7C636942327675571305&amp;sdata=Pujxgt4d%2FCgEsFZIELc4YnMgen5a8kUHsWdal
SWSJ94%3D&amp;reserved=0     but it seems to require heavy machinery to put it in and out each time.  Also, the 
footprint size is larger than what i am seeking.   (only available in 10.8' or 13.8' widths).  Finally, the cost is approx. 4‐5 
times that of a concrete plank option and still requires some site prep work. 
> 
> 
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> Option 2.  
https://nam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.flexamat.com%2F&amp;data=02%7C01%7
CJami.MacNeil%40maine.gov%7Cedf5c344a2044eb3182908d6dfac1e45%7C413fa8ab207d4b629bcdea1a8f2f864e%7C0
%7C0%7C636942327675581302&amp;sdata=tm9pEpbIzKqZ5gGzAwCBf5KMTttvYuhXlePHazMO%2Fao%3D&amp;reserv
ed=0 ‐‐ this seems to be an interesting option, it is little concrete pyramids on a geotextile fabric and apparently grass 
and stuff grows right through it. i was told it has 30% 'gaps' so its technically less surface area than a solid surface and 
the manufacturer says that makes it more environment friendly.   I was told by the manufacturer that these are being 
used on some boat ramps by the state here in maine.  I think cost is reasonably comparable but still needs a subbase 
prepared. 
> 
> 
> Option 3. The original concrete planks idea, thinking about the 'space' in option 2 between the blocks, i could calculate 
this out for the planks.   Every plank that is 15" wide has 6" between them if i recall....i didn’t know this was a big deal 
before i talked to the flexamat guys. 
> 
> 
> 
> Also, i had a couple of other thoughts after talking to the guys i fish with who also use this. 
> 
> One of them suggested that we just do the 'above HAT line' portion  (get the permit for the pier/ramp change, and the 
rip/rap/piling posts to support the new ramp). And see if that helps us enough that we just use the rest of the launch 
ramp as we have been for a while to see if that is close enough. 
> 
> So, i think that would handle the pier permit you mentioned, and take care of the substantial erosion part I'm worried 
about on the shoreline from increased trailers/vehicles launching. I assume the DEP permit is needed for the above HAT 
work? 
> 
> 
> What do you think about that?   Does that somehow preclude us from coming back in another year after having tried it 
and requesting the ramp part then?  Im just not certain how this works. 
> 
> 
> Also, can you give me some idea of the cost of this permit process?  (i know it is a big deal above 480 square feet, but i 
think i know we can stay below that). 
> 
> Thanks, 
> ‐j 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
> Sent: Friday, May 10, 2019 4:05 PM 
> To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
> Subject: {EXTERNAL} RE: thoughts? 
> 
> Hi Jeff, 
> 



6

> Thank you for the maps and pictures.  Since our discussion yesterday, I've talked to my supervisor and more 
experienced staff about your project.  They related to me that it is unusual for the Department to approve a permit for a 
boat ramp for a private individual.  The permits we issue for these are typically to a municipality, condominium 
association, or a business ‐‐ somewhere where there will be shared use among many people, and/or the ramp access is 
needed for the nature of the business (a marina or boat repair business, for example). 
> 
> This isn’t to say your project is not possible.  We cannot make that determination without conducting a review of a full 
application.  However, I do want to caution you that I am told that approval is not likely.  The Department has issued 
denials for private boat ramps in the past.  For the application to have a chance of getting approved, your alternatives 
analysis would have to be very thorough in telling us why the concrete ramp is needed (recreation, commercial, or 
access to property; elaborate on the number of people, the number of vessels, and the frequency of use), and in 
describing all of the other access options that were considered and why they are not feasible, including the "do nothing" 
alternative (which means you do not build the ramp and continue to access the water as you have been). 
> 
> Have you considered temporary boat ramp options that would be removed seasonally?  I can't recommend any 
particular companies or products, but an internet search should pull up images and ideas for this.  The DEP does not 
regulate temporary structures, although you would still need to get approval from the Army Corps of Engineers.  You can 
call their project office at 623‐8367 for more info on what they might need.  You will still need a NRPA permit from the 
DEP for the pier.  Given your pier design, which is minimal and largely seasonal, it would be very simple for us to approve 
a permit for the pier alone, without the ramp. 
> 
> Regarding the alternative locations you sent, I think the existing site is probably best (with the ramp location moved a 
little closer to the current pier location as you described).  However, I strongly encourage you to think about other ways 
to improve your current access (such as a temporary ramp), or substantially expand your alternatives analysis prior to 
submitting. 
> 
> Feel free to call or email if you want to discuss further.  I will be leaving the office soon for the weekend, but will be 
back on Monday. 
> 
> Sincerely, 
> 
> ‐Jami MacNeil 
> Environmental Specialist III 
> Bureau of Land Resources 
> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Spinney, Jeffry [mailto:Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com] 
> Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2019 5:09 PM 
> To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
> Subject: thoughts? 
> 
> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
> 
> Hi Jami, 
> 
> Thanks again for helping me sort this out. 
> 
> I went down and walked the shoreline and found a couple of alternate spots, but like you were saying the tradeoffs 
might not make sense. (one place i have to clear a new road to waterfront and remove a grouping of oak trees to access 
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the no‐grass area.  The other, i would have to clear a new road about 750' to the waterfront and then the banking is 
much steeper and would require more excavation/fill to make work i imagine)   Attached is a new picture, i lifted the 
large granite blocks that are anchors for the dock out of the way to get abetter picture and then drove some stakes at 
approx. 12' wide and found a possible way to get through the grass  as‐is.   I will just move the dock to the 'right in 
photo' a little bit to accommodate. 
> 
> 
> 
> What do you think? See attached picture. 
> 
> Thanks, 
> ‐jeff 
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York, Marylisa

From: jeff spinney <jeff.spinney@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 1:18 PM
To: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Cc: Hallowell, Dawn; MacNeil, Jami
Subject: Re: Jeff Spinney; Alna, ME

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
I just left a copy at the front desk of dep for jami.   Please let me know what else you need. 
 
> On Jul 22, 2019, at 10:57 AM, Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> wrote: 
> 
> Jeff: 
> 
> Can you please provide Jami with a full copy of your most recent package to the Corps?  Perhaps after Jami receives 
and digest it we might collectively sit down and determine the best course of action? 
> 
> Jay 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: MacNeil, Jami [mailto:Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov] 
> Sent: Monday, July 15, 2019 11:58 AM 
> To: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
> Cc: Hallowell, Dawn <Dawn.Hallowell@maine.gov> 
> Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] RE: Jeff Spinney; Alna, ME 
> 
> Hi Jay, 
> 
> I have spoken with Jeff about the proposed boat launch on his property.  The Department rarely permits a permanent 
launch for private use, so I steered him in the direction of a temporary ramp.  However, if the continued installation and 
removal of the ramp would result in siltation in the resource, that would result in an enforcement issue for DEP as well 
as the Corps, regardless of whether the structure is seasonal. 
> 
> Can you send us a copy of his plans so we can get a better sense of what he's proposing?  He might have a chance at 
getting a DEP permit for a permanent boat launch if he demonstrates that it will be used by a lot of people, not just him 
and his immediate household.  Maybe he could consider making the launch available to the public. 
> 
> ‐Jami MacNeil 
> Environmental Specialist III 
> Bureau of Land Resources 
> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Hallowell, Dawn 
> Sent: Monday, July 15, 2019 11:21 AM 
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> To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>; Gray, Kayla <Kayla.Gray@maine.gov>; Shults, Dillon 
<Dillon.Shults@maine.gov>; Callahan, Beth <Beth.Callahan@maine.gov> 
> Cc: Reily, Chris <Chris.Reily@maine.gov>; Dorr, Dustin <Dustin.Dorr@maine.gov>; Durant, Nathan 
<Nathan.Durant@maine.gov> 
> Subject: FW: Jeff Spinney; Alna, ME 
> 
> Anyone familiar with this project? 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
> Sent: Monday, July 15, 2019 10:16 AM 
> To: Hallowell, Dawn <Dawn.Hallowell@maine.gov>; Callahan, Beth <Beth.Callahan@maine.gov> 
> Subject: Jeff Spinney; Alna, ME 
> 
> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
> 
> Might either of you be aware of conversations between the Department and Mr. Spinney concerning his desire for a 
hardened boat ramp in the Sheepscot off his property in Alna?  He reportedly feels to the need to "try" a temporary 
ramp design based on conversations with the DEP, rather than a permanent ramp.  I can only guess that he heard your 
typical line of "not allowing private boat ramps as a general rule", and came up with a temporary design because you 
folks wouldn't then regulate it.  He's basically proposing a 10'x 36' temporary ramp consisting of 10' wide concrete 
planks that he would install/haul out each season. 
> 
> The issue here is that his photos of the site, apparently already an informal launch point for bunch of neighbors and 
friends, make it look like the seasonal removal/installation of ramp surface materials is going to turn the intertidal mud 
and supratidal dirt substrates into one big erosional mess.  Wende Mahaney asked and I would agree, wouldn't a small 
scale permanent option be better for the environment in this case?  Just wondering if there's any flexibility with the 
department in this case. 
> 
> The site address is 126 Golden Ridge Road in Alna. 
> 
> Jay 
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York, Marylisa

From: MacNeil, Jami
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 3:31 PM
To: jeff spinney
Cc: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US); Hallowell, Dawn
Subject: RE: [Non-DoD Source] Re: Jeff Spinney; Alna, ME

I think what you have provided (Army Corps permit packet) will be sufficient.  If you have example pictures of the 
different materials proposed for the ramp, those may help the conversation along.   
 
‐Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: jeff spinney <jeff.spinney@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 3:27 PM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Cc: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil>; Hallowell, Dawn 
<Dawn.Hallowell@maine.gov> 
Subject: Re: [Non‐DoD Source] Re: Jeff Spinney; Alna, ME 
 
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Ok,   Do i need to bring anything else with me?   Thank you 
 
> On Jul 22, 2019, at 3:14 PM, MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> wrote: 
> 
> I'm setting aside a conference room at the Ray Building (28 Tyson Drive) in Augusta, for 9am on Wednesday, July 31st.  
See everyone then. 
> 
> Best, 
> 
> ‐Jami MacNeil 
> Environmental Specialist III 
> Bureau of Land Resources 
> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
> Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 3:12 PM 
> To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>; jeff spinney <jeff.spinney@gmail.com> 
> Cc: Hallowell, Dawn <Dawn.Hallowell@maine.gov> 
> Subject: RE: [Non‐DoD Source] Re: Jeff Spinney; Alna, ME 
> 
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> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
> 
> Works 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: MacNeil, Jami [mailto:Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov] 
> Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 3:10 PM 
> To: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil>; jeff spinney <jeff.spinney@gmail.com> 
> Cc: Hallowell, Dawn <Dawn.Hallowell@maine.gov> 
> Subject: RE: [Non‐DoD Source] Re: Jeff Spinney; Alna, ME 
> 
> Jay, is 9am early enough? 
> 
> ‐Jami MacNeil 
> Environmental Specialist III 
> Bureau of Land Resources 
> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
> Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 3:04 PM 
> To: jeff spinney <jeff.spinney@gmail.com>; MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
> Cc: Hallowell, Dawn <Dawn.Hallowell@maine.gov> 
> Subject: RE: [Non‐DoD Source] Re: Jeff Spinney; Alna, ME 
> 
> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
> 
> I can do the 31st, early, at DEP's office.  Someone just confirm. 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: jeff spinney [mailto:jeff.spinney@gmail.com] 
> Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 2:45 PM 
> To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
> Cc: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil>; Hallowell, Dawn 
<Dawn.Hallowell@maine.gov> 
> Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] Re: Jeff Spinney; Alna, ME 
> 
> I can do 7/31,  let me know what time and if its at dep or army corp building,  ive been to both now. 
> 
>> On Jul 22, 2019, at 2:31 PM, MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> wrote: 
>> 
>> Thank you Jeff, I have the packet.  I think a joint meeting would be helpful.  Dawn and I have the following dates 
available: 7/31, 8/5, and 8/6.  The 5th would have to be at our office, since we are both on‐call that day.  Jay and Jeff, 
would any of these work for you? 
>> 
>> ‐Jami MacNeil 
>> Environmental Specialist III 
>> Bureau of Land Resources 
>> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
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>> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
>> 
>> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
>> From: jeff spinney <jeff.spinney@gmail.com> 
>> Sent: Monday, July 22, 2019 1:18 PM 
>> To: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
>> Cc: Hallowell, Dawn <Dawn.Hallowell@maine.gov>; MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
>> Subject: Re: Jeff Spinney; Alna, ME 
>> 
>> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
>> 
>> I just left a copy at the front desk of dep for jami.   Please let me know what else you need. 
>> 
>>> On Jul 22, 2019, at 10:57 AM, Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> wrote: 
>>> 
>>> Jeff: 
>>> 
>>> Can you please provide Jami with a full copy of your most recent package to the Corps?  Perhaps after Jami receives 
and digest it we might collectively sit down and determine the best course of action? 
>>> 
>>> Jay 
>>> 
>>> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
>>> From: MacNeil, Jami [mailto:Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov] 
>>> Sent: Monday, July 15, 2019 11:58 AM 
>>> To: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
>>> Cc: Hallowell, Dawn <Dawn.Hallowell@maine.gov> 
>>> Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] RE: Jeff Spinney; Alna, ME 
>>> 
>>> Hi Jay, 
>>> 
>>> I have spoken with Jeff about the proposed boat launch on his property.  The Department rarely permits a 
permanent launch for private use, so I steered him in the direction of a temporary ramp.  However, if the continued 
installation and removal of the ramp would result in siltation in the resource, that would result in an enforcement issue 
for DEP as well as the Corps, regardless of whether the structure is seasonal. 
>>> 
>>> Can you send us a copy of his plans so we can get a better sense of what he's proposing?  He might have a chance at 
getting a DEP permit for a permanent boat launch if he demonstrates that it will be used by a lot of people, not just him 
and his immediate household.  Maybe he could consider making the launch available to the public. 
>>> 
>>> ‐Jami MacNeil 
>>> Environmental Specialist III 
>>> Bureau of Land Resources 
>>> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
>>> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
>>> 
>>> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
>>> From: Hallowell, Dawn 
>>> Sent: Monday, July 15, 2019 11:21 AM 
>>> To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>; Gray, Kayla <Kayla.Gray@maine.gov>; Shults, Dillon 
<Dillon.Shults@maine.gov>; Callahan, Beth <Beth.Callahan@maine.gov> 



4

>>> Cc: Reily, Chris <Chris.Reily@maine.gov>; Dorr, Dustin <Dustin.Dorr@maine.gov>; Durant, Nathan 
<Nathan.Durant@maine.gov> 
>>> Subject: FW: Jeff Spinney; Alna, ME 
>>> 
>>> Anyone familiar with this project? 
>>> 
>>> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
>>> From: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
>>> Sent: Monday, July 15, 2019 10:16 AM 
>>> To: Hallowell, Dawn <Dawn.Hallowell@maine.gov>; Callahan, Beth <Beth.Callahan@maine.gov> 
>>> Subject: Jeff Spinney; Alna, ME 
>>> 
>>> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
>>> 
>>> Might either of you be aware of conversations between the Department and Mr. Spinney concerning his desire for a 
hardened boat ramp in the Sheepscot off his property in Alna?  He reportedly feels to the need to "try" a temporary 
ramp design based on conversations with the DEP, rather than a permanent ramp.  I can only guess that he heard your 
typical line of "not allowing private boat ramps as a general rule", and came up with a temporary design because you 
folks wouldn't then regulate it.  He's basically proposing a 10'x 36' temporary ramp consisting of 10' wide concrete 
planks that he would install/haul out each season. 
>>> 
>>> The issue here is that his photos of the site, apparently already an informal launch point for bunch of neighbors and 
friends, make it look like the seasonal removal/installation of ramp surface materials is going to turn the intertidal mud 
and supratidal dirt substrates into one big erosional mess.  Wende Mahaney asked and I would agree, wouldn't a small 
scale permanent option be better for the environment in this case?  Just wondering if there's any flexibility with the 
department in this case. 
>>> 
>>> The site address is 126 Golden Ridge Road in Alna. 
>>> 
>>> Jay 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:59 AM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: RE: quick question

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Ok, that makes sense.  i just jotted down the license and was confused by it.  wanted to make sure i hadn’t missed 
something key, thanks! 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:56 AM 
To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
Subject: {EXTERNAL} RE: quick question 
 
Hi Jeff, 
 
We use the terms "license" and "permit" interchangeably.  You may also hear us call it an "Order."  It's all the same 
thing, essentially. 
 
For your project you need one DEP permit and one Army Corps permit.  The DEP permit has a single fee of $515.  This is 
technically made up of a processing fee of $412 and a licensing fee of $103 (412+103=515), but you will just combine 
them and pay the one fee ($515) with your application. 
 
‐Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III 
Bureau of Land Resources 
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:17 AM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: quick question 
 
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Jami, 
 
One quick thing i was mulling over while driving to work...Dawn mentioned a 'license' that also would be needed.  Can 
you please confirm that Is what the fee is for?  Or is it something else?  I may just be confused by the terms but wanted 
to check to be safe. 
 
Thanks, 
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jeff 
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York, Marylisa

From: MacNeil, Jami
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 1:53 PM
To: Spinney, Jeffry; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Subject: RE: quick question

Hi Jeff ‐ That sounds right to me.  Thanks for checking in.  
 
‐Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 1:49 PM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) 
<Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: RE: quick question 
 
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Hi Jami & Jay, 
 
I promise i have not forgotten, i just have just been swept up in some other things i had to finish first. 
 
A quick update,  I just sent the certified mailings to the abutters, and have the receipts along with the list of them.  As 
well, i submitted the same thing to the local newspaper for them to print.  A copy of the entire thing will eventually get 
to the town office as well once i get it finished up. 
 
As i understand it, i now need to get my final NRPA together and send to you guys, but first i was going to redraft some 
of the narrative and send to you for your thoguths, is that right? 
 
I just want to make sure ive captured this process right before i get going here this afternoon. 
 
 
Thanks again for the help! 
 
‐jeff 
 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:56 AM 
To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
Subject: {EXTERNAL} RE: quick question 
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Hi Jeff, 
 
We use the terms "license" and "permit" interchangeably.  You may also hear us call it an "Order."  It's all the same 
thing, essentially. 
 
For your project you need one DEP permit and one Army Corps permit.  The DEP permit has a single fee of $515.  This is 
technically made up of a processing fee of $412 and a licensing fee of $103 (412+103=515), but you will just combine 
them and pay the one fee ($515) with your application. 
 
‐Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III 
Bureau of Land Resources 
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 11:17 AM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: quick question 
 
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Jami, 
 
One quick thing i was mulling over while driving to work...Dawn mentioned a 'license' that also would be needed.  Can 
you please confirm that Is what the fee is for?  Or is it something else?  I may just be confused by the terms but wanted 
to check to be safe. 
 
Thanks, 
jeff 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 4:26 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Subject: draft NRPA attachment 1, 2, 7  for review

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
Jami/Jay,  
 
Here is my rewritten drafts for attachment 1, 2, and 7 of the NRPA form.  Appreciate any feedback or things 
that you notice i might have forgotten to include that you think might be helpful. 
 
 
I will obviously bundle this all back into a large printed official copy at the end but wanted to get this draft copy 
to you for review. 
 
 
Thank you! 
-jeff 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachment 1:  Activity Description 
 
 
The proposed activity in this application is to modify an existing boat launch area on the Sheepscot river to 
include pre-cast concrete ramp planks & appropriate supporting stone bedding with fabric and surrounded by 
appropriately sized rip-rap to prevent further erosion and damage to planks through continued use and ice 
during winter.  
This improvement to the ramp from its current mixed mud/gravel will make both safer and easier the repeated 
launching & removal of boats & floats as well as to stabilize the embankment around the pier/launch ramp area 
used by a recreational club for day use. This club is a group of approximately 25 local area folks who use the 
river for a variety of activities in the spring/summer/fall.   Swimming, boating, duck hunting, fishing are the most 
common things that our members do in this section of river Sheepscot and (attached) Dyer rivers.  This 
location provides for access in a unique area where it would otherwise not be possible due to the old mill dam 
falls in Sheepscot village.. 
The existing pier, ramp, and float (located approx. 10‘ South of the existing ramp) has been at this location for 
approximately 20 years and used seasonally. The current pier/ramp/float design extends and places the float 
just below the low tide line so that there is always water and 3-4‘ at low tide. Ice has damaged the existing pier 
which has been removed and is seeking to be replaced by a free span aluminum ramp anchored to the 
shoreline to maintain same float placement beside the boat ramp. 
            The location of this project is in the town of Alna on the particular ~6.5 mile tidal segment of the 
Sheepscot  river between the reversing falls in Sheepscot village and the Head Tide dam, approximately 2.5 
miles north from the reversing falls on site of the old mill dam in Sheepscot village. 
Access to the site is gained via an existing private woods road from the Golden Ridge Road and it is located on 
a 120 acre, privately owned parcel, tax map R-4, 21.   
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This property along with several others is is used by a recreational club for swimming, fishing, hunting and 
members pool their resources through membership dues to maintain the common infrastructure such as the 
gun range located upland on the property, the dock and the boat ramp. 
 
            The proposed precast reinforced planks proposed, available locally here in Maine, are the smaller size 
of the two available commercially and should accommodate the size range of vessels being used in this area 
on an in & out basis.   Each plank is 10' long by approximately 1.5’ wide, by 6" thick and weighs approx. 
945lbs. This size is necessary to safely accommodate both the trailered watercraft launched at this site as well 
as annual removal of docks for winter storage and fits within the existing launch space so as to minimize any 
additional disturbance.   Once bolted together in a string approx 40' in length (below HAT) total and when 
installed flush to the surface of the shoreline with stone rip rap (1‘surrounding the sides and bottom), are 
expected to be impervious to damage from ice flow conditions in winter and spring flood debris such as 
trees/branches.  
The manufacturer recommended base of crushed stone (the minimum volume would used to do the job 
properly)  would be put in place in/around/between planks to assist in holding planks/preventing erosion and 
ensuring bank stability. As well, per a joint discussion with Army Corps and DEP recently, a fabirc material was 
suggested to help stabilize the stone & plank material from sinking and needing to be repaired.  Any excess 
material or material that may need to be removed from the site, would be loaded into a dump trailer or small 
truck and hauled to an upland disposal area in one of the fields on the property at least 1000’ feet upland from 
the river to prevent any erosion or other damage. 
             
In support of the pier replacement with an aluminum free span ramp (3’x40’ approx.) from shore to float, two 
large wooden piles (approx. 12-16”) would be set, cross braced together in standard fashion and then braced 
back onto other two piles located further inland (effectively creating a ‘pier’ on shore safe from ice), this will 
provide a stable anchor point for the aluminum ramp and keep the float/ramp from pulling the piles out into 
river and from pushing them into the shore as the tide ebbs & flows. The 2 water side piles would rise approx. 
8-9’ and form a gantry style lift using a pulley as is typically used on piers to lift ramps up in winter time.   
The float would then be disconnected and hauled up onto the boat ramp above tideline for winter storage. The 
two water side piles at the HAT line would be surrounded by larger rip rap to provide ice protection in winter 
and increase stability of overall design. 
It is expected that this redesign of the pier/ramp/float system will lessen the footprint and therefore impact of 
pier on the environment since it would be a free span ramp from shore to float. 
 
 
 
NOTE: The exact square footage represented (~475 square feet below HAT) is a conservative approximate 
value due to the fact that the nearest Maine DEP HAT levels for 2018 reporting station is at the village of 
Sheepscot (below the rapids), several miles downriver.  The OBSERVED HAT line at the base of the 
embankment to the forest floor has been used as it is clearly delineating based upon the fact that there are 
(large 12-24”) trees, bushes, and non-submergent grasses growing at this level that would otherwise perish in 
the brackish water. 
At the recommendation of the DEP on call person, a calculation line just above the observed HAT line is being 
used to be conservative in ensuring the calculation is sufficient. 
Furthermore, square footage also includes an observed negative tide per DEP guidance in NRPA guidelines (-
0.46 at 7:46am on Tuesday May 7, 2019) observation-based finding of the low tide line. 
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Attachment 2: Alternative Analysis 
 
            The intent of the precast planking & rip-rap surrounding it is to enhance the existing access and prevent 
continued erosion in the launch area through in & out use by club members. There are no reasonable or 
alternatives to this access on this particular river segment as it is bounded to the South by the reversing 
falls at the old mill dam site and no Northern launch facility exists or is planned effectively making a 
captive segment of the river inaccessible without the continued use of this lauch point.. 

 
The size and scope of this project is the minimum size necessary, and is intended to only disturb the 

minimum square footage of approx <475 square feet total below HAT line. 
 
As required, we have reviewed any potential alternatives to the proposed activity. 
 
 
See picture below (red line indicates existing road).   

 
 
 
Alternate site locations:  The far Southern portion of property (just off photo bottom) is salt marsh and 

unsuitable for use. The area from bottom of photo to just south of option 2 is steep/rocky incline and therefore 
unsuitable for use without significant alteration. 

Option 2 would require the construction of a new road from the small field or the camping area 
approximately 800-1000‘ long for access (large yellow line), as well as an new embankment cut. The shoreline 
is also steeper at this location as it was used to load brick barges in past and has a sharp drop off. 

Option 1 would require a small (100-150‘ road from camping area – small yellow line) and could pose a 
reasonable alternative location, although it woudl require removeal of several trees and a new embankment cut 
in rivers shoreline.  

 
It would seem that the relative tradeoff of impacts would indicate that the least impactful site solution is 

the proposed (and already in use) one (the top, red marker on above map) as 1.) the established road system 
already exists and would not need to be created either in terms of cost to the club or in terms of environmental 
impact, 2.) the river embankment already has an established cut as it is currently an in use ramp and 3.) minimal 
if any additional tree removal would be necessary to support construction.  
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Alternate materials considered for use at the existing ramp site:  In addition to alternate launch sites, 
we reviewed and discussed with Army Corps and DEP a couple of alternate material options including wood 
swamp mats such as used for logging and consturtion which posed a significate flotation & anchoring challange 
and were effectively ruled out, removeable concrete without sub base preperation which while it removed the 
flotation concerns of the wood option still had safty concerns due to slippage of vehicles as well as silting 
concerns from repeated installation/removeal. Finally there was a rollout (removeable) aluminum option which 
was only available in a much larger than needed footprint and was significant in terms of cost. As well, the 
aluminum option needed subbase preparation too.    

All of the temporary solutions had a common concern by IF&W of silting from annual 
instalaltion/removeal when being reviewed with Army Corp so in turn the suggestion was made to return to the 
permananet solution as having the least long term impact.  The permanent concrete plank solution with proper 
subbase preparation and site prep to ensure minimal impact seems to be the most acceptable solution and is 
therefore being proposed. 

 
 
Alternate to aluminum ramp with 2 piles versus pier/ramp: Finally, the ‘alternative’ to the alteration 

of existing pier/ramp/float, by embedding the piling support structure in the rip-rap at the HAT line and using a 
longer free span aluminum ramp, is simply to continue to repair the pier and redrive piles into the shoreline as 
needed. The proposed activity (reducing the impact and footprint of pier piles and maintenance of such) seems 
to be a better approach with less impact on the environment and less likelihood of ice damage in off season as it 
is removed nearly completely from the ice zone. 
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Attachment 7:  Construction details 
 

The work site will be accessed via the existing gravel access road from the home located at 126 Golden 
Ridge Rd. in Alna.  The timing of work is somewhat flexible, we are seeking to minimize impacts and avoid 
wet season and would need to be timed to coincide with low tide due to the nature of the work to be done below 
the high tideline.    

Turbidity curtain would be extended into the water to encapsulate the work area completely and 
minimize silting/turbity issues in river and a local state/DEP licensed contractor trained in erosion control has 
agreed to perform all work. 

Larger (10" – 2') natural boulder/stone material to be used for piling rip-rap as noted in diagrams.  
Once complete, if applicable, any extra material would be returned to the upland area and used for other 

unrelated projects as needed. 
Pre-cast boat launch concrete planks would be brought in on a trailer, lifted off and into place by 

tractor/excavator and bolted together in place per manufacturers recommended approach.   Sub Base material 
(crushed stone) would be brought in in small truck/trailer and be put into place by excavator, no extra material 
woudl be left on site.  It is not expected that there would be any additional removeal of trees as there is an 
existing launch ramp of same size in use now.  Any disturbed material would be regraded/replanted as 
necessary at completion, any silt/mud removed to make way for subbase would be removed from shoreland 
zone to upland location. 

All machinery and material not in use or placed woudl not remain in tidal zone, work would be 
coordinated to occur at low tide. 
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York, Marylisa

From: MacNeil, Jami
Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 3:18 PM
To: Spinney, Jeffry; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Subject: RE: draft NRPA attachment 1, 2, 7  for review

Hi Jeff,  
 
To clarify:  Wherever the silt fence is place in the upland, it should be trenched in.  But it should not be placed in the 
intertidal.  
 
I don’t remember what I said before for number of copies, but one printed copy should be enough, as long as you also 
send or provide an electronic copy.  If scanning is an issue, let me know.  I might be able to just scan the copy you 
submit.    
 
Additional questions:  

1. Check “no” for after‐the‐fact.   
2. Check “yes” for previous wetland alteration, although I think the alteration was exempt from permitting at the 

time. 
3. $515.00 is the correct application fee. 
4. For application type, write, “Individual NRPA – boat ramp.” 

 

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
 

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 2:49 PM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) 
<Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: RE: draft NRPA attachment 1, 2, 7 for review 
 
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
Ok, thanks.   I think I’ve got it.  I will just clarify wording that, it is not to be dug in and only used in upland areas 
if needed.   Thanks for pointing that out.  I’m looking to  drop off the final copy perhaps tomorrow by your 
office.    
 
 
How many printed copies did you say you needed?  I know you and i talked about this and it was different than 
the written guidance on the pink form.   i just cant find where i noted it down.   I had a couple other small things 
that im just taking a best guess at. 
 
 

1.) Section 22 of NRPA application -  (after the fact?)   do i check yes or no or check both 
here?  In my mind, dock is after the fact but ramp is very old (pre NRPA). thought i 
should confirm with you guys to be sure 
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2.) Section 25 of NRPA application – (previous wetland alteration?)  I’m leaning towards 
‘yes’ because there is an existing ramp/dock, but thought i should confirm with you guys 
to be sure. 

 
 

3.) In the NRPA line 28 fees -- $515 is the amount Jami had indicated and  I will include a 
check for this amount when i drop off.  

4.) Appendix A – MDEP visual evaluation checklist -  ‘Application type’ – not sure what to 
put in this field.  Leaning towards leaving this blank as the next field is description. 

 
 
 
If i can use an electronic scanner to scan it, do you want me to try and do that?  (not sure how it will handle 
double side or color, but i can try). 
 
 
Thanks! 
-jeff 
 

From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 2:04 PM 
To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) 
<Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: {EXTERNAL} RE: draft NRPA attachment 1, 2, 7 for review 
 
The turbidity curtain is good.  The silt fence in the intertidal should be avoided.  If dug in, it just results in more 
disturbance in the resource, and if not dug in, it isn’t effective anyway.  Jay, if you have a different opinion, 
please weigh in.  
 
Silt fence would be appropriate in the upland, between any areas of disturbed soil and the river.  Or between 
material stockpiles (loam, gravel, etc.) and the river.   
 

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
 

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 9:25 AM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) 
<Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: RE: draft NRPA attachment 1, 2, 7 for review 
 
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
Yes, i remember you telling me about the turbidity curtain vs a silt fence as the fence is normally dug 
in.  I had just figured both and not dig in the fence?  Maybe that’s overkill?  im willing to do whatever is 
the preferred method, i just wasn’t certain if you do both and just don’t dig it in or just leave out the 
fence all together.   What is the most desired thing and ill certainly adjust to that.  Im just trying not 
make sure we don’t leave out any possible things. 
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From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 8:54 AM 
To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) 
<Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: {EXTERNAL} RE: draft NRPA attachment 1, 2, 7 for review 
 
Hi Jeff,  
 
Thank you for sending the draft for these sections.  I think you covered just about everything we 
discussed in the meeting.  I have one question:  Regarding Attachment 8, can you describe what you 
mean by “silt screen” in the intertidal?  Is this like a silt sock, or is it something that needs to be 
trenched?  We generally do not want erosion controls trenched into the intertidal substrate.     
 

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
 

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 4:57 PM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) 
<Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: RE: draft NRPA attachment 1, 2, 7 for review 
 
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or 
open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
My apologies, i should have included section 8 as well:   Here it is: 
 
Attachment 8: Erosion control plan 
-silt screen around site area (intertidal zone) during work as temporary control (short term) 
-turbity curtain around site area (sub-tidal zone) during work as temporary control of silting 
(short term) 
-timing of work to coincide with low tide to prevent unnecessary silting of river as planks are 
placed. All 
equipment removed from zone when not in use or as needed if tide comes in and work is not 
done. 
-regrading/replanting of any damage to trees/vegetation in the event any should occur (short 
term) 
-smaller stone in.& around launch ramp planks help to control erosion (long term) 
- stones/boulders to be placed around piles as rip-rap to stabilize/protect as shown in plan (long 
term) 
-hay/seeding/erosion control of any disturbed ground in upland areas used for access during 
and after 
construction as needed 
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From: Spinney, Jeffry  
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 4:26 PM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) 
<Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: draft NRPA attachment 1, 2, 7 for review 
 
Jami/Jay,  
 
Here is my rewritten drafts for attachment 1, 2, and 7 of the NRPA form.  Appreciate any 
feedback or things that you notice i might have forgotten to include that you think might 
be helpful. 
 
 
I will obviously bundle this all back into a large printed official copy at the end but wanted 
to get this draft copy to you for review. 
 
 
Thank you! 
-jeff 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachment 1:  Activity Description 
 
 
The proposed activity in this application is to modify an existing boat launch area on the 
Sheepscot river to include pre-cast concrete ramp planks & appropriate supporting stone 
bedding with fabric and surrounded by appropriately sized rip-rap to prevent further 
erosion and damage to planks through continued use and ice during winter.  
This improvement to the ramp from its current mixed mud/gravel will make both safer 
and easier the repeated launching & removal of boats & floats as well as to stabilize the 
embankment around the pier/launch ramp area used by a recreational club for day use. 
This club is a group of approximately 25 local area folks who use the river for a variety of 
activities in the spring/summer/fall.   Swimming, boating, duck hunting, fishing are the 
most common things that our members do in this section of river Sheepscot and 
(attached) Dyer rivers.  This location provides for access in a unique area where it would 
otherwise not be possible due to the old mill dam falls in Sheepscot village.. 
The existing pier, ramp, and float (located approx. 10‘ South of the existing ramp) has 
been at this location for approximately 20 years and used seasonally. The current 
pier/ramp/float design extends and places the float just below the low tide line so that 
there is always water and 3-4‘ at low tide. Ice has damaged the existing pier which has 
been removed and is seeking to be replaced by a free span aluminum ramp anchored to 
the shoreline to maintain same float placement beside the boat ramp. 
            The location of this project is in the town of Alna on the particular ~6.5 mile tidal 
segment of the Sheepscot  river between the reversing falls in Sheepscot village and the 
Head Tide dam, approximately 2.5 miles north from the reversing falls on site of the old 
mill dam in Sheepscot village. 
Access to the site is gained via an existing private woods road from the Golden Ridge 
Road and it is located on a 120 acre, privately owned parcel, tax map R-4, 21.   
This property along with several others is is used by a recreational club for swimming, 
fishing, hunting and members pool their resources through membership dues to maintain 
the common infrastructure such as the gun range located upland on the property, the 
dock and the boat ramp. 
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            The proposed precast reinforced planks proposed, available locally here in 
Maine, are the smaller size of the two available commercially and should accommodate 
the size range of vessels being used in this area on an in & out basis.   Each plank is 10' 
long by approximately 1.5’ wide, by 6" thick and weighs approx. 945lbs. This size is 
necessary to safely accommodate both the trailered watercraft launched at this site as 
well as annual removal of docks for winter storage and fits within the existing launch 
space so as to minimize any additional disturbance.   Once bolted together in a string 
approx 40' in length (below HAT) total and when installed flush to the surface of the 
shoreline with stone rip rap (1‘surrounding the sides and bottom), are expected to be 
impervious to damage from ice flow conditions in winter and spring flood debris such as 
trees/branches.  
The manufacturer recommended base of crushed stone (the minimum volume would 
used to do the job properly)  would be put in place in/around/between planks to assist in 
holding planks/preventing erosion and ensuring bank stability. As well, per a joint 
discussion with Army Corps and DEP recently, a fabirc material was suggested to help 
stabilize the stone & plank material from sinking and needing to be repaired.  Any 
excess material or material that may need to be removed from the site, would be loaded 
into a dump trailer or small truck and hauled to an upland disposal area in one of the 
fields on the property at least 1000’ feet upland from the river to prevent any erosion or 
other damage. 
             
In support of the pier replacement with an aluminum free span ramp (3’x40’ approx.) 
from shore to float, two large wooden piles (approx. 12-16”) would be set, cross braced 
together in standard fashion and then braced back onto other two piles located further 
inland (effectively creating a ‘pier’ on shore safe from ice), this will provide a stable 
anchor point for the aluminum ramp and keep the float/ramp from pulling the piles out 
into river and from pushing them into the shore as the tide ebbs & flows. The 2 water 
side piles would rise approx. 8-9’ and form a gantry style lift using a pulley as is typically 
used on piers to lift ramps up in winter time.   
The float would then be disconnected and hauled up onto the boat ramp above tideline 
for winter storage. The two water side piles at the HAT line would be surrounded by 
larger rip rap to provide ice protection in winter and increase stability of overall design. 
It is expected that this redesign of the pier/ramp/float system will lessen the footprint and 
therefore impact of pier on the environment since it would be a free span ramp from 
shore to float. 
 
 
 
NOTE: The exact square footage represented (~475 square feet below HAT) is a 
conservative approximate value due to the fact that the nearest Maine DEP HAT levels 
for 2018 reporting station is at the village of Sheepscot (below the rapids), several miles 
downriver.  The OBSERVED HAT line at the base of the embankment to the forest floor 
has been used as it is clearly delineating based upon the fact that there are (large 12-
24”) trees, bushes, and non-submergent grasses growing at this level that would 
otherwise perish in the brackish water. 
At the recommendation of the DEP on call person, a calculation line just above the 
observed HAT line is being used to be conservative in ensuring the calculation is 
sufficient. 
Furthermore, square footage also includes an observed negative tide per DEP guidance 
in NRPA guidelines (-0.46 at 7:46am on Tuesday May 7, 2019) observation-based 
finding of the low tide line. 
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7

Attachment 2: Alternative Analysis 
 
            The intent of the precast planking & rip-rap surrounding it is to enhance the 
existing access and prevent continued erosion in the launch area through in & out use by 
club members. There are no reasonable or alternatives to this access on this 
particular river segment as it is bounded to the South by the reversing falls at the 
old mill dam site and no Northern launch facility exists or is planned effectively 
making a captive segment of the river inaccessible without the continued use of this 
lauch point.. 

 
The size and scope of this project is the minimum size necessary, and is intended 

to only disturb the minimum square footage of approx <475 square feet total below HAT 
line. 

 
As required, we have reviewed any potential alternatives to the proposed activity. 
 
 
See picture below (red line indicates existing road).   

 
 
 
Alternate site locations:  The far Southern portion of property (just off photo 

bottom) is salt marsh and unsuitable for use. The area from bottom of photo to just south 
of option 2 is steep/rocky incline and therefore unsuitable for use without significant 
alteration. 

Option 2 would require the construction of a new road from the small field or the 
camping area approximately 800-1000‘ long for access (large yellow line), as well as an 
new embankment cut. The shoreline is also steeper at this location as it was used to load 
brick barges in past and has a sharp drop off. 

Option 1 would require a small (100-150‘ road from camping area – small yellow 
line) and could pose a reasonable alternative location, although it woudl require removeal 
of several trees and a new embankment cut in rivers shoreline.  

 
It would seem that the relative tradeoff of impacts would indicate that the least 

impactful site solution is the proposed (and already in use) one (the top, red marker on 
above map) as 1.) the established road system already exists and would not need to be 
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created either in terms of cost to the club or in terms of environmental impact, 2.) the 
river embankment already has an established cut as it is currently an in use ramp and 3.) 
minimal if any additional tree removal would be necessary to support construction.  

 
 
Alternate materials considered for use at the existing ramp site:  In addition to 

alternate launch sites, we reviewed and discussed with Army Corps and DEP a couple of 
alternate material options including wood swamp mats such as used for logging and 
consturtion which posed a significate flotation & anchoring challange and were 
effectively ruled out, removeable concrete without sub base preperation which while it 
removed the flotation concerns of the wood option still had safty concerns due to slippage 
of vehicles as well as silting concerns from repeated installation/removeal. Finally there 
was a rollout (removeable) aluminum option which was only available in a much larger 
than needed footprint and was significant in terms of cost. As well, the aluminum option 
needed subbase preparation too.    

All of the temporary solutions had a common concern by IF&W of silting from 
annual instalaltion/removeal when being reviewed with Army Corp so in turn the 
suggestion was made to return to the permananet solution as having the least long term 
impact.  The permanent concrete plank solution with proper subbase preparation and site 
prep to ensure minimal impact seems to be the most acceptable solution and is therefore 
being proposed. 

 
 
Alternate to aluminum ramp with 2 piles versus pier/ramp: Finally, the 

‘alternative’ to the alteration of existing pier/ramp/float, by embedding the piling support 
structure in the rip-rap at the HAT line and using a longer free span aluminum ramp, is 
simply to continue to repair the pier and redrive piles into the shoreline as needed. The 
proposed activity (reducing the impact and footprint of pier piles and maintenance of 
such) seems to be a better approach with less impact on the environment and less 
likelihood of ice damage in off season as it is removed nearly completely from the ice 
zone. 
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Attachment 7:  Construction details 
 

The work site will be accessed via the existing gravel access road from the home 
located at 126 Golden Ridge Rd. in Alna.  The timing of work is somewhat flexible, we 
are seeking to minimize impacts and avoid wet season and would need to be timed to 
coincide with low tide due to the nature of the work to be done below the high tideline.    

Turbidity curtain would be extended into the water to encapsulate the work area 
completely and minimize silting/turbity issues in river and a local state/DEP licensed 
contractor trained in erosion control has agreed to perform all work. 

Larger (10" – 2') natural boulder/stone material to be used for piling rip-rap as 
noted in diagrams.  

Once complete, if applicable, any extra material would be returned to the upland 
area and used for other unrelated projects as needed. 

Pre-cast boat launch concrete planks would be brought in on a trailer, lifted off 
and into place by tractor/excavator and bolted together in place per manufacturers 
recommended approach.   Sub Base material (crushed stone) would be brought in in 
small truck/trailer and be put into place by excavator, no extra material woudl be left on 
site.  It is not expected that there would be any additional removeal of trees as there is an 
existing launch ramp of same size in use now.  Any disturbed material would be 
regraded/replanted as necessary at completion, any silt/mud removed to make way for 
subbase would be removed from shoreland zone to upland location. 

All machinery and material not in use or placed woudl not remain in tidal zone, 
work would be coordinated to occur at low tide. 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Friday, August 23, 2019 11:31 AM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: Re:  RE: draft NRPA attachment 1, 2, 7  for review

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi jami.  Im heading up to your office now, i couldnt get our scanner to scan properly.  Do you think we could scan it at 
your office when i stop by if its not too much trouble?   
 
 
 
On Aug 21, 2019, at 3:18 PM, MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> wrote: 

Hi Jeff,  
  
To clarify:  Wherever the silt fence is place in the upland, it should be trenched in.  But it should not be 
placed in the intertidal.  
  
I don’t remember what I said before for number of copies, but one printed copy should be enough, as 
long as you also send or provide an electronic copy.  If scanning is an issue, let me know.  I might be able 
to just scan the copy you submit.    
  
Additional questions:  

1. Check “no” for after‐the‐fact.   
2. Check “yes” for previous wetland alteration, although I think the alteration was exempt from 

permitting at the time. 
3. $515.00 is the correct application fee. 
4. For application type, write, “Individual NRPA – boat ramp.” 

  

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
  

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 2:49 PM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) 
<Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: RE: draft NRPA attachment 1, 2, 7 for review 
  
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or 
open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
Ok, thanks.   I think I’ve got it.  I will just clarify wording that, it is not to be dug in and only used 
in upland areas if needed.   Thanks for pointing that out.  I’m looking to  drop off the final copy 
perhaps tomorrow by your office.    
  



2

  
How many printed copies did you say you needed?  I know you and i talked about this and it 
was different than the written guidance on the pink form.   i just cant find where i noted it 
down.   I had a couple other small things that im just taking a best guess at. 
  
  

1.) Section 22 of NRPA application -  (after the fact?)   do i check yes or no 
or check both here?  In my mind, dock is after the fact but ramp is very 
old (pre NRPA). thought i should confirm with you guys to be sure 

  
2.) Section 25 of NRPA application – (previous wetland alteration?)  I’m 

leaning towards ‘yes’ because there is an existing ramp/dock, but 
thought i should confirm with you guys to be sure. 

  
  

3.) In the NRPA line 28 fees -- $515 is the amount Jami had indicated and  I 
will include a check for this amount when i drop off.  

4.) Appendix A – MDEP visual evaluation checklist -  ‘Application type’ – not 
sure what to put in this field.  Leaning towards leaving this blank as the 
next field is description. 

  
  
  
If i can use an electronic scanner to scan it, do you want me to try and do that?  (not sure how it 
will handle double side or color, but i can try). 
  
  
Thanks! 
-jeff 
  

From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 2:04 PM 
To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE 
(US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: {EXTERNAL} RE: draft NRPA attachment 1, 2, 7 for review 
  
The turbidity curtain is good.  The silt fence in the intertidal should be avoided.  If dug in, it just 
results in more disturbance in the resource, and if not dug in, it isn’t effective anyway.  Jay, if 
you have a different opinion, please weigh in.  
  
Silt fence would be appropriate in the upland, between any areas of disturbed soil and the 
river.  Or between material stockpiles (loam, gravel, etc.) and the river.   
  

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
  

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 9:25 AM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) 
<Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: RE: draft NRPA attachment 1, 2, 7 for review 
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EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click 
links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
Yes, i remember you telling me about the turbidity curtain vs a silt fence as the fence is 
normally dug in.  I had just figured both and not dig in the fence?  Maybe that’s 
overkill?  im willing to do whatever is the preferred method, i just wasn’t certain if you do 
both and just don’t dig it in or just leave out the fence all together.   What is the most 
desired thing and ill certainly adjust to that.  Im just trying not make sure we don’t leave 
out any possible things. 
  
  
  
  

From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 8:54 AM 
To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY 
CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: {EXTERNAL} RE: draft NRPA attachment 1, 2, 7 for review 
  
Hi Jeff,  
  
Thank you for sending the draft for these sections.  I think you covered just about 
everything we discussed in the meeting.  I have one question:  Regarding Attachment 8, 
can you describe what you mean by “silt screen” in the intertidal?  Is this like a silt sock, 
or is it something that needs to be trenched?  We generally do not want erosion 
controls trenched into the intertidal substrate.     
  

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
  

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 4:57 PM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) 
<Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: RE: draft NRPA attachment 1, 2, 7 for review 
  
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do 
not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the 
content is safe. 
My apologies, i should have included section 8 as well:   Here it is: 
  
Attachment 8: Erosion control plan 
-silt screen around site area (intertidal zone) during work as temporary control 
(short term) 
-turbity curtain around site area (sub-tidal zone) during work as temporary control 
of silting (short term) 
-timing of work to coincide with low tide to prevent unnecessary silting of river as 
planks are placed. All 
equipment removed from zone when not in use or as needed if tide comes in and 
work is not done. 
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-regrading/replanting of any damage to trees/vegetation in the event any should 
occur (short term) 
-smaller stone in.& around launch ramp planks help to control erosion (long term) 
- stones/boulders to be placed around piles as rip-rap to stabilize/protect as 
shown in plan (long term) 
-hay/seeding/erosion control of any disturbed ground in upland areas used for 
access during and after 
construction as needed 
  
  
  
  
  
  

From: Spinney, Jeffry  
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 4:26 PM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY 
CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: draft NRPA attachment 1, 2, 7 for review 
  
Jami/Jay,  
  
Here is my rewritten drafts for attachment 1, 2, and 7 of the NRPA 
form.  Appreciate any feedback or things that you notice i might have 
forgotten to include that you think might be helpful. 
  
  
I will obviously bundle this all back into a large printed official copy at the 
end but wanted to get this draft copy to you for review. 
  
  
Thank you! 
-jeff 
  
  
  
  
  
Attachment 1:  Activity Description 
  
  
The proposed activity in this application is to modify an existing boat 
launch area on the Sheepscot river to include pre-cast concrete ramp 
planks & appropriate supporting stone bedding with fabric and 
surrounded by appropriately sized rip-rap to prevent further erosion and 
damage to planks through continued use and ice during winter.  
This improvement to the ramp from its current mixed mud/gravel will 
make both safer and easier the repeated launching & removal of boats & 
floats as well as to stabilize the embankment around the pier/launch ramp 
area used by a recreational club for day use. This club is a group of 
approximately 25 local area folks who use the river for a variety of 
activities in the spring/summer/fall.   Swimming, boating, duck hunting, 
fishing are the most common things that our members do in this section 
of river Sheepscot and (attached) Dyer rivers.  This location provides for 
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access in a unique area where it would otherwise not be possible due to 
the old mill dam falls in Sheepscot village.. 
The existing pier, ramp, and float (located approx. 10‘ South of the 
existing ramp) has been at this location for approximately 20 years and 
used seasonally. The current pier/ramp/float design extends and places 
the float just below the low tide line so that there is always water and 3-4‘ 
at low tide. Ice has damaged the existing pier which has been removed 
and is seeking to be replaced by a free span aluminum ramp anchored to 
the shoreline to maintain same float placement beside the boat ramp. 
            The location of this project is in the town of Alna on the particular 
~6.5 mile tidal segment of the Sheepscot  river between the reversing 
falls in Sheepscot village and the Head Tide dam, approximately 2.5 
miles north from the reversing falls on site of the old mill dam in 
Sheepscot village. 
Access to the site is gained via an existing private woods road from the 
Golden Ridge Road and it is located on a 120 acre, privately owned 
parcel, tax map R-4, 21.   
This property along with several others is is used by a recreational club 
for swimming, fishing, hunting and members pool their resources through 
membership dues to maintain the common infrastructure such as the gun 
range located upland on the property, the dock and the boat ramp. 
  
            The proposed precast reinforced planks proposed, available 
locally here in Maine, are the smaller size of the two available 
commercially and should accommodate the size range of vessels being 
used in this area on an in & out basis.   Each plank is 10' long by 
approximately 1.5’ wide, by 6" thick and weighs approx. 945lbs. This size 
is necessary to safely accommodate both the trailered watercraft 
launched at this site as well as annual removal of docks for winter storage 
and fits within the existing launch space so as to minimize any additional 
disturbance.   Once bolted together in a string approx 40' in length (below 
HAT) total and when installed flush to the surface of the shoreline with 
stone rip rap (1‘surrounding the sides and bottom), are expected to be 
impervious to damage from ice flow conditions in winter and spring flood 
debris such as trees/branches.  
The manufacturer recommended base of crushed stone (the minimum 
volume would used to do the job properly)  would be put in place 
in/around/between planks to assist in holding planks/preventing erosion 
and ensuring bank stability. As well, per a joint discussion with Army 
Corps and DEP recently, a fabirc material was suggested to help stabilize 
the stone & plank material from sinking and needing to be repaired.  Any 
excess material or material that may need to be removed from the site, 
would be loaded into a dump trailer or small truck and hauled to an 
upland disposal area in one of the fields on the property at least 1000’ 
feet upland from the river to prevent any erosion or other damage. 
             
In support of the pier replacement with an aluminum free span ramp 
(3’x40’ approx.) from shore to float, two large wooden piles (approx. 12-
16”) would be set, cross braced together in standard fashion and then 
braced back onto other two piles located further inland (effectively 
creating a ‘pier’ on shore safe from ice), this will provide a stable anchor 
point for the aluminum ramp and keep the float/ramp from pulling the piles 
out into river and from pushing them into the shore as the tide ebbs & 
flows. The 2 water side piles would rise approx. 8-9’ and form a gantry 
style lift using a pulley as is typically used on piers to lift ramps up in 
winter time.   
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The float would then be disconnected and hauled up onto the boat ramp 
above tideline for winter storage. The two water side piles at the HAT line 
would be surrounded by larger rip rap to provide ice protection in winter 
and increase stability of overall design. 
It is expected that this redesign of the pier/ramp/float system will lessen 
the footprint and therefore impact of pier on the environment since it 
would be a free span ramp from shore to float. 
  
  
  
NOTE: The exact square footage represented (~475 square feet below 
HAT) is a conservative approximate value due to the fact that the nearest 
Maine DEP HAT levels for 2018 reporting station is at the village of 
Sheepscot (below the rapids), several miles downriver.  The OBSERVED 
HAT line at the base of the embankment to the forest floor has been used 
as it is clearly delineating based upon the fact that there are (large 12-
24”) trees, bushes, and non-submergent grasses growing at this level that 
would otherwise perish in the brackish water. 
At the recommendation of the DEP on call person, a calculation line just 
above the observed HAT line is being used to be conservative in ensuring 
the calculation is sufficient. 
Furthermore, square footage also includes an observed negative tide per 
DEP guidance in NRPA guidelines (-0.46 at 7:46am on Tuesday May 7, 
2019) observation-based finding of the low tide line. 
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Attachment 2: Alternative Analysis 
  
            The intent of the precast planking & rip-rap surrounding it is to 
enhance the existing access and prevent continued erosion in the launch 
area through in & out use by club members. There are no reasonable or 
alternatives to this access on this particular river segment as it is 
bounded to the South by the reversing falls at the old mill dam site 
and no Northern launch facility exists or is planned effectively making 
a captive segment of the river inaccessible without the continued use 
of this lauch point.. 

  
The size and scope of this project is the minimum size necessary, 

and is intended to only disturb the minimum square footage of approx 
<475 square feet total below HAT line. 

  
As required, we have reviewed any potential alternatives to the 

proposed activity. 
  
  
See picture below (red line indicates existing road).   
<image001.png> 
  
  
Alternate site locations:  The far Southern portion of property 

(just off photo bottom) is salt marsh and unsuitable for use. The area from 
bottom of photo to just south of option 2 is steep/rocky incline and 
therefore unsuitable for use without significant alteration. 

Option 2 would require the construction of a new road from the 
small field or the camping area approximately 800-1000‘ long for access 
(large yellow line), as well as an new embankment cut. The shoreline is 
also steeper at this location as it was used to load brick barges in past and 
has a sharp drop off. 

Option 1 would require a small (100-150‘ road from camping area 
– small yellow line) and could pose a reasonable alternative location, 
although it woudl require removeal of several trees and a new 
embankment cut in rivers shoreline.  

  
It would seem that the relative tradeoff of impacts would indicate 

that the least impactful site solution is the proposed (and already in use) 
one (the top, red marker on above map) as 1.) the established road system 
already exists and would not need to be created either in terms of cost to 
the club or in terms of environmental impact, 2.) the river embankment 
already has an established cut as it is currently an in use ramp and 3.) 
minimal if any additional tree removal would be necessary to support 
construction.  

  
  
Alternate materials considered for use at the existing ramp 

site:  In addition to alternate launch sites, we reviewed and discussed with 
Army Corps and DEP a couple of alternate material options including 
wood swamp mats such as used for logging and consturtion which posed a 
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significate flotation & anchoring challange and were effectively ruled out, 
removeable concrete without sub base preperation which while it removed 
the flotation concerns of the wood option still had safty concerns due to 
slippage of vehicles as well as silting concerns from repeated 
installation/removeal. Finally there was a rollout (removeable) aluminum 
option which was only available in a much larger than needed footprint 
and was significant in terms of cost. As well, the aluminum option needed 
subbase preparation too.    

All of the temporary solutions had a common concern by IF&W of 
silting from annual instalaltion/removeal when being reviewed with Army 
Corp so in turn the suggestion was made to return to the permananet 
solution as having the least long term impact.  The permanent concrete 
plank solution with proper subbase preparation and site prep to ensure 
minimal impact seems to be the most acceptable solution and is therefore 
being proposed. 

  
  
Alternate to aluminum ramp with 2 piles versus pier/ramp: 

Finally, the ‘alternative’ to the alteration of existing pier/ramp/float, by 
embedding the piling support structure in the rip-rap at the HAT line and 
using a longer free span aluminum ramp, is simply to continue to repair 
the pier and redrive piles into the shoreline as needed. The proposed 
activity (reducing the impact and footprint of pier piles and maintenance 
of such) seems to be a better approach with less impact on the 
environment and less likelihood of ice damage in off season as it is 
removed nearly completely from the ice zone. 
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Attachment 7:  Construction details 
  

The work site will be accessed via the existing gravel access road 
from the home located at 126 Golden Ridge Rd. in Alna.  The timing of 
work is somewhat flexible, we are seeking to minimize impacts and avoid 
wet season and would need to be timed to coincide with low tide due to 
the nature of the work to be done below the high tideline.    

Turbidity curtain would be extended into the water to encapsulate 
the work area completely and minimize silting/turbity issues in river and a 
local state/DEP licensed contractor trained in erosion control has agreed to 
perform all work. 

Larger (10" – 2') natural boulder/stone material to be used for 
piling rip-rap as noted in diagrams.  

Once complete, if applicable, any extra material would be returned 
to the upland area and used for other unrelated projects as needed. 

Pre-cast boat launch concrete planks would be brought in on a 
trailer, lifted off and into place by tractor/excavator and bolted together in 
place per manufacturers recommended approach.   Sub Base material 
(crushed stone) would be brought in in small truck/trailer and be put into 
place by excavator, no extra material woudl be left on site.  It is not 
expected that there would be any additional removeal of trees as there is 
an existing launch ramp of same size in use now.  Any disturbed material 
would be regraded/replanted as necessary at completion, any silt/mud 
removed to make way for subbase would be removed from shoreland zone 
to upland location. 

All machinery and material not in use or placed woudl not remain 
in tidal zone, work would be coordinated to occur at low tide. 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 10:30 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: Process question
Attachments: IMG_2246.jpg; ATT00001.txt

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 





file:///C/Users/Marylisa.York/OneDrive%20-%20State%20of%20Maine/Desktop/New%20folder/2-10done/6b-questions.txt[7/17/2020 2:51:13 PM]

Hi jami,  a couple of the guys were asking me tonight about whats next in our application process.   Attached is a pic 
from the nrpa guide we were looking at.   

I just wanted to check and make sure that im right.   I figure you must be the â€œproject managerâ€ ?  And we must be 
at one of the two red circles by now?   

So, according to this chart it takes about 15 more days for dep to review, is that correct?     What about army corps and 
if&w or are they factored into that since its the nrpa combined application now?

I let jay know that i had given you sn electronic copy the other day.  

Thank you again, jeff
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 10:11 AM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: Re:  RE:  RE: Process question

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Cool. Thanks 
 
> On Aug 27, 2019, at 10:09 AM, MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> wrote: 
> 
> You have it exactly right.  Your application has been logged in and has been assigned to me as of today.  As the project 
manager, I have until 9/16 to review it for completeness, but I will try to get that done much sooner than that.  Once I 
accept it, I'll notify you by letter and email.  I will then send a request for comments to various reviewers, and allow 
them 30 days to respond.  In the meantime I will be working on a draft of the permit and reaching out to you as 
questions or comments come up.  From the date of acceptance we have 120 days max to issue a decision.  It will likely 
take about 2 months from acceptance. 
> 
> IF&W's review is incorporated into ours.  They will be one of the reviewers with 30 days to comment.  Army Corps will 
conduct their own review and issue a separate permit, but will work off the same application materials you provided to 
us.  I am not sure of their timeline. 
> 
> ‐Jami MacNeil 
> Environmental Specialist III 
> Bureau of Land Resources 
> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
> Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 9:37 AM 
> To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
> Subject: Re: RE: Process question 
> 
> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
> 
> Weird. The picture must have messed up format of email.   It was just the dep nrpa flowchart. 
> 
> My question was: 
> 
> Hi jami,  a couple of the guys were asking me tonight about whats next in our application process.   Attached is a pic 
from the nrpa guide we were looking at. 
> 
> I just wanted to check and make sure that im right.   I figure you must be the “project manager”?  And we must be at 
one of the two red circles by now? 
> 
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> So, according to this chart it takes about 15 more days for dep to review, is that correct?     What about army corps and 
if&w or are they factored into that since its the nrpa combined application now? 
> 
> I let jay know that i had given you sn electronic copy the other day. 
> 
> 
> Thank you again, jeff 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
>> On Aug 27, 2019, at 9:21 AM, MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> wrote: 
>> 
>> Hi Jeff, 
>> 
>> Can you explain your question or describe the attachments?  I can't open them without any indication of their 
content (security reasons). 
>> 
>> Thanks, 
>> 
>> ‐Jami MacNeil 
>> Environmental Specialist III 
>> Bureau of Land Resources 
>> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
>> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
>> 
>> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
>> From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
>> Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 10:30 PM 
>> To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
>> Subject: Process question 
>> 
>> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
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York, Marylisa

From: Heath, Kathy
Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 4:51 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: RE: Spinney application, type code change

Record has been updated.  Thanks. 
 

From: MacNeil, Jami  
Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 4:06 PM 
To: Heath, Kathy <Kathy.Heath@maine.gov> 
Subject: Spinney application, type code change 
 
Hi Kathy,  
 
Can you please change #L‐28397‐4P‐A‐N to a 4E?  This is for Jeff Spinney in Alna.  He is doing a pier, but also a boat ramp 
(smaller than 1,000 s.f., so it isn’t a 4C).  Rather than give the application both a 4P and a 4E, we will just put it all under 
a 4E.  Should be no change in the fee.    
 
Thanks! 
 

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 4, 2019 2:51 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: RE: RE:  NRPA application - site visit

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
Cool…..ill see you then, we can ride in the gator then.  thanks! 
 

From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, September 04, 2019 2:45 PM 
To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
Subject: {EXTERNAL} RE: RE: NRPA application ‐ site visit 
 
Hi Jeff,  
 
I am still planning to come out on Friday at 9am.  It looks like it will be just me.  
 
Thanks,  
 

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
 

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, September 04, 2019 12:35 PM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: RE: RE: NRPA application ‐ site visit 
 
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
Hi Jami, 
 
Just checking in…we are on for Friday @ 9?   Are you coming alone or are there others?  I want to 
make sure i have enough transportation readily available to get down there. 
 
Thanks, 
-j 
 

From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 11:00 AM 
To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
Subject: {EXTERNAL} RE: RE: NRPA application ‐ site visit 
 
Confirmed.  
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-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
 

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 10:50 AM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: Re: RE: NRPA application ‐ site visit 
 

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or 
open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Perfect.  Say 9am?  Thanks! 
 
On Aug 27, 2019, at 10:36 AM, MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> wrote: 

That’s okay.  How about Friday next week, 9/6?  Anytime from 9am to 2pm would work 
for me.  
  

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
  

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 10:33 AM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: Re: NRPA application ‐ site visit 
  

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do 
not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the 
content is safe. 

Shoot.  Im out of state at the moment for work.   Could you do either fri or sometime 
next week?  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 
On Aug 27, 2019, at 10:16 AM, MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> wrote: 

Jeff – We try to visit the sites where we have projects under review.  I 
am planning to be in the field this Thursday with a couple other co‐
workers.  Can we stop by your property to get a sense of the site and do 
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a visual assessment?  It would probably help if you are there, but you do 
not necessarily need to be, if you’re okay with us going to the shoreline.   
  
We can do as early as 8:30am, or push it back later in the morning, if 
that works for you.  We could also do noon.  We have to back to the 
office by 1pm that day.  
  
Let me know.  Thanks, 
  

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
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York, Marylisa

From: MacNeil, Jami
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 1:16 PM
To: Spinney, Jeffry
Subject: NRPA application -- acceptance
Attachments: Accept.pdf

Hi Jeff,  
 
Attached is a letter of acceptance for the NRPA application you submitted for a dock system and boat ramp in Alna.  I 
will reach out to you if questions come up during the review.  
 
Thank you, 
 

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
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 GOVERNOR COMMISSIONER 
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website: www.maine.gov/dep 

 

 
 
 
September 10, 2019 
 
Jeffry Spinney 
126 Golden Ridge Road 
Alna, Maine 04535 
 
 
RE:   NATURAL RESOURCES PROTECTION ACT APPLICATION, ALNA 
  DEP #L-28397-4E-A-N 
  
Dear Jeff, 
 
The application you submitted for a Natural Resources Protection Act permit was 
received by the Department of Environmental Protection on August 23, 2019, and found 
to be acceptable for processing on September 9, 2019.  Acceptance of the application 
does not preclude the Department from requesting additional information during 
processing.  Your application has been given the above reference number.   
 
The project will now be examined to determine whether a license can be issued.  The 
statutory deadline for the Department to reach a final decision on your application is 
January 7, 2020; however, we will do our best to process the application and issue a 
decision as soon as possible.  No construction related to the proposed activities currently 
under review may be started prior to receiving a final decision from the Department.   
 
Please feel free to contact me at (207) 446-4894 or via email at 
jami.macneil@maine.gov  if you have any questions regarding this project. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jami MacNeil, Project Manager 
Bureau of Land Resources 
 
 
  
 

mailto:jami.macneil@maine.gov
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 1:17 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: RE: NRPA application -- acceptance

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
Hahha….thanks.  i just sent you an email, that’s too funny.  I am also going to preemptively meet with my other 
neighbor in case he had same concerns. 
 
Thanks! 
 

From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 1:16 PM 
To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
Subject: {EXTERNAL} NRPA application ‐‐ acceptance 
 
Hi Jeff,  
 
Attached is a letter of acceptance for the NRPA application you submitted for a dock system and boat ramp in 
Alna.  I will reach out to you if questions come up during the review.  
 
Thank you, 
 

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
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York, Marylisa

From: William A Weary <w.weary@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2019 4:33 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: Re: NRPA comments, Spinney application

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Thanks, Jami. Very helpful. Bill  
 
On Thu, Sep 12, 2019, 07:32 MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> wrote: 

Hi Bill,  

  

The Department is currently reviewing Jeff Spinney’s application for a dock system and boat ramp under Maine’s 
Natural Resources Protection Act.  The application was accepted for processing on September 9, 2019.  The statutory 
deadline for the Department to reach a final decision on the application is January 7, 2020; however, the goal date for a 
decision is November 15, 2019.  Written comments will be accepted until a decision is issued.  I recommend submitting 
your comments by October 8, 2019, to allow the Department ample time to consider them.   

  

The Department’s record, which includes the application of specific interest to you, is available to be viewed at any 
time.  Feel free to contact the Department’s File Room at (207) 287‐7843 to request a day and time that is convenient 
for you to view the record.  

  

Feel free to contact me with additional concerns, questions, or comments.  I can be reached at (207) 446‐4894 or via 
this email address.  

  

Best, 

  

-Jami MacNeil 

Environmental Specialist III  

Bureau of Land Resources  

Maine Department of Environmental Protection 

(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
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From: William A Weary <w.weary@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2019 9:56 AM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: Re: NRPA comments 

  

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Thanks, Jami. I told Jeff I'd put some thoughts together for you. By what date do you need them? Best ‐ Bill  

  

On Tue, Sep 10, 2019, 14:08 MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> wrote: 

Thank you Jeff.  If William or any other member of the public would like to submit comments on the project, they may 
do so in writing to this email address, or they may mail written comments addressed to my attention at: 

  

Maine DEP 

28 Tyson Drive 

Augusta, ME 04330 

  

-Jami MacNeil 

Environmental Specialist III  

Bureau of Land Resources  

Maine Department of Environmental Protection 

(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  

  

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 1:16 PM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Cc: William A Weary <w.weary@gmail.com> 
Subject: NRPA comments 
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EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi Jami, 

  

I wanted to take a moment to introduce you to William Weary (cc), my neighbor/abutter from across the 
river.   

  

I just met with him a little while ago and walked the site and alternate sites and discussed my plans.  He was 
interested in alternate site 2.  

  

  I explained the tradeoffs that we had discussed of additional footprint issue (new road, new river 
embankment cut, etc.) vs the existing site, and promised that I would provide him with your email if he 
wanted to comment further.   

  

Additionally, I think a portion of concern was the distance into river that the dock extends, but after I 
explained that it was measured from the actual shoreline and the relative width of the river as measured, 
William indicated that it made more sense.  In my drawing I didn’t depict clearly distance to the far side of 
river which would have helped. As I indicated to William, intent is that dock remains at original position, only 
pier/ramp is being replaced by aluminum free span ramp of same total distance.. 

  

  

  

Thanks again, 

-Jeff 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 8:07 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: FW: fyi
Attachments: dock vs overal width.jpg

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Hi Jami, 
 
I was putting together some visuals to try and explain about extension of dock into river to my neighbor who is from 
away.  Attached is a set of two google earth pictures from 2012 i think, looks like i had only 1/2 the float portion in at 
this time....but it gives the same projection into river. Thought i would provide a copy to you as well if it helps. 
 
 
‐ Left photo measures dock system protrusion from shore. (~45' or so including pier/ramp/floats ‐ trees shown hang out 
over river on left side which is deceiving in the picture) 
 
‐ Right photo measures river width (approximately 205' from this particular measurement) as best i can and puts it into 
visual context with river. 
 
 
 
 
 
I figured i would provide this graphic to help as some additional support that the dock even at the MAXIMUM POSSIBLE 
estimation of 35' (ramp) + 16' (max extension/runout float that supports ramp end) + 8' (float) = 59' (total)  as i drew in 
my NRPA plan, will extend 29% into/across the river  ‐ approx. the width of the end float additional to the existing 
picture here) 
 
Once i can set and determine the exact position of the two piles at the HAT and compute the MINIMUM  ramp length 
needed to then keep floats floating at low tide, i expect things to be shorter to keep costs down. Until then, all i can do is 
conservatively estimate. 
 
My point being is this is in no way obtrusive or otherwise blocking the river. 
 
 
 
Thanks, 
‐jeff 
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York, Marylisa

From: Settele, Rebecca
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 10:21 AM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Cc: Perry, John
Subject: RE: NRPA review request

Hi Jami, 
 
Minimal impacts to wildlife are anticipated for this project. Please let me know if you have any questions.  
 

Becca Settele 
Wildlife Biologist 
Maine Dept of Inland Fisheries & Wildlife 
Wildlife Division 
650 State St 
Bangor ME 04401 
(207)941‐4438 
mefishwildlife.com | facebook | twitter 
 
Correspondence to and from this office is considered a public record and may be subject to a request under the Maine Freedom of Access Act. Information that you 
wish to keep confidential should not be included in email correspondence. 
 

From: MacNeil, Jami  
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 2:20 PM 
To: Nault, Denis‐Marc <Denis‐Marc.Nault@maine.gov>; IFWEnvironmentalreview 
<IFWEnvironmentalreview@maine.gov>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: NRPA review request 
 
Please find attached a review request for a NRPA application submitted by Jeff Spinney for a boat ramp and pier system 
on the Sheepscot River in Alna.  We are requesting comments by 10/7/19.  
 
Thank you,  
 

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
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York, Marylisa

From: MacNeil, Jami
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 11:50 AM
To: Spinney, Jeffry
Subject: public interest and public notice
Attachments: tax map_public notice.pdf

Hi Jeff,  
 
Thank you for the visual.  I will add it to the file.  I have not yet received any written comments, but I have received a 
phone call from Carol Ervin, who I believe is your neighbor to the north (Map R‐4 Lot 21).  She has some concerns, which 
I asked her to submit in writing.  I will share them with you if/when she sends them.   
 
Ms. Ervin said she did not receive a notice in the mail, but I see her on your list of abutters in the application.  The notice 
likely went to her South Carolina address when she was not there.  As the applicant, you are only required to send the 
notices to the addresses that are on file with the Town.  However, you may want to send Ms. Ervin a courtesy notice 
now to her Maine address.   
 
Since it looks like we will have some interested persons for this project, please submit copies of certified mailing receipts 
for the mailings that you did send.  I'd like to have those on file.   
 
After reviewing the tax maps again, I think there are a few additional lots that should receive notice (see attached):   
Map R4, Lot 18 (in Alna) 
Map 6, Lot 8F (in Newcastle) 
Map 6, Lot 9 (in Newcastle) 
 
Please send a notice by certified mail to the owners of these lots, and send me copies of the mailing receipts.   
 
Thank you,  
 
‐Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>  
Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 8:07 PM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: FW: fyi 
 
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Hi Jami, 
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I was putting together some visuals to try and explain about extension of dock into river to my neighbor who is from 
away.  Attached is a set of two google earth pictures from 2012 i think, looks like i had only 1/2 the float portion in at 
this time....but it gives the same projection into river. Thought i would provide a copy to you as well if it helps. 
 
 
‐ Left photo measures dock system protrusion from shore. (~45' or so including pier/ramp/floats ‐ trees shown hang out 
over river on left side which is deceiving in the picture) 
 
‐ Right photo measures river width (approximately 205' from this particular measurement) as best i can and puts it into 
visual context with river. 
 
 
 
 
 
I figured i would provide this graphic to help as some additional support that the dock even at the MAXIMUM POSSIBLE 
estimation of 35' (ramp) + 16' (max extension/runout float that supports ramp end) + 8' (float) = 59' (total)  as i drew in 
my NRPA plan, will extend 29% into/across the river  ‐ approx. the width of the end float additional to the existing 
picture here) 
 
Once i can set and determine the exact position of the two piles at the HAT and compute the MINIMUM  ramp length 
needed to then keep floats floating at low tide, i expect things to be shorter to keep costs down. Until then, all i can do is 
conservatively estimate. 
 
My point being is this is in no way obtrusive or otherwise blocking the river. 
 
 
 
Thanks, 
‐jeff 



 
Alna, Maine 

 

 = subject parcel 

 = abutter 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 12:09 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: Re:  public interest and public notice

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
I know carol. She is the one i made the visual for.  I also know her caretaker was busted for clearing in shoreland zone a 
few years ago and she is quite an intereting character.  I sent bailey (husband) certified mail to their addess.  Ill send upu 
receipts when i get back home in a bit. 
 
Kinda confused on other abutters though.  Only neighbors are weary (he owns from well above me to well below my 
location across river) 
 
Bailey/carol to north and philbrick to west and south.  I thibk i have covered the required folks, but i need to go look at a 
map a d see what the lots are your talkibg about.    Ill double check and give you a call in a bit. 
 
Im pretty certain r4 18 is one of philbricks lots. (Same guy as to west of me).  They did get one and ive spoken to them as 
well. 
 
> On Sep 16, 2019, at 11:50 AM, MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> wrote: 
> 
> Hi Jeff, 
> 
> Thank you for the visual.  I will add it to the file.  I have not yet received any written comments, but I have received a 
phone call from Carol Ervin, who I believe is your neighbor to the north (Map R‐4 Lot 21).  She has some concerns, which 
I asked her to submit in writing.  I will share them with you if/when she sends them. 
> 
> Ms. Ervin said she did not receive a notice in the mail, but I see her on your list of abutters in the application.  The 
notice likely went to her South Carolina address when she was not there.  As the applicant, you are only required to 
send the notices to the addresses that are on file with the Town.  However, you may want to send Ms. Ervin a courtesy 
notice now to her Maine address. 
> 
> Since it looks like we will have some interested persons for this project, please submit copies of certified mailing 
receipts for the mailings that you did send.  I'd like to have those on file. 
> 
> After reviewing the tax maps again, I think there are a few additional lots that should receive notice (see attached): 
> Map R4, Lot 18 (in Alna) 
> Map 6, Lot 8F (in Newcastle) 
> Map 6, Lot 9 (in Newcastle) 
> 
> Please send a notice by certified mail to the owners of these lots, and send me copies of the mailing receipts. 
> 
> Thank you, 
> 
> ‐Jami MacNeil 
> Environmental Specialist III 
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> Bureau of Land Resources 
> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
> Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 8:07 PM 
> To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
> Subject: FW: fyi 
> 
> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
> 
> Hi Jami, 
> 
> I was putting together some visuals to try and explain about extension of dock into river to my neighbor who is from 
away.  Attached is a set of two google earth pictures from 2012 i think, looks like i had only 1/2 the float portion in at 
this time....but it gives the same projection into river. Thought i would provide a copy to you as well if it helps. 
> 
> 
> ‐ Left photo measures dock system protrusion from shore. (~45' or so including pier/ramp/floats ‐ trees shown hang 
out over river on left side which is deceiving in the picture) 
> 
> ‐ Right photo measures river width (approximately 205' from this particular measurement) as best i can and puts it into 
visual context with river. 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> I figured i would provide this graphic to help as some additional support that the dock even at the MAXIMUM 
POSSIBLE estimation of 35' (ramp) + 16' (max extension/runout float that supports ramp end) + 8' (float) = 59' (total)  as i 
drew in my NRPA plan, will extend 29% into/across the river  ‐ approx. the width of the end float additional to the 
existing picture here) 
> 
> Once i can set and determine the exact position of the two piles at the HAT and compute the MINIMUM  ramp length 
needed to then keep floats floating at low tide, i expect things to be shorter to keep costs down. Until then, all i can do is 
conservatively estimate. 
> 
> My point being is this is in no way obtrusive or otherwise blocking the river. 
> 
> 
> 
> Thanks, 
> ‐jeff 
> <tax map_public notice.pdf> 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 12:19 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: Re:  public interest and public notice

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Just looking at a newcastle tax map on my phone, Neither 8f or 9 in newcastle are directly across the public way from 
any of the possible sites.   Why do i need to certify mail to them? 
 
 
 
> On Sep 16, 2019, at 11:50 AM, MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> wrote: 
> 
> Hi Jeff, 
> 
> Thank you for the visual.  I will add it to the file.  I have not yet received any written comments, but I have received a 
phone call from Carol Ervin, who I believe is your neighbor to the north (Map R‐4 Lot 21).  She has some concerns, which 
I asked her to submit in writing.  I will share them with you if/when she sends them. 
> 
> Ms. Ervin said she did not receive a notice in the mail, but I see her on your list of abutters in the application.  The 
notice likely went to her South Carolina address when she was not there.  As the applicant, you are only required to 
send the notices to the addresses that are on file with the Town.  However, you may want to send Ms. Ervin a courtesy 
notice now to her Maine address. 
> 
> Since it looks like we will have some interested persons for this project, please submit copies of certified mailing 
receipts for the mailings that you did send.  I'd like to have those on file. 
> 
> After reviewing the tax maps again, I think there are a few additional lots that should receive notice (see attached): 
> Map R4, Lot 18 (in Alna) 
> Map 6, Lot 8F (in Newcastle) 
> Map 6, Lot 9 (in Newcastle) 
> 
> Please send a notice by certified mail to the owners of these lots, and send me copies of the mailing receipts. 
> 
> Thank you, 
> 
> ‐Jami MacNeil 
> Environmental Specialist III 
> Bureau of Land Resources 
> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
> Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 8:07 PM 
> To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
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> Subject: FW: fyi 
> 
> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
> 
> Hi Jami, 
> 
> I was putting together some visuals to try and explain about extension of dock into river to my neighbor who is from 
away.  Attached is a set of two google earth pictures from 2012 i think, looks like i had only 1/2 the float portion in at 
this time....but it gives the same projection into river. Thought i would provide a copy to you as well if it helps. 
> 
> 
> ‐ Left photo measures dock system protrusion from shore. (~45' or so including pier/ramp/floats ‐ trees shown hang 
out over river on left side which is deceiving in the picture) 
> 
> ‐ Right photo measures river width (approximately 205' from this particular measurement) as best i can and puts it into 
visual context with river. 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> I figured i would provide this graphic to help as some additional support that the dock even at the MAXIMUM 
POSSIBLE estimation of 35' (ramp) + 16' (max extension/runout float that supports ramp end) + 8' (float) = 59' (total)  as i 
drew in my NRPA plan, will extend 29% into/across the river  ‐ approx. the width of the end float additional to the 
existing picture here) 
> 
> Once i can set and determine the exact position of the two piles at the HAT and compute the MINIMUM  ramp length 
needed to then keep floats floating at low tide, i expect things to be shorter to keep costs down. Until then, all i can do is 
conservatively estimate. 
> 
> My point being is this is in no way obtrusive or otherwise blocking the river. 
> 
> 
> 
> Thanks, 
> ‐jeff 
> <tax map_public notice.pdf> 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 12:24 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: Re:  public interest and public notice

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
I just double checked the alna records to make sure.  R4‐18 belongs to elain philbrick. (Her son allen is trustee and he got 
cert mail) 
 
I had checked on this before sendjng them out and was given this updated info by the philbricks. 
 
I should be back in a bit and will send receipts as well as confirmation that they got them (i already checked on hers 
when carol tried to claim to the town she didnt get one) 
 
 
 
Thanks,  jeff 
> On Sep 16, 2019, at 11:50 AM, MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> wrote: 
> 
> Hi Jeff, 
> 
> Thank you for the visual.  I will add it to the file.  I have not yet received any written comments, but I have received a 
phone call from Carol Ervin, who I believe is your neighbor to the north (Map R‐4 Lot 21).  She has some concerns, which 
I asked her to submit in writing.  I will share them with you if/when she sends them. 
> 
> Ms. Ervin said she did not receive a notice in the mail, but I see her on your list of abutters in the application.  The 
notice likely went to her South Carolina address when she was not there.  As the applicant, you are only required to 
send the notices to the addresses that are on file with the Town.  However, you may want to send Ms. Ervin a courtesy 
notice now to her Maine address. 
> 
> Since it looks like we will have some interested persons for this project, please submit copies of certified mailing 
receipts for the mailings that you did send.  I'd like to have those on file. 
> 
> After reviewing the tax maps again, I think there are a few additional lots that should receive notice (see attached): 
> Map R4, Lot 18 (in Alna) 
> Map 6, Lot 8F (in Newcastle) 
> Map 6, Lot 9 (in Newcastle) 
> 
> Please send a notice by certified mail to the owners of these lots, and send me copies of the mailing receipts. 
> 
> Thank you, 
> 
> ‐Jami MacNeil 
> Environmental Specialist III 
> Bureau of Land Resources 
> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
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> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
> Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 8:07 PM 
> To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
> Subject: FW: fyi 
> 
> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
> 
> Hi Jami, 
> 
> I was putting together some visuals to try and explain about extension of dock into river to my neighbor who is from 
away.  Attached is a set of two google earth pictures from 2012 i think, looks like i had only 1/2 the float portion in at 
this time....but it gives the same projection into river. Thought i would provide a copy to you as well if it helps. 
> 
> 
> ‐ Left photo measures dock system protrusion from shore. (~45' or so including pier/ramp/floats ‐ trees shown hang 
out over river on left side which is deceiving in the picture) 
> 
> ‐ Right photo measures river width (approximately 205' from this particular measurement) as best i can and puts it into 
visual context with river. 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> I figured i would provide this graphic to help as some additional support that the dock even at the MAXIMUM 
POSSIBLE estimation of 35' (ramp) + 16' (max extension/runout float that supports ramp end) + 8' (float) = 59' (total)  as i 
drew in my NRPA plan, will extend 29% into/across the river  ‐ approx. the width of the end float additional to the 
existing picture here) 
> 
> Once i can set and determine the exact position of the two piles at the HAT and compute the MINIMUM  ramp length 
needed to then keep floats floating at low tide, i expect things to be shorter to keep costs down. Until then, all i can do is 
conservatively estimate. 
> 
> My point being is this is in no way obtrusive or otherwise blocking the river. 
> 
> 
> 
> Thanks, 
> ‐jeff 
> <tax map_public notice.pdf> 
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York, Marylisa

From: MacNeil, Jami
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 1:25 PM
To: Spinney, Jeffry
Subject: RE:  public interest and public notice

Hi Jeff,  
 
I'm sorry I missed your phone call.  If Lot 18 on Map R4 (in Alna) is also owned by the Philbrook Trust, you do not need to 
send them an additional notice.   
 
Lot 8F on Map 6 (Newcastle) is across the river and diagonal from the southeast corner of your property.  It is also across 
a CMP corridor.  We can accept your argument that this property is not abutting the project boundary and therefore 
does not need to be notified.   
 
Lot 9 on Map 6 (Newcastle), as far as I can tell, extends on either side of the CMP corridor and is across the river from 
the southern portion of your property (for reference:  
https://maine.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=28e35c8fcf514d2685357b78bdd0b246).  Although 
this parcel is not directly abutting the project boundary, it would be prudent to notify this landowner.   
 
Thank you for the copies of the mailing receipts and newspaper posting.  I will keep them on file to demonstrate that 
this requirement was met.   
 
‐Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>  
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 12:24 PM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: Re: public interest and public notice 
 
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
I just double checked the alna records to make sure.  R4‐18 belongs to elain philbrick. (Her son allen is trustee and he got 
cert mail) 
 
I had checked on this before sendjng them out and was given this updated info by the philbricks. 
 
I should be back in a bit and will send receipts as well as confirmation that they got them (i already checked on hers 
when carol tried to claim to the town she didnt get one) 
 
 
 
Thanks,  jeff 
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> On Sep 16, 2019, at 11:50 AM, MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> wrote: 
> 
> Hi Jeff, 
> 
> Thank you for the visual.  I will add it to the file.  I have not yet received any written comments, but I have received a 
phone call from Carol Ervin, who I believe is your neighbor to the north (Map R‐4 Lot 21).  She has some concerns, which 
I asked her to submit in writing.  I will share them with you if/when she sends them. 
> 
> Ms. Ervin said she did not receive a notice in the mail, but I see her on your list of abutters in the application.  The 
notice likely went to her South Carolina address when she was not there.  As the applicant, you are only required to 
send the notices to the addresses that are on file with the Town.  However, you may want to send Ms. Ervin a courtesy 
notice now to her Maine address. 
> 
> Since it looks like we will have some interested persons for this project, please submit copies of certified mailing 
receipts for the mailings that you did send.  I'd like to have those on file. 
> 
> After reviewing the tax maps again, I think there are a few additional lots that should receive notice (see attached): 
> Map R4, Lot 18 (in Alna) 
> Map 6, Lot 8F (in Newcastle) 
> Map 6, Lot 9 (in Newcastle) 
> 
> Please send a notice by certified mail to the owners of these lots, and send me copies of the mailing receipts. 
> 
> Thank you, 
> 
> ‐Jami MacNeil 
> Environmental Specialist III 
> Bureau of Land Resources 
> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
> Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 8:07 PM 
> To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
> Subject: FW: fyi 
> 
> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
> 
> Hi Jami, 
> 
> I was putting together some visuals to try and explain about extension of dock into river to my neighbor who is from 
away.  Attached is a set of two google earth pictures from 2012 i think, looks like i had only 1/2 the float portion in at 
this time....but it gives the same projection into river. Thought i would provide a copy to you as well if it helps. 
> 
> 
> ‐ Left photo measures dock system protrusion from shore. (~45' or so including pier/ramp/floats ‐ trees shown hang 
out over river on left side which is deceiving in the picture) 
> 
> ‐ Right photo measures river width (approximately 205' from this particular measurement) as best i can and puts it into 
visual context with river. 
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> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> I figured i would provide this graphic to help as some additional support that the dock even at the MAXIMUM 
POSSIBLE estimation of 35' (ramp) + 16' (max extension/runout float that supports ramp end) + 8' (float) = 59' (total)  as i 
drew in my NRPA plan, will extend 29% into/across the river  ‐ approx. the width of the end float additional to the 
existing picture here) 
> 
> Once i can set and determine the exact position of the two piles at the HAT and compute the MINIMUM  ramp length 
needed to then keep floats floating at low tide, i expect things to be shorter to keep costs down. Until then, all i can do is 
conservatively estimate. 
> 
> My point being is this is in no way obtrusive or otherwise blocking the river. 
> 
> 
> 
> Thanks, 
> ‐jeff 
> <tax map_public notice.pdf> 
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York, Marylisa

From: thomas mckenzie <mckthomas@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 23, 2019 10:41 AM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: Projest#l-28397-4e-a-n
Attachments: Spinney DEP.pdf

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

see attached 
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York, Marylisa

From: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2019 1:16 PM
To: Spinney, Jeffry
Cc: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: RE: [Non-DoD Source] Re: FW: Permit Application on lower reach of Sheepscot River

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
She has the right to voice a comment/concern to her state and federal government and to the degree we're required, 
we'll do our best to resolve or address her concerns.  Concerns outside our authority, e.g. something best handled by 
the town, are not germaine to the process.  If we need to contact you for additional info to address her concerns, we 
will.  If that causes delays, that's inescapable I'm afraid.  But don't sweat this until she comments and we have a chance 
to review them. 
 
Jay 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Spinney, Jeffry [mailto:Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com] 
Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2019 1:06 PM 
To: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] Re: FW: Permit Application on lower reach of Sheepscot River 
 
Hi jay, 
 
Just curious,  what does it mean (to me and my applicantion) if she starts questioning the ‘review standards’ that the 
corps has?   Or has some other ‘comment’? 
 
Im just trying to figure out how much trouble she is likely to be to me and/or how much limbo/expense this can/would 
mean. 
 
Essentailly, she doesnt like that i have a dock, but i had it long before they ever came here so i struggle with how to deal 
with her.  Especialy not knowing how thia is typically handled. 
 
 
 
Thanks, jeff 
 
> On Sep 26, 2019, at 10:16 AM, Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> wrote: 
> 
> Heads up. 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Ervin, Carol B. [mailto:cervin@ycrlaw.com] 
> Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2019 9:43 AM 
> To: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
> Cc: Bailey Bolen <baileybolen@gmail.com> 
> Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] Permit Application on lower reach of Sheepscot River 
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> 
> Mr. Clement, 
> 
> My husband Bailey Bolen and I will be filing a public comment about the pending application for permanent structures 
on the tidal, brackish section of the Sheepscot River, over a mile north of the reversing falls.  We are the applicant Jeff 
Spinney’s (of 126 Golden Ridge Road) abutting property owners. 
> 
> Jami MacNeil of Maine DEP referred me to you as the appropriate Army Corps representative.  Are you the Project 
Manager for this permit? If so, please provide the appropriate mailing address  So we can  send you our public 
comment.  If not, can you please refer us to the appropriate individual and their office mailing address. 
> 
> Also, we have a few questions about the Army Corps’ review standards for this permit, and would appreciate it if you 
could call at (843) 906‐6351 to discuss. 
> 
> Thanks so much, 
> 
> Carol Ervin 
> 
> Sent from my iPhone 
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York, Marylisa

From: MacNeil, Jami
Sent: Thursday, October 3, 2019 11:46 AM
To: Puryear, Kristen
Subject: NRPA review request, Spinney boat ramp/dock, Alna
Attachments: PROJREV_MNAP.docx; Spinney NRPA application.pdf; Photos_9.6.2019.pdf

Hi Kristen,  
 
Attached is a NRPA review request for Jeff Spinney’s application for a boat ramp and dock system on the Sheepscot 
River in Alna.  I have also attached the application and photos from my site visit on 9/6/19.  As I mentioned, there are 
some interested persons with concerns about adverse impact to salt marsh in this area due to the ramp, dock, and 
potentially increased boat traffic.  Please provide a memo with MNAP’s opinion.   
 
Thank you,  
 

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
 



 
Request for Project Review 

 
TO:   Kristen Puryear, MNAP 
 
DATE:  October 3, 2019 
 
FROM:  Jami MacNeil, Project Manager 

     at (207) 446-4894 or jami.macneil@maine.gov   
 
Please review the project identified below and submit comments by the requested deadline.  
Questions may be directed to the DEP Project Manager.  Please contact the Project Manager if you 
have not received a copy of the application.  
 
The deadline for agency comments is   November 1, 2019 
 

DEP Application #  L-28397-4E-A-N  Applicant Name: Jeff Spinney 

Project Name: Boat ramp and pier system Consultant: NA 

Location: Alna Phone/Email: 
(207) 227-9017 
Jeff.spinney@gmail.com 

 
Notes to Reviewers:   
 
The applicant proposes to construct a pier system and boat ramp.  The pier system will consist of a 
permanent piling-supported frame at the shoreline, a 4’ x 35’ seasonal ramp, a 5’ x 16’ float and an 8’ x 
32’ float.  The boat ramp will be 10’ x 36’, constructed of concrete planks.  The applicant proposes to 
support the piling frame and the boat ramp with riprap.  The project will result in approximately 475 
square feet of direct impact to the coastal wetland.  The project site is located off Golden Ridge Road 
in the Town of Alna.  The DEP has accepted the application for review.  
 
This is a __X__NRPA or ____ Site Location of Development Act application. 
 
 
After a thorough review of the above project, as presented to us, and in consideration of our agency's standards, 
programs and responsibilities, the following comments are submitted to the Department of Environmental Protection. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Check if requesting copy of draft Findings of Fact and Order. 
(Comments must be signed and dated in order to be accepted by this Department.  If additional space is needed, please 
attach another sheet). 
 
SIGNATURE:______________________________________DATE:__________________ 

6 

 
17 State House Station, Augusta, Maine 04333 

Bureau of Land Resources  

mailto:jami.macneil@maine.gov
mailto:jami.macneil@maine.gov






































































Spinney NRPA Application (#L-28397-4E-A-N), site visit 9/6/2019 
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York, Marylisa

From: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2019 1:16 PM
To: Spinney, Jeffry
Cc: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: RE: [Non-DoD Source] Re: FW: Permit Application on lower reach of Sheepscot River

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
She has the right to voice a comment/concern to her state and federal government and to the degree we're required, 
we'll do our best to resolve or address her concerns.  Concerns outside our authority, e.g. something best handled by 
the town, are not germaine to the process.  If we need to contact you for additional info to address her concerns, we 
will.  If that causes delays, that's inescapable I'm afraid.  But don't sweat this until she comments and we have a chance 
to review them. 
 
Jay 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Spinney, Jeffry [mailto:Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com] 
Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2019 1:06 PM 
To: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] Re: FW: Permit Application on lower reach of Sheepscot River 
 
Hi jay, 
 
Just curious,  what does it mean (to me and my applicantion) if she starts questioning the ‘review standards’ that the 
corps has?   Or has some other ‘comment’? 
 
Im just trying to figure out how much trouble she is likely to be to me and/or how much limbo/expense this can/would 
mean. 
 
Essentailly, she doesnt like that i have a dock, but i had it long before they ever came here so i struggle with how to deal 
with her.  Especialy not knowing how thia is typically handled. 
 
 
 
Thanks, jeff 
 
> On Sep 26, 2019, at 10:16 AM, Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> wrote: 
> 
> Heads up. 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Ervin, Carol B. [mailto:cervin@ycrlaw.com] 
> Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2019 9:43 AM 
> To: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
> Cc: Bailey Bolen <baileybolen@gmail.com> 
> Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] Permit Application on lower reach of Sheepscot River 
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> 
> Mr. Clement, 
> 
> My husband Bailey Bolen and I will be filing a public comment about the pending application for permanent structures 
on the tidal, brackish section of the Sheepscot River, over a mile north of the reversing falls.  We are the applicant Jeff 
Spinney’s (of 126 Golden Ridge Road) abutting property owners. 
> 
> Jami MacNeil of Maine DEP referred me to you as the appropriate Army Corps representative.  Are you the Project 
Manager for this permit? If so, please provide the appropriate mailing address  So we can  send you our public 
comment.  If not, can you please refer us to the appropriate individual and their office mailing address. 
> 
> Also, we have a few questions about the Army Corps’ review standards for this permit, and would appreciate it if you 
could call at (843) 906‐6351 to discuss. 
> 
> Thanks so much, 
> 
> Carol Ervin 
> 
> Sent from my iPhone 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 8, 2019 12:02 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Cc: Clark, Colin A; thomas mckenzie
Subject: Re:  RE: NRPA / Shoreland zone question

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Understood.  Let me see what i can find.  Record keeping is not Alnas strong suit unfortunately 
 
> On Oct 8, 2019, at 11:32 AM, MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> wrote: 
> 
> Hi Jeff, 
> 
> The DEP does not necessarily need to see proof that the project is approved under the Shoreland Zoning Ordinance in 
order to approve it under the NRPA, but we do appreciate having that evidence if available.  So if you want to send us 
something, meeting minutes from the relevant PB meeting are appropriate.  Or a letter from the CEO. 
> 
> ‐Jami MacNeil 
> Environmental Specialist III 
> Bureau of Land Resources 
> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
> Sent: Tuesday, October 08, 2019 10:44 AM 
> To: Clark, Colin A <Colin.A.Clark@maine.gov> 
> Cc: thomas mckenzie <mckthomas@gmail.com>; MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
> Subject: RE: NRPA / Shoreland zone question 
> 
> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
> 
> Ok, fair enough.  Thank you 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Clark, Colin A <Colin.A.Clark@maine.gov> 
> Sent: Tuesday, October 08, 2019 10:42 AM 
> To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
> Cc: thomas mckenzie <mckthomas@gmail.com>; MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
> Subject: {EXTERNAL} RE: NRPA / Shoreland zone question 
> 
> We don’t have any templates for PB approval items typically if one needs to be provided to the DEP applicants would 
simply send the meeting minutes showing the vote I believe maybe Jamie could elaborate on that since she deals with 
them much more often than I. 
> 
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> Colin A. Clark 
> Shoreland Zoning Coordinator in the Bureau of Land Resources Maine Department of Environmental Protection Tel 
(207) 441‐7419 
https://nam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=www.maine.gov%2Fdep&amp;data=02%7C01%7CJami.MacNeil%
40maine.gov%7C9304f8b0afd84c51126108d74c090f8f%7C413fa8ab207d4b629bcdea1a8f2f864e%7C0%7C0%7C637061
474701591688&amp;sdata=skChgzCji8hywQs6KuPLeCtuu9prQ7mwWB5IjlskpIk%3D&amp;reserved=0 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
> Sent: Tuesday, October 08, 2019 10:36 AM 
> To: Clark, Colin A <Colin.A.Clark@maine.gov> 
> Cc: thomas mckenzie <mckthomas@gmail.com>; MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
> Subject: RE: NRPA / Shoreland zone question 
> 
> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
> 
> Thanks Colin.  I'm not looking for a particular answer here as changing the anchor point to something on shore is 
trivial, just need to be able to justify one way or the other.   I don’t believe that we have ever provided any such 'letter' 
for past NRPA apps.   Is there a template available? 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Clark, Colin A <Colin.A.Clark@maine.gov> 
> Sent: Tuesday, October 08, 2019 10:29 AM 
> To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
> Cc: thomas mckenzie <mckthomas@gmail.com>; MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
> Subject: {EXTERNAL} RE: NRPA / Shoreland zone question 
> 
> Good Morning I have been looking over your application with Jamie and have reviewed your submitted questions.  For 
clarity I have include Thomas Mckenzie the Local CEO and Jamie MacNeil on this email in case they have something to 
add.  The piles would be considered a structural component of the pier and end given the following language " New 
permanent piers and docks shall not be permitted unless it is clearly demonstrated to the Planning Board that a 
temporary pier or dock is not feasible, and a permit has been obtained from the Department of Environmental 
Protection, pursuant to the Natural Resources Protection Act."  you would need to have planning board approval stating 
that a temporary pier or dock would not be feasible.  Being the anchor point for the temporary portion of the structure 
is what makes this a pier and that is what lead to the PB approval being required. 
> 
> Hope this information clears things up a bit I do understand this may not be the answer you were looking for but it is 
based on the regulations. 
> 
> Take care 
> 
> 
> Colin A. Clark 
> Shoreland Zoning Coordinator in the Bureau of Land Resources Maine Department of Environmental Protection Tel 
(207) 441‐7419 
https://nam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=www.maine.gov%2Fdep&amp;data=02%7C01%7CJami.MacNeil%
40maine.gov%7C9304f8b0afd84c51126108d74c090f8f%7C413fa8ab207d4b629bcdea1a8f2f864e%7C0%7C0%7C637061
474701601688&amp;sdata=3Y9BKJ%2Fmax5Z9XXwwhrAQIlG8D7lxnZCUXelnBiTC%2BE%3D&amp;reserved=0 
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> 
> 
> 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
> Sent: Tuesday, October 08, 2019 9:38 AM 
> To: Clark, Colin A <Colin.A.Clark@maine.gov> 
> Subject: RE: NRPA / Shoreland zone question 
> 
> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
> 
> Colin,  I'm sure you are very busy but we have a board meeting tonight and I'm sure that this topic will come up so 
your viewpoint/guidance here would be helpful. 
> 
> 
> In addition to my original question below, The other view point that has been brought up is that the two piles at the 
HAT line would be considered 'structures accessory to allowed use' 
(https://nam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fstatic1.squarespace.com%2Fstatic%2F58b64ee
f2994ca296d496194%2Ft%2F58b8a17f1b631b726b67417d%2F1488494979381%2Fshoreland.pdf&amp;data=02%7C01
%7CJami.MacNeil%40maine.gov%7C9304f8b0afd84c51126108d74c090f8f%7C413fa8ab207d4b629bcdea1a8f2f864e%7
C0%7C0%7C637061474701601688&amp;sdata=BPKnY8Q00c2J1cf%2BCa%2FV49pzHDBnptFw6%2BDk61yrkzI%3D&amp;
reserved=0   ‐ land use table page 15, line 16) since they are the anchor point for the ramp leading to the float and are 
necessary in order to hold the ramp/float in place. It is not a 'pier' per se since it not a decked over structure extending 
waterward or the HAT line. 
> 
> 
> Any thoughts appreciated. 
> 
> Best, 
> ‐jeff 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Spinney, Jeffry 
> Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2019 11:34 AM 
> To: colin.a.clark@maine.gov 
> Subject: NRPA / Shoreland zone question 
> 
> Good morning Colin,  i have an NRPA application in process with Jami Macneil and just wanted to reach out to you to 
discuss a quick question about it and about how we interpret our towns shoreland zoning regs as the selectmen and i 
were discussing a (possible) discrepancy. 
> 
> 
> (NRPA application background) 
> In the NRPA file, (Jami indicates it has been sent to you) you will see in the drawings that i am proposing replacing a 
small 'pier'/ramp with a freespan aluminum ramp of approx. same overall dimensions to get to the floats from shore.   
At the HAT line, i am proposing to drive two pilings (with two other support pilings back on land side somehow attached 
as support) and rip rap them at the HAT line to prevent ice damage.   This allows omplete removeal of float and 
aluminum ramp in winter time and reduces and 'pier' impact (shading/posting) that would be out over water resource 
and difficult to maintain due to ice during winter tides. 
> 
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> 
> 
> 
> (Alna Shoreland zoning background) 
> 
https://nam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fstatic1.squarespace.com%2Fstatic%2F58b64eef
2994ca296d496194%2Ft%2F58b8a17f1b631b726b67417d%2F1488494979381%2Fshoreland.pdf&amp;data=02%7C01%
7CJami.MacNeil%40maine.gov%7C9304f8b0afd84c51126108d74c090f8f%7C413fa8ab207d4b629bcdea1a8f2f864e%7C0
%7C0%7C637061474701601688&amp;sdata=BPKnY8Q00c2J1cf%2BCa%2FV49pzHDBnptFw6%2BDk61yrkzI%3D&amp;re
served=0 
> 
> In our ordinance linked above, we include text and an accompanying table (table 1) on page 15 that summarizes land 
uses/districts into an easy to see chart.     The preceding text re: land use chart is: 
> 
> " All land use activities, as indicated in Table 1, Land Uses in the Shoreland Zone, shall conform with all of the 
applicable land use standards in Section 15. The district designation for a particular site shall be determined from the 
Official Shoreland Zoning Map." 
> 
> 
> 
> Line 17,  talks about piers/docks: 
> 
> " Piers, docks, wharfs, bridges and other structures and uses extending over or below the normal high‐water line or 
within a wetland a. Temporary b. Permanent" 
> 
> 
> i would assume that the two posts at the HAT line (and the other two just inland from there since they are within the 
buffer zone?) w/ rip rap would be 'permanent' water dependent structures (falling under line 17, part b), correct?   If so, 
in this table we say 'no' in all districts.    However, in our further elaboration of land use in Section 15, page  19/20 we 
elaborate to say: 
> 
> 
> 
> "C. Piers, Docks, Wharfs, Bridges and Other Structures and Uses Extending Over or Beyond (Waterward) the Normal 
High‐Water Line of a Water Body or Within a Freshwater Wetland because of a Functional Water Dependent Use 
> 
> 1. Access from shore shall be developed on soils appropriate for such use and constructed so as to control erosion. 
> 
> 2. The location shall not interfere with existing developed or natural beach areas. 
> 
> 3. The facility shall be located so as to minimize adverse effects on fisheries. 
> 
> 4. The facility shall be no larger in dimension than necessary to carry on the activity and be consistent with existing 
conditions, use, and character of the area. A temporary pier, dock or wharf shall not be wider than six feet for non‐
commercial uses. 
> 
> 5. No new structure shall be built on, over or abutting a pier, wharf, dock or other structure extending beyond the 
normal high‐water line of a water body or within a freshwater wetland unless the structure requires direct access to the 
water body or wetland as an operational necessity. 
> 
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> 6. No existing structures built on, over or abutting a pier, dock, wharf or other structure extending beyond the normal 
high‐water line of a water body or within a freshwater wetland shall be converted to residential dwelling units in any 
district. 
> 
> New permanent piers and docks shall not be permitted unless it is clearly demonstrated to the Planning Board that a 
temporary pier or dock is not feasible, and a permit has been obtained from the Department of Environmental 
Protection, pursuant to the Natural Resources Protection Act. 
> 
> Structures built on, over or abutting a pier, wharf, dock or other structure extending beyond the normal high‐water 
line of a water body or within a wetland shall not exceed twenty (20) feet in height above the pier, wharf, dock or other 
structure." 
> 
> 
> 
> (QUESTION) 
> 
> So, by virtue of section 6 above.....it seems that with two conditions being met 1.) with NRPA approval and 2.) with 
Planning board approval  that the two posts at the HAT line could be construed to fit here and would be legitimate 
structures under this section of shoreland zoning ordinance.  Is that how you would interpret this?   I looked back, and in 
terms of consistency, we have approved other actual larger piers (6'x20') in Alna using this same logic on the river.   At 
this point, i am simply trying to understand if we as a board are correctly interpreting this or not and seeking some type 
of supporting guidance if you have any tat we can use for discussion. 
> 
> I am also thinking that as a board, we should seek to clarify this land use table for future use as well.....since one 
person asked, I'm sure others might. 
> 
> 
> Any guidance is much appreciated. 
> 
> Best, 
> ‐jeff spinney 
> 207‐227‐9017 
> 
> 
> 
> 
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York, Marylisa

From: MacNeil, Jami
Sent: Tuesday, October 8, 2019 2:53 PM
To: Spinney, Jeffry
Subject: NRPA application, public comments (Part 1 of 3)
Attachments: letter concerning a permit application; public comment/ Alna dock; Ervin comments_9.27.2019.pdf; 

ermit application for permanent boat launch and large ramp/dock/float on Sheepscot River at 126 
Golden Ridge Road; Spinney dock; Alna Spinney dock NRPA application.docx; Midcoast Conservancy 
comments_NRPA permit for Alna boat ramp and pier.pdf

Hi Jeff, 
 
Attached are public comments submitted to the Department regarding your NRPA application currently under review 
with the DEP.  More to follow.  As I mentioned on the phone, I am putting together a list of topics/items to which the 
DEP would like you to respond.   
 

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
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York, Marylisa

From: Cally Aldrich <brooksie1207@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, October 6, 2019 5:18 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: letter concerning a permit application

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Ms MacNeil,  
I sent this letter to you via USPS today, but was afraid you might not receive it by the Oct 8th deadline.  I just received 
news from Carol Ervin that we may email you our concerns, so am sending my letter by email and USPS.  Here is my 
letter to you and I thank you in advance for your time and consideration: 
 
Carolyn Aldrich 
333 Golden Ridge Rd 
Alna, ME 04535 
 
Oct 6, 2019 
 
Jami MacNeil 
Project Manager, Environmental Specialist II 
Bureau of Land Resources 
Maine Dept of Environmental Protection 
17 State House Station 
Augusta, ME 04333 
 
Dear Ms. MacNeil, 
 
     I am writing you concerning the application of Jeffrey Spinney, 126 Golden Ridge Rd Alna, ME 04535, for a permanent boat launch and 
separate dock/ramp/float with permanent cement support pilings.   
     I am 70 years old and grew up from the age of 9 until college at Juniper Hill,180 Golden Ridge Rd, a property which extends to the 
Sheepscot River.  My brother, A. McKinne Stires bought the house and land from my mother’s estate following her death in 2003.  His 
daughter,  Anne Stires, currently runs a private place-based education school for children pre-K to grade 4 at this site.  The children spend 
approximately 80% of their school day outside, including studies down at the river of shore-land ecology, including plants, animals and birds.   
As a child, until I left for college, my brother, sister and I spent much of our summers down at the river, swimming and enjoying the complete 
peace and quiet afforded by such a unique area.  The water at low tide is fresh, as the head waters of the Sheepscot are drawn to the sea, and 
salt at high tide as the sea waters come upriver.  I realized, even in my young child-hood, what a very special place this was.  We had a canoe 
and spent much time paddling up the Sheepscot and also the Dyer River which branches off from the Sheepscot at the Sheepscot bridge.   
     16 years ago, my husband and I were fortunate enough to buy a house on Golden Ridge Rd, approximately 1/2 mile south of Juniper Hill, 
my childhood home.  I frequently walk my dog on the path going down to the river at Juniper Hill, where I often see many forms of wildlife, 
including Great Blue Heron, Osprey, American Bald Eagles, and once a Snowy Egret.  In 61 years, I have never seen a power boat on this 
section of the river, above the bridge.  My step-father had a small power boat, but would always put in in Wiscasset at the public boat launch 
and travel upriver as far as the reversing falls in Sheepscot and then back down to Wiscasset.   
     I am not a scientist and thus, cannot tell you what ecological damage this large, permanent boat ramp, launch and dock and ensuing power 
boats and jet skies might do to this precious area, but I do know that a very unique and beautiful area will be forever changed.  In his 
application for a permit for his “recreational club” of boaters and hunters, Mr Spinney says, in his own words, “Swimming, boating, duck hunting, 
fishing are the most common things that our members do in this section of river Sheepscot and its tributary the Dyer River.  This location 
provides for access in a unique area where it would otherwise not be possible due to the old mill dam falls in Sheepscot Village.”  His choice of 
the term “unique area” is exactly why I am imploring you to deny Mr Spinney’s application for this permit.  I am heart-broken to think that this 
unspoiled, wild area may soon be lost forever.  
 
Very Sincerely Yours, 
 
 
 
Carolyn Aldrich 
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Re:  NRPA application for a boat ramp and pier, 126 Golden Ridge Road, Alna, ME  04535 

Dear Ms. MacNeil, 

I write to oppose the application by Jeff Spinney for a Natural Resources Protection Act permit for a boat 
ramp and pier on the Sheepscot River on tax map R-4, parcel 21A. 

I am a resident of 34 Golden Ridge Road in Alna. I have lived there since I purchased my property (tax 
map R-4, parcel 23A) in 1992. I also own tax map R-4, parcel 24 which I purchased later. 

I am very familiar with the stretch of the Sheepscot where this development is proposed. I have paddled 
the river from Head Tide to Sheepscot Village on multiple occasions. I have watched wildlife along and 
cross country skied that stretch of the river many times. It is virtually undeveloped along that entire 
stretch between Dock Road and Sheepscot Village. In the immediate area where the development is 
proposed, the banks of the river are pristine and wild; just upstream of the proposed development is a 
publicly owned, entirely undisturbed wetland that contains rare plants, according to data provided by 
Beginning with Habitat. This stretch of the Sheepscot is a gem of quiet and solitude in the otherwise busy 
and developed midcoast area. I often marvel that the area feels like we are in the wilds of northern Maine. 
I have seen a wide variety of wildlife including fishers in that immediate vicinity. 

Under the Natural Resources Protection Act, 38Mrs §480-D(1), the applicant is required to show that  
“the activity will not unreasonably interfere with existing scenic, aesthetic, recreational or navigational 
uses.” Chapter 315 of the Department’s rules sets forth the state policies for protecting the scenic, 
aesthetic, recreational and navigational uses of our state. 

It is clear under Chap. 315, §10 and under the NRPA application form, Appendix A, § 1(F)(3) that the 
Sheepscot River is a scenic resource protected under the NRPA. It appears that no visual impact 
assessment as described in Chap. 315, §7 has been completed. If one had been completed, it certainly 
would have found that the proposed development would have a significant adverse effect on the scenic 
and aesthetic uses of that stretch of the Sheepscot and would unreasonably interfere with those uses.  

This stretch of river is not suitable for the type of use the applicant is proposing. It is tidal, shallow, and 
scattered with boulders. I have never seen a motor boat in that area, only canoes and kayaks. A huge 

         P.O. Box 551 
         Alna, ME  04535 
         cjohnson@tidewater.net 
 
Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
28 Tyson Drive 
Augusta, ME 04330 
By email: Jami.Macneil@Maine.gov 
 
Oct. 2, 2019 
 



dock, ramp, and pier catering to 25+ motor boats would totally destroy the recreational experience for 
existing paddlers. 

I am aware of additional concerns raised by others who have already commented about other adverse 
environmental impacts, the negative impacts of increased use of the area, the inappropriate size of the 
proposed development, and possible commercial use of the site, which should not be allowed under 
Alna’s Shoreland Zoning Ordinance. I share all of those concerns and will not repeat them here.  

This application is not for a repair of an existing dock. It is for a dramatically bigger development that 
would be used by many more people. It will have significantly greater negative impacts than the existing 
residential dock. A facility of this size and scope is not appropriate in this stretch of the Sheepscot. 

Given all the adverse impacts such a development would cause, I urge the Department to deny this permit 
application. 

Sincerely, 

 

Catherine B. Johnson 

 

Cc: Alna Planning Board, c/o Alna Clerk 
Via email:  alnaclerk@gmail.com 
 



 

290 US Route One, PO Box 439, Edgecomb, ME 04556-0439          
(207) 389-5150        
midcoastconservancy.org 

 

 
 
Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
28 Tyson Drive 
Augusta, ME 04330 
By email: Jami.Macneil@Maine.gov 
 
October 5, 2019 
 
Re:  NRPA application for a boat ramp and pier, 126 Golden Ridge Road, Alna, ME  04535 

Dear Ms. MacNeil, 
 
I am writing to oppose the current application by Jeff Spinney for a Natural Resources Protection Act 
permit for a boat ramp and pier on the Sheepscot River on tax map R-4, parcel 21A for the following 
reasons. 
 
Inconsistent with Maine’s Outstanding River Designation 
 
The Sheepscot River is a Maine treasure of national significance. The area of the proposed development 
has been designated as Class AA by the state of Maine. The statute states1; “Class AA shall be the highest 
classification and shall be applied to waters which are outstanding natural resources and which should be 
preserved because of their ecological, social, scenic or recreational importance.” The Sheepscot River’s 
reversing falls is a natural barrier to most motorized boats and is a destination for thrill-seeking kayaker’s 
looking to practice their white-water skills. This natural feature along with the fact that all formal and 
informal access points upstream of the falls on the river are limited to hand-carry boats has defined the 
social, scenic and recreational attributes of the river by creating an experience of quiet solitude for 
anglers, paddlers, duck hunters and others recreating on the river. Creating motorized boat access for 
shared use (25 or more undefined users) at this site would significantly diminish these values and should 
not be allowed. This permit for shared use is a forever decision. The current owner would manage the 
access responsibly, but there is no guarantee that future owners would. 
 
To be clear, Midcoast Conservancy supports public access to the river consistent with current uses. 
Indeed, two of Midcoast Conservancy’s preserves provide hand-carry access for boats (e.g. Drucker and 
Bass Falls) and we have partnered with others to improve public access for hand-carry boats at Head Tide 
dam in Alna and Coopers Mills in Whitefield. We seek to be part of offering additional opportunities for 
appropriate public access to the Sheepscot River for residents all along the river. 
 
Risk of Introducing Invasive Aquatic Plants 
 
The state of Maine has recognized that motorized boats along with the trailers they come on carry a 
significant risk over non-motorized boats for transferring invasive aquatic plants to our pristine lakes and 
rivers (see attachment A). Since 2008, Maine has been a leader in preventing the spread of invasive plants 

1 38 M.R.S.A Sections 484 and 485 
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by requiring all motorized boat owners purchase and display Preserve Maine Waters sticker2 on their 
boats. Still, the risk is very real (see attachment B). This proposal for a shared-use boat launch for 25 
motorized boats will put an undue risk of transferring invasive plants to the river with no opportunity for 
the type of boat inspections and education that typically exists at public sites.   
 
At risk of is the degradation by invasive plants on rare plant communities. Within this stretch of the 
Sheepscot River are 8 rare plants (listed as special concern) and two rare natural communities (see 
attachments C and D).  
 
Protecting Public and Private Investment 
 
Substantial resources have been dedicated towards the protection and restoration of the Sheepscot River 
by multiple Federal, State, municipal and private entities including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
NOAA, Maine Dept. of Marine Resources, Maine Outdoor Heritage Fund, Atlantic Salmon Federation, 
Midcoast Conservancy, multiple municipalities including the towns of Alna and Whitefield, and 
numerous private organizations. Midcoast Conservancy alone has protected over 6,000 acres of land 
within the Sheepscot watershed including several miles of frontage between Head Tide Village and 
Reversing Falls. These undeveloped lands along with other protected lands (see attachment E) are a 
crucial part of maintaining the river’s AA water quality designation and will forever act to filter 
contaminants, limit erosion, control flooding and provide shade and cooling of the river for cold water 
fisheries including the endangered Atlantic salmon and all 12 species of migratory fish.  
 
Inconsistent with Alna Shoreland Zoning Ordinance 
 
Given the project is wholly within the Resource Protection District in Alna, we have identified several 
potential inconsistencies of this project with the municipal ordinance3 that need  to be addressed 
including: whether this project should be considered a commercial use (Land Use table 1, 15-C) given the 
financial obligation for members to pool their dues to maintain this development (see application 
attachment 1, paragraph 6); whether or not the use constitutes a “marina” (Land Use table 1, Section 29) 
as defined in the ordinance and whether or not any portion of the pier, dock, wharf or other structure is  a 
“permanent structure” (Land Use table 1, section 17 b). 
 
We urge the Maine Dept. of Environmental Protection to be part of protecting the tremendous investment, 
worth millions of dollars that has been spent towards restoring and protecting the Sheepscot River and 
deny this permit as currently proposed. A boat ramp for personal use only with a smaller, more 
appropriately sized float system is better suited for this location. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Jody Jones 
Executive Director 

2 https://www.maine.gov/dep/water/invasives/invsticker.html 
3 https://www.alna.maine.gov/ordinances-permits-and-fees-1 
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STOP AQUATIC 
HITCHHIKERS 

MAINE DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

www.maine.gov/dep/water/invasives 
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Do your part:  
Protect Maine waters 
from invasive plants 

and animals.  
 

CLEAN  plant debris, mud and algae 
from all boating and fishing gear 
and dispose in trash. 

DRAIN live well, bilge water, and 
engine water away from waterbody.    

DRY any gear that comes into 

contact with water.  

 

PROTECT MAINE 
WATERS 

Avoid fines by making sure that you 
are not transporting aquatic plants. 

 

Up to $2,500 for transporting any 
aquatic plant 

 

Up to $500 for failing to affix the 
invasive species sticker to your 

motorized craft  
(including seaplanes) 

 

To report a violation  

CLEAN 

DRAIN 

DRY 
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                   Maine Lakes with known Invasive Aquatic Species

MIDAS LAKENAME Species

9961 Annabessacook Lake Variable-leaf milfoil

3748 Auburn Lake Variable-leaf milfoil

3898 Balch & Stump Ponds Variable-leaf milfoil

9685 Bay of Naples Lake Variable-leaf milfoil

3464 Bryant Pond Variable-leaf milfoil

5236 Cobbosee lake Eurasian watermilfoil, Frogs Bit

3728 Collins Pond Variable-leaf milfoil

3224 Cushman Pond Variable-leaf milfoil

5400 Damariscotta Lake Hydrilla

3732 Dundee Pond Variable-leaf milfoil

3922 Great East Lake Variable-leaf milfoil (eradicated)

5274 Great Pond Variable-leaf milfoil

Grondin Pond Eurasian water-milfoil

3770 Hogan Pond Variable-leaf milfoil

9715 Lake Arrowhead Variable-leaf milfoil

3714 Little Sebago Lake Variable-leaf milfoil

5280 Messalonskee Lake Variable-leaf milfoil

3762 Middle Range Pond Variable-leaf milfoil (eradicated)

3726 Mill Pond Variable-leaf milfoil

155 Milton Pond European naiad

3876 Northeast Pond European naiad

3388 Parker Pond Variable-leaf milfoil (eradicated)

3940 Pickerel Pond Hydrilla

6436 Pleasant Hill Pond Eurasian water milfoil

3446 Pleasant Lake Variable-leaf milfoil

5254 Pleasant Pond Variable-leaf milfoil

5352 Salmon Pond Eurasian water milfoil (eradicated)

5786 Sebago Cove Variable-leaf milfoil

5786 Sebago Lake Variable-leaf milfoil

5786 Sebago Lake Basin Variable-leaf milfoil

3470 Shagg Pond Variable-leaf milfoil

3872 Spaulding Pond Variable-leaf milfoil, European naiad

71 The Basin Variable-leaf milfoil

3444 The Heath Variable-leaf milfoil

3444 Thompson Lake Variable-leaf milfoil

5254 Upper Pleasant Pond Variable-leaf milfoil

3186 West Pond Curly-leaf pondweed
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64, 118, 177, 

146, 184

146, 184
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Attachment C: Sheepscot River 
Rare Plant locations from
 Maine Natural Areas Program

Proposed Proect



Attachment D: Rare Plants of the Lower Sheepscot River
Source: Maine Natural Areas Program

OBJECTID SNAME SCOMNAME LAST_OBS_D
G 
RANK

S 
RANK SPROT EORANK FIRST_OBS SURVEY_DAT

63 Agalinis maritima
Saltmarsh False-
foxglove 1990-08-21 G5 S3

Species of Special 
Concern H - Historical 1966-08-15 1990-08-21

64

Sagittaria 
montevidensis ssp. 
spongiosa

Spongy-leaved 
Arrowhead 2012-08-14 G5T4 S3

Species of Special 
Concern

B - Good estimated 
viability 1984 2012-08-14

118 Bidens hyperborea
Estuary Bur-
marigold 2012-08-14 G4 S3

Species of Special 
Concern

B - Good estimated 
viability 1983 2012-08-14

146 Limosella australis Mudwort 1998-08-31 G4G5 S3
Species of Special 
Concern

C - Fair estimated 
viability 1959-08-14 1998-08-31

154 Zannichellia palustris Horned Pondweed 1998-08-31 G5 S2
Species of Special 
Concern

B - Good estimated 
viability 1998-08-31 1998-08-31

169 Agalinis maritima
Saltmarsh False-
foxglove 2011-06-21 G5 S3

Species of Special 
Concern

A - Excellent estimated 
viability 1990-07-27 2011-06-21

177 Eriocaulon parkeri Parker's Pipewort 2009-08-27 G3 S3
Species of Special 
Concern

A - Excellent estimated 
viability 1922 2009-08-27

184 Crassula aquatica Pygmyweed 1985-09-08 G5 S2S3
Species of Special 
Concern H - Historical 1985-09-08 2009-08-27

294 Brackish tidal marsh
Brackish Tidal 
Marsh 2011-06-21 GNR S3 Natural Community

B - Good estimated 
viability 1999-08-20 2011-06-21

296
Mixed graminoid - 
forb saltmarsh Mixed Saltmarsh 2011-09-27 G5 S3 Natural Community

BC - Good or fair 
estimated viability 2011-09-27 2011-09-27



Attachment D: Rare Plants of the Lower Sheepscot River
Source: Maine Natural Areas Program

OBJECTID HABITAT ACRES

63
Tidal wetland (non-
forested, wetland) 0.12052810000

64
Tidal wetland (non-
forested, wetland) 67.96869276000

118
Tidal wetland (non-
forested, wetland) 54.39652068000

146
Tidal wetland (non-
forested, wetland) 33.84567269000

154
Tidal wetland (non-
forested, wetland) 0.12052810000

169
Tidal wetland (non-
forested, wetland) 24.67834444000

177
Tidal wetland (non-
forested, wetland) 55.82328734000

184
Open water (non-forested, 
wetland) 23.91716364000

294
Tidal wetland (non-
forested, wetland) 547.57594635000

296
Tidal wetland (non-
forested, wetland) 366.85912994000



Attachment E: Protected Lands
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York, Marylisa

From: MacNeil, Jami
Sent: Tuesday, October 8, 2019 2:54 PM
To: Spinney, Jeffry
Subject: NRPA application, public comments (Part 2 of 3)
Attachments: Maine Dept of Environmental Protection 9.24.19.pdf; Wiscasset Newspaper Article 2.8.16.pdf; 

Philbrick, Jeff comments 9.26.2019.pdf; Alna R4 Tax Map.pdf; DEP app 092719.docx; DEPAg letter 
052114.pdf; lower_sheepscot_river_focus_area.pdf

These are comments from Allen and Jeff Philbrick.  There were several attachments so I’m keeping these together in one 
email.  One more email to go.  
 

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
 































Focus Areas of Statewide Ecological Significance:  Lower Sheepscot River 

1

Focus Areas of Statewide Ecological Significance

Lower Sheepscot River

WHY IS THIS AREA SIGNIFICANT?
The Sheepscot River in Alna and 
Newcastle has long been recognized as 
an area of ecological significance. This 
largely intact corridor of fresh, brackish, 
and salt marshes, though well represented 
nearby in the Kennebec Estuary, is 
uncommon elsewhere in Maine. Moreover, 
the Sheepscot River wetland complex 
supports nesting bald eagles, several rare 
plant species, a rare freshwater mussel 
species, and uncommon salt marsh 
sparrows.
 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR CONSERVATION 
 » Educate recreational users about the 
ecological and economic benefits pro-
vided by the focus area.

 » Encourage best management practices 
for forestry, vegetation clearing, and soil 
disturbance activities near significant 
features.

 » Encourage town planners to improve 
approaches to development that may 
impact focus area functions. 

 » Restore aquatic habitat connectivity by 
repairing improperly installed culverts 
and stream crossing structures. 

 » Maintain intact forested buffers along 
water bodies and wetlands to protect 
water quality and provide valuable 
riparian habitat for wildlife.

 » Monitor and remove invasive plant 
populations.

For more conservation opportunities, visit 
the Beginning with Habitat Online Toolbox: 
www.beginningwithhabitat.org/toolbox/
about_toolbox.html.  

Photo credits, top to bottom:  ME Natural Areas  
Program , ME Natural Areas Program, Ethan Nedeau, Paul 
Cyr, Tom Arter

Public Access Opportunities
•	 Sherman Lake Wildlife 

Management Area, MDIFW
•	 Sherman Lake Picnic Area. 

MDOT
•	 Marsh River Preserve, SVCA

Rare Animals 
Brook Floater                        Atlantic Salmon
Brown Snake                         Wood Turtle         
Least Bittern                          Saltmarsh Sharp-tailed Sparrow
          
Rare Plants 
Estuary Bur-marigold         Pygmyweed
Horned Pondweed              Saltmarsh False-foxglove
Mudwort                                 Spongy Arrow-head
Parker’s Pipewort

Rare and Exemplary Natural Communities 
Brackish Tidal Marsh

Significant Wildlife Habitats
Inland Wading Bird and Waterfowl
Tidal Wading Bird and Waterfowl
Deer Wintering Areas

Beginning with 
Habitat
Beginning with 
Habitat

Biophysical Region
•	 Casco Bay Coast
•	 Central Maine Embayment
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FOCUS AREA OVERVIEW 
From north to south, the river’s habitats grade from fresh-
water riverine in Alna Village, to freshwater tidal near Dock 
Road, to brackish and salt marshes further downriver. In the 
upper section of the river, dominant freshwater marsh plants 
include pickerelweed (Pontederia cordata), arrow-head (Sagit-
taria latifolia) and bulrushes (Schoenoplectus pungens and S. 
tabernaemontanii). Further to the south, dominant salt-marsh 
species include salt-marsh bulrush (Bolboshoenus maritimus), 
cordgrass (Spartina alterniflora), and salt hay (Spartina patens). 
The sharpest area of transition is through 1/4 mile of shallow 
stream riffles, where the river grade drops a few feet. 

The freshwater portion of the River, within and upstream of 
Alna village, supports the globally uncommon brook floater 
mussel (Alasmidonta varicosa). Brook floaters were found in 
two locations and may occur where suitable gravel/cobble 
habitat exists in the river. Currently listed as a Special Con-
cern species in Maine, the brook floater is very uncommon 
and rarely found in abundance at any site. It is also declining 
throughout its range, and Maine may hold some of the last 
best populations of this species. The freshwater portion of the 
focus area also provides spawning and rearing habitat for the 
Federally Endangered Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar). 

Northward view of the Sheepscot River from the Sheepscot Village Bridge, Sheepscot Valley Conservation Association

Rare plants, including Parker’s pipewort (Eriocaulon parkeri), es-
tuary bur marigold (Bidens hyperborea), pygmyweed (Crassula 
aquatica), mudwort (Limosella australis), spongy arrowhead 
(Sagittaria calycina var. spongiosa) and horned pondweed 
(Zannichellia palustris), are scattered throughout the muddy 
riverbanks of the freshwater tidal section, from Dock Road in 
Alna southward for over a mile. 

In the southern portions of the focus area, the 150-acre Deer 
Meadow brackish tidal marsh, located off the Marsh River in 
Newcastle, supports nearly 1,000 rare salt marsh false foxglove 
(Agalinis maritima) plants in several small sub-populations. 
Other typical salt and brackish marsh plant species here 
include black rush (Juncus gerardii), the sedge Carex palea-
cea, common arrow-grass (Triglochin maritimum), saltmarsh 
bulrush (Bolboschoenus maritima), common three-square 
(Schoenoplectus pungens), silverweed (Argentina anserina), and 
saltmeadow cordgrass. Smooth cordgrass lines the banks of 
the marsh and gives the appearance of monotypic stands.

In addition to the area’s significance as rare plant, mussel and 
salmon habitat, it also supports rare bird species. Bald eagle 
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus) nests have been active between 
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the Sheepscot Reversing Falls and railroad bridge. Moreover, 
two brackish tidal marshes here (Dyer River marsh and Deer 
Meadow marsh) were found by MDIFW biologists to support 
both the salt marsh sharp-tailed sparrow (Ammodramus 
caudacutus) and Nelson’s sharp-tailed sparrow (Ammodramus 
nelsoni). Both bird species are uncommon in Maine, the former 
listed as Special Concern, and both are restricted to salt and 
brackish marshes. MDIFW biologists also detected nearly 20 
other species in these salt marshes.

Tidal Wading Bird and Waterfowl Habitat has been mapped 
along the river and around the marshes of much of the tidal 
portion of the focus area. These areas provide undisturbed 
nesting habitat and undisturbed, uncontaminated feeding 
areas and are essential for maintaining viable waterfowl and 
wading bird populations. Smaller areas of Inland Wading Bird 
and Waterfowl Habitat and Deer Wintering Area have been 
mapped as well. These areas are protected as Significant Wild-
life Habitat under the Natural Resources Protection Act. 

RARE AND EXEMPLARY NATURAL COMMUNITIES
Brackish tidal marshes contain both freshwater and brackish 
water species, often in bands corresponding to tidal exposure. 
Tall rushes and bulrushes often predominate over extensive 
mid-elevation flats. At the lower elevations, rosette-forming 
herbs, such as lilaeopsis and tidal arrowhead, may be common 
on the mudflats. Near the high tide line, there may be a fairly 
narrow zone of muddy gravel or rock shore sparsely vegetated 
with low herbs, including some rare species such as Long’s 
bitter-cress or water-pimpernel. Sweetgale and poison ivy are 
often present at the upper fringes of the marsh, at or above 
the tidal reach.

Brackish marshes are important nesting habitat for several 
sparrows: Nelson’s sharp-tailed sparrow and two uncommon 
species, the saltmarsh sharp-tailed sparrow and the seaside 
sparrow. These wetlands also provide foraging habitat for 
a large number of wading birds including rare species such 
as the great egret and glossy Ibis. The New England siltsnail 
inhabits coastal marshes and small tidal rivers where the water 
ranges from fresh to upper brackish. The spartina borer moth, 
whose historic range was along the immediate coast through-
out New England, likely inhabited tidal marshes with sizeable 
populations of freshwater cordgrass, its larval host plant.

CHARACTERISTIC SPECIES
The brook floater (Alasmidonta varicosa) is a freshwater mus-
sel of Special Concern in Maine that is found among rocks, 
gravel, and sand in creeks and small rivers. In Maine, this 
species is generally found among rooted aquatic vegetation 
in nutrient-poor streams. The brook floater has experienced 
significant declines throughout its range, and many popula-
tions have been extirpated. Even where it is found, popula-
tions often consist of just a small number of aging individuals. 
Maine may hold some of the best remaining populations of 
this species anywhere in its range.

Bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) were nearly extirpated 
because of widespread use of environmental contaminants 
that caused eggshell thinning and impaired reproductive suc-
cess. With bans on the use of these contaminants and habitat 
protection measures, bald eagles have made a tremendous re-
covery. In 2009 they were removed from the state Endangered 
Species list. They remain listed as Special Concern in Maine. 
Bald eagles continue to be protected by the USFWS under the 
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. 

The Sheepscot River is one of eight rivers remaining in the 
US to support a wild population of the Endangered Atlantic 
salmon (Salmo salar). Atlantic salmon are an anadromous spe-
cies, spending most of their adult life at sea, returning to their 
natal freshwater rivers to spawn. They require free flowing, 
cool, clear rivers to migrate to suitable spawning and nursery 
habitats found in upper river reaches. Populations of Atlantic 
salmon dramatically declined as culverts and dams blocked 
fish passage and water quality declines in streams and rivers 
limited habitat quality. 

CONSERVATION CONSIDERATIONS
 » Although most of the rivershore below the Dock Road 
Bridge is narrow and without much marsh expanse, it is 
undeveloped and devoid of invasive species.

 » In general, threats to aquatic plants and invertebrates 
include hydrologic alteration (from changes in water flow or 
impoundment of waterways), point source pollution, devel-
opment of adjacent uplands and associated water quality 
impacts, invasive species such as purple loosestrife, and 
poor timber harvesting practices.

Ecological Services of the Focus Area
•	 Nursery for juvenile fish and shellfish.
•	 Supports regional biodiversity by 

providing habitat for rare plants, animals, 
and natural communities.

•	 Major feeding area for myriad bird 
species.

Economic Contributions of the Focus Area
•	 Supports commercial forestry 

opportunities.
•	 Attracts tourism for wildlife observation, 

paddling, hunting, and angling.
•	 Contributes to recreational value of the 

area, including nearby coastal areas, by 
protecting water quality, fisheries, and 
wildlife habitat.
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 » Potential impacts from residential, commercial, and industri-
al development of the shoreline are all greatest where road 
access and town zoning are favorable to such development.

 » With regard to timber harvesting, strict adherence to 
Shoreland Zoning guidelines and Maine Forest Service Best 
Management Practices should help to minimize impacts to 
adjacent wetlands. In some areas of steep slopes or suscep-
tible soils, it may be wise to avoid harvesting entirely within 
the shoreland zone.

 » Improperly sized culverts and other stream crossing struc-
tures can impede movement of fish and aquatic inverte-
brates effectively fragmenting local aquatic ecosystems and 
ultimately leading to local extirpation of some species. Dams 
and poorly functioning culverts were a leading cause of the 
decline in Atlantic salmon populations. Future management 
should maintain or restore the sites natural hydrology.

 » Freshwater mussels are very sensitive to contaminants and 
changes in habitat. Maintenance and/or improvement of 
water quality and habitat integrity via protection of riparian 
buffers is essential.

 » Any activities that may potentially degrade water quality 
or alter habitat type (including substrate, flow rate, water 
levels) should be avoided. Likewise, because larval freshwa-
ter mussels require a specific fish host, activities that may 
result in changes to the fish community or prevent access by 
fish should be avoided. Another potential threat is introduc-
tion of exotic species, such as the zebra mussel, 
which can out-compete and decimate native 
mussel populations. The local public should 
be informed on how to prevent accidental 
introduction of this invasive species into the 
Sheepscot River watershed. Finally, an outreach 
program for freshwater mussel conservation 
in the Sheepscot River watershed would be 
extremely beneficial to the conservation of 
freshwater mussels.

 » Eagles are extremely sensitive to disturbance 
during their nesting season.  Any activities 
near their nests or within their nesting terri-
tory during this period may cause nest failure 
or may even cause adults to abandon the nest.  
In general it is recommended that a 330-foot 
radius be left undisturbed buffer around an 
eagle nest during any kind of land-clearing 
or timber harvest activity.  Habitat protection 
within ¼ mile radius of a nesting site is another 
significant measure that can help support nest-
ing eagles.  Consult with a MDIFW biologist prior to planning 

any activity that may disturb the forest around an eagle nest. 
Bald eagle nests are protected by the USFWS under the Bald 
and Golden Eagle Protection Act. Certain adjacent activities 
may require a permit.

 » This area includes Significant Wildlife Habitat for waterfowl 
and wading birds and wintering deer.  Both land managers 
and private landowners should follow best management 
practices with respect to forestry activities in and around 
wetlands, shoreland areas, and Significant Wildlife Habitat.  
Maintaining wide forested buffers along all lakes, rivers, 
streams, and wetlands will provide valuable riparian habitat 
for many wildlife species. Consult with a MDIFW biologist 
prior to planning any activity that may disturb the forest 
around an Inland or Tidal Wading Bird and Waterfowl Habitat 
or Deer Wintering Area. 

 » Current projections suggest sea level will rise at least 2 feet 
in the next century due to changing climate and warming 
temperatures. As sea levels rise, coastal habitats will begin 
to migrate inland. In areas where this inland migration is 
blocked by development these habitats will be lost. Con-
servation of low-lying, undeveloped uplands where coastal 
marshes, beaches, and other intertidal natural communities 
can migrate inland with sea level rise should be promoted.

 » Appropriate conservation strategies include tree growth and 
open space tax treatments, conservation easements, and fee 
ownership.

For more information about Focus Areas of Statewide Ecological Significance, 
including a list of Focus Areas and an explanation of selection criteria, visit 

www.beginningwithhabitat.org

Marsh River, Sheepscot Valley Conservation Association
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RARE SPECIES AND EXEMPLARY NATURAL COMMUNITIES OF THE FOCUS AREA

Common Name Scientific Name
State 

Status*
State Rar-
ity Rank 

Global 
Rarity
Rank

A
ni

m
al

s

Brook Floater Alasmidonta varicosa T S3 G3

Brown Snake Storeria dekayi SC S3 G5

Least Bittern Ixobrychus exilis E S2B G5

Wood Turtle Clemmys insulpta SC S4 G4

Saltmarsh Sharp-tailed Sparrow Ammodramus caudacutus SC S3B G4

Atlantic Salmon Salmo salar E

Pl
an

ts

Estuary Bur-marigold Bidens hyperborea SC S3 G4

Horned Pondweed Zannichellia palustris SC S2 G5

Mudwort Limosella australis SC S3 G4G5

Parker's Pipewort Eriocaulon parkeri SC S3 G3

Pygmyweed Crassula aquatica SC S2S3 G5

Saltmarsh False-foxglove Agalinis maritima SC S3 G5

Spongy Arrow-head Sagittaria calycina var. spongiosa SC S3 G5T4

N
at

ur
al

 
Co

m
m

un
iti

es Brackish Tidal Marsh Brackish tidal marsh S3 GNR

G1

G2

G3

G4

G5

S1

S2

S3

S4

S5

   State Rarity Rank

Critically imperiled in Maine because of extreme rarity (5 or fewer occurrences or very few remaining individuals or acres).  

 Imperiled in Maine because of rarity (6–20 occurrences or few remaining individuals or acres) or because of other factors 
making it vulnerable to further decline.

Rare in Maine (on the order of 20–100 occurrences).

Apparently secure in Maine.

Demonstrably secure in Maine.

   Global Rarity Rank

Critically imperiled globally because of extreme rarity (5 or fewer occurrences or very few remaining individuals or acres) 
or because some aspect of its biology makes it especially vulnerable to extirpation.
 Globally imperiled because of rarity (6–20 occurrences or few remaining individuals or acres) or because of other factors 
making it vulnerable to further decline.

Globally rare (on the order of 20–100 occurrences).

Apparently secure globally.

Demonstrably secure globally.

E

T

SC

   State Status*

Endangered: Rare and in danger of being lost from the state in the foreseeable future, or federally listed as Endangered.

Threatened: Rare and, with further decline, could become endangered; or federally listed as Threatened.

Special Concern: Rare in Maine, based on available information, but not sufficiently rare to be Threatened or Endangered.

*State status rankings are not assigned to natural communities. 



 
September 26, 2019 
 
 

 
Re:  DEP permit application – Alna/Spinney 
 
 
Dear Ms. MacNeil, 
 
I am writing as a resident of the town of Alna, as a Sheepscot River shoreland property owner, and as a 
relative of one of the abutters to Mr. Spinney.  I understand he has recently filed a DEP permit application 
for a new common use permanent dock structure in the shoreland zone in Alna.  I was forwarded a copy 
of my father, Allen Philbrick’s comments and agree with them.  I also have several concerns with regard 
to the permit application: 
 
Concerns with “common use” permit application designation 
 

1. The permit application is for a significant change in use type from Mr. Spinney’s prior private recreational 
dock to a new “common or shared recreational use” type.  The application goes on to describe a new 
common or shared recreational use not previously approved for 25+ members of an unnamed “recreational 
club”. 

2. This club is not defined and should be described more fully.  What is its legal status?  Is it a corporation, a 
LLC, 501c?  What is its mission, purpose, bylaws and business plan?  Is this a commercial club?  The 
application states that “members pool their resources through annual club membership dues”. 

3. The permit describes a campsite and gun range, combined with the proposed common use dock/boat ramp 
that would indicate increased use similar to a commercial or recreational campground far beyond what 
occurs there today at Mr. Spinney’s private residence.  At a minimum, a common use dock suggests, or 
would give approval for, increased utilization of protected shoreland zones.  Up to this point, I have never 
heard of a campsite, gun range or recreational club using Mr. Spinney’s land with regularity and this is the 
most surprising revelation contained in the permit application. 

4. There is no recreational club with an official address of 126 Golden Ridge Rd. in Alna that I am able to 
find, so why is this particular use type being requested at a private residence? 

5. The permit application Attachment 1 statement that “Access to the site is gained via an existing private 
road from the Golden Ridge Road and it is located on a 120 acre, parcel, tax map R-4, 21” is not accurate.  
It should be noted that access to the proposed site is via a private road not owned by Mr. Spinney, through 
Alna tax map lots R-4 20C, R-4 20A and R-4 20.  See attached Alna tax map R-4.  In addition, the 
proposed site is located on a 99 acre parcel, tax map R-4 21A, not a 120 acre parcel tax map R-4, 21 as 
stated. 

6. The permit application Attachment 1 statement that “The existing pier, ramp, and float (located approx. 10’ 
South of the existing ramp) has been at this location for approximately 20 years and used seasonally.” is 
inaccurate, as Mr. Spinney acquired the property in August, 2002, and the earliest permit found for a dock 
is 2003. 

 
 
  

Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
28 Tyson Drive 
Augusta, ME 04330 



 
Concerns with Shoreland/Environmental Impact 
 

7. I am concerned with the installation of new permanent fixtures on the Sheepscot river bank in the protected 
shoreland zone.  The permit application describes permanent pilings and dock/pier components more 
substantial than what was previously approved. 

8. Per the attached document, the Midcoast Conservancy has identified the lower Sheepscot River area as a 
natural habitat of importance.  The permit application site is within this designated area. 

9. Per the attached letter from the State Department of Agriculture, dated 5/21/14, the lands in question and 
nearby constitute wetlands of special significance as described in 38 M.R.S. Sec. 480-X(4) or (5) and 
require certification by a knowledgeable professional wetland scientist that the activity will not alter, or 
cause to be altered, the wetlands in question under this application.  See attached letter.  Due to the 
sensitive areas of protection in close proximity to the permit application site, a certification and a full 
environmental impact analysis as described above to assess the effects of “common use” of 25-80 
recreation club members utilizing motorized boats in the protected areas should be performed.   

10. I fear that the increased utilization of motorized boats at the proposed dock and boat ramp may increase the 
potential for the introduction of harmful invasive species such as zebra mussel and milfoil to this area of 
the Sheepscot. 

11. Please be aware that our family has placed conservation easements on several abutting land parcels, held 
with Midcoast Conservancy.  Our goals for many decades have been to maintain protections of these 
natural areas without increased development or human use. 

12. As a local, it seems to me that there are several existing “common use” public boat launch access points to 
the river in the area:  at the Head Tide Dam, Bass Falls Preserve, Sheepscot Village and Wiscasset.  There 
is not a demonstrated need for a new “common use” access point at this pristine location of protected 
shoreland. 

  
If Mr. Spinney were to modify his permit application to request a seasonal private recreational dock 
permit, without common use, and there are no permanent dock/ramp or pier structures involved, my 
primary objections would be alleviated.  This would align with what Mr. Spinney has had at his private 
residence on and off in the past. 
 
Thank you for your consideration and time on this matter,  
 
  
 
Jeff Philbrick 
134 Dock Rd., Alna, ME 04535 
207-563-4180 
 
Cc:  Allen J. Philbrick 
Jody Jones, Midcoast Conservancy 
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York, Marylisa

From: MacNeil, Jami
Sent: Tuesday, October 8, 2019 2:54 PM
To: Spinney, Jeffry
Subject: NRPA application, public comments (Part 3 of 3)
Attachments: Comments on Spinney Project.pdf; Fwd: Public comment; NRPA Permit Application - Sheepscot River 

Dock; public comment; Alna Dock JMacNeil.PDF; DEP 2019 Comment.docx

Here are the rest of the public comments to date.  If more come in, I will pass those along as well.   
 
Best, 
 

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
 















October 7, 2019 
 
 
Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III 
Bureau of Land Resources 
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
17 State House Station 
Augusta, ME  04333 
(207) 446-4894   
jami.macneil@maine.gov 
 
Dear Ms. MacNeil: 
 
I am writing to suggest that the DEP request resubmission of Mr. Jeffry Spinney’s 
application (August 20, 2019) to “modify an existing boat launch area” on the Sheepscot 
River in Alna.  As an abutter I received notice of intent to file and am responding both to it 
and to the application filed in the Alna Town Office.  As submitted, the application is 
sufficiently incomplete to prevent the DEP from reaching an informed decision.  It could 
have saved Mr. Spinney, itself, and many others considerable time and effort by asking for a 
“second draft” on receipt of the first. 
 
My property, purchased in 1950 by my parents and starting just north of the power lines and 
opposite Mr. Spinney’s property there, runs one and a third miles north along the east bank 
of the river.  I have known the area and the river since childhood and, after my parents’ 
death in 2002, have lived here part-time and then, since 2011, full-time.  In 2009 I placed a 
conservation easement on the 250-acre property with the Maine Woodland Owners, on 
whose board I now serve.  In both 1980 and 1999 my father was named Maine’s 
Outstanding Tree Farmer of the Year. 
 
Mr. Spinney and I have had a number of valuable conversations about his proposal, and he 
has made clear to me that he has no intention to “wreck” the river and this part of it; has no 
desire for “marina,” “country club,” or riverside gatherings and parties; values as much as I 
do the quiet and serenity of this place; will do what he can to limit the scale and scope of his 
proposed installation; and is open to reasonable compromises.  And his woods and fields 
and overall site are gorgeous. All that is a great deal, and I salute him for the care he has 
taken to work with you, the Army Corps of Engineers, and the DIFW in advancing his 
proposal.  Indeed, I told him that, assuming all the right “boxes” had been considered and 
checked, and in view of the investment of time all parties have in the project, I would expect 
the permit to be granted.  I also made clear to him that I would rather the project, as 
proposed, not take place.  As I have looked further into the project and the application, 
many questions have arisen for a reconsidered application to address. 

mailto:jami.macneil@maine.gov
mailto:jami.macneil@maine.gov
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1. The exact nature of the project is not made clear.  Although the application 
speaks to the intention to “modify an existing boat launch,” the notice of intent to 
file says, “Dock and boat ramp repair work in shoreland zone.”  At other points, in 
the application itself, seemingly in agreement with the notice of intent to file, are one 
passage indicating the activity as “Boat ramp, planking/pier/ramp alteration,” and 
another, “The existing pier, ramp, and float (located approximately 10 feet south of 
the existing ramp) has been at this location for approximately 20 years and used 
seasonally.”  But only bare riverbank – and a riverbank float -- exists there today, and 
nothing has been there as of 2014.  “Repair” or “alteration” cannot apply.  In all, 
over the last 20 years, under half have seen some form of dock installation.  So, must 
we consider the application as for something new?  
 
 

2. Prior permits were not submitted and may not even exist.  Research after 
submission of the application has uncovered a brief application for a permit in 2003 
for a dock estimated to cost $100, signed by the chair of the Alna planning board.  
The application includes no drawings, dimensions, descriptions of any boat ramp, 
indications of whether it is for personal or group use, or references to DEP 
permitting.  Mr. Spinney has no copies of any such materials. The initial installation 
was at some point crushed and washed away by the ice; hence the second proposal, 
made in 2012.  No record exists of an application in 2012 or approval of it, and Mr. 
Spinney has no copies of either.  Perhaps because the planning board believed the 
new proposal to be no more than a sturdier installation of the first, no record of it 
was made and no application was asked for.  On the basis of photos of the two 
installations, 2007 and 2012, the second appears considerably larger, includes a cut in 
the riverbank for a boat launch, and rests on piers, clearly intended to be permanent, 
that were sunk into the riverbank below the high-water line.  Why no permit was 
required, submitted, or approved is not clear, not only because the dimensions were 
greater and permanent piers were sunk, but also because destruction of a permitted 
site requires a new permit if, as appears to be the case, more than a year has passed.  
Did the planning board visit the site?  Certainly we have no drawings, dimensions, 
other indications of intended use, or references to the DEP.  If group use was 
anticipated and provisions for a boat ramp added, those count as two new “uses.”   
Nothing in DEP records includes any permits for this site, 2003 or 2012. 

 
 

3. No full history of the projects on this site – 2003 on -- is included, preventing 
full understanding of the current proposal.  Mr. Spinney says in the application 
that the installation goes back 20 years, but the first permit was issued in 2003, and 
an aerial photo shows nothing even in 2004. My own first photo dates to 2007, and 
there is another shot showing a dock in 2010.  I have yet another photo of a larger 
installation in 2012.  The dock disappears by 2014, with nothing until the present.  A 
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float now rests on the bank.  We need a year-by-year account of the installation – 
dock, floats, boat ramp – and its use – personal, group -- since issuance of the 2003 
permit.  We also need to know how and how often the installations were used, 
whether for hand-carry craft, motorboats, jet-skis, etc.  If the 2012 dock was crushed 
by the ice, was the cut for a boat ramp still used in the years to come?  By Mr. 
Spinney?  By members of the “club” (see below)?  How often? 
 
 

4. The identity of the applicant is not clear.  The stated applicant is Mr. Spinney, 
but the benefits presented are for an LLC “club.”  If this is an application for a 
“club,” it must come from the LLC.  Are there provisions in the NRPA for LLC 
permits?  I know that Mr. Spinney intends no harm to the river (even if we may not 
entirely agree on what “harm” might mean), but what does the LLC expect and 
intend?  What role does Mr. Spinney play within it?  Who are its officers and how are 
they selected?  What are membership requirements?  What are the dues, and the 
amenities and services promised for them?  What plans exist for the club in the years 
to come?  For that matter, when was the club established, and for what purpose?  
Where are the legal documents of organization?  To what extent must it be 
considered “commercial”?  What has its history been, and, specifically, in river access 
and use?  Do members intend to bring motorboats on trailers down to the river as if 
it were Damariscotta Lake?  What control does Mr. Spinney have over the 80 or so 
of its members (how many of them in fact are there?), now and in the years to come?  
Who decides the uses to which the installation will and may be put?  Given the 
absence of ready public access to the Sheepscot and at either of the obvious 
locations of the villages of Sheepscot and Head Tide, membership in the club might 
well be expected to swell with those wishing to make use of well-conceived dock and 
permanent, cement boat launch – thereby creating yet greater pressures on a river 
never before so used.  And, should the club meet with greater and greater success, it 
might well invest in an ever-greater range of activities on Mr. Spinney’s property.  If 
the application is for Mr. Spinney, the scale of the project is out of keeping with 
need.  If it is for the club, there are no guarantees for what in the future it might do 
with its permit.  Which is it?   
 
 

5. The application omits all references to context and the project’s impact on it.   
The NRPA specifically notes “the responsibility of the applicant to demonstrate that 
the proposed design does not interfere with existing scenic and aesthetic uses, and 
thereby diminish the public enjoyment and appreciation of the qualities of a scenic 
resource, and that any potential impacts have been minimized.”   

 
From just above the village of Sheepscot to the river’s headwaters, there are no 
structures (other than the remains of the just-now opened Head tide dam and some 
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bridges).  The river – its course set by the geological fault beneath it and as a 
subsidiary to the Norumbega Fault that marks the last continental collision with 
northeast America -- has, miraculously, retained the wild and free qualities of 
centuries past, the only buildings visible some largely 18th century homes peeking out 
over the river from the woodlands or in a few villages along the way (Puddle Dock 
and Head Tide especially).   

 
The Sheepscot Valley Conservation Association (now Midcoast Conservancy) was 
founded some 50 years ago for the very purpose of holding onto this treasure.  Ten 
years ago, in 2009, in conjunction with the Small Woodland Owners of Maine (now 
Maine Woodland Owners), and with the Maine DIFW as “agency sponsor,” it 
completed a multi-year project entitled “Heart of the Watershed” to protect the 
stretch three miles north of my south boundary line.  The project, finally supported 
financially by some 17 state and federal agencies and numerous foundations and 
individuals, raised over $1 million, Land for Maine’s Future prominent among the 
funders.  Formal partners in the project included the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Maine Atlantic Salmon Commission, Maine Natural Areas Program, the Nature 
Conservancy, Maine Audubon, and the Sheepscot River Watershed Council. The 
sponsors’ 2006 application to Land for Maine’s Future for funding to help match the 
2004 grant from the Landowner Incentive Program managed by Maine’s Beginning 
with the Habitat makes clear just how distinctive this stretch of the river is.   

 
John Gibson’s remarkable 2004 Rivers of Memory – A Journey on Maine’s Historic 
Midcoast Waterways, dedicates one chapter to kayaking just this stretch of the 
Sheepscot: 

 
The west bank of the Sheepscot resides in the town of Alna now.  I dig in 
with the paddle as Merlin and I make for the village at Head Tide.  The river 
narrows further, and the banks grow higher.  The countryside, except for the 
raised marsh that borders the stream, lies in thick woods.  River, tall spartina 
marsh, and forest surround me with seemingly infinite shades of green.  The 
scene is reminiscent of the west of Ireland.  I pass under a power line, the 
only sign now of human presence.  Scudding clouds of brilliant white run 
southeastward in a deep azure sky, the strengthening wind rolling them 
forward. 

 
Yet, nowhere in the application or the agency-work done since is there any evidence 
of considering and addressing this unique beauty -- a beauty the NRPA was written 
to protect -- and the project’s potential impact on it.  How ironic that the DIFW 
itself, an “agency sponsor” of the Heart of the Watershed, is said to have “passed” 
on the current proposal, and that the DEP, charged in Maine with managing and 
enforced the NRPA, even accepted the application without such evidence.  
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Moreover, if this legally required category of criteria is in this instance ignored, a 
precedent will have been set for allowing any landowner on the river to install docks 
and other structures that meet technical requirements alone. 

 
 

6. There is no evidence in the application of the project’s visual impact.  No 
“visual impact” assessment – details for the preparation of which are carefully laid 
out by the NRPA --was performed.  “Landscape compatibility,” “scale contrast,” and 
“spatial dominance” are the factors to be considered, most simply summarized as 
“the degree to which user or viewer expectations of a scenic resource will be 
altered.”  The application addresses none of them.  Mr. Spinney was quite right in 
demonstrating to me on Google Earth (not part of the application) that, seen from 
above, his second installation did not extend dramatically across the high-tide width 
of the river.  The difficulty lay – and for the proposed dock, lies -- in dock’s location 
on a point in a bend in the river, so that, from upstream or downstream, it appeared 
and would appear far larger and more dominant, and, all the more so with the 
proposed installation’s longer dock.  At low tide, when the river’s width may only be 
100 feet, the combined dock and floats – 40-to-50 feet from piers at river’s edge, and 
largely over river bank – would appear to be even more dominant, and the floats, 
parallel to the shore, 32’ in length, greatly out of scale as well.  This says nothing 
about the look of a permanent cement boat ramp cut into the shore of a remote 
river.  It also is worth noting Shoreland Zoning’s strictures that size be no larger 
“than necessary to carry on the activity and be consistent with existing conditions, 
use and character of the area.”   
 
From another perspective, an expensive, large, carefully thought out dock and floats 
sitting on a few feet at most of low-tide water – with permanent cement ramp – only 
can be considered visually bizarre.  For that matter, the river has silted up 
considerably since my own childhood in the 1950s, and it can be expected to do so 
yet more in the years to come.  Moreover, water currents around a dock build up silt 
even more.  A dock on dirt, some years hence, would be yet more laughable.   
 
A far smaller installation, with a short dock and/or a float allowing launch of a canoe 
or kayak at high tide, would be more suited to the use of Mr. Spinney – and to the 
river. 
 
 

7. The application makes no reference to noise generated by the project.  This is 
of concern both to Mr. Spinney and to me and certainly figures within the scenic and 
esthetic qualities of the Sheepscot River.  Mr. Spinney and I joke that we can hear 
each other mowing our lawns, and I even can hear voices of people in the clearing 
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down by the river at the proposed site.  A narrow river valley with steep slopes 
captures and amplifies sound many times over.  Heavy use of the river by the 
intended traffic of motorboats – or even of gatherings on the floats and the trucks 
launching the boats -- would prove an intrusion to both of us and others along it and 
constitute a substantial change in the river’s current remote and wild beauty.  Mr. 
Spinney says that we can expect nothing more than what has existed over the last 20 
years, but, as has been noted, the first dock only came after the permit was issued in 
2003 (and exactly when did it go in?) and lasted only a few years, to be replaced by a 
newer version in 2012 that survived for two more.  Over the last 20 years, a dock has 
been in place for well under half, and there was no permanent cement boat launch at 
any point to make river access easily manageable and, so, potentially increase traffic.   

 
 

8. The application does not speak to the impact of motorboat use.  Because of the 
river’s remote, quiet and scenic beauty, it has become increasingly attractive to 
groups of canoers and kayakers, sometimes many of whom come down the river in 
the course of a single day.  Motorboats do not fit in, and the river is too narrow to let 
those intent on the river’s quiet beauty enjoy it.  Should the club find the installation 
particularly appealing, in the near and distant future, and should its membership 
grow, the river would be subject to ever greater change of use and degradation.  In 
the 70 years I’ve known this stretch of the river, only a handful of small motorboats 
ever have used it. 

 
 

9. The application fails to address the dock’s potential impact on riparian life, 
including plants, fish, birds, animals, rare and endangered species.  The 2006 
application to Land for Maine’s Future notes, among other points: 

 
a. That the Sheepscot is “one of only eight rivers remaining in the United States 

that supports a remnant population of wild Atlantic salmon.” 
 

b. That it is a “top-quarter-ranked habitat as identified by USFWS Gulf of 
Maine Habitat Analysis.”  
 

c. That this three-mile stretch of river falls within the Maine’s Beginning with 
Habitat Program, “is a highly desirable focus area.” 
 

d. That the properties to be protected (my own one of them) are “the two most 
desirable conservation targets in this focus area.”   
 

e. That the properties to be protected are “centrally located within a 2,450-acre 
roadless area as identified by Maine Natural Areas Program.  They are two of 
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the largest properties in the watershed and are the two with the longest river 
frontage on the Sheepscot River. 

 
The application is silent on these questions, including how the wakes created by 
motorboats affect riverbanks and their life, as well as any impact of dock on the 
hydraulics of a river moving rapidly around the narrow bend at which the dock is 
proposed.    

 
 
10. The application omits some possible alternative sites.  It rejects, for some 

sound reasons, alternate site number 2, on the old brickyards just south of the 
proposed installation.  Indeed, a new road down the hill from the open field, while 
more direct in access, could cost $20,000 and more, and would require a cut in the 
riverbank.  But there can be no surprise that those brickyard owners decided to place 
it around the bend from the proposed site, since the water there is deeper, and the 
river soon opens out into the stretch leading to the village of Sheepscot.  But if the 
club is to be the applicant (and allowed to be an applicant) and if members are 
contributing to the project’s costs, these expenses might well be considered 
legitimate.  Certainly, available dock use would be extended dramatically:  Low-tide 
water depth at the proposed site does not even well support canoe or kayak travel.  
Mr. Spinney himself finds the brickyard a better place, ideally, for a dock.  And, 
visually, a dock would be far less “visible” in the wider and more open topography 
south of the bend.  None of this, of course, says anything about a recreational 
group’s motorboat impact – scenery, noise, plant and animal life – but might make 
sense for canoes and kayaks. 

 
Perhaps more importantly, nowhere in the application are yet other and yet better 
alternatives for easy river access for hand-carried and hand-powered craft 
considered, such as the villages of Sheepscot (at the Grange) or Head Tide (at the 
new dam installation).  Perhaps the towns of Newcastle and/or Alna and/or the 
Midcoast Conservancy could make this possible?   
 
 

11. There is no stated indication of the role that the town of Alna and its planning 
board may play in the approval of the project.  Faced with an application 
incomplete -- from the perspectives of law, tradition, and common sense -- reaching 
a decision on a project with significant potential to damage one of the town’s and 
region’s greatest assets only can be considered problematic.   

 
 
A new and more focused application can address and resolve these issues and provide the 
DEP with a sound basis on which to decide.  There are better alternatives to consider.   
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Sincerely, 
 
 
William A. Weary 
293 North Dyer Neck Road 
Newcastle, ME  04553 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 8, 2019 3:20 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: RE: NRPA application, public comments (Part 3 of 3)

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
Holy Cow…..yes, this is a tremendous amount of info to sort through.    The deed reference is indeed what i 
suspected and actually not for me.  It is in the chain of deeds (it was the drive created by Angier’s to the new 
home north of me for Carol Ervin/Bailey Bolen’s property (which was split off from my property by the 
Angier’s).   That has NOTHING to do with me or my access to my property, so… 
 
Ill hold off trying to respond until i see the rest of your comments. 
 
Thanks, 
-jeff 
 
 
 
 
 
 

From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, October 08, 2019 2:54 PM 
To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
Subject: {EXTERNAL} NRPA application, public comments (Part 3 of 3) 
 
Here are the rest of the public comments to date.  If more come in, I will pass those along as well.   
 
Best, 
 

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 9, 2019 10:53 AM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: SnipImage.JPG

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi again jami,  
 
I assume you and jay have common access to all this comments & stuff i am sending in, right?   Or do i need to resemd 
all of it to jay?   Just confirming. 
 
 
 
Please see the attached image and my note below. 
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Hi Jami,  i read through all of the comments very late last night after a very exhaustive board meeting 
with lots of discussion and thought i would take a moment to provide some info for the record about 
the existing docks in the river segment between the reversing falls and my house.  

 
I will get you a more comprehensive  list of whats here when i get home, but here is a 
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great/easy example. 
 

 
 

 
 

Martin Rd ‐ dock w/ 17' skiff  
 

 
 

Attached is a sateitte image dated 6/2018 (per google) that shows a 17' 
skiff (open style motor boat) between my house and the reversing falls ( 
North of the bridge).  

 
 

Just glancing back at the permit from the recent files,  it includes a 16' 
walkway, a 3x35' aluminum gangway and an 8x12 float.   
 

 
 

 
 

A common theme in the comments is 'never seen a power boat' on this 
segment of the river, but as you can see they certainly do  exist and its 
neither rare nor new use. The river is navigable for people who actually 
are from here, know the area, and actually use it. 
 
 

In fact, just today i had a couple of other friends who 
are in their 50s who grew up and live locally in 
Sheepscot village area  (just above from the falls) 
comment about how they used similar skiffs to the one 
shown here on the river up to my property all the time 
growing up from their dock on the dyer river in 
sheepscot and they cant fathom what the problem is.  
 

 
 

At least one of them offered to write a public comment 
in response after seeing/hearing what is coming out of 
woodwork here.  is that something you want?  Is that 
appropriate or helpful?  
Thank you, jeff 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 9, 2019 11:04 AM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Cc: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Subject: RE: SnipImage.JPG

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
Ok, thanks.  I’m sorry, i thought/assumed that you had some sort of shared workspace, my bad.  
 
Ill try to cc you guys separately going forward. 
 
 

From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, October 09, 2019 10:57 AM 
To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
Cc: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: {EXTERNAL} FW: SnipImage.JPG 
 
Jeff – I am forwarding your message below to Jay, but please cc him on items you send to me that you also want 
to go to him.   
 

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
 

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, October 09, 2019 10:53 AM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: SnipImage.JPG 
 

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi again jami,  
 
I assume you and jay have common access to all this comments & stuff i am sending in, right?   Or do i need to 
resemd all of it to jay?   Just confirming. 
 
 
 
Please see the attached image and my note below. 
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Hi Jami,  i read through all of the comments very late last night after a very exhaustive board 
meeting with lots of discussion and thought i would take a moment to provide some info for the 
record about the existing docks in the river segment between the reversing falls and my house.  
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I will get you a more comprehensive  list of whats here when i get home, but 
here is a great/easy example. 

 

 

Martin Rd ‐ dock w/ 17' skiff  

 

Attached is a sateitte image dated 6/2018 (per google) that 
shows a 17' skiff (open style motor boat) between my house 
and the reversing falls ( North of the bridge).  

 

Just glancing back at the permit from the recent files,  it 
includes a 16' walkway, a 3x35' aluminum gangway and an 8x12 
float.   

 

 

A common theme in the comments is 'never seen a power boat' 
on this segment of the river, but as you can see they certainly 
do  exist and its neither rare nor new use. The river is navigable 
for people who actually are from here, know the area, and 
actually use it. 

In fact, just today i had a couple of other friends 
who are in their 50s who grew up and live 
locally in Sheepscot village area  (just above 
from the falls) comment about how they used 
similar skiffs to the one shown here on the river 
up to my property all the time growing up from 
their dock on the dyer river in sheepscot and 
they cant fathom what the problem is.  

 

At least one of them offered to write a public 
comment in response after seeing/hearing what 
is coming out of woodwork here.  is that 
something you want?  Is that appropriate or 
helpful?  
Thank you, jeff 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 9, 2019 9:58 AM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: Re:  RE: Philbrick ROW claim response

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Sure.   Surprised the dept is even investing in that effort since this is such an obvious thing from several angles but 
absolutely if that makes sense.   Have at it. Especially since i already told jeff p thats not my road. 
 
 
I have a whole pile of other things ....i read through all of the items and prepped a ton of stuff last night...just waiting 
your list.   If you have a draft you want to share, i might be able to save you some effort there. Just a thought. 
 
 
I assume the basic clerical things in the app can just be fixed, the omitted ‘a’ in my lot number, actege (99 vs 120) 
....thats a hold over from my okd tax map record stuck in my brain  Sorry. 
 
 
 
 
> On Oct 9, 2019, at 9:46 AM, MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> wrote: 
> 
> Hi Jeff ‐‐ Thank you for the information.  I will share with the Department's lawyers. 
> 
> Best, 
> 
> ‐Jami MacNeil 
> Environmental Specialist III 
> Bureau of Land Resources 
> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
> Sent: Tuesday, October 08, 2019 10:45 PM 
> To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
> Subject: Philbrick ROW claim response 
> 
> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
> 
> Jamie, 
> 
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> Please find attached a map snippet showing the Reed Rd (my driveway, the former town road), and the Angier Rd (the 
one which Fred & Hope Angier created, in or about 1986 per the ROW agreement Philbrick cited.)   As you can see, they 
are/were two different roads crossing the same Philbrick lot and even more confusingly, at one point in time owned by 
the same people.) 
> 
> 
> Also find attached the Notice of discontinuance as well as the actual discontinuance article published in the town 
report which was then voted on. 
> 
> 
> As a point of history, the former Reed Rd (named after Alonzo Reed) was used to access gravel pits further on my 
property (toward river, past my house) and the then owner of my house (Mosley) objected to that use and relied upon 
the public road to allow this until Mosley bought the property being accessed and quashed it in that way. 
> 
> 
> In 2007, I had my lawyer draft up a discontinuance language & notice on behalf of the town and Dr. Philbrick (Allen's 
father, the actual owner of the property at the time that it crossed) was officially notified of this at his home in Canada 
(This is why i was familiar with sending certified mail to the address in Canada as you and i discussed.....see attached 
copy of notice). 
> 
> Ironically, the only person to object to this process at all was indeed Allen Philbrick. 
> 
> 
> Depending upon how deep you would like to go on this, you can read the nuances of roads/ROWs in Maine and 
discontinuance here, it really is sort of fascinating once you dig in a ways:  
https://nam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdigitalcommons.mainelaw.maine.edu%2Fcgi%2
Fviewcontent.cgi%3Farticle%3D1581%26context%3Dmlr&amp;data=02%7C01%7CJami.MacNeil%40maine.gov%7C7fbe
83a4813c48f28e4808d74cc0c154%7C413fa8ab207d4b629bcdea1a8f2f864e%7C0%7C0%7C637062263070527610&amp;
sdata=h%2BTof8jJA4WMPnqUqQHjw%2Fx3E6ZQd1QELO1w9c2ovg0%3D&amp;reserved=0 
> 
> 
> As you can see, there is no issue with respect to right of access to my property as is stated. 
> 
> 
> 
> Hope this helps clarify this aspect.   Thanks, ‐jeff 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 9, 2019 9:11 AM
To: alnaclerk@gmail.com
Cc: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: Fwd: Philbrick ROW claim response

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Liz,   Could you please pass the below to the selectman and ask that they respond officially to Jami MacNeil @DEP re: 
status of the former Reed Rd, its discontiuance, and therefore my ROW to my home.    Thanks, jeff 
 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Spinney, Jeffry" <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
To: "MacNeil, Jami" <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: Philbrick ROW claim response 

Jamie,  
 
Please find attached a map snippet showing the Reed Rd (my driveway, the former town road), and the 
Angier Rd (the one which Fred & Hope Angier created, in or about 1986 per the ROW agreement 
Philbrick cited.)   As you can see, they are/were two different roads crossing the same Philbrick lot and 
even more confusingly, at one point in time owned by the same people.)   
 
 
Also find attached the Notice of discontinuance as well as the actual discontinuance article published in 
the town report which was then voted on.   
 
 
As a point of history, the former Reed Rd (named after Alonzo Reed) was used to access gravel pits 
further on my property (toward river, past my house) and the then owner of my house (Mosley) 
objected to that use and relied upon the public road to allow this until Mosley bought the property 
being accessed and quashed it in that way. 
 
 
In 2007, I had my lawyer draft up a discontinuance language & notice on behalf of the town and Dr. 
Philbrick (Allen's father, the actual owner of the property at the time that it crossed) was officially 
notified of this at his home in Canada (This is why i was familiar with sending certified mail to the 
address in Canada as you and i discussed.....see attached copy of notice).   
 
Ironically, the only person to object to this process at all was indeed Allen Philbrick. 
 
 
Depending upon how deep you would like to go on this, you can read the nuances of roads/ROWs in 
Maine and discontinuance here, it really is sort of fascinating once you dig in a 
ways:  https://digitalcommons.mainelaw.maine.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1581&context=mlr 
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As you can see, there is no issue with respect to right of access to my property as is stated. 
 
 
 
Hope this helps clarify this aspect.   Thanks, ‐jeff 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 10, 2019 2:45 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Cc: McPhedran, John
Subject: Re:  invasive species program

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Thanks, appreciate the contact and info. 
 
 
> On Oct 10, 2019, at 2:07 PM, MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> wrote: 
> 
> Hi Jeff, 
> 
> You can reach out to John McPhedran on this topic.  I believe he primarily deals with freshwater systems, but he 
probably has some insights he can share.  John is cc'd to this email. 
> 
> You may find these webpages helpful: 
> 
https://nam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.maine.gov%2Fdep%2Fwater%2Finvasives
%2Finspect.html&amp;data=02%7C01%7CJami.MacNeil%40maine.gov%7Cbc3e340f80864ad3463f08d74db2023f%7C41
3fa8ab207d4b629bcdea1a8f2f864e%7C0%7C0%7C637063299250777004&amp;sdata=ubKwg4gpl8zjDYe8tOcWuh%2Fv
Dbm4CVFwsfOqieYROPw%3D&amp;reserved=0 
> 
https://nam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.maine.gov%2Fdep%2Fwater%2Finvasives
%2Finvplan.html&amp;data=02%7C01%7CJami.MacNeil%40maine.gov%7Cbc3e340f80864ad3463f08d74db2023f%7C41
3fa8ab207d4b629bcdea1a8f2f864e%7C0%7C0%7C637063299250777004&amp;sdata=QVhFB02hnSwIe1q12riI0Q5%2B1
eRrTxdTj%2Bhn%2F7Ws6Aw%3D&amp;reserved=0 
> 
> ‐Jami MacNeil 
> Environmental Specialist III 
> Bureau of Land Resources 
> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
> Sent: Thursday, October 10, 2019 1:27 PM 
> To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
> Subject: ? 
> 
> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
> 
> Hi jami. 
> 
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> Does dep offer any guidance/framework on establishing an invasive species program?   I have the 2019 maine 
courtesty inspector booklet already. 
> 
> Im looking to put something together 
> 
> Thanks, jeff 
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York, Marylisa

From: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Thursday, October 10, 2019 7:44 AM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Cc: Spinney, Jeffry
Subject: FW: [Non-DoD Source] PBd Minutes
Attachments: PB Minutes 10-8-19.docx

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Jami: 
 
Peter Tischbein from my office shared these minutes with me.  Just in case you don't get them from Jeff. 
 
Jay 
 



Alna	Planning	Board 
Minutes 

 
Date: October 8, 2019 
 
Call	to	Order:		6:30 pm 
 
Present	   
	 Members: Peter Tischbein, Beth Whitney, Tom Albee, Jeff Spinney,      
 CEO:  Tom McKenzie 
 Public:  Tucker Neale (business permit), Charles Culbertson, Thomas Aldrich, Al 
Monaco, Susan & Kinne Stires, Jonathan Gold*, Christy Joyce*, Bailey Bolen, Carol Ervin, 
Donna Flynn, Dick Picard, Paul Tena*, Cathy Johnson, Bill Weary*, William Balch*, Joan 
Belcher, William Wilbur, Jeff Philbrick (dock permit)  * indicates Newcastle residents 
	 Press:		none 
 
Minutes:  Minutes of September 3, 2019 meeting accepted as presented 
 
Business: 
1.  Tucker Neale - Business Permit for tree service & portable sawmill - This is a sole 
proprietorship, one-man operation.  All work is off-site except what he mills for himself. 
Noise?  Not at odd hours   Traffic?  None   Parking?  NA   Sign?  possibly at some point.   
Moved & seconded to approve the permit.  We took his check for the permit fee.  Beth will 
get the check to Liz Brown and send Tucker a letter indicating the approval of his permit. 
  
2.  Jeff Spinney - Status of dock/ramp permit that we had site visited several years ago.   
Jeff stepped out of his position as Planning Board Chair since this is his project.  Peter 
Tischbein chaired the rest of the meeting and began with an explanation of his role with 
the Army Corps of Engineers.  He had recused himself from being in charge of this project 
because of his involvement in Alna but he has been following the project's progress. 
 
Jeff was asked to layout his plans and where he is in the process.  He said that he is in the 
public comment phase of the Natural Resource Protection Act process.  A number of 
letters with comments have been submitted by the public and many of those concerned 
with this project were at tonight's meeting.   The rest of the process also includes the 
Army Corps of Engineers and the DEP along with various resource agencies, such as IF&W, 
who provide information for the permitting process.  All of that is in addition to and 
independent of the Town of Alna's permit for work in the Shoreland Zone. 
 
The plan:  A dock & float were previously permitted and are already in place.   Jeff wants to 
replace the current wooden structure with aluminum to the float and place precast 
cement planks for vehicles to drive on to protect the shoreline when boats are launched. 
 



The structures are for his private use, which includes friends in an informal hunting club, 
estimated to be approximately 25 members.  This does not mean that there would be 25 
boats at one time. 
 
Eighteen of Jeff's neighbors and fellow river dwellers (some of whom are Newcastle 
residents) were in attendance to voice their concerns about the project.  Their concerns 
include:  increased traffic on the river (traffic is allowed on a navigable waterway), 
increased noise from the increased number of boats (requested no jet skis), disruption of 
the natural resources and undesirable changes to the nature of the river.   
 
One resident brought up that this shouldn't be done because the Sheepscot River is an AA 
classified river.   That is the case but only the fresh water section, which extends just only 
as far south as Head Tide.  The section in question is classified SA because it contains salt 
water.  As these are water quality designations, the issue is not relevant to this discussion. 
 
They were also very concerned that there be a public hearing on this permit.  There 
probably will be but we are not to that stage yet.  Jeff's application for the permit must be 
deemed "complete" before we will set that date. 
 
It was ascertained that this will not be a marina.  There will be no fuel station, no 
maintenance facility and no "commerce." 
 
There was also concern that the cement planks for the boat launch would qualify as 
permanent structures, which are not permitted in the Shoreland Zone.  Jeff has researched 
alternative, temporary designs such as roll out aluminum decking and removable 
concrete.  It was the opinion of IF&W that the permanent structure would have a smaller 
impact and do less damage to the mud flat in the long run. 
 
One resident was concerned about the rifle range on Jeff's property but that is unrelated 
to this permit application and, as such, is not relevant to this discussion. 
 
Another resident asked: "Why are you really doing this?" and said she was trying to "read 
between the lines" because Jeff is going to an awful lot of trouble to put a couple of his 
buddy's boats in the water (paraphrase).  She also asked: "What will this little thing turn 
into?"  Why Jeff is doing is not relevant to our permitting process.  It can't turn into 
something else easily because "change of use" turns this into a different animal and would 
require further scrutiny.   
 
Due to a minor "records crisis," caused by a quick turnover of of Planning Board 
secretaries in the last few years and the recent move of the Town Office to its new 
location, we have not yet located Jeff's original application for the permit to do this project 
(submitted several years ago) and the meeting minutes that would refer to the findings of 
our site visit.  Three members in attendance tonight (Tom, Pete & Beth) do remember the 



site visit and that the project was in the process of being approved.  We will continue to 
pursue the search for the pertinent records. 
 
For the Alna Planning Board, Jeff will need to fill out a new local permit application and 
provide some drawings relating to his plans.  We may or may not need to do another site 
visit as we have already been down there to see his river frontage. 
 
Next	Meeting:	 November 12, 2019  (The first Tuesday, 11/5, would conflict with Election 
Day.) 
 
Adjourn:		8:18	pm 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Beth Whitney 
Planning Board Secretary 
 
 



1

York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 10, 2019 8:10 AM
To: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Cc: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: Re:  FW: [Non-DoD Source] PBd Minutes

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Thanks jay.  Im out of state at work so im running a little behind. 
 
One correction i do note after reading the minutes.    
 
The river is technically class SB1 at this location and i am aware this is a water quality rating but its a common theme in 
the comments as ive read them. 
 
 
Excerpted from http://www.krisweb.com/biblio/sheepscot_asc_meister_1982.pdf, page 9 
 
"The river above tidewater is classed Bl unless otherwise classified. The main stem to the confluence of the West Branch 
is classified as B2. The West Branch from Branch Pond to the confluence is also Class B2. The Dyer River tributary is 
classified as Bl and the tidal waters of Alna and Wiscasset are Class SB 1." 
 
 
So, my location is SB1 not AA. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

On Oct 10, 2019, at 7:47 AM, Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
wrote: 

 

Jami: 

 

Peter Tischbein from my office shared these minutes with me.  Just in case you don't get them from Jeff. 

 

Jay 
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<PB Minutes 10‐8‐19.docx> 



1

York, Marylisa

From: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Friday, October 11, 2019 1:56 PM
To: Spinney, Jeffry
Cc: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: RE: [Non-DoD Source] Re: RE: Permit Application on lower reach of Sheepscot River

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
This is just from the Corps. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Spinney, Jeffry [mailto:Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 11, 2019 1:52 PM 
To: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] Re: RE: Permit Application on lower reach of Sheepscot River 
 
Is this a combined list or is there another one xoming from dep?    Just curious as to the process/expectations.    Im 
headed back up to my office right now to start in. 
 
> On Oct 11, 2019, at 1:40 PM, Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> wrote: 
> 
> Jeff: 
> 
> As you are aware, the DEP and Corps have received a number public comment letters/emails on your proposed 
project.  We are also aware that you recently attended a municipal planning board meeting at which the public raised a 
number of similar questions/concerns.  As a result of our review of the comments received and the administrative 
record, the following specific information is required in addition to any rebutting comments before making a final 
decision on your application: 
> 
> 1.  Please provide more detail on the intended use of the boat ramp and pier/ramp/float and explain how that differs 
from the existing use.  What is the size, type and number of boats that use your property now and with the installations? 
If you care to comment on your observations of the prevailing vessel traffic in the river and its overall effect on 
navigation and the environment, please do so. 
> 
> 2.  Please opine on your project's potential for obtaining local approval.  My read of the shoreland zoning ordinance 
and that of several commenters is that a permanent pier/ramp/float is not allowed under the ordinance, only temporary 
structures.  The status of the boat ramp is less well defined.  Although this is the town's decision to make, Title 33 Code 
of Federal Regulations Section 320.4(j)(1) states that "... where the required Federal, state and/or local authorization 
and/or certification has been denied for activities which also require a Department of the Army permit... the district 
engineer will... deny the Army permit without prejudice... "  I would not want to continue to expend valuable staff time 
on processing an application for which local approvals are not possible. 
> 
> 3.  Invariably the Corps and the DEP only hear from project opponents.  If you are aware of residents or perhaps your 
members who might choose to contact us with alternative views or additional information about the project area, 
please encourage them to do so. 
> 
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> 4.  Please clarify the level of your 'club' membership and what their intended use of the facilities will be.  More 
specifically, how many members do you currently have, how many might you expect, how many have boats, etc. 
> 
> 5.  What plans do you have for addressing accidental fuel or other contaminant spills on site?  For example, will you 
maintain spill prevention and containment equipment on site? 
> 
> 6.  Like at state/municipal boat ramps across the state, will there be signage on site advising boat launchers to inspect 
and clean off their trailers, motors, and boats to prevent the spread of invasive species? 
> 
> 7.  Have any other alternative sites for club use been identified through local planning board discussions that are not 
already discussed in the permit application? 
> 
> Please contact me if you have any questions. 
> 
> Jay Clement 
> Senior Project Manager 
> US Army Corps of Engineers 
> Maine Project Office 
> 
> 
> 
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York, Marylisa

From: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Friday, October 11, 2019 2:25 PM
To: Spinney, Jeffry; MacNeil, Jami
Subject: RE: RE: Permit Application on lower reach of Sheepscot River

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
The Corps would typically allow for 30 days in which to respond. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Spinney, Jeffry [mailto:Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 11, 2019 2:22 PM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) 
<Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] RE: RE: Permit Application on lower reach of Sheepscot River 
 
Ok,  that’s fine/understandable.    Is there a specific due date?  Maybe it makes sense for me to address them all at 
once? 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Sent: Friday, October 11, 2019 2:00 PM 
To: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil>; Spinney, Jeffry 
<Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
Subject: {EXTERNAL} Re: RE: Permit Application on lower reach of Sheepscot River 
 
Jeff ‐ This list is from Army Corps but it contains many of the same questions DEP has on the project.  If you cc me on 
your response, that will narrow our list.  Unfortunately I can't get you our list until early next week due to supervisors 
being out.  I will cc Jay when I do send it. 
 
‐Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III 
Bureau of Land Resources 
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, October 11, 2019 1:56 PM 
To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
Cc: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: RE: [Non‐DoD Source] Re: RE: Permit Application on lower reach of Sheepscot River 
 
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
This is just from the Corps. 



2

 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Spinney, Jeffry [mailto:Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 11, 2019 1:52 PM 
To: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] Re: RE: Permit Application on lower reach of Sheepscot River 
 
Is this a combined list or is there another one xoming from dep?    Just curious as to the process/expectations.    Im 
headed back up to my office right now to start in. 
 
> On Oct 11, 2019, at 1:40 PM, Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> wrote: 
> 
> Jeff: 
> 
> As you are aware, the DEP and Corps have received a number public comment letters/emails on your proposed 
project.  We are also aware that you recently attended a municipal planning board meeting at which the public raised a 
number of similar questions/concerns.  As a result of our review of the comments received and the administrative 
record, the following specific information is required in addition to any rebutting comments before making a final 
decision on your application: 
> 
> 1.  Please provide more detail on the intended use of the boat ramp and pier/ramp/float and explain how that differs 
from the existing use.  What is the size, type and number of boats that use your property now and with the installations? 
If you care to comment on your observations of the prevailing vessel traffic in the river and its overall effect on 
navigation and the environment, please do so. 
> 
> 2.  Please opine on your project's potential for obtaining local approval.  My read of the shoreland zoning ordinance 
and that of several commenters is that a permanent pier/ramp/float is not allowed under the ordinance, only temporary 
structures.  The status of the boat ramp is less well defined.  Although this is the town's decision to make, Title 33 Code 
of Federal Regulations Section 320.4(j)(1) states that "... where the required Federal, state and/or local authorization 
and/or certification has been denied for activities which also require a Department of the Army permit... the district 
engineer will... deny the Army permit without prejudice... "  I would not want to continue to expend valuable staff time 
on processing an application for which local approvals are not possible. 
> 
> 3.  Invariably the Corps and the DEP only hear from project opponents.  If you are aware of residents or perhaps your 
members who might choose to contact us with alternative views or additional information about the project area, 
please encourage them to do so. 
> 
> 4.  Please clarify the level of your 'club' membership and what their intended use of the facilities will be.  More 
specifically, how many members do you currently have, how many might you expect, how many have boats, etc. 
> 
> 5.  What plans do you have for addressing accidental fuel or other contaminant spills on site?  For example, will you 
maintain spill prevention and containment equipment on site? 
> 
> 6.  Like at state/municipal boat ramps across the state, will there be signage on site advising boat launchers to inspect 
and clean off their trailers, motors, and boats to prevent the spread of invasive species? 
> 
> 7.  Have any other alternative sites for club use been identified through local planning board discussions that are not 
already discussed in the permit application? 
> 
> Please contact me if you have any questions. 
> 
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> Jay Clement 
> Senior Project Manager 
> US Army Corps of Engineers 
> Maine Project Office 
> 
> 
> 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Monday, October 14, 2019 10:30 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Subject: looking for feedback on this visual
Attachments: InkedLines of visibility overlaid onto gmap_LI (2).jpg

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Hey Jami & Jay, 
 
I have been trying to come up with a visual depiction to help handle the concept of visual dominance/line of site issues.   
I located an 18" mooring ball in my garage and anchored it 51' off the shoreline at the dock location (admittedly approx. 
5' short in terms of projected extension but at least it's a visual reference point and i was by myself doing it so hard to 
get exact placement of the anchor/mooring.) 
 
 
Measuring, i found that the mooring ball is approx. the same height as dock floating in water, and i used one of my jon 
boats to get some photographs as to 'when it comes into view' from north and south at approx. mid tide.   Attached you 
will see a google map overlay with what i would call the lines of visibility (the purple & yellow areas are the areas where 
you can see the dock from. 
 
As you can see, since the dock is just South of the 'apex' of the point of land (coming from north) that and the 
corner/grass extending just north of dock limits the sighting starting from near end of bill weary's field. (east side of 
river) to directly across from the dock location. 
 
 
From the south, the dock's  visibility is limited by the point of land just to the south (bill weary's land) and you can see 
the mooring ball (simulated dock)  from an area along my land to east of orange line as river curves north around corner. 
 
*Purple area is lines of visibility for dock float extended out into water.* 
 
 
The green lines are what i estimate the boat ramp visibility to be based on the same boat trips and my photos.   The 
ramp, assuming it is flush (or nearly flush) with natural surface as i intend to make it is hidden by the grass & 
embankment on both north and south sides as the land has a 'curve' to it.    I estimate the area of visibility (for the ramp 
only) to be the triangle to the direct East side of ramp between green lines. 
 
*Yellow area is lines of visibility of boat ramp when flush or near flush to terrain as planned.* Of course you can also see 
the dock in the yellow area too in addition to ramp. 
 
 
 
I have other some video and photos i can also supply if that helps....or just bring them up since they are exceptionally 
large and electronic transmittal might be tough. 
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Is this helpful?  I know its not some super fancy 3d model, but frankly i believe as an engineer that it is just as since it is 
based on actual observations in the field. 
 
 
Please let me know.   I should be around all day tomorrow, leaving country for a week or so Friday. 
 
Thanks once again,  jeff 
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York, Marylisa

From: jeff spinney <jeff.spinney@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 15, 2019 1:41 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Subject: pictures to go with visual aid
Attachments: From South_Moment.jpg; from north_Moment.jpg

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Im sorry that i forgot to attach these two fixed frame pics to my visual last night.  My bad. They are fixed frames showing 
the moment/position where  you can see the 18" buoy 51' off those shoreline.     
 
The large buoy sticks out as it is bright white of course, and should serve as a reference for picturing the dock which as i 
mentioned is within 5' of the buoy for a nominal difference. 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 15, 2019 12:04 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Cc: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Subject: RE: Permit Application on lower reach of Sheepscot River

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Great, thank you. 
 
 
I do appreciate all the stuff you guys are doing, this must be maddening to you guys especially on a big project.   We are 
floored just seeing the junk come out of the woodwork and the bizarre/factually wrong things coming in as comments of 
objection. 
 
 
‐jeff 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 15, 2019 11:29 AM 
To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
Cc: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: {EXTERNAL} RE: Permit Application on lower reach of Sheepscot River 
 
Hi Jeff, 
 
The Department has determined that you have sufficient title, right, or interest to conduct the project, so you do not 
need to respond further to the ROW claim. 
 
For clerical errors, we will look for a simple statement from you acknowledging the typo(s) and clarifying the correct 
information, just for the record. 
 
I will get you a list soon of the items to which we'd like a response. 
 
Thanks for your patience, 
 
‐Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III 
Bureau of Land Resources 
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
Sent: Friday, October 11, 2019 2:49 PM 
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To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) 
<Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: RE: RE: Permit Application on lower reach of Sheepscot River 
 
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Jami, 
 
What about the false ROW (or lack of ROW i guess it was) claim that Philbrick made? Are we all set with that? 
 
 
What about clerical errors on my forms (things totally my fault like accidentally dropping the a of my lot number, using 
the 120 instead of 99acres, etc) 
 
 
What about the other factually wrong info in these comments/claims?  How is that handled, do i need to expect to rebut 
that stuff? 
 
 I am trying not to overwhelm you guys/the process. , just trying to figure out what the right level of participation for me 
is here. 
 
 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Sent: Friday, October 11, 2019 2:00 PM 
To: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil>; Spinney, Jeffry 
<Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
Subject: {EXTERNAL} Re: RE: Permit Application on lower reach of Sheepscot River 
 
Jeff ‐ This list is from Army Corps but it contains many of the same questions DEP has on the project.  If you cc me on 
your response, that will narrow our list.  Unfortunately I can't get you our list until early next week due to supervisors 
being out.  I will cc Jay when I do send it. 
 
‐Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III 
Bureau of Land Resources 
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Friday, October 11, 2019 1:56 PM 
To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
Cc: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: RE: [Non‐DoD Source] Re: RE: Permit Application on lower reach of Sheepscot River 
 
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
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This is just from the Corps. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Spinney, Jeffry [mailto:Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 11, 2019 1:52 PM 
To: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] Re: RE: Permit Application on lower reach of Sheepscot River 
 
Is this a combined list or is there another one xoming from dep?    Just curious as to the process/expectations.    Im 
headed back up to my office right now to start in. 
 
> On Oct 11, 2019, at 1:40 PM, Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> wrote: 
> 
> Jeff: 
> 
> As you are aware, the DEP and Corps have received a number public comment letters/emails on your proposed 
project.  We are also aware that you recently attended a municipal planning board meeting at which the public raised a 
number of similar questions/concerns.  As a result of our review of the comments received and the administrative 
record, the following specific information is required in addition to any rebutting comments before making a final 
decision on your application: 
> 
> 1.  Please provide more detail on the intended use of the boat ramp and pier/ramp/float and explain how that differs 
from the existing use.  What is the size, type and number of boats that use your property now and with the installations? 
If you care to comment on your observations of the prevailing vessel traffic in the river and its overall effect on 
navigation and the environment, please do so. 
> 
> 2.  Please opine on your project's potential for obtaining local approval.  My read of the shoreland zoning ordinance 
and that of several commenters is that a permanent pier/ramp/float is not allowed under the ordinance, only temporary 
structures.  The status of the boat ramp is less well defined.  Although this is the town's decision to make, Title 33 Code 
of Federal Regulations Section 320.4(j)(1) states that "... where the required Federal, state and/or local authorization 
and/or certification has been denied for activities which also require a Department of the Army permit... the district 
engineer will... deny the Army permit without prejudice... "  I would not want to continue to expend valuable staff time 
on processing an application for which local approvals are not possible. 
> 
> 3.  Invariably the Corps and the DEP only hear from project opponents.  If you are aware of residents or perhaps your 
members who might choose to contact us with alternative views or additional information about the project area, 
please encourage them to do so. 
> 
> 4.  Please clarify the level of your 'club' membership and what their intended use of the facilities will be.  More 
specifically, how many members do you currently have, how many might you expect, how many have boats, etc. 
> 
> 5.  What plans do you have for addressing accidental fuel or other contaminant spills on site?  For example, will you 
maintain spill prevention and containment equipment on site? 
> 
> 6.  Like at state/municipal boat ramps across the state, will there be signage on site advising boat launchers to inspect 
and clean off their trailers, motors, and boats to prevent the spread of invasive species? 
> 
> 7.  Have any other alternative sites for club use been identified through local planning board discussions that are not 
already discussed in the permit application? 
> 
> Please contact me if you have any questions. 
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> 
> Jay Clement 
> Senior Project Manager 
> US Army Corps of Engineers 
> Maine Project Office 
> 
> 
> 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2019 9:28 AM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: batch 1 of emails in case you don't have already
Attachments: {EXTERNAL} Fwd: Sheepscot River; {EXTERNAL} Fwd: Letter of Support; {EXTERNAL} Fwd: Sheepscot 

river trailer access; {EXTERNAL} Fwd: Hello; {EXTERNAL} Comment letter; {EXTERNAL} Support of Jeff 
Spinney; {EXTERNAL} Fwd: letter about sheepscot river; {EXTERNAL} Fwd: Sheepscot river letter

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Jami, 
 
I think these all went to Jay, but not to you. 
 
Thanks, 
‐j 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2019 10:17 AM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: RE: batch 1 of emails in case you don't have already

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
ok, some of these guys are not to adept at email or even computers so I'm just making sure. 
 
Did the pictures/visuals  i sent help to help to demonstrate the out of place/landscape dominance portion of 
things?  I have videos & some others i have been working on as well....as well as a google map showing all of 
the structures/things/places with pictures embedded.   I have many other videos, pictures, etc...even some old 
photos i have been working on to try and adjust under the new conditions. 
 
https://drive.google.com/open?id=1MKT7vOb8jPFpJ6FaAI703kOVm1g&usp=sharing    -- google map:  I 
launched a jon boat and did a quick river survey from above my house to a ways below falls.   I then cross 
referenced all the permitted structures where i could and added notes on that.   I then also added in some 
reference points to allow you to see places people were talking about in their letters and such. 
 
 
 
I tend to be overwhelmingly thorough, so I'm trying not to overload you but at the same time provide enough 
info.  Tell me anytime if you have enough. 😊 
 
-jeff 
    
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2019 9:52 AM 
To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
Subject: {EXTERNAL} RE: batch 1 of emails in case you don't have already 
 
Thank you Jeff.  Jay did forward these, and Mr. Trask sent his to me as well as Jay.  
 
-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2019 9:28 AM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: batch 1 of emails in case you don't have already 
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EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Jami, 
 
I think these all went to Jay, but not to you. 
 
Thanks, 
-j 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2019 12:32 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Subject: RE: Permit Application on lower reach of Sheepscot River
Attachments: Full float with cheesy ramp and posts marked up.jpg; IMAG0170.jpg

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
I was doing a little crafty reuse of some photos the other night. I have attached the original photo as well.  This photo is 
from July 31, 2012 showing the dock with one float in. 
 
In my edited photo, i extended the dock to include its remaining sections and removed the pier/ramp and added a alum 
gangway ramp.    I suspect that the two HAT posts with gantry cross will actually sit back a little further (even with trees) 
at edge of bank but i had to work with this old photo and did best i could to simulate without skewing the scale.  The 
boat ramp is a bit obscured due to angle and where the old pier was in original image, which only illustrates the point 
that you wont be able to see it from much more than i would estimate a 45 degree offset either way. 
 
I couldn't find a suitable ramp 'image' that would fit scale/orientation of photo without disrupting the original photo and 
dock placement, so just drew one in. 
 
See attached, 
‐j 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2019 12:50 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Subject: RE: Permit Application on lower reach of Sheepscot River
Attachments: Orig Dock 3 sections.jpg; Satelitte view with 3 floats in.JPG; IMAG0168.jpg

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
And another couple of photos.   In these, i touched up the floats but left the original pier/ramp.  Original photo attached 
for ref. 
 
 
This is mainly to illustrate the location in river relevant to width (compare with the other photos i had with mooring ball 
in my interactive google map). 
 
 
 
Again, as with other example you cannot see the boat ramp from this angle due to grass to the north of it. 
 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Spinney, Jeffry 
Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2019 12:32 PM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) 
<Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: RE: Permit Application on lower reach of Sheepscot River 
 
I was doing a little crafty reuse of some photos the other night. I have attached the original photo as well.  This photo is 
from July 31, 2012 showing the dock with one float in. 
 
In my edited photo, i extended the dock to include its remaining sections and removed the pier/ramp and added a alum 
gangway ramp.    I suspect that the two HAT posts with gantry cross will actually sit back a little further (even with trees) 
at edge of bank but i had to work with this old photo and did best i could to simulate without skewing the scale.  The 
boat ramp is a bit obscured due to angle and where the old pier was in original image, which only illustrates the point 
that you wont be able to see it from much more than i would estimate a 45 degree offset either way. 
 
I couldn't find a suitable ramp 'image' that would fit scale/orientation of photo without disrupting the original photo and 
dock placement, so just drew one in. 
 
See attached, 
‐j 
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York, Marylisa

From: MacNeil, Jami
Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2019 3:18 PM
To: Spinney, Jeffry
Cc: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Subject: Spinney permit application:  Questions/issues to address

Hi Jeff,  
 
Based on the public comments received and on the Department’s review so far, below is a list of questions to which we 
would like you to respond.  The first seven items generally echo the questions raised by Army Corps.  Please give 
particular attention to item #4(b), as the issue of shared use is important to the Department’s decision.  Similar to the 
Corps, we request your response within 30 days (by November 15, 2019).  
 

1. Many of the public comments focus on the impact of motorized boats on existing uses (i.e., canoes and kayaks) 
and quiet enjoyment of the resource.  Please describe your experience/observations of the use of motorized 
vessels on this stretch of the river.  Elaborate on the existing use of the current launch site – how many boats 
are typically launched here and how often?  How will that change if the permanent launch is installed?  

2. Shoreland zoning concerns.  The local review is a separate process from the NRPA review, but if the project 
design is likely to change as a result of local ordinances, it would be best to address those changes now while the 
NRPA review is active.  Is it likely that the pier design will need to change to an entirely temporary design to 
meet Shoreland Zoning standards?  If so, please provide a revised plan to reflect the change.  If uncertain, please 
comment on the timeline of the local approval process and the likelihood of the project being modified or 
denied at the local level.  

3. The Department has received several letters of support for the project.  If you have others, feel free to submit 
them. 

4. Commenters are concerned about the limited information on the potential users of the boat launch.   
a. Please elaborate on the number of club members, how many are expected to use the boat launch, the 

structure of the organization, potential for number of users/club members to increase, the size and 
number of vessels that will use the site, and where vehicles and trailers will be parked.  Ideally, we 
would like to see bylaws for the organization that specify the rules of access.  

b. The Department is also concerned about the informality of the shared use of the boat launch.  Without a 
formal agreement for access by a specified group of people, you could decide at any time to refuse 
access to all others and simply use the ramp as a private access point.  Would you be willing to grant an 
easement for members of your recreational club to access the launch?  If so, we will need to see the 
draft language for the easement agreement.  Recording it in the registry of deeds would be a condition 
of the NRPA permit.   

5. How will fuel and oil spill prevention/containment be achieved?  
6. How will the project minimize the risk of introduction/spread of non‐native species?  Will there be signage about 

inspecting/cleaning boats, trailers, and vehicles, similar to that at public launch sites?  
7. Please address the feasibility of each of the existing access points listed below as an alternative to the proposed 

permanent boat ramp: 
a. Head Tide Dam 
b. Bass Falls Preserve 
c. Sheepscot Village 
d. Wiscasset 
e. Kings Mills 
f. Coopers Mills 
g. Drucker Preserve 
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8. Can you confirm that any stockpiles of fill, sediment, rocks, or other construction materials will be located 
greater than 25 feet from the resource, and surrounded by sediment barriers if left in place for multiple days 
during which precipitation is predicted?  

9. Some commenters noted inaccuracies or alleged inaccuracies in the application.  Please clarify or respond for 
the record: 

a. Lot # given in project description is incorrect  
b. Lot size (120 ac) is incorrect 
c. The river current is strong at the project site, not “protected energy/low energy” 
d. The public notice stated that the application is for, “Dock and boat ramp repair work in shoreland zone,” 

but no boat ramp currently exists.   
10. If any material is removed from the intertidal zone and deposited elsewhere, this will constitute a dredge and 

will require additional information and review.  However, if the native material within the footprint of the 
proposed boat ramp will be graded but not removed from the coastal wetland, it will be considered regrading 
rather than dredging, and will not require additional information.  Please confirm which method will be used.     

We note that you have provided a response and additional information regarding visual impact, and the Department is 
currently reviewing that response.   
 
Let me know if you have any questions regarding the above.  
 
Thank you,  
 

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 11:24 AM
To: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Cc: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: Re:  RE: Dredging?

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
That is what i thought prior to the conversation with Jami yesterday. 
I have a ton of upland Non wetland property where i can safely dispose of any material, spread it out, dewater, 
whatever is appropriate. i even have a gravel pit i could put it in if thats better and it couldnt escape. :)  Just looking for 
guidance on best practice from the experts.   I dont want to be forces to spread it out or grade it unnecesarily at the site, 
nor do i want the site to be less visually pleasing by being built up unnecessarily. 
 
This is mostly ditrious material that will effectivly undermine the base causing need for future repair i imagine. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
> On Oct 17, 2019, at 10:46 AM, Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> wrote: 
> 
> This is not dredging in our view.  While some minor 'excavation' may be necessary to facilitate the installation of the 
ramp, that is not the same as dredging.  Talk of 'off shore disposal' is not applicable.  I believe Jami's point is that any 
excavated material should be removed to the upland, properly stabilized so that it doesn't re‐enter the waterway, 
allowed to dewater, and then place somewhere that is not in a wetland or other waterway. 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Spinney, Jeffry [mailto:Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com] 
> Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 10:24 AM 
> To: Jami MacNeil <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) 
<Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
> Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] Dredging? 
> 
> Hi jami & jay, 
> 
> 
> I was mulling over the DEP statement that removal of *any* displaced muck (displaced by the placement of the stone 
base) from the ramp site between low and high tide line constitutes  dredging. 
> 
> Blockedhttps://www.maine.gov/dep/land/nrpa/fsdredg.htm 
> 
> Looking at the above, it seems to discuss dresging as being below the low tide line.   I do see where upland disposal is 
an alternative to offahore dumping.  But that bit of language seems to be the only thing that is even remotely similar. 
> 
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> I borrowed that concept/language off of another approved boat launch (done by state/if&w i believe it was)  permit i 
was given as a referance when i started this process, so it seems somewhat inconsistent that we are now saying it 
constitutes dredging. 
> 
> I dont want to be in a position of having to build the ramp higher than necessary as i had intended it to be even with 
natural terrain that also enables it to be visually more appealing.  I am not looking to remove any material at all below 
low tide line. 
> 
> Can you provide me with some more detail as to the stance?   Is this true for army corps too?   (The notion that This is 
dredging)   Or just DEP?    If not, How can they have different definitions of such a basic thing? 
> 
> Literally the definition reads: 
> erb 
> gerund or present participle: dredging 
> 
> 1. 
>    clean out the bed of (a harbor, river, or other area of water) by scooping out mud, weeds, and rubbish with a dredge. 
> 
>    * 
>        bring up or clear (something) from a river, harbor, or other area of water with a dredge. 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> Dredging is the removal of sediments and debris from the bottom of lakes, rivers, harbors, and other water bodies. It is 
a routine necessity in waterways around the world because sedimentation—the natural process of sand and silt washing 
downstream—gradually fills channels and harbors. 
> 
> 
> I am not cleaning out or making bigger/deeper a channel.  i am displacing/replacing Material between low and high 
tide with an almost identicle volume of alternate material and properly disposing upland to keep out of waterway. 
> 
> 
> 
> If this is another one of those internal DEP memos/rules, please provide so i can hve a look as it really makes no sense. 
> 
> 
> Thank you, 
> Jeff 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 11:29 AM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Cc: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Subject: Re:  RE: Dredging?

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Ok. Thanks.   Im just trying to do the right thing here. 
 
  There is no eelgrass which is subtidal anyhow here, i suspect that the intent and the wording dont quite line up here. 
 
If we are just going on wording of intertidal area, then again i would argue that dredging has an intent to remove and 
not backfill(displace).   We are displacing one material for another in the normal course of construction. 
 
Dredges do not dump different mayerial back into harbors after they remove material. 
 
 
 
> On Oct 17, 2019, at 11:18 AM, MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> wrote: 
> 
> Jeff, 
> 
> I need to consult more with others on how the Department views this activity.  However, I will point out that the NRPA 
statute defines "dredge spoils" as "sand, silt, mud, gravel, rock or other sediment or material that is moved from coastal 
wetlands," and Chapter 305 (PBR) section 18 defines "dredge" as "to move or remove, by digging, scooping, or 
suctioning any sand, silt, mud, gravel, rock, or other material from the bottom of a water body or wetland surface."  The 
NRPA issue profile you linked to specifically states, "The dredging of intertidal areas, or of areas with submerged subtidal 
vegetation (e.g. eelgrass), is generally not approved." 
> 
> There is no mention of the size of the project or the location of the project above or below mean low water. 
> 
> I agree with Jay that off‐shore disposal is not applicable and proper upland disposal is desirable, but it may require 
additional application forms and review by BRWM.  However, I will look further into precedent for boat ramp projects 
and get back to you. 
> 
> ‐Jami MacNeil 
> Environmental Specialist III 
> Bureau of Land Resources 
> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
> Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 10:45 AM 
> To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>; MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
> Subject: RE: Dredging? 
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> 
> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
> 
> This is not dredging in our view.  While some minor 'excavation' may be necessary to facilitate the installation of the 
ramp, that is not the same as dredging.  Talk of 'off shore disposal' is not applicable.  I believe Jami's point is that any 
excavated material should be removed to the upland, properly stabilized so that it doesn't re‐enter the waterway, 
allowed to dewater, and then place somewhere that is not in a wetland or other waterway. 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Spinney, Jeffry [mailto:Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com] 
> Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 10:24 AM 
> To: Jami MacNeil <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) 
<Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
> Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] Dredging? 
> 
> Hi jami & jay, 
> 
> 
> I was mulling over the DEP statement that removal of *any* displaced muck (displaced by the placement of the stone 
base) from the ramp site between low and high tide line constitutes  dredging. 
> 
> Blockedhttps://www.maine.gov/dep/land/nrpa/fsdredg.htm 
> 
> Looking at the above, it seems to discuss dresging as being below the low tide line.   I do see where upland disposal is 
an alternative to offahore dumping.  But that bit of language seems to be the only thing that is even remotely similar. 
> 
> I borrowed that concept/language off of another approved boat launch (done by state/if&w i believe it was)  permit i 
was given as a referance when i started this process, so it seems somewhat inconsistent that we are now saying it 
constitutes dredging. 
> 
> I dont want to be in a position of having to build the ramp higher than necessary as i had intended it to be even with 
natural terrain that also enables it to be visually more appealing.  I am not looking to remove any material at all below 
low tide line. 
> 
> Can you provide me with some more detail as to the stance?   Is this true for army corps too?   (The notion that This is 
dredging)   Or just DEP?    If not, How can they have different definitions of such a basic thing? 
> 
> Literally the definition reads: 
> erb 
> gerund or present participle: dredging 
> 
> 1. 
>        clean out the bed of (a harbor, river, or other area of water) by scooping out mud, weeds, and rubbish with a 
dredge. 
> 
>        * 
>                bring up or clear (something) from a river, harbor, or other area of water with a dredge. 
> 
> 
> 
> 
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> Dredging is the removal of sediments and debris from the bottom of lakes, rivers, harbors, and other water bodies. It is 
a routine necessity in waterways around the world because sedimentation—the natural process of sand and silt washing 
downstream—gradually fills channels and harbors. 
> 
> 
> I am not cleaning out or making bigger/deeper a channel.  i am displacing/replacing Material between low and high 
tide with an almost identicle volume of alternate material and properly disposing upland to keep out of waterway. 
> 
> 
> 
> If this is another one of those internal DEP memos/rules, please provide so i can hve a look as it really makes no sense. 
> 
> 
> Thank you, 
> Jeff 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 12:30 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Subject: responses to the low hanging fruit questions
Attachments: Spinney DEP.pdf; drive-download-20191017T160114Z-001.zip; drive-

download-20191017T161533Z-001.zip

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Just sitting here reviewing the combined list of questions, im going to try and do this in two batches; the simple or 
already addressed ones and then in a later batch the more complex ones. 
 
 
So, to start here are answers to what i see as the first set, less complex or already addressed questions from both 
departments: 
 
1.) ‐ will respond later in detail 
 
 
 
2.)  (Corps version)  Please opine on your project's potential for obtaining local approval.  My read of the shoreland 
zoning ordinance and that of several commenters is that a permanent pier/ramp/float is not allowed under the 
ordinance, only temporary structures.  The status of the boat ramp is less well defined.  Although this is the town's 
decision to make, Title 33 Code of Federal Regulations Section 320.4(j)(1) states that "... where the required Federal, 
state and/or local authorization and/or certification has been denied for activities which also require a Department of 
the Army permit... the district engineer will... deny the Army permit without prejudice... "  I would not want to continue 
to expend valuable staff time on processing an application for which local approvals are not possible. 
 
2. (DEP version)        Shoreland zoning concerns.  The local review is a separate process from the NRPA review, but if the 
project design is likely to change as a result of local ordinances, it would be best to address those changes now while the 
NRPA review is active.  Is it likely that the pier design will need to change to an entirely temporary design to meet 
Shoreland Zoning standards?  If so, please provide a revised plan to reflect the change.  If uncertain, please comment on 
the timeline of the local approval process and the likelihood of the project being modified or denied at the local level. 
 
 
 
Answer:   if you take a look at my interactive google map, you will see that Alna (and Newcastle) both have several 
structures similar in nature to mine on the Sheepscot river.    Ramp/Float systems anchored to the shoreland with 
'permanent' piles.  In fact, In Alna there are even 4 fairly substantial, permanent piers or wharves (in the traditional 
coastal Maine sense of the words).  (Colby, Villeneuve, Buddy Davis, Boyle).  Also permitted are haul out ramps 
(Barth/Conboy, Boyle that I have noted on my map) 
 
Here is a list (moving north to south) you can use to refer to my map if so desired:  0.5) Barth/Conboy (permitted 
launch/haul out ramp ‐ perm structure) 1.) Hanna 2.) Cheney (floats currently removed as seen in map but it was 
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supported by piles on upland bank) 3.) Peele  4.) Whittemore 5.) Buddy Davis (this is ramp float secured to the old stone 
wharf at falls)  6.) Colby  7.) Boyle 8.) Villeneuve  (and not that it matters, since these are in Newcastle on opposite side 
of river, but for completeness 9.) Keyes and 10.) Mook just as a matter of showing how prevalent this is on river.) 
 
In addition, Alna has also recently permitted permanent structures in/over Trout brook (train trestle with permanent 
pier support structures on both sides of river) as well as Pinkham pond (upland support structure for seasonal float). 
 
Ultimately, I think you can see that my request is certainly within the reasonable bounds of our Shoreland zoning 
approvals. 
 
 
 
If you only look at the cursory table as i suspect the commenters have, you see  the obvious line 17 that says no 
permanent piers.  If you carefully observe, you will see line 16 structure 'accessory to allowed use'., in addition to that 
line you see line 23, "public and private recreational areas involving minimal structureal development' which is also 
allowed. 
 
Not looking beyond the table at all, i could make a claim that this meets one or both of those criteria. 
 
 
Now, if you carefully read our actual ordinance and not just stop at the table, you find the text "" All land use activities, 
as indicated in Table 1, Land Uses in the Shoreland Zone, shall conform with all of the applicable land use standards in 
Section 15. The district designation for a particular site shall be determined from the Official Shoreland Zoning Map." 
 
So, this essentially indicates  that the table may  not be comprehensive, see the actual ordinance text for further detail. 
 
 
Section 15, page  19/20 in our ordinance elaborates to say: 
 
"C. Piers, Docks, Wharfs, Bridges and Other Structures and Uses Extending Over or Beyond (Waterward) the Normal 
High‐Water Line of a Water Body or Within a Freshwater Wetland because of a Functional Water Dependent Use 
 
1. Access from shore shall be developed on soils appropriate for such use and constructed so as to control erosion. 
 
2. The location shall not interfere with existing developed or natural beach areas. 
 
3. The facility shall be located so as to minimize adverse effects on fisheries. 
 
4. The facility shall be no larger in dimension than necessary to carry on the activity and be consistent with existing 
conditions, use, and character of the area. A temporary pier, dock or wharf shall not be wider than six feet for non‐
commercial uses. 
 
5. No new structure shall be built on, over or abutting a pier, wharf, dock or other structure extending beyond the 
normal high‐water line of a water body or within a freshwater wetland unless the structure requires direct access to the 
water body or wetland as an operational necessity. 
 
6. No existing structures built on, over or abutting a pier, dock, wharf or other structure extending beyond the normal 
high‐water line of a water body or within a freshwater wetland shall be converted to residential dwelling units in any 
district. 
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New permanent piers and docks shall not be permitted unless it is clearly demonstrated to the Planning Board that a 
temporary pier or dock is not feasible, and a permit has been obtained from the Department of Environmental 
Protection, pursuant to the Natural Resources Protection Act. 
 
Structures built on, over or abutting a pier, wharf, dock or other structure extending beyond the normal high‐water line 
of a water body or within a wetland shall not exceed twenty (20) feet in height above the pier, wharf, dock or other 
structure." 
 
 
In conclusion on this question, given that the planning board (several different sets of people actually sitting on boards) 
has site visited the site no less than 3 times over the recent years, and again finally just before giving me the go ahead to 
proceed with the NRPA application in 2016 and followed up by yet another CEO visit/discussion (Sept 19, 2019) with me 
on site as part of the NRPA review process by town, i see no reason that this will not receive the final approval as 
planned once we come to completion with the NRPA permit process, just as the other NRPA permits for structures in 
shoreland zone within Alna have.   In fact, the town CEO, responsible for enforcement of our ordinances at the town 
level already replied back to DEP after that visit stating there is no reason that this cannot go ahead as planned. (see 
attachment). 
 
In terms of timeline, once approved NRPA is in hand, i will have this put on the next agenda (monthly) for (final) review 
& approval. 
 
 
 
 
Question #3 ‐‐ i believe you both have received a number of responses of support/clarification of the use of powerboats 
on the Sheepscot river. Please let me know if you want more. 
 
 
Question #4 ‐‐ will respond later 
 
Question #5 ‐ i grew up in Southport and have worked at marinas (including pumping fuel) and such all of my childhood.  
In truth, i had not thought of fueling here as being an issue since it is not a marina and expected for day use only. Wodl 
not anticipate fueling to be an issue, but nonetheless it is trivial to acquire and i would be willing to do so, an emergency 
spill kit similar to https://nam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.newpig.com%2Fpig‐spill‐
kit‐in‐5‐gallon‐high‐visibility‐economy‐
container%2Fp%2FKIT2200%3FcouponCode%3DPLAFLEECE%26gclid%3DEAIaIQobChMIsrOUl9Kj5QIVV9yGCh2tiw44EAQ
YBSABEgJ0IfD_BwE&amp;data=02%7C01%7CJami.MacNeil%40maine.gov%7C1e61b5f8e26a4868a1ce08d7531f4d8b%7C
413fa8ab207d4b629bcdea1a8f2f864e%7C0%7C0%7C637069266669289274&amp;sdata=Iabq5V%2BXqWTr7IHUaCK6ov
8TXZUBm%2BagLqxxmM7lnkc%3D&amp;reserved=0 
 
 
We used to keep these handy at the yard, and since it's in a sealed bucket could be left outside/on site for access as 
needed. 
 
 
 
 
Question #6 ‐ I had already reached out to John Mcphedran at the DEP.  I was then directed to Karen Hahnel at the DEP 
and we had a lengthy conversation about the site and invasive species.  Since the DEP said it is 'possible' that an invasive 
species could survive in tidal water, we opted to have them send me the signs just to be safe. 
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We then discussed best placement and i will be placing it at the launch site in plain visible site to anybody launching.  
Will also bring it up as part of the formalization of the club paperwork. 
 
 
I will attach a picture as well as i received the sign the other day.  See attached zip file.   I can also fwd. the emails if you 
like, let me know. 
 
 
 
Question #7 ‐ (Army) Have any other alternative sites for club use been identified through local planning board 
discussions that are not already discussed in the permit application? 
 
(DEP) 7.        Please address the feasibility of each of the existing access points listed below as an alternative to the 
proposed permanent boat ramp: 
a.      Head Tide Dam 
b.      Bass Falls Preserve 
c.      Sheepscot Village 
d.      Wiscasset 
e.      Kings Mills 
f.      Coopers Mills 
g.      Drucker Preserve 
 
 
Answer:   In my interactive map google map, i have outlined all of the old trailer sites which have now been closed off 
(Wiscasset, old Newcastle pit ramp, old Sheepscot post office paved ramp, my ramp).    My ramp is the only one still in 
any way useable as a small boat trailer ramp.  We have looked at all properties along the river for several years, and they 
are all locked up either in conservation or private holdings and not accessible.  My property is the only available location 
in this river segment for such access.  Allowing us to improve the ramp would make it more accessible to those who 
currently have difficulty with the lack of hard surface. 
 
Additionally, the alternate site list provided is odd at best but i understand it is being driven by commenters so, in good 
spirits i will try and address for the record: 
 
a.) Head tide dam ‐‐ NOTE: This project is not even complete. I support this and think it will improve the swimming hole 
that we have always used and whitewater kayaker use in spring, improve fish passage, but that's it. 
 
  Once complete, it does not in any way provide trailerable (or convenient)  launch access. First, there would be no 
parking capable of holding a trailer. While parking is improved, it is intended for passenger vehicle only, i don't recall the 
number of spots we approved as part of the plan, but i might estimate it to be max 5‐6 (see picture).   Second, there is 
no physical way a trailer could get to the water (and then get back without a crane).   In fact, there is approximately a 
20‐30'  (estimating only, i can't go measure as it is closed off due to ongoing construction) stair case one must navigate 
down from the road to even get to the water.  Once at the water (fast moving water if it is higher), one can only use a 
kayak during high water.  I will include a couple of pictures i took this morning, but it should be self‐evident as to why 
this is not a powerboat or paddle boat access point for those who are not young and strong and/or have larger paddle 
craft.  I personally have launched my canoe there and made the voyage down (at higher water) and have still had to get 
out and pull in places just below the dam.  Rocks, logs, etc litter the river from head tide until approx. the old railway 
crossing with 218.   See attached pics.   I think you will agree Head Tide dam is not a suitable substitute. 
 
 
(due to size of attachments, see next email for continuation) 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
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To: MacNeil, Jami; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Subject: part 2 
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Flag Status: Flagged

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
(continued) 
 
b.      Bass Falls Preserve 
 
Bass falls preserve is located just upriver from me, but does not provide any access to the river in terms of launching 
either hand carry or trailer craft.   It is a walking trail preserve on the old Clifton Walker property.  According to the flyer, 
see attached. It is 0.9 miles from the *very* limited parking area (estimated 3‐4 passenger cars tops) through a series of 
wet fields, woods, until you even get to the water.   What was once used by locals as a place to go launch a canoe or 
very small bass boat by hand if the tide was right is actually closed off and depicted as 'private property' on the flyer (see 
the 'tote road' on right hand side of map).   Nobody in prime physical condition is going to hand carry that far.   It is not 
promoted as such by the group that acquired it (midcoast) .  For these reasons, this is not a suitable substitute. 
 
 
c.      Sheepscot Village  ‐ this is private property owned by  good friend of mine who does not wish to be identified 
because he si concerned about retaliation from this group of commenters and has an ongoing NRPA project to repair the 
old retaining wall along paring area that, in part, has been damaged over the years by people using without permission 
as a launch site for kayaks.  There exists no formal right or even a courtesy ask of the owner at this time to use this site.    
Again, this is a private property, and only useable as a hand carry location for canoe/kayak.   No facility exists anymore 
that could support trailer launch either in terms of access or parking.  Parking for hand carry is physically limited to 
maybe 2‐3 cars and often on a busy kayak day cars are parked in unsafe locations on the road and/or blocking access to 
the private facility altogether. 
 
This is not a suitable (or even legal since nobody has permission) substitute.   As a side note, the DEP should direct any 
organization suggesting this to consult with the landowner before trespassing. 
 
 
 
d.      Wiscasset  ‐‐ this is a nice trailer boat ramp and dock, however, it is over 7 miles downriver from the reversing falls.  
In addition to the trip just to get back to the falls, you have to drive down to Wiscasset, cross a very busy Route 1, launch 
and then find a place to parking which can be tight as a lot of bigger boats use this as a launch point to head south 
towards ocean or West towards Bath as well as the Wiscasset yacht club.   If you do navigate back up the Sheepscot to 
the falls, and are lucky enough to have tied it right, you can cross and then spend an hour or so above the falls before 
the tide shifts and the falls become dangerous to cross. 
 
Wiscasset would be suitable, *if not for* the travel to get there & Route 1 congestion which we all know is terrible that 
must be crossed with a trailer, the distance (7+ miles downriver) and of course the physical barrier of the falls. 
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e.      Kings Mills (NOTE: i suspect that this is also "g. Drucker Preserve" but it is not even listed on midcoast conservancy 
list of preserves 
https://nam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.midcoastconservancy.org%2Fpreserve%2F
sheepscot‐
valley%2F&amp;data=02%7C01%7CJami.MacNeil%40maine.gov%7C7ce103b638e34f61809508d7532c39f1%7C413fa8ab
207d4b629bcdea1a8f2f864e%7C0%7C0%7C637069321932208595&amp;sdata=LGWwBLhLYarciOxcQ4gPDFf9pizN%2FDl
t%2F41oFlklyUY%3D&amp;reserved=0 ) ‐‐   First, i am flummoxed by the Drucker preserve as it appears to be a working 
gravel pit based on Sat imagery, maybe it is that new?)   Kings mills appears to be 3.6 miles roughly  as the crow flies 
north of Head Tide dam.   That by itself should disqualify this as the name implies, Head Tide is the point where 
navigable tidal water stops.   The falls at Kings mills by my estimation/memory from last time i had my son fly‐fishing in 
there probably drop say 10'‐15' if not more over the course of falls/old dam segments.    Access into here even for fly‐
fishing by foot is tough. A younger me would not want to try and lug/drag a kayak down there, let alone my current me.   
I do happen to know people launch kayaks from on private property just above kings mills as i believe that man who 
lives there does (or used to)  teach kayaking in whitewater. 
 
 
The only info i can find on this Drucker preserve is here: 
https://nam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.midcoastconservancy.org%2Fexplore%2Fl
and‐water‐
trails%2F&amp;data=02%7C01%7CJami.MacNeil%40maine.gov%7C7ce103b638e34f61809508d7532c39f1%7C413fa8ab
207d4b629bcdea1a8f2f864e%7C0%7C0%7C637069321932208595&amp;sdata=GVjB5v%2BzUSgR14xtIvskXZyCBYwkg9P
FadgnooT0WT8%3D&amp;reserved=0 which confirms it is indeed kings mills. 
 
"Drucker Preserve 
Directions: The Drucker Property is located in Kings Mills in the Town of Whitefield. It is bordered on the west by Route 
218, on the north by Route 194, and on the south by the Sheepscot River. From Wiscasset, head north on Federal St 
toward Washington St for 1.4 miles. Continue onto ME‐218 N/Alna Road. Continue to follow ME‐218 N for 11.7 miles. 
Turn right onto ME‐194 E/ME‐218 N. After 0.1 miles, turn right into parking lot." 
 
 
 
 
From SVCA (Midcoast conservancy)  
https://nam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fmainerivers.org%2Fsheepscot.html&amp;data=
02%7C01%7CJami.MacNeil%40maine.gov%7C7ce103b638e34f61809508d7532c39f1%7C413fa8ab207d4b629bcdea1a8f
2f864e%7C0%7C0%7C637069321932218590&amp;sdata=uiUIeFCG7Z%2Bgtdhdzmk0TRsgMPymOfdaKM4qGgRtnFA%3D
&amp;reserved=0: 
"As the river races to the ocean, full with the melting snow, excellent rapids appear, especially between King's Mills and 
Alna's Head Tide Dam." 
 
Again, clearly not a suitable alternative site. Very little parking even for fly‐fishing. Anything other than a kayak at spring 
runoff is out of question.   Questionable access, if even legal since the one map of Drucker i have seen does not appear 
to be on the river, but on opposite side of road. It appears to be using private property again, but i could be wrong on 
that aspect. Documentation is not easily seen on Drucker preserve. 
 
 
f.      Coopers Mills ‐ First of all, this is above the branching of the Sheepscot river in Whitefield so i have no clue which 
branch they are suggesting but let's just address both at once. 
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Given that Coopers mills is even further upstream (almost 7 miles as the crow flies, not river length) from  Kings Mills, 
just on distance alone it is not acceptable.  This is of course ignoring the many waterfalls and old dams you must cross to 
get here.  While this is a fine stretch for small whitewater kayaking only in the spring, during high water runoff, it is 
completely absurd to think of its use outside of that.  I enjoy fly‐fishing on many stretches of this river up through here, 
but it is always walk in only.  Anything other than whitewater kayaking in spring runoff out of the question. 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #8) ‐‐ Yes, I can confirm that no material will be stockpiled within 25 feet of the shore.  If it is necessary to be 
stockpiled (at all) outside of the 25 foot zone (again, i do not anticipate this) , i will protect it as appropriate/directed. 
 
 
 
Question #9) 9. Some commenters noted inaccuracies or alleged inaccuracies in the application.  Please clarify or 
respond for the record: 
a.      Lot # given in project description is incorrect 
 
Answer A) I inadvertently dropped the 'A' on my lot, it is R4‐21A per the tax map located here:  
https://nam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fstatic1.squarespace.com%2Fstatic%2F58b64eef
2994ca296d496194%2Ft%2F5da5da5ae213192c08d0749e%2F1571150430250%2FAlna_2019%2BR‐
04.PDF&amp;data=02%7C01%7CJami.MacNeil%40maine.gov%7C7ce103b638e34f61809508d7532c39f1%7C413fa8ab20
7d4b629bcdea1a8f2f864e%7C0%7C0%7C637069321932218590&amp;sdata=ws%2FItTsdeDfNO3jgZhRNZoU8s3Eov%2F
HnbJnRfgvobio%3D&amp;reserved=0 
 
b.      Lot size (120 ac) is incorrect 
Answer B.) I own quite a few properties, this one by deed is described as a 102 acre property.  I have that seemingly  
stuck in my brain and am always writing it backwards 102 ‐> 120).  The town assigned lot, is indeed 99ac per above 
linked tax map. 
 
 
c.      The river current is strong at the project site, not "protected energy/low energy" 
Answer C)  This is accurate as stated on my application. 
 
Interesting fact, an average human being swims at approximately 2mph (google it if you don't believe).  I routinely swim 
against the tidal current (when it is running in either direction in or out) at my dock and can easily (even in my old, fat 
age) maintain my position easily as one might in fancy current pool designed for exercise.    That tells me by direct 
scientific observation that the current is *no faster than 2mph* that i am likely not to be exceeding as an average 
human. (converted to m/s that is 0.894 m/s) 
 
The DEP guidance provided on the NRPA form, page 54 (pink) states that 'Protected/ low energy:  No sea swell, little or 
no current, and restricted wind. Typical of unconsolidated muddy sediment.  Water velocity less than 1 m/sec." 
 
By my math, 1.0 > 0.89, there is no sea swell, and there is muddy sediment present on shoreline as observed.  While 
Carol Bolen is trying to imply that it is windy in her comment, i frankly think she has no clue what she is talking about.  If 
you look at the next level of classification, it has 'waves generated by moderate fetch'.  There are no waves at this site 
generated by anything other than a boat. 
 
d.      The public notice stated that the application is for, "Dock and boat ramp repair work in shoreland zone," but no 
boat ramp currently exists. 
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The boat ramp does exist, and talking to others soliciting feedback for you.....it has existed for a very long time, but only 
known by actual locals (not people who just came here).    i use it seasonally and so do/have others.  This permit is 
seeking to place a hard surface on it to improve it to improve the level of access.  Had i not listed the boat ramp in the 
form, it would have not reflected all of the work desired to be done and we would be addressing the question from the 
opposite angle i think as to why it was not listed. 
 
 
 
Question 10 ‐‐ We are currently discussing this, you are checking,  will address in next batch of questions. 
 
 
 
 
END OF QUESTIONS 



 Detach and mail to: SVCA, 624 Sheepscot Road  
Newcastle, ME  04553  

Or sign up online at www.sheepscot.org 
 

All contributions are tax-deductible. 

The Sheepscot Valley Conservation  
Association (SVCA) is a member-supported, 
non-profit land trust and advocacy group 
located in the picturesque Sheepscot River 
Valley.  Since 1969, we have worked to protect 
the precious natural and historic resources of 
the Sheepscot River watershed.   

 

     We currently protect over 3,000 acres of  
land through purchases and conservation 
easements, monitor the water quality of the 
river, advocate for the river and all its 
inhabitants and provide at-cost Geographic 
Information System (GIS) mapping services to 
non-profit environmental organizations and 
area towns.  

Member    (Any contribution earns membership) 
Contributor    ($40) 
Supporter     ($50) 
Defender    ($100) 

Join Us! 

For more information, please contact the SVCA at  
(207) 586-5616 or email svca@sheepscot.org 

NAME: _____________________________________ 
ADDRESS: __________________________________ 
CITY: _________________  ST: ____  ZIP: ________ 
EMAIL: _____________________________________ 

My check is enclosed. 
        or charge to my: VISA MasterCard  
Card # __________________________ Exp._______ 
Name on card________________________________ 
Signature ___________________________________ 

From the South: 

 

From Route 1 in Wiscasset, follow Route 
218 north for 7.25 miles to the Bass Falls 
Preserve parking lot and kiosk, which are 
located in a field on the right. 
 

From the North:  

 

Follow Route 218 south to the Alna Store, 
which is located at the intersection of 
Route 218 and Dock Road in Alna.  The 
Bass Falls Preserve parking lot and kiosk 
are located  in a field on the left, 1/4 mile 
south of the Alna Store on Route 218. 

Sheepscot Valley  
Conservation Association 

Visitors are welcome to walk the preserve 
trails during daylight hours. 
 

Please respect our neighbors by remaining 
on SVCA property. 
 

Leave No Trace: please carry out what you 
carry in and do not take souvenirs.  
 

As hunting is permitted, both hunters and 
hikers should use extreme caution during 
hunting season. 
 

Dogs should be under the control of their 
owners at all times and on leash during the 
nesting season (May – July). 
 

No fires, please. 

Enjoy Your Visit! 

Directions 

Alna, Maine 

Bass Falls 
Preserve 



Preserve Map 

 

Bass Falls History 

The Preserve 
In 1997, the SVCA acquired the 32-acre 

riverfront property that became the Bass Falls 
Preserve.  At the same time, the front 35 acres 
where the parking lot is located were protected by 
a conservation easement held by SVCA. The 
Preserve was named in honor of the small 
waterfall that is seen at low tide and for the striped 
bass that inhabit the river. 

Then, in 2005 and 2009, the SVCA was given 
4 acres and raised funds to purchase another 180 
acres of land that expand the Preserve to a total of 
216 acres.  Eighty acres of the Preserve are on the 
east side of the River.  The 136 acres on the west 
side now contain an expanded trail system and are 
open for hiking, hunting and fishing. 

An abutting 250 acres was also placed under 
conservation easement held by the Small Woodlot 
Owners Association of Maine that protects the 
active tree farm and historic property in view 
across the river from the Preserve.  The entire 
project was made possible with the help of SVCA 
members and funding from the Land for Maine’s 
Future Program, the Landowner Incentive 
Program, the Recovery Land Acquisition Grant 
Program, the National Fish and Wildlife 
Foundation and other state and private funders. 

The Preserve was created to protect habitat 
important to the bald eagle, wild Atlantic salmon 
and other anadromous fish that use the river. The 
rare and threatened plant communities that line 
the nearly 3 miles of riverfront are also now 
protected forever while the forestland will be 
managed for wildlife habitat. 

Huge old pines along the blue trail are 
reminiscent of the area’s forests before the 
logging boom of the 1800’s when many tall 
trees were cut for ships’ masts.   
 

The Buildings 
The old fishing cabin perched on the river was 

brought to the property in 1965 by its builder 
Stephen June and his uncle Clifton Walker.  It 
was delivered to the property by a faithful John 
Deere tractor known as “Big John.”  The two men  

used the cabin for many years as a fishing camp.  
    An outhouse, estimated to be over 100 years old, is situated east of the cabin along the trail.   
It was previously located near the old Alna meetinghouse on Route 218.  A colorful painting of an eyeball, 
added in the 1960s, adorns the side of the outhouse, which is no longer operational.   
 

Wildlife 
Look for eastern bluebirds near the nest boxes.  Male bluebirds are brilliant blue with a red breast, while 

females are grayish-blue above with a beige colored breast.  Other native bird species such as tree swallows, 
house wrens and black-capped chickadees may also use these boxes.  Bobolinks and eastern meadowlarks may 
nest in the field so please keep dogs on a leash during nesting season (May through the end of July).  When you 
walk along the river keep a lookout for bald eagles and osprey.  Both species nest in the area and are seen 
frequently along the river.  

TRAIL LENGTHS 

White          .8 miles 
Blue            .4 miles 
Red             .2 miles 
Turquoise   .9 miles 

N 

E 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 2:04 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Subject: misc

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Fyi ‐ I also added some of the sites referred to with some pictures in the questions to my google map. 
 
 
I will work on the remaining items while on vacation and get back to you in a week or so. 
 
Thanks, 
‐jeff 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2019 5:24 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Cc: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Subject: Re:  RE: Dredging?

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Ok. Thanks. Leaving  bermuda right now  so ill be offline for about 2 days. 
 
> On Oct 22, 2019, at 4:30 PM, MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> wrote: 
> 
> I've reached out to our solid waste program to get their opinion and see if anything else would be required.  I will let 
you know. 
> 
> ‐Jami MacNeil 
> Environmental Specialist III 
> Bureau of Land Resources 
> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
> Sent: Monday, October 21, 2019 1:42 PM 
> To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) 
<Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
> Subject: Re: Dredging? 
> 
> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
> 
> Anything further on this?    Again, if they want to call it dresging, the info below appears to be all that is required per 
the nrpa form (page 57, pink) appendix c, unless im missing something. 
> 
>> On Oct 17, 2019, at 4:35 PM, Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@libertymutual.com> wrote: 
>> 
>> Hi Jami, 
>> 
>> Just looking at the application page 57(pink) (appendix c supplemental info for dredging) in the NRPA. 
>> 
>> It appears that it is fairly simple to fill this out.  Honestly, the info is right here in this email. 
>> 
>> 
>> Below  is the info i would put on the appendix c: 
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>> 
>> 
>> 1.)  Volume to be dredged:  I would conservatively estimate this to be a max of half the footprint of ramp (the upper 
part is graveland such already), at lets say a depth of max of 12" (for easy math) so...calculating that out that is 
(10'x36')/2 = 180 ft^2 by 1' deep or 180 ft^3 
>> 
>> AREA to be dredged: 180ft^2 
>> VOLULME to be dredged: 6.66667 yards^3 
>> 
>> 2.) Erosion control measures will be used during dredging.   I imagine those would be the same as are already in place 
(silt screen, only work at low tide) for placement of ramp/grading activity since it is between the low and high tide and 
not in the water itself like *actual* dredging would be. 
>> 
>> 3.) Describe how/where it will be dewatered, controls around that.    I would envision as in my original application, 
putting in a dump trailer or small truck and hauling to the upland site in my field, i can put silt fence around the pile if 
that somehow helps.   Or would 'spreading it out be better? I have tractors and such and can do that too.   You guys tell 
me what's best.    As in my original NRPA app, the upland site in the field i showed you when you visited is all high/dry 
ground. 
>> 
>> 4.) What equipment will be used to dredge?  The excavator placing the stone & concrete planks. 
>> 
>> 
>> 5.) Disposal location (check one)   onsite [x] and upland [x]  in this case would be checked (see also existing map in 
NRPA app) 
>> 
>> 
>> 
>> That seems to be all of the questions involved in the dredging appendix of NRPA application...... 
>> 
>> 
>> What do you think?   In that light it seems like an easy thing to just have me fill out (or use the above info). 
>> 
>> Let me know, 
>> ‐j 
>> 
>> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
>> From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
>> Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 11:16 AM 
>> To: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil>; Spinney, Jeffry 
<Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
>> Subject: {EXTERNAL} RE: Dredging? 
>> 
>> Jeff, 
>> 
>> I need to consult more with others on how the Department views this activity.  However, I will point out that the 
NRPA statute defines "dredge spoils" as "sand, silt, mud, gravel, rock or other sediment or material that is moved from 
coastal wetlands," and Chapter 305 (PBR) section 18 defines "dredge" as "to move or remove, by digging, scooping, or 
suctioning any sand, silt, mud, gravel, rock, or other material from the bottom of a water body or wetland surface."  The 
NRPA issue profile you linked to specifically states, "The dredging of intertidal areas, or of areas with submerged subtidal 
vegetation (e.g. eelgrass), is generally not approved." 
>> 
>> There is no mention of the size of the project or the location of the project above or below mean low water. 
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>> 
>> I agree with Jay that off‐shore disposal is not applicable and proper upland disposal is desirable, but it may require 
additional application forms and review by BRWM.  However, I will look further into precedent for boat ramp projects 
and get back to you. 
>> 
>> ‐Jami MacNeil 
>> Environmental Specialist III 
>> Bureau of Land Resources 
>> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
>> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
>> 
>> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
>> From: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
>> Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 10:45 AM 
>> To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>; MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
>> Subject: RE: Dredging? 
>> 
>> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
>> 
>> This is not dredging in our view.  While some minor 'excavation' may be necessary to facilitate the installation of the 
ramp, that is not the same as dredging.  Talk of 'off shore disposal' is not applicable.  I believe Jami's point is that any 
excavated material should be removed to the upland, properly stabilized so that it doesn't re‐enter the waterway, 
allowed to dewater, and then place somewhere that is not in a wetland or other waterway. 
>> 
>> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
>> From: Spinney, Jeffry [mailto:Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com] 
>> Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 10:24 AM 
>> To: Jami MacNeil <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) 
<Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
>> Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] Dredging? 
>> 
>> Hi jami & jay, 
>> 
>> 
>> I was mulling over the DEP statement that removal of *any* displaced muck (displaced by the placement of the stone 
base) from the ramp site between low and high tide line constitutes  dredging. 
>> 
>> Blockedhttps://www.maine.gov/dep/land/nrpa/fsdredg.htm 
>> 
>> Looking at the above, it seems to discuss dresging as being below the low tide line.   I do see where upland disposal is 
an alternative to offahore dumping.  But that bit of language seems to be the only thing that is even remotely similar. 
>> 
>> I borrowed that concept/language off of another approved boat launch (done by state/if&w i believe it was)  permit i 
was given as a referance when i started this process, so it seems somewhat inconsistent that we are now saying it 
constitutes dredging. 
>> 
>> I dont want to be in a position of having to build the ramp higher than necessary as i had intended it to be even with 
natural terrain that also enables it to be visually more appealing.  I am not looking to remove any material at all below 
low tide line. 
>> 
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>> Can you provide me with some more detail as to the stance?   Is this true for army corps too?   (The notion that This is 
dredging)   Or just DEP?    If not, How can they have different definitions of such a basic thing? 
>> 
>> Literally the definition reads: 
>> erb 
>> gerund or present participle: dredging 
>> 
>> 1. 
>>       clean out the bed of (a harbor, river, or other area of water) by scooping out mud, weeds, and rubbish with a 
dredge. 
>> 
>>       * 
>>               bring up or clear (something) from a river, harbor, or other area of water with a dredge. 
>> 
>> 
>> 
>> 
>> Dredging is the removal of sediments and debris from the bottom of lakes, rivers, harbors, and other water bodies. It 
is a routine necessity in waterways around the world because sedimentation—the natural process of sand and silt 
washing downstream—gradually fills channels and harbors. 
>> 
>> 
>> I am not cleaning out or making bigger/deeper a channel.  i am displacing/replacing Material between low and high 
tide with an almost identicle volume of alternate material and properly disposing upland to keep out of waterway. 
>> 
>> 
>> 
>> If this is another one of those internal DEP memos/rules, please provide so i can hve a look as it really makes no 
sense. 
>> 
>> 
>> Thank you, 
>> Jeff 
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York, Marylisa

From: St.Hilaire, Lisa
Sent: Wednesday, October 23, 2019 4:45 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Cc: Puryear, Kristen
Subject: RE: NRPA review request, Spinney boat ramp/dock, Alna
Attachments: dep_alna_spinneyboatramp.pdf

Hi Jami, 
 
MNAP comments attached, thanks, 
 

Lisa St. Hilaire 
 

Information Manager | Maine Natural Areas Program 
Department of Agriculture, Conservation and Forestry 
177 State House Station | Augusta, ME 04333 (NEW mailing address) 
90 Blossom Lane | Augusta, ME 04333 (NEW physical address) 
PHONE 207‐287‐8044 (Same phone!) 
FAX 287‐7548 (NEW FAX) 

From: MacNeil, Jami  
Sent: Thursday, October 03, 2019 11:46 AM 
To: Puryear, Kristen <Kristen.Puryear@maine.gov> 
Subject: NRPA review request, Spinney boat ramp/dock, Alna 
 
Hi Kristen,  
 
Attached is a NRPA review request for Jeff Spinney’s application for a boat ramp and dock system on the Sheepscot 
River in Alna.  I have also attached the application and photos from my site visit on 9/6/19.  As I mentioned, there are 
some interested persons with concerns about adverse impact to salt marsh in this area due to the ramp, dock, and 
potentially increased boat traffic.  Please provide a memo with MNAP’s opinion.   
 
Thank you,  
 

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
 



MEMORANDUM   Maine Natural Areas Program 

  Department of Agriculture, Conservation and Forestry 
  State House Station #177, Augusta, Maine 04333 
 

Date:   October 4, 2019 

To:   Jami MacNeil, DEP 

From:   Kristen Puryear, Ecologist  

Re:   Rare and exemplary botanical  features,  L‐28397‐4E‐A‐N,  Spinney Boat Ramp and Pier  System, 
Alna, Maine. 

 

I have searched the Maine Natural Areas Program's Biological and Conservation Data System files for 
rare or unique botanical features in the vicinity of the proposed site in response to your request 
received October 3, 2014 for our agency’s comments on the project. 

According to our current information, there is a rare plant (Horned Pondweed) and wetland type (Mixed 
Saltmarsh) near the project area.  The project itself does not immediately impact either of these 
features.  However, all measures to prevent downstream siltation during construction and installation of 
the permanent pilings should be employed to avoid impacts to the Mixed Saltmarsh and the species that 
depend on it.  Please refer to the table below and attached map and factsheets for more information 
about these features.   

 

Feature  State 
Status 

State 
Rank 

Global 
Rank 

Occurrence 
Rank 

Notes 

Mixed Saltmarsh 
Mixed graminoid‐forb saltmarsh 

N/A  S3  G5 
BC 

Good‐Fair 
Dyer & Sheepscot 
River Marshes 

Horned Pondweed 
Zanichellia palustris 

SC  S2  G5 
H 

Historical 
Alna Center Tidal 

Marsh 

 

This finding is available and appropriate for preparation and review of environmental assessments, but it 
is not a substitute for on‐site surveys.  

Comprehensive field surveys do not exist for all natural areas in Maine, and in the absence of a specific 
field investigation, the Maine Natural Areas Program cannot provide a definitive statement on the 
presence or absence of unusual natural features at this site.  You may want to have the site inventoried 
by a qualified field biologist to ensure that no undocumented rare features are inadvertently harmed. 

The Maine Natural Areas Program is continuously working to achieve a more comprehensive database 
of exemplary natural features in Maine.  We welcome the contribution of any information collected if a 
site survey is performed.   

Thank you for using the Maine Natural Areas Program in the environmental review process.  Please do 
not hesitate to contact our office if you have further questions about the Maine Natural Areas Program 
or about rare or unique botanical features at this site. 
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Location Map

Maine Natural Areas Program

State Rank S3

Community Description
These saltmarshes contain a mixture of 
graminoids and forbs, sometimes with 
patches of saltmarsh cordgrasses, but 
saltmeadow cordgrass is not strongly 
dominant.  Chair-maker’s rush is almost 
always present, at least in small amounts.  
Dominants can vary, but indicator species 
include creeping bentgrass, freshwater 
cordgrass, sea lavender, wire rush, 
saltmarsh bulrush, New England aster, 
saltmarsh sedge, and narrow-leaved cattail.  
Sweetgrass is often present, though not 
abundant.  The vegetation occurs as a 
mosaic of dominants and lacks the strong 
zonation typical of the larger Spartina 
Saltmarshes.

Soil and Site Characteristics
These are often fringe marshes in 
sheltered coastal pockets, estuaries, and 
tidal creeks; not typically covering large 
acreages although they may be strung 
along a fairly long stretch of shoreline.  
They often occur along tidal creeks, or as 
a shoreline fringe in coves.  Vegetation 
consists predominantly of low marsh 
species (saltmarsh regularly inundated 
twice daily by tides).

Diagnostics
These are tidal marshes in which various 
saltmarsh plants share dominance with 

Mixed Saltmarsh
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cordgrasses and/or black-grass; chair-
maker’s rush is typically present and may 
be dominant; saltmarsh sedge is also 
characteristic.  Vegetation tends to be patchy 
rather than zoned.

Similar Types
Spartina Saltmarshes have many of the same 
species, but have much greater relative cover 
of saltmeadow cordgrass, smooth cordgrass, 
and black-grass.  They also appear more 
uniform, and tend to occur at the outer 
reaches of estuaries (back-barrier marshes 
and finger marshes).  Brackish Tidal 
Marshes also share many species, but lack 
the saltmarsh cordgrasses and other strictly 
saltmarsh species (black-grass, saltmarsh 
bulrush, saltmarsh false-foxglove, sea 
lavender, etc.).

Saltmarsh Bulrush

Mixed Graminoid – Forb Saltmarsh

Conservation, Wildlife, and 
Management Considerations
Saltmarshes have received considerable 
conservation attention.  Many occur 
on public lands or private conservation 
lands, only a few of which are listed.  With 
development of the uplands that border 
these marshes, maintenance of appropriate 
wetland buffers can help reduce degradation 
that could result from adjacent land uses.

Saltmarshes are important nesting habitat 
for Nelson’s sharp-tailed sparrow, seaside 
sparrow, and the rare saltmarsh sharp-tailed 
sparrow.  These wetlands also provide 
foraging habitat for a large number of 
wading birds and shorebirds, including 
the rare least tern.  The big bluet, a rare 
damselfly, inhabits saltmarsh ponds with 
emergent vegetation in southern Maine.

Distribution
Coastwide; almost all of the east coastal 
Maine saltmarshes contain this type.  
Extends eastward into the Canadian 
Maritimes (Laurentian Mixed Forest 
Province) and westward into New 
Hampshire and Massachusetts.

Landscape Pattern: Small Patch

Characteristic Plants
These plants are frequently found in this 
community type.  Those with an asterisk are 
often diagnostic of this community.

Herb
Alkali bulrush*
Black-grass*
Chaffy sedge*
Chair-maker’s rush*
Common arrow-grass
Creeping bentgrass*
Freshwater cordgrass
New York aster*
Salt-loving spikerush*
Saltmeadow cordgrass*
Wire rush*

Associated Rare Plants
Gaspé arrow-grass
Marsh-elder
Saltmarsh false-foxglove
Saltmarsh sedge
Small saltmarsh aster

Associated Rare Animals
Big bluet
Black-crowned night-heron
Laughing gull
Least tern
Saltmarsh sharp-tailed sparrow
Short-eared owl

Examples on Conservation 
Lands You Can Visit

Cobscook Bay State Park – 
Washington Co.
Great Wass Island Preserve – 
Washington Co.
Petit Manan National Wildlife Refuge 
– Hancock Co. 
Reid State Park – Sagadahoc Co.
Scarborough Marsh Wildlife 
Management Area – Cumberland Co.

•

•

•

•
•
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Zannichellia palustris L.
Horned Pondweed

State Rank: S2
Global Rank: G5
State Status: Special Concern

Habitat: Fresh, brackish, or alkaline waters and stream
edges. [Tidal wetland (non-forested, wetland)]

Range: Newfoundland to Alaska, south throughout
United States to Mexico. Also South America, Africa,
Eurasia.

Aids to Identification: Horned pondweed is a submersed aquatic with
slender, thread-like branches arising from a fragile rhizome. It can be
distinguished from other pondweeds by its linear, opposite leaves and its
distinctive fruits borne in the axils. The fruits are short, flattened, somewhat
toothed along one edge and have a distinct beak (1-2 mm long) on the tip.
In flower, the carpels have a distinctive, funnel-shaped stigma.

Ecological characteristics: Along our coast, horned pondweed grows on
the mud at the lowest level of the intertidal zone where it is exposed only at
full low tide and is subjected to higher salinities than most other estuarine
species. It usually grows singly and is rare even within its few stations. A
pH range of 6.5-7.2 and chloride range of 185-1200 mg/l has been reported
for water where Zannichellia is found in New England.

Phenology: Fruits can be found July - October.

Family: Potamogetonaceae

Synonyms: Zannichellia palustris L. var. major
(Hartman) Koch.

Known Distribution in Maine: This rare plant has been
documented from a total of 15 town(s) in the following
county(ies): Cumberland, Hancock, Knox, Lincoln,
Penobscot, Sagadahoc, Waldo, York.

Reason(s) for rarity: Habitat is naturally scarce and in
some cases has been altered by human activities.
Possibly overlooked.

DACF Home → Bureaus & Programs → Maine Natural Areas Program → Communities, Plants, and Animals → Rare Plants → Zannichellia palustris
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Conservation considerations: Prevent degradation of
marsh and estuary habitat from adjacent land uses.
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York, Marylisa

From: Nault, Denis-Marc
Sent: Thursday, October 24, 2019 10:16 AM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: Spinney Boat Ramp - Alna
Attachments: Alna_Spinney_BoatRampPier_10_19.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Jami, 
 
Very sorry for the delay in getting you my comments for this project. 
 
Denis 
 
Denis-Marc Nault, Supervisor  
Maine Department of Marine Resources 
Division of Shellfish Management  
22 Coaling Station Ln. 
Lamoine, ME 04605 
Office: (207) 667 6790 
Cell: (207) 592-0512 
denis-marc.nault@maine.gov 
Municipal Shellfish Program Website 
 



DMR Wetlands Alteration Project Review  

 
Project Information  Review Date 10/10/2019 
 
DEP Application #: L-28397-4E-A-N    
    
Applicant: Jeff Spinney   
Contact: Jeff Spinney   
Location: Alna, Sheepscot River   DEP Contact: Jami McNeil 
Type of Project:  Private Boat ramp    DMR Reviewer: Denis Nault 
 
Project Description 

The applicant proposes to construct a private boat ramp, 4’ x 35 aluminum ramp to a 5’ 

x 16 float with a 8’ x 32’ perpendicular float along rip-rap for shoreline stabilization on an 

undeveloped residential property.  The private boat ramp is a 10’ x 36’ concrete plank 

boat ramp with gravel rip rail 1’ on both sides.  The use is for a private recreational club 

for recreational activities on the upper Sheepscot.  

    

Site Description 

The site is located on the western shore Sheepscot River in Alna approximately 2.5 

miles north of the FALLS IN Sheepscot Village.    The proposed project is on an 

undeveloped residential 120 acre lot.  The shore is wooded vegetated bank to a narrow 

mud flat.  The water quality is classified as Restricted for shellfish harvesting.  There are 

no significant shellfish or marine worms present.  This area sees no shellfish or marine 

worm harvesting activity due habitat.    

 

Project Impact 

The proposed private boat launch will have minimal impact to marine habitat but no 

impact to shellfish and marine worm resources.  There portions of Sheepscot River just 

upstream from this project that are listed as Sea Run fish spawning and rearing habitat.    

The construction activity of placement and of the gravel base and concrete planks 

should be done during a winter work window (November 8th – April 8th).  This is due to 

the removal of soft sediments in the inter-tidal.  

The construction of the seasonal pier, ramp and floats can be done at any time period. 

This proposed private boat ramp and dock system will have a minimal impact on the 

marine habitat and little on marine resources.  No impact to traditional commercial 

harvest activities of access.   
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York, Marylisa

From: MacNeil, Jami
Sent: Thursday, October 24, 2019 4:34 PM
To: Foust, Karen L
Subject: RE: NRPA review request:  Spinney pier system, Alna

Thank you for looking into that.  I will note this in the file.   
 

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
 

From: Foust, Karen L  
Sent: Thursday, October 24, 2019 2:32 PM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: RE: NRPA review request: Spinney pier system, Alna 
 
HI Jami, 
 
Thanks for sending this along. I didn’t have any record of its having come through earlier. It looks like the boat ramp and 
riprap stop at the mean low‐water line.  As long as that is the case, the rest of the project meets the seasonal 
exemption.  I will log it in to our application database as meeting the season exemption unless the boat ramp project 
changes. 
 
Thanks, 
Karen 
 
 
 
 

From: MacNeil, Jami  
Sent: Thursday, October 24, 2019 1:55 PM 
To: Foust, Karen L <Karen.L.Foust@maine.gov> 
Subject: NRPA review request: Spinney pier system, Alna 
 
Hi Karen,  
 
I think I neglected to send you this application when it came in.  This is for a proposed pier system (and boat ramp) on 
the Sheepscot River in Alna.  The seasonal ramp and float extend below mean low water.  Do they need a submerged 
lands lease?  Have you already been in contact with the applicant?   
 
Thank you,  
 

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2019 1:20 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: Re:  RE:  RE: quick question (HOA examples)

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Have you received your other agency review/comments yet?   I know you mentioned that you might have some draft 
permit language by now that you could possibly share. 
 
 
Also,   Is there a place at this archives place that i can go search?   Is it online? 
 
 
> On Oct 25, 2019, at 7:54 AM, MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> wrote: 
> 
> Sometimes it takes a few days for the files to come over, so I'll let you know when they get here. 
> 
> ‐Jami MacNeil 
> Environmental Specialist III 
> Bureau of Land Resources 
> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
> Sent: Friday, October 25, 2019 7:02 AM 
> To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
> Subject: Re: RE: quick question (HOA examples) 
> 
> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
> 
> That would be great JAmi if you could request them for me,  i may not make it today but could swing up monday. 
> 
>> On Oct 24, 2019, at 4:11 PM, MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> wrote: 
>> 
>> Hi Jeff, 
>> 
>> Regarding your questions below, I believe you are referring to the pier at Clark's Point (River Point Road) and the pier 
that was permitted for Sheepscot Shores HOA (Brown Road), both in Wiscasset. 
>> 
>> Clark's Point:  DEP #L‐21984‐4E‐A‐N, issued in 2004 to Ice Pond,  
>> Inc., later transferred to Clark's Point Development, LLC Sheepscot  
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>> Shores 
>> HOA:  DEP #L‐24143‐4P‐A‐N, issued in 2008 
>> 
>> Neither file is in our building, they have both been archived.  You can request these files from the archive (I can put in 
the request for you), and arrange a time to come to our file room to view them (File Room phone # is 207‐287‐7843).  I 
do not know if these files contain the Declaration of Condominium for either project.  I did not find copies in our 
electronic files. 
>> 
>> If you prefer, you could try contacting these HOA's directly to ask for a copy of their Declarations.  Our current 
contact for Clarks Point is Scot LaLumiere (scottl@mecapllc.com); the president of Sheepscot Shores HOA in 2008 was 
Dave Nery (DBNery@aol.com).  Their contact info is in our public record, so I'm not sharing anything confidential. 
>> 
>> Let me know if you would like to view those files and I will request them from archives. 
>> 
>> ‐Jami MacNeil 
>> Environmental Specialist III 
>> Bureau of Land Resources 
>> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
>> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
>> 
>> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
>> From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
>> Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2019 5:10 PM 
>> To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
>> Subject: quick question 
>> 
>> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
>> 
>> Do you have the ability to look up two (possibly 3) nrpa permits for me?  All three are West side of Sheepscot river, 
between falls and below train bridge and are all listed on my map. 
>> 
>> They are in town of Wiscasset  (04578).  They are all to homeowners associations, i just wanted to see examples of 
how/what they had to provide as i look to formalize this structure for my club. 
>> 
>> Curious, Is there a place i can look up such things? 
>> 
>> Thanks, 
>> ‐j 
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York, Marylisa

From: MacNeil, Jami
Sent: Wednesday, October 30, 2019 1:58 PM
To: Spinney, Jeffry
Cc: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Subject: archived files, reviewer comments
Attachments: Clark's Point_Declaration of Condominium.pdf; NRPA Application_Sheepscot Shores.pdf

Hi Jeff,  
 
I received the Clark's Point files (#L‐21984).  I looked through them briefly and found the draft declaration of 
condominium from 2005, which I scanned and attached here.  Feel free to come in if you want to view the entire file.   
 
The Sheepscot Shores file (#L‐24143) came today.  It is not especially large, so I scanned the application and attached it.  
Again, you can come to the office if you want to view the whole file.  The application includes some deed and 
declaration language.  You can read it and see if it contains anything useful to you.   
 
You had also asked about reviewer comments.  Maine Inland Fisheries & Wildlife did not identify any concerns for 
wildlife.  Maine Department of Marine Resources recommends a work window of Nov. 8 to Apr. 8.  Maine Natural Areas 
Program identified sensitive plants and salt marsh nearby, but finds the project acceptable provided that proper erosion 
and sedimentation controls are employed.   
 
I will continue to review you responses and will reach out as other questions or comments come up.   
 
Thank you, 
 
‐Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, October 30, 2019 10:01 AM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Cc: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: RE: remainder of items / misc. to‐do. 
 
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Completely understand,   we are working on formalizing docs, etc.  It’s a slow process, i also still want to see some 
examples ...any word on those archives? I want to make sure we are consistent with what other groups do. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 30, 2019 9:33 AM 
To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
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Cc: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: {EXTERNAL} RE: remainder of items / misc. to‐do. 
 
Hi Jeff, 
 
I'm am still going through your responses and will let you know if we have further questions.  Question 4 is the main one 
we will still need.  I'm still waiting to hear about the dredge aspect. 
 
‐Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III 
Bureau of Land Resources 
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 9:39 AM 
To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>; MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: RE: remainder of items / misc. to‐do. 
 
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
I think I have all I need for the moment Jeff. 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Spinney, Jeffry [mailto:Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 9:34 AM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) 
<Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] remainder of items / misc. to‐do. 
 
Hi guys, 
 
 
I'm back from vacation and looking to close this up.  From my notes, I believe that i owe you answers to Questions 1, 4, 
and 10 (well, technically, this one is DEP only and 'is it dredging or not' question.  Jami is working on getting clarity on or 
determining if we will just go along with it and use the info I provided as part of the dredging form). 
 
 
Are you guys satisfied with the other answers I have provided? 
 
 
 
I haven't really heard back much from you guys about the interactive map, is that sufficient to help show/explain what's 
going on here?  Especially regarding the list of alternate sites and other features. 
 
 
Thanks, 
‐jeff 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 30, 2019 2:50 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Cc: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Subject: Re:  archived files, reviewer comments

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Great.  Thanks for acanning. I will take a look and be in touch shortly. 
 
As for agency comments, that work window shouldnt be an issue.  Thanks again 
 
> On Oct 30, 2019, at 2:02 PM, MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> wrote: 
> 
> Hi Jeff, 
> 
> I received the Clark's Point files (#L‐21984).  I looked through them briefly and found the draft declaration of 
condominium from 2005, which I scanned and attached here.  Feel free to come in if you want to view the entire file. 
> 
> The Sheepscot Shores file (#L‐24143) came today.  It is not especially large, so I scanned the application and attached 
it.  Again, you can come to the office if you want to view the whole file.  The application includes some deed and 
declaration language.  You can read it and see if it contains anything useful to you. 
> 
> You had also asked about reviewer comments.  Maine Inland Fisheries & Wildlife did not identify any concerns for 
wildlife.  Maine Department of Marine Resources recommends a work window of Nov. 8 to Apr. 8.  Maine Natural Areas 
Program identified sensitive plants and salt marsh nearby, but finds the project acceptable provided that proper erosion 
and sedimentation controls are employed. 
> 
> I will continue to review you responses and will reach out as other questions or comments come up. 
> 
> Thank you, 
> 
> ‐Jami MacNeil 
> Environmental Specialist III 
> Bureau of Land Resources 
> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
> Sent: Wednesday, October 30, 2019 10:01 AM 
> To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
> Cc: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
> Subject: RE: remainder of items / misc. to‐do. 
> 
> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
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> 
> Completely understand,   we are working on formalizing docs, etc.  It’s a slow process, i also still want to see some 
examples ...any word on those archives? I want to make sure we are consistent with what other groups do. 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
> Sent: Wednesday, October 30, 2019 9:33 AM 
> To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
> Cc: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
> Subject: {EXTERNAL} RE: remainder of items / misc. to‐do. 
> 
> Hi Jeff, 
> 
> I'm am still going through your responses and will let you know if we have further questions.  Question 4 is the main 
one we will still need.  I'm still waiting to hear about the dredge aspect. 
> 
> ‐Jami MacNeil 
> Environmental Specialist III 
> Bureau of Land Resources 
> Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
> (207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
> Sent: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 9:39 AM 
> To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>; MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
> Subject: RE: remainder of items / misc. to‐do. 
> 
> EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
> 
> I think I have all I need for the moment Jeff. 
> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Spinney, Jeffry [mailto:Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com] 
> Sent: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 9:34 AM 
> To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) 
<Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
> Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] remainder of items / misc. to‐do. 
> 
> Hi guys, 
> 
> 
> I'm back from vacation and looking to close this up.  From my notes, I believe that i owe you answers to Questions 1, 4, 
and 10 (well, technically, this one is DEP only and 'is it dredging or not' question.  Jami is working on getting clarity on or 
determining if we will just go along with it and use the info I provided as part of the dredging form). 
> 
> 
> Are you guys satisfied with the other answers I have provided? 
> 
> 
> 
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> I haven't really heard back much from you guys about the interactive map, is that sufficient to help show/explain 
what's going on here?  Especially regarding the list of alternate sites and other features. 
> 
> 
> Thanks, 
> ‐jeff 
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York, Marylisa

From: jeff spinney <jeff.spinney@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 4, 2019 1:12 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Subject: license & bylaws
Attachments: GRSC membership application.pdf; GRSC bylaws - draft 11-2-2019.pdf; GRSC license - draft1.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Jami/Jay,  
 
attached you will find a draft of our club bylaws that we created as well as a draft land use license agreement for use of 
the launching facilities on my property at Golden Ridge. 
 
 
after some discussion/review with some knowledgeable legal folks, we felt that the automatically renewable license 
concept (as long as conditions of license are upheld by licensee and any permitting agencies) was most appropriate as it 
does not muddy the waters of ownership of my actual property and it still removes the concern of arbitrary 
discontinuance by my sole discretion. 
 
also, we added in a section to bylaws that discusses specific use rules for some properties, obviously as we grow/expand 
we can add to this.   ARTICLE IX USE ANY CLUB OWNED OR LICENSED FACILITIES:  



 

Golden Ridge Sportsman's Club, LLC. 
126 Golden Ridge Rd.

Alna, ME 04535

MEMBERSHIP APPLICATION 
LAST NAME: FIRST NAME: 

SPOUSE: 

CHILDREN:
1. 

2. 

3.
 

4. 

STREET ADDRESS:
 

CITY / STATE / ZIP: 

HOME PHONE: ( )
 

WORK PHONE: ( ) 

OCCUPATION (self):
 

(spouse): 

DATE OF BIRTH:
 

REFERRED BY: 

EMAIL ADDRESS:
 

NRA MEMBER: ( ) YES
( ) NO 



REVISED: November 2, 2019

Golden Ridge Sportsman's club, LLC. 

126 Golden Ridge Rd.  

Alna, Me 04535

BY-LAWS 

ARTICLE I 

MEETINGS 

A. There shall be a regular meeting of the club on the first Thursday of each month of which suitable 
notice shall be given. 

B. A special meeting may be called by any three (3) officers or members provided that all members are 
notified in advance. 

C. The President shall hold an annual Board of Directors Meeting in January and others as necessary. 

ARTICLE II 

OFFICERS AND DIRECTORS 

A. The officers of the club shall be a president, vice-president, secretary/treasurer, elected annually; and
three directors. These officers shall constitute a Board of Directors who shall have charge of the affairs 
of the club between meetings.

 
1. Three (3) directors, one of whom shall be the immediate past-president, shall be elected to a two (4) 

year term. 

2. Three (3) members of the Board of Directors shall constitute a quorum.
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B. Duties of the officers shall be as follows: 

1. The President shall preside at all regularly scheduled Board and Business meetings of the club and shall 
perform such other duties as usually pertains to that office. 

2. The Vice-president shall assist the President in the charge of his duties, and in the absence of the 
President of the vice- President shall perform the duties of that office. 

3. The secretary/treasurer shall, as Secretary, keep the official records of all regularly scheduled Board 
and Business meetings, attend to all correspondence of the club, send out notices of as required, and
shall send out notices of dues and maintain records of membership standings.  As treasurer, they 
will receive all moneys due the Club, make all disbursements as provided by the Finance 
Committee, shall maintain adequate records of receipts and expenditures, and notify the secretary 
of dues receipts. 

5. The Directors shall attend meeting of the Board of Directors and shall participate in the transactions 
of all business brought before the meeting. 

C. A vacancy in any office, excepting that of president, shall be filled by the Board of Directors, 
suitable notice having been given all members of the Board. 

D. The Board of Directors by a two-thirds (2/3) vote may recommend to the club the dismissal of any 
Officer for not performing his/her duties as described in Article II, Section B.

ARTICLE III 

MEMBERSHIP 

Membership application is available to any person and their immediate family in Alna (or the surrounding 
towns) who gains the respect and sponsorship of one of our members in good standing and exhibits & 
upholds the values and principals for which our club stands.

A. The classifications of Membership are as follows: 

1. An adult membership is anyone 18 years or older. 

2. A family membership which will include a husband, wife and all dependent children less than 18 years of
age.
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3. A member whose membership dues are greater than one month in arrears shall be considered a non-
member; however, an ex-member may reapply for membership upon payment of dues, plus the 
initiation fee and shall be range orientated again. 

B. A life membership, without further payment of dues, may be awarded to a member who has reached 
age sixty-five (65), provided that he/she must have been a member of the club in good standing with 
dues paid for five (5)years immediately prior to reaching age sixty-five(65). If sixty-five (65) or older 
at time of joining the club the member must be a member in good standing for five (5) years before 
receiving their life time membership. 

C. Dues are payable on or before the 1st of the calendar year. A member may elect to pay his/her dues 
in advance, for a period not to exceed three years, at the current membership rate. 

D. A member upon reaching age fifty (50) may elect to pay in advance his membership dues to age 65, 
at the current membership rate. 

F. A member who is current with the club who is in the armed forces and is deployed overseas will 
receive a one (1) year membership free when they return. 

ARTICLE IV 

FINANCES 

A. It is the responsibility of the Finance chair to prepare an Annual Budget for the club by the end of 
the calendar year prior to the Annual Meeting and to present the Budget to the General Membership for
approval thirty (30) days prior to the Annual Meeting. The Annual Budget requires a majority vote of 
the attending membership at the annual meeting. 

B. The funds of the club shall be deposited by the Treasurer. 

C. The Treasurer shall be authorized to make payments for all Budgeted contingent or current expenses
and unbudgeted emergency expenditures will require the recommendation of the Board of Directors
and present it to the members at the monthly business meeting. 

D. The books of the treasurer shall be audited prior to the annual meeting by the auditing committee. 



REVISED: November 2, 2019

ARTICLE V 

NOMIMATIONS AND ELECTIONS 

A. The election of officers and directors shall take place at the annual meeting of the club. A nominating 
committee of five (3) members shall be nominated from the floor at the regular meeting of the club in 
February. The Nominating Committee shall present to the Secretary, within fourteen (14) day prior to the 
March meeting, a complete list of nominations for officers including directors. The Nomination 
Committee’s report will be presented to the club prior to the nominations from the floor at the March 
meeting. 

B. Further nominations will be accepted from the floor at the March meeting providing the person(s) 
nominated is/are present and accept(s) said nomination. The Secretary shall notify all members of the 
complete list of nominations at least 7 days prior to the annual meeting and the Secretary will prepare 
the ballots for use at the annual meeting if required. 

C. At the annual meeting upon elections of new officers they will be sworn in. Following the swearing 
in of the new officers all members present will renew their membership when the new members are
sworn in. 

ARTICLE VI 

COMMITTEES 

A. The following committees of three or more members shall be appointed by the president with the 
approval of the Board of Directors prior to the annual meeting. These committees shall remain active 
until new committees are appointed. 

1.  Finance 
2.  Membership 
3.  Education 
4.  Entertainment 
5. Fish & Game
6. Property
7. Range 
8. n/a
9. Auditing
10. n/a 

B. The President may appoint such other committees, with the approval of the Board of Directors or by 
vote of the club as he/she deems necessary to transact business of the club. 
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C. Duties of the Committees: 

1. It shall be the duty of the Finance Committee to prepare an annual budget of the receipts and 
expenditures of the Club for the approval by the membership. The chairperson of each committee shall 
submit to the Finance Committee within 45 days of appointment a budget for the term of his/her 
committee. 
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A. All special projects not included in the budget shall be referred to the Finance Committee to be 
certain that funds will be available. If funds are not available the committee chairperson will submit 
plans whereby funds can be obtained or raised for the cost of the project. 

2. The Membership Committee shall formulate plans to encourage additional membership and to 
maintain attendance of present membership. 

A. All applications for membership which may be presented to the club at or before a regular meeting 
shall be reported on by the membership committee prior to being voted on by the membership that is 
present at the meeting. 

3. The Education Committee shall educate the members in the existing projects for which the club is 
established and shall encourage the dissemination of game and conservation studies in educational 
institutions. 

4. The Entertainment Committee shall provide programs of interest to the members at each of the 
regular meetings, except at the annual meeting. 

5. The Fish and Game Committee shall be in charge of and responsible for any procurement, stocking, 
or handling of game or fish allotted to or desired by the club on all properties where applicable. 

6. The Property Committee shall be responsible for the care and preservation of all real and personal 
property of the Club, which shall be kept in good repair at all times. The Committee shall recommend to
the Board of Directors or the Club such improvements and replacements as may be required. 

7. The Range Committee shall encourage interest in all range activities and shall arrange programs to that 
end. The committee shall be responsible for all properties necessary to these activities. 

8. n/a

9. The Auditing Committee shall audit the books of the treasurer prior to the annual meeting.

 
10. n/a

D. The authority of any committee named in the above Article (Article VI) shall not infringe upon any 
by any officer or member of the club. 

ARTICLE VII 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

A. The Board of Directors shall elect a Board of Trustees composed of three adult members. The Board
of Trustees will hold for the club all properties owned by the club. 

B. The properties that the Trustees shall hold for the club shall be the following: 

1. Deeds 
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2. Property Maps

3. By-Laws 

4. Insurance Papers 

5. Tax Records 

6. A list of the Club Bank Accounts

7. Any other documents as deemed necessary.

ARTICLE VIII 

SUSPENSION AND/OR EXPULSION OF MEMBERS 

A. By reason of misconduct not limited to violation of membership oath, violations of range rules, or fish 
and game law convictions, a member may be recommended for expulsion by the Board of Directors. 

1. Upon being made aware of a violation, any Board of Director or officer may suspend a membership until:

 A.) He is notified in writing by certified mail, receipt requested, of pending action, and requests the 
member’s presence within thirty (30) day for a hearing and/or clarification at a Board of Directors fact 
finding meeting. 

B.) After review of all available information, the Board of Directors will make its ruling. 

C.) If expulsion is recommended, all current club members will be notified in writing by the Board of 
Directors that their recommendation is expulsion. 

D.) Expulsion will occur by a two-thirds (2/3) vote of current members present at the next regular club 
meeting. 

2. Any member having been expelled from this organization may petition the Board of Directors for 
reinstatement after a period of one (1) year, provided that his/her hunting and fishing privileges are 
not under suspension. The individual in question may then be considered for membership upon 
payment of the annual dues and any fees of a new membership, and submission of a new 
membership application for consideration. Acceptance of reinstatement must be by tow-thirds (2/3) 
vote of the current membership present at the next regular meeting, and this vote shall be final.

ARTICLE IX 

USE ANY CLUB OWNED OR  LICENSED FACILITIES:

-All State of Maine hunting & fishing laws are to be followed on all properties.
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-Use of the access road, boat ramp, and dock facility at Golden Ridge Rd.:  All state laws regarding invasive
species must be followed as posted on site. Always check for plants when launching or removing a boat.

-Use of the property at Hassan Rd. camping & outdoor facility at Hassan rd is carry in/carry out primitive 
site. Gate on access road is to be securely locked both in coming and going and is to remain locked while on
the property. Speed limit on access road is 5mph.

-Use of the Highland Plantation property trail system is for snowmobile access ONLY, no ATVs or side-by-
sides are to be used on trails/bridges for any reason.
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ARTICLE X 

QUORUM 

A. Five (5) adult members in good standing shall constitute a quorum for the transaction of business at 
any regular meeting one of which shall be either the President or Vice-President and one other officer. 

ARTICLE XI 

AMENDMENTS 

A. These By-Laws may be amended by bringing it before the Board of Directors for their 
recommendation and then having two (2) consecutive readings at regular club meeting and by a two-
thirds (2/3) majority vote of the adult members, where a quorum is present, provided that all adult 
members shall have been given suitable notice of the proposed Article and number to be amended 
seven (7) days in advance of the first meeting. 

ARTICLE XII 

PARLIAMENTARY AUTHORITY 

A. The rules contained in “Robert’s Rule of Order, Revised” shall govern the club in all cases in which they 
are not inconsistent with the By-Laws and Constitution of the club. 
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Land Access Agreement  

 This is a Land Access Agreement (“Agreement”) dated as of _________, 20___  (the “Effective 
Date”), between Jeffry A. Spinney (“Licensor" or "I") and Golden Ridge Sportsman’s Club, LLC. 
(“GRSC” or “Licensee” or "they"), a registered Maine corporation whose members will benefit from
the access agreement.

Background 

Jeffry A. Spinney possesses the real property described in Exhibit A (the “Property”). The GRSC 
desires access for its members to the Property for purposes as described in Exhibit A (the “Licensed
Premises”).  I agree to grant such  access to the GRSC on the terms set forth in this Agreement.   

1. License Grant 

  1.1  Grant, Purpose, and Scope of License.  I grant to GRSC a non-exclusive, nontransferable, 
non-assignable, revocable right of entry onto and license to use the Licensed Premises for the 
limited purposes described in, and during the time period (the “Term”) set out in, Exhibit A (the 
“License”).  The License extends to GRSC, and its members, contractors, and invited guests while 
supervised by members.  The specific parameters of the License are described in Exhibit A.  

 1.2 Fee.   A nominal  fee of $1 per license term.

 2. Licensed Premises 

 2.1 Limited Rights.  This License gives GRSC a license only and, notwithstanding anything to the 
contrary in this Agreement, does not constitute a grant of any ownership, leasehold, easement, or 
other property interest or estate whatsoever in any portion of the Property.    

 2.2 As-Is; No Representation as to Suitability for purpose or safety of persons.  GRSC 
acknowledges that, except as provided in Section 2.3, I have not made any representations or 
warranties, express or implied, concerning any aspect of the Property or the Licensed Premises, 
including its fitness for our purposes, that GRSC disclaim any such representation or warranty, and 
that the Licensed Premises are being licensed “as is.”  GRSC acknowledges that they have made 
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their own independent evaluation in deciding to enter into this Agreement and conduct activities on 
the Licensed Premises. 

 2.3 No Interference.  I represent to GRSC that I have the power and authority to grant the License 
to GRSC.  I will not, nor will I grant access or license rights to any third parties that would, 
materially interfere with GRSC use of the Licensed Premises. 

 2.4 No Improvements.  GRSC will not make any alterations, additions, or improvements to the 
Licensed Premises, including erecting any structures, without Licensor's prior written approval.  

  

  

3. Waiver and Release, Indemnification and Insurance 

 3.1 Waiver and Release.  GRSC and its members waive and release any and all claims against Jeffry 
A. Spinney ( the "Licensor Party”) for any liability, loss, damage, expenses and attorneys’ fees, 
resulting from (i) death or injury to person or (ii) loss, theft or damage to property arising from use 
of the Licensed Premises, regardless of the cause and even if caused by negligence, active or passive. 
GRSC and members agree not to sue Jeffry A. Spinney on the basis of these waived and released 
claims.    

 3.2 Indemnification.  GRSC will defend, indemnify and hold the Licensor  harmless from and 
against any and all claims, liabilities, losses, damages and attorney's fees that may be suffered by 
Licensee (i) as a result of a claim by an Client employee, contractor, collaborator, volunteer or guest, 
or any other third party, arising directly from Licensee's presence and activities on the Licensed 
Premises and the Property under this Agreement, or (ii) from any breach by GRSC of our 
obligations under this Agreement, except to the extent that the liability is caused by the relevant 
Licensor Party's gross negligence or willful misconduct. 
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 4. Termination 

 4.1 Term.  This Agreement will begin on the Effective Date and will automatically renew for 
another term unless terminated by Licensor or Licensee in writing.

 

 4.3 Revocation by Licensor.  Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement or any course 
of performance under this Agreement, Licensor may after written notice of default of this license 
without remedy, revoke the License at any time by giving written notice to Licensee.  Such a 
revocation will be effective after 30 days. Should such revocation occur, it will be without liability or 
further obligation.   

5. General Provisions   

 5.1 Entire Agreement; Amendments.  This Agreement, together with Exhibit A, is the entire 
agreement between Jeffry A Spinney and GRSC.  This Agreement may be amended only as stated in
a written document signed by both parties which states that it is an amendment to this Agreement.  
If there are any inconsistencies between this Agreement and other documents, including Exhibit A, 
this Agreement will control. 

 5.2 Severability.  If any provision of this Agreement is held illegal, invalid, or unenforceable, all 
other provisions of this Agreement will remain enforceable, and the illegal, invalid, or unenforceable
provision will be considered modified so that it is valid to the maximum extent permitted by law. 

 5.3 Waiver.  Any waiver under this Agreement must be in writing and signed by the party granting 
the waiver.  Waiver of any breach or provision of this Agreement will not be considered a waiver of 
any later breach or of the right to enforce any provision of this Agreement.   

 5.4 Third-Party Beneficiaries.   Each Licensor Party other than Licensor is an express third party 
beneficiary of this Agreement.   Except as specifically provided in this Section 5.4, this Agreement is
for the exclusive benefit of you and Client, and not for the benefit of any third party. 

 5.5 Governing Law.  This Agreement is governed by Maine law.  You consent to the exclusive 
jurisdiction of the state and federal courts for Lincoln County, Maine. 
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 5.6 Counterparts.  This Agreement may be executed in one or more counterparts, each of which 
will be deemed an original and all of which will be taken together and deemed to be one instrument. 
Transmission by fax or PDF of executed counterparts constitutes effective delivery. 

 *  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Name:  Jeffry A. Spinney (licensor)

126 Golden Ridge Rd.  Alna, Me 04535

_____________________________________

 

Name:   Jeffry A. Spinney on behalf of GRSC (Licensee)

_____________________________________

 

Title:   Registered Agent & Founder  Golden Ridge Sports Club, LLC.

Address:  126 Golden Ridge Rd.  Alna, ME 04535 
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 EXHIBIT A:

  

1. Property street address.  126 Golden Ridge Rd.  Alna, Me 04535 – see also Alna tax map  R4-21A

 2. Licensed Premises.  Existing access road (20') to boat ramp and dock area. 

 3. Purpose.  Access by members to the Sheepscot river with boat trailer for launching for hunting, 
fishing, and other recreational purposes.

4. Term.   5 year automatically renewable 

5. Number of Entrants.  Parking and access is physically limited to the existing parking and vehicle 
areas near launch site. Parking shall not block access route to and from launch site.  Limited parking 
& storage is available in small upland field area as agreed upon by GRSC and Jeffry A. Spinney.

6. Hours of Entry.  Hours of entry are governed by GRSC access rules.

7. Fee.  $1/year 
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York, Marylisa

From: MacNeil, Jami
Sent: Wednesday, November 6, 2019 3:55 PM
To: jeff spinney
Cc: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Subject: RE: dredging ?

Hi Jeff,  
 
I’ve talked to our solid waste program regarding dredge spoils.  Pursuant to Rule Chapter 418, Section 3(E), 100 cubic 
yards or less of dredge spoils, if applied as beneficial use on the site of generation, does not require review and approval 
from DEP’s Bureau of Remediation and Waste Management.  Beneficial use is defined in Rule Chapter 400:  

T.            Beneficial use. "Beneficial use" means to use or reuse a solid waste or waste derived product: 
 

(1)  As a raw material substitute in manufacturing, 
 
(2)  As construction material or construction fill, 
 
(3)  As fuel, or 
 
(4)  In agronomic utilization. 

 
If you are using the small amount of dredge material for one of the uses above (for example, filling in low spots on your 
lawn or driveway, in upland areas and not in wetlands), we should have no issue with this aspect of the project.  Please 
fill out Appendix C with the information in your earlier email, so I can add it to the file, and confirm the type of beneficial 
use that will be employed. 
 
As for searching archives, we unfortunately do not have these files online.   
 
Thank you,   
 

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
 

From: jeff spinney <jeff.spinney@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, November 04, 2019 1:38 PM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: dredging ? 
 

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

any word back on that yet?   I have got to believe that out of all the launch ramps in the state approved by NRPA, i cant 
be the only one who is depositing displacee material into upland area.  
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Is there some way to search these applications?  if i drive up to the archive, is that something i can do?  I guess if its 
necessary i could do that, but if it is just easier to go along and do a very limited scope 'dredge' as they see it, 
then...maybe thats easiest. 
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York, Marylisa

From: jeff spinney <jeff.spinney@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 6, 2019 3:58 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Subject: remaining questions

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Jami & Jay, yesterday i sent over to you guys drafts of bylaws and a draft land use agreement.  Below are the remaining 
questions (1 & 4) that I'm trying to dissect and answer.  I separated the questions by section for Army vs DEP and tried to 
answer them individually and yet in the same context if that helps. 
 
please let me know if you have anything further.   
 
Thanks, 
‐jeff 
 
 
 
 
(ARMY CORPS QUESTIONS) 
1.  Please provide more detail on the intended use of the boat ramp and pier/ramp/float and explain how that differs 
from the existing use.  What is the size, type and number of boats that use your property now and with the 
installations?  If you care to comment on your observations of the prevailing vessel traffic in the river and its overall 
effect on navigation and the environment, please do so. 
 
 
ANSWER:  As you can see, the club is a local fish & game 'style' club, we are currently working to formalize it and 
structure it to include advocacy/education/enablement of traditional Maine hunting/fishing and outdoor recreational 
activities along those lines.  We may even pursue tax exempt status at in near future, but it is a lot of paperwork and a 
process of its very own and somewhat irrelevant to this application. 
 
Relevant to this NRPA application, having a convenient (existing location in town, close to members homes) and easily 
usable boat launch & dock facility (hard surface ramp with associated stable dock for loading/unloading after launch) is a 
key resource of this group.    Currently, many of our members who are older or do not get around as well have difficulty 
managing the unimproved/unlevel nature of current ramp and sometimes if you don't time your return right, and the 
tide falls too low, it is difficult to launch or remove a boat at the lower tide and we have had members get stuck or 
otherwise have difficulty  retrieving boats as the mixed gravel/mud can become very slippery. I dont see the type of use 
being a substantive change, just making it easier and possible for some users. 
 
 
Since we were not supposed to 'start any type of construction prior to approval'  (according to the nrpa documentation), 
we/i opted to not start repairs & put the existing dock this summer so as to not confuse the NRPA process further.  We 
are trying to do the right thing in terms of permitting/paperwork.   
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As stated in NRPA application,  there are approx. 25 members including their families.   I would not expect this to grow 
of any significance as has been suggested by concerned commenters as we are a local club intended for local people 
within our social group (similar i guess to how a condo association is intended for owners of condo 
development).   Physical constraints on parking, launch facilities, etc impose a practical set of limits.   I would suggest 
that there is a maximum of 2‐3 simultaneous users (e.g. boats) as that is the limit to parking for such.   There could in 
theory be others participating in other activities elsewhere on the property but that is outside scope of this question i 
believe.   It is also likely that if multiple people are doing an activity  and using the ramp . it would not be a 1:1 ratio of 
individuals to boats.  (e.g.   Should Trask and i decide to go duck hunting together as we might, we would only take one 
of our boats even though we both may have one) or (If a family of 4 go fishing, they likely take one boat.) 
 
In terms of the size/type of boats.  A quick survey of member owned power boats shows that we have 2 center console 
style boats (15' &16') , 1 bass style boat (17'), 3 jon style boats (12'‐15'), 2 duck boats (unknown exact size of each but i 
would guess 12'‐14'), and two aluminum (12‐14') open Grumman fishing boats.   There are also a number of 
canoes/kayaks and other craft of that style, but i assume that's not what we are looking for here.  Some members have 
other boats as well, but they are not appropriate nor would they be used in this area so i am leaving them out.  Some 
members also have multiple boats (e.g. myself, i have a bass boat, a jon boat, two zodiacs, as well as multiple canoes & 
kayaks and (admittedly, i even used to have a pair of jetskis that i kept and used down there for many 
years.  Commenters did not even know about this fact so clearly it was not truly that obtrusive or offensive and in fact it 
probably predated many of their tenures in town). 
 
Again, it is  *NOT* expected (or physically possible via the existing or proposed launching facilities) that these boats 
would all be arriving and launching at any given time.  The site is focused on day use and based on varying usage 
patterns of people, it gets spread out naturally.   
 
 
In terms of observation of vessel traffic, i have never once had personally (or seen) any issue with multiple vessels 
traveling the river.  Typical river width varies of course and is approx. 150'‐200'+ south of my property and there is 
plenty of room for safe co‐navigation of craft within that.    In a recent tour a week or so ago i launched & took in my jon 
boat to collect data for this application that went into my interactive map, i observed several kayaks down by the falls 
being paddled around, and i also observed a couple of other power boats at their moorings/docks along the way.  One 
kayaker that I happened to meet that day near my ramp even was talking to me in a friendly manner and didn't appear 
to be harmed or otherwise offended outwardly by the fact that i was in my powerboat. In fact, he was kayaking and 
stopping to rest along the shore on my property along the way and likely didn't even know he was enjoying my property 
which i was fine with. 
 
I have typically found that traffic is very light as different users have different times of use (e.g. duck hunters are out at 
break of dawn in colder weather, kayakers are out at certain tides during day and (typically) constrained to the falls area 
down in Sheepscot, general recreational people swimming and fishing and what not are usually only in out good 
weather during hot days mid‐summer).  I do not see any type of vessel navigational issue that is ongoing in terms of 
existing use or proposed use.  In fact, i don't see any significant navigational change from the simple surface 
improvement of a boat ramp or replacement of dock.  
 
 
4.  Please clarify the level of your 'club' membership and what their intended use of the facilities will be.  More 
specifically, how many members do you currently have, how many might you expect, how many have boats, etc. 
 
ANSWER:  Membership (including families) is currently approx. 25 people.  From that group, I accounted for 10 power 
boats in the paragraphs above (focusing on boats only used or cable of being used in this location).  Given all the 
discussions that we have had recently, once we get things formalized there are a number of others who want to join just 
out of principal of opposition to the commenters. I can see membership growing a bit due to that and while only a few 
of those people have boats at all, few if any of them have any additional power boats.  i don't see the core group of 
powerboats which are seemingly the substance of commenter objection(s) changing significantly.   The core group of 
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hunters/fisherman will continue to use the facility with greater ease due to the hard surfacing proposed and those who 
are less physically able to currently will be able to do so more independently and safely without the need to bring along 
a more able person to assist or call for help if something goes wrong. 
 
One change i do expect, is to see a few more paddlers/swimmers/etc using the river from this location as this will be the 
first authorized, reasonable, easy to walk in/walk out to a vehicle access point for people not able to physically carry a 
boat over a large distance and/or adverse/rough terrain.  
 
 
(DEP QUESTIONS) 
 
1.      Many of the public comments focus on the impact of motorized boats on existing uses (i.e., canoes and kayaks) and 
quiet enjoyment of the resource.  Please describe your experience/observations of the use of motorized vessels on this 
stretch of the river.  Elaborate on the existing use of the current launch site ‐ how many boats are typically launched 
here and how often?  How will that change if the permanent launch is installed? 
 
ANSWER: First of all, motorboats ARE an existing use as has been evidenced by the letters you have received as well as 
the pictures, etc of motorboats i have provided in my map. They do not hinder anybody's quiet enjoyment of the 
resource.    I have personally used boats, jetskis, kayaks, canoes both with and without motors on the river my whole life 
and many of my friends who spent their entire lives here have done same until a progressive loss of access hindered 
it.    While it is true that I rarely see anybody else when out, i certainly don't spend my entire day looking for others 
either. I suspect that this works in the reverse for many other people who claim that they too 'never see anybody' or 
never see any motoroboats.  Lack of a couple people;s observation, doesnt mean the others are not there or exist.       
 
I do on occasion see a kayaker or another fisherman, but it is a fairly big area.   Back when i had my jetskis, i used to take 
my dog (a pug named Buddy) for rides on them and he liked to bark at the kayakers down at the falls when we would go 
by, again, the kayakers seemed entertained and not at all out of sorts by the destruction of their quiet enjoyment of the 
resource. 
 
 
As noted above, given the constraints of the NRPA wording pre‐approval we have been holding off use of the ramp in 
most part this summer.  I can only think of 3 or 4 launches (that i witnessed) this summer other than my own use.    I 
expect more now that we are in Duck season, but even then it is maybe 3‐4 days in a month depending on weather, etc 
and typically at hours when others are not up observing.    Given that the population of my club is relatively fixed, the 
only quantifiable change in use i can see after proposed improvement is minimal (e.g. those who have current difficulty 
may use the ramp more now than before) but that is a very small differential when considering a total population size of 
approx. 25 and even if it grows as large as 30 which i do not expect is insignificant and likely unnoticeable.  
 
 
4.      Commenters are concerned about the limited information on the potential users of the boat launch.  
a.      Please elaborate on the number of club members, how many are expected to use the boat launch, the structure of 
the organization, potential for number of users/club members to increase, the size and number of vessels that will use 
the site, and where vehicles and trailers will be parked.  Ideally, we would like to see bylaws for the organization that 
specify the rules of access. 
 
ANSWER: I have provided a draft of the bylaws of the group for review as applicable.  I believe i have also spoken to the 
potential scalability of the group.  In short, we are a localized recreation group within the town of Alna. Our target 
demographic if you will, is local, easy going people interested in the traditional Maine hunting/sporting/fishing 
lifestyle.   This probably from what i have seen precludes most commenters and (likely but not always) others 'from 
away' and frankly is a finite group of people and therefore expansion potential is also limited.    Parking will be in existing 
parking areas (of course not blocking access road), the obvious physical limitations on existing parking will help self‐
govern use by design. I do have some upland field area where i have let people store boats between uses in the past but 
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not over winter. 
 
 
b.      The Department is also concerned about the informality of the shared use of the boat launch.  Without a formal 
agreement for access by a specified group of people, you could decide at any time to refuse access to all others and 
simply use the ramp as a private access point.  Would you be willing to grant an easement for members of your 
recreational club to access the launch?  If so, we will need to see the draft language for the easement 
agreement.  Recording it in the registry of deeds would be a condition of the NRPA permit.  
 
 
ANSWER: I have provided a draft land use agreement for review to address this. We are making things more formal for 
just this reason.  In (abbreviated) summary, this agreement between myself and the club will allow for continued use 
which is not arbitrarily revocable.  As long as the group maintains the use within the terms of license agreement, it is 
automatically renewed thereby removing my ability to arbitrarily revoke.  I (and some legal folks) believe that this should 
address the concerns of the DEP.   It can be recorded at registry if the department so desired.   
 
 
10.     If any material is removed from the intertidal zone and deposited elsewhere, this will constitute a dredge and will 
require additional information and review.  However, if the native material within the footprint of the proposed boat 
ramp will be graded but not removed from the coastal wetland, it will be considered regrading rather than dredging, and 
will not require additional information.  Please confirm which method will be used.  
 
ANSWER:  I believe that Jami is still working within DEP to determine what's going on here in terms of interpretation.  I 
have provided  (see email excerpted below from 10/21 ) the few bits of info that are required for a dredging permit.  I 
am of the opinion that it is easier to just get the permit and be safe / exempt from the potential complaint. 
 
 
> Just looking at the application page 57(pink) (appendix c supplemental info for dredging) in the NRPA. 
> 
> It appears that it is fairly simple to fill this out.  Honestly, the info is right here in this email. 
> 
> 
> Below  is the info i would put on the appendix c: 
> 
> 
> 1.)  Volume to be dredged:  I would conservatively estimate this to be a max of half the footprint of ramp (the upper 
part is graveland such already), at lets say a depth of max of 12" (for easy math) so...calculating that out that is 
(10'x36')/2 = 180 ft^2 by 1' deep or 180 ft^3    
> 
> AREA to be dredged: 180ft^2 
> VOLULME to be dredged: 6.66667 yards^3 
> 
> 2.) Erosion control measures will be used during dredging.   I imagine those would be the same as are already in place 
(silt screen, only work at low tide) for placement of ramp/grading activity since it is between the low and high tide and 
not in the water itself like *actual* dredging would be. 
> 
> 3.) Describe how/where it will be dewatered, controls around that.    I would envision as in my original application, 
putting in a dump trailer or small truck and hauling to the upland site in my field, i can put silt fence around the pile if 
that somehow helps.   Or would 'spreading it out be better? I have tractors and such and can do that too.   You guys tell 
me what's best.    As in my original NRPA app, the upland site in the field i showed you when you visited is all high/dry 
ground. 
> 
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> 4.) What equipment will be used to dredge?  The excavator placing the stone & concrete planks. 
> 
> 
> 5.) Disposal location (check one)   onsite [x] and upland [x]  in this case would be checked (see also existing map in 
NRPA app) 
> 
> 
> 
> That seems to be all of the questions involved in the dredging appendix of NRPA application...... 
>   
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 7, 2019 8:23 AM
To: MacNeil, Jami; Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil
Subject: Attachment
Attachments: IMG_2951.JPG; ATT00001.txt; IMG_2952.JPG

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Hit button too soo.  Here are the two pages.  Thanks, jeff 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Friday, November 8, 2019 2:42 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Cc: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Subject: RE: license & bylaws

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
Oh, sorry…..im not saying your micromanaging at all…sorry to seem that way, i just wanted to see what legal 
had to say before i went too nuts fixing.    
 
I just (knowingly) didn’t put the same level of though into the bylaws (partly because that was more group 
participation) than the agreement part which directly affects me more. 
😊 
 
 
I understand about the parking within 75’ portion, i really don’t see that being an issue as there just isnt the 
room to be honest.  
 
 
I will certainly refine the doc a bit and clean up the typos and confusing parts, i was using the example 
language a bit too much perhaps there. 
 
So, did legal have anything else to say?  Or should i just move forward as is? 
 
 
 
 
 

From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>  
Sent: Friday, November 08, 2019 2:36 PM 
To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
Cc: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: {EXTERNAL} RE: license & bylaws 
 
Hi Jeff,  
 
Our legal staff has reviewed the draft documents.  The Land Access Agreement will be an acceptable method of 
granting access to the club.  I do not mean to micro‐manage your wording.  If you can just work on polishing 
these documents and making them as close to a final draft as possible, that will help your case, at least for DEP’s 
review.   
 
I would not want you to include a hand‐drawn map with the access agreement.  You may want to include a tax 
map or a description of your parcel, but that is up to you.   
 
Any parking areas >75 feet from the resource are outside of NRPA jurisdiction.  If any new parking will be 
created within 75 feet of the river, we need to see that on a plan.  If that is not planned at this time, it does not 
need to be included in this review.     
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-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
 

From: jeff spinney <jeff.spinney@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, November 08, 2019 11:19 AM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: Re: license & bylaws 
 

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

hi Jami,   thanks.  I did find a couple of typos in the bylaws....I am sure there is a lot for us to change/modify in 
those as we have never had any before.  We borrowed from a much larger club and tried to appropriately 
downsize them.  Honestly, i didn't think that the details of internal operation of our club (via the bylaws) was 
really a critical part of this nrpa permit process.    
 
I was under impression that the DEP wanted some assurance that we are an organized club and have 
bylaws.   We did include "Artcile IX: Use of Any club owned or licensed facilities" which was intended to lay out 
specific access rules (e.g. follow all hunting/fishing laws, invasive species laws) as they may change over time or 
apply/not apply as we acquire different parcels or uses of parcels.   this is what was meant by the 'access rules', 
need to clarify the title i guess  or just excerpt them into the license agreement. 
 
 
 
I agree the I/YOU/they parts are confusing, but thats how the example did it and they are defined 
technically.....but....i agree...im going to fix them to licensor/licnsee i think where i can. 
 
how long does legal typically take to get an initial set of comments back?   The concept of a license for a portion 
of the property (the licensed premises) is a key thing here.  A license is a non‐possery right of an individual or 
group.  In this case, i am making it not revocable unless they default on terms of use. 
The land use agreement creates a license, the license is to use real property (property) but only the licensed 
premises as specified.   Does that make sense?  I know its complicated, but otherwise you end up muddying the 
waters of ownership of the real property or otherwise creating an exclusive arrangement that is not desired. 
 
In terms of a map, i was hesitant to draft a  map as it woudl not have sufficient accuracy one might want.   I am 
defining the access road as a 20' road in width along the existing path (or if i happen to move it) along an altered 
path.  Parking  is to be in the existing areas unless otherwise negotiated between club and myself.  Again, i had 
figured this aspect (e.g. if i allow folks to park in my field or not for example)  was outside scope of NRPA for 
most part as long as there is the access which is not revocable for an arbitrary reason by me. 
 
 
am i misunderstanding something?   
 
 
thanks, 
‐j 
 
On Thu, Nov 7, 2019 at 2:56 PM MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> wrote: 
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Hi Jeff,  

  

Thank you for the draft documents.  My initial comments are that the Land License Agreement contains 
inconsistencies in language.   

  

1. The first sentence defines Land Access Agreement as “Agreement,” but it seems that the document 
later uses the term “License” to refer to the “Agreement.”  I recommend you use “Agreement” and not 
“License.”  

2. Please eliminate “I” or “You” from the document to avoid confusion.  I recommend you use “Licensor,” 
“GRSC,” or “Licensee,” as they are defined in the first paragraph.  

3. The text suggests that “Exhibit A” is interchangeable with the “Property,” the “Licensed Premises,” and 
the “License,” which it is not.  The information in Exhibit A can be moved to the text itself, in the 
appropriate paragraph (for example, the purpose can be stated in paragraph 2; the address can be 
given under section 2, Licensed Premises; “term” can be defined in section 4.1, etc.).  You may want to 
include an “Exhibit A” as a map or description of the property (such as the description in your deed), 
and possibly an “Exhibit B” to include rules of access, including number of entrants and hours or entry.   

4. If you are going to reference the “GRSC access rules,” you will need to specify where those can be 
found.   

  

These are just initial thoughts.  The Department’s legal staff is also taking a look.  Please also check over the by‐
laws for typos, in the meantime.  I found a few.  I will continue to go through this and your other responses and 
reach out with our comments.  

  

Thank you, 

  

-Jami MacNeil 

Environmental Specialist III  

Bureau of Land Resources  

Maine Department of Environmental Protection 

(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  

  

From: jeff spinney <jeff.spinney@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, November 04, 2019 1:12 PM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) 
<Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: license & bylaws 
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EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Jami/Jay,  

  

attached you will find a draft of our club bylaws that we created as well as a draft land use license agreement 
for use of the launching facilities on my property at Golden Ridge. 

  

  

after some discussion/review with some knowledgeable legal folks, we felt that the automatically renewable 
license concept (as long as conditions of license are upheld by licensee and any permitting agencies) was most 
appropriate as it does not muddy the waters of ownership of my actual property and it still removes the 
concern of arbitrary discontinuance by my sole discretion. 

  

also, we added in a section to bylaws that discusses specific use rules for some properties, obviously as we 
grow/expand we can add to this.   ARTICLE IX USE ANY CLUB OWNED OR LICENSED FACILITIES:  
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York, Marylisa

From: MacNeil, Jami
Sent: Friday, November 8, 2019 1:44 PM
To: Parker, Michael T
Subject: RE: dredge for small boat ramp

Hi Mike,  
 
Would you mind putting your comments in writing for us, for the record?  As a reminder, this is for the Spinney NRPA 
application for a boat ramp in Alna (#L‐28397‐4E‐A‐N).  The applicant has confirmed with me that they will use the 
approx. 7 cy of dredge spoils for agronomic purposes in an upland location on the property.    
 
Thank you,  
 

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
 

From: MacNeil, Jami  
Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2019 3:28 PM 
To: Parker, Michael T <Michael.T.Parker@maine.gov> 
Subject: dredge for small boat ramp 
 
Hi Mike,  
 
I have a project I’m reviewing that involves a proposed boat ramp.  Prior to laying down concrete planks, the applicant 
would like to regrade within the intertidal zone to create a clear, flat bed.  They then want to take the excavated 
material and dispose of it in an upland area on the property.   
 
The applicant estimates that the intertidal area affected is about 180 s.f., and the dredge spoils would amount to about 
6.67 cy.  
 

1. Would you consider this a dredge?  It seems to me to technically meet the NRPA definition.  Army Corps does 
not consider this a dredge.   

2. If we do treat it as a dredge, what info would you require, beyond Appendix C of the NRPA application?  Should I 
just have the applicant contact you?     

 
Thanks, 
 

-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 10, 2019 8:40 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Cc: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Subject: RE: license & bylaws

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
Jami, 
 
Can you give me an idea as to when i have to have this final draft of polished docs & info in to DEP?  what is 
the expected timeline of events at this point from you and Jay?     Just trying to figure out appropriate timelines 
for my remaining work. 
 
I spent some time working on the license agreement this weekend, just wondering about the rest and trying to 
plan my week especially where i need to coordinate with others. 
 
Thanks, 
-jeff 
 
 
Jay – what about from your side?  Anything else needed?   
 
 
 
 

From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>  
Sent: Friday, November 08, 2019 2:36 PM 
To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
Cc: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: {EXTERNAL} RE: license & bylaws 
 
Hi Jeff,  
 
Our legal staff has reviewed the draft documents.  The Land Access Agreement will be an acceptable method of 
granting access to the club.  I do not mean to micro‐manage your wording.  If you can just work on polishing 
these documents and making them as close to a final draft as possible, that will help your case, at least for DEP’s 
review.   
 
I would not want you to include a hand‐drawn map with the access agreement.  You may want to include a tax 
map or a description of your parcel, but that is up to you.   
 
Any parking areas >75 feet from the resource are outside of NRPA jurisdiction.  If any new parking will be 
created within 75 feet of the river, we need to see that on a plan.  If that is not planned at this time, it does not 
need to be included in this review.     
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-Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
 

From: jeff spinney <jeff.spinney@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, November 08, 2019 11:19 AM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: Re: license & bylaws 
 

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

hi Jami,   thanks.  I did find a couple of typos in the bylaws....I am sure there is a lot for us to change/modify in 
those as we have never had any before.  We borrowed from a much larger club and tried to appropriately 
downsize them.  Honestly, i didn't think that the details of internal operation of our club (via the bylaws) was 
really a critical part of this nrpa permit process.    
 
I was under impression that the DEP wanted some assurance that we are an organized club and have 
bylaws.   We did include "Artcile IX: Use of Any club owned or licensed facilities" which was intended to lay out 
specific access rules (e.g. follow all hunting/fishing laws, invasive species laws) as they may change over time or 
apply/not apply as we acquire different parcels or uses of parcels.   this is what was meant by the 'access rules', 
need to clarify the title i guess  or just excerpt them into the license agreement. 
 
 
 
I agree the I/YOU/they parts are confusing, but thats how the example did it and they are defined 
technically.....but....i agree...im going to fix them to licensor/licnsee i think where i can. 
 
how long does legal typically take to get an initial set of comments back?   The concept of a license for a portion 
of the property (the licensed premises) is a key thing here.  A license is a non‐possery right of an individual or 
group.  In this case, i am making it not revocable unless they default on terms of use. 
The land use agreement creates a license, the license is to use real property (property) but only the licensed 
premises as specified.   Does that make sense?  I know its complicated, but otherwise you end up muddying the 
waters of ownership of the real property or otherwise creating an exclusive arrangement that is not desired. 
 
In terms of a map, i was hesitant to draft a  map as it woudl not have sufficient accuracy one might want.   I am 
defining the access road as a 20' road in width along the existing path (or if i happen to move it) along an altered 
path.  Parking  is to be in the existing areas unless otherwise negotiated between club and myself.  Again, i had 
figured this aspect (e.g. if i allow folks to park in my field or not for example)  was outside scope of NRPA for 
most part as long as there is the access which is not revocable for an arbitrary reason by me. 
 
 
am i misunderstanding something?   
 
 
thanks, 
‐j 
 
On Thu, Nov 7, 2019 at 2:56 PM MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> wrote: 



3

Hi Jeff,  

  

Thank you for the draft documents.  My initial comments are that the Land License Agreement contains 
inconsistencies in language.   

  

1. The first sentence defines Land Access Agreement as “Agreement,” but it seems that the document 
later uses the term “License” to refer to the “Agreement.”  I recommend you use “Agreement” and not 
“License.”  

2. Please eliminate “I” or “You” from the document to avoid confusion.  I recommend you use “Licensor,” 
“GRSC,” or “Licensee,” as they are defined in the first paragraph.  

3. The text suggests that “Exhibit A” is interchangeable with the “Property,” the “Licensed Premises,” and 
the “License,” which it is not.  The information in Exhibit A can be moved to the text itself, in the 
appropriate paragraph (for example, the purpose can be stated in paragraph 2; the address can be 
given under section 2, Licensed Premises; “term” can be defined in section 4.1, etc.).  You may want to 
include an “Exhibit A” as a map or description of the property (such as the description in your deed), 
and possibly an “Exhibit B” to include rules of access, including number of entrants and hours or entry.   

4. If you are going to reference the “GRSC access rules,” you will need to specify where those can be 
found.   

  

These are just initial thoughts.  The Department’s legal staff is also taking a look.  Please also check over the by‐
laws for typos, in the meantime.  I found a few.  I will continue to go through this and your other responses and 
reach out with our comments.  

  

Thank you, 

  

-Jami MacNeil 

Environmental Specialist III  

Bureau of Land Resources  

Maine Department of Environmental Protection 

(207) 446-4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  

  

From: jeff spinney <jeff.spinney@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, November 04, 2019 1:12 PM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) 
<Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: license & bylaws 
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EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Jami/Jay,  

  

attached you will find a draft of our club bylaws that we created as well as a draft land use license agreement 
for use of the launching facilities on my property at Golden Ridge. 

  

  

after some discussion/review with some knowledgeable legal folks, we felt that the automatically renewable 
license concept (as long as conditions of license are upheld by licensee and any permitting agencies) was most 
appropriate as it does not muddy the waters of ownership of my actual property and it still removes the 
concern of arbitrary discontinuance by my sole discretion. 

  

also, we added in a section to bylaws that discusses specific use rules for some properties, obviously as we 
grow/expand we can add to this.   ARTICLE IX USE ANY CLUB OWNED OR LICENSED FACILITIES:  
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York, Marylisa

From: jeff spinney <jeff.spinney@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 11, 2019 11:11 AM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: bylaws final revision
Attachments: GRSC bylaws - final draft 11-11-2019.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hi Jami,  we also took another pass through bylaws as well over weekend, corrected typos and simplified in a couple of 
places to adjust for our club size.    
 
please see attached 
 
thanks, 
‐j 



��������	

�

�
�

�����	�����	�����������	�����	  !"	

�������	
���	�
��	���

�������
������

��������

���� �!���

�!!��"���

����#
$
�%#����&
���$
�'��$�(

)����*�)#
�+�'&����)#
�*$%)��#'$%	�,��*�
�+#�(��)#��*�-#+#�%')�&�
�

��)+
�%#����&
��.
���

�����%/
+���(

)���(�,�&
�+���
	�&,���,�)#$

�0�1��**+
$%��$�(
(&
$%�/$�.	
	�)#�)�����(
(&
$%��$
�

��)*
	����	.��+
��

 ���#
�2$
%	
�)�%#����#��	�������'������$	��*�3$
+)�$%��

)�����4��'�$,���	��)#
$%��%��
+
%%�$,��

���� �!����

566� !����"3�3��! �5���

����#
��**+
$%��*�)#
�+�'&�%#����&
���/$
%	
�)��.+
�/$
%	
�)��%
+$
)�$,7)$
�%'$
$��
�
+)
	����'���,8���	

)#$

�	$
+)�$%���#
%
��**+
$%�%#����+��%))')
������$	��*�3$
+)�$%�-#��%#����#�.
�+#�$�
��*�)#
��**�$%�

�*�)#
�+�'&�&
)-

��(

)��%�

�

�� �#$

�0�1�	$
+)�$%����
��*�-#�(�%#����&
�)#
�((
	�)
�/�%)�/$
%	
�)��%#����&
�
�
+)
	�)����)-��0�1�

,
�$�)
$(��

�� �#$

�0�1�(
(&
$%��*�)#
����$	��*�3$
+)�$%�%#����+��%))')
���9'�$'(�



��������	

�

�
�

���3')
%��*�)#
��**+
$%�%#����&
��%�*����-%:�

����#
�2$
%	
�)�%#����/$
%	
��)�����$
�'��$�,�%+#
	'�
	����$	���	��'%�
%%�(

)��%��*�)#
�+�'&���	�%#����

/
$*�$(�%'+#��)#
$�	')
%��%�'%'���,�/
$)��%�)��)#�)��**+
��

����#
�;+
�/$
%	
�)�%#�����%%%)�)#
�2$
%	
�)���)#
�+#�$�
��*�#%�	')
%����	���)#
��&%
�+
��*�)#
�

2$
%	
�)��*�)#
�.+
��2$
%	
�)�%#����/
$*�$(�)#
�	')
%��*�)#�)��**+
��

����#
�%
+$
)�$,7)$
�%'$
$�%#������%��
+$
)�$,��<

/�)#
��**+���$
+�$	%��*�����$
�'��$�,�%+#
	'�
	����$	�

��	��'%�
%%�(

)��%���))
�	�)������+�$$
%/��	
�+
��*�)#
�+�'&��%
�	��')���)+
%��*��%�$
9'$
	����	

%#����%
�	��')���)+
%��*�	'
%���	�(��)���$
+�$	%��*�(
(&
$%#/�%)��	��%����%�)$
�%'$
$��)#
,�

-���$
+
.
�����(��
,%�	'
�)#
� �'&��(�<
�����	%&'$%
(
�)%����	�%#����(��)����	
9'�)
�$
+�$	%�

�*�$
+
/)%���	�
=/
�	)'$
%��

����#
�3$
+)�$%�%#�����))
�	�(

)����*�)#
����$	��*�3$
+)�$%���	�%#����/�$)+/�)
���)#
�)$��%�+)��%�

�*�����&'%�
%%�&$�'�#)�&
*�$
�)#
�(

)����

 ����.�+��+,�����,��**+
��
=+
/)���)#�)��*�/$
%	
�)��%#����&
�*��
	�&,�)#
����$	��*�3$
+)�$%��

%')�&�
���)+
�#�.���&

���.
������(
(&
$%��*�)#
����$	��

3���#
����$	��*�3$
+)�$%�&,���)-��)#$	%�0�7�1�.�)
�(�,�$
+�((
�	�)��)#
�+�'&�)#
�	%(%%����*���,�

5**+
$�*�$���)�/
$*�$(���#%7#
$�	')
%��%�	
%+$&
	����$)+�
������
+)�����

���� �!�����

#�#$���%�&	

��(
(&
$%#/��//�+�)���%��.���&�
�)����,�/
$%�����	�)#
$�((
	�)
�*�(�,���������-#�����%�)#
�

$
%/
+)���	�%/��%�$%#/��*���
��*��'$�
=%)���(
(&
$%������	�%)��	�����	�
=#&)%�>�'/#��	%�)#
�

)$�	)��������
�.��'
%�*�$�#'�)����*%#������	�-�	�*
�(����
(
�)���	�/$�)
+)���*�$�-#+#��'$�+�'&�

%)��	%�

����#
�+��%%*+�)��%��*��
(&
$%#/��$
��%�*����-%:�

�������	'�)�(
(&
$%#/�%���,��
��?�,
�$%��$���	
$��

�����*�(�,�(
(&
$%#/�-#+#�-����+�'	
���#'%&��	��-*
���	�����	
/
�	
�)�+#�	$
���
%%�)#����?�,
�$%��*

��
�



��������	

�

�
�

�����(
(&
$�-#�%
�(
(&
$%#/�	'
%��$
��$
�)
$�)#�����
�(��)#����$$
�$%�%#����&
�+��%	
$
	�������

(
(&
$8�#�-
.
$�����
=�(
(&
$�(�,�$
�//�,�*�$�(
(&
$%#/�'/���/�,(
�)��*�	'
%��/�'%�)#
�

�)�)���*

���	�%#����&
�$���
��$
�)�)
	�������

������*
�(
(&
$%#/��-)#�')�*'$)#
$�/�,(
�)��*�	'
%��(�,�&
��-�$	
	�)����(
(&
$�-#��#�%�$
�+#
	�

��
�%=),�*.
�0��1��/$�.	
	�)#�)�#
7%#
�('%)�#�.
�&

����(
(&
$��*�)#
�+�'&������	�%)��	���-)#�

	'
%�/�	�*�$�*.
�0�1,
�$%�((
	�)
�,�/$�$�)��$
�+#�����
�%=),�*.
0��1���*�%=),�*.
�0��1��$���	
$�

�)�)(
��*�@�����)#
�+�'&�)#
�(
(&
$�('%)�&
���(
(&
$������	�%)��	���*�$�*.
�0�1�,
�$%�&
*�$
�

$
+
.���)#
$��*
�)(
�(
(&
$%#/��

 ��3'
%��$
�/�,�&�
�����$�&
*�$
�)#
��%)��*�)#
�+��
�	�$�,
�$��

3����(
(&
$�-#��%�+'$$
�)�-)#�)#
�+�'&�-#��%���)#
��$(
	�*�$+
%���	�%�	
/��,
	��.
$%
�%�-���

$
+
.
���+�(/�(
�)�$,���
�0�1�,
�$�(
(&
$%#/�-#
��)#
,�$
)'$��*$�(�%
$.+
��%���)�<
���*��'$�

�$�))'	
��

���� �!��;�

6�"�" !��

����)�%�)#
�$
%/��%&�),��*�)#
��$
�%'$
$�)��/$
/�$
�������'����'	�
)�*�$�)#
�+�'&�&,�)#
�
�	��*�)#
�

+��
�	�$�,
�$�/$�$�)��)#
����'����

)�����	�)��/$
%
�)�)#
��'	�
)�)��)#
��
�
$����
(&
$%#/�*�$�

�//$�.���)#$),�0��1�	�,%�/$�$�)��)#
����'����

)�����#
����'����'	�
)�$
9'$
%���(�@�$),�.�)
��*�

)#
��))
�	���(
(&
$%#/��)�)#
����'���(

)����

����#
�*'�	%��*�)#
�+�'&�%#����&
�	
/�%)
	�&,�)#
��$
�%'$
$��

 ���#
��$
�%'$
$�%#����&
��')#�$A
	�)��(�<
�/�,(
�)%�*�$������'	�
)
	�+��)��
�)��$�+'$$
�)�
=/
�%
%

��	�'�&'	�
)
	�
(
$�
�+,�
=/
�	)'$
%�-���$
9'$
�)#
�$
+�((
�	�)����*�)#
����$	��*�3$
+)�$%

��	�/$
%
�)�)�)��)#
�(
(&
$%��)�)#
�(��)#�,�&'%�
%%�(

)����

�



��������	

�

�
�

�������	
	

"5������5"���"3�!�! ��5"��

����#
�
�
+)����*��**+
$%���	�	$
+)�$%�%#����)�<
�/��+
��)�)#
����'���(

)����*�)#
�+�'&��"�(��)��%�

%#����&
��++
/)
	�*$�(���,�(
(&
$������	�%)��	����)�)#
�����'���(

)����*�)#
�+�'&���"�(�

%�('%)�&
�

/$
%
�)�*�$�+��%	
$�)�����	�.�)
�

����)�)#
����'���(

)���'/���
�
+)��%��*��
-��**+
$%�)#
,�-���&
�%-�$�����6����-���)#
�%-
�$���

���*�)#
��
-��**+
$%�����(
(&
$%�/$
%
�)�-���$
�
-�)#
$�(
(&
$%#/�-#
��)#
��
-�(
(&
$%��$


%-�$�����

���� �!�;��

 5�����!!��

����#
�*����-���+�(())

%�%#����&
��//��)
	�&,�)#
�/$
%	
�)�-)#�)#
��//$�.����*�)#
����$	��*�

3$
+)�$%�/$�$�)��)#
����'���(

)�����#
%
�+�(())

%�%#����$
(����+).
�'�)���
-�+�(())

%��$
�

�//��)
	��

�

�� !	'+�)���

�� !�)
$)��(
�)�

�� 6%#�>���(


�� 2$�/
$),

B� ����
�

����#
�2$
%	
�)�(�,��//��)�0�$�	%&��	��%��
+
%%�$,1���,�%'+#��)#
$�+�(())

%��-)#�)#
��//$�.���

�*�)#
����$	��*�3$
+)�$%��$�&,�.�)
��*�)#
�+�'&��%�#
7%#
�	

(%��
+
%%�$,�)��)$��%�+)�&'%�
%%��*�)#
�

+�'&��



��������	

�

�
�

����#
�!	'+�)��� �(())

�%#����
	'+�)
�)#
�(
(&
$%���)#
�
=%)���/$�@
+)%�*�$�-#+#�)#
�+�'&�%�


%)�&�%#
	���	�%#����
�+�'$��
�)#
�	%%
(��)����*���(
���	�+��%
$.�)���%)'	
%���
	'+�)�����

�%))')��%���	���,��)#
$�.
�'
%��%��//$�/$�)
��

����#
�!�)
$)��(
�)� �(())

�%#����/$�.	
�/$��$�(%��*��)
$
%)�)��)#
�(
(&
$%�

����#
�6%#���	���(
� �(())

�%#����&
���+#�$�
��*���	�$
%/��%&�
�*�$���,�/$�+'$
(
�)��%)�+<����

�$�#��	�����*���(
��$�*%#�����))
	�)���$�	
%$
	�&,�)#
�+�'&��������/$�/
$)
%�-#
$
��//�+�&�
��

����#
�2$�/
$),� �(())

�%#����&
�$
%/��%&�
�*�$�)#
�+�$
���	�/$
%
$.�)����*�����$
�����	�/
$%�����

/$�/
$),��*�)#
� �'&��-#+#�%#����&
�<
/)������	�$
/�$��)�����)(
%���#
� �(())

�%#����$
+�((
�	�)�

)#
����$	��*�3$
+)�$%��$�)#
� �'&�%'+#�(/$�.
(
�)%���	�$
/��+
(
�)%��%�(�,�&
�$
9'$
	��

B���#
�����
� �(())

�%#����
�+�'$��
��)
$
%)�������$���
��+).)
%���	�%#�����$$���
�/$��$�(%�)��)#�)�


�	���#
�+�(())

�%#����&
�$
%/��%&�
�*�$�����/$�/
$)
%��
+
%%�$,�)��)#
%
��+).)
%��%�-
����%�%�*
),��

 ���#
��')#�$),��*���,�+�(())

���(
	���)#
��&�.
��$)+�
�0�$)+�
�;�1�%#������)��*$��
�'/�����,�

&,���,��**+
$��$�(
(&
$��*�)#
�+�'&��

���� �!�;���

�5��3�56���C��!!��

����#
����$	��*�3$
+)�$%�%#����
�
+)������$	��*��$'%)

%�+�(/�%
	��*�)#$

��	'�)�(
(&
$%���#
����$	

�*��$'%)

%�-���#��	�*�$�)#
�+�'&�����/$�/
$)
%��-�
	�&,�)#
�+�'&��

����#
�/$�/
$)
%�)#�)�)#
��$'%)

%�%#����#��	�*�$�)#
�+�'&�%#����&
�)#
�*����-��:�

���3

	%�

���2$�/
$),���/%

����,���-%�

�����%'$��+
�2�/
$%�

�����=��
+�$	%�

������%)��*�)#
� �'&����<��++�'�)%

B����,��)#
$�	�+'(
�)%��%�	

(
	��
+
%%�$,�



��������	

�

�
�

���� �!�;����

�C�2!"��5"��"375��!D2C���5"�56��!��!���

����,�$
�%����*�(%+��	'+)���)��()
	�)��.���)����*�(
(&
$%#/���)#��.���)��%��*�$���
�$'�
%���$�*%#�

��	���(
���-�+��.+)��%����(
(&
$�(�,�&
�$
+�((
�	
	�*�$�
=/'�%���&,�)#
����$	��*�3$
+)�$%��

���C/���&
���(�	
��-�$
��*���.���)������,����$	��*�3$
+)�$��$��**+
$�(�,�%'%/
�	���(
(&
$%#/�'�)�:

���1�E
�%���)*
	���-$)���&,�+
$)*
	�(����$
+
/)�$
9'
%)
	���*�/
�	����+)������	�$
9'
%)%�)#
�

(
(&
$F%�/$
%
�+
�-)#��)#$),�0��1�	�,�*�$���#
�$�����	7�$�+��$*+�)����)������$	��*�3$
+)�$%�*�+)�

*�	���(

)����

��1��*)
$�$
.
-��*������.���&�
��*�$(�)����)#
����$	��*�3$
+)�$%�-���(�<
�)%�$'�����

 �1��*�
=/'�%���%�$
+�((
�	
	������+'$$
�)�+�'&�(
(&
$%�-���&
���)*
	���-$)���&,�)#
����$	��*�

3$
+)�$%�)#�)�)#
$�$
+�((
�	�)���%�
=/'�%����

3�1�!=/'�%���-����++'$�&,���)-��)#$	%�0�7�1�.�)
��*�+'$$
�)�(
(&
$%�/$
%
�)��)�)#
��
=)�$
�'��$�+�'&�

(

)����

�����,�(
(&
$�#�.���&

��
=/
��
	�*$�(�)#%��$���A�)���(�,�/
))���)#
����$	��*�3$
+)�$%�*�$�

$
�%)�)
(
�)��*)
$���/
$�	��*���
�0�1�,
�$��/$�.	
	�)#�)�#%7#
$�#'�)�����	�*%#���/$.�
�
%��$
�

��)�'�	
$�%'%/
�%�����#
��	.	'�����9'
%)���(�,�)#
��&
�+��%	
$
	�*�$�(
(&
$%#/�'/���

/�,(
�)��*�)#
����'���	'
%���	���,�*

%��*����
-�(
(&
$%#/����	�%'&(%%����*����
-�

(
(&
$%#/��//�+�)���*�$�+��%	
$�)�����++
/)��+
��*�$
�%)�)
(
�)�('%)�&
�&,�)�-�)#$	%�0�7�1�

.�)
��*�)#
�+'$$
�)�(
(&
$%#/�/$
%
�)��)�)#
��
=)�$
�'��$�(

)������	�)#%�.�)
�%#����&
�*����

���� �!��D�

�!��!��C�!�56��"�� �C��5�"!3�5����� !"�!3�6� �����!�:

�� �����)�)
��*����
�#'�)���>�*%#�����-%��$
�)��&
�*����-
	��������/$�/
$)
%��)�����)(
%�

�� C%
��*�)#
��++
%%�$��	��&��)�$�(/����	�	�+<�*�+�),��)�)#
����	
���	�
��	��/$�/
$),:������%)�)
�

��-%�$
��$	����.�%.
�%/
+
%�('%)�&
�*����-
	��%�/�%)
	����%)
����-�,%�+#
+<�*�$���,�/���)%�

-#
����'�+#����$�$
(�.�����&��)�

�� C%
��*�)#
�/$�/
$),��)�E�%%����	��+�(/���>��')	��$�*�+�),����#
�E�%%����	�/$�/
$),�%�

+��%	
$
	�)��&
���+�$$,��7+�$$,��')��/$().
�%)
���#
���)
�����++
%%�$��	�%�)��&
�%
+'$
�,���+<
	�

&�)#���+�(�����	��������	�%�)��$
(�����+<
	�-#�
����)#
�/$�/
$),���/

	��()�����++
%%�$��	�

%��(/#��/�
�%
�%#�-�$
%/
+)�*�$�)#
��&'))����
�#&�$%�&,��	#
$���)��)#%�

�� C%
��*�)#
�E�#���	�2���)�)���/$�/
$),�)$���%,%)
(�%�*�$�%��-(�&�
��++
%%�5"���������;%��$�

%	
�&,�%	
%��$
�)��&
�'%
	����)$��%7&$	�
%����)#%�/$�/
$),�*�$���,�$
�%���



��������	

�

�
�

���� �!�D�

GC5�C��

���6.
�0�1��	'�)�(
(&
$%������	�%)��	���%#����+��%))')
���9'�$'(�*�$�)#
�)$��%�+)����*�&'%�
%%��)�

��,�$
�'��$�(

)�����
��*�-#+#�%#����&
�
)#
$�)#
�2$
%	
�)��$�;+
�2$
%	
�)���	���
��)#
$��**+
$��

���� �!�D��

��!"3�!"���

����#
%
��,���-%�(�,�&
��(
�	
	�&,�&$�����)�&
*�$
�)#
����$	��*�3$
+)�$%�*�$�)#
$�

$
+�((
�	�)�����	�)#
��#�.���)-��0�1�+��%
+').
�$
�	��%��)�$
�'��$�+�'&�(

)�����	�&,���)-��

)#$	%�0�7�1�(�@�$),�.�)
��*�)#
��	'�)�(
(&
$%��-#
$
���9'�$'(�%�/$
%
�)��/$�.	
	�)#�)������	'�)�

(
(&
$%�%#����#�.
�&

���.
��%')�&�
���)+
��*�)#
�/$�/�%
	��$)+�
���	��'(&
$�)��&
��(
�	
	�

%
.
��0B1�	�,%����	.��+
��*�)#
�*$%)�(

)����

���� �!�D���

2������!"������C�E5�����

����#
�$'�
%�+��)��
	���H��&
$)F%��'�
��*�5$	
$���
.%
	I�%#������.
$��)#
�+�'&�������+�%
%���-#+#�)#
,�

�$
���)��+��%%)
�)�-)#�)#
��,���-%���	� ��%))')����*�)#
�+�'&��



1

York, Marylisa

From: jeff spinney <jeff.spinney@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 11, 2019 10:35 AM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: final land use license agreement
Attachments: GRSC license - final draft 11-11-19.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

please find attached, after a couple of drafts and review, i think i have it cleaned up sufficiently now.   thanks,  
‐jeff 



version 3 11/07/19

Land Use License Agreement  

 This is a Land Use License Agreement (“Agreement”) dated as of _________, 20___  (the 
“Effective Date”), between Jeffry A. Spinney (“Licensor" ) and Golden Ridge Sportsman’s Club, 
LLC. (“GRSC” or “Licensee”), a registered Maine corporation.

Background 

Jeffry A. Spinney possesses the real property described in Exhibit A (the “Property”). The GRSC 
desires access for its members to a portion of the property for the specific purposes as described in 
Exhibit A (the “Licensed Premises”).  Jeffry A. Spinney agrees to grant such access to the GRSC 
pursuant to the terms set forth in this Agreement.   

1. License Grant 

  1.1  Grant, Purpose, and Scope of License.  Licensor agrees to grant to Licensee a non-exclusive, 
nontransferable, non-assignable, revocable right of entry onto and license to use the Licensed 
Premises for the limited purposes described in, and during the time period (the “Term”) set out in, 
Exhibit A (the “Licensed Premises”).  The License extends to GRSC, and its members in good 
standing, contractors, and invited guests while they are supervised by members.  The specific 
parameters of the License are further described in Exhibit A.  

 1.2 Licensing Fee.   $1 per license term

 2. Licensed Premises 

 2.1 Limited Rights.  This License gives the Licensee a license only and, notwithstanding anything to 
the contrary in this Agreement, does not constitute a grant of any ownership, leasehold, easement, 
or other property interest or estate whatsoever in any portion of the Property.    

C:\Users\spinn\Desktop\working files\GRSC license - working draft.odt



version 3 11/07/19

 2.2 As-Is; No Representation as to Suitability for purpose or safety of persons.  Licensee  
acknowledges that, except as provided in Section 2.3, Licensor has not made any representations or 
warranties, express or implied, concerning any aspect of the Property or the Licensed Premises, 
including its fitness for our purposes, that Licensee disclaim any such representation or warranty, 
and that the Licensed Premises are being licensed “as is.”  Licensee acknowledges that they have 
made their own independent evaluation in deciding to enter into this Agreement and conduct 
activities on the Licensed Premises. 

 2.3 No Interference. Licensor will not materially interfere with Licensee use of the Licensed 
Premises. 

 2.4 No Improvements.  Licensee  will not make any alterations, additions, or improvements to the 
Licensed Premises, including erecting any structures, without Licensor's prior written approval.  

  

  

3. Waiver and Release, Indemnification and Insurance 

 3.1 Waiver and Release.  Licensee and its members waive and release any and all claims against 
Licensor for any liability, loss, damage, expenses and attorneys’ fees, resulting from (i) death or 
injury to person or (ii) loss, theft or damage to property arising from use of the Licensed Premises, 
regardless of the cause and even if caused by negligence, active or passive.  Licensee and members 
agree not to sue Licensor on the basis of these waived and released claims.    

 3.2 Indemnification.  Licensee  will defend, indemnify and hold the Licensor harmless from and 
against any and all claims, liabilities, losses, damages and attorney's fees that may be suffered by 
Licensee (i) as a result of a claim by a client, employee, contractor, collaborator, volunteer, guest, or 
any other third party, arising directly from Licensee's presence and activities on the Licensed 
Premises and the Property under this Agreement, or (ii) from any breach by Licensor of our 
obligations under this Agreement, except to the extent that the liability is caused by the relevant 
Licensors gross negligence or willful misconduct. 
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  4. Termination 

 4.1 Term.  This Agreement will begin on the Effective Date and will automatically renew for 
another term unless terminated by Licensor or Licensee in writing.

  4.3 Revocation by Licensor.  Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement or any course
of performance under this Agreement,  the Licensor may after written notice of default of this 
license without remedy, revoke the License at any time by giving written notice to Licensee.  Such a 
revocation will be effective after 30 days. Should such revocation occur, it will be without liability or 
further obligation.   

5. General Provisions   

 5.1 Entire Agreement; Amendments.  This Agreement, together with Exhibit A, is the entire 
agreement between Licensor and Licensee.  This Agreement may be amended only as stated in a 
written document signed by both parties which states that it is an amendment to this Agreement.  If 
there are any inconsistencies between this Agreement and other documents, including Exhibit A, 
this Agreement will control. 

 5.2 Severability.  If any provision of this Agreement is held illegal, invalid, or unenforceable, all 
other provisions of this Agreement will remain enforceable, and the illegal, invalid, or unenforceable
provision will be considered modified so that it is valid to the maximum extent permitted by law. 

 5.3 Waiver.  Any waiver under this Agreement must be in writing and signed by the party granting 
the waiver.  Waiver of any breach or provision of this Agreement will not be considered a waiver of 
any later breach or of the right to enforce any provision of this Agreement.   

 5.4 Third-Party Beneficiaries.   Each Licensor Party other than Licensor is an express third party 
beneficiary of this Agreement.   Except as specifically provided in this Section 5.4, this Agreement is
for the exclusive benefit of Licensee and Licensor, and not for the benefit of any third party. 

 5.5 Governing Law.  This Agreement is governed by Maine law.  Parties consent to the exclusive 
jurisdiction of the state and federal courts for Lincoln County, Maine. 
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5.6 Counterparts.  This Agreement may be executed in one or more counterparts, each of which will
be deemed an original and all of which will be taken together and deemed to be one instrument.  
Transmission by fax or PDF of executed counterparts constitutes effective delivery. 

 *  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Name:  Jeffry A. Spinney (licensor)

126 Golden Ridge Rd.  Alna, Me 04535

_____________________________________

 

Name:   Jeffry A. Spinney on behalf of GRSC (Licensee)

_____________________________________

 

Title:   Registered Agent & Founder  Golden Ridge Sports Club, LLC.

Address:  126 Golden Ridge Rd.  Alna, ME 04535 
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 EXHIBIT A: The Licensed Premises

  

1. Property street address.  126 Golden Ridge Rd.  Alna, Me 04535 – see also Alna tax map  
R4-21A

2. Licensed Premises.  Existing private access road (20' in width) from Golden Ridge Rd. to 
boat ramp and dock area at river. Exact location of access road at Licensor's discretion.

3. Purpose.  Access by members to the Sheepscot river with boat trailer for launching for 
hunting, fishing, and other recreational purposes.

4. Term.   5 year automatically renewable 

5. Number of Entrants.  Parking and access is physically limited to the existing parking and 
vehicle areas near launch site. New parking shall not be created without written agreement 
from Licensor. Parking shall not block access route to and from launch site.  Limited parking
& storage is available in small upland field in specific area as agreed upon by Licensee and 
Licensor.
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2019 10:23 PM
To: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US); MacNeil, Jami
Subject: correction for record
Attachments: Alna Planning Board minutes - comp snip.jpg; Alna Planning Board minutes - comparison.pdf

Importance: High

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Jami/Jay, 
 
I just got done with our planning board meeting tonight and I wanted to take a moment to correct what appears to have 
been an admin error in our record keeping, exposed to us tonight by a member of the public and discussed tonight at 
our meeting. 
 
 
After our last meeting, there was an document shared with  Army Corps that was lacking the DRAFT label when it was 
distributed by our secretary for review.  We technically approved those minutes tonight, and there were some very 
minor changes made. 
 
  I am attaching two documents for your review.  The first is a pdf document showing the changes in a light blue color for 
you to see in context of the FINAL approved document (which ironically I note still lacks a good document label but I 
digress).   The second is a screen grab of my screen showing the set of revisions that the secretary made to clarify the 
record at the request of this individual.    I just wanted to be fully transparent here, we are a small town as you know and 
this work is performed by volunteers, and unfortunately mistakes do get made and the process is clearly not ideal. 
 
 
In hindsight, I probably should have caught this too because looking back, jay copied me too when he sent to DEP.....but 
they were not flagged as draft so in reviewing it, I never thought twice about it and moved on to the next item. 
 
 
I'm sorry for any confusion this made, as a board we are trying to implement some better controls and this is a good 
example of why that is necessary.  I am sure that we are not the only small town with such problems though in the day 
of email but I do want to be fully transparent with you guys in this process. 
 
 
 
As always, any questions feel free to call or email. 
 
 
Thanks, 
‐jeff 





Alna Planning Board 
Minutes 

 
Date: October 8, 2019 
 
Call to Order:  6:30 pm 
 
Present    
 Members: Peter Tischbein, Beth Whitney, Tom Albee, Jeff Spinney,      
 CEO:  Tom McKenzie 
 Public:  Tucker Neale (business permit), Charles Culbertson, Thomas Aldrich, Al 
Monaco, Susan & Kinne Stires, Jonathan Gold*, Christy Joyce*, Bailey Bolen, Carol Ervin, 
Donna Flynn, Dick Picard, Paul Tena*, Cathy Johnson, Bill Weary*, William Balch*, Joan 
Belcher, William Wilbur, Jeff Philbrick (18 people for Spinney dock permit)  * indicates 
Newcastle residents 
 Press:  none 
 
Minutes:  Minutes of September 3, 2019 meeting accepted as presented 
 
Business: 
1.  Tucker Neale - Business Permit for tree service & portable sawmill - This is a sole 
proprietorship, one-man operation.  All work is off-site except what he mills for himself. 
Noise?  Not at odd hours   Traffic?  None   Parking?  NA   Sign?  possibly at some point.   
Moved & seconded to approve the permit.  We took his check for the permit fee.  Beth will 
get the check to Liz Brown and send Tucker a letter indicating the approval of his permit. 
  
2.  Jeff Spinney - Status of dock/ramp permit that we had site visited several years ago.   
Jeff stepped out of his position as Planning Board Chair since this is his project.  Peter 
Tischbein chaired the rest of the meeting and began with an explanation of his role with 
the Army Corps of Engineers.  He had recused himself from being in charge of this project 
because of his involvement in Alna but he has been following the project's progress. 
 
Jeff was asked to layout his plans and where he is in the process.  He said that he is in the 
public comment phase of the Natural Resource Protection Act process.  A number of 
letters with comments have been submitted by the public and many of those concerned 
with this project were at tonight's meeting.   The rest of the process also includes the 
Army Corps of Engineers and the DEP along with various resource agencies, such as IF&W, 
who provide information for the permitting process.  All of that is in addition to and 
independent of the Town of Alna's permit for work in the Shoreland Zone. 
 
The plan:  A dock & float were previously permitted and arehave already been in place.   
Jeff wants to replace the current wooden structure with aluminum to the float and place 
precast cement planks for vehicles to drive on to protect the shoreline when boats are 



launched. 
 
The structures are for his private use, which includes friends in an informal hunting club, 
estimated to be approximately 25 members.  This does not mean that there would be 25 
boats at one time. 
 
Eighteen of Jeff's neighbors and fellow river dwellers (some of whom are Newcastle 
residents) were in attendance to voice their concerns about the project.  Their concerns 
include:  increased traffic on the river (traffic is allowed on a navigable waterway), 
increased noise from the increased number of boats (requested no jet skis), disruption of 
the natural resources and undesirable changes to the nature of the river.   
 
One resident brought up that this shouldn't be done because the Sheepscot River is an AA 
classified river.   That is the case but only the fresh water section, which extends just only 
as far south as Head Tide.  The section in question is classified SA because it contains salt 
water.  As these are water quality designations, the issue is not relevant to this discussion. 
(Note: After the meeting is came to light that Jeff's location is actually SB1.) 
 
They were also very concerned that there be a public hearing on this permit.  There 
probably will be but we are not to that stage yet.  Jeff's application for the permit must be 
deemed "complete" before we will set that date. 
 
It was ascertained that this will not be a marina.  There will be no fuel station, no 
maintenance facility and no "commerce." 
 
There was also concern that the cement planks for the boat launch would qualify as 
permanent structures, which are not permitted in the Shoreland Zone.  Jeff has researched 
alternative, temporary designs such as roll out aluminum decking and removable 
concrete.  It was the opinion of IF&W that the permanent structure would have a smaller 
impact and do less damage to the mud flat in the long run. 
 
One resident was concerned about the rifle range on Jeff's property but that is unrelated 
to this permit application and, as such, is not relevant to this discussion. 
 
Another resident asked: "Why are you really doing this?" and said she was trying to "read 
between the lines" because Jeff is going to an awful lot of trouble to put a couple of his 
buddy's boats in the water (paraphrase).  She also asked: "What will this little thing turn 
into?"  Why Jeff is doing is not relevant to our permitting process.  It can't turn into 
something else easily because "change of use" turns this into a different animal and would 
require further scrutiny.   
 
Due to a minor "records crisis," caused by a quick turnover of of Planning Board 
secretaries in the last few years and the recent move of the Town Office to its new 



location, we have not yet located Jeff's original application for the permit to do this project 
(submitted several years ago) and the meeting minutes that would refer to the findings of 
our site visit.  Three members in attendance tonight (Tom, Pete & Beth) do remember the 
site visit and that the project was in the process of being approved.  We will continue to 
pursue the search for the pertinent records. 
 
For the Alna Planning Board, Jeff will need to fill out a new local permit application and 
provide some drawings relating to his plans.  We may or may not need to do another site 
visit as we have already been down there to see his river frontage. 
 
Next Meeting:  November 12, 2019  (The first Tuesday, 11/5, would conflict with Election 
Day.) 
 
Adjourn:  8:18 pm 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Beth Whitney 
Planning Board Secretary 
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York, Marylisa

From: MacNeil, Jami
Sent: Thursday, November 14, 2019 3:16 PM
To: 'Spinney, Jeffry'
Cc: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US)
Subject: additional public comments
Attachments: RE: NRPA application by Jeffrey Spinney for a boat ramp and pier, 126 Golden Ridge Road, Alna, ME  

04535; RE: Public comments for Spinney/Alna dock DEP permit application; RE: Alna planning board 
minutes 10/8; Ltr to MacNeil re.  Application (03279209xAE394).pdf; RE: Request for draft analysis of 
Spinney NRPA application; RE: [Non-DoD Source] Application of Jeffry Spinney, 126 Golden Ridge 
Road, Alna; Re: [Non-DoD Source] Application of Jeffry Spinney, 126 Golden Ridge Road, Alna; 
Spinney 10-23-19.pdf

Hi Jeff,  
 
The 15th of November was my initial goal date for a Department decision.  That date is no longer relevant.  Attached are 
the additional public comments we have received since the first batch I sent to you on October 8.  Most are just further 
questions and comments from the same folks.  We do not need a response to these, these are just for your records.   
 
Best,  
 
‐Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III  
Bureau of Land Resources  
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov  
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>  
Sent: Thursday, November 14, 2019 12:09 PM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: RE: correction for record 
 
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Hi Jami, 
 
Are you still expecting to be getting back to me by the 15th of November?  i think you mentioned that in an earlier email 
somewhere. 
 
Also, please don’t forget to send me the remaining comments or whatever you received. 
 
 
Thanks 
‐j 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
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Sent: Wednesday, November 13, 2019 11:16 AM 
To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>; Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) 
<Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: {EXTERNAL} RE: correction for record 
 
Thank you for the correction.  I will remove the draft copy of the minutes from our file. 
 
‐Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III 
Bureau of Land Resources 
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2019 10:23 PM 
To: Clement, Jay L CIV USARMY CENAE (US) <Jay.L.Clement@usace.army.mil>; MacNeil, Jami 
<Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: correction for record 
Importance: High 
 
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Jami/Jay, 
 
I just got done with our planning board meeting tonight and I wanted to take a moment to correct what appears to have 
been an admin error in our record keeping, exposed to us tonight by a member of the public and discussed tonight at 
our meeting. 
 
 
After our last meeting, there was an document shared with  Army Corps that was lacking the DRAFT label when it was 
distributed by our secretary for review.  We technically approved those minutes tonight, and there were some very 
minor changes made. 
 
  I am attaching two documents for your review.  The first is a pdf document showing the changes in a light blue color for 
you to see in context of the FINAL approved document (which ironically I note still lacks a good document label but I 
digress).   The second is a screen grab of my screen showing the set of revisions that the secretary made to clarify the 
record at the request of this individual.    I just wanted to be fully transparent here, we are a small town as you know and 
this work is performed by volunteers, and unfortunately mistakes do get made and the process is clearly not ideal. 
 
 
In hindsight, I probably should have caught this too because looking back, jay copied me too when he sent to DEP.....but 
they were not flagged as draft so in reviewing it, I never thought twice about it and moved on to the next item. 
 
 
I'm sorry for any confusion this made, as a board we are trying to implement some better controls and this is a good 
example of why that is necessary.  I am sure that we are not the only small town with such problems though in the day 
of email but I do want to be fully transparent with you guys in this process. 
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As always, any questions feel free to call or email. 
 
 
Thanks, 
‐jeff 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 21, 2019 5:54 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: RE: Reed Road

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Sure, sorry i didn’t catch this earlier...i just happened to find in my junk folder. 
 
 
Let me go find it, give me a few mins. 
 
‐jeff 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, November 21, 2019 2:18 PM 
To: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
Subject: {EXTERNAL} Reed Road 
 
Hi Jeff, 
 
Can you send me the evidence of the vote on the discontinuance of Reed Road as a town way?  You sent me the 
proposal but I do not have documentation of the execution.  I want to make sure our record is complete in case any of 
this gets challenged.  Attached are the items you sent previously, for your reference. 
 
You mentioned "discontinuance language and notice" in the email from 10/8/19 (below), but I think you forgot to attach 
it. 
 
Thanks, 
 
‐Jami MacNeil 
Environmental Specialist III 
Bureau of Land Resources 
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
(207) 446‐4894  |  jami.macneil@maine.gov 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 08, 2019 10:45 PM 
To: MacNeil, Jami <Jami.MacNeil@maine.gov> 
Subject: Philbrick ROW claim response 
 
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Jamie, 
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Please find attached a map snippet showing the Reed Rd (my driveway, the former town road), and the Angier Rd (the 
one which Fred & Hope Angier created, in or about 1986 per the ROW agreement Philbrick cited.)   As you can see, they 
are/were two different roads crossing the same Philbrick lot and even more confusingly, at one point in time owned by 
the same people.) 
 
 
Also find attached the Notice of discontinuance as well as the actual discontinuance article published in the town report 
which was then voted on. 
 
 
As a point of history, the former Reed Rd (named after Alonzo Reed) was used to access gravel pits further on my 
property (toward river, past my house) and the then owner of my house (Mosley) objected to that use and relied upon 
the public road to allow this until Mosley bought the property being accessed and quashed it in that way. 
 
 
In 2007, I had my lawyer draft up a discontinuance language & notice on behalf of the town and Dr. Philbrick (Allen's 
father, the actual owner of the property at the time that it crossed) was officially notified of this at his home in Canada 
(This is why i was familiar with sending certified mail to the address in Canada as you and i discussed.....see attached 
copy of notice). 
 
Ironically, the only person to object to this process at all was indeed Allen Philbrick. 
 
 
Depending upon how deep you would like to go on this, you can read the nuances of roads/ROWs in Maine and 
discontinuance here, it really is sort of fascinating once you dig in a ways:  
https://nam03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdigitalcommons.mainelaw.maine.edu%2Fcgi%2
Fviewcontent.cgi%3Farticle%3D1581%26context%3Dmlr&amp;data=02%7C01%7CJami.MacNeil%40maine.gov%7C4995
b190284f427ca05a08d76ed5bff8%7C413fa8ab207d4b629bcdea1a8f2f864e%7C0%7C1%7C637099736639922939&amp;
sdata=nnyGZ%2BI9w%2FfNz%2FGWxcOEmmrRIhWinA5g7SYDtTHYrwI%3D&amp;reserved=0 
 
 
As you can see, there is no issue with respect to right of access to my property as is stated. 
 
 
 
Hope this helps clarify this aspect.   Thanks, ‐jeff 
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York, Marylisa

From: Spinney, Jeffry <Jeffry.Spinney@LibertyMutual.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 21, 2019 6:18 PM
To: MacNeil, Jami
Subject: RE: Reed Road
Attachments: disc article w vote.jpg; cover.JPG

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
 
Attached please find the '08‐'09 town report cover and the article from '07 spring meeting showing vote/outcome info. 
 
 
Thanks, 
‐j 
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