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Montgomery Planning Commission Minutes

Regular Meeting

Public Safety Building

Present: Peter Locher, Barry Kade, Kenny Miller, Joe Sherman & Gwen S.

Guests: Emily Klofft (Regional Planning), Greta Brunswick - Remote (Regional Planning)

Meeting called to order at 6:03pm

1. Additions / Deletions to the Agenda

Emily requested we modify order of items, to begin with Bylaw Modernization grant
discussion

Joe arrived 6:08pm

2. Approval of the April 11th 2023 Regular Meeting Minutes

Edit suggested to clarify no motions or resolutions were made regarding
STR ( Short term rental) related by law definitions.

Peter motioned to approve. Kenny 2nd. All in favor 4-0.

3. Discuss By-Law Modernization Grant

Multiple documents provided by Regional Planning for meeting discussion and
progress review. Documents referenced & included as attachments.

A. Montgomery Housing Bylaw Audit - Recommended Zoning Standards
(Refer to attachment A)
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a. Building Height - Refer to Attachment A - Regional planning
discussed with Montgomery fire department what building heights are
accessible by current assets.

Proposed 3-story zoning allowance would require mutual aid from
neighboring departments, however was not of significant concern as
response times have generally been good for mutual aid.

Discussion around wording bylaws to allow up to,but not more than, 3
stories - totaling not more than 44’ total building height, shall be
pursued.

b. Set Backs - Refer to Attachments A & B - Discussion of
reasonable set back requirements for lots in the villages, including
front, rear & side setbacks raised many points.

Questions were raised, primarily based around the Planning
Commission not having any updates regarding proposed
Streetscapes and Wastewater modifications. Ability for appropriate
Bylaw modifications to be made requires project updates for both
Streetscapes & town Wastewater projects scope of work.

Setbacks affecting residential parking was also discussed, ie.
supporting parking in the rear or front setbacks of future potential
building lots in the village areas. Reducing side setbacks to 5’ was
discussed as reasonable, front & rear setback discussion to continue.

Joe offered to write up some thoughts on setbacks in the villages.

c. Lot Size - Refer to Attachments A & B - Current 10,000sf min. Lot
size is appropriate. It may be considered to reduce the 10,000sf to
8,000sf or 5,000sf in the villages.

Gretta noted, there is a Housing Bill in progress at the State level
that, if/when passed would reduce that 10,000sf for areas with town
sewer & water, allowing for 5 units per acre in villages - ie. approx.
8,000 sf lots.

d. Lot Frontage & Widths - Refer to Attachments A & B - Regional
planning suggests Montgomery reduce the widths of lots to 50-60ft
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wide in the Villages. Peter asked, how many lots would this affect in
the villages & how many are currently undeveloped?

Gretta noted reductions in width and lots size in the villages may add
a few buildable lots, as well as give existing owners more flexibility
and may make a few existing non-conforming lots, conforming.

Gretta signed off at 7:00pm

e. Lot Coverage - Refer to Attachment A - Concerns for flooding &
addressing floor plans were discussed.

The question was again asked, how many buildable areas are there
truly in the Villages, which are not located in existing floor planes.
Future flood planes may be larger even still - as FEMA maps are in
the process of being updated State wide.

Regional planning suggests adding bylaw language to encourage
green infrastructure standards within the site plan review process.
Gwen noted the significance of wetlands as the environment’s natural
sponge - and their ability to retain immense amounts of water in
heavy storm, rain, or flooding events. Site plan review may wish to
include the indication of any wetland areas throughout town, as part
of these green infrastructure standards.

Discussion around wording bylaws to encourage on site storm water
retention & mitigation techniques shall be pursued.

f. Uses - Refer to Attachments A & C - Discussion of what future infill
could be allowed with bylaw updates, and what would still require
DRB (Development Review Board) review. Emily suggested perhaps
we bump up our site plan review standards. Refer to attachment C
for points of review Emily shared. Discussion to be continued
regarding the effects these changes may have on the town ZA
(zoning administrator) &/or DRB.

Number of Structures per lot was next discussed. Regional Planning
proposing two structures and two uses be allowed per lot. Ie two
duplexes or one house & one store. This modification is intended to
allow for more ADU (Accessory Dwelling Units) and infill
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development on existing lots. Bylaw wording to address this update
shall be pursued.

g. Definitions- Refer to Attachment A- Briefly were definitions
proposed by Regional Planning discussed. Largely the suggestion to
modify bylaw language to address “dwelling units.”

h. Parking- Refer to Attachments A & D - Regional Planning,
following standards in other areas suggests for new construction
bylaws require a minimum number of parking spaces per dwelling
unit. The minimums proposed are 1.5 spaces per dwelling unit,
rounding up to full numbers. Ie. a single family home, requires 2
spaces - where a duplex would require 3 spaces.

The board was concerned 1.5 would not be sufficient, being
Montgomery is a rural community and many commute for work. Barry
also noted 2 spaces, does not account for any guest parking
capacity. Gwen asked if there is any future plans for Montgomery to
have access to Fiber internet connectivity - as this would increase the
potential for future remote workers in the town. Emily noted that
Montgomery is part of a Communications District Union and there are
discussions of Montgomery lining up a future service provider for
Fiber connectivity.

Parking Locations were discussed - bylaw wording updates to
support new development parking in the back of lots shall be
pursued. As well as proposed language for connectivity and
sidewalks as noted in attachment D.

i. ADUs- Refer to Attachment A - The committee felt it best to obtain
progress drawings / proposed construction details regarding the
Wastewater system & Streetscapes project prior to discussing ADUs
further. Most significantly - applicable to ADU potential - what is the
expandability for the proposed wastewater system?

4. Town Plan Update Schedule - Refer to Attachments E & F
a. Emily provided two attachments outlining the schedule and tasks yet

required for the Town Plan updates.
b. General consensus was, there is a lot yet to do - and additional meetings

beyond monthly scheduled meetings shall likely be required.
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c. Special meeting to continue conversation shall be scheduled for later this
month.

Peter motion to Adjourn, Barry 2nd - all in favor 4-0. Meeting adjourned 8:12 PM

Attachments

a. Montgomery Housing Bylaw Audit - Recommended Zoning Standards
b. Village Zoning Maps
c. Separate Conditional Use Standards from Site Plan Review
d. Proposed Language for Shared Parking
e. Montgomery Town Plan Schedule
f. Specifications of Work to be Performed
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