
1 
 

PLANNING BOARD MEETING  

 

TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 9, 2021, AT 7:00 P.M.  

HELD REMOTELY VIA ZOOM  

AND  

AT THE TOWN OFFICE  

329 WOODMAN HILL ROAD, MINOT  

********************************************************** 
Planning Board Members Present in Person: Chair Candace Gilpatric, Larry 

Slattery, 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, and Planning Board Secretary Norma Dulac   

 

Start Time: 7:10 p.m. 

End Time:  10:00 p.m.  

 

1.  Call to Order – Call to order at 7:10 p.m.  

2.  Approve October 5, 2021, Planning Board Meeting Minutes – Chuck  

     Buker motioned to accept the October 5, 2021, Planning Board meeting  

     minutes as submitted. John Geismar seconded the motion. James Brown – On 

     the first page, last line, it states “…the Gosselin’s build….” Was wondering if it  

     should be “building” instead. Discussion with Planning Board. Chuck Buker  

     amended the motion to accept the Planning Board minutes with the change of  

     build to building as mentioned above. John Geismar seconded the amended 

     mentioned above. Gilpatric - Any further discussion or concerns? Planning  

     Board – No . Candace Gilpatric - All in favor of approving the October 5, 2021, 

     Minutes, as submitted, with the change mentioned above: Yes; 4 (by show of  

     hands and roll call), No; 0, Abstain: 1  

3.  New Business – Need to choose a time for the December 7, 2021, public  

     hearing Candace Gilpatric: The Planning Board in the past has scheduled public  

     hearings to take place before the regularly scheduled meeting at 7:00 p.m.  

     All in favor of holding the public hearing at 6:00 p.m. on December 7, 2021:  

     Yes; 5, No; 0.  

4.  Old Business –  

A. Further Items to be voted on by the Planning Board, to move forward to 

public hearing on December 7, 2021   

1) Shoreland Zoning changes  
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2) Village District I renamed to Village District & Village District II 

rezoned to Village District  

3) Accessory dwelling units 

4) Addressing Ordinance  

5) Updating NFPA (National Fire Protection Association) to current 

standards  

o Shoreland Zone – Shelley Norton – Most of the changes to the Shoreland 

Zone have already been discussed and updated by the Planning Board. There 

was one minor change. Ms. Norton provided an addition to 5-701.2; added 

E: “Every application shall include preconstruction photographs of the 

shoreline vegetation and area to be developed and, no later than 20 days 

after completion of development, post-construction photographs of the 

shoreline vegetation and development site.” That is close to what DEP had 

emailed and I believe it meets what the Planning Board had discussed. James 

Brown – Remembers that this was the section the PB had wanted this change 

to be placed.  

o Discussion of Land Use Code map. Candace Gilpatric – Limited is still 

spelled incorrectly, so that needs to be updated. Shelley Norton – Village II 

District has disappeared on the map. There is now one Village District.  

o Village Districts I & II changed to Village District – Regarding the 

ordinance changes for Village District II, John Geismar had a question at last 

month’s meeting about what had been discussed regarding the planned unit 

development portion of the Village District II design standards. Ms. Norton 

did a search and did not find planned unit development (PUD) mentioned 

anywhere else in the LUC. It is just that district that had mentioned planned 

unit development. Ms. Norton asked the PB if they want to keep those 

standards but make them for other districts or other mixed use zones in town 

or eliminate it entirely. When she read it, the wording made it seem optional, 

and it could be used as an optional encouragement. It is probably unlikely 

someone would use it unless they had the desire to do a couple different 

kinds of development (i.e., residential, and commercial together) and wanted 

to waive some of the setbacks or other size standards. That is usually what a 

PUD does (provides flexibility) but it is usually for someone doing a larger 

kind of common plan with multiple things going on. Candace Gilpatric – 

Feels we should eliminate the planned unit development (PUD) option 

entirely as opposed to trying to amend it and put it in other sections. We 

have had it many years, possibly 2013, and no one has ever shown any 

interest in it. John Geismar – This was originally added because the PB was 

given a lot of encouragement that this should be a development option. The 

definition is “a residential OR mixed use land development” so the concept 
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could be applied in other districts that only allow residential development. It 

would allow somebody with a big piece of land in a 2-acre zone, for 

instance, to gather the housing units together and use the rest of the land for 

the space. Does not feel that we should get rid of it. Agrees with Chair 

Gilpatric that no one has utilized it in the many years it has been in effect. 

Candace Gilpatric – Discussion of cluster development versus planned unit 

development. John Geismar – Is cluster a defined term? Candace Gilpatric – 

No. John Geismar – Is it in the subdivision ordinance? Candace Gilpatric – 

Open space subdivision is mentioned (7-501.2, E1) but not cluster 

development. “An open space subdivision achieves the purpose of this 

performance standard by reducing the lot size, frontage, and setback 

requirements. It locates structures and accompanying uses in those areas 

where they have the smallest impact on identified environmental, wildlife, 

agricultural, forest, and other open space resources.” 7-501.2-8 mentions 

open space requirements. John Geismar – Since it is covered in the 

subdivision section, he is fine with removing “planned unit development.” 

Candace Gilpatric – Asked for an opinion from the remaining PB members. 

Chuck Buker/Larry Slattery – Agree. James Brown – We have been talking 

about residential subdivisions and open space, to which he is agreeable. The 

planned unit development also seems to apply to mixed use. Do we want to 

leave the option of having a mixed use open space in a non-residential area 

or not a strictly non-residential area (i.e., the rural zone or mixed use zone)? 

Candace Gilpatric – Is wondering about the applicability of this approach. 

Would we really want to reduce the entrances and have that feel in an area 

that is a combination of mixed uses? Further discussion. Shelley Norton – 

Does open space under subdivision specify residential? Candace Gilpatric – 

No. James Brown – Is concerned that there is a possibility that we may be 

taking away an option that someone might wish they had someday in the 

future through not completely understanding the full implications of a 

planned unit development. Is not completely clear on the difference between 

PUD and cluster development. The simplest thing to do would be to 

eliminate the PUD for simplicity.  

o Updating the Comprehensive Plan (handout provided by Ms. Norton 

titled ‘PLANNING TOPIC – ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT’ - The 

vision of it being part of an overall Village District is reflected in the 

language that the Comprehensive Plan uses. On page 15 and page 30 of the 

handout where the Village District II is discussed, where the Town is 

developing goals, policies, and strategies: Page 15 - “Create a new village 

center district that will serve as the future service and business center.” That 

is talking directly about the Village District II because that is what it had 
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been intended to be when it was envisioned. Does the PB want to eliminate 

it entirely or want to change the wording? James Brown – Feels that it can 

be eliminated. John Geismar – The only question is, if we are calling that a 

Village District, it does not really have much history of being a village but is 

more of a strip development along Woodman Hill Road. Does not have a 

strong feeling one way or the other. Chuck Buker – Could go either way as 

well. Shelley Norton – It may be more helpful for the PB to look at page 30, 

Route 119 Village. It describes Village District II:  “…this area would be 

developed in a planned way as a new village type residential and 

commercial development center, and the purpose would be to allow 

diversification of various uses in a planned manner to avoid strip 

development.” What is the Planning Board’s vision for this area? Need to 

describe this area. Once the PB has some language together, it will 

determine whether there needs to be a strategy. James Brown – Looking into 

future generations, part of what we are fighting here now with the creation 

of the Village District on Woodman Hill Road is that we have no way of 

making that happen because there is no real growth push to make that 

happen. Thinks the new village center that might evolve in terms of traffic 

patterns and population distribution is much more likely to take root in the 

alleged Village District where Blackie’s Farm is right now. When we start 

talking about the intent of the Village District on Route 119, it was a great 

idea 15 years ago, but does not feel it is going to happen. He feels it would 

be an unwise investment to make that happen by the expenditure of public 

funds. Candace Gilpatric – Agrees with Mr. Brown. Feels this section (page 

30, Route 119 Village) should read, “In the future, a road would connect this 

area to the Center Minot Hill Road. This area would be developed over time 

and allow for a mixed residential and commercial development center” and 

eliminate the rest of the language. She feels that page 15 should read, 

“Create a new village center district that will serve as the future service and 

business center.” Further discussion. John Geismar – If we are going to call 

that area a Village District, we must have something in the comprehensive 

plan that supports that notion. Further discussion. James Brown – Could 

certainly encourage some kind of development along the lines of a village 

district and does not see any harm in that. Feels it would be best to leave it 

alone for now. Does not think we need a major overhaul of things. Feels we 

should do some trimming to the comprehensive plan but leave the Village 

District as it exists on the land map without changing it a great deal. Shelley 

Norton – Regarding minor trimming of the comprehensive plan, on page 30, 

what Chair Gilpatric suggested was taking the highlighted section in pink 

and eliminating it so it is less specific about how the Village District is going 
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to develop and what requirements you have for the design and development 

of new projects, which is really the planned unit development standards that 

we will be eliminating. James Brown – Would support that. Larry Slattery – 

What makes a business area is when someone puts in a business that people 

are interested in and then you go from there. The right business must go into 

an area for more businesses to be attracted. It is hard to predict. Chuck 

Buker – Leaning towards leaving the general language, as Chair Gilpatric 

had mentioned. Would leave page 15 as recommended. James Brown – 

Agrees. John Geismar – May want to consider leaving in the last sentence of 

the highlighted pink area on page 30: “A buffer area between Route 119 

and buildings of not less than 100 feet measured from the centerline 

would be maintained.” If you want to develop a strip area for large 

commerce, does not know why we would want to call it a Village District. I 

think you would want to be more straightforward and say this is what we 

want to do here, and this is what we aim to allow. His thought of what a 

village is would be relatively compact and a somewhat coordinated group of 

businesses or residences. Candace Gilpatric – Agrees with leaving in the 

above-mentioned sentence, especially with the speed of traffic on Route 119 

in that area. James Brown – Agrees. Ms. Norton pointed out to Chair 

Gilpatric the dimensional standards: The minimum front setback is 55 feet 

(measured from the centerline of the right-of-way to the nearest part of 

the structure), so this would conflict with the above-mentioned sentence. 

Shelley Norton – It appears that the current zoning ordinance is in conflict 

with the comprehensive plan. Would suggest eliminating the sentence 

mentioning 100 feet from the centerline. James Brown – The comprehensive 

plan is referencing a buffer area. Thinks we need to define what a buffer area 

is; it is not a setback; it is a buffer area. Further discussion regarding 50 feet 

versus 100 feet and ordinance versus comprehensive plan. Lisa Cesare – If 

you look at the businesses that are in place on Route 119 now, are the 

majority of them 55 or 100 feet? Larry Slattery – 55 or less. Candace 

Gilpatric – Definitely 55 but not sure about 100. Lisa Cesare – Go with what 

the average is so there is no conflict later. Shelley Norton – Recommends 

that the PB make the comprehensive plan vague enough that there is 

flexibility with the zoning ordinance, and the zoning ordinance is not in 

conflict with the comprehensive plan. James Brown - Motioned that the 

Planning Board keep the highlighted verbiage on page 15 about creating 

a new village center district and leave that as it stands and go with Ms. 

Norton’s suggested deletions on page 30 of the handout. Chuck Buker 

seconded the motion. Candace Gilpatric – “This area encompasses the 

land area on both sides of Route 119 approximately 5,200 feet south of the 
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Jackass Annie Road. The area is in about the geographic center of Minot. 

In the future, a road would connect this area to the Center Minot Hill 

Road. This area would be developed over time and allow for a mixed 

residential and commercial development center.” Candace Gilpatric – All 

in favor of the above motion: Yes - 4; No – 1  

o Accessory Dwelling Units (page 24; definition page 92)– Shelley Norton – 

As the CEO and Ms. Norton have discovered in the last couple of months, 

regarding page 92, the accessory apartment section has some areas that need 

the language “tightened up.” There have been some questions about putting 

an accessory apartment on a garage. You need a principal use to have an 

accessory use (isn’t that just a house on top of a garage? How is it an 

apartment that is accessory to something?). The discussion is to specify that 

the apartment needs to be attached to a principal residential dwelling unit 

(right now it says residential dwelling unit) or located in a residential 

structure. The question was whether someone could build something new; 

why would it have to be already existing? Why couldn’t you propose a 

house with an accessory apartment all as a new build? Then, specify that the 

apartment is subordinate to the primary use, so it is clear that if you have a 

house that is 2000 square feet you are not going to have a 2000 square foot 

accessory apartment (that would be considered a duplex). Need to create 

some parameters so it is not a free-for-all. Added a definition of duplex 

because the ordinance mentions duplex (A multi-family home with two 

dwelling units that share a common wall (or ceiling/floor) and have 

separate entrances from each other). Regarding Section 4-501.10, 

Accessory Apartment, in the first paragraph Ms. Norton added when there 

is a primary residential structure present (They may also be located on a 

residential lot meeting the residential lot dimensions in Sections 4-201.1 

WHEN THERE IS A PRIMARY RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURE PRESENT). 4-

501.10, A talks about having those units be separate housekeeping units that 

are isolated from each other. There was some question about where it can be 

attached (just to the garage; does not have to be attached to the house.) The 

CEO and Ms. Norton felt adding “and must be attached to the principal 

dwelling or an accessory garage” was helpful. Did not find any limitations 

on the number of accessory apartments one could have. Subdivision is really 

the only thing that would limit this; however, if someone wanted to be 

diligent every five years, they could have four, five, six accessory 

apartments attached to the house as long as the front of the house still looked 

like a single-family house. 4-501.10, F was added: Accessory apartments are 

limited to one per principal single-family home or duplex. Where more than 

one principal residential structure is on a lot, there may be one accessory 
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apartment for each principal residential structure, provided that Section 4-

201.4 of this Land Use Code is met. 4-501.10, G was added: Subdivision 

approval has been received for any project that meets subdivision criteria. 

Further discussion. Candace Gilpatric – Feels that it should be limited to 

only one accessory apartment. Chuck Buker – This issue is very challenging. 

Can see how there would be issues. Asked Mr. McElravy if he is seeing a lot 

of issues with accessory apartments. Mr. McElravy – He had four inquiries 

in June of 2021 regarding accessory apartments. Candace Gilpatric – When 

we addressed this a few years ago, the Planning Board struggled with how to 

amend the language. Further discussion. Shelley Norton – Under 

Definitions, a change was made to Multiplex Unit (changed to: A structure 

containing three (removed two) or more dwelling units, not including 

accessory apartments). This was to avoid confusion with the definition of 

duplex. Further discussion. Chuck Buker – Could someone build a garage 

and have that apartment be their primary structure, and then submit a 

building permit to build a house, which would then create this accessory 

apartment. Scott McElravy – As long as they meet the criteria of an 

accessory apartment they still can. Chuck Buker – Feels there is some 

confusion regarding this. Further discussion. Lisa Cesare – Would it hold 

true if a basement apartment was built while building the rest of the house, 

then once the house was built, consider the basement an accessory 

apartment? CEO – Yes. Shelley Norton – Could also, in some situations, be 

considered a duplex. Further discussion of limitations in square footage, 

with the accessory apartment possibly having a square footage that is greater 

than the primary residential structure. Candace Gilpatric – Asked the 

Planning Board if they feel we should do more research regarding accessory 

apartments. John Geismar – The suggestions regarding accessory apartments 

are all good, and may not be the last word; however, he feels the suggestions 

mentioned would be an improvement to what we have today. If more work 

is needed in the future, we can readdress this issue. Candace Gilpatric – Any 

thoughts about whether we want to add anything regarding the number of 

bedrooms and/or square footage? John Geismar/James Brown – The number 

of bedrooms and rooms is already addressed in the definition. Further 

discussion. Candace Gilpatric - What about square footage? James Brown – 

Asked Mr. McElravy if he felt that Section 4-501.10.E (Subsurface sewage 

disposal shall comply with all provisions of the State of Maine Subsurface 

Wastewater Disposal Rules) is sufficient to deal with the issue of people 

wanting to add accessory apartments and not overloading existing systems. 

Can you and would you deny permits unless soilage fields were reexamined 

or rebuilt to compensate for the additional square footage of the dwelling 
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unit? Scott McElravy – Would review the existing HHE-200 and the site 

plan application for that dwelling. If it were designed for a three bedroom 

home and they are putting in an accessory apartment which would mean a 

fourth bedroom, they would have to have a site evaluator determine whether 

they can expand the existing septic system or if they would need a separate 

site. If it is an accessory apartment over a garage, he would typically suggest 

a separate system. Candace Gilpatric – Making the changes and additions 

submitted and discussed above by Ms. Norton and Mr. McElravy, the PB is 

in agreement, with the understanding that further changes may be needed in 

the future.  

o Campgrounds and Individual Private Campsites – When we talked about 

Shoreland Zoning, Ms. Norton had clarified that the Shoreland Chapter 5 is 

separate from Chapter 4 for the rest of the Town, so the regulations in 

Chapter 4 do not apply to the Shoreland areas, so it is not an overlay, which 

is why we had added setbacks and other requirements to the Shoreland Zone 

table of dimensions. There were some things that either the Town is 

currently enforcing town-wide, or that Danielle Loring felt were regulations 

that should be town-wide. Sections added to Chapter 4 were Campgrounds, 

Individual Private Campsites, Recreational Vehicles. John Geismar – Feels 

it is a good idea to make these items apply town-wide. Shelley Norton – Did 

make some changes to Individual Private Campsites.  

o Chuck Buker – Suggested going through the entire document to ensure we 

have covered everything.  

• Permits Required/Permit Application – Added information to make it 

town-wide. Shelley Norton – Danielle Loring found that not all of the 

permits have an expiration, so she suggested using the Shoreland 

Zone language. In Shoreland Zone it was one year; Shelley Norton 

extended this to two years. Planning Board is good with the changes.  

• No changes to Chapter 2 and 3 

• Land Use Code: Some minor language changes.  

• Dimensional Standards: Taking out Village District II list on the table. 

Removal of VDII on Table of Land Uses Removed. Candace Gilpatric 

– Table of Land Uses – Says the Planning Board should determine 

which zones campgrounds and individual private campsites should be 

allowed. Read definition of campground. Chuck Buker – 

Campgrounds: No in Village District, PB in General Development 

District, No in Residential District I, PB Residential District II, PB 

Rural District. Candace Gilpatric – Why no in Residential District I? 

Chuck Buker – Most of those are small residential type communities 

with smaller lots. Candace Gilpatric – Lot sizes are the same for RDI 
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as RDII. Chuck Buker – Would be okay to allow in RDI and RDII. 

Asked the CEO for his thoughts on where to allow campgrounds. 

Scott McElravy – The only time he has had to deal with this was when 

a couple wanted to put a camper on a lot, and they were only going to 

stay there a certain number of days per year. The original lot was 

owned by this person’s parents and all of the families had owned a 

part of it. Mr. McElravy permitted it but required them to have a 

holding tank. He does not get a lot of question regarding this issue. 

Further discussion. Candace Gilpatric – Likes the idea of persons 

having to come before the Planning Board, as there might need to be a 

public hearing. Chuck Buker – No in Village District and the rest  

should be Planning Board. James Brown – Allow in Rural District 

only but feels both residential areas and General Development District 

should be Planning Board. John Geismar  – Agrees with Chuck 

Buker. Candace Gilpatric – PB for both campground and individual 

private campsites, PB for General, RDI and RDII, and Rural, and No 

for Village District. Are Planning Board members present in 

agreement? Chuck Buker/Larry Slattery/John Geismar/James 

Brown/Candace Gilpatric (by show of hands) – Yes-5  

• Backlots -  Shelley Norton – Added clarification on 4-501.8.D: 

Removed such, added “the donor.” Chuck Buker – Asked Mr. 

McElravy what his issue is with backlots. CEO – It is very confusing 

to him. Mr. McElravy feels that F is not clear (No more than one 

right-of-way for back lot development may be created out of a single 

lot fronting on a road unless each subsequent right-of-way is created 

out of at least an additional frontage as required in that District, and 

the right-of-way entrances to such road are at least the required 

frontage plus half of the right-of-way width). Mr. McElravy asked for 

clarification of the …and right-of-way…. sentence. Chuck Buker – 

Believes that this is so you cannot split your road frontage and say 

that you have enough road frontage. Say it is 250, you cannot have 

your right-of-way in the middle of the 250 (plus the 33). Removed 

“and the right-of-way entrances to such road are at least the 

required frontage plus half of the right-of-way width.” Further 

discussion. Mr. McElravy read G. (Each principal structure on 

backlots shall be located within the area defined by a circle with a 

minimum diameter equal to the required road frontage as required in 

the district). Candace Gilpatric – This (G) was done to avoid spaghetti 

lots. Mr. McElravy – Is there simpler terminology that could be used? 

Shelley Norton – An alternative might be to say something like “for a 
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certain distance your width has to be at least equal to what the road 

frontage would have to have been” or something to that effect. Mr. 

McElravy – Wants to be able to give a clear explanation to a resident 

who comes to the CEO regarding backlots. Further discussion. Chuck 

Buker – Wherever the house sits on the backlot, it has to have an area 

that is as big as the road frontage of the district; has to have enough 

room to match the road frontage of the district. If the District has a 

minimum road frontage of 250 feet, you have to have the house 

somewhere fit in a circle that is 250 feet in that area. Further 

discussion. Added “see minimum road frontage as stated in 

Section 4-201.1.” Scott McElravy - Asked Mr. Buker to explain H  

(The right-of-way referred to in this section does not include a 

public easement). Chuck Buker – Believes it stems from York Road 

or Garfield Road. Believes it means that the right-of-way you are 

getting access from is not part of anything that was an old county 

road. Wherever the town right-of-way ends, and that old county road 

takes over, most of those town ways have a public easement 

associated with them. The town basically says that they are done 

maintaining it here, but it does not mean that the public does not have 

the right to go through. Believes it is making it so you cannot just 

upgrade that road and use it as part of your road. Shelley Norton – Is 

there a way to tidy up F to clarify the last piece? Further discussion of 

interpretation of 4-501.8.F. Candace Gilpatric – Asked John Geismar 

if he remembered what the intent of this section was when they were 

setting up the backlot section. John Geismar – Remembers working 

on this plenty of times; does not remember talking about this 

language. He does remember that the PB was encouraged to use it 

from another town. The more we talk about it, if we cannot figure out 

what its intent was, he is not sure if we should have it in here. There 

are plenty of other rules and criteria under this definition already. 

Thinks what it is trying to do is interpret the basic rules, which are if 

you want to have a backlot you need to have a front lot that is 

conforming with enough extra space on it to fit the easement area that 

is going to fit the backlot. Feels we should stick with the basic rules. 

Oftentimes, this is better than trying to create more precision which 

then tends to create more problems. Candace Gilpatric – What is the 

Planning Board thinking of taking action on 4-501.8.F (No more than 

one right-of-way for back lot development may be created out of a 

single lot fronting on a road unless each subsequent right-of-way 

is created out of at least an additional frontage as required in that 
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District.)? John Geismar – Agrees. Mr. Geismar asked the CEO how 

he felt about this wording? Scott McElravy – Does that mean that as 

long as they have enough road frontage to give the two different 

easements and not be less than required road frontage for that 

district/zone, they would be all set? Candace Gilpatric – Yes. James 

Brown/Chuck Buker/Larry Slattery – Agree. Candace Gilpatric – Is 

the Planning Board also in agreement with 4.501.8.G (Each principal 

structure on backlots shall be located within the area defined by a 

circle with a minimum diameter equal to the required road frontage as 

required in the district, and add “see minimum road frontage as 

stated in Section 4-201.1)? Planning Board members agree with 

adding the above mentioned sentence.  

• 4-501.10 Accessory Apartment – Changes as discussed above.  

• Village District II Development Standards  - Removed.  

• Accessory Use and Site Plan Permitting of Solar Energy Systems 

(Adopted 4/17/2021)  

• Campgrounds – NEW 4-501.15  

• Individual Private Campsites – Moved from 5-601.19 

• Recreational Vehicles – Moved from 6-401.9  

• Chapter 5 – Shoreland Zoning (discussed above)  

• Updated minimum lot sizes so they are consistent with Chapter 4 

• Changes to Agriculture 5-601.11 and Timber Harvesting 5-601.12 

(Repealed)  

• No changes in Chapters 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 or 13  

• Chapter 14 – Definitions and Amendments/Additions discussed  

o Shelley Norton – On the Chart of Uses, Agriculture Sales 

and Service is listed; however, there is no definition. At 

some point the Planning Board will need a definition. 

Candace Gilpatric – Would like to hold off on this for now 

and do more research since there are many items for public 

hearing in December. Planning Board agrees.  

 

Motion: Chuck Buker motioned to accept the changes in the Land Use  

Ordinance as presented by Shelley Norton (AVCOG) and discussed tonight as  

presented. Larry Slattery seconded the motion. Candace Gilpatric – All in 

favor: Yes-5 (by show of hands); No-0. 

 

• E911 Addressing Standards – Mention of adding sentence “There 

will be an attempt to maintain HISTORICAL significance when 
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naming roadways.” Discussion at previous PB meeting (June 8, 

2021), since there was no definition for historical, to change to 

“MINOT SIGNIFICANCE.” Amendments/Additions reviewed. 

Under 11-103.3 Addressing for Structures, Applications for an 

address should be submitted under the following circumstances: 

After b, should there be an OR as not all three are necessary, just 

one of the items. Further discussion. Discussion of Application for a 

new road should be submitted under the following circumstances: a) 

For a driveway that is longer than 500’, b) More than two homes 

using the same driveway. Further discussion. Candace Gilpatric – Do 

we need this section (Addressing for Roadways)? We require in the 

subdivision section that we must have a name on a road. Further 

discussion. Scott McElravy – The addressing officer is thinking more 

in terms of safety with the changes suggested. Candace Gilpatric – We 

cannot contradict ourselves in the same code. John Geismar – Won’t 

the house that is on the shared driveway have a number associated 

with a public road; what more is needed to identify where that house 

is? CEO – Would that be confusing if the house is 1000 feet down the 

road and the number is not at the actual home? Candace Gilpatric – 

Understands but is nervous about how this should be worded. John 

Geismar – Agrees. Is not sure how to deal with the public safety issue 

but we should not do it at the expense of the Land Use ordinance. 

Further discussion. Chuck Buker – The ordinance does say that the 

house itself needs to be labeled with the physical address. “Further 

addition suggested: In some instances, there are special 

circumstances as to why an address may need to be changed or a 

road name created. This may be due to discontinuance of roads, to 

correct previous addressing errors, coordination with other towns for 

a  driveway that crosses boundary lines, or high hazard situations 

where a change is necessary. These special circumstances will be 

taken into consideration by those referenced in 11-103 and be 

approved on a case-by-case basis. Candace Gilpatric – Feels this 

should be listed as “Fire Lane.” That way, it is not being called a road, 

and is being called a fire lane. Larry Slattery/Chuck Buker/James 

Brown/John Geismar: Agree that this is a good idea. Candace 

Gilpatric – Suggested changing this to 11-103.4 Addressing for Fire 

Lanes: Application for a fire lane should be submitted under the 

following circumstances: a) For a driveway that is longer than 

500’, b) More than two homes using the same driveway. Candace 

Gilpatric – Feels this makes it clearer and the wording does not 
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conflict with “roadways.” Should we add a definition for Fire Lane? 

Scott McElravy – Yes. Proposed Fire Lane Definition: Access to 

one or more dwellings on a non-town maintained drive over 500 

feet. Further discussion. James Brown – Likes the phrase “shared 

emergency services access.” Amended Proposed Definition: Shared 

Emergency Services Access on a non-town maintained drive over 

500 feet in length.” Addressing Officer, Caitlin Legare also added: 

Addresses will not be approved for: a) Empty lots without an 

active building permit, b) Empty lots without occupancy. Chuck 

Buker motioned to approve Chapter 11, E911 Addressing Standards, 

as reviewed and edited. John Geismar seconded the motion. Candace 

Gilpatric – All in favor: Yes-5 (by show of hands) ; No-0.  

• NFPA – Updated to Life Safety Code 2018 (from 2009) Chuck 

Buker motioned that we accept Article X, Chapter 2.301.4 Codes by 

Reference, the Life Safety Code as proposed, updating from 2009 to 

2018. James Brown seconded the motion.  

• Chuck Buker – Motioned that the Planning Board submit these 

changes to the Land Use Ordinance as discussed tonight to be 

moved to public hearing on December 7, 2021. John Geismar 

seconded the motion. Candace Gilpatric – All in favor: Yes-5 (by 

show of hands); No-0.  

5.  Discussion with Planning Board regarding new chair for Planning Board. James    

     Brown – Can run meetings in the absence of someone to facilitate meetings as a  

     chair but, due to time constraints, does not feel he would be able to commit.  

     Scott McElravy – Possibly co-chairs? Chuck Buker – Does not feel he will have  

     the time to be chair. Candace Gilpatric – Has spoken to a few people who have  

     expressed interest in being on the Planning Board. Will leave as is for now and  

     can discuss at an upcoming meeting.  

6.  CEO Report – Due to the length of the regular Planning Board meeting, it was  

     agreed to forego a report from the CEO for now.  

7.  Discussion of residents possibly coming before the Planning Board in 

     December (Chris Gosselin and Lisa Sabatine). Ms. Dulac is still waiting for  

     necessary applications and fees to be submitted to be added to the December  

     agenda. Further discussion of Lisa Sabatine’s issue regarding whether she has a  

     buildable lot. (Lisa contacted the Planning Board secretary on 11/22/2021 to  

     inform her that she has decided not to come before the Planning Board).  
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8. Adjournment – John Geismar motioned to adjourn the November 9, 2021    

      Planning Board meeting. James Brown seconded the motion. All in  

      favor of adjourning the Minot Planning Board meeting: Yes - 5 (by show of  

      hands); No: 0. Meeting adjourned at 10:00 p.m.  

   

Respectfully submitted,  

 

 

Norma Dulac – Planning Board Assistant   
 
 
 


