PLANNING BOARD MEETING

TUESDAY, AUGUST 3, 2021, AT 7:00 P.M.
HELD REMOTELY VIA ZOOM
AND
AT THE TOWN OFFICE
329 WOODMAN HILL ROAD, MINOT
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Planning Board Members Present In Person: Chair Candace Gilpatric, Larry
Slattery, Chuck Buker, Michael Hemond, and John Geismar
Others Present Via Zoom: Vice Chair James Brown, and Wendy & John

Glennon

Others Present In Person: Shelley Norton (AVCOG), Code Enforcement Officer
Scott McElravy, Select Board Member Lisa Cesare, Daniel Callahan, Planning
Board Secretary Norma Dulac

Start Time: 7:00 p.m.
End Time: 9:45 p.m.

1.
2.

Call to Order — Call to order at 7:00 p.m.

Approve July 6, 2021, Planning Board Meeting Minutes — Larry
Slattery motioned to accept the July 6, 2021, Planning Board meeting
minutes as submitted. James Brown seconded the motion. Candace
Gilpatric — Any further discussion or concerns? Planning Board — No .
Candace Gilpatric - All in favor of approving the July 6, 2021,
minutes as submitted: Yes; 5 (by show of hands and roll call), No; 0,
Abstain — 1 (Chuck Buker).

Remote Meetings — Discussion of whether Planning Board members
attending PB meetings via Zoom can vote. It was decided, after
reading the last paragraph of the Remote Participation Policy, that roll
call votes can be used (“All votes taken during a meeting using
remote methods will be by roll call vote that can be seen and
heard if using video technology, or heard if using audio
technology only, by other members of the body and the public. A
member of the body who participates will be considered present
for purposes of a quorum and voting.”) (Upon further
examination of the Remote Participation Policy, Ms. Dulac noted
the following paragraph: “Members of the Board/Committee are
expected to be physically present for meetings except when not
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practicable, such as in the case of an emergency or urgent issue
that requires the body to meet via remote methods, or an illness
or temporary absence of a member that causes significant
difficulty traveling to the meeting location. The chair or presiding
officer of the Board/Committee, in consultation with Town staff,
will make a determination that remote methods of participation
are necessary in as timely a manner as possible under the
circumstances. A member who is unable to attend a meeting in
person will notify the chair or presiding officer of the body as far
in advance as possible.” To clarify the remote participation status,
this section was sent via email (and mailed to Larry Slattery) to all
Planning Board members on August 5, 2021.

New Business — Chair Gilpatric asked if the Board members were
okay with addressing new business first since there are quite a few old
business items to discuss. James Brown motioned to address new
business first. Chuck Buker seconded the motion. All those in favor of
moving to our new business first — Yes; 6 (by show of hands and roll
call), No; 0.

A. Wendy & John Glennon attended via Zoom. Wendy Glennon owns
the property located at 348(B) Minot Avenue, Map/Lot U02-004.
They are in the process of trying to sell this property and have come
before the Planning Board requesting a one-year extension to continue
the grandfathered, nonconforming use of 348(B) Minot Avenue,
Map/Lot U02-004 (partially in the Shoreland zone), to expire August
31, 2022. The automotive repair garage was a grandfathered use.
Candace Gilpatric — Asked if CEO would like to comment on this
issue? Scott McElravy — No. Candace Gilpatric — Any questions or
concerns from the Board regarding extending the grandfathered,
nonconforming use? Michael Hemond — The major part, the cleanup,
has been done and he feels the extension would be fine. Chuck Buker
— Does the Planning Board have the authority to approve this
extension? Candace Gilpatric — We do have authorization on this.
Shelley Norton — In the Land Use Code, Chapter 5, Section 401.4-B
states, “Resumption Prohibited: A lot, building or structure in or
on which a nonconforming use is discontinued for a period
exceeding one year, or which is superseded by a conforming use,
may not again be devoted to a nonconforming use except that the
Planning Board may, for good cause shown by the applicant,
grant up to a one year extension to that time period....” Does not
know that there is any guidance as to what “good cause” is but

2



believes this would be at the discretion of the Planning Board.
Discussion of the time period for the one year extension. Shelley
Norton — Email from Danielle Loring to Shelley Norton, after
discussion with CEO Scott McElravy — “l would suggest, if the
extension is granted, that the Board place an additional condition
that the new owner must appear before the PB to have the use
reviewed prior to opening, given the issues with the last
occupant.” CEO —Thinks this is a great idea. John Glennon — Was
under the impression that he [the previous operator] had done this
[come before the Planning Board] before opening Fat Boys Auto
Repair. The Glennons originally thought the property was three lots.
After further surveying, they found that the post office and that back
shop area are one lot, and subdividing was going to take quite a bit.
They are marketing it as a back lot and a post office, but if we have
trouble selling it, then if we decide to lease that out to another shop,
our intent is to have them come in front of the Board and have them
present a business plan. Would that be acceptable for us to lease it out
that way if we cannot sell the property before the end of one more
year? Candace Gilpatric — Yes. It is still your property, and provided it
gets back into working as an automotive garage, if we approve it
tonight, sometime between now and August 31, 2022. John Geismar —
Are we saying that they do not need to do a Site Plan Review if they
resume a garage? Candace Gilpatric — Whether they sell or lease the
property, the Glennons would stipulate that they [the new
owners/lessees] would need to come before the Minot Planning Board
for Site Plan Review. Michael Hemond — Would a change of use be
possible? Candace Gilpatric — Cannot change the use much as it is a
nonconforming lot, so that use is what is grandfathered. Scott
McElravy — The new owners/lessees would be able to have something
less nonconforming, but not more nonconforming. Candace Gilpatric
— Any further discussion? PB — No. James Brown motioned that we
grant a one year extension (until August 31, 2022) for the
grandfathered, nonconforming usage of the aforementioned lot on the
condition that any new operator will provide a business plan and site
plan review before commencing nonconforming use within that time
period.” Chuck Buker seconded the motion. Candace Gilpatric —Can
we amend the motion to remove “business plan” as we are not looking
at a business or finances? James Brown — Agreeable to amendment to
motion to remove “business plan.” All in favor of the aforementioned
motion, as amended: Yes; 6 (by roll call and show of hands), No; 0.
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Old Business —

A. Chapter 1000, Shoreland Zoning: Planning Board Secretary,
Ms. Dulac, sent a redline document regarding Shoreland Zoning
submitted by Shelley Norton (AVCOG) (58 pages) to all Planning
Board members via email (mailed to Larry Slattery) prior to tonight’s
meeting. Shelley Norton — Wants to point out that what she had sent
to the Planning Board before the July 3" PB meeting was more than
just changes to Chapter 5 (there are some things that Danielle had
asked for). Wants to know if the PB would rather just discuss
shoreland zoning tonight and discuss the other items at a later date or
go through the entire document tonight. Candace Gilpatric — Feels that
the Board should address the entire document and the Board agrees.

Shelley Norton - It has been a little while since Minot updated its
Shoreland Zoning section of the ordinance. In 2015, the State did
make some changes which have not been incorporated yet. Ms.
Norton said that she does owe the Town an update to the Shoreland
Zoning maps and stated that this will be updated at a future meeting.

e Draft Page 61 (LUC page 59), Chapter 5, Shoreland Zoning:
Shelley Norton — In regard to Shoreland Zoning, Ms. Norton spoke
with Danielle Loring who questioned the Shoreland Zoning part of
the ordinance and how it “marries” with the rest of the ordinance.
Chapter 4 is the chapter in the ordinance that regulates much of the
land use in town (zoning districts, lot size, frontage, allowable
uses, etc.). When you look at Applicability under Chapter 4-101.3,
it states that it does not apply to the areas that are zoned Shoreland
Zoning in town. Chapter 5, which is Shoreland Zoning, is really a
parallel in a lot of ways to Chapter 4. Shelley Norton - Made an
adjustment under Applicability because, when you look at it, it
says lots, but does not say the area that is zoned Shoreland Zoning.
On Draft copy, pages 10 (LUC page 9) and 61, if we compare in
Chapter 4, it says it applies to all lots except those lots regulated
under Chapter 5, Shoreland Zoning. Shelley Norton is proposing
on Draft page 10 (Chapter 4-101.3, Applicability) a minor change:
“This Chapter applies to all land in town except for those areas
regulated under Chapter 5, Shoreland Zoning Standards...”
On Draft page 61 in Shoreland Zoning, Applicability, Ms. Norton
made a note, adding: “These areas are hereinafter collectively
referred to as the ‘Shoreland Zone’.” On Draft page 10-11 (LUC
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page 9-10), Dimensional Standards, Chapter 4 talks about lot
sizes, road frontage, side, front and rear setbacks, and maximum
impervious surface ratio, and those elements are not in Chapter 5.
If the Town wants to be consistent and have the same setback
requirements in the Shoreland Zone, you might want to add them.
Draft page 61, under Chapter 5-201.1, Official Shoreland Zoning
map, Ms. Norton added: “...hereby divided into the Resource
Protection, Stream Protection, and Limited Residential
Districts....”

Draft Page 62 (LUC page 60), Section 5, is standard language from
the State regarding Nonconforming Structures. Some changes to
the verbiage. Chuck Buker — Thought the State had changed from
volume to square footage. Shelley Norton — Yes, in 2015.

Draft Page 67-68 (LUC pg 64), Section 5-501.1, Al
Establishment of Districts: The Resource Protection District in
the past included areas where the Maine Department of Inland
Fisheries and Wildlife had mapped areas that were high or
moderate value waterfowl and wading bird habitat, and those were
required to be in the Resource Protection area. That is now an
optional criterion so the town could choose not to include that. If
the Planning Board is interested in seeing the difference between
keeping this section or eliminating it, Ms. Norton can show the
Board. Candace Gilpatric — Does the Board want to have a
discussion regarding keeping these listed? Ms. Gilpatric feels the
waterfowl and wading bird habitat should be left in. Chuck Buker,
John Geismar, Larry Slattery, and Michael Hemond agreed. Ms.
Gilpatric asked James Brown for his opinion. He agrees that
leaving it in is a good idea.

Draft Page 69 (LUC 65-66) - Minor changes to Land Uses
Table: Rows 3, 4 and 28 (forest management activities except for
timber harvesting, timber harvesting, and land management streets
respectively) have been eliminated from the table so that Minot is
in compliance with the Bureau of Forestry requirements to be an
Option 1 Town, i.e., Minot will not regulate timber harvesting in
the Shoreland Zone; this will be the State Bureau of Forestry
responsibility. Also, Ms. Norton made a change to mineral
extraction: eliminated the footnote (2) under Limited Residential
(LR) (PB?) to be consistent with the State so the town is not more
lenient. Under Principal Structures & Uses - F (small, non-
residential facilities for educational, scientific, or nature
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interpretation purposes), the Town could allow these in Stream
Protection. The Town currently has it as no, but the Town could
allow a Planning Board review. You can be more restrictive and
leave it as no also. Candace Gilpatric — Asked the Planning Board
members if they wanted to allow Planning Board review for F
under Stream Protection (SP). Planning Board members agreed by
roll call. Under Essential Services, footnote 2 removed from PB2
under Limited Residential (LR). Under Uses Similar to uses
requiring a PB permit, changed from CEO for the Stream
Protection Zone to PB. The State model is Planning Board.
Technically, Planning Board review is considered more restrictive
so it should be Planning Board instead of CEO.

Draft Page 71 (LUC pg 67), 5-601.1, Minimum Lot Standards:
Shelley Norton — Made a note that if the PB wants to add more
than lot sizes to these zones (minimum front/side/rear setbacks,
etc.), based on a conversation that we had that Chapter 4 does not
apply to these zones, this would be the section to add these
changes. Candace Gilpatric — Does the PB want to add these
additional dimensional standards from Chapter 4 to Chapter 5?
Chuck Buker — Are we setting new ones, or are they treated as an
overlay. If you are in the Shoreland Zone, do you get treated as a
Village District with those setbacks? Shelley Norton — The way the
ordinance is written, there is no overlay. Further discussion by the
Board. Candace Gilpatric — Feels we should keep the setbacks the
same in Shoreland Zoning and non-Shoreland Zoning and
maximum egress window height. Discussion about maximum
impervious surface ratio percentages in different districts. Candace
Gilpatric — Proposed to the PB the following: Minimum front
setback of 55 ft, minimum side, and rear setbacks of 15 ft. Does
the PB agree? Planning Board members: Yes: 6 by roll call; No 0.
Draft Page 72 (LUC pg 68) Moved 5-601.2-E, ‘Principal or
Accessory Structures and Expansions’ paragraph to 5-601.2-A3-
B so it goes in the same order as the State’s model ordinance.
There is a provision under 5-601.2-B(C on Draft), ‘The lowest
floor elevation’ paragraph that mentions requiring them to be at
least one foot above the 100-year floodplain, the State model
ordinance says, “In those municipalities that participate in the
National Flood Insurance Program and have adopted the April
2005 version, or later version, of the Floodplain Management
Ordinance, accessory structures may be placed in accordance
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with the standards of that ordinance and need not meet the
elevation requirements of this paragraph.” Shelley Norton —
Wanted to highlight this for the Board. Knows that Minot has
floodplain ordinance but does not know if it meets the April 2005
version. Chuck Buker — Just accessory structures? Shelley Norton
— Principal and accessory structures. Chuck Buker — Feels that
principal structures should be 1 foot above floodplain; is not as
concerned about accessory structures. Candace Gilpatric —
Believes that the floodplain ordinance is probably not the National
Flood Insurance Program April 2005 version, but before. Shelley
Norton — It is probably best to take the extra provision out and
require people to follow as is. Draft page 72, E,

‘Retaining Walls’ section was added.

Draft Page 73-75 (LUC pg 68), 5-601.3 Piers, docks, wharves,
bridges, and other structures, “and Shoreline Stabilization”
was added as well as language stating when you can remove
vegetation and how you must replace it, etc. Draft Page 75, there is
optional language the Town could include if it is interested, or it
can be omitted: The Town could exempt or allow a deck over a
river or river walks within the shoreland setbacks, if it is part of a
downtown revitalization project that is defined in some type of
plan. Candace Gilpatric/Chuck Buker — Do not feel that this would
be necessary in Minot. Does the rest of the Board agree that this
section is not necessary? PB: Yes-6 by roll call; No-0.

Draft page 75, 5.601.4 Campgrounds and 5.601.5 Individual
Private Campsites. Shelley Norton — Did not find the campground
and campsite regulations in the Shoreland Zone. Scott McElravy —
These are listed in the Shoreland Zone on page 66. Candace
Gilpatric reminded Ms. Norton that Danielle Loring had noticed
that these items were not listed in the Table of Land Uses on page
13, Chapter 4 of the LUC, so these need to be added there. Not in
the non-Shoreland Zones, will need to be added to Chapter 4. John
Geismar — Asked for definitions for campsite and campground.
Candace Gilpatric — Read definition of individual private campsite.
Shelley Norton — Read definition of campground.

Draft Page 77 (LUC pg 71), Grade Percent Table. Ms. Norton
added percentages and spacing to the three listed in the current
LUC. Candace Gilpatric — Minot does not have any steeper grades
that might fall into these categories but feels it would not be a bad
idea to include the additions.
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Draft Page 80, 5.601, Agriculture (LUC pg 73-74, 5.601.11).
Added to C: ....greater than forty thousand (40,000) square feet in
surface area, within the shoreland zone....... require Conservation
Plan to be filed with the Planning Board. Nonconformance with
the provisions of said plan shall be considered to be a violation of
this Chapter (deleted “conform to soil and water conservation
management practices”). Candace Gilpatric — Seems a little
overkill. Is this mandatory language? Is not sure how many are
complying/current with their conservation plans. Good with
nutrient management spreading but not conservation plans.
Michael Hemond — Feels this is a bit of an over-reach. Shelley
Norton — Will reach out to DEP to find out if this is for new or
existing farms. Further discussion. 5.601.11 E, added “that has
been filed with the Planning Board.” Candace Gilpatric — How
often would a conservation plan need to be updated and who
would be responsible for tracking? It would be nice to have it
written in that we want them to use best management practices. If
they are not, that’s when the Right to Farm law would kick in and
we would bring in the State Department of Agriculture to set up a
best management practices plan. Further discussion.

Draft Page 81 (LUC pgs 74-75) 5-601.12 Timber Harvesting —
Repealed. To make sure that Minot will be considered an Option 1
town, this section had to be repealed. Shelley Norton kept the first
sentence stating that the Maine Department of Conservation’s
Bureau of Forestry shall be responsible for administering timber
harvesting standards in the Shoreland Zone. Further discussion.
Draft Page 81 (LUC pgs 75-77) 5-601.13, Clearing or Removal
of Vegetation for Activities Other than Timber Harvesting.
Shelley Norton - This is more language about removing of
vegetation.

NEW SECTION: Draft page 84, 5-601.16. Hazard Trees,
Storm-Damaged Trees, and Dead Tree Removal. There is a new
definition that defines what a hazard tree is, and under what
circumstances hazard trees can be removed.

NEW SECTION: Draft pages 85-86, 5-601.17, Exemptions to
Clearing and Vegetation Removal Requirements.

NEW SECTION: Draft pages 86-88, 5-601.8, Re-vegetation
Requirements.



Removed Section 5-601.18, Draft page 89, Installation of Public
Utility Service (Duplicate of Section 5-701.3-H)

Moved Section 5-601.19, draft pages 89-90, Individual Private
Campsites to Section 5.601.5 because this is the location in the
State’s model ordinance (having it there will make it easier for
future updates and for the State reviewers. Note that there are
changes to this section so the language in 5-601.5 is different from
what is here).

Draft page 91, Section 5.701.1 (LUC pages 80-81) Permits
Required. There are a few changes: 1) Must have a copy of permit
on site. 2) Permit is not required for certain archaeological
excavation as long as there has been a proper archaeological dig
done.

Draft page 92, Section 5-701.3 (LUC pages 81-82), Procedure for
Administering Permits. There are new procedures: Deadline for
Planning Board/CEO approving permit is within 35 days of
receiving a completed application. However, if there is a PB
waiting list, a decision on the application shall occur within 35
days after the first available date on the PB agenda following
receipt of the completed application or within 35 days of the public
hearing if the proposed use or structure is found to be in
conformance with the purposes and provisions of this Chapter. The
applicant shall have the burden of proving that the proposed land
use activity is in conformity with the purposes and provisions of
this ordinance. Candace Gilpatric — On draft page 93, there is
mention of a decision on an application within 45 days versus the
35 days mentioned above. Candace Gilpatric — Asked the PB if
they would like to keep 35 days or 45 days. Further discussion.
The Planning Board would like to keep 35 days (by roll call, yes;
6, no-0). Shelley Norton is recommending that the following
statement be removed as it was not in the State’s language:
“Following installation of service, the company or district shall
forward the written authorization to the municipal officials,
indicating that installation has been completed.” Candace Gilpatric
— Felt that this statement was in place so the Town would be aware
when a project was completed. Further discussion. Shelley Norton
- Can be kept in if the Board would prefer.

Draft pages 159-177, Section 14-101 (LUC 148-165), Definitions.
Shelley Norton — There are a couple of minor changes to



definitions: 1) DBH (diameter at breast height) was taken out
because the Forestry Service requires that it be eliminated so it will
not conflict with their definition. 2) Expansion of a Structure
now uses the word footprint instead of floor area or volume. 3)
Expansion of Use now uses the word footprint of a structure
instead of floor area. 4) Forest Management Activities has been
eliminated because the Forestry Service requires that it be
eliminated so it will not conflict with their definition. 4) Floor
Area no longer includes “...the horizontal area of any
unenclosed portions of a structure such as porches and decks.”
5) Definition for Footprint has been added: “The entire area of
ground covered by the structure(s) on a lot, including but not
limited to, cantilevered or similar overhanging extensions, as well
as unenclosed structures, such as patios and decks.” 6) Minor
changes to Forested Wetlands definition. 7) Functionally Water-
Dependent Uses now includes marinas, shoreline structures
necessary for erosion control purposes, and uses that primarily
provide general public access to inland waters. Recreational boat
storage buildings are not considered to be a functionally water-
dependent use. 8) Hazard Tree definition has been added. 9) Non-
Native Invasive Species of Vegetation definition has been added.
10) Outlet Stream definition added. 11) Principal Structure
definition added (specific to Shoreland Zoning, Chapter 5). 12)
Residual Basal Area taken out to be compliant with Option 1
Bureau of Forestry requirement. 13/14) Sapling and Seedling
definitions added. 14/15) Skid Trail and Slash definitions
removed to be compliant with Option 1 Bureau of Forestry
requirement. 16) Storm-Damaged Tree definition added. 17)
Stream definition has changed, which will impact the map when
the map is updated. Further discussion. 17) Structure has been
changed a fair amount, to add temporarily or permanently located,
constructed, or erected. John Geismar — Should we specify
Shoreland Zoning for this definition? Shelley Norton — Yes. 18)
Timber Harvesting has been updated to include “Timber
Harvesting does not include the cutting or removal of vegetation
within the Shoreland Zone when associated with any other land use
activities.” 19) Tree definition added. Candace Gilpatric - Any
further discussion? Planning Board — No.

B. Medical Marijuana — Shelley Norton sent an email containing
a memo dated June 3, 2021 (Revised August 3, 2021). Originally,
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Danielle Loring had asked Shelley Norton to look at opt in options
for marijuana in Minot and to put something together for the
Planning Board. Further discussion. Ms. Norton added in red some
items that the Board and Town might want to consider before you
opt in or opt out because certain things are now legal, regardless of
the opt in option (i.e., every person over the age of 21 years of age
in Minot growing for themselves at home for personal use;
however, they can also grow for every family member, neighbor,
acquaintance unless the Town restricts how many people you can
grow for). Further discussion. Ms. Norton pulled language from
another ordinance that limits growing to those people who live on
the premises. Ms. Norton noted that she did not include under opt
in uses growing for medical purposes or individual use. Medical
caregivers and dispensaries can grow for their business. Candace
Gilpatric — How do we determine if someone is licensed through
the State if the State does not allow towns to have a list of medical
caregivers? CEO Scott McElravy — Can contact someone at OMP
(Office of Marijuana Policy) to alert them of a questionable
situation. The OMP has come out to check some properties in
town. Further discussion regarding tagging plants for medical
caregiver and adult use growing. Michael Hemond — Stated that
some of the medical laws have changed recently. Further
discussion of medical licensing, medical cultivation via site plan.
Shelley Norton — The State is recommending that Towns require a
local licensing process (free, charge a fee, however the Town
would like to handle this) so the Town could have some type of
record. James Brown — Under no circumstances does he want to
put our Code Officer in the position of having to enforce marijuana
laws regarding whether plants are labeled, how many someone has,
etc. Discussion of licensing through the Town versus permitting,
business permitting. Candace Gilpatric — Do we have the right to
say no? James Brown — Does not believe so. Shelley Norton — If
you are growing for your own personal use, that is allowed by
right. If you are a medical caregiver, the Town can also license that
business. Further discussion. Shelley Norton - Licensing would
give the CEO the opportunity to at least inspect the building and
ask the occupant if they’ve had inspections (electrical, structural).
Candace Gilpatric — How do we go about getting residents to
license through the Town. Scott McElravy — Could it be written in
the ordinance that anyone who is a licensed caregiver would
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require a license from the Town? Shelley Norton — Yes. Would
allow the CEO, if he comes across a caregiver as he is doing a
home inspection, to ensure that they have their permits and could
notify the caregiver that they need to be licensed through the
Town. Shelley Norton — Regarding optional items, the Board may
want to have a public hearing if they think that would be useful, or
possibly a straw poll. Does not want to develop ordinance language
that will be voted down at Town Meeting. Discussed suggestions.
Danielle Loring suggested not including retail. Ms. Norton has
listed six of the eight uses that could be opt in (medical retail and
adult use retail were the two that were not listed): 1) Medical
dispensaries. Similar to medical retail stores. The State has not
licensed any medical dispensaries in the last couple of years. Not
sure if this is a relevant use for the Town to consider adopting. 2)
Medical manufacturing facilities (edibles, tinctures, topicals, etc.
for medical use). 3) Medical testing facilities. Both on the medical
and on the adult use side, the State has requirements for testing to
make sure that there are not high levels of pesticides, herbicides, or
other heavy metals in the products, as well as for quality assurance
issues. 4) Adult use cultivation (growing) facilities. 5) Adult use
manufacturing facilities. Similar to medical manufacturing
facilities, but they are not specifically geared toward medical, just
for recreational uses. 6) Adult use testing facilities.

Shelley Norton - Adult use (commercial) cultivation or growing is
not permitted by right; that is an opt in. Unlike medical, the Town
would have to allow that use. There are 4 tiers for the size of the
grow operation, and they also allow nursery cultivation (restricted
to immature plants, seedlings, and seeds which can be sold to
marijuana stores, other cultivation facilities, and the general
public). Ms. Norton listed relevant State definitions for the uses
listed in the memo. Also listed for the adult use cultivation
facilities section are explanations for each tier and for a nursery
cultivation facility. Ms. Norton explained the reasoning for listing
all of the details: The growing of marijuana for the adult use
market has five licensing categories at the State level, and a town
can opt into some or all of these license types. For example, the
Town could opt into the nursery and tiers 1 and 2, but not allow
tiers 3 and 4. There are many different options. An adult use testing
facility has to obtain a license to be medical testing as well as adult
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use testing, so if it is one facility under one roof, they would need a
separate license for each. Discussed only licensing in certain zones,
number of licenses the Town would allow, distance from schools,
etc. Discussion of Site Design section of Memao. Site plan
requirements can be added to the site plan review (requirements to
do with odor, routine maintenance logs, size of facility, security,
who has access, air filtration system, number of employees,
disposal of excess materials). Candace Gilpatric — Is that on
medical or recreational? Shelley Norton — Either. Candace
Gilpatric — Isn’t that where the State should be regulating? Scott
McElravy — We can ask these questions and whether they have
been approved through the State. John Geismar — We cannot opt
out of medical grow, but we can opt out of medical testing or
medical manufacturing? Shelley Norton — There are towns
(Turner) where medical growing is allowed, but they require site
plan review. So, if someone is going to build a new building, and
needs parking and security, they would come in for site plan
review. However, if they are doing it in their house, they would not
be coming in for site plan review. So, there are certain things that
would trigger that review. You could have it not just be for these
opt in uses, but even for medical growing if it triggers site plan
review based on square footage or anything that would normally
require site plan review. Candace Gilpatric — Questions whether a
medical testing facility would fall under small or large commerce.
Shelley Norton — It depends on whether you add it as a separate
line of a use to your chart. You probably want to because you
would want to have the definition follow the State, especially if
you are going to license it. The Town would probably want to have
them listed as separate line items as uses, but then you can
determine what zone is appropriate. Michael Hemond —Testing
facilities are usually paired with extraction facilities. Candace
Gilpatric — Is the extraction not necessarily taking place on the
grow facility? Michael Hemond — Would suggest that extraction
and testing facilities be in the same facility. Shelley Norton —
Medical caregivers are allowed to extract, and so are dispensaries,
as it is part of their licensing through the State; however, medical
caregivers cannot extract with inherently hazardous substances
(substances that when introduced to oxygen can ignite explode).
Further discussion of extraction. Michael Hemond — Extraction
facilities can use alcohol, heat, water, pressure, solvents. Scott
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McElravy — It might be a good idea to have extra training for the
Fire Department. Shelley Norton — Extraction facilities are licensed
by the State, and the State requires an inspector to go and see the
setup and to stamp the drawings, etc. Maine has tried to be
proactive and learn from Colorado where they have had many
instances of extraction facility explosions and fires. This proactive
approach has taken the burden off the towns in Maine. Further
discussion by Planning Board of what the extraction process
entails. Shelley Norton — If you have site plan requirements, what
she has often seen is filing of an emergency plan to file with the
Fire Department. Discussion of Recap of Questions for the Board
in the Marijuana Ordinance Language Memo. It might be
appropriate to have a public hearing or do a little leg work as a
team and figure out the direction the Board would like to proceed.
Further discussion of zoning restrictions. Candace Gilpatric — How
are other similarly sized town’s Planning Boards approaching this?
Shelley Norton — A number of communities have gone all in,
others have limited some aspects, and still other communities are
opting in for retail. Chuck Buker — Livermore is supplying maps to
indicate where they will be allowing uses. Further discussion of
residency requirements and adult use with regard to big business.
Shelley Norton — Would recommend that the Planning Board think
about the things that they might want to regulate that are not opt in.
Think about these uses and what the Board sees working in Minot
and what zones would this work in. Candace Gilpatric — Asked the
Planning Board for their thoughts. Michael Hemond — Think about
it more, have a public hearing and create a committee. Shelley
Norton — Would want to have a balanced committee (a PB
member, a couple of people in the marijuana business, a Select
Board member, a couple of business owners, and someone from
the Fire Department). Chuck Buker — Would like to see a map
created to show residents where uses would be allowed by zones,
school locations, etc.). Michael Hemond — Square footage
requirements need to be determined. Candace Gilpatric — Wants
further information regarding the extraction process, waste
removal. Potential for water issues regarding irrigation. James
Brown — Thinks we should keep this on the front burner and make
decisions as to what to do rather than do nothing. Also agrees with
Mr. Buker’s ideas and would invite public hearing participation for
input from the community. We do not want to let this issue slide
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too much longer. John Geismar — Thinks it would be good to get a
good cross-section of input from townspeople. Does not feel this is
urgent, unless after a public hearing with the townspeople they feel
it does need to be addressed. Michael Hemond — If we make it too
easy, people will be overwhelming the Town with requests.
Corporations and big businesses are very interested in facilities in
Maine. Larry Slattery — Agrees with Mr. Hemond. There is
available land, and other organizations from out of town may be
interested in growing in Minot. Candace Gilpatric — Suggested that
the Planning Board go through the materials in-depth that were
discussed tonight and have further discussion at the September PB
meeting. Would the Board prefer to wait until the September
meeting to decide whether we want to bring this to the Select
Board or try to pull together a committee, or would the Planning
Board prefer to ask the Select Board between now and the
September PB meeting for guidance? Further discussion. John
Geismar motioned that the Planning Board make a
recommendation to the Select Board to form a committee on
marijuana facilities in Minot and request a public hearing for input
on this subject. Larry Slattery seconded the motion. Candace
Gilpatric — All in favor? Yes — 6 (by roll call); No — 0.

C. Request brought to the Select Board regarding creating a
Comprehensive Plan Review Committee. A public hearing was
held on July 28, 2021, which Chair Gilpatric attended, to receive
input regarding potential changes to Village Districts | and Il. The
public that attended the meeting were agreeable to changes as long
as they were not more restrictive changes. James Brown — What
would be considered more restrictive? Was there anything specific
mentioned? Candace Gilpatric — VDI by Blackie’s Farm and Old
Center Minot Hill Church: When that area was in residential, it was
not allowed to have large commerce, and now that it is in VD1 it is
allowed to have large commerce. Residents still want to be able to
consider other businesses on their property that would fall under
large commerce. Chair Gilpatric said that the decision was made
by the Select Board to ask the Planning Board to amend the Village
Districts and not do a rehaul of the entire Comprehensive Plan and
focus on making Village District Il (red section on the LUC map)
on Route 119 follow the same rules as the other Village Districts
(VDI, in pink on LUC map). The difference is that large commerce
would be allowed on Route 119, and it also allows for somewhat
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larger lots (20,000 versus 30,000 sq ft lots). Is not sure that the PB
needs to create a Comprehensive Plan committee. Chair Gilpatric
read the vision of VDI and VVDII from the 2006 Comprehensive
Plan. Further discussion of what the original vision for Village
District Il was and how that has changed over the years. VDI has
two locations: West Minot Village area and Center Minot Hill area.
Ms. Gilpatric is unsure how much of the comp plan needs to be
updated. Discussion of residential development and amending
LUC to include provisions that restrict large commercial
development in primarily residential areas in the comp plan. Chair
Gilpatric is unsure if the language and goals need to be updated.
Asked Ms. Norton if the Board needs to do a rewrite/modification
or leave as is. Shelley Norton — Minot’s Comprehensive Plan is no
longer consistent with the State’s Growth Management Act, so
whatever changes are made do not need to go to the State. If you
wanted to become consistent you would need to do a full overhaul
with up-to-date data. Could have some ordinance changes and
comp plan changes that would be sent to Town meeting. It makes
sense to Ms. Norton to simplify and have one Village District | if
there is not a good reason for leaving as is. Regarding access
management, the Board could put some requirements in about
requiring shared driveways and accesses when it is owned in
common. Joan from AVCOG might be able to help with this. Or, if
someone is developing a parcel and they are going to have multiple
buildings, the Board could require them to have one access. Could
limit based on frontage. Candace Gilpatric — Common driveways
have been an issue in the past. VDII and VDI setbacks discussed.
Candace Gilpatric — Asked the Board if they want to change land
use to allow large commerce or if they want to get rid of the
dimensional differences. Michael Hemond - Not sure at this point.
Would like further discussion. James Brown - Would support
going with just allowing large commerce and not confusing the
issue with setbacks, etc. John Geismar — Need to take into
consideration the residential districts. Discussion of large
commerce on Route 119 with surrounding residential areas.
Shelley Norton — The Board could add larger setbacks when a
residential use is next door, or a buffering requirement. Candace
Gilpatric — Then we might have to look at larger lot sizes, which
could potentially be an issue. Will we be changing the character
with larger lot sizes? John Geismar — Do we want to encourage
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more large commerce with larger lot sizes? Larry Slattery — There

are not many more properties with large areas of land to have more

large commerce. Thinks that having just Village District | and
eliminate Village District 11 is better. Shelley Norton — Is the intent
of a Village District to maintain the historic character of Minot and
discourage more modern designs? Might be worth further
discussion. Candace Gilpatric — Is the Planning Board agreeable to
tabling this issue for now pending further discussion? PB — Yes (by
roll call).

D. Accessory dwelling units (LD 1312). Candace Gilpatric — What

Is the status of this bill? John Geismar — This has not been enacted,

correct? Shelley Norton — Waiting on the Appropriations

Committee. Believes it was carried over to the next legislative

session. Feels that we should wait and see regarding this issue. The

Town should check with MMA Legal to determine the progress of

this bill. Candace Gilpatric — If this bill were enacted, towns would

have a period of time to implement this, correct? Shelley Norton —

At this point she is unsure.

6. CEO Report - July

e Phone calls, emails, meetings with landowners regarding
permits, inspections,

e Building permits (6 that have been paid)

e Inspections (16)

e Calls and emails to State Fire Marshall’s office, State
Manufactured Housing Board, AVCOG, DEP, State Medical
Inspector, Maine State Housing

e Four projects that required extensive research

e Several complaints

7. Adjournment — Michael Hemond motioned to adjourn the August 3,
2021, Planning Board meeting. Chuck Buker seconded the motion.
All in favor: Yes - 6 (by roll call); No: 0. Meeting adjourned at 9:45
p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Norma Dulac — Planning Board Assistant
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