
 
 
 

RENT BOARD  
August 5, 2024 

5:00 PM 
 

ZOOM INFORMATION: 
 
  a. Please click the link below to join the webinar: 

https://portlandmaine-
gov.zoom.us/j/81797843500?pwd=rExkG8n1I5pCHAXZ55v2DGepVmQdlg.1 
Passcode: 461494 
Or One tap mobile : 
    +13092053325,,81797843500#,,,,*461494# US 
    +13126266799,,81797843500#,,,,*461494# US (Chicago) 
Or Telephone: 
    Dial(for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location): 
    +1 309 205 3325 US 
    +1 312 626 6799 US (Chicago) 
    +1 646 931 3860 US 
    +1 929 205 6099 US (New York) 
    +1 301 715 8592 US (Washington DC) 
    +1 305 224 1968 US 
    +1 253 215 8782 US (Tacoma) 
    +1 346 248 7799 US (Houston) 
    +1 360 209 5623 US 
    +1 386 347 5053 US 
    +1 507 473 4847 US 
    +1 564 217 2000 US 
    +1 669 444 9171 US 
    +1 669 900 6833 US (San Jose) 
    +1 689 278 1000 US 
    +1 719 359 4580 US 
    +1 253 205 0468 US 
Webinar ID: 817 9784 3500 
Passcode: 461494 
    International numbers available: https://portlandmaine-
gov.zoom.us/u/kcDLiUiwB0 
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II. ROLL CALL:  
     
III. UNFINISHED BUSINESS:  
     
  a. Tenant Rights Appeal 

Appellant: Jaime Devins & Evan Long, 44 Dirigo St, Unit #2, Portland, ME 
04102 
Property Owners: James Lannon, 1530 Congress St, Portland, ME 04102 
Julie Contreras-Lannon, 172 Bradley St, Portland, ME 04102 
CBL: 188-A-009-001 

      
IV. Adjourn  
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City of Portland – Housing Safety Division 
TENANT RIGHTS APPEAL

Date of Hearing:

July 24, 2024 - Tabled to August 5, 2024

Appellant:

Jaime Devins and Evan Long 
44 Dirigo Street, Unit #2 
Portland, ME 04102

Owner Name and Address:

James Lannon 
1530 Congress Street 
Portland, ME 04102

Julie Contreras-Lannon 
172 Bradley Street 
Portland, ME 04102

Property Address:

44 Dirigo Street, Unit #2 
Portland, ME 04102

CBL:

188-A-009-001
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City of Portland | Permitting and Inspections
Zachary Lenhert, Licensing and Housing Safety Manager

To: Interested Parties of 44 Dirigo Street, Unit #2
From: Licensing and Housing Safety Office
Re: Tenant Rights Appeal - Notice of Public Meeting

A request for a hearing regarding the rental unit at 44 Dirigo St, unit #2 (CBL: 
188-A-009-001) has been submitted to the Rent Board. The request submitted by Jaime 
Devins and Evan Long is in regards to a potential violation of the City of Portland's 
Tenants' Rights. A copy of the submitted complaint is attached to this email.

The next regular Rent Board meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, July 24th, 2024 at 
5:00 PM. Please submit any supporting documentation by Wednesday, July 10th, 
2024 which can be sent to rentboard@portlandmaine.gov. Be advised, this is a public 
meeting and all documentation submitted can be subject to any Freedom of Access Act 
requests. All interested parties have the right to appoint representation.

Rent Board meetings are held remotely via Zoom. The agenda with the Zoom link will 
be posted by Friday, July 19, 2024. 
The agenda packet and Zoom link can be found on this page: Agendas & Minutes - City 
of Portland, Maine

Thank you,

City of Portland
Business Licensing & Housing Safety Office

389 Congress Street, Portland, Maine 04101 | 207-874-8900 |rentboard@portlandmaine.gov
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July 10, 2024

City of Portland Rent Board
Mr. Philip Mathieu
Via email: rentboard@portlandmaine.gov

Dear Chair Mathieu and esteemed members of the Rent Board,

We, Jaime Devins and Evan Long, have been renting apartment #2 at 44 Dirigo Street, Portland, ME 
04102 continuously since September 2012, for the first year on a lease (Attachment A) and 
subsequently at will. Under the authority granted to tenants in section 6-234(e) of the city code, and 
within the Rent Board’s jurisdiction as outlined in section 6-263(c), we submit this letter as a formal 
complaint against the landlords of 44 Dirigo Street, Mr. James “Jim” Lannon, who resides at 1530 
Congress Street, Portland, ME 04102, and Ms. Julie Contreras-Lannon, who resides at 172 Bradley 
Street, Portland, ME 04102, for:

1) Failing to post in the building or otherwise to provide to us a copy of Portland’s tenant rights 
documents and other required information regarding building-related environmental hazards when 
Portland’s Rent Control Ordinance went into effect and when it subsequently has been updated, in 
violation of sec 6-224(b) and sec 6-224(c);

2) Falsely registering an inflated base rent amount for the apartment with Portland’s rental registration 
service, in violation of sec 6-151 and 6-233(a);

3) Failing to register additional required information about the building, in violation of sec 6-151;

4) Falsely registering 44 Dirigo Street as an owner-occupied building with Portland’s rental registration 
service, in violation of sec 6-151;

5) Raising the rent of our apartment for August 2022 by 9.52%, from $1050.00/month to 
$1150.00/month, without providing the requisite explanation, in violation of sec 6-234(d);

6) Attempting to raise the rent of our apartment for December 2023 by 8.70%, from $1150.00/month to 
$1250.00/month, without providing the requisite explanation, in violation of sec 6-234(d); and

7) Retaliating against us when we requested information about our renters’ rights, building-related 
environmental hazards, and the City-mandated process for a rent increase, in violation of sec 6-237(e).

We request that you schedule a hearing on this matter as soon as possible.

Details

Regarding   item #1  , the failure to provide us with notice of our tenants’ rights, when Portland’s Rent 
Control Ordinance went into effect in 2021, we received no communication about it from the landlords. 
Consequently, we remained unaware of the details of the Ordinance’s provisions until we 
independently researched it on the City’s website after having learned more about it during a later, 
citywide election campaign to keep the Ordinance in place. Following this, in October 2023, for the 
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first time, we received intentionally altered, incomplete versions of these forms (Attachment B) from 
Julie as described under item #6 below. To date, we never have received the full packet of accurately 
completed, required forms and notices.

Regarding   item #2  , the falsely inflated base rent amount filed with the City, while we were conducting 
background research this month as part of preparations to file this complaint, we searched for “44 
Dirigo” on Portland’s rental unit registration self-service website, located at 
https://selfservice.portlandmaine.gov. Under the “More Info” tab on the primary registration entry for 
License Number 20163417, “Julie Lannon,” the base rent was reported as $1450.00, and the previous 
rent was reported as $1400.00, as shown in Attachment C, screenshots from that website. However, as 
shown in Attachment D, rent receipts in the form of bank deposit tickets (we deposit our rent payments 
directly to the landlords’ bank account each month), the true rent amount that was in effect on June 1, 
2020 was $1050.00, $400.00 lower than the reported amount on the City website. This strongly 
suggests a motive on the part of the landlords to remove us from the property as soon as we showed 
indications that we would be insisting that the correct process for raising the rent be followed.

Regarding   item #3  , the failure to register additional information about the building with the City, when 
we spoke via phone in early June with Adam O’Connor, Portland’s rental unit registration inspector, as 
part of our background research for this complaint, in addition to confirming that the base rent for the 
unit had been filed as $1450.00, Mr. O’Connor also informed us that most of the required forms for the 
long-term rental registration of 44 Dirigo Street had not been filed and were overdue, so there was little 
other information available about the account as is reflected on the self-service website.

Regarding   item #4  , the false registration of 44 Dirigo Street as an owner-occupied building, during our 
conversation with Adam O’Connor as mentioned in item #3 above, in describing that there was very 
little information available about the Julie Lannon/20163417 registration account, Mr. O’Connor stated 
that one of the few data points on record about the apartment, in addition to the incorrect, inflated base 
rent amount, was that the building had been registered in 2022 as owner-occupied. However, it is not 
owner-occupied. There are only two units in the building: ours (unit 2), consisting of the second and 
third floors, and our neighbor’s (unit 1), consisting of the first floor and, informally, the garage, which 
is located in the rear of the building, close to unit 1’s parking spaces and entrance. (When we first 
moved in in September 2012, half of the garage was offered to us to share with the then-downstairs 
tenants, but we declined to use it, and it since has been used exclusively by the occupants of unit 1). 
While Jim Lannon was personally friendly with the previous downstairs tenants (2012-2016) and 
appeared to spend time with them socially during some days and evenings, he did not reside with them. 
After those tenants moved out of unit 1, Jim’s brother-in-law moved into it, and Jim continues to spend 
time on the property socially some days and evenings when he is in town. (Jim is regularly away with 
the Merchant Marines for periods of months.). However, we are aware of when Jim’s black pickup 
truck is parked in the driveway or on the street, which are easily visible from our apartment, and we 
can see that it does not stay at 44 Dirigo overnight. Julie, as far as we know, spends no time on the 
property; we in fact have not interacted with her in person since the first year of our tenancy. That the 
building is not owner-occupied also is supported by the fact that, when a retaliatory conflict began to 
develop between us and Julie in late 2023 as described in item #7 below, our concerns about our 
tenants’ rights and her refusal to follow the City’s requirements for covered units could have been 
settled easily and peaceably by Jim’s or Julie’s pointing out to us that because the building was owner-
occupied, it was exempt from these regulations as described in sec 6-231(d). However, as everyone 
involved knows, it is not owner-occupied and has not been owner-occupied during the nearly twelve 
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years that we have been renting apartment 2. The tenant of unit 1 also has not ever acted as the 
landlords’ agent in relation to us, the only other tenants in the building, nor have we been directed by 
Jim or Julie to treat him as such.

Regarding   item #5  , the raising of our rent in August 2022 by 9.52%, on May 25, 2022, Jaime received 
an e-mail from Julie (Attachment E) which stated the following:

“Hello ! How are you? I wanted to check in and see how you are doing. I also wanted to let you know ,  
due to basically everything going up , we will be increasing your rent in August by $100. You currently 
do not have a lease. I am more than happy to draw one up. Let me know your thoughts on this. Feel 
free to reach out with any questions and or concerns . We are happy to have you as tenants!”

(Please see also Attachment F for a July 2018 e-mail from Julie expressing similarly happy sentiments 
about our tenancy. This kind of interaction between Julie and us was typical prior to the start of the 
retaliation in fall 2023, immediately following our protected complaint regarding our rights as tenants.)

Unaware of our tenant rights in May 2022 as described in item #1 above, we replied to Julie via e-mail 
the following day that the August 2022 rent increase was OK with us (Attachment G), and we began to 
pay the increased rent amount of $1150.00 per month in August 2022 as shown in our rent receipts 
(Attachment D). Julie never presented us with a signed or any other copy of the proper rent increase 
information as then required by the City per sec 6-234(d). She also stated only, “due to basically 
everything going up,” as the reason, so we have not been able to evaluate the permissibility of the 
amount as it may have related to banked rent, property tax allowances, etc. Additionally, City code sec 
6-234(d) states:

“Before increasing the rent of a Covered Unit, a Landlord must send a signed document to the 
Tenant(s) no fewer than ninety (90) days before the effective date of the rent increase. This document 
must include the date on which the Tenancy began, the date on which the rent will be increased, the 
amount of the increase, any remaining Banked Rent that has not been included in the Rent increase, 
and the appropriate justifications for such a rent increase as defined in Section 6-234(b) above. 
Failure to provide such documentation shall be considered a violation of this Article, and any notice 
not containing all such documentation shall be void.” [emphasis added]

As such, the 2022 rent increase, whatever the allowed amount, is to be considered void. As of the time 
of this filing, we have made 24 payments (August 2022 to July 2024) at the increased, $100.00/month-
higher amount of $1150.00 per month.

Regarding   item #6  , the text-message notice on October 1, 2023 of a proposed rent increase for 
December 1, 2023 (later moved to January 2024 and then February 2024), this is the event which 
served as the impetus for the ongoing retaliation and communication breakdown described in item #7 
below, so these final two items are interwoven. Before we discuss the nature of the retaliation 
campaign in that next item, in this item, we will describe the improper rent increase notice process, 
which we were aware by then was not in compliance with the Portland Rent Control Ordinance, and 
how we brought this non-compliance to Julie’s attention.

On October 1, 2023, Julie sent Jaime a text message (Attachment H) which stated, “Hi Jamie just 
wanted to give you notice rent will go up 100 on December 1st 2023 , let me know if you would like 
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this put in a lease , thanks !” She then added, “Sorry couldn’t find your email , just want you to know if 
you did a lease in December it wouldnt be for 12 months , it would be for 6 or 9 months . Let me know 
and Thanks.” (Regarding the length of the lease, Jim and Julie had stated in prior years that if we 
wanted a lease, they would want it to end on May 31 or August 31 because they believed it would be 
easier for them to find tenants for 6/1 or 9/1; for example, as shown in Attachment W, in fall of 2017, 
we stated that we would be interested in a lease from November 1 to October 31, but Julie said she 
preferred May 31 or August 31 as the end date.) We replied that we could accept the proposed rent 
increase but questioned the timing of the increase as we had read on the Portland website that 90 days’ 
notice was now required. Julie replied, “Yes Jamie it does I was going off Maine thanks for catching 
that it will happen Jan 1.”

We next replied by questioning the amount of the increase as we were aware by this time that there 
were limits to how much rent could be raised in a year, texting that the Portland website said that the 
maximum allowable increase percentage for 2024 was 2%, of which this was in excess. Julie replied, “I 
believe we figured the tax increase , I will get this all in writing in a lease for you with the proper time 
allowance thanks.” We replied, “OK, if it’s within the allowed limits of a property tax increase, that’s 
fine. We just don’t have that information. Same with the 2022 increase.” This was the first time we had 
suggested that the 2022 increase might need to be revisited. We continued, “About the lease, we are 
happy with the current [at-will] arrangement that we’ve been on for 10 years and would like to stay 
with that.” Also, at this point, it seemed to us that signing a lease, in addition its to never having been 
presented as a condition of our continued tenancy, if the lease were not in compliance with the Rent 
Control Ordinance, it could raise an entirely new set of additional problems, possibly down to its not 
being valid. Julie replied, “My realtor sent me a summary let me review it , again ! I absolutely could 
have made an error. I am at work but will get back to you by tomorrow evening.” We replied, “OK.” At 
this point, it seemed that communications were proceeding constructively, pending her completion of 
these obligations.

The next day, she texted at 10:18 PM that she would: 

“get you a copy of your tenant rights , that we will have you sign , it explains the rent increases , and 
banked allowances . I will have a rent doc drawn up for Nov 1st giving you 90 days . For the rent 
increase to start on February 1st . Again if you would like we can do a lease . Just as a heads up , we 
are going to making some decisions for the future about Dirigo street this Spring. I don’t have any 
definite answers at this time . I will get you the tenants right info in the next week! Thanks.” 

From this, it seemed to us that Julie was stating that it was her intention to move into compliance with 
the Portland Rent Control Ordinance requirements. However, in the context of our request to review the 
2022 rent increase, her additional statement about “decisions for the future about Dirigo Street” 
concerned us. However, already feeling that the situation was shaky, we wanted to question one 
element at a time with her and did not immediately request additional details about this, which she 
already had stated she didn’t have “at this time” anyway.

On October 30, 2023 Julie dropped off the forms in an envelope at our front door. When we had a 
chance that evening to open the packet and review the materials she had given us (Attachment B), we 
were dismayed to realize that they were incomplete and unsigned. Further, the Tenants’ Rights 
Document had been partially whited-out to conceal the Internet URLs of some of the “Forms required 
by the State of Maine.” Rather than supplying these, Julie had written, “N/A” or “Nothing to Disclose” 
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over the white-out. In all, we received: a printed and signed statement similar to her earlier text 
message regarding the 2024 rent increase but in which she still made no reference to banked rent, 
property tax allowances, or other required information, and which had no space for us to sign; no 
statement regarding the 2022 rent increase which we had requested the proper form for; an unsigned 
smoking policy form; a flyer regarding the hazards of radon but no building-specific radon test 
information; the EPA’s pamphlet on “Protecting Your Family from Lead in Your Home” but no lead-
based paint disclosure form; no energy efficiency disclosure form; and an unsigned copy of the City’s 
Rental Housing Rights document, altered using white-out as described above (Attachment B).

We were aware at this point that Julie seemed to have no actual intention of following the City’s Rent 
Control Ordinance and in fact appeared to be attempting deliberately to defraud us and to block our 
inquiries into how our rent already had been raised in 2022, among other points. We were very unsure 
of what to do next as we feared that the situation, already having become unpredictable, with one of the 
landlords brazenly acting in bad faith, could escalate. We knew at this point that we potentially could 
submit a complaint to the City about the stonewalling, but as we always had communicated with Jim 
and Julie privately over the previous decade, our inclination was to continue to try to do that here as 
well.

While we were deciding what to do next, Julie followed up with us via text on November 13, 2023 
(Attachment I), asking if we had signed the forms or had questions. We replied via text, “It looked like 
there were some forms missing. Sent you an email.” We then sent her an e-mail (Attachment J) which 
stated, “On the form for us to sign (Rental Housing Rights), it says that signing indicates receipt of the 
forms and materials listed, but there were some forms missing,” followed by a straightforward listing 
of the forms’ titles and their Internet URLs. She replied via text (Attachment I) with a string of 
belligerent responses which mocked the “material and forms” which she was required to provide to us. 
In this text thread, she also tried to convince us that there was no rent control in effect in 2022 ("2022 
rent increase when requested where not in place").

Alarmed, we reached out to Jim via text as we felt that any additional communications with Julie were 
likely to continue to escalate, and Jim had not yet acted in bad faith toward us on this topic. Jim was 
away at the time, but when we were able to establish contact with him on November 15, 2023, we sent 
him a polite e-mail (Attachment K) which stated that we were having communication difficulties with 
Julie. The e-mail also brought him up to speed on the relevant details, including the URLs for the 
missing forms we were requesting. We stated that it was OK with us for Julie to raise the rent, as is a 
landlord’s right, within certain limits and provided that the new process was followed, and that we 
wanted to resolve the situation as seamlessly as possible and continue on with our longstanding rental 
relationship.

Following this, Julie replied to Jaime via text (Attachment M), stating that Jim had sent her the e-mail 
we had sent to him (Attachment K) (Jim never replied directly to our e-mail) and that maybe text was 
not the best way to communicate – though she would soon contradict this – and asking if would we like 
to meet with her in person to go over the forms. Knowing that she had deliberately altered the forms 
with white-out and also wanting all communications to be recorded in case we needed to file a 
complaint with the City, we replied to Julie via e-mail on November 19 (Attachment N), restating the 
very clear request we already had made twice (Attachments J and K) for the required forms with the 
URLs included in the e-mails. In our view, were she willing to do so, Julie could have resolved most of 
this situation at this point:
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“Hi Julie, would it be possible for you to drop off the completed forms and any we need to sign and 
return inside the front entryway, and we could sign and send the Rental Housing Rights and any other 
forms back to you Monday or Tuesday? And would it be possible for you, on the forms you had nothing  
to disclose on, to write that and sign and date them with the others? We will get you our signed and 
dated copy back ASAP.”

We were unsure that a signed and dated form with “nothing to disclose” or “N/A” on it was likely to 
meet the landlords’ obligations under the City’s Rent Control Ordinance, and we doubted that Julie, no 
matter how confident her text messages to us, would be willing to sign and date such a questionable 
statement. However, given that this was something which she had stated to us, whether she truly 
believed it or not, to be legally satisfactory, we at least wanted her to do that so as to move the process 
along.

That Julie already was acting in bad faith to an extent which was crippling our good-faith efforts to 
negotiate for the continued rental of the unit while respecting our tenants’ rights was evident to us. 
Also, at this time, we consulted an attorney who advised us that Julie indeed did not seem to be in 
compliance with the Rent Control Ordinance. However, the terminal step, Julie’s backing out of the 
whole situation with our complaints still unresolved and making the rental definitely unavailable to us 
in response to our complaints as described in item #7 below, wouldn’t occur until a few months later, in 
the form of a 90-day Notice to Vacate (Attachment O), which incidentally goes to show that the 
landlords do know how to sign and date a form properly when it serves their interests. However, as of 
this point, the retaliatory Notice had not yet been delivered to us, and we were still hoping that the 
landlords would resume good-faith communications, beginning by coming into compliance with the 
Ordinance and delivering the required and repeatedly requested forms to us, working out the rent 
increase, and so on.

Seemingly true to these hopes, our next contact from Julie, in retrospect apparently designed mainly to 
continue to stall and string us along in an effort to get closer to a more favorable, 6/1 or 9/1 date on 
which to try to force us out of the apartment, came through an e-mail to Jaime on November 19, 2023 
(Attachment   P  ). In this e-mail, Julie wrote:

“Hi Jamie, Sorry for the delayed response. I am waiting on a couple things from the city. Not sure what  
the timing will be. Reasonable , with the holiday, I can get you all you need by the Tuesday the 28th. 
Then we can coordinate how forms need to be signed. My schedule it tight for the next few weeks. I do 
want to get this done.” [emphasis added]

We took her at her word and waited for her to come into compliance with the Rent Control Ordinance. 
Some time then passed, and then Julie sent a follow-up text message to Jaime on December 5, 2023 
(Attachment   Q  ), in which she stalled again, telling us, “I apologize I have been very sick . I still am 
waiting on the city, i will follow up when i have all info” [emphasis added]. We replied, “Ok, thank 
you. Feel better.” 

Following that December 5 text exchange regarding our outstanding complaints, we waited for Julie to 
come back to the table and hopefully to resolve our complaints. Our ongoing discussion with her about 
coming into compliance with the Rent Control Ordinance and entering into good-faith negotiations 
with us for the continued rental of the apartment at a legally allowable rental rate as she had promised 
to do on multiple occasions – and which never had been a problem prior to our fall 2023 complaints – 
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was taking months. We gave her the benefit of the doubt and considered that it truly might be taking 
some time, possibly even months, to obtain necessary information from the City as she had told us, 
possibly about the energy efficiency of the building or other technical points relating to the information 
she was obligated to provide to us. Then, in a sudden about-face, on May 31, 2024, while we still were 
waiting for Julie to come back to the table, the landlords simply told us to vacate by September 1, 2024, 
and that the rental was denied to us after that date.

Regarding   item #7  , retaliation and the making unavailable of a dwelling to us following a protected 
assertion of our rights and interests under the Rent Control Ordnance, we were sent via USPS mail a 
Notice to Vacate signed by Jim and dated May 31, 2024, with a move-out deadline of 9/1. However, 
section 6-237(e) of the City ordinances states:

“It shall be prohibited for a Landlord to refuse to rent or negotiate for the rental of, otherwise make 
unavailable or deny, a dwelling to a Tenant, retaliate against, or otherwise discriminate against a 
Tenant because the Tenant, or a Tenants Union on behalf of the Tenant, has complained or initiated a 
complaint or appeal to assert the Tenant's rights or interests under this Ordinance, or because the 
Tenant is a member of or participates in a Tenants Union. There is rebuttable presumption that any 
adverse action by the Landlord, including but not limited to forcible entry and detainer, was 
commenced in retaliation against the Tenant if, within six months prior to the commencement of the 
adverse action the Tenant, or a Tenants Union on behalf of the Tenant, complained or initiated a 
complaint or appeal to assert the Tenant's rights or interests under this Ordinance.”

Prior to our asserting our rights and interests regarding the proposed December 2023 rent increase and 
related topics as described in item #6 above, we always had had cordial interactions with Julie and Jim 
in which they expressed their desire to have us continue as their tenants as shown in attachments E and 
F and as we had done in fact for over a decade. However, immediately following our respectful 
insistence that she provide the required information and come into compliance with Portland’s Rent 
Control Ordinance, Julie made statements indicating uncertainty about the future of our rental situation, 
became openly antagonistic toward us and toward her responsibilities as a landlord under the 
Ordinance, began to negotiate with us in bad faith, and then, when their desired window of opportunity 
arrived, the landlords followed this with a Notice to Vacate, which we have been given no chance to 
negotiate.

In addition to the above, on the morning of December 28, 2023, our water was shut off by the Portland 
Water District for non-payment (by Jim and Julie) for the first time ever. We paid the PWD worker who 
came to our door with a check, but before he got back to the office, someone paid the bill online, and 
the PWD returned us our check (Attachment R). Since this never had happened before in our more than 
eleven years of renting the apartment, given how precarious our renting relationship had become, with 
the rent increases and related topics still unresolved, it appeared to us that this could be an instance of 
intentional harassment by the landlords. It also reinforced to us their overall pattern, following our 
legally protected complaints, of changing the tone of our previously amicable relationship.

Then, on the morning of May 22, 2024, our water was shut off again for non-payment. This time, we 
took the option of immediately paying the bill online (Attachment S) and called the PWD office to ask 
them to send someone to turn it back on ASAP. We also texted Julie about it at this time, to which she 
replied, “Oh goodness” (Attachment T). We worked out via text that we would deduct the amount we 
had paid from the next month’s (June’s) rent. This event now was more than a one-off.
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Our next and most recent contact with Jim or Julie to date was a week and a half later, when we 
received the 90-day Notice to Vacate, signed by Jim, in the mail on May 31 (Attachment O). Prior to 
this, our next-most recent contact with the landlords on any topic related directly to rent, our complaint, 
or other terms of our continued tenancy was when Julie stated as described above that she was waiting 
on forms from the City in order to come into compliance with the Rent Control Ordinance and to 
propose new conditions, in the form of a legally allowable rent increase, for our continued tenancy. The 
decision to issue us a Notice to Vacate was made by the landlords against our express wishes to find 
terms under which to continue to rent the apartment. At no time did the landlords present us with an 
option to stay beyond 9/1 under any circumstances, nor was any legally compliant set of terms under 
which we could continue to rent the apartment proposed to us as mandatory.

Jim also sent an accompanying e-mail to Jaime (Attachment U) on the same day that the retaliatory 
Notice to Vacate was delivered. In it, he stated his reasons for issuing it. He said that he “would like to 
reacquire the space at 44 Dirigo Street on September 1st” and that it “has nothing to do with you guys as 
tenants” but rather with “capital repairs” and personal reasons. However, this message has no 
credibility, particularly in the context of the ongoing, bad-faith communications from Jim and Julie 
since we began to assert still-unresolved complaints regarding our rights as tenants. Regarding repairs, 
we already have lived in this apartment through a number of repairs over the past decade when the 
landlords felt like making them, including heavy roof repairs lasting an entire summer, and in 2019, 
Jim even booked us a hotel room and offered us the use of his own apartment while he made an 
overnight repair in the bathroom (Attachment V). However, other, possibly less-convenient repairs and 
maintenance requests such as an unanswered 2021 request to deal with the mouse infestation in the 
building – we have caught over two dozen mice in our apartment since the summer of 2021 
(Attachment X) – or a September 2012 e-mail exchange following our move-in in which Jim 
acknowledged that there are broken windows and other serious defects in the apartment (Attachment 
Y), have been ignored for as long as twelve years, until we questioned the amount and process of rent 
increases. Again, no effort or offer was made by the landlords to try to negotiate these “capital repairs” 
with us in a way which would not require us to vacate – because our vacating is the point.

Requests

Since this situation began in fall 2023, the strain that the insecurity of our housing has caused to us has 
been enormous. As of the date of this amended complaint, July 10, 2024, which is the date by which 
we were requested by the Rent Board’s secretary, Dylan Orr, to submit supporting documentation, we 
have not secured alternative housing, nor do we believe we should be required to do so in response to 
illegal retaliation, which would satisfy the main aim of said illegal retaliation. However, as the earliest 
the Rent Board can meet to schedule the hearing of our complaint is July 24, less than six weeks before 
the deadline of the retaliatory Notice to Vacate, with the hearing itself to be conducted sometime 
thereafter, we may do so. We raise this point because it bears on our primary request for remedy.

Our initial primary request, filed in June, was for the retaliatory Notice to Vacate to be rescinded so that 
we could continue to rent and live in the apartment. We requested that the Rent Board use its authority 
to prevent Jim Lannon and Julie Contreras-Lannon from retaliating against us by issuing minimum 
fines of $200.00 per day from the day they issued the retaliatory Notice to Vacate (May 31, 2024) and 
for every day going forward until they rescind this retaliatory Notice, plus any additional actions the 
Board considers appropriate toward this end. We still request that the Board do this, and also, in the 
event that, in response to the uncertainty of this situation and the dire possibility of becoming unhoused 
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if we were to wait too long to seek necessary alternative housing, we have secured alternative housing 
prior to the Board’s acting on our complaint, we ask for an exemption from the normally required 
notice period which tenants must give landlords prior to breaking off an at-will rental agreement. We 
request this so as not to obligate us, should the retaliatory Notice to Vacate be rescinded within 30 days 
of 9/1, to continue to pay for housing we no longer would need beyond that date – and only no longer 
would need beyond that date because the unaddressed retaliation and the accompanying threats of 
having eviction proceedings filed against us and our possibly becoming unhoused had pressured us to 
seek alternative housing while there was still ample time to find and secure it. Also, should the situation 
arise that the landlords so succeed in illegally forcing us out of our current home and into other housing 
before the retaliatory Notice is rescinded, we request that the Board award us compensation for the 
time, effort, and money we will have spent in the costly search for new housing and in the moving 
process (travel expenses, application fees, agent fees, moving expenses, etc.).

Additionally, City code sec. 6-234(f) states:

“A landlord who is not in substantial compliance with any provision of this chapter, including but not 
limited to the Rent Stabilization Ordinance, may not demand, accept or retain any rent increase 
otherwise permitted by this section or any other provision of this code or Maine statute.”

This enforcement mechanism under your jurisdiction requires that any landlord substantially out of 
compliance with any provision of the Rent Control Ordinance may not impose or collect any rent 
increases covering that period and until they are back in compliance. With this information, we ask that 
you require Mr. Lannon and Ms. Contreras-Lannon to rescind all rent increases imposed and/or banked 
on the property from the beginning of the period when the Rent Control Ordinance went into effect 
through the date of this letter, and to refund what was collected above the base rent: $100.00 per month 
for 24 months, $2400.00 total as of the date of this letter (or $2500 if this matter extends beyond 8/1). 
We further ask that you insist that they provide 90 days notice, according to the required process, for 
any future rent increases only after they have achieved full compliance. We request that you set the 
banked rent at what is fully allowable and that you limit any 2024 increase to 2%, plus the banked rent 
you determine to be allowable, if any.

In relation to the primary point of retaliation and the retaliatory Notice to Vacate, please note that the 
Rent Control Ordinance is explicit, stating in Sec. 6-237(e):

“It shall be prohibited for a Landlord to refuse to rent or negotiate for the rental of, otherwise make 
unavailable or deny, a dwelling to a Tenant, retaliate against, or otherwise discriminate against a 
Tenant because the Tenant … has complained or initiated a complaint or appeal to assert the Tenant’s 
rights or interests under this Ordinance … There is a rebuttable presumption that any adverse action 
by the Landlord … was commenced in retaliation against the Tenant if, within 6 months prior to the 
commencement of the adverse action the Tenant … complained or initiated a complaint or appeal to 
assert the Tenant’s rights or interests under this Ordinance.”

That means, because the retaliatory period began within the 6 month window of our complaint to the 
landlords, and the Notice to Vacate also was delivered to us within 6 months of our most recent, 
December 5 exchange with them about it, the burden of proof is on the landlords to show that they are 
not retaliating. However, as we have presented above, given the context, there is no other plausible 
explanation but retaliation. 
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Over the past few years, the landlords, where they have attempted to register the building as a long-
term rental at all, knowingly have made false filings to the City about it; they have falsely represented 
to us that required State disclosures about the building are optional; they have falsely represented to us 
that rent control was not in effect in 2022; they gave us an intentionally hand-altered, diminished copy 
of our Tenant Rights Form; they have never been in compliance with major sections of the rent 
stabilization ordinance; and now, they would have us believe that, after more than a decade of 
continuous, amicable, at-will tenancy, it is merely a coincidence that they are trying to force us to 
vacate within months of our first protected complaint under the Rent Control Ordinance. That is not a 
coincidence; it is retaliation. The landlords have decided they do not need to follow the City’s rental 
regulations, and they are seeking to silence our complaints about it by trying to force us out of our 
longtime home.

Once you have reviewed these facts, we hope you ensure that our landlords cease their retaliation and 
come into compliance with the Rent Control Ordinance. Portland voters, including many other at-will 
tenants, deeply value this Ordinance as shown in our consistent upholding of it at the polls against 
repeated challenges, and we are counting on you to enforce it. We caution, however, that landlords’ 
merely paying fines to the City in cases of retaliation will not help us tenants directly, and if landlords 
get the message that violating tenants’ rights in this way, effectively side-stepping the Rent Control 
Ordinance in practice, is just an additional cost of doing business (to be paid for by tenants’ rent, of 
course), then is rent control truly a reality in Portland? Revoking offending landlords’ ability to conduct 
rental operations in the City may therefore be a more appropriate consequence.

Sincerely,
Jaime Devins and Evan Long
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Attachments

The attachments listed below have been included on the following pages:

-Attachment A: September 2012, original lease for 44 Dirigo Street

-Attachment B: October 2023, incomplete/legally void signed rent increase form, partially whited-out 
and unsigned versions of the Tenant Rights Form, and other forms from Julie

-Attachment C: May 2024 screenshots of LTR registration of 44 Dirigo Street on City website showing 
$1450.00 registered as base rent

-Attachment D: 2020-2024 rent receipts in the form of bank deposit tickets

-Attachment E: May 2022 e-mail from Julie to Jaime, improper/legally void notice of rent increase

-Attachment F: July 2018 e-mail from Julie to Jaime stating she would be happy for Jaime and Evan to 
stay for another year

-Attachment G: May/June 2022 e-mail from Jaime to Julie approving rent increase, declining lease

-Attachment H: October 2023 text message from Julie to Jaime giving improper notice of rent increase

-Attachment I: November 2023 text message from Julie to Jaime asking if forms have been signed yet

-Attachment J: November 2023 e-mail from Jaime to Julie mentioning missing required forms

-Attachment K: November 2023 e-mail from Jaime to Jim mentioning missing forms and 
communication difficulties with Julie

-Attachment M: November 2023 text from Julie to Jaime about meeting to go over forms

-Attachment N: November 2023 short e-mail from Jaime to Julie requesting that forms be signed and 
dropped off

-Attachment O: May 31, 2024 Notice to Vacate signed by Jim to Jaime and Evan

-Attachment P: November 19, 2023 e-mail from Julie to Jaime, "I do want to get this done"

-Attachment Q: December 5, 2023 text from Julie "I have been very sick," waiting on city info

-Attachment R: December 28, 2023 water shut-off payment receipt, later voided after someone else 
paid the bill before the check was cashed

-Attachment S: May 2024, second water shut-off bill

-Attachment T: May 2024 texts about water shut-off, "oh goodness"
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-Attachment U: May 2024 e-mail from Jim accompanying Notice to Vacate re: "reacquiring the 
apartment"

-Attachment V: September 2019 e-mails from Jim regarding accommodations during repairs

-Attachment W: 2017 emails regarding November 1 lease versus June 1 or September 1 lease 

-Attachment X: unanswered 2021 text from Jaime to Jim about mouse infestation

-Attachment Y: 2012 e-mails to and from Jim about broken windows, never repaired
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Attachment A: September 2012, original lease for 44 Dirigo Street
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Attachment B: October 2023, incomplete/legally void signed rent increase form, partially whited-out 
and unsigned versions of the Tenant Rights Form, and other forms from Julie
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Attachment C: May 2024 screenshots of LTR registration of 44 Dirigo Street on City website showing 
$1450.00 registered as base rent
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Attachment D: 2020-2024 rent receipts in the form of bank deposit tickets
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Attachment E: May 2022 e-mail from Julie to Jaime, improper/legally void notice of rent increase
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Attachment F: July 2018 e-mail from Julie to Jaime stating she would be happy for Jaime and Evan to 
stay for another year
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Attachment G: May/June 2022 e-mail from Jaime to Julie approving rent increase, declining lease
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Attachment H: October 2023 text message from Julie to Jaime giving improper notice of rent increase
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Attachment I: November 2023 text message from Julie to Jaime asking if forms have been signed yet
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Attachment J: November 2023 e-mail from Jaime to Julie mentioning missing required forms
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Attachment K: November 2023 e-mail from Jaime to Jim mentioning missing forms and 
communication difficulties with Julie
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Attachment M: November 2023 text from Julie to Jaime about meeting to go over forms
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Attachment N: November 2023 short e-mail from Jaime to Julie requesting that forms be signed and 
dropped off
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Attachment O: May 31, 2024 Notice to Vacate signed by Jim to Jaime and Evan
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Attachment P: November 19, 2023 e-mail from Julie to Jaime, "I do want to get this done"
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Attachment Q: December 5, 2023 text from Julie "I have been very sick," waiting on city info
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Attachment R: December 28, 2023 water shut-off payment receipt, later voided after someone else paid 
the bill before the check was cashed
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Attachment S: May 2024, second water shut-off bill
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Attachment T: May 2024 texts about water shut-off, "oh goodness"
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Attachment U: May 2024 e-mail from Jim accompanying Notice to Vacate re: "reacquiring the 
apartment"
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Attachment V: September 2019 e-mails from Jim regarding accommodations during repairs
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Attachment W: 2017 emails regarding November 1 lease versus June 1 or September 1 lease
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-Attachment X: unanswered 2021 text from Jaime to Jim about mouse infestation
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-Attachment Y: 2012 e-mails to and from Jim about broken windows, never repaired
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To: Portland Rent Board 

From: James Lannon 

Re: Tenants Rights Complaint 

 

 

Hello, 

 

This is in response to the Tenants Rights Complaint issued by Jaime Devins and Evan Long 

regarding #44 Dirigo St. 

 

Overview: 

Jaime and Evan have been my tenants for approximately 12 years. In this time, I have found 

them to be very good renters and the monthly rent was consistently paid promptly. 

They have been on a month-to-month tenancy since about 2014. They have been given the 

opportunity to enter into a lease, but each time have opted for the flexibility of month-to-month. 

 

Julie and I live separately. We both do our best to manage and care for the property. Typically, 

she will handle business aspects of the property whereas I will conduct maintenance and 

repairs when needed.  

 

In April of 2023, Julie and I entered into a discussion regarding the future of the property. Our 

eldest son has just started college, and his younger brother is finishing his senior year at 

Portland High School and will be entering into post graduate education in the fall of 2025. We 

were weighing our options with the property as we take on the role of funding the cost of two 

tuition payments. During this discussion, I expressed that the unit currently occupied by Jaime 

and Evan needed a large amount of work if listing the property is what we decide. 

Julie had preferred to keep the situation ‘as is’ and continue to rent to Jaime and Evan. I was 

opposed, and wanted to reacquire the property to make repairs to the unit as the house is about 

100 years old.  

In October, Julie entered into conversation with Jaime and Evan regarding a raise in rent. This 

would bring the monthly rent from $1150 to $1250. It’s worth noting that this is for a 3+ bedroom 

unit occupying approximately 1600 square feet. During that discussion, Julie and I were made 

aware of procedural paperwork that was possibly out of step with Portland Rental Ordinance. 

Because of this, Julie worked toward trying to get the paperwork in order. 
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During this time, I still contested her opinion and maintained that the property should be 

reacquired. My argument was that the repairs and improvements needed would be extensive 

enough to secure water and electricity to the unit while I completed the work. 

In May of 2024, I left Portland to return to work overseas. At this time, the apartment paperwork 

had not yet been completed. In conversation with Julie, I told her that I would be taking forward 

steps to reacquire the apartment. At this point to not only make repairs, but also to get the 

apartment caught up to where all the administrative work was correctly done. On June 1st, I sent 

Jaime and Evan a certified letter making them aware of the plan effective September 1st. 

  

Response to Complaints: 

1) Failing to post in the building or otherwise to provide to us a copy of Portland’s tenant 

rights documents and other required information regarding building-related 

environmental hazards when Portland’s Rent Control Ordinance went into effect and 

when it subsequently has been updated, in violation of sec 6-224(b) and sec 6-224(c); 

 

This is accurate. As stated in the ‘Details’ of the complaints, we too were unaware of the 

changes to ordinance, and did not post or provided the Jaime and Evan with such. 

Although ignorance is not an excuse, Julie and I don’t make a living as landlords. We 

chose to rent the unit at what we derived was a fair price for a safe place to live. 

 

2) Falsely registering an inflated base rent amount for the apartment with Portland’s rental 

registration service, in violation of sec 6-151 and 6-233(a); 

 

When the apartment was registered, we were publishing what we believed the unit to be 

worth based on what we had researched (comps), not what it was currently rented at. 

We understood we were renting the apartment to Jaime and Evan far below market 

value, but were ok with that as they had been solid and trustworthy tenants.  

 

3) Failing to register additional required information about the building, in violation of sec 6-

151; 

 

Similar to the above. The apartment is not where it needs to be administratively. This 

adds to the decision to vacate the apartment. 

 

4) Falsely registering 44 Dirigo Street as an owner-occupied building with Portland’s rental 

registration service, in violation of sec 6-151; 

 

At the time of registering, my intention was to move into the building. Financial and 

personal decisions prevented that and the paperwork has yet to be changed to reflect as 

much. 

 

5) Raising the rent of our apartment for August 2022 by 9.52%, from $1050.00/month to 

$1150.00/month, without providing the requisite explanation, in violation of sec 6-234(d); 
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The above is correct. The apartment was originally rented to Jaime and Evan in 2012 at 

a cost of $950. By 2024 the rent was $1150. An increase of $200 in 12 years of 

habitation. 

 

6) Attempting to raise the rent of our apartment for December 2023 by 8.70%, from 

$1150.00/month to $1250.00/month, without providing the requisite explanation, in 

violation of sec 6-234(d); and 

Knowing that we hadn’t properly fulfilled our obligation of completing the paperwork on 

our end, this increase in rent did not go into effect. 

 

7) Retaliating against us when we requested information about our renters’ rights, building-

related environmental hazards, and the City-mandated process for a rent increase, in 

violation of sec 6-237(e). 

 

Complaint #7 was disappointing to read. 

Julie and I were faced with a business decision, and we made the decision that we thought best 

for us financially. Retaliation is not and has not been how we operate. Julie is a city employee 

and works as a Programmer for the Parks department and I make my living at sea far from 

home.  

Together, we do our best to raise 2 children and stay active in their lives and our community. As 

I expressed, Jaime and Evan are great tenants and have been for the last 12 years. If they felt 

my, or Julie’s frustration with the process, then for that I am sorry. The frustration was not 

directed toward them, nor was there any Ill-will directed toward them when I issued the ‘Notice 

to Quit’. In fact, I did reach out to them with a personal email because I did not like how 

impersonal the Notice template read.  

The decision to issue the Notice to Quit was to bring the space back to a place where it needed 

to be (firstly) so that we have options as to what to do forward (secondly).  

 

Regarding the water being shut off, this is reflective of a customer (me) not paying the bill on 

time. This is my fault, but was certainly not part of some targeted retaliation. In fact, I can 

provide proof with how many late payments and disconnections I have personally had for the 

property at 172 Bradley. I will be enrolling ion auto pay to avoid this going forward. 

 

I would also like to address the following: 

 

We already have lived in this apartment through many repairs to the building over the 

past decade, including heavy roof repairs lasting an entire summer, and accommodating 

repairs never had been a problem previously, with Jim in 2019 even booking us a hotel 

room and offering us the use of his own apartment while he made an overnight repair in 
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the bathroom (Attachment V). Again, no effort or offer was made by the landlords to try 

to negotiate this situation with us in a way which would not require us to vacate. 

This statement is correct. In 12 years of tenancy, there have been repairs.  

In response to the roof repair- I was contacted by Jaime and Evan to alert me to a leak. On 

inspection it was determined that the building needed a new roof. Due to the height above the 

ground, the estimates to have it done came back between $30,000 and $40,000. Knowing that I 

did not have the financial resources, I made the decision to do the job myself. I hired a helper 

and we spent approximately 3 weeks in August putting a new roof on the building. This could 

have been completed in shorter time, but it was my first time replacing a roof.  

Also adding to the delay was a request from Jaime and Evan; I had been starting work for the 

day at 7:30 AM to try and accomplish as much as possible before the heat of the day set in. If 

you’ve ever spent time on an asphalt roof in the August sun, I am sure you understand how hot 

it can get. They expressed that it was too early in the day as they were still sleeping. I conceded 

to their request and pushed my start time back to 9:00 AM. 

 

As expressed by Jaime and Evan, I have secured them hotel lodging when repairs would 

displace and inconvenience them. I have also offered them my personal space when plumbing 

work was done that would interrupt their ability to take showers. I do believe this stipulation is 

probably mandated within state or city ordinance, but I have never reviewed such ordinance. -I 

was simply doing what I felt was the right thing to do.  

 

As expressed earlier, I am not a property manager by trade, and it is not my career. I do not own 

any other income property. Considering that the money that gets reinvested into the property, I 

also do not make a passive income with the property. 

 

When we purchased the home many years ago, we had many things to consider. One of which 

was using the property as a vehicle to pay college tuition. Another thought was having the 

property in the event our aging parents needed to live closer.   

 

To reiterate, there was nothing done that was meant or intended to be of a retaliatory nature. 

Only a decision to do what was financially prudent as well as to get the unit and all associating 

documentation up to date and accurate. 

 

James Lannon 
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City of Portland | Permitting and Inspections
Zachary Lenhert, Licensing and Housing Safety Manager

Memorandum

TO: Zachary Lenhert, Licensing and Housing Safety Manager
CC: Dylan Orr, Rental Registration Coordinator
FROM: Adam O’Connor, Rental Registration Inspector
DATE: July 8, 2024
RE: Rent Control – 44 Dirigo Street

Below is a timeline of contacts and actions associated with the property located at 44 Dirigo
Street:

● On June 3, 2024 at approximately 3:55pm a voicemail was left on my office phone by
Evan Long (tenant).

o Tenant requested registration information for the property/unit. Tenant stated they
believed the filings may be inaccurate.

● Call was returned to the tenant on June 4, 2024
o Tenant stated they were a long-time tenant of the unit.
o Discussed the current registration status of the unit:

▪ Long-Term Rental registration documents had not been submitted and fees
not paid for 2023 and 2024

▪ Informed tenant of the registered base rent of $1,450 and the exemption
claimed for owner occupancy

▪ Tenant was asked if they would like to open a code case and complaint on
the property. Tenant declined and indicated they would be submitting
directly to the Rent Board.

● On June 4, 2024 I drove to the property located at 44 Dirigo to view the property.
o Pictures were taken of the property from the street and of the mailboxes

▪ Property contains 2 units.
● The name on the mailbox for Unit 1 was “Worden”
● The names on the mailbox for Unit 2 were “Long” and “Devins”

o These are the names of the complainants in this matter.

389 Congress Street, Portland, Maine 04101 | 207-874-8900 | rentcontrol@portlandmaine.gov
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389 Congress Street, Portland, Maine 04101 | 207-874-8300 | rentcontrol@portlandmaine.gov
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389 Congress Street, Portland, Maine 04101 | 207-874-8300 | rentcontrol@portlandmaine.gov
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-NOTICE OF VIOLATION-
 
City of Portland | Permitting and Inspections
Zachary Lenhert, Licensing and Housing Safety Manager                    

April 21, 2023

Dear Property Owner/Manager,

The City of Portland requires all Rental Units be registered every year by January 1st. The Licensing and
Housing Safety Office records show that your rental property is out of compliance. Renewal requires
“Additional Rental Information” for each rental unit be submitted every year and the payment of registration
fees.

Registrations that were not completed by February 15 shall be subject to a late fee of $200 per unit.
Registrations shall not be renewed unless and until the registrant submits all required information and pays
any applicable late fee. Incomplete or inaccurate registrations may be rejected and subject to all applicable
late fees upon resubmission.

To avoid further penalties and enforcement actions you must complete an 2023 LONG-TERM RENTAL
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION form for each unit and pay all of the associated fees. A copy of that form is on the
back of this letter.

If you fail to complete the rental registration on or before May 31, 2023, then this matter will be referred
to the City of Portland Corporation Counsel's Office for legal action, andmay include civil penalties at a
minimum of $100 per day, and other legal remedies.

Long Term Rental Licenses can be renewed online through the Citizen Self Service Portal, more information
can be found at www.portlandmaine.gov/rental-registration.

Landlords may also submit forms and payment by mail or in person to:
City of Portland - Licensing & Registration
389 Congress St, Rm 307
Portland, ME 04101

Include a check or money order payable to “City of Portland” (please include the license number on check).

If you have questions or believe you received this letter in error, please contact our office at
housingsafety@portlandmaine.gov or by phone at 207-756-8131.

Sincerely,

Zachary J. Lenhert

389 Congress Street, Portland, Maine 04101 | 207-756-8131 | housingsafety@portlandmaine.gov
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Licensing & Housing Safety Manager

389 Congress Street, Portland, Maine 04101 | 207-874-8300 | info@portlandmaine.gov
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-NOTICE OF VIOLATION-
 
City of Portland | Permitting and Inspections
Zachary Lenhert, Licensing and Housing Safety Manager

                   

June 7, 2024

Dear Property Owner/Manager,

The City of Portland requires all Rental Units be registered every year by January 1st. The Licensing and
Housing Safety Office records show that your rental property is out of compliance due to incomplete
registration or failure to register the property. If you no longer own the property or operate it as a long-term
rental please let us know, we can be contacted at rentcontrol@portlandmaine.gov or 207-874-8900.

Annual registration of Rental Units requires applicants to:
1. Provide rental information about each rental unit in accordance with the Rent Control Ordinance

passed in November 2020.
2. Pay rental registration fees, including any late fees.
3. Disclose any changes to the registration (phone number, email, mailing, etc).

To avoid further fees and enforcement actions you must pay the included invoice and complete the included
‘2024 Long-Term Rental Additional Information’ for each Rental Unit being registered. Registrations are
incomplete if the additional rental information for each unit is not submitted.

If you do fail to register on or before July 10, 2024, then this matter will be referred to the City of
Portland Corporation Counsel's Office for legal action, and may include civil penalties at a minimum of
$100 per day, and other legal remedies.

Youmay submit your registration by mail or in person to:
City of Portland - Licensing & Registration
389 Congress St, Rm 307
Portland, ME 04101

Include a check or money order payable to “City of Portland” (please include the invoice number on check).

More information and electronic forms can be found at www.portlandmaine.gov/rental-registration.

If you have questions or believe you received this letter in error, please contact our office at
rentcontrol@portlandmaine.gov or by phone at 207-874-8900.

Sincerely,

Zachary J. Lenhert
Licensing & Housing Safety Manager

389 Congress Street, Portland, Maine 04101 | 207-874-8900 | rentcontrol@portlandmaine.gov
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Mercedes Bohaty <mbohaty@portlandmaine.gov>

Julie Contreras Lannon / May 5th hearing supporting
documents

Julie Contreras-Lannon <jeclannon@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 29, 2024 at 9:42
AM

To: rentboard@portlandmaine.gov

 Dear Portland Rental Board,
 
My name is Julie Contreras -Lannon. Along with James Lannon, I am the co-owner of
44 Dirigo St.
Jaime and Evan have lived in apartment number 2 for approximately 12 years and have
been tenants at will for approximately 7 years.
 
I apologize for my absence during the July 24 rental board hearing. My work
commitments kept me from being  on the call and I was under the impression that it was
more of a mediation hearing and that it would be sufficient for Jim to attend. I have
since had time to review the minutes from the July 24th meeting and plan to be present
at the follow-up meeting on August 5th toanswer questions that you may have.
 
In listening to the July 24th recording, it has become apparent that the rental board would
like some sort of evidence to show that our decision to cease renting to Jaime and
Evan. 
 
I am not sure specifically how to prove non-retaliation, but I can show that I had made it
apparent to Jaime and Evan that we were in the process of deciding the future of Dirigo
St and for that purpose, could only offer a 6 or 9 month lease. In the attached Text
messages, I had informed them as such. 
The information given to them in the texts (attached) consists of :
 
“….if you did a lease in December it wouldn’t be for 12 months, it would be for 6 or 9
months”- Oct 1 2023
 
“And I need to talk to Jim he mentioned wanting to have a 6 month lease in place” – Oct
5, 2023
 
“Just as a heads up, we are going to making some decisions for the future about Dirigo
St this spring” – October 6, 2023
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“So maybe it’s time to get all of this in writing? I am only willing to do a 6 or 9 month
lease at this time. Let me know what works. – November 14, 2023
 
I highlight the above correspondence which can also be seen in the attached to show
that Jim and I were letting them know that we couldn’t commit to a full 12 months
because we had to reassess what our goal with the property was during the 3rdquarter of
2024.
 
I was also very surprised to read that I was labeled as belligerent during the appeal
hearing. I do not believe that a person can be labeled as belligerent based off of text
correspondence. I do know that tone and context can be lost in text and as shown in the
attached, I made a good faith attempt to meet with Jaime and Evan face to face so as to
communicate more effectively.
 
Best Regards,
Julie Lannon

3 attachments
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Text Exchange.docx
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Julie Contreras-Lannon <jeclannon@gmail.com>

Exchange

Julie Contreras-Lannon <jeclannon@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 29 at 7:55 AM
To: Julie Contreras-Lannon <jeclannon@gmail.com>

On Nov 16, 2022, at 5:06 PM, james lannon <lannon4@hotmail.com> wrote:
Sorry about your foot.
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
-------- Original message --------
From: Julie Contreras-Lannon <jeclannon@gmail.com> Date: 11/17/22 05:46 (GMT+08:00)
To: james lannon <lannon4@hotmail.com>
Subject: Re: Hi
I also rolled my foot <image0.jpeg> <image1.jpeg>
Sent from my iPhone
On Nov 16, 2022, at 4:43 PM, james lannon <lannon4@hotmail.com> wrote:
Hello,
Matt Solak. His cell is +1207 329 4984.
I would try texting him. Give him the address and tell him he installed it in June. Let me know what he says.
Jim
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
-------- Original message --------
From: Julie Contreras-Lannon <jeclannon@gmail.com> Date: 11/17/22 05:14 (GMT+08:00)
To: lannon4@hotmail.com
Subject: Hi
Sun, Jul 28 at 11:26 PM
Julie Contreras-Lannon <jeclannon@gmail.com>
    Your almost home ! I have a running memo tab to discuss with you. At the moment I am dealing with Dirigo ST . Jamie
texted me that when they turn on the heat it smells

“ Hi Julie, we’ve been running the heat recently due to the colder weather, and it’s been making a funny smell that can
best be described as “cow pasture.” We haven’t had to run it until this week as it’s been a mild fall, and we’re thinking it
could be an issue with the new burner? We’ve never smelled anything like this before when running the heat. We ran it
for an hour more than once and have had to air out the apartment after each time. We thought that maybe it was
something about the new burner that just had to be burned off, but it hasn’t improved. The carbon monoxide detectors
haven’t gone off, but in addition to the smell we’re concerned about what could be in the fumes since it’s part of the oil
system.”
“ Just to clarify about the smell, “cow-pasture” is pretty much exactly it. It smells oddly like being near a zoo or horse
stables or something like that, not a “rotten egg” smell as would be associated with gas.”
“ Right, the smell is about an 80% match for manure specifically, that kind of musky smell you smell around cows and
horses or at a zoo. For what it’s worth, we don’t smell anything off about the regular hot water. We’ve run many showers
and other hot water since the boiler was installed, never noticed the smell until we started running the heat though.“
So i called wayne , he told me to call a plumber . Got a plumber ( caizzo cant do it because they cant do oil) who put in
the boiler ? And do you know what type it is ?
This is part of my stress . I cant give dirigo the attention it needs . We need to discuss what to do with it. I dont want to
sell it . I think it might be a good option for Colin. Its a lot.
So much to look forward too , love
Sent from my iPhone
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Mercedes Bohaty <mbohaty@portlandmaine.gov>

Lannon 44 Dirigo Street Rent Control Board
Oliver Garthwaite <ogarthwaite@gmail.com> Sun, Jul 28, 2024 at 7:31 AM
To: rentboard@portlandmaine.gov

Hello,

My name is Oliver Garthwaite and I'm sending this message on behalf of James Lannon.

In April of 2023, I stopped by the residence of Julie Lannon at 172 Bradley to drop a
guitar off that I was gifting to thier son Colin. It was a nice day and Jim, Julie, and myself
were sitting outside chatting.

During the conversation, Jim had asked my opinion of heating work, specifically what
was involved when removing and replacing a oil tank from a basement. I believe Jim was
asking because I had mentioned to Jim that I had performed this task once before in my
residence.

The conversation continued to other household projects that Jim was talking about. I was
initially confused by his question because I thought he was referencing Julie's home on
Bradley St. Jim corrected me to explain that these projects were going to be undertaken
at 44 Dirigo St. in the upstairs apartment. I asked Jim how he thought he was going to
manage that and he explained that if he could get his financials in place to afford it, he
would try to move ahead with the projects near the end or 3rd quarter of 2024.

I can be reached at the attached email address if needed to answer any questions
pertaining to the above.

Respectfully, 
Oliver Garthwaite

Sincerely,
Oliver C. Garthwaite

44 Spar Lane
Portland, ME 04102
(207) 939-2818 mobile
ogarthwaite@gmail.com
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July 29, 2024

City of Portland Rent Board
Via email: rentboard@portlandmaine.gov

Dear members of the Rent Board,

Thank you for giving our complaint and our statements at the 7/24 hearing your careful consideration. 
We present this additional statement:

1) to highlight facts which emerged via the landlords’ response letter and their statements at the 7/24 
hearing and which add to the evidence that the landlords engaged in conscious violations of our 
tenants’ rights under the Rent Control Ordinance, including retaliation; and

2) to update our requests.

Unless otherwise stated, this document adds to our previous complaint and does not replace it.

Details (addition)

Regarding item #3, the failure to register information about the building with the City, the landlords 
replied in their letter, “The apartment is not where it needs to be administratively. This adds to the 
decision to vacate the apartment.” [emphasis added] As there is no preventative effect of our residing 
in the apartment on the landlords’ ability to fill out the City’s rental registration paperwork – it is, in 
fact, what every other legally compliant landlord in the city does and is required to do as part of the 
normal course of having a tenant – this is an admission of retaliation. The landlords have here stated 
that our complaint about their not fulfilling their legal requirements was why they ended our tenancy. 
Together with what we have presented previously on this topic, no further evidence should be required.

Regarding item #1, the failure to provide us with notice of our tenants’ rights, the landlords did not 
contest this, replying in their letter, “This is accurate.” Therefore, if the landlords’ retaliation succeeds 
in driving us out of our apartment, we will be leaving without ever having been presented with a proper 
version of our Tenants’ Rights form, the radon testing information, or any of the other required 
materials to which tenants are entitled under the Rent Control Ordinance (RCO) and Maine law.

Further, the landlords have made repeated references to the idea, as stated in their response letter under 
this point, that “Although ignorance is not an excuse, Julie and I don’t make a living as landlords.” 
Although the exact amount of money the landlords make from our rent, let alone the enormous amount 
of value they have gained in the building while we have been paying its mortgage, has not been clearly 
established, it is legally irrelevant and should be disregarded as tenants’ rights do not cease when 
landlords don’t know that they exist, nor are they based on the amount of profit that landlords are 
making on rent. More to the point, however, the landlords’   claim of ignorance is a lie   because they 
were demonstrably fully aware of their RCO responsibilities as early as November 2023, when we e-
mailed them all of the relevant links along with a written request for the completed forms as shown in 
Attachment J of our original complaint. (Julie also stated that she was in touch with a realtor about the 
RCO previously as well as shown in Attachment H.) The landlords subsequently made the conscious 
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decision not to fulfill these responsibilities for months before finally just issuing us an illegal and 
retaliatory Notice to Vacate to try to rid themselves of the problem: tenants who insisted on our rights’ 
being respected.

Regarding item #4, the false registration of 44 Dirigo Street as an owner-occupied building, this is 
uncontested, with the landlords replying in their letter, “At the time of registering, my intention was to 
move into the building.” However, per Evan’s June conversation with Portland Rental Registration 
Inspector Adam O’Connor, the owner-occupied status was filed in 2022, prior to even the earliest of 
Jim’s shifting and shadowy timelines for when he might or might not possibly decide to move in to do 
some amount of work on the building – which, as clarified at the hearing, only would require us, the 
tenants who complained, to move out, even though the nebulous repairs plan allegedly might involve 
his single-handed total replacement of the building’s heating system as stated at the hearing. This is 
another deliberately deceptive statement by the landlords, and it indicates their contempt. (It might be 
worthwhile to have participants swear in for these hearings.)

Regarding item #2, the falsely inflated base rent amount filed with the City, the landlords replied in 
their letter, “When the apartment was registered, we were publishing what we believed the unit to be 
worth based on what we had researched (comps), not what it was currently rented at.” However, that is 
not what base rent means, as is indicated on the City’s self-service website and in all other easily 
Internet-searchable materials discussing base rent, a core concept in the RCO. This was therefore 
admittedly yet another deliberate deception by the landlords which was intended to benefit themselves 
in violation of the RCO. As with the others like it, it casts additional doubt on their credibility when 
they attempt to present themselves as innocent, respectful, and well-meaning folks who simply made 
some (honest) mistakes.

Regarding item #5, the raising of our rent in August 2022 by 9.52%, on May 25, 2022, the landlords 
replied, “The above is correct.” It is therefore uncontested that this rent increase was legally void. Per 
the RCO as described in our original complaint, we are therefore entitled to a refund of $2400 to return 
the $100 of illegally high rent we overpaid for 24 months, from August 2022 through July 2024.

Regarding item #6, the text-message notice on October 1, 2023 of a proposed $1250/mo rent increase 
for December 1, 2023 (later moved to January 2024 and then February 2024), the landlords replied in 
their letter, “Knowing that we hadn’t properly fulfilled our obligation of completing the paperwork on 
our end, this increase in rent did not go into effect.” While this is true in that we continued to pay the 
lower, but still illegally high $1150 rent amount past any of these dates, we did so not knowing if this 
was going to cause the previous tensions with the landlords to re-escalate as they had left this question 
hanging. This uncertainty added greatly to our stress and sense of housing insecurity all throughout the 
rest of the fall, winter, and spring. We eventually found that the landlords chose to resolve this question 
not through the simple means of filling out the rent increase notice form provided by the City, which 
we had sent them multiple times through e-mail and were waiting for them to do as they had repeatedly 
assured us they would do, but by retaliating with an illegal Notice to Vacate on May 31, 2024.

Regarding item #7, retaliation and the making unavailable of a dwelling to us following a protected 
assertion of our rights and interests under the Rent Control Ordinance, we have addressed this a 
number of times in the earlier points as it is the central point to which most of these others relate. We 
just wish to add these to the points that we already have presented in our original complaint. 

2

Page 110



In summary, throughout the landlords’ statements, there is a pattern of denying wrongdoing, including 
retaliation, in name while admitting it, either directly or indirectly, in fact. We want to emphasize that 
whether or not the landlords choose to think of or try to present themselves as people who would 
engage in retaliation or other violations of our tenant rights is not at issue; what is at issue is that the 
landlords’ behavior is consistent with the City’s definitions of these violations, and the Board therefore 
must act.

Requests (addition)

Since the landlords have made a number of false filings related to the building and have unsuccessfully 
lied to the Board and to us in an attempt to cover their violations of our tenant rights – truly, dealing 
honestly with us at the start would have meant no harm to us and no need for our complaint or for these 
hearings – we request that their contempt for the Board and for the RCO and the tenants’ rights this 
City has upheld and expanded democratically multiple times be factored not only into considerations of 
their credibility but also of their potential to re-offend and therefore of how they should be penalized.

Additionally, the landlords not only have not shown any remorse for the harm their actions have caused 
us, but they actually became more defiant as the 7/24 hearing went on. This again speaks to the 
landlords’ contempt for the RCO and tenants’ rights, a contempt which led them to issue us a retaliatory 
Notice to Vacate because we held up the RCO in defense of our rights and refused to settle for a 
partially whited-out mangling of them. It also speaks again to the landlords’ potential to re-offend and 
therefore should be considered in determining penalties.

While we stated in our original complaint and in our opening statement at the 7/24 hearing that we 
were not interested in seeing the landlords fined beyond what was necessary to compel them to rescind 
the retaliatory Notice to Vacate, we add now to our requests that the landlords be fined and otherwise 
penalized as heavily as possible for every violation the Board finds. For people like the landlords, who 
are so personally convinced of being in the right and of the validity of operating on their own rules 
while consciously violating the rights of people whose housing they control, such measures are 
necessary as a deterrent against future violations which they undoubtedly will consider perpetrating.

Additionally, this case must serve as an example and warning to other Portland landlords. The City’s 
enforcement of the RCO has not been nearly proactive enough; for example, the packet of materials for 
our 7/24 hearing shows that the City had issued the landlords an April 21, 2023 Notice of Violation 
which does seem to have been followed up, thereby sending the message that compliance with these 
regulations is functionally optional, which may have emboldened them to embark on their course of 
retaliation against us. This needs to be addressed in its own right as well, but in the meantime, 
delivering memorable penalties to the landlords in this case will serve as a stopgap effort to chill other 
landlords’ temptations to engage in retaliation as an end run around RCO-related complaints. To be 
clear: if the Board does not lay out strong precedent severely penalizing retaliation while improving the 
procedures for handling it in a timely manner, i. e., as the emergency that it is, the entire RCO is at risk 
of being trampled, with tenants who complain ending up on a countdown to eviction as has happened to 
us. While the landlords’ illegal and retaliatory Notice to Vacate was issued to us on a 90-day basis, 
other victims of retaliation may not be so lucky.

Accordingly, to re-iterate our requests to incorporate these additions and changes:
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1) We request to receive a properly completed copy of our Tenant Rights Form along with accurate and 
properly completed copies of all other forms and materials required by the State of Maine, including 
the Energy Efficiency Disclosure form, the Lead-Based Paint Disclosure form, and the Radon 
Disclosure form. We also request that the landlords be fined the maximal amounts for their years-long 
failures to provide these prior to this formal complaint and hearings, which have been a drain on time 
and resources that could have been much better spent.

2) As our rent amount properly is and has been $1050/month since August 2022, and the landlords filed 
a fraudulent base rent amount with the City, we request that the base rent in the City’s records be 
updated to $1050, with the previous rent having been $950. We also request that the landlords be fined 
the maximal amount for this knowingly false filing, which, if undiscovered, could have been used by 
them as a basis for charging future tenants illegally high rent amounts.

3) As the landlords failed to register the building properly with the City’s long-term rental registration 
service, we request that they be required to file correctly anything that has not been corrected as of this 
time. We also request that they be fined the maximal amount for failing to do this when required.

4) We request that the City’s records be corrected to show that 44 Dirigo Street is not owner-occupied. 
We also request that the landlords be fined the maximal amount for this knowingly false filing.

5) As the landlords have agreed that the 2022 rent increase was improper and, as indicated by the RCO, 
legally void, we request to receive a refund of $2400 for the 24 months of illegally high rent we have 
paid since August 2022. Additionally, we request that the Board require the landlords to rescind all rent 
increases imposed and/or banked on the property from the beginning of the period when the RCO went 
into effect through the date of this letter. We request that you insist that they provide 90 days notice, 
according to the required process, for any future rent increases only after they have achieved full 
compliance. We request that you set the banked rent at what is fully allowable and that you limit any 
2024 increase to 2%, plus the banked rent you determine to be allowable, if any. We request that it be 
noted that under no circumstances should our vacation of the apartment from this point forward be 
considered “willing” and therefore eligible for an additional rent increase amount. We also request that 
the landlords be fined the maximal amount for this improper rent increase.

6) As the landlords had no right to issue us an illegal and retaliatory Notice to Vacate on May 31, 2024, 
we request that the City fine them at least $200 per day since the date the Notice was issued until they 
rescind it. That they do this unconditionally is the only RCO-compliant outcome. The landlords, again, 
had no right to issue it, and they do not have any right now to use its rescission as leverage for 
imposing conditions on us. Such a scenario, in fact, would be coercion and only can be considered an 
extension of their initial retaliatory course action. We wish to highlight further that this is exactly what 
the landlords were arguing for at the 7/24 hearing (that they would rescind it if and only if we signed a 
lease), further indicating their brazen commitment to violating our rights through retaliation. 

7) If the landlords rescind the retaliatory 5/31 Notice within 30 days of our vacating the apartment due 
to an obligation of ours which commits us to alternative housing, any such housing being that which we 
were forced to seek solely due to the landlords’ issuing of the retaliatory 5/31 Notice, we request an 
exemption for the final month’s rent, whether it be September 2024 or later, which we otherwise would 
be required to pay per applicable tenancy at-will regulations.
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8) Similarly, we request that it be put on record now that we have dealt no undue damage to the 
apartment in the twelve years we’ve been renting it beyond the normal wear and tear of the structure 
and the landlord-supplied appliances and that we are expecting our security deposit to be returned to us 
in full when we vacate it.

9) Because the only reason we are now engaged in a determined, demanding, and costly search for 
alternative housing is the retaliatory 5/31 Notice, combined with the months preceding it of the 
landlords’ refusal to negotiate, or even communicate, with us in good faith following our initial tenant 
rights complaints to them (i. e., we had been worrying about and bracing for this possibility since the 
communication breakdown with them began in fall 2023), we request compensation for our material 
expenses related to this search, which the landlords illegally forced us into, and for our pain and 
suffering related to our housing insecurity. Because of the untimely handling of our complaint and 
because of the untenability of continuing to rent from the landlords longer than is needed for us to 
secure alternative housing that we deem adequate, this is now the only practical way to begin to make 
right the still-unresolved harm done to us by the landlords’ retaliation and other violations of our rights.

In other words, no matter what happens from this point forward, although they may be fined heavily, 
the landlords will have obtained the primary outcome for which they illegally set out: getting rid of us 
as tenants. For our part, we’ve broken no laws, yet we’re losing our longtime home of twelve years, 
which is, to say, our entire lives in Portland. If this isn’t a scenario that the RCO was intended to 
prevent, we don’t know what is. For us, it’s also all the more bitter to know that the impetus for this 
traumatic upending of our lives was the landlords’ petty refusal to fill out paperwork correctly and to 
follow a simple rent increase procedure which we spelled out to them plainly. 

All of this has happened because of the landlords’ illegal actions, and without restitution, we will end 
up with nothing for having been the direct victims of the most serious injustice of this entire complaint. 
We are aware that the Board has not considered many cases of retaliation previously, but if you are 
serious about enforcing the RCO, it is time now to lay out a proper procedure for restitution for victims 
of retaliation which does not require victims to continue to entrust our housing to those who perpetrated 
retaliation against us. To require this as the only path forward would be similar to suggesting that a 
victim of assault necessarily can be made whole by entering into marriage with their assailant. The 
damage has been done, and we must move on at great personal cost, financially and otherwise. Because 
the landlords’ illegal actions put us in this position, we must receive restitution.

Sincerely,
Jaime Devins and Evan Long
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Dylan Orr <dorr@portlandmaine.gov>

44 Dirigo St.
james lannon <lannon4@hotmail.com> Tue, Jul 30, 2024 at 9:52 AM
To: "jamie.devins@hotmail.com" <jamie.devins@hotmail.com>
Cc: "rentboard@portlandmaine.gov" <rentboard@portlandmaine.gov>, "juliecontr@hotmail.com" <juliecontr@hotmail.com>

Hello Jaime and Evan,

 

After taking the time to consider the board hearing on July 24th, I have come to conclude the following.

 

You are correct, I do not need you to move to begin to move forward with the smaller and less invasive
repairs that will not affect your habitability.

 

In an effort to move forward positively, I am willing to extend you to a 6, 9, or 12 month lease of your
choosing at the current rent of $1150.00  while you continue your search for a suitable residence if you
chose to withdraw your complaint.

In the event you find a new residence, I would release you from the lease if I am provided with a 30-day
notice.

Best Regards,

James Lannon
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