
To Members of the Planning Board, 

 

I do not envy you as you consider the application for the site plan for Building B at the Falmouth 

Shopping Center. 

It is clear from your meeting in January that you are struggling with the developer’s situation: he 

thought you would approve his project at that January meeting, Building A was approved quickly, he has 

agreed to a restrictive lease with Chase bank, he is responsible for the cost of his professional team, and 

he says he is certain he will lose Chase as a tenant if you don’t approve his project without any changes. 

He also says this project will jumpstart commercial growth in Falmouth which has been dormant for a 

number of years.  

But it is the Planning Board’s responsibility is to determine whether this project meets the terms of the 

Village Center ordinance, with its specific requirements and those that are more subjective. It is tasked 

with determining what is best for the town. 

For the record, I support the construction of the proposed building. However, I am concerned that if it is 

built as currently planned, it will send the wrong message to developers and residents. Future 

developers will believe their projects will be approved if they can apply enough pressure to the Planning 

Board. Residents will lose faith in the validity of a comprehensive plan when they discover a developer 

doesn’t need to comply with elements critical to the spirit of a village center ordinance. 

As planning board member Seth Blanchard said at the meeting, there are things that can be done to 

accommodate the tenant but it’s important to stay true to the 2013 document. 

“If we don’t, this is going to be a nightmare for this board and the next, especially with the new 

language that is created.” 

Despite the pressure you are under, I am grateful you decided to table your decision until a peer review 

could be conducted, listening to members of the public who voiced concerns at the last minute. 

Unfortunately, although the town followed proper notification procedures, few residents were aware of 

the proposal because abutters are almost entirely owners of commercial buildings. 

In our Jan. 4 letter to the Planning Board, Teresa Pierce and I pointed to aspects of the proposal that we 

contend do not comply with the Village Center ordinance. Some of those have been addressed in the 

peer review report by Tom Emery. 

Architecture -- The architecture isn’t appropriate for Falmouth’s village center because it doesn’t reflect 

the buildings around it or the flavor of the town.  I agree. 

Parking -- As I have mentioned before, Sec. 19-11.5.10.1 states that “Parking shall be located to the 

maximum extent practicable toward the rear of buildings.” Mr. Emery notes that the building would be 

more in conformance with the ordinance by “relocating the parking behind the building or behind and 

partly on one side.” This could be accomplished by rotating the building 90-degrees with its main 

entrance and long side along Route One. 



Building Orientation – If the building were oriented parallel to Route One, pedestrians could enter from 

the rear through a back door like the back entrance to Dwellings. This orientation would also enable the 

developer to meet some demands of Chase Bank. By locating Chase Bank in the southwest corner and 

the restaurant in the northwest corner, the bank would be visible to drivers traveling north and parallel 

to Route One. It also would not block the view of other shopping center tenants any more than a 

perpendicular orientation would.  

Impervious Surfaces – If the restaurant remains in the rear, the application will still call for a horseshoe 

driveway that creates unnecessary impervious space. Originally the driveway was intended to serve a 

teller window and an ATM but under the current application it serves only an ATM that could be located 

anywhere on the site. 

I urge you to require the developer to submit a new architectural plan that is more reflective of 

neighboring buildings. If the developer wants Building A and Building B to be similar, he can always 

change the architecture for Building A as well. 

I also urge you to require a revised site plan that moves parking to the rear, and not supposedly hidden 

by bushes facing Route One. The developer could create additional parking spaces if the horseshoe 

driveway to the ATM were removed.  

 I understand how difficult it will be to require the developer to make changes this late in the game, but 

in the end the community will benefit. Developers of future buildings will realize they must be true to 

the Village Center ordinance and spirit, rather than creating a hodge-podge of stand-alone buildings. 

Route One will have a more cohesive appearance that will attract more economic development in the 

long-run. 

Ultimately, it is important to remember that property owners and tenants come and go, but a 4-story 

office building may last 100 years. 

Sincerely, 

 

Bonny Rodden 

10 Shoreline Dr. 


