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OGUNQUIT PLANNING BOARD
WORKSHOPS
DUNAWAY CENTER MAIN AUDITORIUM
MONDAY FEBRUARY 22,2016 AT 5:00 P.M.

ROLL CALL — 5:00 p.m.

Planning Board Members present: Steve Wilkos, Chairman

Muriel Freedman, Vice Chair
Don Simpson

Rusty Hayes

Jackie Bevins

Members Excused: Rick Dolliver (1% Alternate)

Brian Aromando (2™ Alternate)

Also present were: Scott Heyland, Code Enforcement Officer

Planning Board application submission waiver request protocol.

A.
Determination of Inapplicability of Submission Requirements for Site Plan Review. The Code

Enforcement Officer shall review the submissions to make an initial determination of whether all
required submissions have been made with a site plan application. The Code Enforcement
Officer shall determine whether any submission requirement is not applicable to a specific
application. including but not limited to submission requirements for subsurface wastewater
disposal systems for properties that are served by public sewer, private well information for
properties served by public water or open space information where none exists and none is
proposed or required. The Code Enforcement Officer shall document any determination that one
or more submission requirements is inapplicable and shall provide a copy of that determination to
the Planning Board for consideration in the Board's determination of completeness of the

application.

B.
Waivers of Submission Requirements for Site Plan Review. Where the Planning Board finds that

strict compliance with the required applicable application submissions would unduly burden the
applicant or be excessive in light of the nature of the proposed structure or activity or where
there are special circumstances of a particular plan, the Board may waive application
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submissions upon written request of the applicant, provided that such waivers will not have the
effect of nullifying the intent and purpose of the Zoning Ordinance.

Completeness Review Procedure. The Planning Board shall review the application for
completeness and note which submissions required by this section have been submitted, which
have been determined by the Code Enforcement Officer not to be applicable and which are
missing. The Planning Board shall not schedule a public Hearing on the Site Plan Review
application until:

A.
The application and supporting materials contain all of the submission requirements
other than those that have been determined by the Code Enforcement Officer to be inapplicable,

or

B.

The Planning Board has reviewed the written waiver requests that have been provided by the
applicant for any missing submissions other than those that have been determined by the Code
Enforcement Officer to be inapplicable and agrees that any other missing submissions are either
not applicable or necessary for the Site Plan Review. The applicant shall provide reasons and
justifications for any requested waivers of applicable submission requirements, so that the Board
may make findings pursuant to section 4.B above.

Mr. Wilkos confirmed that the new language was either written by, or reviewed by, Town Attorney
Natalie Burns. Mr. Wilkos referred to the text in “red”.

Ms. Freedman added that language to be inserted is underlined and language to be removed is straek

threugh.

Mr. Wilkos asked if there was anyone in the audience who wished to be heard. There was no one.

2.

Zoning Ordinance Article 2 — Definition of Driveway.

A vehicular access-way serving not more than two lets-eentaining dwelling units, or leading to the
parking area of nonresidential uses on only one lot. Any vehicular access way that serves more
than two dwelling units or leads to the parking areas of nonresidential uses on more than one lot
shall comply with the street design standards of Article 10 of the Subdivision Regulations. Within
any Shoreland Zones, driveways over five hundred feet (500) in length or serv1ng more than two
dwellings, shall L : 3 3
comply with the street des1gn standards of Artlcle 10 of the Subd1V1s10n Regulatlons

Mr. Heyland summarized that the effect of the change would be to eliminate any confusion regarding
anything with more than two dwelling units which would require a roadway that meets all the standards
of a “street” as outlined in Article 10 of the Subdivision Regulations.

Mr. Heyland stated that the language regarding the driveway definition was not reviewed by the Town
Attorney.
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Mr. Hayes asked, hypothetically,” if a satellite parking lot was constructed behind an existing lot, would
the entrance driveway have to meet the 50’ standard?”

He added that this change seems to be intended to protect “back lots” with right-of-ways over someone
else’s land.

Mr. Heyland responded that if there was more than one lot off of the driveway, and that lot was non-
residential, then yes — the roadway would have to meet the 50’ standard. He also confirmed that this is
the current language.

Mr. Heyland added that the “back lot driveway access” might cause difficulties if someone wanted to
create a new “back lot”. He added that the key term in the new language is “residential”.

Mr. Hayes stated that if someone wanted to create a satellite parking lot, the town would not want to
discourage them from doing so by requiring a 50’ roadway.

Mr. Wilkos agreed that if the town wants to encourage satellite parking lots, now may not be the time to
make this change?”

Mr. Heyland agreed and suggested that the language could be reworked. He also suggested that caution
should be taken when using the “satellite parking lot” specific example. The change only takes effect if
the owner wanted to create a new lot. He reiterated that the proposed changes are intended to effect
back lots and property which is way off of a main road.

Dave Barton asked if the road to the Dog Park meets the required road standards.

Mr. Heyland responded that it does.

Mr. Wilkos asked if there was anyone in the audience who wished to be heard, there was no one.

It was confirmed that the Planning Board would hold a Public Hearing for each proposed ordinance
changes. After the Public Hearings the Planning Board will vote to send the proposed changes to the
Select Board with a request that they be reviewed by that Board, and included on the warrant for the
June 2016 Town Meeting.

The Workshop was adjourned at 5:45 p.m.

Respectfully Submitted

Maryann Stacy
Recording Secretary

Approved on March 14, 2016



