
 
 

 

TOWN OF MINOT 

PLANNING BOARD MEETING 

AND 

PUBLIC HEARING REGARDING BLUE SKY TOWERS II, LLC  

APPLICATION FOR THE INSTALLATION, MAINTENANCE 

AND OPERATION OF A TELECOMMUNICATIONS TOWER 

WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS FACILITY  

AT 270 HERSEY HILL ROAD  

 

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 2, 2018 AT 7:00 P.M. 

MEETING ROOM, MINOT TOWN OFFICE  

 
Planning Board Members Present: Chair Candace Gilpatric, Vice-Chair James 

Brown, John Geismar, and Chuck Buker (recused regarding Blue Sky Towers II 

LLC discussion and voting)  

 

Also Present: Earl W. Duval, Esq. (Representing Blue Sky Towers II, LLC), 

James George (T-Mobile representative), Residents George Buker, Joe Theriault, 

Ron Morin, and Carol & Conrad Robinson; Scott McElravy (Minot Code 

Enforcement Officer), Lisa Cesare (Selectperson), Daniel Callahan (Selectman), 

and Danielle Loring (Town Administrator) 

 

Start Time: 7:05 p.m. 

End Time: 9:05 p.m.  

 

1.  Call to Order – Call to order by Chair Gilpatric at 7:05 p.m. 

2. Approve September 4, 2018 Planning Board Meeting Minutes – 

John Geismar motioned to approve the September 4, 2018 Planning 

Board meeting minutes with amendments, as mentioned by James 

Brown, on Page 3, #10 and #11 (#10 Proposed changing to: James 

Brown – Is there a microwave carrier link to the tower? James 

George – Yes. Fiber optic is prohibitively expensive to pull to that 

site……There will be a microwave carrier link for the backhaul) 

(#11 Proposed changing to: Mike Hemond – Is there going to be 

5G? James George – Maybe in the future). Mr. Brown states that 

5G actually has nothing to do with the microwave carrier link.  



 
 

James Brown – Seconded to accept amended minutes with revisions 

discussed. Candace Gilpatric – All in favor? Yes – 4; No – 0.  

3a. Old Business – Discussion of Blue Sky Towers II LLC Proposed 

Wireless Communications Facility at 270 Hersey Hill Road, Minot  

A. Mr. Earl Duval, Esq., representing the applicant, Blue Sky 

Towers II, LLC, gave a brief overview to the Board and the 

public present of the proposed telecommunications tower (150’ 

monopole tower at 270 Hersey Hill Road, property owned by 

the Buker Family Trust, 46.6 acre lot. Blue Sky Towers II, LLC 

and the Buker Family Trust have entered into a ground lease in 

which Blue Sky Towers has leased an 80’ x 80’ parcel of land 

along with access for motor vehicles and for utilities to get into 

the site. Blue Sky Towers II, LLC then signed a site lease 

agreement with T-Mobile to locate its antennas on the 

monopole tower and its ground base equipment within an 

equipment compound). East elevation of the proposed 

monopole: T-Mobile is proposing to install its antenna at the 

top of the monopole to include: 8-panel antennas, 8 remote 

radio heads (behind antennas) and the dish antenna for the 

microwave backhaul. Fenced-in area would be 60’ x 60’ with a 

chain link fence and 3 feet of barbed wire fence for anti-

climbing to keep people out. On the ground, inside the 

compound, there is space to put equipment cabinets. There will 

be a backup emergency generator fueled by propane (500 

gallon propane tank for the generator), which would only be 

used for two purposes:  

 Cycled once a week (between 15 and 30 minutes),done 

remotely to test, usually in the middle of the day, and/or  

 If there is a loss of power (The generator comes up and 

charges the site by battery backup) 

Inside the facility will be “fridge-sized” cabinets and a 25 

kilowatt generator. Mr. Duval explained that Blue Sky Towers 

II, LLC and T-Mobile are here before the Planning Board for 

proposed telecommunications due to a significant gap in service 

in the Minot area. The Buker property was chosen because: 

 The engineers looked at existing sites to provide coverage 

but there were no existing sites nearby; 

 Looked for co-location sites but there were none in the area;  



 
 

 Mr. George searched for any existing towers or tall 

structures that could be used and none were found, and the 

Buker property was determined to be a good site for a tower.  

Handouts (Exhibit 4) were made available to the public and 

to the Planning Board for:  

1. Existing coverage plots:  

a. Green represents coverage that T-Mobile would 

have that would be acceptable.  

b. Yellow represents not ideal coverage, but you 

would still be able to make a call.  

c. White represents inadequate coverage or almost 

no coverage where you would not have reliable 

communication or you might experience 

dropped calls.  

d. The five pink dots represent a computer 

simulation using real-life data. They take these 

five sites and plug in the height, the type of 

antenna and the power that is at each of these 

sites to produce what the coverage area might 

be.  

2. Proposed coverage plots:  

a. The proposed monopole was pointed out by Mr. 

Duval (within the red circle). The difference 

between the two maps is that there is a 

significant increase in the green area (good 

coverage), with a lot more yellow coverage 

(referred to on the table as “in the vehicle”). 

Currently, T-Mobile has a significant gap in 

coverage in this area without reliable service.  

3. Photo simulation (Exhibit 3 in original packet). 

Balloon flown over the proposed facility to take 

pictures (six different pictures). Mr. Duval had them 

put four arrays (antennas) to show what the site would 

look like if other carriers were on-board.  Photo 

simulations done so Planning Board can see pictures 

from different locations. T-Mobile Representative - A 

balloon was flown on August 16, 2018. Coverage 

maps included in packet, prepped by radiofrequency 

engineer for T-Mobile. Submitted radiofrequency 

compliance report.  



 
 

4. RFE’s (radiofrequency emissions) (Exhibit 5). Blue 

Sky Towers II, LLC needs to prove that they are 

within RFE limits and are in compliance. Discussion 

of whether radiofrequency emissions are a hazard to 

navigable air space. Hazard report done by the FAA – 

The final study showed that the determination was of 

no hazard to air navigation and the tower does not 

need to be lit at 150’. All bullet points requested were 

discussed and addressed.  

B. It was asked that Blue Sky Towers II, LLC submit a letter 

stating that Public Safety would be able to co-locate on the 

proposed facility at no cost. Mr. Duval has submitted this letter. 

Blue Sky Towers was also asked to provide proof that Blue Sky 

Towers has the financial capacity to go forward with the 

project. Letter provided, signed by Blue Sky Towers’ 

controller, stating that Blue Sky Towers is funded by Pepper 

Tree, which has over a billion dollars in assets, and they can 

afford to finish the project. Discussion of what would happen if 

the site is no longer needed. Blue Sky Towers is contractually 

obligated to remove that tower. As security for the Town, Mr. 

Duval offered up that Blue Sky Towers would enter into a 

removal bond with the Town so that in the future, if the tower is 

no longer used and Blue Sky Towers is not around and does not 

fulfill their obligation to remove it, the Town has a bond that 

would pay for the removal. Handout of estimate of the bond 

made available to the Board and the public.  

C. Discussion of wetlands onsite and whether or not permits would 

be required from the Maine Department of Environmental 

Protection (DEP) or the United States Army Corps of Engineers 

(USACE). Blue Sky Towers’ wetland scientist submitted a 

report (page 4), which stated “No work is proposed within a 

wetland or water body. Therefore, permitting within the 

USACE and the Maine DEP will not be required.  

D. A redacted copy of the lease was previously made available to 

the Board after approval from the Bukers and Blue Sky Towers.  

E. Questions:  

1. Lisa Cesare – Regarding the bond for removal, if the bond 

does not cover the cost, who would cover the remaining 

cost? Would the Town or the landowners be liable? Earl 

Duval – The Town of Minot and the landowner would not 



 
 

be held accountable for any further costs. There is a removal 

clause in the lease agreement also. Candace Gilpatric – Also 

concerned about the cost in the future and whether the bond 

at $35,000 would cover removal maybe 30 years down the 

road. James George – The arrays, cables, ground equipment, 

etc. are subrogated onto the carrier. T-Mobile pays to take 

down their own equipment and Blue Sky Towers II, LLC 

pays to take down their own equipment as well. Taking 

down a cell tower is much easier and cheaper than putting 

one up. There is also a consumer index adjustment in the 

agreement.   

F. Danielle Loring - Where is the tower located on the property? 

Concerned about whether the tower would fall on other Minot 

properties if it were to fall. Earl Duval – If the tower fell, it 

would not reach the property lines. It is designed to fall into 

itself. James George – T-Mobile takes great care to cover 

setbacks, and if the tower falls in any direction it would fall on 

land that is owned by the Bukers. If the tower falls it will fall 

out of the fenced lease area, but not onto other residences or 

property. Candace Gilpatric – Even if it should fall outside the 

leased area, then it would still be Blue Sky Towers’ liability. 

John Geismar – Can the Board have a copy of the bond to 

review? Mr. Duval – He does not have one with him, but I will 

get a copy for the Board (received and distributed to the 

planning board, selectmen, town administrator and code 

enforcement officer on 10/18/2018).  

G. Minot Resident – He owns property near the proposed site. Will 

there be any kind of interference with existing cell phones, Wi-

Fi, digital antennas, etc.? Mr. Duval – All of the carriers have a 

license spectrum. The FCC does not allow licenses for anything 

that interferes with another carrier. Candace Gilpatric – Has 

heard about a halo around the tower. Does this resident have to 

worry because he is so close to the tower about not having 

adequate service? James George – The cell tower not only 

radiates out, but also down, then across. A resident asked what 

recourse he would have if interference should occur. Mr. Duval 

– The FCC regulates this. If there is interference they will shut 

it down until the interference is resolved. The same resident 

also asked who he would call if he had any issues. James 

George – Each license issued has a level. The spectrum is 



 
 

different. Everything is regulated by the same entity, and the 

FCC would not give out a license that would interfere with 

another spectrum already in place.  

H. Candace Gilpatric asked the Board and the public if they had 

any further questions, concerns or comments. None. Any 

thoughts/concerns from our Code Enforcement Officer? Not at 

this time.  

I. James George – This would be a rural project where T-Mobile 

plans to expand away from populated areas and get into a rural 

environment. The spectrum is Level 600, which is more of a 

broadcasting level at that pitch. T-Mobile is looking to get high 

and propagate as far as possible. This is being done in many 

places in Maine and New Hampshire. It is a constant and 

gradual process. It is about topography. Signals rarely go 

through mountains and heavy tree cover, which is why it needs 

to be high up and above the trees.  

J. A resident had concerns regarding how much noise and traffic 

there will be at the site. The site will only be visited once a 

month by a cell tech unless something needs repair at the site. 

As mentioned previously, the generator will run on only two (2) 

occasions,  

1. Once a week, done remotely to test, and/or   

2. If there is a loss of power at which time the generator will 

turn on. 

K.  Lisa Cesare – What will the project duration be from start to 

finish? James George – T-Mobile would like power and the 

building in place by the end of the year. Once the tower is on 

site, less than a week. From a construction standpoint, we need 

to excavate, pull power in, plant woods poles (1 pole overhead 

from the street, then underground power). The microwave dish 

sees what it sees and pulls in the backhaul. Then, the base of the 

tower is planted with concrete and rebar, and stack the tower on 

top of this in 20-foot sections. Then other people come in and 

do the antennas and the arrays. Candace Gilpatric – How long 

does the concrete need to set? Mr. George – In the first phase 

the concrete has to set well. Then, they would come back and                                        

put the rest of the tower up. Candace Gilpatric – The Planning 

Board had a site walk at 270 Hersey Hill Road on October 18, 

2018 at 6:00 p.m. The area was staked out and it does sit back 

from the road. No concerns were raised by the Board.  



 
 

L. Findings and Conclusions report completed and shared with the 

public by Chair Gilpatric. Discussion of fees/newspaper hearing 

notice. Planning Board Assistant - Is the fee for the public 

hearing notice in the newspaper above and beyond the $150 

application fee? Yes. Earl Duval will send a check to the 

Planning Board secretary for $30.15 to cover the public hearing 

notification in the newspaper (received 10/12/2018). An 

application fee and fees for certified letters to abutters was 

previously paid by Mr. Duval. The Planning Board assistant 

will also check with Scott Parker, Highway Department 

Supervisor, regarding the driveway entrance permit being 

approved.  

M. Conditions of approval discussed:  

1. Permission for the Town of Minot to install their EMS 

system on the proposed tower at a mutually agreed-upon 

location and without rent;  

2. A chance to review and approve the removal bond prior to 

commencement of tower erection; and,  

3. The applicant will obtain whatever permits are required by 

Town ordinance.  

N. Danielle Loring – Is the entrance permit the only permit 

required for this project or are permits required for arrays or 

additional co-locators or the building to house the equipment? 

Candace Gilpatric – To her knowledge, no. As far as Ms. 

Gilpatric is aware, as long as the entrance permit and appearing 

before the Planning Board have been completed. James George 

– Is a building permit required? Candace Gilpatric – The Board 

is unsure, so CEO, Scott McElravy, will follow-up and review 

the ordinance. Danielle Loring – In other towns you had to pay 

for the arrays, but not the tower. This would be so we could 

keep track of how many arrays were in place on the tower. The 

CEO would be able to tell if we had more arrays than had been 

approved. Candace Gilpatric – There is nothing in the Town 

Land Use Code that covers this. John Geismar is troubled by 

the fact that no building permit is required. Mr. George – How 

soon will we hear from Scott Parker regarding the street 

entrance permit? Planning Board Assistant, Norma Dulac, will 

get in touch with Mr. Parker on October 3, 2018. Danielle 

Loring – The Town puts in the culverts. T-Mobile and Blue Sky 

Towers II, LLC would pay but the town would install the 



 
 

culvert to assure that the culvert is installed correctly. Candace 

Gilpatric – How big is the concrete pad that is going underneath 

the tower? Mr. Duval is uncertain at this time. If the plan is 

approved, then they will go to the site and do a “geo”, obtain 

soil samples, and then the engineers will make a determination 

as to how large the pad needs to be.  

O. Discussion of fee schedule. James Brown – Regarding the 

building permit, it would be up to the CEO and the Selectmen 

to make the final decision. John Geismar - The fee schedule 

would be used to evaluate what the fee should be (either a flat 

fee or by square footage).  

P.  Candace Gilpatric to PB - Any more conditions for approval? 

James Brown/John Geismar – No. James Brown – Motion to 

accept Blue Sky Towers II, LLC proposal, site plan review, to 

install a 150’ monopole at 270 Hersey Hill Road. John Geismar 

seconded motion. All in favor – Yes: 3; No: 0; Abstain: 1.  

3b. Old Business – Further discussion of creating a Town of 

Minot addressing ordinance  
A. Danielle Loring – There was discussion at the September 2018          

Planning Board meeting of adding an addressing ordinance. At 

the request of the Planning Board, the discussion was taken 

back to the Selectmen, and now it is back before the Planning 

Board for discussion and public hearing before it is taken back 

to the Selectmen to be put on the warrant. She has discussed 

with Fred Collins, interim Code Enforcement Officer for Minot 

and Scott McElravy, Minot Code Enforcement Officer in terms 

of having enforcement authority in terms of making sure that 

houses are clearly delineated and marked. Want to make it part 

of the process so the guidelines of the ordinance are followed 

and make sure that your home is properly marked and has the 

correct number on it before a certificate of occupancy is 

approved. This gives the Town more power for enforcement. 

The E-911 recommendation is to adopt an addressing 

ordinance. Discussion of proposed addressing ordinance. 

Example: If someone came before the Board for approval of a 

subdivision with a proposed name, they would have to come 

before the Select Board so that it is documented in the Board’s 

minutes and it is part of a town doctrine stating that the Town 

adopted the road name and that the name meets the 

specifications. The subdivision ordinance already has language 



 
 

that you cannot have a road name that sounds like another road 

in Minot, but it is only listed under the subdivision ordinance. 

Technically, any driveway that serves more than two homes 

becomes a road, so they would need to come before the Code 

Enforcement Officer and the Select Board to have the road 

name approved. The Planning Board would not be involved. 

Danielle Loring - This needs to be in our Land Use Code, as 

Chapter 13.  

B.     George Buker - Agrees that the Town needs an addressing  

ordinance as there is some confusion regarding his address. His 

address used to be 270 Hersey Hill Road, but now the tower is 

going to be 270 Hersey Hill Road. His address now is 204 Old 

Buckfield Road and if somebody goes by GPS they end up at a 

different address. He would like his address to go back to 

having an address on Hersey Hill Road. He is unsure if his 

neighbors may need to have an address change if his address is 

changed. Chuck Buker – The easiest way to resolve this would 

be to change George Buker’s address back to a Hersey Hill 

Road address as well as changing two of his neighbors’ 

addresses. Now, if an ambulance needs to reach Mr. Buker’s 

home, they have to tell them to put in 243 Hersey Hill Road and 

go to the farmhouse at the end of the road. Otherwise, vital 

services might not reach Mr. Buker in an emergency. Danielle 

Loring – It could be a safety issue if the addresses in Minot are 

not correct. George Buker discussed how his address of 204 

Old Buckfield Road was created.  

C.      John Geismar – Do we want to include the addressing  

 ordinance in a public hearing along with the proposed rural     

 district acreage change? Candace Gilpatric – Yes. Danielle   

 Loring clarified that the Town’s intention is not to go out and     

 try to change addresses in Town; however, if there is a  

 situation where it is deemed a threat to public safety, then the  

 Town would have an ordinance in place to back up changing an 

 address if necessary.  

D.      James Brown – Moved that we add the model addressing  

     ordinance to the agenda of the public hearing that is already  

     scheduled on the previous motion of lot sizes. Chuck Buker  

 seconded the motion.  

3c. Further discussion of Broadband Handout (given to PB members 

at September 2018 Planning Board meeting)  



 
 

3d. Discussion with the Planning Board regarding AVCOG 

(Androscoggin Valley Council of Governments) Planning Day  

A. Danielle Loring – Encouraged any members are able to attend as 

there will be some topics relevant to Planning Board issues. All PB 

members given information and were asked to follow up with 

either Ms. Loring or Ms. Dulac, Planning Board Assistant so they 

can pay the registration fee if they are able to attend (attending will 

be PB Assistant, Norma Dulac, and Planning Board members 

James Brown, John Geismar and Chuck Buker).  

4.  New Business – Resident Joe Theriault, 142 Hersey Hill Road, 

comes before the Board to discuss changing the required acreage 

from five (5) acres to three (3) or even two (2) acres in the Rural 

District 
A. Mr. Theriault wanted to sell his 5 acre lot. He was able to find a 

buyer who could afford 2 acres, but not 5 acres. He is 

concerned that the 5 acre minimum is impacting his ability to 

sell some of his land. He would like to change back to the 

ordinance that was in place when he bought the property. Lisa 

Cesare encouraged Mr. Theriault to come to tonight’s meeting 

as there had been recent discussion by the Board regarding 

possibly changing the lot size in the rural district. She felt 

having input from a resident would help in the Board’s 

discussion and decisions in this matter. Candace Gilpatric – The 

Planning Board has been discussing amending the ordinance; 

however, this would not happen before March 2, 2019 (Minot 

Town Meeting Day), unless a special town meeting was held (it 

would have to go through the Planning Board, proposing to 

amend/change the ordinance, and then a public hearing would 

have to be held). Mr. Theriault – Years ago when you sold a 

house you didn’t have to follow the subdivision rules. Has the 

rule of no more than two house lots every five years changed? 

Candace Gilpatric – It is a State law. Joe Theriault - The Town 

cannot change this? Candace Gilpatric/John Geismar – The 

Town can make it more restrictive. The Board has not made it 

any more restrictive than what the State has nor has the Board 

ever discussed this. (State Title 30-A, MRSA Section 441 

defines a subdivision as “…the division of a tract or parcel 

of land into 3 or more lots within any 5-year period…This 

definition applies whether the division is accomplished by 

sale, lease, development, buildings or otherwise. The term 



 
 

subdivision also includes the division of a new structure or 

structures on a tract or parcel of land into 3 or more 

dwelling units within a 5-year period, the construction or 

placement of 3 or more dwelling units on a single tract or 

parcel of land and the division of an existing structure or 

structures previously used for commercial or industrial use 

into 3 or more dwelling units within a 5-year period.”).  
B. Candace Gilpatric – Any further discussion from the Board? Do 

you have an opinion as to whether we change to 3 acres or 2 

acres? Mr. Theriault wants it to be fair; 3 acres is acceptable to 

him, but he would prefer 2. He noted that over the Auburn town 

line it is easier to sell a house lot because the lot size 

requirement is less. Candace Gilpatric – Another consideration 

is fragmentation of forest lands for wildlife habitat/edge-living 

creatures (raccoons, squirrels, rabbits, etc.) and loss of dense 

woods with smaller areas. All of these factors were considered 

when deciding the 5 acre minimum. John Geismar – This was 

somewhat of an experiment for Minot. This was put in place   

based on the way the economy was when the plan was put in 

place and people could afford larger lots. The economy has not 

been so great over the last 8-10 years, but the ordinance was 

applicable at the time it was put in place. Viewing this long-

term, Mr. Geismar would like to see what happens now if the 

economy does turn around a bit. Candace Gilpatric – At the 

time this ordinance was put in place developers wanted larger 

lots. James Brown – Feels that 5 acres is probably larger than 

necessary, even for the rural district. He thinks it would be 

better to have 3, and possibly even 2-1/2, acres. However, we 

also have the past history. We are trying to learn from the past 

history, which hasn’t worked out as our intention was at that 

time. Do we have the expectation that this could change and it 

would start working out in the near future? In the rural district 

any smaller than 2-1/2 acres would make a “micro 

development”. Chuck Buker – Feels that 5 acres is too much 

and, even if the economy does change, 5 acres is decreasing the 

value of the homeowners’ land. Candace Gilpatric asked Mr. 

Buker’s professional opinion as to what other towns have for 

lot sizes in rural districts? Mr. Buker stated 2 acres is the 

standard. Daniel Callahan – What would be the road frontage 

for 2 or 3 acres? Chuck Buker/Candace Gilpatric – 250’ of road 



 
 

frontage. George Buker – The Town of Minot made a “village” 

area so there could be very small lots that could be easily 

resold. Then, the ordinance was changed so some of the land 

that was previously farmland was now 5 acre lots. Some 

residents were pitted against other residents in town. Candace 

Gilpatric – The change was done keeping in mind the travel 

patterns to capitalize on the people driving through Minot.  

C. Lisa Cesare – Two months ago the Selectmen started talking 

about 5 acre lots being decreased. There was discussion of how 

many more houses would be in town with smaller lots. Five 

acres seems like a lot; 2-3 would be better. Daniel Callahan 

wants the 250’ road frontage to stay in place. Lisa Cesare 

doesn’t feel we’d have a huge influx of people moving to 

Minot, but it does provide some opportunity. Danielle Loring 

had mentioned in previous meetings that we don’t have a good 

way to offer start-up housing or start-up property for younger 

people, and moving that down to 2 acres gives opportunity for 

younger generations to possibly afford a house in Minot. 

Danielle Loring – In surrounding towns that she has worked for 

it is 2 acres residential and 3 acres rural. Building access 

roadways/driveways would cost more with smaller lots. Chuck 

Buker – Discussion of spaghetti lots and 250’ road frontage for 

3 acres (need 530’ back (deep) to keep it away from being a 

spaghetti lot). Keeping the road frontage at 250’ still holds up 

the atmosphere of what the rural district is meant to be.  

D. Candace Gilpatric asked the Planning Board if we should move 

forward with the proposal or table for now to discuss and 

research. Chuck Buker asked what the process would be to 

move forward. Candace Gilpatric – The Planning Board would 

need to clarify the wording for the ordinance changes, have 

Select Board approval, then a public hearing, and finally a vote 

at Town Meeting on March 2, 2019. John Geismar wanted 

verification that the Board would be recommending amending 

Section 4-201.1 for the rural district. Candace Gilpatric – 

Correct. Not changing the zone but saying what the rural 

district is defined as and changing the dimensional requirement. 

George Buker asked if the Planning Board was considering 

changing the rural in the whole town or just zoning parts of 

town different than others that are rural. Candace Gilpatric –

Just amending the rural district for now, but we haven’t made a 



 
 

final decision yet. John Geismar – Wonders what kind of 

pushback we would get from the State. Candace Gilpatric – The 

State Planning Board is defunct. John Geismar – What if the 

State Board was put back into effect? Candace Gilpatric – Feels 

we should move forward. Danielle Loring - The Minot 

Comprehensive Plan has technically expired. If the State 

Planning Board was brought back, the State could question the 

Town if there was a legal challenge, and the fact that it wasn’t 

in adherence to the Comprehensive Plan. What was the 

reasoning behind 5 acres? John Geismar – Believes it was the 

old DEP site location. They had 5 acre lot sizes, before site 

location, before storm water (also defunct). Candace Gilpatric – 

Proposes that this issue be brought before the townspeople as 

2.5 acres. James Brown wanted clarification regarding the lot 

sizes in Residential I & II, (85,000 sq. feet – 1.95 acres). James 

Brown motioned that we eventually submit to the Town for 

approval a recommendation that we reduce the minimum lot 

size in the rural district from 5 acres to 2.5 acres. Chuck Buker 

– Seconded motion. John Geismar feels that 3 acres would be a 

better distinction. Candace Gilpatric – What is the depth for a 2 

acre lot? Chuck Buker:  

a. 350’ deep for a 2 acre lot 

b. 530’ deep for a 3 acre lot 

c. 440’ deep for a 2.5 acre lot 

Joe Theriault has lots that he has sold that were deeded out as 

2.5 and 2.75 acres, so a back line has been established. If it 

changes to 2.5 acres he thinks he can still stay within the 

requirements, but at 3 acres his lines would be off. John 

Geismar – The road frontage is what will drive this and building 

roads will be the limiting factor in the development of land. Mr. 

Geismar is worried that the Planning Board and the Town might 

be challenged. He does not want the Town to be sued if we 

change an ordinance that does not have a comprehensive plan to 

back it up. Discussion of Land Use Table and what the change 

in acreage would affect. Danielle Loring – We would want to 

make sure that any contradictions are resolved if we change the 

lot size. Page 89 was referenced. George Buker feels “open 

space” section should be addressed. Candace Gilpatric agreed.  

E. Candace Gilpatric – All Planning Board members in favor of 

going through the process to put in front of the townspeople to 



 
 

amend the rural district minimum lot size as shown in the Land 

Use Code in Section 4-201.1 (page 9 of Land Use Code), from 

5 acres to 2.5 acres? Yes: 4; No: 0. Danielle Loring will address 

the wording of the changes with Shelley Norton of AVCOG.   

5. Code Enforcement Officer Report  

 A. Candace Gilpatric – Welcome to Scott McElravy, the Town of  

Minot’s new Code Enforcement Officer. Danielle Loring – The 

Selectmen voted Scott in at the last Selectmen’s meeting so he 

is now officially our Code Enforcement Officer. Mr. McElravy 

will continue to work with Fred Collins regarding plumbing 

inspections from Mechanic Falls until Scott is certified to do 

plumbing inspections. Candace Gilpatric – Asked Mr. 

McElravy if he would like to speak. Scott McElravy – Stated 

that he is going through the ordinances.  

B. Mr. McElravy – There are a couple of issues he is concerned 

about:   

1. Regarding mobile homes, proof that taxes/sales tax    

    Have been paid is not addressed in an ordinance.  

2. Mention in the ordinance of 1” clearance on framing  

    and chimneys. He believes the national standard is 2”.  

   Mr. McElravy also feels that 2 acres is better regarding the  

change in acreage in the rural district. Candace Gilpatric –   

Suggested that Mr. McElravy wait on addressing the first two 

above-mentioned issues until the currently discussed issues can 

be resolved.   

6.  Adjournment – Candace Gilpatric - Motion to adjourn the October 2, 

2018 Planning Board meeting? Chuck Buker motioned to adjourn the 

October 2, 2018 Planning Board meeting. James Brown seconded the 

motion. All in favor? Yes: 4; No: 0. Meeting adjourned at 9:05 p.m.  

 

Respectfully submitted,  

 

 

 

Norma Dulac – Planning Board Assistant  
 


