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Publishing Fee b
Escrow
TOTAL
TOWN OF RAYMOND ;
APPLICATION TO THE Fees will be calculated after

appiication is submitted prior

ZONING BOARP OF APPEALS
to being scheduled for Hearing

Name of Applicant “feresa. Ellis , Dennis Wartin,  Lisa Mosrtin

Mailing Address P p. Box cpz;, Koumond . ME o4 01!

Primary Phone 7(0%-934 - 8582 - C [ﬂ H[ |W][ ] email ellis.teresam@ qmai).-com
Date property acquired: (month and year) Pee 2021  and ma,g,} zoJ?_B

Name of Owner (if different than applicant)

Mailing Address

Town: State Zip Code

Primary Phone g H[ |W/[ ]| email

Property Address (street number and name): Lot (02 A

Townof Raymond Map TR Lot L2 A Zone  LRRI

Deed Reference Book 390619 Page 197 ([ e\lis-Martn paree| )
also 45 3 '

The undersigned applies for the following:

a

ADMINISTRATIVE APPEAL. Applicant requesis relief from the decision, or lack of decision,
of the Code Enforcement Officer. The undersigned belfeves that (check one)

An error was made in the denial of the permit
Denial of the permit was based on the misinterpretation of the ordinance
____ The permit was not approved or denied within a reasonable period of time
_A_ Other: _Erroc  was made i1 Ve approval of the perwit

2. VARIANCE (the information listed on page 3 rrmstl be submitted)

3. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT For
____ 4. VARIANCE PROVISION(S) FOR NON-CONFORMING

(use) in Zone

Lot D Structure D Use [ |

I have read, understand and agrec to the above instructions and conditions. I also authorize any Board
Member or other Town Officials to enter onto the site. I certifythat the information copidined in this

application and its supplement is true and correct.

Date: Z"/u /uz.é'
Date: 3/” 1'2015

Dete:_ G| dpas

?roper;; owner M

’

oy 7«

|

F o«
Property Owner: m%ﬂi
meuhj Owner : ,_dﬂg_ﬂwf‘\_—-——*

SACOMMITTEES\Zoning Board of Appeals\2ZBA FORMS\ZBA APPLICATION.doc



Grounds for Appeal of Dock Permit

We, Dennis Martin and Teresa Ellis are the owners of real property along Shore Road,
Raymond, Maine including lots 98, 60, 61 and 62, and Lisa Martin real property owner
of lots 63, 64, and 65 on plan entitled Thomas Pond Shores, filed or recorded in
Cumberland County Registry of Deeds, Plan Book 45, Page 37, and dated July 1956.
Our street addresses are 31 Shore Road, Raymond, ME 04071 and 33 Shore Road,
Raymond, ME 04071.

We are formally appealing the permit decision, permit number 2025394 secured by
Sheena Jo-Randall of 32 Shore Road, and Jonathan Stickney of 34 Shore Road,
Raymond, Maine to install a 4 x 4 temporary platform and stair access to Thomas Pond.

i. Background:

A Right-of-Way (ROW) exists abutting our lakeside property. The ROW is identified as
lot 62A on map 78.

Lot 62A in the Thomas Pond Shores subdivision is not recognized by the town as a
separate lot as it has no assigned map and lot number, nor a tax card. Lot 62A is not
owned by the parties who applied for the permit to install the dock.

Six properties with five parties have deeded use of ROW at lot 62A, including the
applicants Sheena Jo Randall (lots 99-100) and Jonathan Stickney (lot 101-103), an
LLC owning lot 97, Lisa Martin (lots 63-65), Teresa Ellis and Dennis Martin, lot 98, and
also lots 60-62, both with deeded rights. Our deeds expressly include the benefit of “a
right-of-way to and from the shore to Shore Road over lot 62A." Ms. Randall's and Mr.
Stickney’s deeds include the same language.

Mis. Randail and Mr. Stickney have made multipie previous attempts to instail a dock at
the end of the ROW with an ever changing narrative and inaccuracies in the permit
applications, including the incorrect statement of owning lot 62A and that we don’t have
deeded rights to name a couple.

The first attempt was to install the dock without other deed holders permissions or a
Town of Raymond permit. The Town ordered the removal of the dock. Ms. Randall
appealed the decision, however was upheld by the Zoning Board of Appeals.

Next in June 2025 Ms. Randall and Mr. Stickney applied for a permit to install the dock
with no attempt to get permission or consent of other deed hoiders. The permit was
denied on June 3 and June 20, 2025.

Then, on June 27 2025, Ms. Randall and Mr. Stickney again applied for permit 2025394

using nuanced language to basically install the same components except to detach the
fixed platform from the floating dock. The justification this time was listed as providing



stakeholders contradicts her previous position that consensus is needed for work on
the ROW. For example:

-In her letter to Dennis Martin and Teresa Ellis dated July 19, 2022, she states
“The only permits in public record for #31 are for tree removal and re-plant (should be
no trees from ROW removed without permission from all owners)”” For reference our
permit was to remove and replant trees on our own private property.

-Again on February 7, 2024, Ms. Randall’s sent a letter to Michael S Reali,
Trustee, where acknowledged “the town won't issue a permit without ALL owners
rights to ROW giving permission”. The Reali Trust representative responded on March
12, 2024 that they also did not give consent to change the ROW.

Issuing a permit for this work also contradicts the previous decisions by the CEO as
noted in the following examples:

-As recently as June 3, 2025, the applicants were denied a building permit by
the Town of Raymond to install a dock at the end of Lot 62A. The denial stated “Rights
of Way do not implicitly allow for dock installation”, and “ All applications shall be
signed by an owner or individual who can show evidence of right, title or interest....”
The approval of this permit is a reversal and inconsistent with the prior denial.

-Also on June 20, 2025, the dock permit denial letter acknowledges this is a
ROW, and not land owned by Ms. Randall and Mr. Stickney. The denial also notes that
all property owners have not agreed to instaliing a dock. The CEO stated “This is a
civil issue that should be settled by all property owners who have deeded access to
pass over the ROW before a permit is submitted.” This never happened and just 7 days
later another permit was submitted and approved without consensus.

We feel that it wouid be appropriate to use the state statutes as they are now written
for subdivisions made post 2018 to help guide and make the a permit decision in this
case and remain consistent. This statute states “The owner of an easement or right-of-
way leading to or touching upon a water body does not have the right by implication to
construct a dock on the easement or right-of-way or use the easement or right-of-way
to facilitate the construction of a dock on the body of water...” (See 33 MRSA S 459).

The structure proposed is in essence a dock based on the description and apparent
intended use. The Town Ordinance regarding docks/structures above and below the
high water mark does not have any exceptions to permit requirements based on any
particular dock size, platform, structure or stairs. (350-5.4 Table 1 - Land Uses in
Shoreland Zone). The applicant has hand written in her own addition to the zoning
standard to add that “& or a 4’ stair” is included in the Raymond Zoning Standard (see
permit application.)

The applicants keep making attempts to change the terminology of what is being
installed and for what purpose in order to gain permit approval. The intended use



Additionally, Maine courts have held that the installation of docks by a right of way or
easement holders unreasonably interferes with the right of other right of way holders to
use the same right of way. See Uzdavinis v. Wagemann, No. CV-15-027. This case
was litigated in 2017 regarding a deeded ROW on Thompson Lake in Oxford, ME and
has very similar circumstances to the issue here. The court found in favor of the
Plaintiffs, who were a abutting lakefront property owners. They found the defendants
did not have a right to establish or maintain a dock as such a structure overburdens
and unreasonably interferes with the Plaintiffs’ easement rights. In the Thompson Lake
case, a dock was instalied on a 30’ wide ROW, and in our case a dock is being
installed on a mere 10’ wide ROW, making this situation more obstructive.

The Uzdavinis vs. Wagemann case also cited that the defendant had “no right to
occupy any particular part of an easement to the exclusion of others or to exclude
them from or to appropriate soie use of a particular portion of common property
without prior consent”

All co-tenants should have a say and not unreasonably interfere with other easement
holders. This includes our right to pass over the ROW as noted in our deed as well as
not be physicaily exciuded from using the ROW. {See Uzdavinis vs. Wagemann as
well).

Not only does the platform in the water impede our ability to use the shorefront from
the rock, the additional stair/structure over the rock on the ROW interferes with our
rights to use land portion at the ROW.

See Ms. Randall letter dated 9/17/224 to the to Town of Raymond regarding our fence
installation. In that letter, she states in bold “....there are State statues to blocking,
creating barriers and cutting off shoreline.” And also “ROW’s and private Lots deeded
to landowners their are no barriers on the shoreline.” Once again a contradiction to
her own words.

Also on October 16, 2023, Ms. Randall sent an email to Teresa Ellis. In that email she
she noticed we were doing some landscape work on our property. (We were actually
simply seeding to repair any lawn damage from the construction.) In her email she
states “please be sure that whatever you do that it is on your private property side. Put
nothing inside the deeded ROW of others.” Hypocritically to her statement to Ellis/
Martin, in this case apparently it is okay to occupy and obstruct the ROW for her
personal enjoyment and supersede our deeded rights.

As of July 28, 2025, a portion of the platform and stairs have been installed in the lake.
A sign has ciearly been posted that this is “Private Property. No Trespassing”. In doing
so, Ms. Randall and Mr. Stickney have blocked the ROW for their own personal use,
violating our deed and use of the end of the ROW. Additionally, Ms. Randall has
already started to occupy the end of the ROW, storing additional personal property and
attempting to take over the land for their private use. We don’t agree and ask that
personal property not be stored and all belongings to be removed from the ROW so we
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Stzk ney Lots

EXHIRIT “A”

Three certain lots of parcels of land, with any improvements thereon, situated in the Town of .
Raymond, County of Cumberland and State of Maine, being known as Lots numbered one hundred
one (101), one hundred two (102) and one hundred three (103) as shown on Plan of Thomas Pond
Shores, Section #4, made by Clifford L. Swan Co., Inc., and recorded in the Cumberland County
Registry of Deeds in Plan Boek 45, Page 37.

This conveyance is made together with a right of way to and from the premises over shore Road
and Libby Road to Meadow Road, so-called.

This conveyance is also made together with a right of way to and from the shore to Shore Road
over Lot #22A, Sheet #3, and a right of way to and from the shore to Shore Road over Lots 62A,
Section #3 as shown on said Plan of Thomas Pond Shores.

Meaning and intending to convey the same premises described in the deed from Stephen P.
Williams and Sharon A. Williams to Robert F. Murray and Judith A. Murray recorded in the
Cumberland County Registry of Deeds in Book 8190, Page 191, and Abstract of Referee’s Report
in the matter of Judith A. Murray v. Robert F. Murray wherein the premises were set aside to
Robert F. Murray, recorded in said Registry of Deeds in Book 12167, Page 218.
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Kuow all Men by these Hresents,

lﬂl;at » I,Margaret Ann Clark,Trustee,of the Town of Casco,County of
Cumberland and State of Maine,

—_—

R

o gonsideration of one dollar and other valuable considerations,

ald by Earl 'L, and Helen K.Briggs,both of the City of Portland,
County of Cumberland,State of Maine,

—_—

e receipt whereof 1 do hereby acknowledge, do hereby gloe, grant,

bargain, sell and ronpey, unto the said Earl L.,Briggs and Helen K.Briggs,

P

e .

4 cint tenants, and not as tenants in common, their heirs and

-,assigns forever, B{certain lotsor parcelsof land sgituated in the

Tovn of Raymond,County of Cumberland and State of Maine,being known
as lots numbered Sixty-three (#63),Sixty-four (#64) and Sixty-five
(#65),as shown on vlan of Thomas Pond Shores,Section #3,made by
Clifford L.Swan Co.,Inc.,and filed or recorded in the Cumberland
County Registry of Deeds,Plan Book 45,Page 33,Dated July,1956.. .
The above described premises are conveyed subject to the following
restrictions for the benefit of all lots at said Thomas Pond Shores,
and binding upon the Grantors and the respective Grantees,in deeds
of sald lots and upon the successors,heirs and assigns of the Grant-
ors and sald Grantees until July,1976,but sadd Grantors shall be und-
er no obligation to enforce any of such restrictions or to restrain
or enjoin any violation thereof.

(1)¥o building shall be erected thereon unless the plans of the main
camp,cottage or other dwelling have been approved in writing by the

Grantors,unless the cottage has a minimum of 700 square feef of first
floor space,asphalt roof and clapboard siding or betber. ______

(2)¥o building or any part of a building shall be bullt or placed
nearer than fifteen Teet to the shore of the lake on which the lots
front. .

(3)No sewerage shall be emptied into the lake or pond upon which the
premises vorder nor onto adjoining land or streets or private ways,
but all sewerage shall be properly taken care of by the owners of the
premises by septic fank or other adequate means to prevent pollution
of the lake or pond and to prevent offensive appearances and oror
and shall conform to any and all State Municipal and District regu=’
lations applicable thereto. .

The above described premises are conveyed together with a right of
way to and from the premises over Shore Road and Libby Road to the
tieadow Road so-called,also a right of way to and from the shore to
the Shore NMoad over Lot #22A and Lot #6824, :

_ ————

T

T S

Clark
Tr

to

Briggs

War

291
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Ko ALl fen by These Hreaents,

@hﬁ I, Richard M. Norris of Windham, County of Cumberland and

State of Mains,

in ocnemideratiem ef one dollar and other valuable considerations

(Actual cash consideration being less than one hundred dollars)

paid by Constance G. Norris of said Windham

the receipt.wherec? I do horedy aockmovledge, do hereby giwr, graut,
fargaty, il o ronwey  unto the said

Constance G. Norris, her

heirs and assigns forever, & FUFtALIXIVTLERXpEPIskXofxiand
Four (L) certain lots or pmrcels of land situated in the Town of
Raymond, County of Cumberland, and State of Maine, being lots
- numbered ninety-elght (98), sixty (60), sixty-one {61), and sixty-
t¥o (2] as snown on & map or plan entitled Thomas Pond Shores,
made by Clifford L. Swan Co., Inc., and filed or recorded in the
Cumberland County Registry of Deeds, Plan Book L5, Page 37, and
dated July, 1956,

The above described premises are conveyed subject to the
following restrictions for the benefit of all lots at said Thomas
Pond Shores, and binding upon the Grantors and the respective
Grantees, in deeds of said lots-and upon the successors, heirs and
agsigne of the Orantors and ssid grantees until July, 1976, but
said Grantors shall be under no obligation to enforce any of such
restricticns or to restrain or enjoin any violation thereof,

(1) Wo building shall be erected thereon unless the plans of
the main camp, cottage or other dwelling have been approved in
writing by the Grantors, unless the cottage has a minimum of 700
square feet of first floor space, aspha® roof and clapboard siding
or better,

(2) ¥o buillding or any part of a bullding shall be built or
placed nearer than fifteen feet to the road on which the lot fronts.

(3) Yo sewerage shall be emptied into the lake or pond upon
which the premises border nor onto adjoining land or streets or
private ways, but all sewerage shall be property taken care of by
the owner of the premises by septic tank or other adequate means te
prevent pollution of the lake.or pond and to prevent offensive
appearances and odor-and shall conform to any and all State,
Manicipel and Distriet regulations applicakble thersto, The above
described premises are conveyed togetter with a right-of-way to
and from the premises over Shore Road anda Libby Road to the Meadow
Road, so-called, alsg a right-of=-way to and from the shoye to the
Shore Road over Lot #624, Section 2,

) Said lot pumbered ninety-eight (98) was conveyed to this
Grantor by Perley J. MacDonald and Ruth L. MacDonald, Trustees, by
deed dated August 12, 1961, and recorded in the Cumberland County -
Reglstry of Deeds, in Book 2108, Page 37, Under date of June 7,
1561, said lots numbered sixty {60), sixty-one (61) and sixty-two
(62) were conveyed to this Grantor by Perley J. MacDonald and Ruth
L. MacDonald, Trustees, by deed recorded in said Registry in Book
2108, Pags 17,

Norris
to

Norris

War

Bogk S75¢
&7
Pags
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that I have good right to sell and oonvey the same to the saié
Grantee to hold as aforesaid; and that I and my  heirs
shall and will HWarrant aud Sefenh the same to the said Grantee , her
neirs and assigns forever, against the lavful claims and demands of

all persons.

Ju Woness Wiprenf. I the said Richard M. Norris, unmarried,

wifm . eficthexsndd

fajming docthiaciesdcaaxOrantan . and
FS IR RER VO WUEHK DY BB BNL XEnA XML XoL BT
PEERTE XN S EEOVelTesbLpe X pratiasy, have hereunto set my
hand -and seal this eleventh day of July
in the year of our Lord one thousand nino hundred and sixty-three

-

ﬁi é % < (:

Bigued, Sealed aud Dpltnersd

> Siate of Raine. Cumberland A8, ~July 11 19 63,
Personally appeared the above named
Richerd M. Norris
and acknowledged the foregoing instrucont
to be his free sot and deed.

P JUL171
REGISTRY OF DEEDS, cwa&:nm(ﬁ COUNTY, MAINE o of the Poace
; . Hotary—Pudlic

Rec;‘iveq‘. at 3 H /o .m{~u, and recorged i o

B

00 ;a276,2 PAGE y};j‘ ,Z.ﬂ./ﬁ7 Registe:
£z " /4
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5 Znow all fien by these Presents,
§

Chat We, John E. Williams and Dolores Williams, both of “outh

Portland, in the County of Cumberland and State of laine

in consideration of one dollar and other valuable considerations

paid by Reymond F. Gillespie and Julia E. Gillespie, both of

Portland, in the County of Cu'mberland and State of Maine

the receipt whereof we do hereby acknowledge, do herecby

plue, graut, burgatu, self and ronury, unto the saia Raymond F. Gillespie and

Julia E. Gillespie

as joint temants and not as tenants in common, their neirs and

assigns forever, a certain lot or parcel of land situated im the
f¥own of Reymond,. Ceuzt of Cumberlazd apd State of Yalms, balng knewn a8 let
mumbered omg hundred (1005, ap shewm em & map er plan entitled Themas Pend Sherea,

sade by Glifferd L. Swam Ce.,Juc., and recorded ln the Cumberlamd Ceunty Reglstry ’

of Desds.
The sbeve described Erq{iul are ceaveyed subjsct to tha follewimg restrictiens
fer tha bel:fi.t of all lots at said Themas Pemd Shorss, and binding uwpen the

Grenters and the respactive Orantees, in deeds of said lots and upon the succassers,
heirs and assigns ef the Oramters and sald Oramtees, umtil Jume, 1576, but aaid
Oramters shall be umder me ebligatien te emforce amy of such restrictiens er te
restrair er enjeim.any vielatiem thersef. .

(1) Fe building shall be erected therees ualess the plamp of the main camp,

cottage er ether duelling have bean appreved im writinmg by the Granters, umlosa the
cottage has a mimimum of 700 square fest ef firat fleer apace, asphelt reef asd
ciepbeard siding er better.

{2) Ne bullding er amy part ef a building shall be bullt ¢ placed mearer than
$iftesn (15) fest te the read en whioh the lot fremte,

(3) Ne sewerage shall be emptiad inte the lake er ond upen which the premises

berder Rer oR alj-inlng land or strests or private ways, bub all sswerage shall

e pr-garly tokem care ef by the ewmer ef the premises by septic tark or sther

adequate means te pravent E:nutlu of the lake eor gnd und to prevent effensive
appearances and eder and shall cenferm te amy and all State, Huniolpal and District
regulations applicable therste. Tha abeve described premises are cenveyed tegether N
with & right ef way to and frea the premiges sver Shera Read and Libby Read to tha "
Meadew Rezd, se called, alse & rlght of way to asd frem the shere to the Shers

hoad over Lot 624, Secilem # 3. 1lse Let 224, gneat ¥ 1, Sectiem # 1o

Being the same premises cenveyed te the Granters harein frem Cedric F. Williams,Sr.
by Warranty Dee dated December 23, 19& and recerded im Cumberland Ceunty

Rogisiry of Deeds in Buek 2985, Page 669,

L TSNS T T
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ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF SHORELAND ZONING BUFFER STANDARDS

This sheet provides notification of standards required by the Town of Raymond Shoreland Zoning Provisions.
By signing this form, the applicant acknowledges understanding of the standards; agrees to comply with them:
and to notify all others associated with the propased project of these restrictions. Violations of any of these

standards will require the contractor(s) and/or landowner(s) to fully restore any site conditions found not in

compliance to their pre-construction conditions.

NOTE: This form summarizes key Ordinances provisions. Other restrictions and Maine DEP requirements also
apply. Approval of a DEP permit under Natural Resources Protection Act (NRPA) does not supersede these
standards, which, in some cases, are more restrictive. See Section 14 of the Shoreland Zoning Ordinance for
more information about which activities requive a local permit, and Section 15 details the standards that apply

to those various activities.

The following standards apply within the buffer area (within 100" of the normal high waterline of great ponds

and vivers lowing to great ponds; within 100" of the normat high water line of other rivers and zoned sireams;

and within [00' of the upland edge of zoned wetlands. NOTE: However, that other standards apply at distances

greater than the buffer width. See the Official Raymond Zoning Map to determine how a particular parcel is

zoned):

¢ One (1) winding foot path of no more than six (6) feet in width is allowed for each lot. A winding path is
required in order to provide opportunities for water to disperse into the buffer. < o H' St

*  Structures are not allowed within the buffer area, except for water-dependent structures. This prohibition
includes but not limited to storage buildings, boathouses, patios, decks and tent platforms.

*  Vegetation less than three (3) feet in height cannot be removed, killed, or otherwise damaged.

* In the off-season, temporary docks should be stacked on the footpath to avoid damage to buffer

vegetation, or removed from the buffer area entirely.

part of an approved re-vegetation plan. Path construction material must consist of washed stone, bark
mulch, or other material that will not wash into the water,

*  Pruning of tree branches is permitted on the bottom 1/3 of the tree.

¢ Openings, or view corridors, in existence prior to January 1, 1989 can be maintained but not enlarged.

¢ Openings that have “closed” with growth of woody vegetation, cannot be “re-opened.”

*  Grandfathered buildings within the buffer may be expanded after obtaining a permit, if the cxpansions
are no closer 1o the water body than the original structure. Such expansions of floor area and/or volume
are limited to 30% of the floor area and volume in existence as of January 1, 1989. Before any
construction begins, pre-construction photos must be taken. Silt fence or other erosion control measures
must properly be installed. at the upland extent of the buffer arca, below any construction.

¢ No disturbancc of the ground cover (including the duff and lcaf layer) or vegetation shall be caused
within the buffer. Equipment movement and excavation must be carefully controlled to avoid any impact
to the buffer. For example, it is not permissible to locate a foundation at the buffer limit if that placement
will cause any disturbance within the buffer. The placement of silt fence at the buffer limit is intended to
prevent disturbance within the buffer and to satisfy state and local requirements.

+  Clearing of vegetation and timber harvesting must not remove more than 40% of the volume of trees in
any ten (10) year period. The creation of cleared openings is prohibited and a well-distributed stand of
trees must be maintained. These provisions may linit the percentage of cut to lessthan the specified

maximums. Q. LT Jfﬁ{’{t
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June 28, 2025

To: Jason Williamson and Chris Hanson
Code Enforcement
Town of Raymond, Maine

Dear Jason and Chris,

We sent an email on Friday objecting to the permit application filed by Sheena Randall and
Jonathan Stickney to install stairs and dock platform at the end of the Right of Way (ROW) lot
62A.

After further review and consideration we wanted to supplement our response with the
following statements justifying our objection to the permit request.

Firstly, the town ordinances require the permit applicants demonstrate ownership/title.
Ordinance 350-7.3 Permit application requires:

The application must be signed by the property owner, or an agent, representative,
or contractor with authorization from the owner, certifying the information is complete
correct.

The applicants do not own lot 62A and a permit was previously denied in part, based on the
lack of ability “to show right, title, and interest to permit the installation of a dock”. As noted in
the last permit denial, the deeded access states “rights of way to and from the shore to the
Shore Road over ot 82A” and the right is to pass over to get from Shore Road to the shore.
The deeds to not include a reference to “access” into the water. Additionally, they do not
include any reference to the ability to install a dock, stairs, platform etc, or make modifications
to the ROW.

In the last denial, the issue was described as a “civil issue that should be settled by all property
owners who have access to pass over the ROW before a permit application is submitted.” This
has not taken place.

We feel that just removing the middle section of the dock from the previously denied
application and installation, does not materially change the request and, in our opinion, and
should also be denied on the same grounds.

We previously hired an attorney have have demonstrated we have deeded rights to lot 62A.
We should not be unilaterally usurped by others and/or have our deeded rights waived by a
portion of the deeded rights land owners without our say as we are affected landowners.

Secondly, the structure noted on the permit request meets the definition of a dock or
structure requiring a permit as defined by the town ordinance.

Ordinance 350-5.4 Table 1 - Land Uses in the Shoreland Zone

Land Use 17A (Piers, docks, wharves, bridges, boat launches and other structures and
uses extending over or below the normal high-water line or within a wetland -
Temporary); LRR1 requires a permit from the CEO excluding bridges and other
ciossings not involving earthwork, in which case no permit is required.
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BUILDING PERMIT

General/Location

Permit No: 2025394

Permit Type: BUILDING PERMIT
Use Type: Residential

Project Cost:
Proposed Use:

Project Description: 4 X 4 TEMPORARY PLATFORM WITH STAIRS TO ACCESS THOMAS POND

0
SINGLE FAMILY

Site Address:
City/State/Zip:
Parcel No:
Lot:
Subdivision:

32 SHORE ROAD
RAYMOND, ME 04071
078010000000

010

Applicant/Owner

Applicant: SHEENA-JO RANDALL & Owner: RANDALL, SHEENA-JO
JONATHAN STICKNEY Address: 32 SHORE RD

Address: 32 SHORE RD City/State/Zip: RAYMOND, ME 04071

City/State/Zip: RAYMOND, ME 04071 Phone: 207-899-5606

Phone: 207-899-5606 Email: sheenajorandall@aol.com

Email: sheena-jorandall@aol.com

Contractors:

Name: Owner Address: Phone:

Email: License #: N/A Exp. Date: 12/31/2030

Name: Owner Address: Phone:

Email:

License #: N/A

Exp. Date: 11/30/2030

Fee

uilding Permit Minimum Fea
uliging Permit Minimum +ee

Amount

[OA S VLY

Total Fee: $50.00

Payment Date
07/15/2025

Amount

£
o
[

=)

o)
~

Total Paid: $50.00

This permit is approved on the basis of information provided by the applicant regarding his ownership and boundary
locations. The applicant has the burden of ensuring that he has legal right to use the property and that he is measuring
required seibacks from the legal boundary lines of the lot. The approval of this permit in now way reiives the applicant of
this burden. Nor does this permit approval constitute a resolution in favor of the applicant of any issues regarding the
property boundaries, ownership, or similar title issues. It is hereby certified that the above use as shown on the plats and
plans submitted with the application conforms with all applicable provisions of the Town of Raymond Land Use and

Ordinance and Shoreland Zoning Provisions.

Jason Williamson , Code Enforcement Officer

https://www.iworg.netf/iworg/0_Pages/Permit/popuplLetterExternal.php?id=26409679&fid=600&accountid=2222&letterid=30306984

07/22/2025

Date

Page 1of 4
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Conditions of Approval

07/22/2025

SHEENA-JO RANDALL & JONATHAN STICKNEY
32 SHORE RD
RAYMOND, ME 04071

Re: Permit Number 2025394

Subject Property: 32 SHORE ROAD, RAYMOND, ME 04071

Parcel ID #: 078010000000

Current Use: SINGLE FAMILY

Proposed Use: SINGLE FAMILY

Project Description: 4 X 4 TEMPORARY PLATFORM WITH STAIRS TO ACCESS THOMAS POND

The approval of your permit is conditioned upon the following:

Other
N/A

Temporary platform and stairs to be used to access water. No floats or watercraft shall be tied to any part of platform or
stairs.

https://www.iworg.net/iworq/0_Pages/Permit/popuplLetterExternal.php?id=26409679&fid=600&accountid=2222&letterid=30306984 Page 3 of 4



6/28/25, 2:22 PM

Denied Building Permit

06/03/2025

SHEENA JO RANDALL
32 SHORE RD
RAYMOND, ME 04071

Owner: RANDALL, SHEENA-JO

Location: 32 SHORE ROAD, RAYMOND, ME 04071
Parcel: 078010000000

Zoning: Limited Residential/Recreational 1 (LRR1)

Dear SHEENA JO RANDALL,

You applied for a building permit (No. 2025265) to install dock at the above-mentioned parcel.
Right of ways do not implicitly allow for dock installation.
Please see the following relevant ordinance section:

§ 350-7.3Permit application.
[Amended 6-13-2023 ATM by Art. 26] *

Every applicant for a permit shall submit a written apphcatfon including a scaled site plan, on a form provided by
the municipality, to the appropriate official as indicated in Article 5.

B.

All applications shall be signed by an owner or individual who can show evidence of right, litle or interest in the
property or by an agent, representative, tenant or contractor of the owner with authorization from the owner to
apply for a permit hereunder, certifying that the information in the application is complete and correct.

§ 350-7.4 Procedure for administering permits.

B.
The applicant shall have the burden of proving that the proposed land use activity is in conformity with the

purposes and provisions of these ordinance provisions

In conclusion and pursuant to § 350 Article 7, | regret to inform you that this office has denied your permit
application. You have the right to appeal this decision to the Board of Appeals within thirty (30) days of the date
of this letter pursuant to Article 6 of the Town of Raymond, Maine. If any of the proposed work shown on the
building permit application has been completed, it has been done without the required permit and may be
considered in violation of the Town’s Land Use Ordinance.

https:/fwww.iworg.net/iworq/0_Pages/Permit/popupLetterExternal.php?id=26068820&fid=600&accountid=2222&letterid=28334690 Page 1 of 2



6/28/25, 1:39 PM

Denied Building Permit

06/20/2025

SHEENA JO RANDALL
32 SHORE RD
RAYMOND, ME 04071

Owner: RANDALL, SHEENA-JO

Location: 32 SHORE ROAD, RAYMOND, ME 04071
Parcel: 078010000000

Zoning: Limited Residential/Recreational 1 (LRR1)

Dear SHEENA JO RANDALL,

You applied for a building permit (No. 2025265) to install temporary dock at the above-mentioned parcel.

Lot 62A in the Thomas Pond Shore subdivision is not recognized by the town as a separate lot as it has no
assigned map and lot number, nor a tax card. According to our assessing department, map 78 lot 10 and map
78 lot 12 do not pay taxes as owners of the ROW over lot 62A in the Thomas Pond Shores subdivision.

All deeds for the 4 lot owners with deeded access state a, "right of way to and from the shore to the Shore Road
over lot 62A" with no mention of a dock, with 2 applying for the do¥k, and at least one disputing the permit
application

This is a civil issue that should be settled by all property owners who have deeded access to pass over the
ROW before a permit application is submitted.

Therefore, the application as submitted does not show right, title, and interest to permit the installation of a
dock.

Please see the following relevant ordinance section:

[Amended 6-13-2023 ATM by Art. 26]

A.

Every applicant for a permit shall submit a written application, including a scaled site plan, on a form provided by
the municipality, to the appropriate official as indicated in Article 5.

B.

All applications shall be signed by an owner or individiial who can show evidence of righi, iitle or inieresi in ifie
property or by an agent, representative, tenant or contractor of the owner with authorization from the owner to
apply for a permit hereunder, certifying that the information in the application is complete and correct.

https:/jwww.iworg.netfiworg/0_Pages/Permit/popuplLetterExternal.php?id=26068820&fid=600&accountid=2222&letterid=29691587 Page 1of 2



When the easement rights are not provided for in a deed or other written document, an
easement can be established by use or the history of the property atissue. If this right is
disputed, the party claiming it must go through the courts to obtain a judgment that

provides the scope and rights of the easement.

A common way in which a non-express right-of-way easement is established is by

the prescripfive use of the land of another. Someone who has been using a way for
over twenty years, and wants to make sure they will have the right to do so in the future
will require a Maine court to rule that a prescriptive easement has been established

based on the historical facts.

This legal right is similar to a claim of adverse possession, which is when a party claims
title to a parcei of iand based on at ieast twenty years of use. A prescriptive easement
only establishes the right to use the land as it has been used for over the prescriptive

period but does not take the actual title of the land away from the landowner.

An implied easement is created when a landowner conveys a portion of their land,
and the owner of the conveyed portion of land establishes that they have the right to
cross the grantor’s remaining land. An implied easement can be established in a couple
of ways. An implied quasi-easement arises when a landowner conveys a parcel of
land but retains all the surrounding land, and there is the intent that an easement exists to
cross the remaining land of the grantor. An easement by necessity is generally
created when a landowner conveys a portion of land but retains all the land surrounding

the conveyed parcei, and there exists no access to the conveyed land.
lil. What Rights Does a Right-of-Way Easement Provide?

A right-of-way easement grants the holder only the rights as stated in the express
easement or granted by court order. Typically the right is simply to cross over the land of
another. The easement holder does not have the right to change the nature or location
of the right-of-way. For instance, if a right-of-way was explicitly granted to allow only

foot traffic down to a pond, that footpath may not be converted into a drivabie road.



Jason J. Theobald, Esq.
jtheobald@curtisthaxter.com
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Via Certified Mail; Return Receipt Request
and First-Class Mail
///'
Sheena-Jo Randall v
32 Shore Rd.
Raymond, ME 04071

Sheena-Jo Randall
4 Bridge St.
Cornish, ME 04020

RE: Right of Way over Lot 62A in Thomas Pond Shores

Dear Ms. Randaii:

This law firm represents Teresa Ellis and Dennis Martin (“Ellis and Martin”). Both Ellis
and Martin and you are the owners of real property located along Shore Road in the Thomas
Pond Shores subdivision in Raymond, Maine. This letter concerns your use, and proposed use, of
a certain right of way over a 10-foot-wide strip of land known as “Lot 62A” depicted on a
subdivision plan, which provides access to Thomas Pond. As discussed in detail below, Ellis and
Martin demand that you cease and desist from any and all efforts to install a dock, remove trees,
or make any other alterations to Lot 62A without a permit from the Town of Raymond and
written consent from all other right of way holders, including Ellis and Martin.

You are the owner of real property situated at 32 Shore Road in Raymond, Maine, by
virtue of a deed dated September 2, 2015, and recorded September 8, 2015, in the Cumberland
County Registry of Deeds (the “Registry”) at Book 32572, Page 131 (the “Randall Parcel”),
which describes your property as Lots 99 and 100 depicted on a subdivision plan for Thomas
Pond Shores, Section 4, made by Clifford L. Swan Co., Inc., dated July 1956, .and recorded
August 4, 1956, in the Registry at Plan Book 45, Page 37 (the “Plan — Section 47),

Ellis and Martin are the owners of real property situated at 31 Shore Road in Raymond,
Maine, by virtue of a deed dated December 20, 2021, and recorded December 22, 2021, in the
Registry at Book 39019, Page 127 (the “Ellis-Martin Parcel”), which describes their property as
Lots 60, 61, and 62 depicted on a subdivision plan for Thomas Pond Shores, Section 3, made by



Sheena-Jo Randall
April 16, 2024
Page 3

existence at the time of its creation and how the right of way was used in the years shortly after
its creation. See Sleeper v. Loring, 2013 ME 112, 20, 83 A.3d 769; Guild, 1997 ME 120, 99,
695 A.2d 1190.

Dennis Martin’s family has owned various properties in the Thomas Pond Shores
subdivision for over sixty years including the Martin-Ellis Parcel abutting Lot 62A. During that
time, there has never been any dock located at the end of Lot 62A, which has strictly been used
as a walking path to the lake. The boulder at the end of the right of way has, for many years,
been used as a place for children to jump off into the water and swim or to fish from. The
installation of a dock at the end of the right of way is inconsistent with the historical use of Lot
62A as a means access the water to jump in, swim, or fish. Furthermore, installation of a dock
and potentially tying up boats so close to the boulder would create an unsafe condition for people
to jump in and swim. The large boulder at the shoreline of Lot 62A also makes dock installation

impractical.

Additionally, the installation of any dock at the end of the right of way over Lot 62A for
your exclusive, personal use would unreasonably interfere with the rights of other holders of a
right of way to use Lot 62A for access to Thomas Pond. It is well-established law in Maine that
the holder of a right of way in common with others may only exercise their rights in a manner
that does not infringe upon the reasonable use and enjoyment of the right of way by the other
holders of a right of way. Poire v. Manchester, 506 A.2d 1160, 1162 (Me. 1986). Maine courts
have held that the installation of docks by a right of way or casement holders unreasonably
interferes with the rights of other right of way holders to use the same right of way. See
Uzdavinis v Wagemann, No. CV-15-027, 2017 WL 3448996, at *2 (Me. Super. Ct. June 21,
2017) (holding that the installation of a dock with a boat at thc cnd of a right of way
unreasonably interfered with the rights of others to use the right of way); Chase v. Eastman, 563
A.2d 1099, 1103 (Me. 1989) (holding the placement of additional docks on an easement arca
unreasonably restricted the rights of all casement holders to use the area for recreation and

restricted the placement of docks).

Lot 62A is a mere ten-feet wide. The majority of that width is blocked by the large
boulder, which is roughly eight-feet wide. This leaves a mere two feet of space along the
shoreline of Lot 62A for direct access to the water of Thomas Pond. The installation of a dock
for your exclusive, personal use on the remaining two feet of shoreline would unreasonably
prevent other holders of rights of way {rom using Lot 62A to access the water. Furthermore, in
all likelihood, the instaliation of a dock on the remaining two feet of shoreline would unlawtully
encroach onto the abutting Ellis-Marcel Parcel.

Therefore, your right of way over Lot 62A does not include the right to install a dock,
and the installation of a dock would unlawfully interfere with the rights of others to use and

i F s e YK
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STATE OF MAINE SUPERIOR COURT

OXFORD, ss. DOCKET NO. CV-15-027
JOAN UZDAVINIS, et al. )
3
Fletnhis ) STATE OF MAINE
= | ; ORDER Sum%%ndfssiﬂ!erkfs@ﬁ!‘ﬁ
DEBORAH J. WAGEMANN, et al. JUN 1 201
] | 1o
) g{;'_r : "tg EL’
Defendants. ) KE:{J )

Plaintiffs complain that Defendants’ installation of a dock in a lake at the end of a
shared right-of-way, and storage of boats within the right-of-way, are unreasonable
interferences of their co-tenant easement rights. Defendants seek a determination of the
use and scope of the right-of-way. Evidence germane to the resolution of these issues
were presented to the court in a nonjury trial on January 30 and 31, 2017. Several weeks
after trial, the parties filed proposed finding of facts and conclusions of law.

Upon careful consideration of the evidence, the court makes certain findings of
fact and renders judgment as set forth below.

I. Background

.

oan Uzdavnis, Mary Malandrino, Thomas D. Boody, and Maureen .

Plaintiffs
Boody are owners of lake-front lots on Thompson Lake, Oxford, Maine, (PI's” Ex. 16, 23-
24), and they have the right to use a 30-foot right-of-way abutting their properties that
runs between a private road and Thompson Lake. Plaintiffs Sean Reardon, Karen C.
Reardon, and Anne B. Turner as Trustee of the Owen Family Irrevocable Trust Dated
April 25, 2008, and Defendants Deborah J. Wagemann, Diane L. Page, and Douglas O.
Wiles own non-waterfront lots, (Pl's” Ex. 15, 19-22) with rights to the same right-of-way
based on language in their deeds “to use the said passageway to the shore and to use

the shore fronting on the same for bathing and boating purposes.”

10f9



Plaintiffs argue that Defendants’ boat storage in the passageway unreasonably
interferes with their use of the passageway. (PI's’ Post-Trial Br. 14.) A right-of-
way / passageway allows the holder to pass or cross, and the right of ingress and egress
is the right to pass over, not control. 28A C.J.5. Easements §§ 8(a), 144; Ballentine’s Law
Dictionary (copyright 2010), available at LEXIS (“passageway.”). However, an easement
providing a right-of-way may be found to support other uses besides passage,
depending on its purpose. See Badger v. Hill, 404 A 2d 222, 226-228 (Me. 1979) (a dock
was permissible at the end of a right-of-way to a river given its purpose to provide
access to the river.)

Here, Plaintiffs concede that boat storage “may very well be within the scope of

the common easement.” But, throughout the boating season,' Defendants have stored

iz

cayaks, a 19%-foot welleraft, and an 18-foot pontoon boal in the right-of-way.

Lo

canoes,

Plaintiff Reardon testified that he has ceased to launch his pontoon boat from the
passageway because of the stored boats (and dock), and Plaintiffs Uzdavinis and Boody
testified that the boat storage interferes with their lateral access to the passageway from
the sides of their properties. Plaintiff Uzdavnis testified that the reduced width of the
right-of-way affects her ability to install and retrieve her dock between seasons. As
such, Defendants” boating-season storage of boats in the passageway unreasonably

interferes with Plaintiffs’ access and opportunity to use the passageway.

ii. Use of the shorefront

» “[A]s soon as the ice clears and into the late fall.” (Pl's’ Post-Trial Br. 5.)

» Defendants counter that Plaintiffs Uzdavinis and Malandrino have stored their docks in the
passageway in the winter. (D's’ Post-Trial S. of Facts 5 9 17.) However, the passageway’s
express purpose is to support boating and bathing which are generally non-winter activities
: Defendanis counter that Flaintiffs Uzdavinis and Malandrino have stored their docks in the
passageway in the winter. (D’s’ Post-Trial S. of Facts 5 ] 17.) However, the passageway’s
express purpose is to support boating and bathing which are generally non-winter activities
that are unaffected by winter boat storage in the passageway.

w
c

)
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other easement holders. Defendants’ dock unreasonably interferes with Plaintiffs’ use
B o ) PRSI PRSI v |
UL L€ wWdlCTHIOILL

2. Physical exclusion

No cotenant has the right to occupy any particular part of an easement to the
exclusion of others, or to exclude them from or to appropriate sole use of a particular
portion of the common property without prior consent. 20 Am.Jur. 2d Cotenancy and
Joint Ownership §§ 2, 42; 86 C.J.S. Tenancy in Common §§ 3, 22; Bank of Me. v. Giguere, 309
A.2d 114, 119 (Me. 1973). Temporary exclusion may be permissible, but the installation
of a permanent structure is not reasonable where it is for one party’s own benefit. (1d.)
{(both parties were entitled to reasonable use of an entire parking area for purposes of
parking, ingress, and egress, but the construction of a drive-in bank teller unit by one
party would be an unreasonable interference with the other party’s rights of use.)

Defendants have stored boats in the passageway and have installed a dock on
the waterfront during the entire bathing and boating season without prior consent. This
behavior is effectively an unreasonable, permanent physical appropriation, particularly
where Defendants have labeled the dock with their name and where there is conflicting
testimony as to whether all cotenants are able to use the dock. Even that conflicting
testimony militates in favor of the court’s conclusion already expressed, that
Defendants invitation to use the dock is not only dubious but that as a practical matter
could not be exercised in the same way, for example, that a parking area could.

3. Improvements to the shared easement

A tenant in common has the right to make improvements, provided they are not
injurious or detrimental to the rights of the cotenants, where the right to improve is
subservient to the rights of co-owners to use the entire property. 86 C.].S. Tenancy in

Common § 78b; 28A C.].S. Easements § 174. For example, a permanent obstruction that

L6
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n
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all the easement holders, inciuding Defendants, had been able to launch boats prior to
the dock’s installation. Furthermore, the dock substitutes its footprint and the space
around it from either boating or bathing to only boating for the entire boating/bathing
season. Therefore, the dock is an unreasonable improvement to the shared waterfront
area.
b. Use and scope of the easement

Defendants seek a determination of the permissible use and scope of the
right-of-way. Plaintiffs argue the court should not consider Defendants’ counterclaim
because an essential party, the fee holder of the easement, is not joined. Necessary
parties are all persons who h.:ave a stake in a controversy such that a decree cannot be
made without affecting their interests. M.R. Civ. P. 19(a); 28A C.J.S. Easements § 194; See
Everly v. Fowler, No. RE-14-36, 2015 Me. Super. LEXIS 125, at *4 (June 18, 2015). In
Ievasseur, the court did not require all holders of an easement for water access to be
parties when deciding the rights of two holders to maintain docks. Levasseur, 2008 Me.
Super. LEXIS 63, at *5, *13. In Indermuehle in a lawsuit between beach easement holders
and others claiming similar privileges, the court joined two additional easement holders
to the suit because they had expressed a future intended use that would be directly
affected by the findings in the case, then declared reasonable uses that would not
substantially interfere with the rights of the easement holders in light of the
circumstances and contemplated use of the property for the express purposes of bathing
and swimming. Indernuehle, 1987 Me. Super. LEXIS 146, at *5-6. In Sleeper in a suit
between the holder of an easement in a lot and person claiming to have fee simple title
to the lot, the Court remanded the case ordering a determination of whether other fee
holders and easement holders whose interests would be prejudiced by the ruling

should be joined. Sleeper v. Loring, 2013 ME 112, q 22, 83 A.3d 769. The lower court

70f9



63, at *5; See Chase, 1988 Me. Super. LEXIS 212, at *2; See Brewer v. Bean, 1997 Me. Super.
LEXIS 177, at *5 (June 5, 1997); See Tully v. Frautten, No. RE-12-26, 2013 Me. Super. LEXIS 132,
at *13 (June 26, 2013); See Badger, 404 A.2d at 226-227; See Sleeper v. Loring, No. CUMSC-
AP-10-20, 2015 Me. Super. LEXIS 116, at *7-8 (June 12, 2015). Defendants, who bear the
burden of proof, have provided no persuasive evidence on the issiie of the intent of the
easement's grantor. Levasseur, 2008 Me. Super. LEXIS 63, at *10. Therefore, Defendants
are not entitled to the injunctive and declaratory relief they seek.
it. Conclusion

Judgment in favor of the Plaintiffs /Counterclaim Defendants as to Counts I and
11 of the Complaint and Counts I, II, and III of the Counterclaim. The court declares the
following:

1. Defendants do not have a right to establish or maintain a dock as such a
structure overburdens and unreasonably interferes with the Plaintiffs’ easement rights.

2. Defendants are enjoined from establishing or maintaining a dock at the
terminus of the 30-foot passageway and shall remove any dock now existing at the
terminus of the 30-foot passageway.

3 Defendants do not have a right to store boats on the 30-foot passageway;
Defendants shall remove all such boats from the 30-foot passageway; and Defendants
are enjoined from storing boats upon the 30-foot passageway.

The Clerk is directed to enter this Order on the civil docket by reference pursuant

to Maine Rule of Civil Procedure 79(a). D

Date: June 21, 2017 %)ﬁ—g/\

Lance E. WValker
Justice, Stperior Court

90f9
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August 25, 2024

Chris Hanson
Code Enforcement Officer

Town of Raymond, Maine
401 Webbs Mills Road

Raymond ME 04071

RE: APPEALING Notice of Violation dated August 7, 2024

SENT VIA CERTIFIED MAIL. FIRST CLASS MAIL AND ELECTRONIC MAIL

Dear CEQ

I will begin by advising you that | have filled out the appropriate permit application(s) for my shed(s). |
will hand deliver them on Tuesday August 27, 2024. | have noted on the application of the existing shed
that ! was under the understanding that | did not need to ohtain a permit for the structure if it was on
wheaels or skids. | did notice when you came to inspect and photograph my property on June 28, 2024
that you were across the street. At that distance | don’t believe you could have seen the skids, as shown
in your photographs. If my understanding is correct, could you please respond by rescinding the
violation. If my understanding is incorrect, my application(s) are in your office.

I would like to continue with the facts surrounding the installation of the dock on June 22, 2024 Vll share
my facts.

On June 25, 2024 at approx. 11:30 am | witnessed you coming Eown my road and stepped to the edge of
my yard. You did not witness the installation of the dock; what you did do was slow down and proceed
to roll your window down. You stated “I heard you put a dock out”, | replied with yup, I did; then you
proceeded to roll your window back up and move forwaid and away as you stated “I'll send you a NOV”.
| continued to talk stating the “State Wardens were here yesterday,” you replied “what do you mean
State” | replied with the Martins had called a complaint into the Warden Service and they found only
that my mooring ball(s) needed a blue strip in the middle. The Wardens also let me know that they
expressed to the Martins that they didn’t own the water. You continued on your drive stating again “Ill
send you an NOV”. Yes, the dock installer was here placing a hand rail on the right side to help secure
the “JUMP” from the rock to the dock. There was no inspection done on that day. You were on way to
#34 Shore Rd for an inspection.

During that inspection you also questioned my neighbor, Jonathan Stickney (IS) regarding the dock that
was putinto the lake. That conversation was met with a few questions...stairs to the dock?...he was told
you would not approve without permission from all owners. JS expressed that his attorney questions
that validity of your response and you stated “that’s my understanding”. You also expressed that a dock
could not be placed on a “common area”. Let’s explore that ownership.
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ownerships (lots 99-103) are new and that those lots were previously bought and sold to waterfront
ownerships. The 2 ownerships that have the small unbuildable back parcels (lots 97-98) do indeed have
waterfront property used during the year. In alegal arena the question becomes...” What is it that the
back parcel lot ownerships are keeping the waterfront lots from doing when Lot 62A is used for their
right to enjoy Thomas Pond access?’ Then the questions turns to ...” What is it that the waterfront lot
ownerships are keeping the back lot ownerships from doing when Lot 62A cannot be used for their right
to enjoy Thomas Pond access?” Then a question of who owns Thomas Pond?

Let’s walk Lot 62A. My findings got interesting. Lot 62A (a 10'x200’ strip of land with
deeded rights to Thomas Pond and taxed by the Town of Raymond as such) has 4 ownerships. Then "n ¢ ”"""+
proceeds to 10'-15’ of shoreline that is indeed controlled under the Town of Raymonds jurisdiction to
the “High water line” described as A line which is apparent from visible markings which distinguishes
between predominantly aquatic and predominantly terrestrial land. Then proceeds to this hugh boulder
that sits in the water 365 days out of the year and extends beyond the Thomas Ponds Low water visible
markings. A place which doesn’t have a line due to it being “waterbody”. This waterbody is under State
jurisdiction and is open to public use.

For the reasons | have stated above it was determined that the placement of the
dock/structura heyond the low water markings of Thomas Pond would make that nlacement 2 nermitted

use of public property; the lake. The dock/structure was built to the commercial specifications for its use
and itis not in placement more than 7 months out of the year. The dock company in which was used has
been in business over 40 years and has placed many dock/structures on all the lakes in the Town of

Raymond. The dock/structure is not attached to the private property of others, the shoreline, or the
boulder. It is free standing and | have to do what the Ellis/Martins stated | needed to do if | wanted to

get into the lake from my deeded lot access...” Jump off the rock”.

ftis my belief that there is no violation here. It is also my belief that | did not need a permit for
placement of a dock/structure to gain access to the lake. Please respond faithfully to the Towns position

of my appeal of the NOV. -

Chris; as stated when | came to you and spoke for a few moments that there is a legal action pending
regarding the “stormwater runoff” being directed to my property via a permit issued by you to the
Ellis/Martins. | would request you at this time to seek guidance from the Selectboard; | would also agree
to attending any meeting of such.

Thank you for you time and | will look forward to hearing from you.
Respectfully,

Sheena-Jo Randall

32 Shore Road

Raymond ME 04071

(207) 899-5606

CC: Selectboard



Dennis E Martin

Teresa M Ellis
P O Box 63

Raymond ME 04071
July 19, 2022

Good day to both;

I’'m writing once again regarding the underground electrical service you are planning; your pianning has
the service coming off Pole #6 which services 32 and 35 Shore Rd. The service for 31 comes from pole
#5. This pole is located in front of the lot owned by Glen Martin, per Cumberland County registry deeds.

I have made an objection on July 8, 2022 to your plan and requested CMP to do another field plan. This
was scheduled by Dave L. for August 23 @ 8:30 am. The basis for my objection were in my first letter to

, e -
you. You can add..that ! find it a bit out of the ordinary to cross another’s drive entrance and cross the

ROW to the lake taxed and deeded to others.

There is no reason you can’t use the existing pole, located directly across from the south west corner of
your property...there is already a flag there. Please cross to your own property line and dig your ditch
down your own road frontage to vour new home project.

| did notice today a contractor with white paint, he appeared puzzled to what he was to do. | spoke

briefly to advise of my objectionto digging in the easement that abuts my property. You were there.
<%

Again, today | made contact with CMP, spoke with Shawn whom is now sharing with his superiors. | also
checked with the Town of Raymond to see if an electrical permit had been issued so | would have the
name of your contractor whom will be doing the work. The only permits in public record for #31 are for
tree removal and re-plant (should be no trees from ROW without permission from all owners) and a
building demo permit. Please provide your electrical contractor info, | will turn this over to my attorney.

I will continue to object to your intrusion/encroachment to my project at my property line. Please keep
your project to your own property lines. Thank you.

Regards,

Sheena-Jo Rand%‘?} 32 Shore Rd Raymond ME 04071 207-899-5606






