PLANNING BOARD MEETING

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 5, 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 and
Chuck Buker

Others Present Via Zoom: Vice Chair James Brown (ill), John Geismar (ill), and
Select Person Lisa Cesare

Others Present in Person: Shelley Norton (AVCOG), Code Enforcement Officer
Scott McElravy, Planning Board Secretary Norma Dulac, and resident Chris
Gosselin

Start Time: 7:00 p.m.
End Time: 8:30 p.m.

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

2. Approve September 14, 2021, Planning Board Meeting Minutes — Chuck
Buker motioned to accept the September 14, 2021, Planning Board meeting
minutes as submitted. John Geismar seconded the motion. Candace
Gilpatric - Any further discussion or concerns? Planning Board — No . Candace
Gilpatric - All in favor of approving the September 14, 2021, minutes as
submitted: Yes; 3 (by show of hands and roll call), No; 0

3. New Business — A resident (Chris Gosselin) would like to have an informal
meeting with the Planning Board to discuss a potential subdivision amendment
(R12-022-1, 27 Pleasant Drive). He is looking for guidance from the Planning
Board regarding what is needed from a surveyor in order to amend the
subdivision plan. According to Mr. Gosselin, they bought the above property in
2019. They wanted to clear it on their own to lessen the burden of the
excavation costs. They had walked the property several times to find their
property markers, setbacks, etc., and the only property marker they had initially
found was a yellow ribbon on a tree, which he presumed was the right corner
of the lot, and from there they started clearing the land. When the excavation
company showed up they found a pin further to the right of the yellow ribbon,
which is, according to a surveyor, an unmarked pin. The excavating company
assumed that the Gosselin’s building was more than adequate for the setback

1



requirements and began excavation. Towards the end of the process the bank
sent over their surveyor and ultimately, they determined that the Gosselins were
over the boundary lines and that the corner of the Gosselin property was
actually underneath the driveway. So the Gosselins are now dealing with
property encroachment issues and they are within a few inches of the setback
at the corner of the garage. The Gosselins spoke with the bank and the Town
regarding options. In speaking with Town Administrator, Danielle Loring, the
option of a land swap being a possibility was discussed. Mr. Gosselin has
spoken with the affected landowner and they are agreeable with a land swap.
Candace Gilpatric — Did you build this house? Mr. Gosselin — Hired a
Contractor. John Geismar — Is this an approved subdivision lot? Is the
neighbor’s lot? How long ago was the subdivision approved; more than five
years? Mr. Gosselin — Yes, it is an approved lot as is the neighbor’s lot. Yes, the
subdivision was approved more than five years ago. John Geismar — Asked Mr.
Buker if he felt that the Planning Board needed to say anything about this issue.
Chuck Buker — Yes. Typically, when there is a change to a subdivision there
needs to be an amended plan. He questions whether there is enough road
frontage to do the land swap. Mr. Gosselin — That is a question that he had as
well because his understanding was that he is already under the minimum so
they cannot change the road frontage. Neither Mr. Gosselin nor the neighbor
have enough road frontage. He is not sure if there needs to be added language
in the deed or what the approach should be. Chuck Buker — Might be able to do
an easement for the driveway and just angle the line off to get a turnaround and
get the setback over. Mr. Gosselin — Asked what the procedure would be for
angling. Chuck Buker — He is not sure. Candace Gilpatric — Checking on the
property tax maps, each property along there is 250 feet. Chuck Buker —
Checked to see if there is an angle off the road that is required. Candace
Gilpatric — Does not think there is. Chuck Buker — Does not see any issue.
There should be a plan showing the Gosselin’s lot, the abutting neighbor’s lot
and then basically that one line showing the acreage. Candace Gilpatric — Mr.
Gosselin’s understanding is that the proposed land swap would include the land
survey and surveyor drawing up the corrected/amended subdivision plans for
the town , as well as some legal fees for the title company to edit and adjust the
property deeds for the sake of boundary adjustments. Candace Gilpatric —
Asked Mr. Buker and Mr. Geismar if they agree. Chuck Buker — Yes. John
Geismar — Believes Mr. Gosselin would need to fill out a subdivision
application and then it would be very simple. Suspects there is a fee for
processing ($25). The Planning Board can then decide whether to do a site
walk. The Board has done a few of these before and did not go through this
whole process because it only affected two lots. Shelley Norton — Asked if
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she was understanding correctly that 250 feet is the minimum road frontage,
therefore, the frontage cannot be changed. Candace Gilpatric — Correct. Mr.
Gosselin’s driveway would have to be a right of way to come in or he would
slide the driveway over. Shelley Norton — If that is the case, is an amendment
needed if all this is for the right of way, since the lot lines would not need to be
changed? Candace Gilpatric — He is having to do it because of his proximity of
the property line to the garage, correct? Mr. Gosselin — Yes. There is also a
setback issue: however, the primary goal is to correct the lot size issue.
Candace Gilpatric - In looking through the subdivision section of the Minot
Land Use Code, the fee for an amendment is $25 (7-201.2.A - The fee for
amendments when the number of lots or dwelling units remain the same, and
there are no substantial changes to streets or drainage systems: $25.00). Mr.
Gosselin will need to complete a subdivision application, with the
understanding that many items will be N/A. As mentioned, Mr. Gosselin should
submit a letter from the abutting neighbor stating that they are agreeable with
the proposed change. After the amendment is accepted, the Board will decide
whether a site walk will be necessary as well as deciding whether a public
hearing is necessary. Chuck Buker — It would be helpful for the Planning Board
if you could bring the old plans as well as the updated surveyor plans, along
with the application when you come before the Planning Board next. Deadlines
discussed with Mr. Gosselin. He is not sure if his survey will be complete by
November: it may be December.

. Old Business —

A. Further discussion of Shoreland Zoning updates/items submitted by Shelley
Norton (AVCOG). Shelley Norton — Wanted to clarify information regarding
emails between Ms. Norton and Colin Clark (DEP) about the agricultural
conservation plan to be filed with the Planning Board (LUC page 73, 5-
601.11.D-Agriculture). “Agricultural activities involving tillage of soil greater
than forty thousand (40,000) square feet in surface area, within the Shoreland
Zone shall require a 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 ordinance.” Ms. Norton had emailed Mr. Clark: “At the last
Planning Board meeting, we discussed your response and wanted clarification,
it sounds like this is just for grazing, not growing, crops, is that the case? If so,
can we specify that in the language? We had all read it to be any activity that
includes tilling of soil (growing crops, for example).” Mr. Clark responded,
“This has been in place since 1990” “....that requirement has been a part of
Chapter 1000 for a bit. The only change is the plan now needs to be filed with
the PB. That would be required in the ordinance since without it the ordinance
would be less restrictive than Chapter 1000. The plan is for all, not just new,
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grazing associated with farm activities that are not in conformance with the
setback. The plan would need to be updated if the activity changes in some way
such as adding more or reducing the number of animals grazing, if the type of
animal grazing changes, or how the fields are rotated for grazing changes. To be
honest, the folks at DAG may have a better reasoning for when that plan
changes.” Shelley Norton — In 2019, the statute was changed and now a
photographic record is required in Shoreland Zoning. “The applicant for a
permit for development within the Shoreland Zone shall provide to the
municipal permitting authority preconstruction photographs and no later than
twenty (20) days after completion of the development post-construction
photographs of the shoreland vegetation and development site.” There is no
suggestion as to where in the Shoreland Zone ordinance this is supposed to go.
This is part of a newsletter that DEP sent out this summer. Need to figure out
where to put this in the Shoreland Zone. One suggestion Ms. Norton has is to
put it in Section 5.601.13 (Clearing or Removal of Vegetation for Activities
Other Than Timber Harvesting) which seems to me where you would want
photographic evidence of the vegetation before and after development. Chuck
Buker — Seems appropriate. Candace Gilpatric — That makes sense. James
Brown — Does the photograph apply only to the clearing of vegetation, or does
it apply to development in general, including structures and such? Further
discussion with the Planning Board regarding shoreland vegetation. Shelley
Norton — Read another portion of updated statute “...the additional submission
of the photos will give property owners and municipal officials an established
baseline preconstruction, and the post-construction photos will document the
changes after construction...” She is wondering if there are additional benefits to
the town. John Geismar — Was thinking it sounded like a process and procedure
issue more than a substantive criteria issue. Wonders if it would be better to
place the statute under 5.701.2 (Permit Application) or 5.701.3 (Procedure for
Administering Permits) which have to do with the permitting process. Candace
Gilpatric — We could put it with the application because it has the preconditions.
James Brown — Wants to be clear on what the intent of the State statute is. Are
we documenting the changes in vegetation or are we documenting any manner
of development that is occurring whether or not it depends on vegetation?
Candace Gilpatric — It sounds like both. James Brown — Would be concerned if
it were placed in the vegetation section of the LUC it would imply that we are
only worried about vegetation. . Shelley Norton — Could place it below
5.701.2.A (Every applicant for a permit shall submit a written application,
including a scaled site plan, on a form provided by the municipality, to the
appropriate official as indicated in Section 5-501.2). All in favor of asking
Shelley Norton to place the pre-and post-construction photograph requirements

4



section on Shoreland Zoning in Section 5.701.2 of the permit application: Yes —
4 (by show of hands). No — 0. Shelley Norton — The only other changes are to
the LUC map. Ms. Norton did provide a memo from September 24, 2021.
Candace Gilpatric — Ms. Norton had said in the memo, “...I had suggested that
it might be appropriate to consider the Limited Commercial for the post
office/auto repair property on Minot Avenue (Rt. 121/11) since it is a 5-acre
parcel...” From what the Glennons had submitted, it is actually a 4.05-acre
parcel. Therefore, it is underneath the 5 acres, so not sure if that changes
anything. Shelley Norton — No, it does not change anything. Candace Gilpatric
— What you mentioned is changing the area to a Limited Commercial District.
Shelley Norton — Could certainly split zone it so some of the parcel is Limited
Commercial and some is not. For example, if you didn’t want all 4 acres to be
developed, just the area where the buildings are, you could carve out a 2-acre
area and not zone all four acres as Limited Commercial. Ms. Norton did provide
information as to what areas are Limited Commercial. Referenced page 14 of
Ms. Norton’s memo (Post Office Area Blow-Up) and discussed changes if
adding Limited Commercial. Chuck Buker — Basically adding a different color
to the map? Shelley Norton — Yes. Would probably do an inset on the overall
Shoreland Zoning map. Chuck Buker — Was looking to see if there were any
other Limited Residential areas in town. Shelley Norton — Yes, there are other
Limited Residential areas, but no other Limited Commercial zones. Chuck
Buker — Would be okay with doing something commercial in that Minot Ave
area. Candace Gilpatric — Do we look at it for that parcel only or do we look at
the whole strip of Minot from Hackett’s Mills down through the former Stone
and Irish business to the town line. Chuck Buker — Would look at it through the
whole strip. James Brown — Agrees with Mr. Buker. John Geismar — Are we
trying to fix a problem with the Minot Ave lot or are we thinking from a policy
perspective that we want to encourage commercial along this entire stretch? His
memory is that the Planning Board agreed to extend the grandfathering on the
Glennon parcel for another year. The applicants had told the Planning Board
that they were not looking for any more intense use of this property than had
been used historically. Has reservations about encouraging commercial
development along the river but is also sympathetic to this particular property
owner that they should be able to get what they have always expected to get out
of the piece of land. Chuck Buker — What happens if it stays residential and it is
a post office now; would it still be the same scenario where it would be a
nonconforming use? If the post office is considered commercial, then it is the
same nonconforming use, and they would have to come before the Planning
Board to keep the nonconforming status going. Shelley Norton — Correct. If no
zoning changes take place, they would need to continue businesses in both of
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those buildings continuously without lapsing, for more than one year unless
they were to come before the PB for an extension. Chuck Buker — Concerned
that the uses that people are already using it for, something could happen in the
future, but as long as they are diligent in putting it back on the landowner.
Candace Gilpatric — The Glennons property has the post office as well as the
Stone and Irish garage (inactive). Is not sure where this will fall in this situation.
People to the left and right are stuck being residential where they slip through
the cracks. Some businesses have a commercial use; feels everyone should have
the opportunity to be commercial through there because it is going to change the
value of their property if they can go either residential or commercial, and it has
already changed their property value since their neighbor is zoned as
commercial. Is looking at it as correcting a wrong and making it fair for the
abutters. We are really only talking about maybe half a dozen properties from
where Lower Street comes up onto it and Hackett’s Mills is on the other side.
You are still going to have your Resource Protection Zone through there.
Discussion of properties that would be affected. Lower Road frontage is limited
due to the river. James Brown — What is the difference between Limited
Residential and Resource Protection Zones? Geographically, what makes the
Limited Residential Islands surrounded by Resource Protection Zone in the lot
that we are discussing? Shelley Norton — In this situation, it is flood plain. If
you are looking at the Post Office Blow-up map provided by Ms. Norton, on the
east side where Lower Road comes down, that is a lower point, and the road has
flooded there. You can see that is where the water is coming. It is then bringing
the water deeper into the lot where then when you get down to the southern side
of this parcel it has a pretty steep slope. That is why you are seeing higher land
next to the river and lower land behind that; that is how the water is flowing.
Resource Protection is more stringent, and it has specific requirements based on
State statutes (i.e., more than 2 acres, 20% slopes or steeper). Things that do not
fall into Resource Protection are things that the Town has more opportunity to
zone as they want. That is not to say that if you were to determine that
something should be in Limited Commercial if you want to see commercial
growth in an area as part of the Comprehensive Plan process, you could
certainly zone something Limited Commercial instead of Resource Protection
or Limited Residential. The first thing we [AVCOG] do when we map is
determine what area must be Resource Protection unless the Town has a reason
for making it something else. Everything else that does not have to be Resource
Protection, but is still within the Shoreland Zone, if there is no existing
Commercial or reason for it to be Commercial, would suggest Limited
Residential. Further discussion of the map and the zones, and flood plain
ordinance. James Brown — We have to ask if, strategically, the Planning Board
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Is looking to discourage, encourage, or be totally neutral to the topic of whether
we are promoting or discouraging commercial development along the river?
Hears and understands both sides. Even though this is kind of a village district
and right on Minot Avenue, being the main thoroughfare it is kind of an
optimum development location. However, Mr. Brown is not crazy about
commercial development right on the waterway. Feels that we have to keep the
grandfathered exclusion on this one lot but would prefer to see the commercial
development along the other side of Minot Avenue rather than along the river.
Further discussion of changing/modifying the zones on the draft map. Candace
Gilpatric — Much of the area that is on the North side of Minot Ave is already in
General Development District. There is still enough commercial development
availability in the GDD zone that is just affecting certain homes. Do we divide
that out and/or encourage development? Looking at the traffic side, there is not
much of a sight line near Hackett’s Mills bridge. Candace Gilpatric — Does the
Planning Board agree that we are leaving as three zones (Resource Protection,
Limited Resource and Stream Protection)? James Brown — Does not think that
we need to make it more complicated than it already is. John Geismar — Agrees
that we should leave it as is. The Glennon property (auto repair garage) is still
grandfathered.

B. Candace Gilpatric — Danielle Loring has asked if the Shoreland Zone and
Village District changes will be listed as separate articles on the warrant for
Town Meeting? Shelley Norton — Usually, since your ordinance is all one
document, would pull out anything that the Board thinks is controversial. That
being said we do not want to put it as five separate articles necessarily either.
Shoreland Zoning would be easy to do as its own separate article. Then, when
we get to accessory apartments and Village 11 and the other changes, perhaps
we should wait until we pull that together. Candace Gilpatric — Can see the
Shoreland Zoning as one and the Village District as another. However, she is
not sure if we are going to get to accessory apartments. Shelley Norton —
Accessory apartment language needs to be clarified in the Minot ordinance.

. Old Business —

A. Some things that Ms. Norton is hoping to talk about at a future PB meeting:
She did get some changes to Town Administrator, Danielle Loring, and Code
Enforcement Officer, Scott McElravy for their comment and review regarding
several different changes, much of which have to do with accessory apartments.
Ms. Norton did look at the Village Il District and discussed with John Maloney.
The way the Comprehensive Plan and the way the description of Village |
District is written is for an existing village. Therefore, taking the existing
Village Il and moving it into Village I District, we would need to change how
that is described, so it would not be just an existing village. Instead of changing
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Village Il into Village | do we want to make it mixed use? Candace Gilpatric —
Disagrees. Believes there is no village at Blackie’s Farm on the corner of Center
Minot Hill and Jackson Hill Road. Shelley Norton — So you are saying it is
more of a rural corner than a village? Candace Gilpatric — Yes. Agrees that
West Minot should be considered an existing village, but we were calling
Blackie’s corner where the church is the same thing as Village I and that is, in
her opinion, definitely not an existing village, but more of an intersection to
head to Auburn. Shelley Norton — How does the rest of the Planning Board
feel? Does the PB want to merge Village 11 with Village I, call it all Village
District, and amend the description in the Comprehensive Plan and zones?
Chuck Buker/John Geismar/James Brown: Agreed. Shelley Norton — In
4.501.13, the Village District 11 has its own development standards. The
standards were designed to allow that Village Il area to develop common
development plans. Does the Board feel that these standards would be useful to
maintain or to use in all of the Village area of eliminate them entirely? Candace
Gilpatric — During previous discussions, it was mentioned that what has been
put there makes it not feasible anymore with the way development has started to
develop. Ms. Gilpatric feels that we should get rid of the standards. Cannot
control that whole section as being developed with shops, etc. John Geismar —
We had a definition of a planned unit development which was intended to
allow, among other things, a clustering of buildings on smaller than permitted
lots in exchange for open space in concert with that. That was part of Village
District 11, but he is unsure if that is also allowed in another zone in town. This
may be a concept that we want to somehow preserve if someone wanted to take
a piece of part of the Village District and turn it into a planned unit
development. Would be concerned with just eliminating it. Otherwise, he agrees
with Chuck Buker about getting rid of these standards, except for that piece.
This piece could be valuable, and the work has already been done. Candace
Gilpatric — It is guidance, but we are not saying that they must do that. Is there a
way that it can get written in there, as opposed to a development standard?
Could it be a consideration or something else? Shelley Norton — Is it something
that you would only want to see in that area, or is this a flexible development
method that you would want to allow in other areas of town as well? Chuck
Buker — Thought it was allowed in all zones but is not sure. John Geismar — If it
IS, then we do not need to worry about it here. Candace Gilpatric — Thought it
was in the Rural District but not sure about other zones. Further discussion.
Shelley Norton — Will investigate.

B. Candace Gilpatric — Danielle Loring asked if the Shoreland Zone and Village
District would be separate articles on the warrant for Town Meeting? Shelley
Norton — Since your ordinance is all one document, |1 would pull out anything
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that is controversial. We also do not want to split it into five separate articles.
Shoreland Zoning would be easy to do as its own. Then, once we pull together
the accessory apartments, the Village District and the other changes let the
Planning Board decide at that time. Candace Gilpatric — Feels that the
Shoreland Zone can be a separate article as well as the Village District.
However, is not sure how soon the legislature will meet to discuss accessory
apartments. Shelley Norton — This would be to clarify the existing accessory
apartment ordinance. Does not limit the number so there is some ambiguity
currently because the Multiplex section excludes accessory apartments. For
example, if somebody wanted to have two or three accessory apartments
attached to their home, as long as it appeared to be a single family dwelling
from the front, you could possibly read the ordinance that way. Candace
Gilpatric — Does the Planning Board want to have separate articles for
Shoreland Zoning and Village District and wait on the other items? James
Brown — Thinks we should break it up somewhere but have a minimum number
of different articles. Regarding Shoreland Zoning updates, this was to
harmonize Minot’s Land Use Code with new State mandates, so this has to pass
and should be separate. Thinks we should avoid lumping anything with
Shoreland Zoning because we want to be able to advertise to the Townspeople
that the reason for the update is because of State mandates. Does not feel that
we should attach anything that is optional to the Shoreland Zoning article.
Everything else except that should possibly be one article. Feels too many
articles would confuse people. John Geismar — Agrees. Chuck Buker — If there
are too many articles, it leads them to believe we are making too many changes.
Feels Shoreland Zone should be one article and Village District and other
updates/changes as one other article.

6. Discussion of Planning Board members’ positions — Recap From September
14, 2021 PB Meeting: Planning Board Secretary, Ms. Dulac, spoke with Town
Clerk, Sara Farris, who requested that Ms. Dulac speak with members Candace
Gilpatric, James Brown, and John Geismar. As these members’ positions are
due to expire at the end of 2021, Ms. Farris needs to know whether they would
all like to continue in their respective positions. James Brown and John
Geismar confirmed that they would like to continue in their present roles with
the Planning Board. Chair Gilpatric is unsure if she would like to continue as
chair. She will let the Board know at a later date. Candace Gilpatric — Has
decided that she will finish out the calendar year and step down as Planning
Board Chair and step down from the Planning Board. The Planning Board
members will need to look at who would like to become Planning Board Chair.
John Geismar and James Brown commended Chair Gilpatric for her many
contributions to the Board and the Town of Minot.
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7. Discussion of November Planning Board Meeting — Candace Gilpatric — The
November Planning Board meeting needs to be rescheduled due to a conflict
with the election on November 2" as well as the fact that Chair Gilpatric will be
serving as the Warden for the election. Do we want to reschedule for November
92 James Brown/John Geismar/Chuck Buker: Agreed to November 9" PB
meeting.

8. Need to Schedule a Public Hearing for the Shoreland Zone and Village
District — Will schedule public hearing for the same day as the December 7%
Planning Board meeting. Time for public hearing not mentioned.

9. Candace Gilpatric — Asked CEO McElravy if he had heard anything from the
Lairds regarding the Glennon property on Minot Ave. Scott McElravy — The
Glennons stated that the Lairds have stepped back from buying the property, and
felt that the process was too costly and that they were encountering too many
roadblocks. The Glennons want clarification on what they might be able to do
to help whoever decides to buy the property. Mr. McElravy said that he provided
the Glennons with additional information. Further discussion.

10.CEO Report — September

e Several building permits (mobile home, dock, new home, demolition/repair)

Denied two permits

Researched several questions

It has been busy but nothing like 2020

A few inspections

Questions regarding accessory apartments

Questions regarding land uses

11. Discussion of Village Trading Post — Candace Gilpatric — Asked if anyone

present knows the status of the demolition and rebuilding of the Village
Trading Post. John Geismar — The DEP has cleared the property for demolition
and rebuilding. They needed to be consulted in terms of assuring that the debris
was not going to impact the brook or soil. Scott McElravy — As soon as the fire
occurred, Mr. McElravy conducted extensive research regarding demolition
and rebuilding of the property. He contacted some of his DEP contacts and
spoke with John Maclane (expert on erosion control). Mr. McElravy wrote a
letter describing the cleanup procedure that needed to be followed. He also
consulted with solid waste experts regarding possible asbestos or other
hazardous materials. The company that is going to do the demolition is licensed
with the DEP. The CEO has been speaking with Mr. Sawyer. Mr. McElravy
told him that he probably should get a permit by rule (from DEP) for the
cleanup as well as a permit by rule for the rebuild. The CEO has also spoken
with an adjuster, hired by the property owners, for the occupants of the
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apartment upstairs from the store. Mr. McElravy informed the owners that they
need to have plans drawn up, and they will need to meet with the State Fire
Marshall’s office regarding fire protection and separation protection for the
upstairs apartment from the commercial store. The CEO will recommend that
the drinking water be tested periodically. Further discussion of potential
contaminants in the basement of the store.

12. Adjournment — John Geismar motioned to adjourn the October 5, 2021
Planning Board meeting. Chuck Buker seconded the motion. All in
favor of adjourning the Minot Planning Board meeting: Yes - 4 (by roll call
and show of hands); No: 0. Meeting adjourned at 8:30 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Norma Dulac — Planning Board Assistant

11



