Administrative Authorization Application
Portland, Maine
Planning and Urban Development Department, Planning Division

proJECTNAME: 572 Fed aral Chrect - 2 -beildl

. <
PROJECT ADDRESS: &2 é‘?‘f’g are | “’;"’;}“ﬁ%}i CHART/BLOCK/LOT: _= D 4

APPLICATION FEE: ($50.00)
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (Please Attach Sketch/Plan of the Proposal/Development)
% 5 .
SNeated an Fmoli

CONTACT INFORMATION:

OWNER/APPLICANT CONSULTANT/AGENT

Name: 5_.,,% ¥ Clhasé Name: Johe Osste /Fme capo

Address: £ E&ﬁ iISATL Address: [} Preble Troek

Pt UAE oMLL7.

Work #: Work#: 29741~ g5t

Cell#: 2o ~S72-YRH S Cell#: 21 318~ €49

Fax #: Fax #:

Home #: Home #: ‘2=~ 11 S

E-mail: WO nase B0 plnn. ¢ Email: _jokrse Praccad d. Can
Criteria for an Adminstrative Authorizations: Applicant’s Assessment Planning Division
(see section 14-523(4) on pg .2 of this appt.) Y(yes), N(no), N/A Y(yes), N(no), N/A

a) s the proposal within existing structures?

No - e Yo i~ hm@ﬁ
b) Are there any new buildings, additions, or demolitions? loLu r.\v “drwre._ "R
c) Is the footprint increase less than 500 sq. ft.?

d) Are there any new curb cuts, driveways or parking areas?
e) Are the curbs and sidewalks in sound condition?

f) Do the curbs and sidewalks comply with ADA?

g) s there any additional parking?

k) s there an increase in traffic?

i} Are there any known stormwater problems?

j)  Does sufficient property screening exist?

K) Are there adequate utilities?

1) Are there any zoning violations?

m) Is an emergency generator located to minimize noise?

PRI
Ak

n) Are there any noise, vibration, glare, fumes or other impacts?
//“\ s

Date:

/
m;%}ﬂ



Planning Division Use Only Authorization Granted Partial Exemption X Exemption Denied

See attecchod < Rah

Standard Condition of Approval: The applicant shall obtain all required City Permits, including building permits
from the Inspection Division {(Room 315, City Hall (874-8703)) prior to the start of any construction.

IMPORTANT NOTICE TO APPLICANT: The granting of an Administrative Authorization to exempt a development
from site plan review does not exempt this proposal fro other approvals or permits, nor is it an authorization for
construction. You should first check with the Building Inspections Office, Room 315, City Hall {207)874-8703, to
determine what other City permits, such as a building permit, wili be required.

PROVISION OF PORTLAND CITY CODE
14-523 (SITE PLAN ORDINANCE)
RE: Administrative Authorization
Sec. 14-523 {b). Applicability
No person shall undertake any development identified in Section 14-523 without obtaining a site ptan improvement permit under
this article. (c) Administrative Authorization. Administrative Authorization means the Planning Authority may grant administrative

authorization to exempt a development proposal from complete or partial site plan review that meets the standards below, as
demonstrated by the applicant.

1. The proposed development will be located within existing structures, and there will be no new buildings, demolitions, or
building additions other than those permitted by subsection b of this section:

2. Any building addition shall have a new building footprint expansion of less than five hundred (500) square feet:

3. The proposed site plan does not add any new curb cuts, driveways, or parking areas; the existing site has no more than
one (1) curb cut and will not disrupt the circulation flows and parking on-site; and there will be no drive-through services
provided,

4. The curbs and sidewalks adjacent to the lot are complete and in sound condition, as determined by the public works
authority, with granite curb with at least four (4) inch reveal, and sidewalks are in good repair with uniform material and
level surface and meet accessibility requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act;

5. The use does not require additional or reduce existing parking, either on or off the site, and the project does not
significantly increase traffic generation;

6. There are no known stormwater impacts from the proposed use or any existing deficient conditions of stormwater
management on the site;

7. There are no evident deficiencies in existing screening from adjoining properties; and

8. Existing utility connections are adequate to serve the proposed development and there will be no disturbance to or
improvements within the public right-of-way.

9. There are no current zoning violations;

10. Any emergency generators are to be located to minimize noise impacts to adjoining properties and documentation that
routine testing of the generators occur on weekdays between the hours of 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. Documentation pertaining to
the noise impacts of the emergency generator shall be submitted: and

11. There is no anticipated noise, vibration, giare, fumes or other foreseeable impacts associated with the project.

a. Filing the Application. An applicant secking an administrative authorization under this subsection shall submit an administrative
authorization application for review, detailing the site plan with dimensions of proposed improvements and distances from all property
lines, and stating that the proposal meets all of the provisions in standards 1-11 of Section 14-423 (b)1. The application must be
accompanied by an application fee of $50.

b.  Review. Upon teceipt of such a complete application, the Planning Authotity will process it and render a written decision of approval,
approval with conditions ot denial, with all associated findings.

¢. Decision. If a full administrative authotization is granted, the application shall be approved without further review under this article, and
no performance guarantee shall be required. In the event that the Planning Authority determines that standards a and b of Section 14-
523 (b) (1) and at least four (4) of the remaining standards have been met, the Planning Authority shall review the site plan according to
all applicable review standards of Section 14-526 that are affected hy the standards in this subsection that have not been met. If an

exemption or partial exemption from site plan review is not granted, the applicant must submit a site plan application that will undergo a
full review by the Planning Board or Planning Authority according to the standards of Section 14-526.




Criteria for an Adminstrative Authotizations: Applicant’s Assessment Planning Division

(See Section 14-523 (4) on page 2 of this application) Y(yes), N(no), N/A Use Only

a) [s the proposal within existing structures? Yes No, change in footprint

b) Are there any new buildings, addittons, or demolitions? Yes Rebuilding structure after
a fire

<) Ls the footprint increase less than 500 sq. ft.? Yes yes

d) Are there any new curb cuts, dtiveways or patking areas? Yes Yes, 2 garage doors with
one 20 foot curb cut

) Are the curbs and sidewalks in sound condition? Yes yes

f} Do the curbs and sidewalks comply with ADA? Yes yes

g) Is there any additional parking? Yes Two spaces in the garage

h) Is there an increase in traffic? No no

i) Are there any known stormwater problems? No no

1) Does sufficient propesty screening exist? Yes yes

k) Are there adequate utilities? Yes yes

I} Arc there any zoning violations? No Footprint change and
changes to deck are
approved by zoning
administrator

m)ls an emergency generatot located to minimize noise? No n/a

nj Ate thete any noise, vibration, glate, fumes or other impacts? No n‘a

The proposal, dated 9-13-11 and revised 10-10-11, by Liv Chase at 52 Federal Street to rebuild the three unit
structure that was damaged by fire and to convert the first level for parking with two 9 foot wide garage doors is
approved with the following conditions of approval:

1} The proposed curb cut shall be no more than 20 feet and shail meet the city technical standards for the
construction of the sidewalk and curb cut. (Technical Manual 1.8 Sidewalks and Driveway Aprons,
http://www.portlandmaine.gov/planning/technicalmanual2010.pdf)

2) The construction details for the curb cut and sidewaik shall be submitted within 30 days of this approval
for review and approval by the Planning Authority and Department of Public Services.

3) Parking of vehicles is prohibited on sidewalks, so vehicles shall not be parked in front of the garage
doors.

4) The applicant shall obtain all required City permits, including but not limited to building permits from
the Inspection Division and street opening permits from the Department of Public Services.
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Pegples United

September 26, 2011

CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE
389 Congress Street
Portland, ME 04101

To Whom It May Concern:

This letter is acknowledge that I serve as the Relationship Manager for the accounts of
Liv Chase & Brent Adler here at People’s United Bank.

Liv & Brent currently own the residential investment real estate located at 52 Federal

Street, Portland, ME that was destroyed by a fire earlier this year. Utilizing insurance
proceeds, the Owners have sufficient monies to re-build the structure.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me directly.

Vice President
Business Banking

188 1S Route 1, Falmouth, Maine 04105
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Loan # 1077000404

QUITCLAIM DEED WITHOUT COVENANT
(Release Deed)

U.S. Bank, National Association, as successor trustee to Bank of America, N.A. as
successor by merger 1o LaSalle Bank National Associgtion, as trustee for the Merriil
Lynch Mortgage Investors Trust, Morigage Loan Asset-Backed € ertificates, Series 2006-
FF1, abanking entity having place of business in the City of Pittsburgh and State of ,
Pennsylvania, for consideration paid, RELEASES to Liv R. Chase and Brent L. Adier, &L) J
whose mailing address is 40 Hampshire Street, Apt. 1, Portland, Maine 04101 :

A certain lot or parcel of land, with the buildings thereon, located in the City of Portland,
County of Cumbetland and State of Maine, and numbered fifty-two (52) on Federal
Street, otherwise bounded and described as follows:

Beginning on the southeasterly side of Federal Street and a point distance one hundred
fifty-six (156) feet, more or less, easterly from the southeasterly comer of India and
Federal Strects, which said point may be further established by a fence post now focated
on said premises and being the post nearest to the street line: thence running southward
along the line of the fence dividing the property hereby conveyed and property formerly
of Max Robinson and another, a distance of forty-seven (47 feet, more or less, to a stake
and to the line dividing land formerly of Curtis H. Simonds from land now belonging to
said Max Robinson and another; thence along said dividing line in an easterly direction
thirty-seven (37} feet, more or less, to a stake and to the line dividing the lot hereby
conveyed from other land now or formerly belonging to said Max Robinson and another;
thence northwardly along said last mentioned dividing line forty-four (44) feet and six (6}
inches, more or less, to the southeasterly side line of said Federal Street; thence along

said southeasterly side line of Federal Street, westwardly thirty-seven (37) feet, more or
less, to the point of beginning,

Being the same premises conveyed to Jonathan S, Preston by virtue of a deed from Ryan
J. Roy recorded in the Cumberiand County Registry of Deeds in Book 13802, Page 237,

This deed is given pursuant to the Judgment of Foreclosure and Sale entered in the
Maine District Court, Division of Southern Cumberland on March 190, 2009, in an action
entitled LaSalle Bank National Association, as trustee for the Merrill Lynch Mortgage
Investors Trust, Mortgage Loan Asset-Backed Certificates, Series 2006-FF1 vs. Jonathan S.
Preston, Docket No. POR-RE-08-300, for the foreclosurc of a mortgage recorded in the
Cumberland County Registry of Deeds in Book 18802, Page 239. Pursuant to said Judgment,
the period of redemption having expired, a Notice of Public Sale was published in the Postlang
Press Herald, a newspaper of general ¢irculation in Cumberland County, Maine, on June 18,
June 25 and July 2, 2009. Pursuant to said Notice of Public Sale, the foreclosure sale was

conducted on July 21, 2009, at which sale Liv R. Chase and Brent L. Adler were the highest
bidders.

O
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In witness whereof, Home Loan Serviges, Inc., as attorney-in-fact for U.S. Bank,
National Association, as successor trustee to Bank of America, N.A. as successor by merger fo
LaSalle Bank National Association, as trustee for the Merrill Lynch Mortgage Investors Trugt,
Mortgage Loan Asset-Backed Certificates, Series 2006-FF1, pursuant to a limited power of
attomey, a copy of which is attached hereto, has caused this instrument to be executed by
Bryan G. Kusich, its VP of Default Operations, this /3 day of August, 2009,

WITNESS: U.S. Bank, National Association, as

A successor trustee to Bank of America, NIA.
“ as suceessor by merger to LaSalle Bank
Naticnal Association, as trustee for the

Merrill Lynch Mortgage Investors Trust,
Mortgage Loan Asset-Backed Certificatds,
Series 2006-FF1,

By: Home Loan Services, Inc.

Its Attorney-in-Fact /
Bw:

Bryan G. Kusich 4 =
Its VP of Default (perations

State of Pennsylvania
County of Allegheny, ss. August 14 2009

Personally appeared the above-named Bryan G, Kusich, VP of Default Operations of
Home Loan Services, Inc., attorney-in-fact for U.S. Bank, National Association, as siceessor
trustee to Bank of America, N.A. 23 successor by merger to LaSalle Bank National Associatid 11,
as trustee for the Merrill Lynch Mortgage Investors Trust, Mortgage Loan Asset-Backed
Certificates, Series 2006-FF1 and acknowledged the foregoing instrument to be his free act and
deed in his said capacity and the free act and deed of said corporations.

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA v Q,YL-%L,?;M ‘Mo b 24
Notasel Seal ' Notary Public :
Jennler Mene Dix, Notaty Putic E .
ity of Pittsburgh. Alleghony Counly Typed Name: Jennifer Marvie Dy
ﬁ%%g‘mfm Expku Jone 7, 2011 P . A

Maenbar, Pannayivania Association of Notades
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LIMITED POWER OF ATTORNEY

RECORDING REQUESTED BY
AND WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO ,
HOME LOAN SERVICES, INC.

150 ALLEGHENY CENTER REQ
PITTSBURGH, PA 15212

Attre: Mery Fran Felion

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS, that U. S. Bank Nationai Associstion + 45 SUCCESSOT trustee to Bank of
America, N. A., as successor by merger ¢ LaSalle Bank N.A., effective March 3, 2009, having its principal plce
of business at 60 Livingston Avenue, Saint Paul, MN 55107 as Trustee {the “Trustee”™) pursuant to the Pooling gnd
Servicing Agreements listed in Bxhibit A (the “PSA”") among Merrill Lynch Mortgage Investors, Inc. ghe
“Depositor”), Home Loan Services, Inc., (the “Servicer™), and the Trustee, hereby constitutes, appeints, fnd
reaffirms the Servicer, by and through the Servicer's officers, the Trustee’s true and lawful Auorzey-in-Fact, in
Trustee’s name, place and stead and for the Trustee’s benefit, in connection with 2l mongage loans serviced by fhe
Servicer pursuant (o the PSA and effective as of the date thereof, for the purpose of performing all acts gnd
executing ali documents in the name of the Trustee as may be customeily and reasonably necessary and approprige
w0 effectuate the followd g enumerated transactions in respect of any of the rertgages or deeds of trust (fhe
“Mortgages” and the “Deeds of Trust”, respectively) and promissory notes secured thereby (the “Mortgage Notes™)
fer which the undersigred is acting as Trustee for various certificateholders (whether the undersigned is na
therein as mortgages or beneficiary or has becorne mortgagee by virtue of endorsement of the Mortgage Nbie
secured by any such Mortgage or Deed of Trust) and for which the Servicer is acting as servicer, all subject o |k
terms of the PSA,

This appointment shall apply to the following enumerated transactions only:

L The modification or re-recording of a Mortgage or Deed of Trust, where said medification or re-recordj
is for the purpose of corecting the Morigage or Deed of Trust to conform same 10 the orighial iment of
parties thereto or to correct tifle errors discoversd after such ttle imsurance was issued and s
mod:fication or re-recording, in either instunce, does not adversely affect. the lien of the Mortgage or D
of Trust as insured.

2, The subordination of the lien of a Mortgage or Deed of Trust to 2 len that is eplacing a lien existing aspf
the date of the Mortgage or Deed of Trust or an easement in favor of 2 public utility company of
goveriiment agency or unit with powers of eminent domain; this section shall include, without lmitatidy
the execution of partial satisfactions/releases, partial reconveyances or the exzseutior, or requests to trustIn

to accomplish same.

e

3. The conveyance of the propertics to the mortgage insurer, or the closing of the tile to the property (o R
acquired as real estate owned (REO), or conveyance of title to real estate owned (REO).

4. The completion of loan modification agreements or loan assumptlion agreements,

5. The full satisfaction/release of a Mortgage or Deed of Trust or full conveyance upen payment a
discharge of all sums secured thereby, including, without limitatior, cancellation of the related Mortgai
Note.

6. The assignment of any Mortgage or Deed of Trust and the related Mortgage Note, in connecticn with th

repurchase of the mortgage loan secured and evidenced thereby.

7. The full assignment of & Mortgage or Deed of Trust upan paymen! and discharge of all sums securd
thereby In conjunction with the refinancing thereof, incloding, withowt limitation, the asstgnment of th
related Mortgage Note,

VEES
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8.° With respect to a Mortgage or Deed of Trus1, the foreclosure, the taking of a deed in lieu of foreclosurd, or
the completion of judicial or nen-judicial foreclosure or termination, cancellation or rescission of any sphch
" foreciosure, including, without limitation, any and all of the following acts: ’

a the substitution of trastee(s) serving under & Deed of Trust, in accordance with state law and the
Dead of Trust:

b, the preparation and issuance of statements of breach or noen-performance;

c. the preparation and filing of notices of defzxlt and/or notices of sale;

d. the cancellation/rescission of notices of default and/er notices of sale;

8, the taking of a deed in licu of foreclosure; and

f. the prepacation and execution of such other documents anc performance of such other a.ctionlas
may be necessary under the terms of the Mortgage, Deed of Trust or state Taw o expeditiowly
complete said transactions in paragraphs R.a. through R.e., above,

9. With respect to the sale of property acquired through a foreclusure or deed-in lieu of foreclosure, includipg,

without limitation, the execution of the Tollowing documents;

a. listing apreements;

b. purchase and szale agreements;

c. grant/watranty/quit claim deeds or any other deed causing the transfer of title of (ke property té a

party cantracted to purchase same,
d. 83CTOW instructions;

&, any and all documents necessary to effect the transfer of property.

perform all and every act and thing necessary and proper o carry into effect the power or powers gramed by
under this Limited Power of Attorney as fully as the undersigned might or could do, and hereby does ratify a

The undersigned gives said Attorney-in-Fact full power and authority to execute such mnstruments and to de aE
confirm to all that said Attorney-in-Fact shall lawtully do or cause to be done by authority hereof.

=h

Third parties without actual netice may rely upon the exetcise of the power granted under this Limited Power b
attorney; and may be satisfied that this Limited Power of Attorney shall continne i full force and effect and has e
been revoked unless an instrument of revocation has been made jn writing by the undersigned.

Except as may be permitted above n connection with the servicing of 2 Mortgage Loar, Servicer shall not, with
the Trustee's written consent: (i} initiate any action, suit or proceeding aot directly relating (0 the servicing of]s
Mortgage T.oan (including but not limited to actions, suits or proceedings agsinst Certificateholders, or against
Depositor for breaches of representations and warranties) solely urder the Trustee's name, (i} engage counsel
represent the Trustee in aay action, sui or proceeding not directly relating to the servicing of a Mortgage Lo
{including but not limvited to actions, suits or proceedings against Certificateholders, or against the Depositor ¥
breaches of representations and warranties), or (iii} prepare, execute or deliver any government filings, fo
permits, registrations or other documents not directly relating to the servicing of a Mortgage Loan in the Trustes
name or (iv) file any applications for registration and/or authorization to do business in any state in the name of

Trustee.

e

Servicer hereby agrees to indemnify and hold U.5. Bank Nationa! Association, as Trustee, and its directors, officer,
employees and agents harmless from and against any and all liabilities, obligations, losses, darzages, penaltie
actions, judgments, suits, costs, expenses or disbursements of any kind or nature whatsoever incurred by reason (
result of the exercise hy the Servicer of the powers specifically granted to it under the relajed servicing agreement
The foregoing indemnity shail survive the termination of this Limited Fower of Altorney and the related servicin
agieements Or the earlier resignation or removal of 1.8, Bank National Association, as Trustes under the rclateT
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servicisg agreements. Notwithstanding enything in this paragraph to the contrary, this Limited Power of Attorjey
shall not i any way add to nor Limit he respective rights, remedies, or vbligations of the partics to the zpplicable
servicing agreements referenced in Bxhibit “A” inchiding, but not limited to, any indemmification provisjon
contained in such servicing agreements.

IN WITNESS WHERREQF, U. 8. Bank National Association a3 successor frustes to Bank of Amnerica, N, A.las
successor by merger to LaSalle Bank N, A., effective fom Aprii 1, 2008, as Trustee pursuant to the Pooling dnd
Servicing Agreements among the Depositor, the Servicer, and the Trusfes, has caused (s corporate seal to be herbto
affixed and these presents to be signed and acknowledgad I its name and hehalf by a duly elected and anrtlwﬁ:ied
sigmatory this 12th day of May, 2009,

Witness my hand and seal this 12th day of May, 2009,

(SEAL) NO CORPORATE SEAL

U. 5. Bank Nationa) Association as sugeessor Trustke
to Bank of America, N. A., as successor by mergen
to LaSalle Bank N. A. as Trustee to the Pooling and
Servieing Agreements listed in Bxhibit A,

0 /\!i/ﬁ”« H\‘L, By: _ L8070 ]

Derek Klein Name: Charles F. Pedersen
Title: Vice President

Brian Giel

STATE OF MINNESOTA
COUNTY OF RAMSEY

On May 12th, 2009, before me, Trisha L. Willett, & Notary Public in and for said state, persanaily appeared Charks
F. Pedersen, Vice President of U.8. Bank National Association, a national bankmg association, personally known
me to be the person whose name is subseribed te the within instrument and ackrowledged to me that hefsfz
executed thal same in his'her authorized capacity, and that by his/her signature on the instroment the entity uphy
bebalf of which the person acted and exvcuted the instroment.

WITESS my hand apd official seal,
. N B

otary Public

My Commission Expires January 31, 2012 SRREERER:

TRISHA L.
NOTARY PUBLIC - MINNESOTA

My Comirnission Explras Jan, 31, 212
LT Yt b it P T S

Commonwealih of PA,
Allegheny County

Certified TRUE COPY of the criginal per Sec. 12.] (b)
The Notary Public Law.

Notary Public Dated:
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_ Exhibit A
(list of Pooling and Servicing Agreements effective April 1, 2009)

HLS Irvestor:
Number

Trusiee and Nameof Thuse -~

. Efteuive D4 CHPR 7

733 (2006-FF18)

U, 5. Bank, Nationa! Association, as successor trustee 1o Bank of America, N. A, as successar by
merger to LeSalle Bank N. A, ay Trustes for First Franklin Morlgags Loan Trus:, Mortgage
Loan Asset-Backad Certificates, Saries 2006-FE12

December I, 2hos

736 (2006 - FF1)

U. 5. Bank, National Associatior, as sucoessor trustee: to Bark of America, N. A. 48 successor by

-merger to LeSalle Bank N. A. , as Trusiee for Merrill Lynch Mortgage Tavestors Trust, Morlgage

Loar Asset-Backed Certificates, Series 2006-FF|

December 1. 2p06

738 (2007 - FFD)

U. 3 Bank, National Association, 45 sucoessor trustee to Bank of America, N. A, as suecessor by
merger 1o LaSalie Bank N. A. | as Trustes for First Frarkiin Mortgage Loas Trust, Mortgage
Loan Asset-Backed Certificates, Series 2007-F1

Januzry 1, 200

739 (2007 -
FEA)

U. 8. Bank, National Association, s successor frustes to Bank of America, N. A, 28 successor by
marges 1o LaSalle Bank N, A, as Trastee for First Frasiclin Mortgage Loan Trust, Mortgage
Loan Asset-Backed Certificates, Serica 2007-FFA

Tanuary ¥, 200f

740 (2007-FF2y

U. 5. Bank, National Association, as succassor rustee to Bank of America, M. A as successor by
merger to LaSalle Bank N. A. , as Trustes for First Franklin Merigage Loan Trust, Mortgage
Loan Asset-Backed Certificates, Series 2007-FF2

February 1, 2087

741 (2007-1)

L. 8, Bank, National Association, as successor tnislee to Bank of America, N. A. a3 successor by
merger to LaSalle Bank N. A. , as Trustee for Merrill Lynch First Franklin Mortgage Loan Trust,
Mortgage Loan Asset-Backed Certificates, Serjes 2007-1

March |, 2007

743 (2007-23

U. S. Bank, National Association, s successor trustee to Bank of America, N, A, a% saceeasor by
merger to LaSalle Bank N, A. | as Trustee for Merrill Lynch First Franklin Mortgage Loan Trust,
Mortzige Loan Asset-Backed Certificates, Series 2007-2

April 1, 2007

744 (2007-3)

U. 8. Bank, Naticnal Association, as sugcessor irustee to Bank of America, N, A, as successor by
merger to LaSafle Bank N. A. | as Trustee for Merrill Lynch First Frankiin Mortgage Loan Trust,
Morigape Loan Asset-Backed Cenificstes, Serles 2007-3

May 1, 2007

745 (2007-FEC)

U. S. Bank, National Association, as suceessor trustee ro Bank of Amerlca, ¥, A, as SUCCESSOr Dy
merger to LaSalle Bank N. A. |, as Trustes for First Franklin Mortzage Loan Trust, Mortgage
Loan Asset-Backed Certificates. Series 2007-FFC

May 1, 2007

746 (20074)

U. 3. Bank, National Agsociation, as successor irusiee to Bank of America, N. A, 23 successor by
rerger t0 LaSalle Bank N. A. . as Trustee for Merril! Lynch First Franklin Mortgage Loan Trust,
Morgape Loan Asset-Backed Certificates, Series 20074

June 1, 2007

747 (2007-A)

U. 3. Bank, Natioaal Association, as suceessor trustee o Bank of America, N. A, as successor by
mezger to La3alle Bank N. A. |, as Trustes for Merrill Lynch First Frank{in Muottgage Loan Trust,
Series 2007-A Mortgage Loan Asset-Backed Certificates

August 1, 2007

748 (2007-3)

U. 8. Bank, National Agsociation, as suecessor trustee to Bank of Ametica, N. A. a3 sucenssor by
merger to LaSalle Bank N. A. | as Trustes for Merrilt Lynch First Branklin Muortgage Loan Trust,
Moregaze 1osn Asser-Backed Certificates, Series 2007-5

September 1, 200

lﬂ‘) (20607-H1)

U. 8. Bank, National Association, as successor frusiee to Bank of America, N. A, #s successor by
merger to LaSalle Bank N. A. |, as Trustee for Marriil Lyrich Firet Franklin Mortgage Loan Trast,
Mortgage Loan Asset-Backed Certifieates, Serles 2007-H1

September 1, 200

Received
Recorded Resister of Deeds
Ay 2002009 0P143:334
Comberland County
fosele E. Lovles
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From: Barbara Barhydt

To: Chase, Liv

Date: Wednesday, November 02, 2011 1,54 PM
Subject: Re: Garage Door Response

Hi Liv:

I have put a couple of conditions on this. You will need to provide the construction details for the curb cut and
sidewalk for review and approval. This is a brick district for the sidewalk but the apron can be done in
bituminous. I have cited the detail specifications in the approval.

Good luck.

Barbara

Barbara Barhydt

Development Review Services Manager

Planning Division

389 Congress Street 4th Floor

Portland, ME 04101

(207) 874-8699

Fax: (207) 756-8256

bab@portlandmaine.gov> > > Liv Chase <livchase@yahoo.com> Wednesday, November 02, 2011 1:40 PM >>>
Hi Barbara,

Thanks again for taking the time to review all of my concerns. Brent and I are really
excited about getting our project off the ground, so thank you again for making this
happen.

Sincerely,

Liv Chase

From: Barbara Barhydt <BAB@portlandmaine.gov>

To: Liv Chase <livchase@yahoo.com>

Cc: Alex Jaegerman <AQJ@portlandmaine.gov>; Marge Schmuckal <MES@portlandmaine.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, November 2, 2011 11:58 AM

Subject: Re: Garage Door Response

Hi Liv:

I discussed your plans at today's development review meeting and I am ready to sign off on the two
garage door openings with one 20 foot wide curb cut. The parking manager asked that I put in the
decision that parking of vehicles on the sidewalk is prohibited, so you will not be able to park any
vehicles within the apron to the garage.

I will do the paperwork this afterncon and ask that it be delivered to the Inspection Division, so that
you can proceed with your building permit.

file:///C:/Users/BAB/AppData/Local/Temp/XPgrpwise/4AEB14B8CPortlandCityHall10013...  11/2/2011
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Thank you for evaluating the options for us and providing that information for our review. Good luck
in rebuilding your structure.

Barbara

Barbara Barhydt

Development Review Services Manager

Planning Division

389 Congress Street 4th Floor

Portland, ME 04101

(207) 874-8699

Fax: (207} 756-8256

bab@portlandmaine.gov>>> Liv Chase <livchase(@yahoo.com> Wednesday, October 26, 2011 11:35
AM >>>

Barbara,

I talked with my architect yesterday in regards to the garage door issue for our
building design located at 52 Federal St. Portland, ME. I have attached a sketch
showing the building with a single 14' garage door as opposed to the original design
with two 9' garage doors.

I can agree that a single garage door is feasible, but it would create a hardship for
me as a home owner because of the loss of space. My original design showed a
storage area that was 513sf of usable storage space. Since there is no basement,
this was the only space for me and my two other tenants to store personal
belongings.

With the single garage door opening, the rear wall of the garage would need to move
back 7' to accommodate the access of the cars. The storage area would drop from
513sf to 310sf of space. This is a loss of area of approximately 40%.

Additionally, it is my intention to live in this property. The new garage plan

shows two parked cars that are about 16' long. I own a large truck and it is longer
than 16'. In order to accommodate my vehicle, I would need to push the rear wall of
the garage back even further. From a construction stand point, the back wall of the
garage is currently load bearing. If I remove that wall then I will have to purchase a
steel I-beam to take the place of it (another added cost for me for construction).

Having the two door design for the garage means a lot to me. I worked very hard
with my architect to design a building that uses all of the space and does not waste
any space. I'm sure after a closer look at the attached drawings, you can agree that
a large portion of space will be wasted to allow access for the two cars in and out of
the garage at angles. Also, because the vehicles will need to enter the garage at an
angle, a larger curb cut will be necessary. Lastly, from a traffic safety stand point,
entering and exiting the garage at an angle is more difficult when moving on and off
the street due to decreased visibility for the driver.

file:///C:/Users/BAB/AppData/Local/Temp/XPgrpwise/4EB14B8CPortlandCityHall10013...  11/2/2011
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Good design comes from an attention to detail with a focus on fuctionality. The
placement of the windows on the upper levels are all designed to create a facade
with the appearance of order. (the window openings are aligned on center with the
individual garage bays below.) From an aesthetic stand point, the two garage doors
creates a rhythm and brings the structure down to the scale of the neighborhood. I
believe that one large door would detract from the design of the building. The scale
and size of one large door would be a focal point, which was not the architect's
intention when designing this building.

In conclusion, as you discussed at the meeting, there is no set guideline in the B2B
zone for the number of garage door openings or the percent frontage of the building
that is covered by garage doors. I would only hope that you could take some time to
really consider the impact that one garage door will have on livability and useable
space. Please feel free to contact me with any questions you have.

Sincerely,

Liv Chase

file:///C:/Users/BAB/AppData/Local/Temp/XPgrpwise/4EB14B8CPortlandCityHall10013... 11/2/2011
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Barbara Barhydt - Garage Door Response

From: Liv Chase <livchase@yahoo.com:>

To: Barbara Barhydt <BAB@portlandmaine.gov>

Date: Wednesday, October 26, 2011 11:36 AM

Subject: Garage Door Response ‘

CC: "mes@portlandmaine.gov" <mes@portlandmaine.gov>, "AQJ@portlandmaine.gov"...

Attachments: Elevations One Garage Door.pdf; Garage Floor One Garage Door.pdf

Barbara,

I talked with my architect yesterday in regards to the garage door issue for our
building design located at 52 Federal St. Portland, ME. I have attached a sketch
showing the building with a single 14' garage door as opposed to the original design
with two 9' garage doors.

I can agree that a single garage door is feasible, but it would create a hardship for me
as a home owner because of the loss of space. My original design showed a storage
area that was 513sf of usable storage space. Since there is no basement, this was the
only space for me and my two other tenants to store personal belongings.

With the single garage door opening, the rear wall of the garage would need to move
back 7' to accommodate the access of the cars. The storage area would drop from
213sf to 310sf of space. This is a loss of area of approximately 40%.

Additionally, it is my intention to live in this property. The new garage plan

shows two parked cars that are about 16' long. I own a large truck and it is longer
than 16'. In order to accommodate my vehicle, I would need to push the rear wall of
the garage back even further. From a construction stand point, the back wall of the
garage is currently load bearing. If I remove that wall then I will have to purchase a
steel I-beam to take the place of it (another added cost for me for construction).

Having the two door design for the garage means a lot to me. I worked very hard with
my architect to design a building that uses all of the space and does not waste any
space. I'm sure after a closer look at the attached drawings, you can agree that a
large portion of space will be wasted to allow access for the two cars in and out of the
garage at angles. Also, because the vehicles will need to enter the garage at an angle,
a larger curb cut will be necessary. Lastly, from a traffic safety stand point, entering
and exiting the garage at an angle is more difficult when moving on and off the street
due to decreased visibility for the driver.

Good design comes from an attention to detail with a focus on fuctionality. The
placement of the windows on the upper levels are all designed to create a facade with
the appearance of order. (the window openings are aligned on center with the
individual garage bays below.) From an aesthetic stand point, the two garage doors
creates a rhythm and brings the structure down to the scale of the neighborhood. 1
believe that one large door would detract from the design of the building. The scale
and size of one large door would be a focal point, which was not the architect's
intention when designing this building.

file:///C:/Users/BAB/AppData/Local/Temp/XPgrpwise/4EATFOAAPortlandCityHall10013... 11/1/2011
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In conclusion, as you discussed at the meeting, there is no set guideline in the B2B
zone for the number of garage door openings or the percent frontage of the building
that is covered by garage doors. I would only hope that you could take some time to
really consider the impact that one garage door will have on livability and useable
space. Please feel free to contact me with any questions you have.

Sincerely,

Liv Chase

file:///C:/Users/BAB/AppData/Local/ Temp/XPgrpwise/4EA7TFOAAPortlandCityHall10013... 11/1/2011
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Barbara Barhydt - Re: 52 Federal St.

From: Barbara Barhydt
To: Chase, Liv
Subject: Re: 52 Federal St.

Geood morning:

I was out on Friday. I will have to look at the material you dropped off again, but what we looked at on
Wednesday showed two openings. I will double check to be sure I had the correct material. I will look at your
material and this e-mail this afternoon.

Barbara

>>> Liv Chase <livchase@yahoo.com> Friday, October 14, 2011 8:22 PM >>>

Hi Barbara,

| apologize for any confusion. It is my intention to work with you in order to be compliant
according to the B2B zoning/design criteria and obtain site plan approval. Please review the
following responses in regards to your concerns:

Curb Cut: | completely understand that the two curb cut design is not acceptable and that is
why my architect changed the design in order to satisfy your request. The most recent site
plan that | submitted to your office on Tuesday, 10/10/11, shows one curb cut that is 20' (the
maximum allowed according to your technical standards). This curb cut is alsc over 20 feet
away from our neighbor's curb cut to the left, thus satisfying the requirement of a 20 foot
separation between driveways. Because of the interior width inside the structure of the
building, it is not possible to park vehicles at an angle. Currently, there is just enough room for
2 vehicles to park side by side and allow access in and out of the vehicle. Additionally, from a
structural stand point, having 2 smaller openings in the front facade rather than one larger
opening, allows for the weight from the upper levels to be supported. My architect has shown
the construction on this first floor front facade as a "strong wall" and this is evident in the
building drawings that | will be submitting.

Front Facade: In regards to the front entrance of the building, it is a possibility to bring the
doorway entrance forward and make it flush with the sidewalk. My architect and | considered
many options. The option that we chose which is reflected in our drawings, is a recessed
entrance. This design decision was arrived at based on the following:

1) We wanted to conform to the design criteria already set forth by our neighbors to the left
which all have recessed entrances. 2) We wanted to create an alcove that functioned to
protect people from the elements. 3) We pictured the alcove to be inviting based on our
choice of lighting.

First Floor: In regards to the first floor plan, the area in the rear is clearly marked as
"storage” and that is the intent of the area. The bathroom is a utility bathroom.

| plan on submitting building plans to the Inspection Division on Monday, 10/17/2011, even
though Marge is on vacation. It is my understanding that | need your approval for the site plan

about:blank | 10/17/2011
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in order fo move forward. | think this process may be able to move more smoothly if we can
meet. Are you available any time next week?

Thanks again for your quick responses.

Sincerely,

Liv Chase

From: Barbara Barhydt <BAB@portlandmaine.gov>
To: Liv Chase <livchase@yahoo.com>

Cc: Marge Schmuckal <MES@portlandmaine.gov>
Sent: Thursday, October 13, 2011 8:23 AM
Subject: Re: 52 Federal St.

HiLiv:

The two curb cut design is not acceptable. The Technical standards recommend one entrance for
smaller projects and requires a separation of 20 feet between driveways. This design does not meet the
criteria and it cannot be approved. In looking at the first floor drawing, it appears that you could have
one common entrance or curb cut and vehicles could be parked on an angle within the structure.

In general we encourage developers to bring the pedestrian doorway entrance forward (rather than
setback as depicted on your plans) and instead, recess the vehicle door in order to provide a more
prominent doorway and pedestrian accessible facade.

I also see that you have a bathroom shown on the first level and wondered what is the intent for this
area. The drawing is unclear.

I am unavailable for the rest of this week and Marge is on vacation next week, so I cannot schedule a
meeting in which to discuss the plans. I had hoped to have Marge join in the conversation since this is
a rebuild after a fire. Please be aware that the plans you have submitted to me are for the site plan
review and you do need to submit building plans to the Inspection Divison.

Thank you.
Barbara

Barbara Barhydt

Development Review Services Manager

Planning Division

389 Congress Street 4th Floor

Portland, ME 04101

(207) 874-8699

Fax: (207) 756-8256

bab@portlandmaine.gov>>> Liv Chase <livchase(@yahoo.com> Wednesday, October 12, 2011 5:21
PM >>>

Hi Barbara,

| just wanted to follow up to make sure that you received my latest site plan that | dropped off
on Tuesday afternoon. Hopefully we have addressed all of your concerns listed below. Please
let me know if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

about:blank 10/17/2011
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Liv Chase

From: Barbara Barhydi <BAB@portlandmaine.gov>
To: Liv Chase <livchase@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, October 7, 2011 4:32 PM

Subject: Re: 52 Federal St.

Hi Liv:
We discussed your project on Wednesday. Here are some of the points that were raised:

1. The technical standards call for one curb cut. We recommend that you consider one curb cut and
garage entrance for both vehicles. Curb cuts are generally 12 feet with a maximum of 20 feet. Please
be aware that the area in front of the doors is a sidewalk, so a vehicle is not allowed to park in that
area. The two curb cut design is not acceptable.

2. Please provide the floor plan for the first floor.

3. Chris Pirone of the fire department want to be sure you were aware that you will need to sprinkle
the building.

4. The proposed building does not need to be reviewed under the R-6 infill ; however, I know you
have expressed interest in having the first level pedestrian friendly. Redesigning to meet the one curb
cut standard addresses that point. As a point of reference , the following design standard is in the R-6
infill , which provide guidance for the location and extent of garage entrances along a facade. (Again
this is not a requirement, but I share it as a guide):

STANDARD B-6 Garages Attached and detached garages are allowed provided that

the street-facing fagade of the garage is recessed behind the fagade of the main structure by a
minimum of four feet. However, if the garage is integrated into the building form, the garage
door may be included into the front fagade of the dwelling providing that there are at least one
story of living space over the garage. In this instance, the garage door width may be no more
than 40% of the width of the building’s overall fagade width, except that no garage door need be
reduced to less than 9 feet in width. Standard C-2 is not required if there is no living space on
the ground level.

5. What exterior materials will you be using for this structure?
If you have questions, please let me know. Thank you.
Barbara

Barbara Barhydt

Development Review Services Manager

Planming Division

389 Congress Street 4th Floor

Portland, ME 04101

(207) 874-8699

Fax: (207) 756-8256

bab@portlandmaine.gov>>> Liv Chase <livchase@yahoo.com> Thursday, October 06, 2011 8:52 AM

about:blank 10/17/2011
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Hi Barbara,

| just wanted to touch base with you to see if you had any questions for me after your
Wednesday morning meeting.

Hope to hear from you.

Thanks,

Liv Chase

From: Barbara Barhydt <BAB@portlandmaine.gov>
To: Liv Chase <livchase@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 4, 2011 8.00 AM

Subject: Re: 52 Federal St.

Thank you. Please be clear on the application that the foot print is less than 500 square feet. The plan
lists over 1,000 square feet, so make that distinction on the application.

Thank you.
Barbara

>>> Liv Chase <livchase@yahoo.com> Monday, October 03, 2011 7:46 PM >>>

Hi Barbara,

My total proposed changed footprint is under 500 square feet. | will fill out the administrative
authorization form and submit it to your office tomorrow with a check for $50.00.

The plans | dropped off Friday were 2 sets of plans intended to be submitted to you for
preliminary site plan review at your weekly meeting this Wednesday.

My architect has not yet completed the full set of plans for application but he should be done
this week and | will submit the plans to the inspections Office for permit application.

See you tomorrow.

Thanks,

Liv Chase

From: Barbara Barhydt <BAB@portlandmaine.gov>
To: Liv Chase <livchase@yahoco.com>

Sent: Monday, October 3, 2011 1:36 PM

Subject: Re: 52 Federal St.

Hi Liv:

I see you left plans at the office on Friday. If the proposed change in the foot print is 500 square feet
or less (ground floor area expansion, not total floor area) , then you can apply for an administrative
authorization in the planning office. I have looked at the plans, but it is unclear to me whether we are
talking about ground floor area or total floor area. There is an application to fill out (attached) and a
$50 fee. If the ground floor expansion exceeds 500 square feet then we it triggers either a Level I or
Level 11 site plan review.

Since you brought in 4 sets of plans, I suspect you were intending to apply for a building permit. In
that case you need to submit the plans plus an application in the Inspection Office, Room 315.

about:blank 10/17/2011
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Please give me a call, so we can discuss your project and process.
Thank you.

Barbara

Barbara Barhydt

Development Review Services Manager

Planning Division

389 Congress Street 4th Floor

Portland, ME 04101

(207) 874-8699

Fax: (207) 756-8256

bab@portlandmaine.gov>>> Liv Chase <livchase@yahoo.com> Thursday, August 18, 2011 10:17 AM
>>>

Hi Barbara,

Thanks for the quick reply. I will forward your message onto my architect and contact you if I have any
other questions.

Thanks,

Liv Chase

From: Barbara Barhydt <BAB@portlandmaine.gov>
To: Liv Chase <livchase@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 18, 2011 8:25 AM

Subject: Re: 52 Federal St.

Hi Liv:

You are welcome to submit concepts for comments. The question of fire separation is more of a
building and fire code issue, so you may want to direct your question through the Inspection Division.
Ann Machado or Marge Schmuckal could advise you on who in the inspection division could answer

that question.

I got you phone message, but I was out of the office yesterday afternoon. If you have other questions,
please let me know.

Thank you.

Barbara

Barbara Barhydt
Development Review Services Manager
Planning Division

about:blank 10/17/2011
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389 Congress Street 4th Floor

Portland, ME 04101

(207) 874-8699

Fax: (207) 756-8256

bab@portlandmaine.gov>>> Liv Chase <livchase@yahoo.com> Wednesday, August 17, 2011 4:32
PM >>>

Hi Barbara,

I just wanted to give you a quick update on my progress. [ have currently completed the survey
work/plan for my property located at 52 Federal St. The survey has been handed off to my architect so
that he may begin work on the new plans. My architect had a question in regards to fire separation
between buildings. We are wondering if it would be possible for us to submit some preliminary
drawings with a set of questions for you to review at your meeting next Wednesday. Please let me
know.

Thanks,

Liv Chase

From: Barbara Barhydt <BAB@portlandmaine.gov>

‘To: Liv Chase <livchase(@yahoo.com>

Cc: Ann Machado <AMACHADO@portlandmaine.gov>; Alex Jaegerman
<AQJ@portlandmaine.gov>; Danielle West-Chuhta <DWCHUHTA @portlandmaine.gov>; Marge
Schmuckal <MES@portlandmaine.gov>

Sent: Friday, August 5, 2011 10:50 AM

Subject: Re: 52 Federal St.

Hi Liv:

Since writing the opinion on your project, several other projects have come in with similar situations.
Today I met with both the Planning Division Director and the Director of the Department to discuss the
replacement of buildings under Section 14-385.

We determined that Section 14-385 (Restoration or reconstruction within an existing footprint of
damaged nonconforming building or premises) is the controlling provision. Thus if you are rebuilding
within the same footprint then a site plan review is not required. If the proposed expansion to the
footprint is less than 500 square feet and the building is within the envelope of the original building, we
could review it under the provisions of an administrative authorization. This also applies to the
request for a new curb cut to the access the parking.

Thus, my original iﬂterpretation that your proposal requires a Level HI review with the Planning Board
does not apply.

Sorry for any inconvenience that I may have caused. This interpretation will reduce the time required
to review your project.

Thank you.

Barbara

about:blank 10/17/2011
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Barbara Barhydt

Development Review Services Manager

Planning Division

389 Congress Street 4th Floor

Portland, ME 04101

(207) 874-8699

Fax: (207) 756-8256

bab@portlandmaine.gov>>> Liv Chase <livchase(@yahoo.com> Monday, July 18, 2011 6:44 PM >>>
Hi Barbara,

Thanks for the reply. It is reassuring to know that we can work together in a timely fashion. I will have
my consultants put together the documents for the application that will contain the final plan. Once I
have submitted my application, how much time will it take for the planning board to review my final
site plan and ultimately schedule a public hearing?

Thanks,

Liv Chase

From: Barbara Barhydt <BAB(@portlandmaine.gov>

To: Marge Schmuckal <MES(@portlandmaine.gov>; Liv Chase <livchase@yahoo.com>
Cc: Alex Jacgerman <AQJ@portlandmaine.gov>; Danielle West-Chuhta
<DWCHUHTA@portlandmaine.gov>

Sent: Monday, July 18, 2011 5:14 PM

Subject: Re: 52 Federal St.

Hi Liv:

When we met | noted that the definition for multiple family development with the site plan ordinance
states "the construction or creation of three (3) or more dwelling units on any parcel of land or the
addition of two (2) or more dwelling units cumulatively within a three-year period." Multiple family
development requires a Level Il review. I confirmed with Alex Jacgerman, Planning Division
Director, and Penny St. Louis, Director of the Department of Planning and Urban Development, that
your project will need a level 11l review before the Planning Board. Tt is up to you and your
consultants on how you want to proceed, but you can submit a final plan for review that would go to a
public hearing with the Planning Board. The proposal does not require you to have a neighborhood
meeting nor have a workshop with the planning, so the review time should be roughly the same as it
would if the project was reviewed administratively. There will be

the added cost to you of sending out a notice for the public hearing and staff time for preparing the
report..

I understand that you are seeking to retain grandfathered rights regarding setbacks and want to rebuild
within a year. Those are provision within the zoning ordinance.

about:blank 10/17/2011
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We lock forward to working with you on your plans and it is our goal to review the plans
expeditiously.

Thank you.

Barbara

Barbara Barhydt

Development Review Services Manager

Planning Division

389 Congress Street 4th Floor

Portland, ME 04101

(207) 874-8699

Fax: (207) 756-8256

bab@portlandmaine.gov>>> Liv Chase <livchase@yahoo.com> Sunday, July 17, 2011 9:37 PM >>>

Hi Marge and Barbara,

1 was under the impression after our meeting last week that we determined that my property at 52
Federal St. was a rebuild not new construction since I will essentially be building the same structure
that was there, I will have the same number of units, and I will be defined by the same height as the
existing structure.

I'm sure you can understand that I am trying to avoid a lengthy process to rebuild. I am aware that
going before the planning board for a level I1I review will add months to my process. The fire that
happened at my building was accidental and I just want to rebuild it in a timely fashion.

I would hope that we could have a further discussion about rebuild vs. new construction before a final

decision is considered. If you would like, you can forward me Danielle's contact information and I can
contact her directly.

Let me know your thoughts.
Sincerely,
Liv Chase

From: Barbara Barhydt <BAB@portlandmaine.gov>

To: Liv Chase <livchase@yahoo.com>

Cc: David Margolis-Pineo <DMP@portlandmaine.gov>; Marge Schmuckal
<MES@portlandmaine.gov>

Sent: Friday, July 15, 2011 1:31 PM

Subject: Re: 52 Federal St.

Hi Liv:

I spoke with David Margolis-Pieno today regarding your questions. In terms of the survey, we require
a property survey plan stamped by a registered surveyor that shows corner pins, existing conditions,
and topography or grade clevations. The proposed building could be shown on the plan along with
other site improvements. This may be what Jim was explaining as an existing conditions plan, but Jim
is free to contact David for further clarification.

David would prefer that the existing roof drain that connects into the sewer be disconnected and that

about:blank 10/17/2011
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the roof drainage be directed to the street as sheet flow.

I also discussed the ite plan ordinance definition and applicability section for multiple family
development with our legal counsel. Danielle agreed that the construction of multi-family building
calls for a Level III review with the planning board. A level 11l application can include a preliminary
plan phase or you may go straight to a final plan stage. It will be your choice if you want to have a
workshop with the planning board or you could go straight to a public hearing. You must have a public
hearing before the Board with a Level III application. The application is on our web site
http://www.portlandmaine.gov/planning/siteplanreviewapplications.asp

If you have other questions, please do not hesitate to contact us.
Thank you.

Barbara

Barbara Barhydt

Development Review Services Manager

Planning Division

389 Congress Street 4th Floor

Portland, ME 04101

(207) 874-8699

Fax: (207) 756-8256

bab@portlandmaine.gov>>> Liv Chase <livchase@yahoo.com> Friday, July 15, 2011 8:05 AM >>>

Hi Barbara,

It was nice talking with you the other day. I just wanted to write you this quick e-mail so that you have
my e-mail address. I am leaving for Mooschead Lake today to go camping and I do not know how
good my phone service will be on my cell phone. If you are able to find out any information in regards
to the survey and site engineering for my property at 52 Federal St, you can e-mail me the information.
I will be back on Monday and I can talk with you then. Have a great weekend!

Sincerely,
Liv Chase

about:blank 10/17/2011



Page 1 of 6

Barbara Barhydt - Re: 52 Federal St.

From: Barbara Barhydt

To: Chase, Liv

Date: Tuesday, October 04, 2011 8:00 AM
Subject: Re: 52 Federal St.

Thank you. Please be clear on the application that the foot print is less than 500 square feet. The plan lists over
1,000 square feet, so make that distinction on the application.

Thank you.
Barbara

»>>> Liv Chase <livchase@yahoo.com> Monday, October 03, 2011 7:46 PM >>>

Hi Barbara,

My total proposed changed footprint is under 500 square feet. | will fill out the administrative
authorization form and submit it to your office tomorrow with a check for $50.00.

The plans | dropped off Friday were 2 sets of plans intended to be submitted to you for
preliminary site plan review at your weekly meeting this Wednesday.

My architect has not yet completed the full set of plans for application but he should be done
this week and | will submit the plans to the Inspections Office for permit application.

See you tomorrow.

Thanks,

Liv Chase

From: Barbara Barhydt <BAB@portlandmaine.gov>
To: Liv Chase <livchase@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, October 3, 2011 1.36 PM

Subject: Re: 52 Federal St

Hi Liv;

I see you left plans at the office on Friday. If the proposed change in the foot print is 500 square feet
or less (ground floor area expansion, not total floor area) , then you can apply for an administrative
authorization in the planning office. I have looked at the plans, but it is unclear to me whether we are
talking about ground floor area or total floor area. There is an application to fill out (attached) and a
$50 fee. If the ground floor expansion exceeds 500 square feet then we it triggers either a Level I or
Level II site plan review.

Since you brought in 4 sets of plans, I suspect you were intending to apply for a building permit. In
that case you need to submit the plans plus an application in the Inspection Office, Room 315.

Please give me a call, so we can discuss your project and process.
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Thank you.

Barbara

Barbara Barhydt

Development Review Services Manager
Planning Division

389 Congress Street 4th Floor
Portland, ME 04101

(207) 874-8699

Fax: (207) 756-8256

bab@portlandmaine.gov>>> Liv Chase <livchase@yahoo.com> Thursday, August 18, 2011 10:17 AM
>

Hi Barbara,

Thanks for the quick reply. I will forward your message onto my architect and contact you if I have any
other questions.

Thanks,

Liv Chase

From: Barbara Barhydt <BAB@portlandmaine.gov>
To: Liv Chase <livchase(@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 18,2011 8:25 AM

Subject: Re: 52 Federal St.

Hi Liv:

You are welcome to submit concepts for comments. The question of fire separation is more of a
building and fire code issue, so you may want to direct your question through the Inspection Division.
Ann Machado or Marge Schmuckal could advise you on who in the inspection division could answer
that question.

I got you phone message, but I was out of the office yesterday afternoon. If you have other questions,
please let me know.

Thank you.

Barbara

Barbara Barhydt

Development Review Services Manager
Planning Division

389 Congress Street 4th Floor
Portland, ME 04101

(207) 874-8699

Fax: (207) 756-8256
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bab@portlandmaine.gov>>> Liv Chase <livchase(@yahoo.com> Wednesday, August 17, 2011 432
PM >>>

Hi Barbara,

[ just wanted to give you a quick update on my progress. I have currently completed the survey
work/plan for my property located at 52 Federal St. The survey has been handed off to my architect so
that he may begin work on the new plans. My architect had a question in regards to fire separation
between buildings. We are wondering if it would be possible for us to submit some preliminary
drawings with a set of questions for you to review at your meeting next Wednesday. Please let me
know.

Thanks,

Liv Chase

From: Barbara Barhydt <BAB@portlandmaine.gov>

To: Liv Chase <livchase@yahoo.com>

Cc: Ann Machado <AMACHADO@portlandmaine.gov>; Alex Jacgerman
<AQJ@portlandmaine.gov>; Danielle West-Chuhta <DWCHUHTA @portlandmaine.gov>; Marge
Schmuckal <MES(@portlandmaine.gov>

Sent: Friday, August 5, 2011 10:50 AM

Subject: Re: 52 Federal St.

Hi Liv:

Since writing the opinion on your project, several other projects have come in with similar situations.
Today I met with both the Planning Division Director and the Director of the Department to discuss the
replacement of buildings under Section 14-385.

We determined that Section 14-385 (Restoration or reconstruction within an existing footprint of
damaged nonconforming building or premises) is the controlling provision. Thus if you are rebuilding
within the same footprint then a site plan review is not required. If the proposed expansion to the
footprint is less than 500 square feet and the building is within the envelope of the original building, we
could review it under the provisions of an administrative authorization. This also applies to the
request for a new curb cut to the access the parking.

Thus, my original interpretation that your proposal requires a Level III review with the Planning Board
does not apply.

Sorry for any inconvenience that I may have caused. This interpretation will reduce the time required
to review your project.

Thank you.

Barbara
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Barbara Barhydt

Development Review Services Manager

Planning Division

389 Congress Street 4th Floor

Portland, ME 04101

(207) 874-8699

Fax: (207) 756-8256

bab@portlandmaine.gov>>> Liv Chase <livchase(@yahoo.com> Monday, July 18, 2011 6:44 PM >>>
Hi Barbara,

Thanks for the reply. It is reassuring to know that we can work together in a timely fashion. I will have
my consultants put together the documents for the application that will contain the final plan. Once T
have submitted my application, how much time will it take for the planning board to review my final
site plan and ultimately schedule a public hearing?

Thanks,

Liv Chase

From: Barbara Barhydt <BAB@portlandmaine.gov>

To: Marge Schmuckal <MES@portlandmaine.gov>; Liv Chase <hivchase@yahoo.com>
Ce: Alex Jaegerman <AQJ@portlandmaine.gov>; Danielle West-Chuhta
<DWCHUHTA@portlandmaine.gov>

Sent: Monday, July 18, 2011 5:14 PM

Subject: Re: 52 Federal St.

Hi Liv:

When we met I noted that the definition for multiple family development with the site plan ordinance
states "the construction or creation of three (3) or more dwelling units on any parcel of land or the
addition of two (2) or more dwelling units cumulatively within a three-year period." Multiple family
development requires a Level I1I review. I confirmed with Alex Jaegerman, Planning Division
Director, and Penny St. Louis, Director of the Department of Planning and Urban Development, that
your project will need a level Il review before the Planning Board. It is up to you and your
consultants on how you want to proceed, but you can submit a final plan for review that would go to a
public hearing with the Planning Board. The proposal does not require you to have a neighborhood
meeting nor have a workshop with the planning, so the review time should be roughly the same as it
would if the project was reviewed administratively. There will be

the added cost to you of sending out a notice for the public hearing and staff time for preparing the
repott..

I understand that you are seeking to retain grandfathered rights regarding setbacks and want to rebuild
within a year. Those are provision within the zoning ordinance.

We look forward to working with you on your plans and it is our goal to review the plans
expeditiously.

Thank you.

Barbara
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Barbara Barhydt

Development Review Services Manager

Planning Division

389 Congress Street 4th Floor

Portland, ME 04101

(207) 874-8699

Fax: (207) 756-8256

bab@portlandmaine. gov>>>> Liv Chase <livchase@yahoo.com> Sunday, July 17, 2011 9:37 PM >>>

Hi Marge and Barbara,

I was under the impression after our meeting last week that we determined that my property at 52
Federal St. was a rebuild not new construction since T will essentially be building the same structure
that was there, I will have the same number of units, and I will be defined by the same height as the
existing structure.

I'm sure you can understand that I am trying to avoid a lengthy process to rebuild. I am aware that
going before the planning board for a level ITI review will add months to my process. The fire that
happened at my building was accidental and I just want to rebuild it in a timely fashion.

I would hope that we could have a further discussion about rebuild vs. new construction before a final
decision is considered. If you would like, you can forward me Danielle's contact information and I can
contact her directly.

Let me know your thoughts.

Sincerely,

Liv Chase

From: Barbara Barhydt <BAB@portlandmaine.gov>

To: Liv Chase <livchase@yahoo.com>

Ce: David Margolis-Pineo <DMP@portlandmaine.gov>; Marge Schmuckal
<MES@portlandmaine.gov=

Sent: Friday, July 15, 2011 1:31 PM

Subject: Re: 52 Federal St.

Hi Liv:

I spoke with David Margolis-Pieno today regarding your questions. In terms of the survey, we require
a property survey plan stamped by a registered surveyor that shows corner pins, existing conditions,
and topography or grade elevations. The proposed building could be shown on the plan along with
other site improvements. This may be what Jim was explaining as an existing conditions plan, but Jim
is free to contact David for further clarification.

David would prefer that the existing roof drain that connects into the sewer be disconnected and that
the roof drainage be directed to the street as sheet flow.

I also discussed the ite plan ordinance definition and applicability section for multiple family
development with our legal counsel. Danielle agreed that the construction of multi-family building
calls for a Level 1II review with the planning board. A level IIT application can include a preliminary
plan phase or you may go straight to a final plan stage. It will be your choice if you want to have a
workshop with the planning board or you could go straight to a public hearing. You must have a public
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hearing before the Board with a Level IIT application. The application is on our web site
http://www.portlandmaine.gov/planning/siteplanreviewapplications.asp

If you have other questions, please do not hesitate to contact us.
Thank you.

Barbara

Barbara Barhydt

Development Review Services Manager

Planning Division

389 Congress Street 4th Floor

Portland, ME 04101

(207) 874-8699

Fax: (207) 756-8256

bab@portlandmaine.gov>>> Liv Chase <livchase@yahoo.com> Friday, July 15,2011 8:05 AM >>>

Hi Barbara,

It was nice talking with you the other day. I just wanted to write you this quick e-mail so that you have
my e-mail address. I am leaving for Moosehead Lake today to go camping and I do not know how
good my phone service will be on my cell phone. If you are able to find out any information in regards
to the survey and site engineering for my property at 52 Federal St, you can e-mail me the information.

I will be back on Monday and I can talk with you then. Have a great weekend!
Sincerely,

Liv Chase
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