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TOWN OF MINOT 

PLANNING BOARD MEETING  

TUESDAY, DECEMBER 7, 2021  

 

PUBLIC HEARING AT 6:00 P.M. TO RECEIVE INPUT ON THE TOWN 

OF MINOT LAND USE CODE/COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATES TO 

BE VOTED ON AT TOWN MEETING IN MARCH 2022 

 

REGULAR MONTHLY PLANNING BOARD MEETING  

FOLLOWING PUBLIC HEARING  

 

329 WOODMAN HILL ROAD, MINOT, MAINE  

********************************************************* 

PUBLIC HEARING  

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

Slattery, Chuck Buker and Michael Hemond  

Others Present Via Zoom: Vice Chair James Brown (ill), John Geismar (ill), 

(Residents Present for Public Hearing only: John & Wendy Glennon, Kelsea 

Bridgham and Galaxy J7 Aura - unknown resident) 

Others Present in Person: (Residents Present for Public Hearing only): Randy 

& Rhonda Edwards, Pam Thayer, David Churchill, George Downing, Stanley ??, 

Dave & Elaine Elliott, Dan Landry, Neal Nason, Terryl Jensen, Brittany Hemond, 

Barbara Fogarty, John St. Hilaire), Shelley Norton (AVCOG), Code Enforcement 

Officer Scott McElravy, Select Person Lisa Cesare, and Planning Board Secretary 

Norma Dulac  

 

Public Hearing Start Time: 6:05 p.m. 

Public Hearing End Time:  6:45 p.m.  

 

Call to Order – Call to order at 6:05 p.m.  

 

NOTE: Handouts were made available to the attending public regarding the 

changes listed on the public hearing notice that was mailed to residents (as well as 

maps with proposed changes) in the Shoreland Zone, Resource Protection, Village 

Districts I & II.  

 

Candace Gilpatric gave a summary of the reasoning for the proposed changes to 

the Comprehensive Plan. In 2013, three Village Zones were set up (Village District 
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II on Route 119 and Village District I in two zones (on Route 119 closer to Minot 

Village – W. Minot Rd, Libby Rd, beginning of E. Oxford Rd., and a section on 

Center Minot Hill Road). Village District II did not allow large commerce, so 

proposed changes would remove VD II standards and combine the two districts to 

make one combined “Village District” which would allow large commerce in all 

the proposed Village District. Shelley Norton – The change in the comprehensive 

plan is just some wording. Candace Gilpatric – It is a guidance document, not the 

ordinance itself, but a guidance document that the ordinance is formed from. 

Needed to change the guidance document so we could change the zoning in the 

ordinance. Candace Gilpatric – Questions? Mr. Churchill – Are any of these 

proposed changes being brought to the Planning Board’s attention at the request of 

an individual for personal financial gain? Candace Gilpatric – Not to her 

knowledge.  

 

Proposed changes to the Minot Land Use Control map – Candace Gilpatric – 

Shelley Norton provided a large Land Use Control map that was displayed on the 

wall for residents present to view. Two changes are taking place: One is to rename 

the Village II District to “Village District” (along with the two Village Districts I) 

with the same conditions as the other two Village Districts (previously VDI, now 

proposing change to VD). The other part was some changes to Shoreland Zoning, 

which were done to comply with the State of Maine Department of Environmental 

Protection, required for Shoreland Zoning. Ms. Gilpatric asked Ms. Norton if she 

wanted to address this. Shelley Norton – Because the data that we use changes 

periodically (The National Wetland Data set and National Hydrography Data set-

lakes streams, and ponds),  they require updating periodically. Typically, we like to 

review the maps periodically because the Federal Government requires that towns 

keep their maps relatively current as well. The FEMA flood plain data also 

changes routinely, so that is another change that happens as well. There were some 

changes where the flood plains were and the boundaries of wetlands, which were 

primarily the reasons for Shoreland Zoning changes in Minot. Candace Gilpatric – 

Asked the public present if they have any questions or concerns. Mr. Edwards – 

Will there be any maps available to the public showing these changes? Candace 

Gilpatric/Shelley Norton: There are copies in the handouts (given to all attending 

the public hearing) for Village District and Shoreland Zoning as well as the large 

copy posted on the wall for this public hearing, along with extra copies of both 

maps. These maps can also be viewed on the Minot website as well as in the Land 

Use Code (available in the town office). Mr. Edwards – Does not believe that we 

have had any existing maps available to the townspeople before the changes. 

Candace Gilpatric – It is in the current ordinance (Land Use Code – can be found 

on the Minot website) available in paper form at the Minot Town Office at any 
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time. The Planning Board and Shelley Norton have been working on these 

updates/changes for the past eight months, and the public hearing is a chance for 

the public to comment on the proposed changes. If the public sees something that 

the Planning Board thought was a good idea, but the public does not think it is a 

good idea, the public comments would be taken under advisement and changes 

would be made as needed. This would be voted on by the townspeople at Town 

Meeting in March 2022. None of this will take effect until after the townspeople 

vote at town meeting in March 2022. Ms. Thayer – What essentially has changed; 

the size of the wetlands, the physical description of how you can build around 

them, uses? Shelley Norton – As far as the map is concerned, it is hard to define 

what has changed; it would be best to do a comparison of the current map and the 

maps with proposed changes. The Federal Government uses aerial photography 

and sometimes they get some “on the ground” information as well, but it is usually 

aerial photography that impacts the wetland shape. For Shoreland Zoning, the way 

the ordinance was written, which is how the State ordinance was written, there is 

an element of field verification that takes place. While this map is a regulating 

document, if the code officer goes in the field and discovers that some things are 

not quite where the map is showing, things may be a little different in the field 

when compared to the enlarged map. Ms. Thayer – Has the verbiage changed at all 

as far as 250 feet from the top of the grade? Shelley Norton – That has not 

changed. We did make some changes to the Shoreland Zoning language that we 

will be discussing tonight. Candace Gilpatric loaned her existing copy of the Land 

Use Control map from the Land Use Code book to Mr. Edwards and the public 

attending tonight for them to make a comparison with the proposed changes on the 

map in the handout. Candace Gilpatric – Anything else on the Land Use Control 

map? Public – No.  

 

Proposed Changes to Minot Land Use Code, Chapter 1 (Requiring of permits)  

(Proposed change would: Duplicate existing language in the Shoreland Zone 

regarding permit requirements to the general Land Use Code) – Chair Gilpatric 

gave an overview of the reasoning for changes to the permit section (to help the 

code officer make decisions regarding permit approval). Any questions or concerns 

regarding this section. Any further discussion? Public – No.  

 

Proposed Changes to Minot Land Use Code, Chapter 2 (Codes by Reference) 

– Candace Gilpatric – The only change is updating from referencing the 2009 Life 

Safety Code to referencing the 2018 Life Safety Code. Any further discussion? 

Public – No.  
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Proposed Changes to Minot Land Use Code, Chapter 4, 4-101.3 (Land Use 

Control Standards) (Proposed change would: Remove Village District II (VDII) 

standards and combine with Village District I (VDI) to make “Village District.”) 

Candace Gilpatric – Removing Village District II and Village District I and 

renaming both to “Village District” on Dimensional Standards. Removing Villages 

I and II from Establishment of Districts (4-301.1) and adding “Village District.” 

Changing District Purposes to “Village District” and removing VDI wording along 

with B. Village II District Purpose. Removing VDII from the Table of Land Uses 

and adding Campground and Individual Private Campsites to the Table of Land 

Uses.  

 

Lisa Cesare – Danielle Loring and Lisa Cesare discussed recommending having 

the Individual Private Campsites on the Land Use Table changed from Planning 

Board Review to the Code Officer in case persons are in a hardship situation so 

they would not have to present to the Planning Board and have their situation 

become public knowledge. Candace Gilpatric – The Planning Board will take this 

suggestion into consideration. Brittany Hemond – Stated that she and her husband 

are in the Village District, and they have a campground permit through the State. 

Does that change their situation? We have always gone through the State for the 

campground permit. Candace Gilpatric – Will have to investigate before giving a 

definitive answer.  

 

Mr. Elliott – Asked the Planning Board if Route 124 and the bridge at Mechanic 

Falls to the village area are considered commercial. After viewing the small map, 

Mr. Buker says that it is not all the way. It is commercial up to approximately Joe 

Town Road. Chuck Buker – Some of Joe Town Road is actually in the General 

Development District. Candace Gilpatric – Almost down to the bridge. It appears 

that from Joe Town Road almost to the bridge where it falls in Resource Protection 

is in the General Development District. Mr. Landry – Represents the Androscoggin 

Valley Beagle Club (Marston Hill/Brighton Hill) and wants to know how these 

changes will affect the club with the brook coming through. Mr. Landry states that 

the Beagle Club is not planning on building anything. Candace Gilpatric – The 

changes do not affect this property. Chuck Buker – The stream that crosses through 

nearby is just Stream Protection.  

 

Regarding backlots, 4-501.8, the proposed changes are to clean up the wording. 

Removed “such” and replaced with “the donor.” Removed “created out of at least 

an,” and added “equal to the frontage requirement” and removed “as required.”  
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Accessory Apartments, 4-501.10. The proposed changes are to clean up 

definitions. “An accessory apartment may be located in structures legally existing 

at the adoption of this Code, including structures located on legally existing 

nonconforming lots. 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” has been added. An accessory apartment may be 

created with a permit issued by the Code Enforcement Officer provided that the 

following are met: Changes to A: Changed “are” to “is,” and added “and must be 

attached to the principal dwelling or an accessory garage.” F and G added: F: 

“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 apartment for each principal residential structure, provided that 

Section 4-201.4 of this Land Use Code is met.” G: “Subdivision approval has been 

received for any project that meets subdivision criteria.” Any questions regarding 

accessory apartments? None.  

 

Campgrounds, 4-501.15 & Individual Private Campsites, 4-501.16 (The proposed 

changes would duplicate Shoreland Zoning Standards for Campgrounds, Private 

Campsites and Recreational Vehicles to make them allowed as a general land use) 

There was not a clear definition for campgrounds. Recreational Vehicles, 4-501.17 

section added. Stipulation that an RV can be on a site for fewer than 180 

consecutive days, must be fully licensed and ready for highway use, and be 

permitted in accordance with the elevation and anchoring requirements for 

manufactured home in Section 6-401.7.A, if relevant.  

 

Mr. Nason - Asked what the limit for unregistered vehicles on a lot is. CEO – No 

more than two unregistered, uninspected vehicles. Mr. Nason asked what the 

definition of a vehicle was. Shelley Norton – Referred Mr. Nason to State statute. 

No local Minot vehicle definition, so refer to the State statute.  

 

Proposed Changes to Minot Land Use Code, Chapter 14, 14-101, Definitions -  

Amended definition for Accessory Apartment, Agriculture/Farmstead, Multiplex 

Unit (changed two to three), Principal Building/Structure (added structure), 

Principal Use (removed “premises” and added “lot”) and Two-Family Dwelling 

(now states see definition for “duplex.” Definition for Duplex has been added. 

Chair Gilpatric – Any further questions or concerns? No.  

 

Proposed Changes to Minot Land Use Code, Chapter 5: Shoreland Zoning – 

(Proposed change would align Minot’s Shoreland Zoning Ordinance with State 

Chapter 1000 requirements). Shelley Norton – Highlighted changes. In 2015 the 
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State made changes that were mandated, so Minot is trying to update to those 

mandates. The State did not provide a deadline for when these changes needed to 

be made. One change has to do with existing buildings that are going to be 

expanded upon. Regardless of whether the townspeople vote at Town Meeting in 

March 2022 to move forward with the changes or not, it would still be used. 

Because of the way it is written in statute, for most towns that have not passed the 

2015 change yet, the code officer will figure out what would be allowed for an 

expansion under the current ordinance, and then figure out what is allowed under 

the current State statutes. Whichever is more restrictive is what you would be 

allowed. One of the biggest changes is now the State is using the term “footprint” 

instead of floor area and volume. The Table of Land Uses has a few changes. The 

primary change has to do with what the State of Maine’s Forestry Service is now 

requiring. A number of years ago the Forestry Service said that communities have 

the choice of either having the State Forestry Service enforce timber harvesting in 

the Shoreland Zone or the Town could be the enforcement arm for that. Minot has 

opted to have the State Forestry Service handle it. Part of the reason for doing that 

would be that instead of the code officer having to hire a forester in a situation 

where someone is doing a timber harvest with an issue, the State Forestry would 

take care of this, and no fees would be incurred by the Town. However, after this 

action came out, a couple of years ago the Forestry Service got quite detailed in 

their review of town ordinances and started sending towns letters saying that even 

though you wanted to have this option, we are not going to enforce your ordinance 

because there is language that needs to be taken out. On the Land Use Table, 

Forest Management Activities except for timber harvesting & land management 

streets as well as timber harvesting, and Land management streets were eliminated.  

 

Discussion of Land Use Standards, 5-601 – Minimum Lot Standards, 5-601.1 - 

Added Minimum Front Setback, Minimum Side Setback and Minimum Rear 

Setback to the Land Use Minimum Standards table.  

 

There is some language about retaining walls that is part of the State minimum that 

needed to be added.  

 

5-601.3 - Shoreline Stabilization requirements statement added. Some language 

about vegetation removal was added when you are doing a shoreline stabilization. 

When you are doing a shoreline stabilization project, before the 2015 update there 

was some more language about how you would revegetate after. There is a more 

restrictive requirement now of what vegetation would have to go back in.  
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Moved the campground and individual private campsite language to 5.601.4 and 5-

601.5 so it follows the way the State chapter goes.  

 

There is a section called Timber Harvesting, 5-601.12. It is listed as repealed; 

however, there is language that the State does not want left in (redline). The 

biggest change that is left in this is previously when people were cutting vegetation 

there were definite requirements, but now they have gotten even more specific (5-

601.13: Clearing or Removal of Vegetation for Activities Other Than Timber 

Harvesting).  

 

New Section: Hazard Trees, Storm-Damaged Trees, and Dead Tree Removal, 

Section 5-601.16 – Easier for code officer to enforce and clearer to understand 

with this section added.  

 

New Section: Exemptions to Clearing and Vegetation Removal Requirements, 5-

601.17  

 

New Section: Revegetation Requirements, 5-601.18  

 

The biggest change is that pre-construction photographs of the shoreline vegetation 

need to be submitted now as well as post-construction photographs. The benefit to 

this is now the code officer does not have to go to the site and has before and after 

photographs to review which will, hopefully, save time. It is not really an 

additional requirement for the individual because the DEP’s Permit by Rule 

requires those photographs. So people would have to take these photos anyway; 

however, now they will have to submit pre-construction photographs to the Town.  

 

There are some definitions that we had to delete for the Forestry Service, and then 

there were new definitions that had to be added (including, but not limited to, 

hazard trees, non-native invasive species of vegetation, outlet stream, seedling, 

sapling). Chair Gilpatric – Wanted to let the public know that the Town of Minot 

has to have the Shoreland Zoning because we have a lot of water bodies (Little 

Androscoggin, Bog Brook, etc.), but it is the same as it would be in Poland near 

Range Pond or in Norway along Norway Lake. The applicability in Minot is minor 

but we still have areas that fall into Shoreland Zoning, so the Town still needs to 

address this. Any questions, concerns or comments regarding Shoreland Zoning? 

Public – No.  

 

Proposed Changes to Minot Land Use Code, Chapter 11: E911 Address 

Standards (Proposed Ordinance would define the circumstances when an address 
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would be assigned and the procedure for obtaining an address and would provide 

additional information regarding the naming of roads) – Chair Gilpatric - We want 

to make sure that when somebody gets called in for an emergency situation the 

address is a good address. Clarification was needed in this section. When structures 

need to be addressed, if you have a driveway that is longer than 500 feet, these will 

be labeled as a “fire lane” so people can understand that they are going down “Fire 

Lane 52,” for example, to get to a certain structure. If it is a driveway that serves 

more than two homes (Minot Overlook, for example), it would also be considered 

a fire lane, since Minot does not have private roads. Addresses will not be provided 

for empty lots without any active buildings, permits or occupancies. When you are 

going to name roads, the PB had talked about adding the statement: “There will be 

an attempt to maintain Minot significance when naming roadways.”  

 

Added Addressing for Structures, 11-103.3 and Addressing for Fire Lanes, 11-

103.4.  

 

Added: Special Circumstances, 11-103.5 – “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.” “Addresses will not be approved for: a) Empty lots without 

an active building permit and b) Empty lots without occupancy.”  

 

Any further questions, concerns, or comments regarding the public hearing items? 

Public – No.  

 

The Planning Board thanked Shelley Norton for her assistance through this 

updating process.  

 

Public Hearing Ended at 6:45 p.m.  

 

****************************************************************** 
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REGULAR MONTHLY PLANNING BOARD MEETING  

 

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

Slattery, Chuck Buker and Michael Hemond  

Others Present Via Zoom: Vice Chair James Brown (ill), John Geismar (ill)  

Others Present in Person: Shelley Norton (AVCOG), Code Enforcement Officer 

Scott McElravy, and Planning Board Secretary Norma Dulac  

 

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

2.  Approve November 9, 2021, Planning Board Meeting Minutes – James  

     Brown motioned to accept the November 9, 2021, Planning Board meeting  

     minutes as written. Chuck Buker seconded the motion. Chair Gilpatric - Any  

     further discussion regarding the minutes? Planning Board – No. Candace  

     Gilpatric – All in favor of approving the November 9, 2021, minutes, as  

     submitted: Yes; 6 (by show of hands), No; 0   

3.  Old Business – Chair Gilpatric – The two things that came up from the public    

     hearing tonight:  

 a. Whether the Planning Board wants to change on the Table of Land Uses, 

              as suggested, private individual campsites to needing approval through the  

              code enforcement officer instead of the Planning Board for the reason of  

              anonymity for anyone that is having a hardship. Chair Gilpatric – Looking    

    at the proposed description of individual private campsite, 5-601.5       

    (individual private campsites) “Individual private campsites not associated  

    with campgrounds are allowed provided the following conditions are met:  

o One campsite per lot existing on the effective date of this ordinance, 

or thirty-thousand (30,000) square feet of lot area within the 

Shoreland Zone…..”  

Chair Gilpatric – An individual campsite is not specific to Shoreland Zone? 

Chuck Buker/John Geismar – It could be anywhere. James Brown – Does 

not believe this was ever specific. Candace Gilpatric – Read the LUC  

existing individual private campsite definition, page 155. “An area of land 

which is not associated with a campground, but which is developed for 

repeated camping by only one group not to exceed ten (10) individuals and 

which involves site improvements which may include, but not be limited to, 

gravel pads, parking areas, fireplaces or tent platforms.” Thoughts on 

changing this to code enforcement oversight instead of Planning Board? 

Michael Hemond/Larry Slattery/Chuck Buker: Approve of changing. James 

Brown – Is on the fence. Feels that the intent of the original idea was to let 

the neighbors know what is going on. Is this something the Board is worried 

about? Further discussion. Chuck Buker – Since it’s less than 10 people 
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allowed on their own property, he feels it would not be a problem. John 

Geismar – Feels this is an issue that the code officer should be responsible 

for and not the Planning Board. Agrees with the majority of the Board but 

does not feel that the rationale should be based on a privacy issue. CEO – 

Agrees with the Planning Board. Further discussion of campsites versus 

campgrounds. Asked the Planning Board if they were okay with individual 

private campsites on the Table of Land Uses (#35) being listed as “No” in 

Village District, but “CEO” in all other districts. All Planning Board 

members agreed by show of hands.  

b. Regarding campgrounds, clarification is needed for existing, already 

permitted campgrounds. Definition of campground: “Any area or tract of 

land to accommodate two (2) or more parties in temporary living quarters, 

including, but not limited to, tents, recreational vehicles or other shelters.” 

The question is if it is “No” in Village District would this be a concern? 

Further discussion about whether existing campgrounds would be 

grandfathered. John Geismar – Does not think that this is a question we 

should be answering tonight. This would be a determination for the code 

officer and the town counsel. Chair Gilpatric – The Planning Board 

Secretary will check with Danielle Loring for further guidance. John 

Geismar – Asked if this was a hypothetical question. Chair Gilpatric – From 

the public’s perspective? John Geismar – Yes. Candace Gilpatric – Not 

necessarily because it was regarding Hemond’s Motocross. If that area 

becomes just Village District and we are adding this campground line into 

the Table of Land Uses, but they are already licensed by the State to do a 

temporary short-term campground, is there a contradiction there or are they 

not going to be affected because they are grandfathered in? John Geismar – 

Thinks that if they are already licensed by the State and the Town has 

accepted what is there now, then that would be legally existing, 

nonconforming, and permitted. It is not expandable. If this ordinance is 

adopted, then the Town would have an interest in evaluating any expansion 

of that use. Chair Gilpatric – As a campground it must be licensed after so 

many years. Would that hurt them with this changeover to not be able to get 

licensed? Does the State care about that or would it just be grandfathered in? 

John Geismar – If it is grandfathered through the Town and if they have the 

required permits through the Town, he doesn’t think there would be an issue. 

CEO – There is no Town permit, just a state permit. Chair Gilpatric – Still 

feels this is not a decision for the Planning Board to make tonight. The 

suggestion would be for the Board to refer this to Danielle Loring and wait 

for her input.  

4.  New Business – None  



11 
 

5.  CEO Report –  

• Building permits 

• Remodel existing Cape 

• Working on permit for an addition  

• Working on permit for a master bath  

• New resident wanted to convert a garage into two accessory apartments 

• Calls about two particular properties  

• Contractor question  

• Trouble with one person about not getting a building permit – resolved  

• Bradbury Hill Rd property – Questions about setbacks in the district   

• Calls about doing underground power lines  

• Five HHE-200s 

• Gentleman on Simeon Road wants to build an accessory apartment.  

• Village Trading Post issues – Heard rumors that the Town was giving them a 

hard time, but nothing could be further from the truth. Concerns were 

expressed by some townspeople regarding the Village Trading Post and 

someone being injured until building is completed. The owner added 

concrete barriers around the site.  

• Two or three framing inspections  

• Tiny home questions   

• Septic system failure (CEO gave the resident his personal phone number to 

accommodate the resident during his emergency over the weekend)  

• Farmer moving a mobile home from one property to another in Minot; the 

CEO assisted him in getting the permits required from the Town   

• A Mechanic Falls council person contacted Mr. McElravy for information 

regarding solar ordinances and fees in Minot.  

6. Adjournment – Michael Hemond motioned to adjourn the December 7, 2021    

      Planning Board meeting. Chuck Buker seconded the motion. All in  

      favor of adjourning the Minot Planning Board meeting: Yes - 6 (by show of  

      hands); No: 0. Meeting adjourned at 7:30 p.m.  

   

Respectfully submitted,  

 

 

Norma Dulac – Planning Board Assistant  
 


