Town of Brunswick, Maine
INCORPORATED 1739

Rivers & Coastal Waters Commission
85 UNION STREET
BRUNSWICK, MAINE 04011
TELEPHONE 207-725-6659 FAX 207-725-6627

Marko Melendy
Chairman

Cory Theberge
Vice-Chair

MEETING
November 24, 2021 6:00 pm
Brunswick Town Hall
85 Union Street
or via Electronic Devices
AGENDA

- Harbor Master Report
- Committee or Staff Correspondence
- Previous Minutes (September and October Minutes Postponed)

1. Review Commission Charge in the Harbor Management Plan- To review the plan click here page
32, 33

2. Airboat Sound Study- Review and comment on enclosed sound study.
3. Pier Moratorium - Review & discuss surrounding coastal town ordinances as they pertain to intertidal pier
development in preparation of future meetings that will address the existing town council pier moratorium.

4. New Business/Old Business

THERE IS AN OPPORTUNITY TO ATTEND THIS MEETING VIA ZOOM, TV 3, OR LIVE STREAM
HOW TO WATCH AND COMMENT VIA ZOOM https://www.brunswickme.org/313/Brunswick-CableTV3
Comments are allowed during the public comment period, during public hearings, and on other items and
matters at the discretion of the Committee Chair.
HOW TO WATCH VIA TV 3 OR LIVE STREAM THE LINK TO VIEW OR LISTEN TO THE MEETING
ON
TV3 (Channel 3 on Comcast) or VIA LIVE STREAM FROM THE TOWN WEBSITE http://
tv3hd.brunswickme.org/CablecastPublicSite/watch/1?channel=1

www.brunswickme.org/departments/coastalresourceoffice

Correspondence

Town of Brunswick, Maine
OFFICE OF THE COASTAL RESOURCES

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
CC:

DATE:
SUBJECT:

John Eldridge, Town Manager

Daniel Devereaux, Coastal Resource Manager

Brunswick Town Council, Brunswick Rivers & Coastal Waters Commission,
Julie Henze Finance Director, Fran Smith Town Clerk, Dan Sylvain Harbormaster,
Ryan Leighton, Assistant Town Manager
11/23/2021

Maine Natural Resource Conservation Program (MNRCP)
Conservation Mooring and Eelgrass Restoration Grant Award ($223,187)

Mr. Manager,

On August 2nd the Brunswick Town Council voted unanimously to submit an eelgrass restoration
grant application to the Maine Natural Resources Conservation Program in partnership with
Stantec Consulting. This grant would allow the replacement of at least 20 traditional style private
moorings that are known to be negatively impacting the eel grass beds.

I am pleased to inform the Council that the Conservation Mooring and Eelgrass Restoration Grant
Application has been approved by the Maine Natural Resource Conservation Program and is set to
receive an award of $223,187.

Having the capacity to replace these traditional anchoring systems with an environmentally
friendly helical anchoring system will help our community promote a more vibrant and sustainable
eel grass bed, and in turn create a more stable marine habitat in our shoal waters. The biological
diversity supported by healthy eelgrass beds is priceless to the health of our coastal ecology. Eel
grass is known to be one of the highest value nursey habitats in world.
Over the next several months we will be working with Stantec Consulting and Brunswick Mooring
owners to identify the best mitigation opportunities. Approximate timeline attached.

Town of Brunswick, Maine
INCORPORATED 1739

Daniel Devereaux
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Daniel Sylvain
Marine Resource Officer

TELEPHONE 207-722-4027

Harbormaster

Email – ddevereaux@brunswickpd.org

MNRCP GRANT PROPOSAL OVERVIEW
Traditional block and chain moorings located in eelgrass (Zostera marina) have been identified by state and federal natural resource agencies as one
of the significant stressors to eelgrass in Casco Bay. As the traditional mooring chain drags on the bottom, a baren mooring scar is created within the
eelgrass bed. Conservation moorings are an alternative to traditional block and chain moorings that utilize a helical anchor and tether system,
eliminating bottom chain and associated eelgrass impacts. Conservation moorings have been successfully installed to restore eelgrass beds
throughout New England. Eelgrass projects associated with this mooring conversion have a high likelihood of success because the habitat conditions
that support eelgrass already exist and eelgrass often re-populate scar areas both by natural vegetative and reproductive growth and expansion.
The Town of Brunswick (Town) is proposing to convert 20 traditional moorings within eelgrass beds to conservation moorings with helical anchors.
The Town is partnering with Stantec Consulting Services (Stantec) to manage the project and conduct eelgrass surveys and reporting. Stantec has a
scientific dive team with extensive experience with eelgrass monitoring and restoration and has been in consultation with state and Federal agencies
on mooring conversion. Randlett Marine Services, LLC (a local Maine company) would supply the conservation moorings, complete installation, and
conduct annual mooring inspections. The Town currently does not permit new moorings in eelgrass beds and as part of this conservation mooring
program will update their mooring regulations to prohibit conversion of conservation mooring back to block and chain. For purposes of initial
eelgrass impact area estimates, a scar area of 437 square feet per traditional anchor is assumed based on average scar areas calculated in Portland
Harbor. Site specific eelgrass scar measurements in the Town are included as part of Task 1.
Task 1: Site Selection, Evaluation and Eelgrass Scar Estimates (2022)
•
•
•
•

Work with harbor master to select moorings for replacement
Characterize moorings based on vessel size, depth, exposure, sediment type, eelgrass scarring
Dive surveys to measure eelgrass scars
Survey report

Task 2: Conservation Mooring Purchase and Installation (2022)
•
•

Purchase of anchor and all tackle for 20 moorings including replacement parts
Installation

Task 3: Annual Mooring Inspections (2023-2027)
•

Annual inspection and cleaning of moorings. Inspection data included in annual reports.

Task 4: Annual Eelgrass Survey and Reporting (2023-2027)
•
•

Annual dive of mooring scars to measure eelgrass scar and natural colonization and restoration in the scar area.
Annual reporting and final report after 5 years of monitoring.

Description of Conservation Values on the Site:
The Town of Brunswick has substantial eelgrass habitat associated with its approximately 61 miles of coastline. Currently over 50 traditional block
and chain moorings are located in eelgrass beds in Brunswick. The western shore of Mere Point was selected as the target location for the
conservation mooring program due to the abundance of eelgrass and the presence of traditional block and chain moorings with associated eelgrass
impacts.
Eelgrass provides important ecosystem aquatic functions in these areas, including foraging areas for juvenile fish and invertebrates, food for
migratory waterfowl, oxygen production, improved water quality through water column filtration, absorption of excess nutrients, sequestration and
storing of carbon mitigating climate change, and protection of the shoreline from erosion by reducing wave energy. Eelgrass also strengthens the
local economy as high-quality habitat for fish, crustaceans and shellfish that are integral to the commercial and recreational fishing industries in the
Town of Brunswick. Healthy eelgrass beds also support waterfowl and shorebirds that offer boaters and visitors recreational wildlife viewing
opportunities.
Data collected as part of this conservation mooring project will be used by the Town to inform the replacement of other traditional moorings in
eelgrass. This project can also serve as a model for other Maine towns looking at the viability of mooring conversion within eelgrass. While
conservation moorings are more widely used in southern New England, very little data exists from Maine waters. A successful, well documented
eelgrass restoration project will have much broader benefits to eelgrass in Maine than just the mooring scar areas restored.

www.brunswickme.org/departments/police
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Case Number

Case Title

21-C170-004

Assist Maine Marine Patrol & Maine Dept of Inland Fisheries & Wildlife

Date

October 13, 2021
Type of Case

Reporting Officer

Assist Maine with issues related to Airboat Noise and Enforcement

P. Michael Neal

Case Status

Investigative Period

August 16th – 19th, 2021
This report is prepared by myself, P. Michael Neal, as I am employed by the Wisconsin Dept. of Natural
Resources as a Marine Conservation Warden, and by NASBLA (National Association of State Boating Law
Administrators) as an instructor for several disciplines of boating related training topics. In addition, I also
instruct for the National Safe Boating Council regarding basic boating operations. While working as a Marine
Conservation Warden in Wisconsin, I have the responsibility of the enforcement of boating and commercial
fishing regulations on the waters of Lake Michigan and Green Bay. In addition to the enforcement of these
regulations, I am also extensively involved with training new officers for the Wisconsin Dept. of Natural
Resources and other law enforcement agencies across the state of Wisconsin in a number of facets of boating
enforcement.
I have been employed by the Wisconsin Dept. of Natural Resources since 1990 with a year in the Bureau of
Fisheries along with Wildlife Mgmt. and in 1991 moved into the Bureau of Law Enforcement (now Division of
Public Safety and Resource Protection). During this time, I have received extensive training in boating
operations and enforcement of the regulations of boats including the testing of boats to ensure compliance with
Wisconsin’s sound level regulations. I have actively been involved in sound testing of boats since the early
2000’s after receiving training on conducting sound enforcement from Sound Engineer Richard Lanpheer who
was employed by Mercury Marine in Fond du Lac, Wisconsin. In 2011 Mr. Lanpheer certified several
Wisconsin Wardens, including myself, as instructor trainers in conducting sound enforcement training.
I was requested to travel to Maine to provide training to staff from the Maine Marine Patrol and the Maine Dept.
Inland Fisheries and Wildlife, specifically regarding sound enforcement related to the operation of motorboats
and airboats being utilized in the commercial mussel harvest in the tidal areas near Brunswick and Freeport
Maine. During the time in Maine, I met with officers from the Maine Marine Patrol and Maine Dept. of Inland
Fisheries and Wildlife and provided instruction to the officers regarding sound enforcement and the application
of the SAE (Society of Automotive Engineering) test as they are applied to boats. Training was provided to the
officers on August 16th and sound testing was conducted from August 17th through August 19th, 2021.
In addition to providing instruction to the officers, there was also a meeting with members of a stakeholder
group regarding the concerns over airboat noise and testing of airboats in different operational conditions.
Discussions were had with members of the commercial industry regarding the use of airboats and their
businesses. During these meetings we discussed the numerous options to remedy the concerns over
excessive noise while still allowing the operation of these boats for the businesses involved. Staff from the
Maine Marine Patrol, Maine Dept. of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife, and I, also performed a number of sound
tests utilizing the methods authorized by SAE for testing of boats. In addition to the onsite testing of airboats,
additional sound tests were conducted to have a comparison to everyday maintenance equipment utilized near
residences, road noise along a common thorough fare in Brunswick, a motorboat equipped with an outboard
motor, and everyday noise along the shoreline.
For individuals to understand the principles of sound, this a general background explanation. When one
experiences an “unwanted sound”, it can be a dog barking in the middle of the night or a lawn mower at 6:00
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am. Sound is described as any pressure variation that the human ear can detect. Sound waves move from the
vibration source like the rings of disturbance created when a stone is dropped in a lake or pond. Frequency of
sound is measured in Hertz (Hz) or cycles per second. Frequency is the speed of the vibration which
determines the pitch of the sound; this is the number of sound wave cycles per second. A high frequency
sound is around 2,000 Hz or higher. A bass drum, thunder or a man’s deep voice are examples of a low
frequency sound. If a sound is soft, it has a low intensity. These levels of “intensity” are measured in Decibels
(dB). Decibels are measured in a logarithmic unit of measurement to express the sound pressure level. These
pressures are measured in Pascals with a sound meter and then converted to decibels to quantify how loud a
particular object is or what piece of recreational equipment or machinery is being operated at. We measure
sound based upon an “A-weighted scale” as this is as close to the sensitivity of the human ear.
Normal conversation between two people is generally in the area of 65 decibels (dB). A noticeable difference in
sound is about 5 decibels (dB). When ambient sound levels are above 75 decibels (dB), people engaged in
normal conversation will need to speak more loudly than normal. When decibels are above 80 decibels (dB) to
90 decibels (dB) people will have to shout. When noise levels exceed 95 decibels (dB) people will have to
move closer to hear each other clearly or at all. As mentioned above, sound is calculated in a logarithmic unit
of measurement and not measured in a linear fashion. As stated, a difference in sound of 5 decibels (dB) is a
noticeable difference. A sound difference of 10 decibels (dB) is twice as loud as the previous measurement.
Meaning a measurement of 75 decibels (dB) from 65 decibels (dB) is twice as loud than the original
measurement of 65 decibels (dB). An increased measurement of 20 decibels (dB) to 85 decibels (dB) is now
four times as loud as 65 decibels (dB). There are many things that can affect sound that we experience every
day regarding the reverberation of sound. These can be break walls, riverbanks, buildings, docks, hill sides,
and other items. A reverberant field measurement does not represent an accurate measurement of sound. The
sound measurement must be taken away from any of these objects to reduce the interference for capturing the
true measurement of sound from the items in question.
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There are several issues to address regarding the application of the law in Maine as it relates to the use of
airboats. While there are specific regulations related to “noise limits”, there are some hurdles that would need
to be evaluated. The first regulation or rule that creates an issue relates to the testing requirement which is
“prescribed by the commissioner”. The potential issue with this regulation is there is no “true standard” for
which testing should be administered. When a testing requirement is “prescribed by the commissioner”, there
is always a chance that a testing procedure could be done one way today, and then by the change of a
philosophy conducted another way tomorrow. Having a true standard of testing allows for a consistent method
and application for the regulation of noise to any type, style, or make of a boat. While the State of Maine has
followed the prescribed testing that New Hampshire uses, there are also some issues with this method. While
New Hampshire follows the Society of Automotive Engineering (SAE) test procedures, all these procedures
were primarily set to test recreational motorboats that are equipped with outboard or sterndrive motors; not
engines installed on airboats. While the testing procedures were utilized for testing the various airboats that
were in operation in the area of Mere Point Road and Maquoit Boat Ramp near Brunswick, one can make the
argument that these boats are not “recreational” in nature and are being utilized in a “commercial” capacity
making the legal argument of the law being applied to these boats.
Another issue to review is the applicability of the current law to airboats. Currently the law excludes airboats
when applying the regulation of noise limits for boats. The law that was provided related to the operation of
motorboats as stated in this section “Motorboat does not include an “airboat”. For the regulations related to the
operation of motorboats that exceed the prescribed noise limits, “airboats” would have to then be included into
the regulations. This would apply to the rule that regulates not only the operation of a “Motorboat that exceeds
noise limits”, but also the sections related to “Operating motorboat without muffler” and “Tampering with
motorboat muffler system”. Collectively, the State of Maine and the stakeholders would need to agree if the
current state laws would be amended to change the definition of a “motorboat” to include an “airboat” or would
an airboat stand alone, and the current regulations still exempt this type of vessel from the definition.
There were approximately 150 sound samples taken during the week of testing. These sound samples
included a boat equipped with a standard outboard motor, airboats, various vehicles along Pleasant Street in
Brunswick, various birds, airplanes flying overhead, and lawn maintenance equipment. Officers from the Maine
Marine Patrol and Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife and I collected the data with the use of Quest
Sound meters with all sound being measured in an A-weighted Scale.
All the data samples that were taken have been placed in an Excel Spreadsheet so each test site can be
viewed. Unfortunately, no harvest activity or commercial harvesters could be monitored for the one day of
testing that was planned near Freeport due to inclement weather and the time of the tide moving out. As one
could anticipate, the ranges of sound that had been recorded were a wide range. While some were surprising
levels, others were within the normal ranges of operation that people normally expect and accept as part of the
normal daily activities.
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One evening, samples were taken from everyday road noise along
Pleasant Street in Brunswick. During this time period, vehicles that
could be isolated were measured using a similar test to the
shoreline test for motorboats by measuring from a distance of 100
feet with the decibel meter mounted on a stationary tripod at 3 feet
above the ground. While we have all heard day-to-day road noise,
some of the results were surprising. One may not expect a Volvo
Crossover SUV to produce 76.8 decibels or a Toyota Prius to
produce 74.5 decibels as it passes by on the roadway, but one may
expect a Harley Davidson motorcycle to be considerably louder
than these vehicles (82.5 dB). Road noise that is produced has a
number of variables that contribute to this such as tires, vehicle
condition, exhaust systems and how vehicles may have been
loaded and how they are being driven, similarly to that of boats
being utilized for the commercial harvest of shellfish.

Similarly, there are several factors that can be attributed to
excessive noise with the operations of any style of boat. In
particular to the operations of airboats, there is a great deal of
“noise” associated with the propeller of the airboat as it moves
through the air. Most of the unwanted “noise” that is generally
experienced is simply propeller noise. There are several ways this
unwanted “noise” can be mitigated and reduced. One simple way to limit the amount of propeller noise is to
change the pitch of the propeller or change the total number of blades a propeller has. Typically, a propeller
that has more blades is quieter, yet a two-blade propeller is more efficient than a multi-blade propeller. If the
propeller is taking too much of a “bite of air” due to the pitch of the propeller, the engine is typically working
harder to accommodate the amount of horsepower needed to move the propeller and excessive engine noise
is typically observed. Different styles of propellers can also be utilized to reduce the amount of “prop-noise”
that is experienced. Propellers such as Whisper Tips reduce the amount of propeller noise when an airboat is
operated.
Additionally, mufflers on the engine can create a level of unwanted “noise”. While there are manufacturers that
sell airboats with limited exhaust systems, there are other manufacturers that go to the other extreme to make
efforts to quiet the engine. Several of the boats that were tested were found to have inadequate mufflers as the
mufflers were basically too small for the engine that was being operated (see below image). One boat was also
observed to have an exhaust leak that created a very specific sound when operated that raised the level of
sound for the operation of the boat because the exhaust was unable to completely pass through the installed
muffler. This sound was so unique, it could be heard from the testing site located at 650 Mere Point Road, near
Brunswick, when the airboat in question began its operation at the at Maquoit Boat Ramp which was located
over ½ mile away.
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Google Earth image of 650 Mere Point Road and distance to Maquoit Boat Ramp

Undersized muffler

Larger Can style muffler

As stated, there are different styles of mufflers that are available to be used on airboats. These mufflers can be
a glass-pack muffler that tends to allow most of the exhaust to pass through the center of the muffler and does
not reduce the amount of noise drastically from the engine. Can style mufflers and specific styles of suitcase
mufflers like those equipped on cars and trucks, are also available on a variety of airboats. These mufflers tend
to reduce the amount of noise drastically as the muffler has a series of baffles inside that the exhaust passes
through and reduces the amount of noise. When testing was done at an airboat manufacturer in Wisconsin,
two boats that were identical in construction with propellers and engines were tested using a stationary test.
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The only difference between the two boats was the style of muffler that was utilized on each of the boats. The
boat that was equipped with a traditional “glass-pack” style muffler tested 87 dB, while the boat equipped with
a suitcase muffler test at 80 dB.
Standard style glass-pack muffler used on an airboat –
Stationary test result of 87 dB.

Suitcase style muffler utilized on airboat with a
Stationary test result of 80 dB.
When testing was conducted at the Maquoit Boat
Ramp, two separate tests were done of the airboats
operated by the commercial harvesters. A stationary
sound test identified as SAE J2005, was completed by
Maine Dept. of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife officers and
a 100’ shoreline test, identified as SAE J1970, was
conducted by me. These boats ranged from airboats
with higher horsepower engines equipped with 12-blade
propellers, to lower horsepower airboats with 2-blade
propellers. If the pitch or angle of the propeller was
known, it was recorded for each boat. After the boats
were tested at the stationary test, they then performed
the 100’ shoreline test which was located to the east of
the boat ramp. The stationary tests were performed with
each boat as it was positioned on a trailer prior to the
boat being launched into the water or tidal flat area. The
highest reading recorded was 91 dB as the boat idled on
the trailer; and the lowest reading recorded was 82 dB.
The average test result for the four airboats completing
the stationary test as prescribed was 86.6 dB, which
would be below the current 90 dB limit in law.
When boats were loaded onto the trailers the operators had to utilize the engine power to get the boats onto
the trailers, which resulted in an increased range of sound being produced by each boat. While it is difficult to
determine if this was engine or propeller noise, the results were considerably higher. While one boat was able
to get onto the trailer without exceeding 90 dB, another boat did have a test result of 104 dB. While all four
boats were either at the 90-decibel limit or exceeded the limits, this is an issue that can potentially be mitigated
by changing the style of trailer or loading mechanism for the boat. Boat trailers with extra rollers rather than
bunks would allow the airboats to move more freely and the operators would not have to utilize as much
engine power to move the airboats onto the trailers. Power winches could also be utilized to get the airboats on
and off the trailers with a block and tackle system to move the boats.
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Airboat trailer with extra rollers

Airboat set on same trailer with extra rollers

Additionally, improvements could be made to the boat ramp to allow the trailers to be lower than the boat ramp
which the harvesters currently use. This would allow the boats to be more easily floated onto the trailers. Given
the tidal effects in the area, this could create an additional workload due to unwanted silting over time which
would have to be excavated in order to maintain a working depth of water for operators to utilize to its fullest.
The shoreline test was set up east of the Maquoit Boat Ramp. A sound meter was placed on a tripod and a
stake was placed approximately 100 feet from the shoreline that each airboat operator was to operate their
airboats past four times. Two of the operators did perform the pass-by test where four sound samples were
obtained, and two provided three samples which were all recorded. Each operator was instructed to operate
their boat as they would normally operate. Two boats operated with an average sound test of 85 dB and 87.2
dB, and two boats had reported values of 90.2 dB and 95.1 dB, which resulted in an overall 89.4 dB reading.
While we were conducting this test, an airplane flew overhead and produced a decibel reading of 57.8 dB.
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100’ Shoreline test J1970

100’ Shoreline test J1970 results

Ways to mitigate excessive noise can vary from simply changing mufflers or props, to even slightly changing
the angle of the engine. If one thinks about the thrust of the propeller and the air that is being pushed, the
angle and position of the engine can greatly change the performance of the engine and the boat. If the engine
is mounted with an angle that tends to lift or push the transom (back) of the boat up due to the thrust, the
opposite reaction to this is that the bow (front) of the boat would then be pushed downward. In order for the
boat to operate at a speed fast enough to get up on and maintain a planning speed, the operator must then
input more throttle to make the engine run faster which typically creates more noise. By simply adjusting the
angle of the engine, the bow of the boat can be lifted up out of the water and the operator wouldn’t have to
operate the boat at a faster rate as the boat would be operating at a much more efficient position.
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Engine mount with spacers in place to adjust angle of engine to improve performance

Education to operators and members of the public is also a crucial component of this issue. There will always
be moments when the operator will have to increase input on the engine that may create unwanted noise to
avoid an unforeseen obstruction, or an unanticipated change in current to avoid a potential incident. As
operators become more familiar with their equipment, they can learn to drive with more finesse thereby
reducing unwanted noise. Operators may want to leave an extra fifteen or twenty minutes earlier than they
have in the past to travel to their areas of harvesting at a slower speed rather than driving the airboats at full
throttle to get to an area. Slowing down the rate of travel will reduce the amount of input on the engine which
should reduce the amount of unwanted noise that can be experienced by those in the area.
As an overall synopsis to the issues at hand, there are a number of items that need to be resolved and
understood to resolve these problems. First and foremost is that noise is always going to be present. While the
influences we put into the environment can be regulated, they also must be reasonable and achievable. During
the time we were testing the various boats, a comment was made that “these boats shouldn’t be allowed to
exceed 50 dB.” To put this statement into perspective, while testing was being done a Ringbill Seagull calling
was recorded at 55.1 dB, a clam shell being dropped from approximately 4 feet registered 83.7 dB when it
struck a rock next to the sound meter, a waterfall at Acadia National Park was 69 dB, and the surf crashing on
the shoreline was 79 dB. These measurements go back to what was stated earlier regarding the frequency of
the sound waves as they travel and the perception on the human ear, and that unwanted noise is a matter of
perception.
In order for a functional regulation to be achieved, the way testing is conducted would need to be clarified. In
addition, the definition of what type of boats are required to conform to the noise regulations would need to be
further defined. Further, the regulation would need to be decided on if the noise levels would be applied to any
boat or simply recreational boats. The danger to creating this regulation is how would it effect other commercial
entities, i.e., ferries, lobster boats, emergency response equipment, cargo vessels, Governmental and military
craft, etc. In my opinion, having a regulation of the boats being operated in the immediate area at a decibel
reading of 90 dB is achievable and realistic. By changing mufflers, operation dynamics, and other equipment,
these boats can come into compliance. With this also comes the reasonableness of officer discretion and
where is the “line” when a boat is not in compliance and some type of enforcement action needs to be taken.
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The goal of any Law Enforcement Agency is voluntary compliance. If an operator is contacted, I would suggest
that they be given an opportunity to remedy the issue so that compliance can be achieved. This can be done
with the issuance of a corrective action notice to the operator to help achieve the desired compliance. If this
type of a corrective action doesn’t work, then a stepped process through the enforcement channels would be
appropriate.
There are several ways noise can be mitigated with the current airboats being operated. As previously stated,
simple mechanical changes such as mufflers, changing the pitch of the propeller to be more efficient, or
changing the propeller all together to add additional blades, can all reduce unwanted noise. Altering the angle
of the engine to ensure that the engine is operating at its optimum performance and not having to work harder
to allow the boat to achieve an efficient planing speed. If excessive input is placed upon the engine to achieve
speed, this would also create potentially unwanted noise.
Adjustments to trailers or landings can also be made to make launching and loading of these boats easier
given the circumstances with which they are operating in. Trailers with extra rollers and potentially power
winches, to load and unload the boats would drastically reduce the unwanted noise of loading the airboats in
question. Additionally, operators can adjust plans at specific times when “unwanted noise” would be more of an
issue such as early mornings or late into the evenings, holidays and potentially weekends. This can be as easy
as leaving the boat ramp ten to fifteen minutes earlier and idling across the flats rather than driving at full
throttle to reach an area to harvest mussels.
While I understand that there are some concerns to the overall operation of the boats by the commercial
industry, these boats are a very effective piece of equipment for the harvesters to utilize. This industry provides
a great deal of resources to those who visit the State of Maine, and those receiving products from the working
waterfront of Maine. With all parties working together to achieve a workable solution to the “unwanted noise”
issues, both parties should be able to coexist without conflict.
Regulations must be crafted to be functional and not overbearing, by bringing in the airboats that are being
utilized for commercial harvest to the regulations of other boats. If all other boats that are being operated on
the waters of Maine are required to have a functional muffler or to not exceed a decibel limit of 90 decibels, this
would be an achievable goal. While there will be some expenses to those who are operating these boats, it
would allow them to continue to utilize these boats as an effective means of harvesting on the flats. These are
all issues that we have dealt with in Wisconsin and resolved a workable agreement to the parties involved with
very similar changes as described above.

☒ Approved by Supervisor
☐

Ryan Propson

November 3, 2021

Supervisor’s Name

Date
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AGENDA ITEM 3

Structures and Other Activities Extending Over or Below a Water Body or
Within a Wetland or Shoreline Stabilization Area

The following requirements apply to piers, docks, wharves, bridges, and other structures
and activities extending over or below the normal high‐water line of a water body, or
within a wetland or shoreline stabilization area. (Note: New permanent structures, and
expansions thereof, projecting into or over water bodies require a permit from the
Maine Department of Environmental Protection pursuant to the Natural Resources
Protection Act, Title 38 M.R.S., § 480‐C, as amended. Permits may also be required from
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers if located in navigable waters.)
a.

No more than one (1) pier, dock, wharf, or similar structure extending over or located
below the normal high‐water line of a water body, or within a wetland or shoreline
stabilization area is permitted on a single lot; excepting on single lots having a lot
width at least twice the required lot width of the base zoning district and at least
twice the minimum shorefrontage as specified in Table 4.2.5.F(1), a second structure
may be permitted and may remain as long as the lot is not further divided.

b.

Subdivisions approved as of XXX shall be limited to a single community dock that serves each parcel
regardless of lot frontage as long as minimum frontage is met;

b.c. Access from shore shall be developed on soils appropriate for such use and
constructed so as to control minimize erosion.
d.
e.

The location shall not interfere with existing developed or natural beach areas.
Crossing of tidal marsh, whether narrow bluff toe marsh, wider fringing marsh, or freshwater tidal
vegetated areas shall be limited to a maximum distance of 30-feet as measured from the upland edge of
the tidal wetland to limits of tidal vegetation.
f. In order to minimize shading impacts, structures shall maintain a minimum 1:1 width to height ratio over
the surface of the wetland resource (e.g. a 4-foot wide walkway must be elevated 4-feet above the
wetland surface).
g. No structures shall be located in tidal creeks, or channels less than 100-feet in width;
h. Any seasonal float approved on mudflats must have skids or other structural improvement that limits
disturbance to mudflats and must be no larger than 200 square feet.
i. No permanent structures including footings and anchoring systems shall be placed in intertidal mudflats.
j. All seasonal structures including floats and ramps shall be stored in upland areas and clearly marked with
owners contact information.
c.k. Applicants for structures proposed within 2 miles of a public boat launch facility must demonstrate why a
private structure is necessary.
d.l. The structure or activity shall be located so as to minimize avoid adverse effects on commercial and
recreational fisheries
as determined by the Marine Resource Officer or designee.
e.m.
The structure or activity shall be no larger in dimension than adjacent structures and shall be
designed to minimum dimensions necessary to carry on
the activity. and be consistent with the surrounding character and uses of the area. A
temporary pier, dock, or wharf shall not be wider than six (6) feet for noncommercial
uses.
f.n. No new structure shall be built on, over, or abutting a pier, wharf, dock, or other
structure extending beyond the normal high‐water line of a water body or within a
wetland or shoreline stabilization area unless the structure requires direct access to
the water body or wetland or shoreline stabilization area as an operational necessity.
g.o. New permanent piers and docks on non‐tidal waters shall not be permitted unless it
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is clearly demonstrated to the Code Enforcement Officer that a temporary pier or
dock is not feasible, and a permit has been obtained from the Maine Department of
Environmental Protection pursuant to the Natural Resources Protection Act, Title 38
M.R.S., § 480‐C, as amended.
h. A structure constructed on a float is prohibited unless it is designed to function as a
watercraft and is registered as such with the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries
and Wildlife.
i. No existing structures built on, over, or abutting a pier, dock, wharf, or other
structure extending beyond the normal high‐water line of water body or within a
wetland shall be converted to residential dwelling units.
j. Structures built on, over, or abutting a pier, wharf, dock, or other structure extending
beyond the normal high‐water line of a water body or within a wetland or shoreline
stabilization area shall not exceed 20 10 feet in height above the pier, wharf, dock, or
other structure.
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k. Commercial marine activities and piers, docks, wharves, breakwaters, causeways,
marinas, bridges, and other structures projecting into water bodies shall conform to
the supplementary use standards in Subsection 3.4.1.S.
l. Vegetation may be removed in excess of the standards in Subsection 2.3.3.C.(11) in
order to stabilize an eroding shoreline, provided that prior to such removal, the
proposed activity is reviewed onsite and approved by the Code Enforcement Officer.
Construction equipment shall access the shoreline by barge when feasible, as
determined by the Code Enforcement Officer.
1 When necessary, the removal of trees and other vegetation to allow for
construction equipment access to the stabilization site by land shall be limited
to no more than 12 feet in width. Upon completion of the stabilization activity,
the area cleared for construction equipment access shall be restored with
native trees and other vegetation, in accordance with a plan submitted to and
approved by the Code Enforcement Officer.
2 Revegetation shall be completed in accordance with Subsection 2.3.3.C (10).
m. A deck over a river may be exempt from the 125 foot shoreland setback requirement
for new construction if the new construction is part of a public downtown revitalization
project, defined in a project plan and approved by Town Council, and accessible to the general public. This may
include
the revitalization of structures formerly used as mills that do not currently meet the
structure setback requirements, if the proposed deck complies with the following:
1 The total deck area attached to the structure does not exceed 700 square feet;
2 The deck is cantilevered over a river segment that is located within the
boundaries of the downtown revitalization project area;
3 The deck is attached or accessory to a permitted commercial use in a structure
constructed prior to 1971 and is located within the boundaries of the
downtown revitalization project area;
4 The deck construction complies with all other applicable standards, with the
exception of shoreland setback requirements contained in Subsection 2.3.3.(C);
and
5 The deck construction complies with all other local, State and Federal laws and
regulations.
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