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BRUCE PROBERT: Anyone who has requested Interested Party status in writing or wishes to
request it tonight, would you please come up to the front because we will be calling on you, you
explain why you want it and the board will vote as to whether you have that, so will you please
make your way down. Is that any better? Thank you. Anyone who has already requested
Interested Party status or wishes to request it at the meeting, would you please move up to the
front, because we will be calling you up to explain why you want it, and then the board will be
voting on whether you have that status. We have a list of the people who have already offered
written requests. This would save time for everyone to walk up from the back, would you use
that microphone over there?

One other small thing, we called this meeting to order, I thought I would give you a brief
rundown on how I hope it goes. First of all, we will establish that we have a quorum, why we
are having a public hearing, interested party requests in the order that we received them, I
already have one here, you will get up and tell why, your relevance to the ordinance, if you have
any witnesses, then there will be a motion by the board and a vote on the request of each
interested party. After we go through the ones that we already have, we will call for ones from
the floor like the lady down here just requested to come up and do it, we will follow through
that one. Then we will determine Interested Party status for those people, we will vote whether
the Searsport Planning Board has jurisdiction and authority under the ordinance and whether
there is a completed application, then we will also determine whether DCP has standing to
apply, there will be a motion and a vote again, after that is done then DCP, or the applicant, will
make their uninterrupted presentation, and we ask that everyone use the microphone, please
state your name and address, we have several recorders here and are being taped, this is the way
to have it done for the record. I know you will give consideration to others and listen to what
they have to say, no outbursts, and as this hearing proceeds, and we will continue for as long as
we have to after tonight, no arguing, please, if I determine you are out-of-order there will be one
warning and then I will ask you to leave the hall. I hope there are no questions, I made myself
clear, and I will try to speak in the microphone on this. We are calling this meeting to order,
surveying the board you can see the names here, we do have a quorum, all members that can
vote on this and one alternate are present. For the record we are all present. The reason for this
meeting tonight is the public hearing on the application by DCP Searsport LLC for approval
under the Town of Searsport Site Plan Review Ordinance, Flood Plain Ordinance, Shoreline
Zoning Ordinance and Land Use Ordinance. A brief description of the project is it's a liquid
propane gas import, storage and distribution terminal which will include one bulk storage tank
with a height of 138 feet and a capacity of 22.7 million gallons. Use of the existing dry cargo
pier operated by Sprague Energy to receive six ships per year, a 16-inch diameter unloading
pipe to extend approximately one mile from the pier to the storage facility, a loading station, an
emergency flare approximately 75 feet in height, four 1,000 gallon ethyl mercaptan storage
tanks, a separate 90,000 gallon LPG storage tank, an administration building approximately 125
feet long by 40 feet wide by 20 feet high, and associated equipment and facilities. We have
received lots of correspondence on this, and I am not going to read through all of it, all the
letters we have have been officially entered into the record, they are on file, some
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are there for public inspection. Now 1 would like to move on to requests for Interested Party
status, and the first one on here is the Thanks But No Tank. Would you please take the
microphone, we can probably remove the barrier.

STEVE HINCHMAN: Thank you Mr. Chairman, members of the planning board, my name is
Steve Hinchman, I am counsel for Thanks But no Tank, we submitted a written request for
Interested Party status. TBNT, our acronym, is a coalition of residents and small-business
owners living and working in the Searsport region that seeks to support, protect and maintain
the region's balanced economy, environment, scenic character, safety and quality of life. TBNT,
acting tonight through those of its members that seek to present testimony has a reasonable and
identifiable interest in the proposed project and requests the right to raise questions and receive
answers pursuant to your land use and site review ordinances. TBNT's members include
individuals who abut and live within the affected neighborhood and people that use the, excuse
me, they abut and live within the affected neighborhood in which the proposed terminal facility
be located, they also abut and are within the affected neighborhood for the route of the ocean
going tankers that will serve the facility and for the highway trucks that will also service the
facility. TBNT members in addition use the natural resources that would be affected by this
project and should be granted standing for the aesthetic, visual and recreational activities as well
as the property and scenery impacts. I could go through our membership list of the example
members and their example interests if you want me to, or I can stop there.

PROBERT: As far as I am concerned, you can stop there, we may have individual requests
from some of your members, I don't know if you are going to incorporate them or if they wish
to be incorporated with you, we can address that later.

HINCHMAN: Let me say now that TBNT is willing to accept consolidation with anybody else
that you grant Interested Party status to that share their perspective, and there are a number of
people that are members of TBNT that either have independent business and reason to speak or
they are part of another entity, where some people are and some people aren't members of
TBNT, but for the ease of the flow of the meeting and logistics, we would be more than happy
to present a consolidated presentation of all of those interests with anybody that so wants to that
shares our perspective.

PROBERT: Thank you. Now it is up to the board, I am looking for a motion to grant, oh,
excuse me, we do have question.

JAMIE KILBRETH: I don't have a question, Mr. Chairman. For the record my name is Jamie
Kilbreth, representing DCP, I would like to pick up on what Mr. Hinchman said. We
previously wrote a letter about our views on this. I think if we are going to consolidate so that
we have one focused set of people who are making the kinds of arguments that Mr. Hinchman
has described for TBNT, that makes sense to us rather than trying to have twenty separate
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people going through all of this. Having said that, we reserve our rights to object to non-
Searsport people, though, as part of this and tank passage and that sort of thing, we don't think
that is relevant, but we do not oppose TBNT and people with those views being consolidated
and participating as interested parties.

PROBERT: If there are no further questions or challenges, the chairman would like a motion to
the effect...

BRIAN CALLAHAN: Move that we accept.

PROBERT: Is there a second?

LEE-ANN HOROWITZ: Second.

PROBERT: Moved and seconded. Discussion on the motion to grant Interested Party status to
TBNT? No discussion. All of those in favor of the motion? Status is granted 5-0.

HINCHMAN: Thank you.

PROBERT: Next on the agenda is Islesboro Island Trust.

STEVE MILLER: Good evening, I'm Steve Miller, I'm the executive director of Islesboro
Islands Trust, and I live on Islesboro. I am here representing our organization, and we did
submit a letter requesting Interested Party status. We, too, are willing to consolidate with
TBNT, I think our interests are very, very similar. I will note that Islesboro Islands Trust owns
twelve properties on Islesboro and holds conservation easements on thirty properties, but one of
the properties that we own is Turtle Head, that is just across the upper part of Penobscot Bay
from Mack Point and is, clearly would be affected by this type of development on Mack Point,
and I think our group is an abutting property, it is just across the transportation corridor at Mack
Point, but we do have particular interest in this development and would like to be considered as
an interested party, but as I say would be more than happy to consolidate our interests with
TBNT. I would be happy to answer any questions.

PROBERT: One of the things that you put in here was referring to the zone of concern as
described by the U.S. Coast Guard.

MILLER: Correct.

PROBERT: It should be verified that the Searsport Planning Board has no jurisdiction over the
waterway. As far as your testimony and things that go with that, we have no jurisdiction on the
water; we may share your concern, but we have no jurisdiction on it.
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MILLER: I appreciate that. The zone of concern, of course, does not exist if there is no
terminal or propane in Mack Point.

PROBERT: Correct. Any questions? Do you want to do it again? Are you going to say the
same thing, Jamie?

KILBRETH: Not quite, because we do have an objection to the Islesboro Island Trust
participating for precisely the reason you identified, which is they don't raise an issue that the
planning board, under the ordinances, has any jurisdiction over, so we think it needlessly
complicates the proceedings and introduces irrelevant things that the planning board can't
decide; if they want to participate through Mr. Hinchman's representation and ask questions
about general kinds of issues that they have, that's fine.

MILLER: May I comment?

PROBERT: Go ahead.

Miller With all due respect, Mr. Kilbreth, we have not yet presented testimony, so I think it is
premature to assume that our testimony would only consider those impacts that are associated
with the tanker and with the marine issues. In fact, we do have other concerns that are
specifically identified in the Land Use Ordinance, the Site Plan Review Ordinance and the
Comprehensive Plan of Searsport, so there are overlapping interests that we feel we have strong
reason to comment on.

PROBERT: And you do address one of the things is economic interests there with lobstermen
and...

MILLER: That's right.

PROBERT: ...so the economics comes into play, and the other part about view, but a lot of
them we do not have jurisdiction over. The board has questions. Do you want to turn the mic
on?

MARK BRADSTREET: I have a question, probably for counsel. Would the Islesboro Islands
Trust be considered an abutter because of Turtle Head? I'm sorry, can you hear me now?
Would the Islesboro Island Trust be considered a legal abutter because of Turtle Head?

KRISTIN COLLINS: Your ordinance doesn't define abutter, but abutter typically would be
somebody who directly abuts using the property line is exactly the same property line as the
applicant, in this case the state owns the waterway up to a point, and that would be the technical
abutter, the state, but you could still consider this to be an abutter in terms of view sheds.
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BRADSTREET: But we consider someone across the state highway an abutter.

COLLINS: That may well be, but with state highways they actually do typically own up to the
center line of that highway which abuts the property on the other side, and that is a little
different when you are talking about a highway on water.

BRADSTREET: Alright. Thank you.

COLLINS: And, just, in general, on these requests, and this one in particular, if they raised a
bunch of issues that you do not think is directly relevant, but they do raise one or two that are
relevant clearly, feel free to let them in as an interested party but reserve the right to limit any
testimony that is not relevant.

PROBERT: Thank you. Entertain a motion.

CALLAHAN: I move that we accept.

BRADSTREET: Seconded.

PROBERT: Moved and seconded. Discussion on the motion. All of those in favor of the
motion to grant Islesboro Island Trust as an interested party? It is accepted, 5-0.

MILLER: Thank you very much.

PROBERT: Next up on the block is Albert Hall.

ED BEAROR: Thank you Mr. Chairman. My name is Ed Bearor, I'll be representing Albert
Hall, known probably to most of you as Bud or Buddy Hall. I don't think there is any question
about his standing as an abutter, Mr. Hall is the owner of, as you probably know, Angler's
Restaurant and Bait's Motel, which are abutters, by any sense or definition of the word, to the
proposed site. I notice that the hand-out prepared by counsel says that our concerns are over the
diminution of value to Mr. Hall's property, and that is true, that diminution in value is as a result
of a number of different things, so we may have comment or seek an opportunity to participate
in a number of different aspects of the application as it moves forward for your review, but the
bottom, at the end of the day the bottom line is the bottom line, and it is the diminution in value
to Mr. Hall's property, which as you well know, in your Site Plan Review Ordinance is a matter
for your consideration, so with the understanding that we would like to participate in any and all
issues that might have have an adverse impact on the value of the abutter's property, we seek
your permission to act as an interested party.

PROBERT: Any questions? Thank you. Does the board have questions? If not, a motion?
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CALLAHAN: I move that we accept.
BRADSTREET: Seconded.

PROBERT: Moved and seconded. It is obvious he is an abutter. All those in favor?

BEAROR: Thank you.

PROBERT: You are an interested party. Next I would like to hear from the Friends of Sears
Island.

MARIETTA RAMSDELL: Marietta Ramsdell, I live on Black Road South in Searsport. I am
speaking on behalf of the Friends of Sears Island, and I may call it FOSI for the F O S I
acronym. FOSI is an organization, a non-profit organization that was completed as stewards of
the 601 acres on Sears Island that are held in conservation easement. Sears Island has a wealth
of environmental resources, cultural resources, and they are in jeopardy, and I suppose we
could be considered abutters, although the causeway is sort of in between, but anyway it is a
destination point, Sears Island is a destination point for people from all over Maine and way
beyond, we have had people from all states, and many come back year after year from out-of-
state to visit the island. They spend time in town, they patronize the various businesses, they
are absolutely very much concerned about the threats involved with Sears Island being so close
to this terminal, this mega-tank terminal, and the amounts of pollution of one sort or another that
will be felt and that will be destroying people's enjoyment of what is supposed to be a sort of a
wild, natural, woodsy environment or beach, and so I feel that there is good reason for us to
have standing.

PROBERT: Thank you.

KILBRETH: We don't have any objections to them participating, I think that would be fine, but
if they could follow Mr. Hinchman's suggestion as to consolidation is what we are concerned
about.

RAMSDELL: I would be very happy to do that.

PROBERT: Good. Good. Thank you. Does the board have questions? If not, a motion?

CALLAHAN: Move to accept.

BRADSTREET: Seconded.

PROBERT: Moved and seconded. Discussion on the motion. All those in favor? Friends of
Sears Island are interested parties.
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RAMSDELL: Thank you.

PROBERT: Next is Ann Flack and Janet Williams, representing Retirees.

ANN FLACK: Good evening, I am Ann Flack and I live on Jackson Ave in Searsport, and for
presentation purposes we are happy to consolidate with TBNT.

PROBERT: Fine. You will be not a direct interested party, you will be in with TBNT.

FLACK: Correct.

PROBERT: It's going better than 1 thought. Next a request here from Pen Bay River and Pilots
Association.

DAVID GELINAS: Thank you Mr. Chairman and members of the Searsport Planning Board,
my name is David Gelinas, I am the president of the Penobscot Bay River and Pilots
Association, we are the pilots responsible for the safe navigation of all commercial vessels
transiting Penobscot Bay en-route to and from the port of Searsport. Understandably there have
been a lot of questions and concerns raised about the marine aspects of the DCP proposal, and
our association requests Interested Party status in order to address these concerns as they may
arise in the process.

PROBERT: Thank you.

GELINAS: Any questions?

PROBERT: Board have any questions?

GELINAS: Thank you.

PROBERT: You haven't got it yet.

GELINAS: OK. Standing by.

PROBERT: Do you wish to grant status to Pen Bay River and Pilots Association, Interested
Party status?

CALLAHAN: Move to accept

BRADSTREET: Second.
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PROBERT: You are raising the question you have asked before the question, but I will let you
have a say now.

HINCHMAN: Steve Hinchman of TBNT. Given what you just said about not having
jurisdiction over the maritime issues, I fail to see what the Interested Party nexus is.

GELINAS: I think you also did concede that Mr. Miller represented economic interests which
were lobstermen, I can testify directly to the those interests based on years of cooperation with
the Maine lobster industry on Penobscot Bay, for example.

PROBERT: Do you have economic interests yourselves?

GELINAS: Yes, we do.

PROBERT: We have a motion. Further discussion? All those in favor of granting Interested
Party status? It is also 5-0.

GELINAS: Thank you.

PROBERT: Next are Arlene Leigh ton and other Lincolnville residents. Is she present, or any
other Lincolnville residents that wish to request status?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Hello. I am from Belfast, she is not here right now, she has been
delayed, but they will be here, there has been a problem. Thank you.

PROBERT: When she comes in, would you please let me know?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Thank you.

PROBERT: If there is still time. The City of Belfast. Anyone from the City of Belfast wish to
request Interested Party status? It is submitted in writing, and they want to keep their options
open on that. Christopher Hyk.

CHRISTOPHER HYK: Christopher Hyk, I live at 38 Church Street in Belfast, I am applying
for Interested Party status because of site plan review number eight, recreational use of the bay
and also hiking along the bay, and I think, you know, this thing will impinge upon the quality of
life on the bay in terms of sailing and hiking, visually and also audio-visual problems in terms
of the sound coming across the water and having to look at this thing when its built, if its built,
it is going to seriously impact tourism and recreational pleasure of people using the bay for
sailing and yachting.
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KILBRETH: Thank you Mr. Chairman. Two things, this will come up, so I will make this
general point, we think we have quite enough people participating raising the points without
having thirty-five people from Belfast or from Camden participate, we don't think any of them
has standing under the ordinance, and the second point I would make is Mr. Hyk is a member
of TBNT, they certainly don't need to have individual members be interested parties in addition
to TBNT.

PROBERT: Thank you. Any other questions, comments from the general public? Does the
board have any comments, questions? Are you willing to, you are a member of TBNT?

HYK: I am willing to consolidate with them on presenting the problem.

PROBERT: I think that's a better solution.

HYK: OK. Thank you.

PROBERT: Next, Phyllis Sommer.

PHYLLIS SOMMER: Good Evening, Phyllis Sommer, I live at 15 West Main Street, I am the
owner and operator for thirty-seven years of Pumpkin Patch Antiques at that location, I also
own the property directly across the street at 8 West Main. I represent three generations of one
family who have invested all of their life-savings and energy into restoring homes here, creating
businesses and hiring local people. I am requesting Interested Party status, not only because of
the economics of tourism, the ability of people to travel easily and safely along the roads, but
maintaining Searsport as a destination. I represent ten other antique dealers in my business,
they are from many other towns across Maine, they rely on my income, I rely on their rental
income as well as my own sales, so I am requesting that status for economic reasons, for tourist
reasons, for safety reasons, and if you have any questions.

KILBRETH: Again, I would say Ms. Sommer is a member of TBNT and I think that
consolidation is a more appropriate way to go here.

PROBERT: Are you a member of TBNT?

SOMMER: 1 am a member of TBNT, but I am requesting Interested Party status as an
individual, resident and business owner of long-standing in this community.

PROBERT: For economic reasons?

SOMMER: Economic and tourism and safety.
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HINCHMAN: Steve Hinchman for TBNT. I just want to clarify that we are willing to accept
consolidation with people that you designate as interested parties after they have been
designated and then we will consolidate the presentation to streamline the whole thing and limit
the number of questions on cross-examination, etc., but we are not a stand-in for, Chris is one
thing, but the retirees, not all the retirees are TBNT members and they sort of will facilitate their
presentation, but if they are not TBNT members we can't consolidate them as if they were, that
is not necessarily their, they could join if they want to. Phyllis is requesting separate status, and
a number of others separate status, and then we will coordinate the presentation, so I just
wanted to make that clarification.

PROBERT: Thank you.

BRADSTREET: I make a motion to grant Phyllis Sommer Interested Party status.

CALLAHAN: Seconded.

PROBERT: Moved and seconded. Discussion on the motion? All those in favor of the
motion? Go ahead.

HOROWITZ: How much of the Interested Party status do we have to grant if they have
concerns that overlap other concerns, do we restrict it to concerns that aren't already being
addressed in other people?

COLLINS: First of all, I just want to caution the board on the interested party requests that first
of all everybody will have the opportunity to speak in the public-hearing portion of this hearing,
but beyond that you want to make sure that anybody who is requesting Interested Party status
can articulate something for their portion of the ordinance that they are targeting that makes them
special or different than anybody else in town, and so being a business owner, you have to
make sure they are differentiated from other business owners, being a resident you have to
make sure you differentiate it from other residents or else you are sort of unnecessarily
complicating things, if that is in doubt, which is not to say don't vote to for this one, but just be
a little careful in who you are granting because there is worry about the flow of this hearing, and
again feel to free that if you find that somebody has special points to offer on one section of the
ordinance, feel free to accept them but limit them it that particular issue.

PROBERT: LA? There is a motion. We discussed it. All of those in favor of the motion?
The motion is 4-1-0 to grant status.

SOMMER: Thank you.

HINCHMAN: Mr. Chairman?
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PROBERT: Yes.

HINCHMAN: Do you grant status with the understanding that her presentation will be
consolidated with ours?

PROBERT: If she wishes to.

HINCHMAN: That's what we are offering.

SOMMER: Yes, that's what I accept, yes.

PROBERT: James A. McCormick Economy.

JAMES ECONOMY: Yes, I am Jay Economy, and my wife and I own and operate the
Yardarm Motel at 152 East Main Street here in Searsport, we have owned the motel for ten
years, we live there year-round, we are requesting Interested Party status to support economic
and safety issues, we have submitted a letter outlining our concerns, and we, too, as Phyllis
Sommers, I am a member of TBNT, and I am requesting Interested Party status but may
consolidate my testimony through TBNT.

PROBERT: Any questions from the public?

KILBRETH: I say the same thing again. I think the problem we are struggling with, we want
to make clear that we are open to having people participate in a manageable way, but I don't
think that because you have a business in Searsport or just because you live in Searsport, that
gives you standing under the ordinance, the law is pretty clear on what it takes to have standing,
so I just urge the planning board to consider whether it is necessary for everybody to be an
Interested Party as opposed to have their point of view expressed through TBNT's offer to do
that and/or at the public hearing when everybody has a chance to speak.

PROBERT: Do you wish to address this, Mr. Hinchman?

HINCHMAN: The specific language in your ordinance is that such other individuals or
organizations that the planning board, at its discretion, finds to have a reasonable and
identifiable interest in the proposed project, and that is from your Land Use Ordinance, Section
IC9, that is the requirement to be an interested party, that you have a reasonable and identifiable
interest, and I beg to differ with counsel both for the applicant and for the board, there is no
requirement that you show any special interest that is different than the general public, the
requirement is that you be directly affected, and if you are directly affected, that gives you the
identifiable interest, that the fact that you might have two hotels or two book stores is
immaterial, each one of them has property, each one of them is directly affected, that is enough
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under the standing law of Maine to get you interested party status. You don't have to be
different from the general public; otherwise, you know, you take the first person in the door that
goes kayaking, the first sailor, the first book-store owner and then you leave everybody else
out, that's not how it works.

PROBERT: Trying to avoid repetition here, if I look through these, Phyllis Sommer, Jay
McCormick and David Italiaander are all going to go on the effects of the Searsport business.

HINCHMAN: And we are willing to consolidate all of these interests and give you a unified
presentation to address the concerns that you may have over overlap, but they do all want to be
on the record.

ECONOMY: Our property is about a third of a mile from the facility and would be in what Dr.
James Fay outlined as the thermal radiation hazard zone, which I think would have a major
impact on our business at the motel, not many people are going to want to, you know, stay in a
hazard zone, where they could have severe burn, so I think we would qualify for Interested
Party status.

PROBERT: Thank you.

COLLINS: Just to respond to Mr. Hinchman, I fully agree that there is nothing in the
ordinance that says that someone has to have an identifiable interest that is different from the
general public, but you sort of have to read in a reasonable person principle in there, because if
every business owner or every resident had a reasonable and identifiable interest, then they
would be an Interested Party and you have one-hundred people that would be able to ask
questions and cross examine, and everyone will have an opportunity, an ample opportunity, in
the public portion of the hearing to say whatever you want to say about your own facts, it is just
a matter of hearing flow, and we've got an agenda we've got to stick to.

PROBERT: I appreciate your enthusiasm, please control the outbursts. Sometimes you may
like what is said, sometimes you may not, so please control it. Motion please.

CALLAHAN: I move we accept.

BRADSTREET: Second.

PROBERT: Moved and seconded. Discussion on the motion? All those in favor of granting
Interested Party status to Jay McCormick? 5-0, you have it. Next is David Italiaander.

DAVID ITALIAANDER: I didn't realize I was sitting on the bride's side. David Italiaander,
17 Shore Side Lane in Searsport, I am the owner of formally the Left Bank book store, it's the
former Searsport Bank building, I believe it is one of the prettiest buildings in town, that is a
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personal opinion. I would like special Interested Party status, not only because of the economic
effects, I would also like to speak to represent the historic buildings in Searsport, and I think my
testimony can demonstrate some of the effects that this project might have on that.

PROBERT: You mentioned questioning the applicant regarding market fundamentals?

ITALIAANDER: I do have a question that, given the opportunity, I certainly would like to
question the applicant regarding the changing of the market. If you think about when this
project was started, the changes in the market for natural gas, for propane, for imported
propane, for North American propane, the margins are different, the premium that offshore
propane is found, my question would be whether or not they have actually re-examined the
underlying business case.

PROBERT: And you feel this gives you, to use that word, special interest to be able to
question the applicant rather than waiting until the general public session, which will come later
in the week?

ITALIAANDER: The public session would not put my question on the record in the way it
would by special person status, moreover my status would be limited to the historic effects.
The question, I think, would be illuminating to everyone, I mean it is quite important having
them give the business case for this terminal, I realize they are trying to get the terminal built,
but where are the people behind that, the market has changed so much I think it is an important
question to ask, and I certainly think it is important from the statute relating to financial liability.
If they can't make money on this project, they are going to walk away and leave us with a white
elephant.

PROBERT: Just the reasons you want Interested Party.

ITALIAANDER: Well, those are the aspects I would be speaking to.

PROBERT: Thank you. It wouldn't be the same if you didn't have a question.

KILBRETH: I will just say this and maybe I won't say anything more, because it is going to be
the same point more and more, and that is I don't think what, Mr. Italiaander, is it, just described
constitutes standing. The best evidence of that is that the superior court dismissed almost all
these people from the lawsuit for lack of standing when they tried to challenge the DEP permit.
The planning board has discretion, so you can let people in as much as you want, all I would
urge you to do is think about what this is going to look like and how many nights you are going
to have to spend doing this if we keep letting everybody in. Finally, I will say one last thing,
and that is I am not aware of any performance standard under the ordinance that has to do with
our market.
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PROBERT: Thank you. I guess I am going to speak, because I have the microphone. I like to
err on the side of letting people express themselves, and I would rather have them do that, and
any information that the board can get is valuable, so it may be germane and not pertain to
performance standards or other things, we have to sort that out. I would like the people to be
able to express themselves, and particularly I would like to see them consolidate approaches and
things, and I hope that is what's going to happen. Mr. Italiaander brings something a little bit
different, he owns shore property, he owns a historic building downtown, he is coming in on
the economics and the business side of it, so I would prefer to err on the side of more people
speak than not, I have been involved with this now for two years, and my wife would like to
have her husband back, and I would like to be back, so I'm not looking to drag this out, long
enough, but I am not going to stifle anyone, either. So, do I have a motion?

CALLAHAN: Move we accept.

BRADSTREET: Seconded.

PROBERT: Moved and seconded. Discussion on the motion? No discussion. All those in
favor of granting Interested Party status to David Italiaander? 5-0, you have it

ITALIAANDER: Thank you very much.

PROBERT: The last one I have is a written request is Rita Boniche, I hope I pronounced it
right, from Islesboro. It was requested on November 19th. Not here? No other information on
it. The last ones I had are written requests, am I correct? I guess we will just leave it, and if she
wants to request it later, she can. She had requested it in writing. We are waiting for the lady
who had trouble with getting here. She's here or not? Could it be Arlene Leighton? Welcome.
We've got a microphone up here, take your time, catch your breath. Another thing, we will take
a break somewheres along here, I am scheduling these hearings to go between now and 9:30,
lights out at 9:30, but if it is a good time to break at 9 o'clock or somewhere after we will
probably do it and pick it up again, and these hearings will go as long as necessary for the
public to express themselves. Please go ahead, Arlene. Closer to the microphone please.



Searsport Planning Board
November 26,2012
Page 15•£>v

ARLENE LEIGHTON: My name is Arlene Jurewicz Leighton, I am here representing 30
individuals from Lincolnville. In June of 2020,2012, we asked our town to write a letter to you
expressing our concerns, and 1 believe that you do have a copy of that letter. I was just at the
board of selectmen's meeting in their open forum, where I asked them to consider coming on
Thursday to express their concerns since 1 didn't include them in the standing, requesting
standing, but I am asking standing for the following individuals: Arlene Jurewicz Leighton,
Jeff Leighton, Elizabeth Hand, Diane O'Brien, Will Brown, Coral Kuhn, Elizabeth Cordette,
Janet Redfield, Lynn Stubbs, Marie Arvera, Wally O'Brien, Rich McLean, Richard Sanderson,
Diana Sanderson, Randy Frye, Lucy Penins, John Penins, Cindy Dunham, Jim Dunham, Mark
Lutz, Harold Aro, Whitney Oppersdorff, Tony Oppersdorff, Sheila Postman, Michael Ray,
Rich McKittrick and Anne McKittrick, and these are our concerns: When Lincolnville was
celebrating its 200th birthday a decade ago, our town humorist created ideas for town seals,
among them the image of a ferry headed to us with the caption "Lincolnville, Gateway to
Islesboro." Now, we are a small coastal community bordering Penobscot Bay, and humor
aside, we are the transportation water gateway for our neighbor Islesboro. The funding for the
gateway initiative was curtailed, we as a town are still active in looking at the Route One
corridor as a transportation gateway for the midcoast region. Our question: What benefit is it to
Lincolnville to be the gateway to Searsport, the proposed home of the largest LPG storage and
distribution center in the United States? What costs will be incurred by our Lincolnville
residents and taxpayers in terms of mutual aid for safety and wear-and-tear on our roads? What
impacts will this project have on our Penobscot Bay environment and our tourist industry? We
urge Lincolnville selectmen to join Islesboro and other towns to write the Searsport Planning
Board to request standing as it reviews the Midstream DCP LPG facility and distribution
application.

PROBERT: Arlene, would you please make it a little more brief...

LEIGHTON: OK.

PROBERT: ...and not so much your testimony but why you should have standing, you and all
those people.

LEIGHTON: We are asking standing on the ordinances that deal with the environment and
what impact it will have on our, our, our, our area, so that's what we're doing.

PROBERT: You're requesting this for all these named individuals?

LEIGHTON: lam.

PROBERT: Did you think of consolidating that with just yourself, perhaps?

LEIGHTON: If we have time to, these individuals would probably come as a group, yes.



Searsport Planning Board
November 26,2012
Page 16

PROBERT: Rather than granting Interested Party status to all of those individuals.

LEIGHTON: I am requesting individual party status for all of those individuals, and they may
want to speak individually about some of the items I've just addressed.

PROBERT: They will have a chance to speak individually when it's an open-to-the-public
session.

LEIGHTON: When it's an open-to-the-public session.

PROBERT: They would have that. Interested Party status gives you little special privileges,
you get to sit in the box seats, you get to question the applicant and rebuttals and do other things
that you wouldn't get to do until later on, that many people with Interested Party status, and not
knowing how they would unusually be affected when they are a long ways away, and I want to
thank you very much for that letter from the selectmen, it was 104 pages long, I made these
copies of it and distributed it. Thank you very much, I hope we can return the favor some day.

LEIGHTON: Thank you.

PROBERT: Thank you for your, don't go away, Arlene.

KILBRETH: I think it is pretty clear that our view is this is not a regional issue, it is a
Searsport issue, and the standing thing is, you know, again, I agree with you, Mr. Chairman,
that it is up to you, and I do think the public comment period is the appropriate time to hear from
people from Lincolnville and Islesboro and so on, and not as interested parties.

PROBERT: Counselor.

HINCHMAN: Steve Hinchman for TBNT. The point of Interested Party designation is, again,
is so that people that have identifiable interests can ask questions and receive answers about the
project, it is not just to testify their concerns about the project, it's also they have specific
questions about the costs to the neighboring communities and with regards to transit and road
maintenance and safety and security and the mutual-aid issues, that is, the point of letting them
in is not to give them some special status, it is to enable them not just to testify but also to ask
questions and receive answers, upon which they can then figure out how to best comment
regarding their concerns, and from TBNT's point of view, we would be opposed to having
every individual separately admitted, but we would highly support the group coming in, and if
they want to put on a panel of two or three or four of them to represent the group's interests, that
makes sense to us, but we support their right to ask questions and get answers, that's the point
of the Interested Party designation, and that's the point of the process. Thank you.
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PROBERT: Thank you. I feel that if all those named individuals want Interested Party status,
they should have been here to request it individually, if they still want to do it that way, just a
personal feeling on it. Any further questions from the board?

BRADSTREET: Mr. Chairman, could we ask the different towns that are interested to
consolidate under the Towns of Waldo County as one interested party?

PROBERT: Well, right now we have the City of Belfast and the Town of Lincolnville.

BRADSTREET: We have no other towns?

PROBERT: These are the requests, I am going to ask if there are other requests here, I don't
know if we have any other town fathers here or not.

BRADSTREET: OK, just a thought, just to try to get everybody in.

PROBERT: Any further questions? A motion?

HOROWITZ: I will move we grant Arlene Leighton only status as in interested party.

PROBERT: Is there a second? No second? The motion dies for lack of a second. Want to
make any further motions?

CALLAHAN: I motion we deny.

PROBERT: Is that seconded?

CALLAHAN: Move that we deny Interested Party status to Arlene Leighton.

GEORGE KERPER: Seconded.

PROBERT: There's a second. Discussion on that motion. No further discussion. All those in
favor of denying Interested Party status to Arlene Leighton, signify. All those opposed. Four
to one, it is denied. Is Rita Bonichu here?

PROBERT: We have gone through everyone who has a written request for Interested Party
status, now we will go to the audience to see if there is anyone that requests it. Charlene. And I
don't apologize for calling people by their first names, we live in a small community here and I
like to think of a lot of people to be friends. Please go ahead, Arlene, Charlene.

CHARLENE KNOX-FERR1S: Thank you. My name is Charlene Knox-Farris, I am a native
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and a resident of Searsport, a long-time teacher at the Searsport Elementary School, and in 2010
the board of selectmen of the Town of Searsport made me the official historian of this town. I
request permission as an interested party to make a statement to be placed in the official record
from a historic point of view.

PROBERT: And you feel you can do this better as an interested party?

KNOX-FERRIS: I would like it in the official record, I am assuming this is how I have to go
to get there.

PROBERT: It will get there.

COLLINS: Any comment that's in the public hearing from today until we close it in January or
February will be in the public record, so if you would rather comment later on and not have to
worry about traffic jams, then you could do that if you wanted.

PROBERT: Think about it, it's your decision.

KNOX-FERRIS: Yes, I only want to make a statement, but I feel it's important that I know it is
going to be somewhere where people in the future will see it. How should I do that, should I
go first when you have your public testimony?

COLLINS: Do you have anything in writing?

KNOX-FERRIS: I would be glad to give it to you in writing, but I would like to say it first

COLLINS: I would suggest both may be done in the public-comment portion if that is what
you would like to do.

KNOX-FERRIS: And that starts tomorrow evening?

PROBERT: My guess would be it will probably be on Wednesday for public comment at the
earliest, maybe Thursday; tonight hopefully, we will get through the DCP presentation.
Tomorrow night we will hear the cross-examination presentation from the opposition...

KNOX-FERRIS: Alright, I'll make a deal with you. Let me be first in the public period
presentation and I will go with that.

PROBERT: OK.

KNOX-FERRIS: So, I will be here Wednesday night, I will be the one with the bells on.
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PROBERT: 1 hope you will be the one with the red jacket.

KNOX-FERRIS: Alrightly, that's good?

PROBERT: Wednesday night, the first thing we will be doing Wednesday night is the
economic impact statement, urn, presentation, that will be the first one, it may be a half-hour
presentation and then open to questions...

KNOX-FERRIS: I'm coming back...

PROBERT: I always look forward to listening to you, Charlene.

KNOX-FERRIS: Thank you, Bruce.

PROBERT: Thank you.

BRADSTREET: Mr. Chairman.

PROBERT: Yes, Mark?

BRADSTREET: Just for the record, I know you have done this, but can you explain the
difference between an interested party and testifying at the public hearing, just for everyone who
does not totally understand that, I think it may alleviate some problems.

KNOX-FERRIS: Well, may I just say that I wanted it written down somewhere, and I wanted
to be important, so I thought if I got up here and you gave me the status it would make me
important. I will be here. I thank you for listening.

COLLINS: So, the difference is everyone who wants to speak on the application, whether they
are from Searsport, or Lincolnville, or Georgia, will have the opportunity to do so in the public
hearing, but they will be subject to time constraints that were put on to make sure everybody
gets the right to be heard and the public comment will be a matter of the general public will not
be able to cross-examine any of the witnesses or to the applicant, they can ask questions
through the board, and if the board finds them to be relevant and helpful, the board will ask
those questions of the applicant, and the applicant will have to respond to them, but you won't
have a right, as a member of the general public, to ask the questions directly to DCP and and to,
again, get an answer.

PROBERT: Thank you Kristin. Anyone else who wishes to request Interested Party status?

MESSER: Good evening, my name is Diane Messer, I reside in the Town of Liberty, but I
have been a regular participant in Thanks But No Tank, and my background is in emergency
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and disease relief and plans and execution, and also climate safety, and I would be happy to
enumerate that background if you prefer?

PROBERT: No. And your interest in this part to be able to cross-examine the applicant...

MESSER: Absolutely.

PROBERT: ...on things like this?

MESSER: Absolutely.

PROBERT: Do you have an economic interest, a visual one, is it safety primarily?

MESSER: Well, there are various aspects to safety, emergency and disaster relief, my expertise
has been twenty-two years in the military and working on an Army-wide level with a
tremendous responsibility for thousands of lives, I think that would qualify me to challenge
their emergency and disaster relief plan, or lack thereof, and as well as impacts on the climate,
you don't live in a bubble, none of us do, what we do affects the surrounding areas, and I have
been working on climate-change issues, carbon concentration, other impacts of particulate
matter, and that, together with the disaster relief efforts and planning for, would be a primary
concern.

PROBERT: Thank you. I recall reading your letter.

MESSER: Thank you.

PROBERT: It wouldn't be the same without you, Jamie.

KILBRETH: Well, the only thing I would say, it seems to me the only kinds of cross-
examination she is describing as a member of TBNT can be done through Mr. Hinchman,
you've seen Mr. Hinchman, he can ask questions, I don't think you need everybody to...

MESSER: I don't think anyone else has spoken to emergency disaster relief, particularly from a
planning perspective and execution and ability to protect the public.

PROBERT: You are correct, and one of the things that may become more appropriate, is
hopefully we have a report from Good Harbors when we continue the public hearing, it may be
more in-line at that time. Counselor?

HINCHMAN: Steve Hinchman, TBNT. I just want to say we're not going to be putting on the
safety aspects of our concerns until we have the Good Harbor report, and this is not
coordinated, she may be a TBNT member, but she is advancing interests that are, right now are
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separate from TBNT, so I wouldn't consolidate, but I do support her right to ask questions and
receive answers regarding safety issues, and clearly safety is one of the positive findings that
you are obligated to make under your ordinance, so it is clearly directly relevant, and as a
member of the community she has an interest in that, nobody else has represented that interest,
so it seems legitimate for her to have the opportunity to ask questions and receive answers.

COLLINS: Steve, are you planning on calling her as a witness?

HINCHMAN: I am not, I am not.

PROBERT: Thank you. Any further questions, does the board have any questions? A
motion, then, please. A motion that we have Diane Messer as Interested Party status?

MESSER: No one is concerned about safety?

PROBERT: No motion?

MESSER: That's distressing.

PROBERT: Lets have one one way or the other so that we can vote on this.

CALLAHAN: I make the motion that we defer our approval or lack of approval until we get
the Good Harbor report, because I think a lot of what she may have to contribute might be part
of that or not, and I would like her to be able to see that, and if she has something different than
that, then I probably would say yes, lets approve. We also have an emergency management
person in town, I am not sure, you know, if he would want to be part of it as well, so I would
like to defer it until then.

COLLINS: You can do that if you wanted, but Interested Party status is not really about
whether somebody has something to add or not, you have to make a determination as to
whether she has a particular interest that she can identify and be found to be more significant at
this stage you can make that determination without knowing what Good Harbor is going to be
saying; and actually, you know, it might be cleaner at this point to just make a decision, because
part of the cross-examination would happen after tonight's presentation, DCP will, I am
presuming, be addressing safety and security and things like that.

PROBERT: Motion from the board?

BRADSTREET: I make a motion that Diane Messer be considered an interested party.

PROBERT: Is there a second to that motion? I will second it. Discussion on the motion? I
think, going along with our counselor, it is a good idea to get this up front even if she doesn't
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participate in initial one, then she is in there and she can cross-examine later without bringing it
up and going through this procedure again. If there is no further discussion, all of those in
favor of the motion to grant Interested Party status for Diane Messer?

MESSER: Thank you.

PROBERT: Congratulations, all rights and privileges. Any further Interested Party status?

NANCY GALLAND: My name is Nancy Galland, I'm from Stockton Springs, I think
Stockton Springs should be included as an Interested Party, the selectmen have sent you a letter
of concern about this, the fire department had a special meeting for our townspeople, in which
they explained that they could help to put a truck that caught on fire that carried LPG, they could
help to put that fire out but they could do nothing more than that, and I really have a question
that I need to have answered by DCP, and I think everybody should have that answer. My
understanding is that the only other project of this size and of this nature on the East Coast is in
Florida, I understand that at that project there is a two-mile exclusion zone around that tank in
which there are no buildings, no houses, no human beings.

PROBERT: You are getting into testimony.

GALLAND: I am sorry, I am just trying to explain that is my interest, that is my question, I
live within two miles.

PROBERT: Are you representing the Town of Stockton?

GALLAND: I am not, I am representing myself, but I really want an answer.

PROBERT: Thank you. Does the board have any questions?

BRADSTREET: There was an earlier suggestion that all other towns consolidate and become
one interested party.

GALLAND: I don't know how to do that.

PROBERT: She is representing herself.

BRADSTREET: Point well taken.

PROBERT: Go ahead counselor. And, ma'am, I did not get your last name for the record.

GALLAND: Galland.
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BRADSTREET: I didn't hear it.

PROBERT: How do you spell it?

GALLAND: GALLAND.

HINCHMAN: Mr. Chairman, I just want you to be aware that I received three copies of other
letters from other Stockton Springs residents requesting Interested Party status, all dated the
15th and the 18th and the 19th and from James Grossman, from Joelle Beaudiac, I am sorry if 1
butchered that, and Bob Brooks, and Joelle is here today, expecting to be queried about
Interested Party status, don't know what fell through the cracks, but I do have copies of those
letters if you don't up there.

PROBERT: They were supposed to have submitted to the board, and we are going through this
process right now, if they are here we are asking for people who want Interested Party status.

HINCHMAN: I just raised it now because they are also Stockton Springs residents.

PROBERT: OK. Interested Party status, right now we have one that is already up here.

JOELLE BEAUDIAC: Yes, my name is Joelle Beaudiac, and I live on Cape Jellison.

PROBERT: Wait a second. Are you an individual, or are you a tag team?

BEAUDIAC: No we are not together. I mean, if you want to be, I am part of TBNT, so I am
going to be with TBNT.

GALLAND: I'm not.

PROBERT: Any further questions? Amotion?

CALLAHAN: I move we deny. I move we deny.

PROBERT: Is there a second to the motion to deny Interested Party status to Mrs. Galland?

HOROWITZ: Seconded.

PROBERT: Moved. Seconded. Discussion on the motion? All those in favor of the motion
to deny Interested Party status for Mrs. Galland? 5-0, you are denied.

GALLAND: Well, is there any other way I can receive an answer to that question? I will not
receive an answer in the public hearing I understand.
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PROBERT: You can make a statement to them, you can ask one of the board members to ask
it, or you can bring it up to a board member and we can direct the applicant to answer it.

GALLAND: How do I know you will?

PROBERT: Because you are going to be here.

GALLAND: No, no, do you want to know, too?

BRADSTREET: Mr. Chairman.

PROBERT: Couldn't she submit the question through Thanks But No Tanks?

GALLAND: I am not a member.

PROBERT: You get the question to us. Next.

BEAUDIAC: My name is Joelle Beaudiac, and I live on Cape Jellison in Stockton Springs.
This is the western part of Cape Jellison which is facing Sears Island and Mack Point and the
causeway, and this facility will directly affect my life in a negative way. Right now, only a
body of water separates us from Mack Point, and so we have an unobstructed view of this
facility. I believe that this could affect our property value and our quality of life, and I am very
concerned about the pollution coming out of the facility, we have prevailing winds from the
Northwest and we smell directly the fumes from the flare towards our home. I live about a
quarter of a mile from the Searsport and Stockton town line on the harbor, so I am very close to
Searsport and as I say I will be very much detrimentally affected by this project, and so will
Mr. Grossman and Mr. Brooks, who are not present here today.

PROBERT: Go ahead, Steve.

HINCHMAN: Steve Hinchman, TBNT. We are interested in helping consolidate them and
will put on a single panel of some of the out-of-town interests that are directly affected to try
and make the testimony piece of it go smoothly, we'll try help coordinate it

PROBERT: Steam-line operations? Thank you. Your are consistent, here we go.

KILBRETH: I'll be completely consistent As I said initially, I completely support that
approach, I just think that having people treated as interested parties is going to create a lot of
record confusion, and as Miss Beaudiac mentioned, she is a member of TBNT, so I think it
makes sense for her to work with TBNT, they can put on their panel, that's fine, but we don't
need everybody to be interested parties to accomplish that
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PROBERT: Thank you. Any further questions? Does the board have any questions? Can we
have a motion, please, for Interested Party status for Miss Beaudiac?

HOROWITZ: Move we deny.

CALLAHAN: Seconded.

PROBERT: It has been moved that we deny it and seconded. Discussion on the motion? All
those in favor of the motion to deny Interested Party status? You're denied, 5-0. Anyone else?
OK.

MARTHA MURPHY: Hi, good evening, I'm Martha Murphy, I reside at 59 Salmond Street
in Belfast, and I want to speak about briefly why I am interested in speaking this evening
regarding the propane flare. I contracted lymphoma in the Town of Seabrook Texas, home of
Johnson Space Center. I am very concerned about, I am approximately five miles south of
Searsport and the proposed tank. I have done a lot of research with the help of Betsy Paradis at
the public library in Belfast, and there are numerous studies about APG associated with
petroleum gas. The health issue has not been brought up this evening, and I felt compelled to
come before you with that issue. I had Stage 3 lymphoma, I'm happy to celebrate my 70th
birthday, I didn't think I'd make it to 60, so I don't know if you want to talk further about that, or
how the people at DCP want to talk about the health concerns, but I will be putting my house up
for sale if this goes on-board.

PROBERT: The health problems will come up later, it makes me wonder why that you
request..

MURPHY: I'm sorry, I missed what you said at the beginning of the health thing.

PROBERT: The health problem will come up somewhere along the line in presentations and
also with the Good Harbor report. What we are interested in is why you feel you should have
Interested Party status on this.

MURPHY: To be alive is why 1 am interested.

PROBERT: Good interest. You have particular cross-examination and things that you want to
bring up, or are you looking at a particular point in one of our performance standards?

MURPHY: I am interested in knowing really what a propane flare, I lived five miles from a
flare, it was not a propane flare, I am interested in truly what are the toxic chemicals, out of most
flares you get benzene, toluene and numerous other things. We can look at the Scandinavian
Journal of Health, which I have been reading, and numerous other studies, which I won't bore
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you with right now, but I don't really know, I talked to Tony Ingraffia at Cornell University.
He proposes that this propane is going to be shipped out of here and not for home use, but he
has not been able to get back to me as to actually what a propane flare issues. It will change our
air temperature and air quality. The incidences of lymphoma and of leukemia are rampant in
Houston.

PROBERT: I understand your concerns, I guess I share your concerns, one of the questions I
have for the applicant in the emissions license part of it, and the question is there toxicity in the
fumes, what is composed of the VOCs on their license, if you look at their license, that is the
major component that's in the license. I have the same question that you have. We will discuss
your request for Interested Party status. Does the board have any questions? If not, I would
like to have a motion on Interested Party status for Mrs. Murphy. A motion, please.

CALLAHAN: Move we deny.

PROBERT: Motion to deny. Is there a second? Then I'll second it so we can have a
discussion on the motion to deny Interested Party status for Mrs. Murphy?

KERPER: Bruce, do you intend to ask that question?

PROBERT: Yes, that is down on my list of questions.

KERPER: OK, then you are going to take care of asking the question of Mrs. Murphy?

PROBERT: That's, if I phrased it correctiy what your concerns are, I want to know what the
emissions, what the VOC part, that is the major part.

MURPHY: VOC, meaning volatile...

PROBERT: Volatile organic compounds.

MURPHY: Correct I feel that you're going to, I would be happy to share my research with
you so that you can ask the questions.

PROBERT: That's fine, I just want to know what they are.

MURPHY: OK.

PROBERT: I understand some of the others.

BRADSTREET: Question. Would you submit your question and the information concerning it
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in writing to the members of this board?

MURPHY: I'd be happy to.

BRADSTREET: Send it to the Town of Searsport and we'll get it

MURPHY: Thank you.

PROBERT: Any further discussion on the motion to deny Interested Party status to Mrs.
Murphy? No further discussion? Those in favor of the motion to deny the status? The status
is denied 5-0,1 trust you will get a satisfactory answer.

MURPHY: Thank you.

PROBERT: Thank you. Any further requests for Interested Party status? Regarding what?
First of all, Becky, could you please use the microphone, because this is a public hearing and it
is all being recorded.

REBECCA MERRITHEW: My name is Rebecca Freeman Merrithew, my question is, does
your question, Bruce, include discussion or questions to DCP about building on a fault line and
discussion about the two earthquakes we have had as recently as last Friday evening; if not, I
will request to be an interested party.

PROBERT: I have not put that down on the list on this thing, we have other people here, I
think TBNT or some other people are going to address it, I know someone from Stockton has
questioned that, we also have a consultant who I should have introduced earlier, I'm sorry, but
at the far end is Neal Frangesh of RLA Engineering of Buxton, Mass, he is hired by the
Searsport Planning Board as a technical consultant on this, he is familiar with LPG plants and
LNG plants. He will have the same rights and privileges as the planning board as well as cross-
examining the applicant and witnesses, but he will not be voting, but he will be here with us on
that. So, I anticipate someone else will bring that up. I don't intend to.

MERRITHEW: Does anyone have a comment to make sure that that is?

PROBERT: Go ahead, Mark.

BRADSTREET: Hand that question to me and I will make sure it's asked if somebody else
doesn't ask it.

MERRITHEW: OK.

BRADSTREET: Alright?



Searsport Planning Board
November 26,2012
Page 28

MERRITHEW: Thank you.

PROBERT: Go ahead.

HINCHMAN: For the people that have asked questions to be asked by the board, because of
the time frame, can you give them a deadline by which they have to give you the information so
that you have time to ask the question?

PROBERT: I would say you probably ought to get this in tomorrow. By tomorrow. I think
that's enough for requests for Interested Party status on this. We are approaching an hour and a
half into this session, I would like to take a short recess, we will reconvene here when that
clock, when the big hand is on the 7, in other words 25 minutes of 8.

RECESS

PROBERT: The next order of business for the board is a motion and vote as to whether the
Searsport Planning Board has jurisdiction and authority under the ordinances, and we voted on
October 8,2012 that the applicant had submitted a completed application, that there be some
minor amendments pending, I don't know what the status is on those, but I'd like a motion from
the board whether we do or do not have the authority and the jurisdiction to act upon this
application.

CALLAHAN: So moved.

BRADSTREET: Seconded.

PROBERT: It is moved and seconded that the Searsport Planning Board has the authority and
jurisdiction to act upon the application. Discussion on the motion by the board? Go ahead, I'm
not going to stifle things.

HINCHMAN: Steve Hinchman, TBNT. The jurisdictional question is under your ordinance
you need to have all permits in place before processing can begin. We received today a copy of
a draft permit for the pipeline route through the tank farm from DEP, and as we provided in our
letters already, they, clearly they don't have a permit if a draft was just issued today, the deadline
for public comment on that draft is Monday the 3rd of December, and then if DEP has authority
to issue that permit, it would come some time after December 3rd, so therefore, under the
specific terms of your ordinance, which says that all state, local and federal permits have to be
secured and evidenced that they have been secured, has to be provided prior to beginning to
processing, that you don't have jurisdiction because that permit's not in place. I would also like
to state that TBNT has appealed the original site permits to the Maine Superior Court, we
received an order from the court a week ago denying that appeal, and we have up until
December 4th to make a determination of whether to appeal that, so the order from the Superior
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Court is automatically stayed by law until December 4th. If we appeal to the law court, and you
can pretty much guess what we're going to do there, it would be permanently stayed and the law
court would make the decision. Because under Maine law when a final agency action of a
permit has been appealed, the agency loses jurisdiction to modify that permit, because the
original permits are under appeal, that effectively deprives DEP of jurisdiction to issue the
minor modifications of the pipeline, which hasn't come out yet, and so we have also filed and
want to let you know a motion for a writ of prohibition with the court, asking the court to
prevent the department from issuing the permit, so we don't see that the issue over the DEP
permits will be resolved any time soon. I don't think from a process point of view it would
actually be beneficial, because that is something that has to be finalized, otherwise you may be
having a do-over, you may have to do this twice if things change, and the time it's going to take
to resolve these issues will also be sufficient time to get the missing pieces that are also out
there, the lack of a hazard assessment, the lack of an emergency response plan, and the other
pieces that we don't have and that we need in order to testify regarding the impacts of the project
under the land use and site review ordinance performance criteria, so for those reasons we ask
that you find that because they do not currently have a permit or the pipeline route, that you do
not have jurisdiction, and also pointing to the other comments in our letter for the DOT permit is
not in the name of the applicant, it is in the name of a different entity, DCP Searsport. Thank
you. Sorry, it's in the name of DCP Midstream, not DCP Searsport, even I get tripped up it
gets so confusing.

PROBERT: The fact that it's under appeal, or some of the things under appeal, doesn't slow us
down from proceeding because if the appeal is upheld and things are reversed, it is all going to
come to a crashing halt anyway. Now before going to court and the law court, I am going to
defer to our attorney on this because what they're getting in is way above our heads. I wish
what you lawyers would do is let the planning board continue this thing, make our decision, we
know whatever the decision is it is going to be appealed, it's going to go to court, but then the
lawyers fight, and not take up all our time in this. I am going to defer to our attorney.

COLLINS: I want the applicant respond to that, and then I'll...

PROBERT: OK, its your turn, you ought to be up here.

KILBRETH: Believe me, Mr. Chairman, I would be much happier if I were here just listening
to the application. Let me just read you one thing Mr. Hinchman mentioned, because I think it's
really not fair to you to be inundated with motion after motion like this. Here's the basic
situation of their appeal of the DEP permit. Under the statute, an appeal of a DEP permit has no
effect on the permit, it remains in effect, it could not be clearer. Unless they get a stay, which
they have not been able to do, first. Second, their appeal has been dismissed, there is no appeal
of the DEP permit any more, it was thrown out. Third, here's what's just happened. I am going
to give the planning board a copy of this because they made this huge production about DCP
Midstream is the applicant versus DCP Searsport. What we've said all along, and if you go
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back to the Coast Guard application, the emails they provided with the DEP, the intent has
always been to have DCP Searsport the entity that held all these permits, so the DEP said to us
when you're ready to do that, let us know, we filed a permit transfer application with the DEP,
they just issued an order, a draft order, it's true, which basically says, and this is important
because I want you to get the flavor of the kind of arguments Mr. Hinchman is making. It says
the application to modify a previously existing permit may be filed as a minor revision if the
modification significantly decreases or eliminates an impact, which this application modification
does, does not change the nature of the project, which this does not, or does not modify any
department findings with respect to any licensing criteria, which this does not, and the
department concluded all those things and has issued this draft, which Mr. Hinchman and
somebody who worked with him has asked to be as a draft so that they can wait five days
before it can be filed, approving the transfer to DCP Searsport and approving the minor
modification which relocates the pipeline. So that argument, frankly, is just wasting your time.
With respect to the DOT, we have already provided that information to your counsel, there is no
issue about the DOT transfer, either, so let me pass you these, I would like to make this, I
suppose we need to make for the record, do you want to keep exhibit numbers, Mr. Chairman?

PROBERT: You're keeping the numbers, aren't you, Brian?

CALLAHAN: Yes.

KILBRETH: Sir, I think I have enough copies for everybody, and that would be Exhibit 1, and
that's the draft DEP order approving the transfer, and the final point I will just make about that
is when your permit is in effect and you file a minor revision application or a transfer, the
underlying permit is still in effect, so we do have all the permits, and we hope that you will
continue to process the application.

PROBERT: Rebuttal. Lets not have this go back and forth as an argument

HINCHMAN: The draft permit that you have in your hand is definitive evidence that they don't
have all the permits, they don't have a final permit for the pipeline route, the questions regarding
the safety of the pipeline route and whether routing the pipeline through the existing tank farm
increases the potential safety risk is one of the issues that is on appeal with regard to the original
permit, and that will certainly go up to the law court, but that's, that's not your business. What
your business is a simple question - do they have every permit they have to have from state,
local and federal permits prior to starting your process? You are holding in front of you a draft
that is definitive evidence that they do not have all the permits, and that is a requirement in your
ordinance for you to begin processing, so, no, you don't have jurisdiction.

PROBERT: In the application we received it did have a permit from the Department of
Environmental Protection, they might not have the same route, but they do have a permit.
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HINCHMAN: They don't have a permit for the pipeline route they propose to this board.

COLLINS: Does anybody have a specific question to be answered by me, or do you want me
to just talk about OK. I very much agree with Mr. Hinchman that the ordinance requires
permits to be in-hand prior to processing the application, I heard the applicant say that they do
have a DEP permit, one was submitted, there are modifications that need to be made, and
obviously the draft that's in front of you is not final, which means they do not have DEP
permission for this pipeline route at this time. If you find that that fact is not enough to give you
jurisdiction over the pipeline, I would suggest that you say that you don't have jurisdiction at
this time over the pipeline route and reserve a decision on that until they come with the final
permit, and that would be before any findings of fact would be made with regard to the pipeline.
The alternative, if you found that there is no jurisdiction because of that permit issue, would be
to have a motion to dismiss right now and we'd start over, in the meantime I am assuming this
permit will be issued, so the question in front of you is the fact that they have an underlying
permit which is not affected by this appeal in terms of its validity, is that good enough or do you
want to see before you proceed that it exactly matches what they are proposing here today?

PROBERT: Do you wish to say something else?

HINCHMAN: I just wish to say that you can't separate the pipeline from the rest of the project,
it is one, it is essential, otherwise you can't move the LPG from the ships to the bulk storage
tank, and without it, which is integral to the safety questions that we have, and you really can't
proceed with your processing without that permit in-hand, you can't break it up like has been
suggested. Thank you.

PROBERT: We have a difference of opinion.

BRADSTREET: Question. There was some concern over rights of way across town
properties for the pipeline, has that been settled?

PROBERT: It hasn't been brought up yet but that might come in again on the next question
with standing of the applicant

COLLINS: I mean it is, it is a permit.

BRADSTREET: Do you want me to hold that question off, then?

COLLINS: Well, you raise a good point under both jurisdiction and standing, technically they
do need a permit, a permit from the board of selectmen to cross Station Avenue with the
pipeline. As far as their availability to get that permit right now, my understanding is that the
board would not consider it until the planning board has gone through this process and there is
more of a definitive plan and construction in progress, so at this point technically, yes there is a
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permit but I am not sure they would be able to get it right now from what I am hearing from the
applicant and the select board, and again that does go to standing as well as far standing and
their right to cross, we can address that in the next section, but under state law my reading of the
statute is that it would just be a permit from the selectmen that would be issued at some point
later if the selectmen agree to do so, and that they would not need an easement beyond that.

BRADSTREET: So, in other words, if the selectmen for some reason determine not to give
that permit, the project ends, right?

HINCHMAN: They have to have TRI, not just for their crossing under Sprague Way and
Station Avenue, but they also cross the main port authority property and they cross the
Montreal, Maritime and Atlantic Railway properties in two places, so they neither have permits
for the pipeline, nor do they have TRI that we've seen yet for the pipeline.

PROBERT: That TRI is our next item on here.

KILBRETH: Yes, if I could just respond to Mr. Bradstreet I think people should be clear
about this. Our view is under the statute the selectmen have no basis to deny that part of the
utility crossing permit there is no criteria, and that has been litigated, so it's pretty routine, and I
think that's one of the reasons why traditionally it is discussed with the planning board. The last
thing I would say about the DEP permit, though, is that the test for you in jurisdiction is when
do you find that we had our permits? We had our permits when we applied, there is no
question about that, and this minor revision does not change that fundamental fact

BRADSTREET: Thank you for clearing up my question.

PROBERT: We're back to the original question that we have here. Waiting for a motion if the
Searsport Planning Board has jurisdiction and authority under the ordinances to rule on this
application, to deal with it, and it has been voted that the application was complete on October 8,
2012, and there are quote minor amendments pending, and we have things that are under appeal,
and the fact that they are under appeal, I can't say which way it's going to go, and the appeal
could be unfavorable to the applicant and things would cease. They did not have the DEP
permit, for example. We can, as far as I'm concerned, we can proceed with our deliberations on
this from the public hearing part of it. From this point I ask that, the next question is this
standing of the applicant

CALLAHAN: I move we proceed.

PROBERT: Is there a second to the motion that we have jurisdiction and authority under the
ordinance to review this application?

KERPER: I'll second.
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PROBERT: Moved and seconded. Discussion on the motion? No discussion? No further
comments from counselors? All those in favor of the motion that we have jurisdiction and
authority under the ordinances to proceed with the public hearing and the application? All those
in favor? All those opposed? The motion carries four to one. Next order of business. Does
DCP Midstream LLC have standing to apply on this, do they have right, title and interest on all
the properties is one of the questions, we are going to want a motion and a vote on this, we have
already addressed the one on crossing Station Avenue.

KILBRETH: We're prepared to put on testimony about that, Mr. Chairman, if you're ready for
that.

PROBERT: We'd like this, I am going to ask a question, somewhere along the line I would like
to see your breakdown of what is from the water right up through the property that you own
including crossing different things, the pipeline right-of-way, we already discussed the roads.
The last I knew that your profit, not profit, your purchase and sale extension expired on
November 5th, 2012, sometimes we don't get updated on these things, so was that renewed,
was it not renewed, in whose name was some of this done, one of them was done with Sprague
Energy, did Sprague Energy transfer all of their rights to Sprague Operating Resources, you
had all kinds of things with DCP Midstream and Duke-ConocoPhillips, so who's who here?

KILBRETH: Well, do you want us to make a presentation or do you just want to ask
questions, how do you want to do this?

PROBERT: I want to know what you've done.

KILBRETH: OK. Why don't we hand out the chart of Mack Point, and we are going to call
Chandler Lippitt, who is counsel at DCP, and he is going to walk you through from the shore to
Station Avenue, and while I, I think you know that a representative from Sprague is here, Mr.
Theriault, and I think John Henshaw, are you here somewhere? And John Henshaw is here
from the port authority if you have any questions for him as we go through this. So, with that, I
will turn it over to him.

BEAROR: Thank you Mr. Chairman, thank you Mr. Kilbreth.

PROBERT: Into the microphone.

BEAROR: Just as a point of order, I assumed when we were designated as interested parties
that we would get a copy of exhibits, and this is the second thing that has been passed out, and
it really is not all that consequential at this point, but I am just looking for a heads-up from the
board as to whether or not we will be expected to share our exhibits with applicant and whether
the applicant is expected to share their exhibits with us.
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COLLINS: Yes, we don't have any formal discovery process, it's a little unwielding where we
didn't get interested party requests until just recently. If you have something as an interested
party that you want to be able to refer to, we would ask that you bring, we haven't made a count
but I think 25 would be a good number, and that you make an effort to hand them out to
everybody up front who has been designated as an interested party, and of course one to the
board, and Brian will be the official keeper of new submissions, and if there is something that
you haven't gotten a copy of, see Brian and we'll try to get you a copy by tomorrow?

CALLAHAN: Sure.

PROBERT: Thank you.

CHANDLER LIPPITT: Thank you Mr. Chairman and board members, my name is Chandler
Lippitt, I am senior counsel at DCP Midstream, here's my card, I appreciate your time, and on
the issue of title, right and interest, let me explain what's been put before you, there are a few
extra copies up on the counter if anyone else would like one. It's a color printout of the
photograph that is on the www.mackpoint.com website, and its a depiction of Mack Point. In
addition, up on the easel is an aerial photograph of Mack Point, unfortunately it doesn't show
exactly what is on the website depiction but gives a good, a good clear view of the front part of
this property. To that end I am more than happy to explain to you the title, right and interest of
DCP in connection with this project, and on that I've got a pointer, let me see if I can use this
correctly from here. Obviously this is the cargo pier out in the water, this is the tank farm, both
Sprague Energy and Irving Oil, and Irving has some assets over here. What is off of this page
is I believe the Angler's Restaurant and the Bait's Motel is right off the upper right-hand corner,
and behind it would be the parcel that is depicted on your website diagram as the 70 acres
available for development. With respect to that 70 acres, you have alluded to the purchase and
sale agreement that DCP has entered into with Sprague, and I know that Sprague Operating
Resources and DCP Searsport. In that purchase and sale agreement, there is the right for DCP
to purchase that property, and that is the location where the proposed tank is proposed to be
built. From that property DCP is right off the corner of this photograph, I will do this for the
audience, there is a parcel here that DCP has purchased in fee, so it owns it in fee title. From
that property the pipeline is proposed to cross Station Avenue as previously mentioned, it's right
here on the top corner of this photograph, that presumably will be pursuant to a permit, it is an
administrative permit, it is waiting for this panel to make its decisions before it is appropriate to
go for that administrative permit. From that point the pipeline is proposed to come right up this
roadway, all lands are controlled by Sprague Operating Resources, it will come through here
and approximately to this location, it will cross over and come down here, let me get a little
closer so its not so wobbly, from there it will follow this existing pipeline, cross under the, this
is over the railroad tracks and is a pipeline racking system, this pipeline corridor, comes through
here, under this railroad crossing from across to the pier, it will be typically above ground but
along the side of the pier to the delivery point, access point here on the cargo pier. As
mentioned, DCP has the contract rights to the purchase and sale agreement with Sprague, to not
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only buy this parcel up off this corner, again depicted on your website color-coded depiction, it
has that right, it owns the land, it gets the road permit, it has the contractual right and obligation
from Sprague to give access and right of entry and use of this property for the pipeline, coming
through the property, Sprague has corridor, pipeline corridor agreement with the railroad,
MMA, that's the Montreal, Maine and Atlantic, to cross over the railroad, those rights will be
assigned in part to DCP to join in that corridor, come back on the Sprague property, go under
the MMA Railroad pursuant to an easement a pipeline easement, a similar partial assignment,
back to the Sprague property, to the end of the pier, and up the pier, which Sprague controls,
has all care, custody and control of that, of that pier. Any questions that I can answer for you,
Mr. Chairman, at this time?

PROBERT: It would have been more helpful if that pipeline route were on this map.

LIPPITT: Excuse me?

PROBERT: It would be more helpful if that pipeline route were on this map and exhibit.

LIPPITT: I'd be happy to draw it out on your map. It would take me just a moment if you
would like me to do that, I would be happy to, and I understand it will be on the screen also.
Mr. Chairman, with respect to questions of possible confusion you had identified earlier, Mr.
Hinchman had identified, that is DCP Midstream being the original party to the purchase and
sale agreement that has been formally assigned to the DCP Searsport LLC entity, so DCP
Searsport LLC is the party of interest with the right, title and interest to that agreement.

PROBERT: And, the right that Sprague has to cross the MMA track, has that been guaranteed
to DCP?

LIPPITT: I'm sorry.

PROBERT: Has that been guaranteed in the purchase and sale agreement, the right to cross
MMA tracks?

LIPPITT: I am not sure what you mean guarantee. There's a representation of warranty that we
can use their land and their rights to cross the railroads in this instance, they hold rights through
a pipeline corridor agreement with a pipeline easement and it contemplates successors and
assigns, it is specifically a sub-assignment or partial assignment is what DCP will receive from
Sprague at closing with the purchase.

PROBERT: So you will receive it at closing, is it in the purchase and sales agreement now?

LIPPITT: The right to obtain that, yes. There has not been attachment, a form that was not
attached to this purchase and sale agreement, but that will be done before closing.
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PROBERT: That's a fact?

LIPPITT: It has to be done before closing, yes sir.

PROBERT: Obviously it has to, it has not, is that correct?

LIPPITT: As of today, that's correct, we have a contractual right for that right to cross that
partial assignment

COLLINS: But I think, I think what he's asking is does the purchase and sale agreement
specifically say that those rights will be assigned prior to closing?

LIPPITT: Yes.

COLLINS: OK.

LIPPITT: Now, with respect to the larger photograph here, the pipeline, if I can see this
correctly, it starts up here, right here, here's the pier at the water at the point of the boat contact
up to pier, across the land here, it goes across the railroad there, around through the tank farms,
crosses over, there's a slight bend there, straight up this road, straight through here, crosses the
road into this property and it goes right to the back of the tank right in there. That's a depiction
of the pipeline.

PROBERT: If you're asking a question, we don't hear you and it's not going into the record.
Will you rephrase it and one of the board members will ask the question? No, we're going to let
him finish his part on it.

BRADSTREET: May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman?

PROBERT: Go ahead.

BRADSTREET: The road that goes off from Station Avenue that goes onto, I guess, Sprague
property between Station Avenue and the barrier at Sprague, is that a town road?

LIPPITT: No, sir, that's a private road.

BRADSTREET: That's a private road?

LIPPITT: Yes, sir.

BRADSTREET: OK, so you have all your right-of-ways in-hand for the use of that road?
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LIPPITT: We have the contractual right to obtain that, yes sir.

BRADSTREET: OK.

LIPPITT: It's the same as the crossings for the two railroad spurs.

BRADSTREET: OK, so, the only thing you need is the, which you have available to you, is
the crossing of the railroads, the use of that private road, and then the crossing underground of
Station Avenue, is that right?

LIPPITT: Yes, sir.

BRADSTREET: Thank you.

PROBERT: What about the old Loring pipeline, the Loring pipeline, now it's Gas Natural that
owns that piece of land that the pipeline is in, the right-of-way, right-of-way easement it is the
old line, filled with nitrogen now, but that 50-foot strip through there could be used for
anything, you don't need to, do you cross that up there?

LIPPITT: Mr. Chairman, are you talking about the corridor through there, that natural gas?

PROBERT: I think so.

LIPPITT: I am aware that it exists but it is a non-exclusive easement, so we would be in there
together with...

PROBERT: I heard that term non-exclusive again, and, you know, I am just a little wood-cutter
here from Searsport, and I really don't understand what that comes, I would like to see that in
writing. The last thing I saw on that, and I haven't chased it down, and it's not my
responsibility, but there was a 50-foot wide piece of property deeded to the U.S. Government
from Piveson in 1953, it didn't say it was an easement, it was a deeded piece of property, and
this has transpired from there, and then here's a non-exclusive easement. I need to get that
clarified, I would like to see something in writing that states that is non-exclusive. How do you
go back and forth across the road, someone puts in, someone starts running natural gas down
that line to Searsport for export, for example, or someone comes with communication lines, or
they say it is wide enough even to put a rail track in. Is that going to be all non-exclusive,
anyone can be doing that, it is going to get awfully crowded in that 50-foot strip.

LIPPITT: Mr. Chairman, we're not in that corridor, we literally cross it at the top of the private
access road and Station Avenue, so like any other utility, whether it's gas, electric, water, things
like that cross them and do routinely, and so we will be doing the same thing.
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PROBERT- I would like to see some sort of, more clarification on what the non-exclusive part
means. The last part I knew there was an owned strip of land, and it is owned, I think owned
now by Gas Natural, the parent company of Bangor Gas.

LIPPITT: Mr. Chairman, respectfully, if it is exclusive and no one else can occupy it, then the
Station Road could not exist, so it is, when I say non-exclusive, multiple uses do routinely cross
or occupy easements or parcels of land like that. Again, in this instance we are only crossing it,
and it would not be to just to a propane transportation pipeline, again it could use, it could be
electric, water, cable television, things like that.

PROBERT: Running the length of the pipeline?

LIPPITT: That, too, possibly, but the underlying fee owner of the land would have to grant
those, those rights to those users.

PROBERT: That's why I don't understand why he didn't have to grant the right to cross it.

LIPPITT: Excuse me?

PROBERT: That's why I do not understand why he does not have to grant the right to cross it

LIPPITT: Sprague is the underlying owner in this instance.

PROBERT: Sprague owns that pipeline?

LIPPITT: No, no, not the pipeline...

PROBERT: That's what I'm referring to.

LIPPITT: We're just crossing that where it's in the road.

KILBRETH: I think, Mr. Chairman, if you're talking about what used to be the jet fuel line that
ran up to Loring?

PROBERT: That's correct.

KILBRETH: Let me, I actually know a little about this because I represent the Loring
Development Authority, and we transferred the ownership of that, so the story with that
pipeline is the government gave it to Loring, it was an easement that Loring has and gave to an
outfit called Loring Bioenergy, but it's an easement, and the underlying land, as far as I know,
belongs to Sprague, and we are going under that easement, and when you don't interfere with an
existing easement, you're fine, so we don't see any issue with that particular easement.
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BRADSTREET: Question. Would you. sir, use your pointer and show us where the former
Loring line goes after it gets to Station Avenue?

LIPPITT: This cleared area is the pipeline coming up from the tank farm, it then takes a little
bend there, goes up to Station Avenue and then crosses this corner lot here and continues on up
to the northwest, so it is basically right there.

BRADSTREET: OK, so that actually goes under the additional piece of property that you
bought on the corner of Station Avenue and Route One, right?

LIPPITT: That is correct, but we don't cross it on that property, we already crossed it. David,
please correct me if I am wrong, be we already cross it right back here.

BRADSTREET: You don't cross it with your pipeline, but you'll be using it as part of your
property?

LIPPITT: Well, that, the easement across this corner lot is part of the, that part of the parcel will
remain undeveloped.

BRADSTREET: Right, I understand that, I just, but that is part of the property that you
purchased with that right-of-way under that property?

LIPPITT: That's correct.

BRADSTREET: Thank you.

LIPPITT It may be helpful, the vice president of Sprague is here this evening that can further
support what I'm saying with respect to these contractual rights. If you'd like to hear from him,
I'm happy to offer him as available.

PROBERT: I always like to hear from him. I do have one other question while you're up there.

LIPPITT: Sure.

PROBERT: What is the date on your purchase and sale agreement?

LIPPITT: It is...

PROBERT: As I recall, we went through this back in the springtime when it expired, was
renewed.

LIPPITT: Mr. Chairman, I believe it is dated December 15th, 2010, that is the last date it was
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signed by the two parties, it was sent on December 13th and December 15th, so December 15th
would be my...

PROBERT: December 15th of what year?

LIPPITT: 2010.

PROBERT: 2010?

LIPPnT: Correct

PROBERT: When does it expire?

LIPPITT: It has been amended, it now expires April 30th, 2013.

PROBERT: And when was it amended to expiration date for that?

S^pYrt. * "" """^ °° ^ 3°' 2°12 betWeen * W Operating Resources and DCP

PROBERT: For one year approximately?

LIPPITT: Approximately, yes sir.

-ROBERT: „ did „„t „ave a„ expiratj0n daK of November 5[h?

UPPITT: No,sir. »has been extended t0 April 30th, 2013

PROBERT: Back i„ May.

LIPPITT- No if*

p^rt.. w,atwas,hat<)ate, «*---*."»£2E£S?
— — a,„gwhen(hewmem

extend it

■ w*s made?
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PROBERT: W„e„lnatMtension„a,

LIPPITT: The payment was made before November 5,1, yes si,

PROBERT: For the extension.

UPPITT: And. don,, a wire ,ransfer was ^, „„„,, have ^ ^ _

PROBERT: The payment was made?

LIPPITT: Yes sir. And received by Sprague.

PROBERT: So that was has been signed November 3rd?

LIPPITT; Nothing was signed, a payment was made pursuant to the amendment last April.

PROBERT: One of the things that has been lacking on this is keeping the board informed
when these things, they require action on the part DCP, and sometimes it didn't occur that we
didn't know when the action was taken, and that's why I'm asking this, for a specific timeline,
we found before that was brought to our attention this spring it had not been extended, it
expired, we took care of it at that time, I thought there was an expiration date in there where you
had to make a payment to extend it another six months, I'm asking for that specific date.

KELLY BODEN: Kelly Boden for DCP. With all due respect, the assertion was made last
spring that we hadn't extended it, we had already in fact extended and amended the purchase and
sale at that time, so we weren't actually given a chance to respond, we wanted to come to this
night to come start talking and answering questions for quite some time, so ™J™**Wtt*
tn undate the board so we're here tonight to do just that, so we apologize if it has taken us a

PROBERT: Go ahead, Mr. Theriault.P R U B t K • ^ f U m e s t h e | a s t

rnIA11I, Exactiv what she said, we have extended h's a COU^uired them to

what they did.

PROBERT: Thank you.

THERIAULT: You're welcome.
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PROBERT: ,s the board clear.

PROBERT- Yes, from interested parties, 1 gather yo

purchase and sale agreement between Sprague and DCP?

BODEN: Yes, its part of the application.

PROBERT: We have one going back to 2010.

BODEN: That's the original.

PROBERT: I think our counsel has the one that was extended this spring.

BODEN: And I have a complete packet for the board of each of those if you'd like at this time.

PROBERT: That would be nice.

BODEN: It was going to be part of our actual permit presentation, hoping to get there.

BEAROR: And my other point, obviously this a big deal, this application is, and its
ramifications are very important, and when the first exhibit that we're provided shows my
client's property as being part of the DCP property that is part of this application, I've got
serious reservations about the other representations that DCP is going to make, and if you look
along Route One, you'll see that Bait's Motel and Angler's Restaurant, owned by Albert Hall,
are included in this parcel of land that they claim to have a purchase and sale agreement to
purchase, and that's just troubling to me that, I'm sure that it's just an oversight, but it's an
important oversight to make at this stage of the proceedings.
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BODEN: I'm sorry, just one other point of clarification. That's not our map, we obtained that
from the Mack Point website, so I don't think we made any representations about owning that
parcel or trying to do any of the project on that parcel.

PROBERT: I guess I am wondering why you are using, you know, something like that rather
than your own drawings. That's enough of that.

LIPPITT: Mr. Chairman, it was offered just as a general depiction, nothing more, there is no
representation that we own that piece.

PROBERT: I get the impression on the U.S. Highway One right-of-way that there is no
indication if anything that Buddy Hall owns, you had TRC draw up pretty good maps before,
property maps and boundaries and everything else, and just use that you had a pretty good one
there before showing the pipeline before, too, that would have been a good arrangement, that
would have been a good one to use on this. Does that answer your questions, Mr. Bearor, Mr.
Hall?

BEAROR: Yes, thank you.



Searsport Planning Board
November 26,2012
Page 44

PROBERT: Good. Anything further, interested parties?

HINCHMAN: I have questions, I didn't know if they wanted to finish up this section before I
ask my questions.

PROBERT: Does it have to do with the standing of the application?

HINCHMAN: It does.

PROBERT: Then please ask your question now before we vote on it.

HINCHMAN: So, I am going to use my prerogative to ask questions of the witness for the
applicant So, Mr. Lippitt, if you could take the exhibit that was just passed out and if you
could turn on Exhibit A, I guess it is Exhibit A, it is the first exhibit, and just to clarify, your
testimony to the board was that the 2010 purchase and sale agreement represents in warranties
that we, DCP Midstream, can use their, meaning Sprague's, right of pipeline access, right? That
was your testimony?

LIPPITT: No, I didn't say we could use their right of pipeline access, I said we could use their
property for purposes of our pipeline.

HINCHMAN: And then you testified to the board that the purchase and sale agreement gives
you the right to use Sprague's pipeline passage rights with the MMA Railway?

LIPPITT: What I testified to, Mr. Hinchman, is that Sprague has rights to cross the railroad
spurs and DCP Searsport will receive partial assignment or sub-assignment of those rights to
accomplish this project.

HINCHMAN: And the board asked you specifically if the purchase and sale agreement gave
you a contractual right to use Sprague's pass-through rights on the railway, and you testified
that yes it does.

LIPPITT: I said we have a contractual right to obtain that.

HINCHMAN: Could you then flip to Page 17 of the 2010 purchase and sale agreement?
Actually 16. So. this is the first document in the exhibit that was just handed out, and this is the
section of the purchase and sale agreement referring to pipeline installation, so you see it's small
letter f on Page 16, and it says that, well, I won't, it speaks for itself, basically the whole first
part of that states that DCP has the right to build a pipeline on Sprague's property. Mr. Lippitt,
could you read over on Page 17 the very last sentence of that section? It starts with seller makes
no representations and warranties.
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LIPPITT: Yes, sir, it says seller makes no representations or warranties regarding the ability of
purchaser to construct the pipeline from the cargo dock across land owned by third parties in
order to deliver product to the terminal facility.

HINCHMAN: So, in fact, the purchase and sale agreement specifically excludes and does not
give you authority to use third-party properties in order to deliver products through, on the
pipeline route.

LIPPITT: Sprague is not purporting to give us or grant to us rights as if it owns other people's
property, that's what this sentence is saying, that they cannot do that and will not do that, and I
agree with that, what Sprague is committed to do at this point needs to understand is give us
partial assignment through their rights to cross the railroad spurs. Keep in mind at one point in
time before the, that the pipeline was proposed to go up along the shoreline and cross some
railroad properties or above those first tanks, and at that point in time DCP and Sprague could
not do that, Sprague could not grant those rights, and that's what this sentence is referring to.

HINCHMAN: And where in your evidentiary submissions is there evidence that Sprague, one,
has the right to cross the railway and that they have the right to assign that to a completely
different entity?

LIPPITT: The public records have the pipeline corridor agreement and the pipeline easement,
they are recorded as public documents, and those documents allow Sprague to assign these
rights.■©■

HINCHMAN: I was just, I was looking for what part of the ordinance where you're required
to submit evidence that you have TRI, so there may be a public record, I'd like to see this
document that gives you the right to use their right to cross the railway. The problem is it's not
before this board, there's no evidence before this board that you have that title, right and interest
to cross the railway, and we've been asking for it for a month.

LIPPITT: Mr. Hinchman, it's, it's the contractual rights in the purchase and sale agreement, and
I do have copies of the two railroad-crossing easements, I am happy to make them available to
the board, and if you would like copies you're welcome to take one.

HINCHMAN: Well, until you provide them, we don't have evidence that you have title, right
and interest to cross the railroad.

LIPPITT: I would be happy to give that to the board right now if the board would so desire.

THERIAULT: Just to speak to this a little, it has always been our view that we have that
ability, the majority of the products that move through Searsport are actually third-party
products, about 90% of the products are third-party products, we don't own them ourselves, we
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use that pipeline for a number, that pipeline corridor for a number of other products including
the China clay, which was approved by this board, to follow the same path, it is the China clay
company's pipeline, it is the China clay company's product that goes through it I have had this
specific discussion with the railroad as soon as today, the president of the railroad, and he said it
is entirely his view that we have the contractual rights to partially assign that.

HINCHMAN: That's great, and I have no reason to doubt that that's not true, but the
requirement is that you provide evidence that in fact you have those rights, and all we're asking
for is to see the evidence that you have title, right and interest to cross the railway.

BODEN: With all due respect to Mr. Hinchman, the testimony here tonight is evidence and
we're providing it to you at this time, and his representations should be given credence, as are
the two property agreements which we just provided to you, we apologize, we do not have
twenty-five copies of them, but they are here free to review, so, that is evidence being submitted
tonight.

PROBERT: Here you go.

HINCHMAN: Can we request a copy of that, Mr. Chairman?

PROBERT: Are there any more?

LIPPnT: Mr. Chairman, it may be helpful, for instance the document captioned Declaration of
Cross Easements in the upper left-hand corner you'll see the reference to Book 1952, Page 118,
again Declaration of Cross Easements. To quickly point you to the relevant portions, if you flip
to Page 9, Paragraph S, back then the B and, B and L Railroad grants to Sprague, its successors
and assigns, a ten-foot-wide right-of-way and easement running parallel with five feet on either
side of the center line of the pipeline corridor, extending across Sprague's property between
parcels. Parcel 99-2, Parcel 8-2, for the purpose of preparing, laying, constructing or obtaining,
operating, altering, using, improving, repairing, replacing and removing the pipeline in the pipe
corridor, and it goes on. Those are the rights that Sprague owns for the first crossing, which is
underground. Similarly, in the second document, which is the pipeline corridor agreement, in
the upper right-hand corner there is a reference to Book 2178, Page 023, again the pipeline
corridor agreement you have a similar grant, that BAR, that the railroad grants to Sprague, its
successors and assigns a 25-foot right-of-way and easement for the pipeline corridor to cross
Parcel 99-6, an island parcel, for the purposes of locating, relocating, laying, constructing,
operating maintaining, replacing, repairing, at Sprague's cost and expense, an overhead truss,
overhead pipe corridor, and a line or lines of pipe thereon and related equipment for the
purposes thereto for the purposes of and to promote the transportation and delivery of
petroleum gasoline and jet fuel, and it goes on from there. Those are the rights that Sprague has
to the sub-assignment to DCP Searsport.
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PROBERT: And that little phrase in there to Sprague and assigns is what you are referring to,
correct?

LIPPITT: Correct.

PROBERT: They assigned that to you.

LIPPITT: And consistent with what Mr. Theriault described, Sprague has indeed assigned
pipeline rights to other parties before DCP Searsport, for instance the China clay user, etc., so
that is being done routinely through these documents, there is no reason it shouldn't be
recognized in this instance.

PROBERT: Contractually, with the purchase and sale, once that's entered, do you have the
right to have that assigned?

LIPPITT: Correct In this instance, Mr. Chairman, to cross at the point of what is depicted on
the diagram, we can't go anywhere, anywhere we want to go to cross the railroad other than
those specific locations, and only those locations.

PROBERT: Thank you for clarifying that.

LIPPITT: Certainly.

PROBERT: Pretty good job after a while.

BODEN: Mr. Chairman.

PROBERT: Go ahead.

BODEN: Would you like the five dates, there have been five checks executed since the
beginning of the agreement.

PROBERT: Since you have them.

BODEN: Since I have them, OK. The first payment was made September 20th, 2010, then
November, I'm sorry, then May 5th, 2011, November 29,2011.

PROBERT: 11/9/2011?

BODEN: 11/29/2011.

PROBERT: Yup.
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BODEN: And then June 15,2012, and October 25,2012. We were ahead of ourselves.

PROBERT: Yes, and you didn't even know it.

BODEN: I did know it, actually.

LIPPiTT: Any other questions, Mr. Chairman?

PROBERT: Am I the only one?

BRADSTREET: Ah, yes, I would like to fire our next session here, can you provide us with
cleaned-up copy in this map showing the actual property lines, the route of the pipeline and all
the crossings on it that you still need easements for?

LIPPITT: Would it be easier to just describe again how on the overhead?

BRADSTREET: Well, I think, I think maybe the rest of the board would like an actual copy we
can actually look at that has been corrected, I don't think that should be too difficult

BODEN: Should we do it from a slide as opposed to the one that you have in front of you?

BRADSTREET: This is fine, if you can just bring us new ones tomorrow night.

BODEN: OK. We can do that

PROBERT: One question of Sprague, does Sprague own that pipeline corridor where it goes
through the Sprague property, or is that still owned...

THERIAULT: Yes, as he did say the pipeline comes right up through here. We own from this
point on, we actually purchased all of this land from the defense fuel a number of years ago.

PROBERT: And what about Sprague Way, is that Gas Natural or do you own that to Station
Avenue?

THERIAULT: This section right through here where you can kind of see...

PROBERT: Yes.

THERIAULT: No, we don't own that piece of property. We do not. I think it is owned by a
third party, it's very wet, but it's their right-of-way that goes across that property.

BRADSTREET: Who owns the private road? Sprague?
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THERIAULT: I have to verify that. I know we have the right-of-way, but I don't who actually
owns the road going up or not.

BRADSTREET: Thank you.

PROBERT: Is the proposed pipeline in the quote Loring pipeline corridor at that point?

THERIAULT: No, not at, right here you can see where it will actually cross, it's in the Loring
pipeline corridor, I believe, goes under here and comes back up here, it will actually cross it
here, and then if you come up along the road they will cross it again.

PROBERT: So, where does it go when it is running parallel to what I call Sprague Way, the
road?
THERIAULT: Right here.

PROBERT: In the pipeline right-of-way or adjacent to it?

THERIAULT: Are you, adjacent to the Loring pipeline. So, the propane pipeline will run up
the road.

PROBERT: OK, run up the road, it will not be in the old Loring pipeline right-of-way?

THERIAULT: It will be in the old Loring, it will cross it, but it won't be in it.

PROBERT: Thank you.

THERIAULT: You're welcome.

PROBERT: Does anyone else, does the board have any other questions of standing of the
applicant? Mr. Bearor.

BEAROR: I appreciate your patience. I just have, if you can just direct me, I have a copy now
of the purchase and sale agreement that was provided to me while I was up at the microphone
before. Is there somewhere in this agreement where the rights to cross the railroad that you
described in the other document that you have given to the board now are actually to be
conveyed, by virtue of the terms of this agreement which is the only agreement between
Sprague and DCP, and I've scanned it, I just don't see any paragraph that say hereby conveying
rights to cross under the railroad and other places where we have rights to do so.

LIPPITT: It doesn't specifically identify the two easements that I just gave to the board. What it
does do is it gives a contractual right to DCP to obtain the crossings and the obligation of
Sprague to give it to DCP Searsport.
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BEAROR: Can you just direct me to the paragraph where that, where that is, it is not a very
long agreement.

LIPPITT: It is in the same paragraph where Mr. Hinchman was reading, I believe it is Pages 16
and 17.

BEAROR: OK. When I say OK, I am not necessarily agreeing, but that that is where you say
it is, right?

LIPPITT: Any further questions, Mr. Chairman?

PROBERT: Any interested parties have questions?

HINCHMAN: I don't have questions for DCP, I do have comments to make before you vote.

PROBERT: Please go ahead. We can use all the help we can get

HINCHMAN: OK. Thank you. Two, two sort of narrow points. One is that I disagree that
the purchase and sale agreement on Pages 16 and 17 specifically assigns and gives the authority
to DCP to use Sprague's rail crossings by a third party, in fact it says the exact opposite, and my
second point is that with regard to the Sprague Way and to Station Avenue, one, there is no
evidence, it's not clear yet who owns Sprague Way, and then with regard to Station Avenue, I
just want to go on the record citing to Document AT34 under Mr. Callahan's numbering
system, that we disagree, that DCP is not a public utility and they are not a gas company serving
customers in Searsport, and they are not a common carrier for hire, so they don't meet any of the
criteria by which the freebee easement is given to use town roads, the freebee easement is
because if you are quote a public utility serving a public purpose and a public need, and those
are defined as common carriers for hire, which they're not, they're defined as a gas-service
company authorized to service customers in the town for the roads that are going under it,
which they're not so they don't meet the criteria for the freebee easement, if they want an
easement, they have to pay for it

PROBERT: You want to address this one, Kristin, on the easement under the road?

COLLINS: And I actually had the same question about that so I did some research myself
about permits, because traditionally, you know, when I've done these its been utilities like
everyone would understand, telephones and power, but if you do look up the statute, which is
Title 35A, Section 2501, Subsection 2, it does say that that permit also applies to quote every
person making, generating, selling, distributing and supplying gas or electricity, which I think
would probably encompass what DCP is trying to do, and, and what that means is that to the
extent that section is applicable, they would be able to ask for a permit to cross as opposed to
getting an easement
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LIPPITT: Mr. Chairman and planning board, if it may be further helpful, I have one copy of
the Searsport tax maps, according to the tax maps, the private road is Parcel 59A, a as in apple,
and according to the tax maps that is owned by Sprague Operating Resources, and if you would
like a copy of that 1 would be happy to tender it to you, but I do not have twenty-five copies of
it.

PROBERT: Thank you. We can verify that. It is my personal recollection from one of the
abutters there was concern about encroaching on Sprague's land at one time. Do you have
anything further, Mr. Bearor?

BEAROR: No, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

PROBERT: Counselor Hinchman?

HINCHMAN: I just point out the question with regard to where in the purchase and sale
agreement they actually convey the right to use the rail crossings, the first part of the question I
asked hasn't been answered.

PROBERT: Do you have anything that states that when you consummate the purchase and sale
agreement you are guaranteed the rights? Sprague has that option.

LIPPITT: Mr. Chairman, when this contract was signed in 2010, the exact route was not
known, the document does not contain what Mr. Hinchman would like to see, that is the precise
location, it has been determined that Sprague is ready, willing and able to provide those rights to
us, so it has been accomplished, evidence and testimony has been presented to you for that
purpose, if you would like to talk to Sprague further, that's fine, but the mere fact that it wasn't
contemplated in 2010 does not make this fatal.

PROBERT: I don't want to talk to him but I'll listen to him.

THERIAULT: That route was actually contemplated, but it wasn't the preferred route at the
time, so we did represent that we would give them that, they thought it would be going in a
different direction, but things changed and we went back to the original understanding.

PROBERT: Thank you.

THERIAULT: You're welcome.

PROBERT: Anything further, counselor? I think we have sufficiently whipped this one. If
there are no further questions I would like to put this to a vote. The question is does DCP
Midstream LLC, Searsport I should say there, have standing to apply with right, title and
interest?
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COLLINS: And whoever is going to make this motion, I want you to make actual findings
with the motion in terms of the evidence they submitted, so not just a motion to say that they
have standing but precisely why and to what reference. I am sorry to do that to you, but it's
going to be a major point

PROBERT: So, the chair entertains a motion with some findings.

COLLINS: And although your ordinance doesn't say what you have to find to find standing,
the guiding principle here is that what they were required to submit in terms of evidence and
about Site Plan Review Ordinance Section 5Q, which says evidence by the applicant of his
assigned interest in the property or evidence that the applicant has entered into a binding
purchase and sales agreement in the property for which the application covers, so you want to
reference the second part of that in your motion as well.

PROBERT: Do you want to tackle this one Mark, or George? Someone start it off and we'll
work on it

BRADSTREET: Maybe Ms. Collins could suggest a motion.

COLLINS: Sure. By evidence by right, title and interest that's been given is a purchase and
sale agreement that was initially dated December 15th, 2012,2010 as amended and extended,
that gives DCP Midstream the right to close on the purchase of this land subject to the
application and that interest has subsequently been assigned to DCP Searsport, LLC, maybe
we'll make a motion on that point?

CALLAHAN: So moved.

PROBERT: Thank you, Brian, is there a second? LA?

KERPER: I'll second it

PROBERT: It's been seconded by George. Moved and seconded on the motion. Does our
recorder have that down in good shape on that motion? Thank you. We will be relying on you
later. So moved and seconded. Discussion on the motion that the applicant has standing, title,
right and interest for a whole bunch of reasons?■©■

COLLINS: The map and lot number...

PROBERT: All of those lots?

PROBERT: Do you have that, Mr. Lippitt? The map and lot numbers?
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COLLINS: The map and lots that covers this purchase and sale agreement. OK, sorry
everyone, but standing is obviously a major point of contention, and to the extent there may be
an appeal some day we want to be as clear as possible in terms of the votes we are taking,
because the board has to make findings of fact on these issues, so I am going to ask you to
withdraw that motion if you could and we will start again, it's been so long.

CALLAHAN: Certainly.

COLLINS: So, the motion I would suggest is to either find or not find that DCP Searsport has
presented evidence of right, title and interest to the parcel shown on town tax maps as Lot 50-1,
Lot 50, and and that's a crossing, Lot 3, that's a crossing, Lot 51 A, Lot 59A and Lot 56, by
virtue of a purchase and sale agreement that was entered on December 15th, 2010, and has been
subsequently extended and is current and that has been transferred in the name of the applicant
I'm not sure, 7 and 8. They sound like they are all on one map, they're consecutive.

LIPPITT: They, they cross two, two tax maps, the point down by the pier is Tax Map 8.

HOROWITZ: My point is that in the motion it should be Map 7, Lot...

LIPPITT: Sure, hold on.

COLLINS: OK, the rest of the motion will stay, revised to be Map, Map 8, Lots 50-1,50, and
3; and Map 7, Lots 51 A, 59A and 56.

COLLINS: The entire thing? The lot numbers. Map 8, Lots 50-1,50 and 3, and Map 7, Lots
51A,59Aand56.

COLLINS: Second?

KERPER: Second.

PROBERT: Seconded by George.

BEAROR: Mr. Chairman, could I comment, given the fact that new information was provided
by the applicant?

PROBERT: Go ahead. We haven't slowed down on anything else.

BEAROR: Thank you. I just would like it to be understood that during this discussion,
apparently the Sprague representative made representations as to which parcels of land shown
on a tax map are the subject of the purchase and sale agreement between Sprague and DCP, is
that correct? Is that what just happened?
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PROBERT: Yup.

BEAROR: So, is the Sprague representative also going to say that those tax map parcels are
what his company is selling?

THERIAULT: I would gladly review them.

BEAROR: I think you ought to.

PROBERT: Right now we are going Parcel A, Parcel B and so forth, in the purchase and sale.

COLLINS: I mean, they are purchase and sale, and ultimately their deed is going to control
what they are selling, what we need for our purposes is just clarification about what land we are
talking about on the face of the earth, and that doesn't change what DCP is or is not going to be
getting.

LIPPITT: Mr. Chairman and Ms. Collins, if I may clarify. In the purchase and sale agreement
there are three exhibits, Exhibits A, B and C, and those purport to appear to convey, or prepare
to convey to DCP what is known as Tax Lot Map 7, Lot 56, and that is all they have purported
to sell to us in fee. The other lots mentioned were for purposes of right-of-way for the pipeline
to the cargo pier, nothing more, nothing less. That's what I assert is happening here, and if Mr.
Theriault would like to confirm that or speak to that that's fine, but I think I have clarified the
issue, and while we're on it, I think Mr. Hall's parcel is identified on the tax map as 56A, and by
no means does DCP Searsport suggest it owns that parcel.

PROBERT: We can cross that one off, then.

LIPPITT: 56A is not, is not owned, 56 is what is being sold to DCP Searsport.

PROBERT: Do you agree, Mr. Theriault?

THERIAULT: Yes.

PROBERT: Are we all set?

CALLAHAN: I clarify the motion that we agree that DCP does have standing per their
purchase and sale agreement and the related lot numbers.

KERPER: I will second that.

PROBERT: Moved and seconded. Any further discussion on this motion, such as it is?
Hearing none, all those in favor of the motion that DCP has standing on the purchase and sale
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agreement? The motion passes, five zero.

COLLINS: And also, there has been evidence provided of additional ownership of the parcel
that is affected by this application, which is a quit-claim deed reported at Book 3701, Page I,
and if we could have a motion to find that that document presents sufficient right title and
interest, and there is another deeded parcel as well. Can you point me to that deed, I'm not
seeing it in what you just provided. Exhibit C.

LIPPITT: Are you asking for the quit-claim deed recording reference?

COLLINS: You have two parcels you own by deed already. One is at Book 3701, Page 1, and
the other one I am just not finding the book and page for right here.

BODEN: Both deeds are combined.

COLLINS: OK. So, I would suggest a motion to find that the balance of the parcel is owned
by DCP Searsport in fee by virtue of the deed recorded at Book 3701, Page 1.

CALLAHAN: So moved.

KERPER: I'll second that.

PROBERT: It's been moved and seconded that they own the parcels as recorded in Book 3701.
Discussion on the motion? No further discussion? All those in favor of the motion that they
own those two parcels? Passed five zero, they have standing, we have gone through that phase
of it. It is now ten minutes past nine, we had hoped to get on with the presentation,
uninterrupted presentation by DCP, and, Steve, unless you have someone that you want to
interject that cannot be here tomorrow night and can do it within fifteen minutes, then I am
going to adjourn the meeting for tonight, and we will resume tomorrow night, same place, same
time, and the first item of business will be DCP's uninterrupted presentation.

BODEN: Everyone's available tomorrow night.

PROBERT: What?

BODEN: Everyone's available for me.

PROBERT: Good.

COLLINS: I just want to have a word of caution to the board that obviously you're in a really
tricky position here and obviously everyone in the public would love to talk to you and love to
hear more, but I want everybody to be very careful and refrain from talking about the Searsport



Searsport Planning Board
November 26,2012
Page 56

application or any of your opinions about the application at any point until this is all over. Treat
yourself as if you were a jury and we were being sequestered.

PROBERT: Thank you.

ADJOURNED

I hereby attest the above transcript accurately reflects the the Searsport Planning Board meeting
of November 26,2012 to the best of my ability.

Malcolm "Mac" Smith


