
APPROVED OFFICIAL Notes Planning Board & Solar Group Meeting October 2, 2024.

In Attendance:
Mark Remick, Brandt Viner and John Correa of the Planning Board
Charlie Farley, Select board
Greg Askins, Steve Eddy, Maria Gott, Christina Heiniger, Emily Muise and Jeannetta Peabody, citizens
appointed to work with the planning board.

Attending the meeting in the audience: Daniel Monahan, Susan Sargent, Linda Hodgkins, Jeff 
Hodgkins, Patricia Hartley, Robert Allison.

Mark Remick opened the meeting. Draft Notes from the last meeting were approved for the record.
These will be posted on the town website.

Remick: Following the last meeting a proposal was sent out to committee members to look over that 
removes all commercial large scale solar projects from residential districts. He asked if there were any 
questions or comments on this document.

Greg Askins: Large scale is allowed only in Business Park and Rural Development Districts, correct?

Remick: Yes with an amendment that will be proposed- for Gateway Commercial District large scale  
ground mounted solar to be included in 8.4.2 as a permitted conditional use. C would be replaced and 
there would be other adjustments as needed. Set backs would remain in place.

Brandt Viner: If you’re going to change it on the permitting table you need to change it in Section 3.4.3
for consistency.

Questions regarding the Business Park District:
Askins: Regarding Landscaping requirements in the Business Park district in section 3.3.4.5 
Preservation of Native Vegetation “No more than 40% of the total volume of trees 4 inches or more in 
diameter, measured at 4 ½’ above ground level” are allowed to be removed. Would that preclude large 
scale solar development in that zone?

Remick: It would preclude it from any place visible. The restriction has to remain.

There were some questions raised by Heiniger about whether those landscaping conditions could be 
waived under the waiver clause in section 3.3.4.7.
Remick and Correa said the planning board would not waive the landscaping requirement for a 30 acre 
area to be cleared for a solar farm. They felt this waiver contingency in the LUO would not apply in the
case of a solar farm.

Discussion about Agricultural Activities and Accessory Use:
Dr. Viner: Problem with a number of these [zones], this document allows CEO (Code Enforcement 
Officer) permitting for a number of agricultural activities in multiple districts. There’s a P, which would
be accessory use. So in theory the CEO could grant a permit without coming to the planning board 
even if someone in those zones wanted to do a medium or large scale [solar project] for agricultural 
purposes. However, in these zones no medium or large scale solar projects are allowed in this draft 
document. In theory the CEO could permit without board review if the solar was for agricultural 



purposes and requires a large amount of electricity. There are agricultural activities that use a lot of 
electricity. There is potential this could be used to bypass the board for permitting.

Eddy: This is in the realm of the theoretical, without knowing what the actual use of electricity would 
be.

Viner: Marijuana growing could use large amount.

Heiniger: Wouldn’t they need to permit for the array under the table in Article 8?

Viner: Theoretically it could be done by the CEO and bypass the planning board. It’s not specified in 
these zones what sizes could be used. You need consistency between [Article] 8 and [Article] 3.

Remick: Yes, we would need to go and make revisions to Article 3 if we agree on the revisions we are 
discussing here. I see what you’re saying, does the same standard for solar use apply to agricultural 
use?

Viner: You will need to modify 3 quite a bit to make it conform to 8.4.2 or you’re going to have to 
modify 8.4.2. There are 4 zones where this is in conflict.

Remick: Accessory use is what we’re hung up on here.

Viner: Well, and the fact that you allow it for agricultural without defining what extent of agriculture. 
We need to rethink that and make it consistent. Specify in all those 4 zones what sizes would be 
permitted as accessory uses.

Remick: We would have to put a limit to the power or the footprint.

Viner: You’ve done that, all you need to do is use those words in the accessory use bypass. This needs 
to be made consistent. You may not want the same size limit for accessory use in all the zones.

Remick: We can address this in Article 3 and address it at the next meeting. Do you do it by current or 
footprint?
Viner: You already do it by foot print, so let’s keep it like that.

Discussion about Article 8.5.1.6 Visual Impact:
Viner: Under 8.5.1.6 Visual Impact large scale solar energy systems shall not be visible from any body 
of water. Does this mean a little creek? What kinds of bodies of water?

Heiniger: I have that question as well.
Viner: Needs to be better defined.
Heiniger agreed, define it clearly or remove it.
From Audience: The Jordan River.
Remick: Could be changed to say tidal water.
Eddy: Could be removed altogether.
Remick: We already have limited visibility form all public ways etc. We could remove this.



Linda Hodgkins from audience: We’re still residential in the overlay district. If it’s [large scale solar] 
allowed in districts designated as commercial, and we’re not concerned about seeing this from bodies 
of water?
Askins: This was taken from Lovell’s solar ordinance and was intended to address visual impact from 
the water. 

Hodgkins: What districts are you proposing to allow large scale solar projects?
Remick: We are proposing to exclude large scale solar development from residential areas.
Hodgkins: There are several residents near them who have concerns about large scale commercial solar
development in their district.

Remick then asked if we were good on the proposed revisions to Article VIII, with exceptions of things
discussed that need to be revised for clarity. He indicated we agreed to eliminate the body of water 
provision.

Askins: Question about Timber Harvesting standards in a number of zones. This seems to be intended 
to limit clear cutting in those zones. How do you reconcile this with being able to clear cut for large 
scale solar development?
Remick: same issues with clearcutting for agricultural or other uses. I don’t see a resolution there.

Viner: With clearcutting you can clearcut up to 100 acres period.

Askins: Yes, but with a forestry plan in place to allow for significant regeneration in 5 years. 
Clearcutting a 30 acre parcel of land for a solar farm is not the same. Our Comprehensive Plan does set 
an intention to preserve forested areas in Trenton.

Remick: There is a reclaim provision after to the solar farm comes out.

Remick then brought it back to: Do we have a consensus on Article VIII as presented here?

Heiniger: I’m not ok with the 30 acres because to many people have told me they are not ok with that 
size. I need to say that out of conscience to the many residents in Trenton who said that to me.

Remick: If we try to restrict to less than 30 acres we need to create a grandfather provision for those 
[solar farms] already under development.

Monahan (from audience): There isn't a problem with grandfathering it, it happens all the time.

Remick: The current 30 acre solar farms would stand. If someone came in and said “You let them do it, 
why can’t we?” would that withstand a challenge?

Monahan: I would say it’s a new law. The old people did it legally under the old law, the new people 
would do it legally under the new law. This is done all the time. Laws change.
Viner & Heiniger agreed.

Remick: We had no restrictions, now we’re discussing 30 acres and another compromise is being asked
for here. What is the preference?

Heiniger: It’s hard pulling numbers out of a hat. What did the fire dept say about access?



Askins: Larger than 3 acres they need more access roads. 20 feet down the middle, anything bigger 
than 3 acres, access around the perimeter.

Gott: Asked Hodgkins how she felt the people on Rte 3 felt about size of large scale solar projects.

Hodgkins: She reached out to several people on Rte 3. Some comments she got were:
-How many people who live on Rte 3 are on this committee?
-Whoever is on the committee should be looking out for all residents, not just those in residential 
zones.
-Some wanted to hold back on all commercial development. Some were completely opposed to any 
large scale solar. What’s in place is ok, it’s done. Residential use solar is ok, but they didn’t want the 
committee to forget about people living on Rte 3.

Heiniger: That is my concern. I want to respect everyone in the town and what the needs and concerns 
might be in all zones.

Eddy: Is this size specific to solar farms or does it relate to all development- car dealerships, shopping 
malls, etc?

Remick: Our job is to deal with solar.

Eddy: expressed the 30 acres appears as a reasonable compromise. Reasons for opposing it are 
important to understand. Do people want to limit more kinds of development?

Hodgkins: A 10,000 sq foot business cannot come into Trenton. A Dollar General store wanted to come 
into Trenton and was turned down because 10,000 sq feet is not allowed. She said she is personally 
opposed to large and even medium scale solar development, and we have done enough as a town and 
should be looking solely at providing solar for residential and commercial businesses to power their 
home or business.

Eddy: If we had 120 acres of solar farms it would be less than 1% of our land area and that’s a 
compromise that some towns have arrived at.

Hodgkins: [Large scale solar is proposed to be] Not allowed in residential zones, but is allowed in 
commercial zones where people live.

Remick: There will need to be some compromises. We’re trying.

Gott: Could we put 2 options on the ballot in front of the voters? One accessory use only, one what is 
being developed here- with larger up to a certain amount allowed in commercial zones. Give the voters 
a choice.

Monahan: This group is tasked with figuring out what most people would be comfortable with 
regarding the size of large scale solar.

Hodgkins concurred that two options on one ballot would be a good idea.

Monahan described the way the ballot would work. People could vote yes on both options.



Correa: Versant says 30 acre solar farms are not a viable business model anymore because State 
incentives are being taken away. Only grid sized projects will be commercially viable, 200 acres of so.
There are community solar farms. 2 types: Nexamp type under 5MW. There are 2 of those in town. 
Those sell electricity for a 15% discount. Another type is where a group of people buy the property and 
panels and they then have a share in that “coop” and they get to deduct that from their electrical bill. He
didn’t know if there were size limits to those. A few local examples were discussed: the project Mr. 
Eddy was involved with in Franklin and Revision Energy’s project in Southwest Harbor. Askins said 
they usually are under 30 acres.

Correa: The 30 acre projects were subject to State tax incentives. He said that law was revoked as far as
he knew: LD 1153, 2023. Askins said he couldn’t find that when he looked it up today.

Remick: Let’s go back under 8.3 definitions large scale solar energy systems, size between 3 aces, max 
30.
Farley: 20 is a good reasonable compromise.

Askins: Maybe we could sample the community to see preferences.

Remick: We are. Time for us to produce.

Askins: Most people I spoke to want to limit size to accessory use only for now.

Remick: People have addressed to me they would not be happy with that.

Hodgkins: Is the committee willing to restrict to accessory use for residential or home use only. She 
would like to see the committee give the voters two options, one being accessory use only.

Emily Muise: She agrees.
Gott agreed as well.

Remick: We would need to take that up with the select board. I don’t have a dog in this solar fight. I do 
have concerns about violating people’s property rights and not being able to justify it… saying “I don’t 
want it to be here.” Why?

Hodgkins: We could use the land for residential use.
Gott: It does lower property values of neighbors [to have a large commercial solar farm next door].

There was then some discussion about the upper limit size. Monahan said he has heard 10-20 acres is a 
comfortable range from people who spoke with him. Closer to ten. Heiniger concurred.

Remick then gave the group two options: Accessory Use only and 20 acres as an upper limit in certain 
commercial zones only.
20 acres received 4 voters
No commercial solar in Trenton/ Accessory use only received 4 votes.
[Note: I cannot tell from the recording who voted which way, and my memory only serves me partially 
as to how that went, so please forgive me for not including here who voted which way.]
Remick said he would write it up both ways and we could discuss it further next time.



Hodgkins again suggested, due to the vote, that 2 options be put on a ballot for voters.  Remick: We 
may get there, but it will need to be 2 separate ballots. One at a time because of logistical issues. 

Monahan: 2 could be put on a ballot, it’s possible.
Gott: The town lawyer said we could put two on one ballot.

Remick will create 2 documents: One with a cap of 20 acres, limited to certain commercial zones and 
one accessory use only and we will discuss it next time..

Our next meeting will be Wednesday October 30th at 7:00pm at the Trenton Town Office.

Respectfully Submitted,
Christina Heiniger
Note taker.


