    Town of Northwood
Planning Board

January 13, 2011

Chairman Robert Strobel calls the work session to order at 7:03 p.m.  

PRESENT: Chairman Robert Strobel, Vice Chairman Herb Johnson, Selectmen’s Representative Alden Dill, Rick Wolf, Roger LeClerc, and Town Planner Elaine Planchet. 

VOTING DESIGNATION: Bob Strobel, Herb Johnson, Alden Dill, Rick Wolf, and Roger LeClerc. 

ABSENT: Babette Morrill, Adam Sprague, Alternates Victoria Parmele and Pat Bell.

PUBLIC: two members of the public are present. 
MINUTES: 
January 6, 2011
Page 2: Replace most with many
Page 3: Replace a lot of with many 

Mr. Strobel motions to accept the January 6, 2011, as amended. Mr. Johnson seconds. The motion passes unanimously; 5/0. 
OLD CASE:
CASE 10-06: Josh Plunket, 321 First NH Turnpike, Map 230/Lot 21. Applicant seeks site plan review for change of use for 28 seat/take-out restaurant and one bedroom apartment.  (Property currently owned by Pogorek Realty.) Application accepted as complete on 9/23/10; Continuance granted to 1/13/11.

Mr. LeClerc has recused himself from this case and leaves the table. 
VOTING DESIGNATION: Bob Strobel, Herb Johnson, Alden Dill, and Rick Wolf. 

Mr. Strobel states that a request to continue has been received. Ms. Planchet reads the letter of request from Mr. Plunket in which he seeks to have the case continued to the regular February meeting, February 24.  Mr. Johnson makes a motion to grant the continuance request; seconded by Mr. Dill. Mr. Wolf asks if there is a limit to how long the board can continue cases. He states he believes some of the cases get dragged on and on. He states that the Family Dollar case has gone on for over a year and the Docko case is still on the agenda and asks why these cases are allowed to go on. Mr. Strobel states that there are different reasons for each case. Ms. Planchet states that this is Mr. Plunket’s second request to continue. VOTE: 3/0/1. Mr. Wolf abstains. Ms. Planchet states that typically a reason is given when a member abstains.  Mr. Wolf states he is abstaining as he is questioning on what the grounds are for the continuance. Mr. Strobel states that the motion carries; the case is continued to February 24. Mr. LeClerc asks why there is no time allowed here for public comment. Ms. Planchet states that the discussion is over as the case is continued.  
Mr. LeClerc returns to the table and is added to the voting designation.

Further discussion is held regarding the Plunket case. Mr. Johnson asks if the owner was present in the audience. Mr. LeClerc replies that one of the individuals was the owner of the property. Mr. Dill asks if that owner was the owner of the current location or proposed location. Mr. LeClerc replies that he is the owner of the current property location. Mr. LeClerc notes that the owner observed Mr. Dill entering the current property and meeting with Mr. Plunket for 45 minutes and he states that he would like to know what that meeting was about. Mr. Strobel states that the case is done for tonight and has been continued. Mr. LeClerc states that he believes that this is a conflict of interest and should be addressed. Mr. Strobel states that this item can be addressed when the case is on the agenda, February 24. Mr. LeClerc states that he was only replying to a question. 
OTHER BUSINESS

Third Tier Discussion

Mr. Strobel opens the discussion on the proposed changes to site plan review regulations. He notes that the public hearing was held in December. Ms. Planchet explains that she has provided a document in the members’ packets which contains public comments received from the public hearing and Steve Roy’s e-mail comments that were also heard at the public hearing. She states that the board also has a copy of comments from Cynthia Copeland from Strafford Regional Planning Commission that Ms. Planchet typed from Ms. Copeland’s handwritten notes on the draft document. Ms. Planchet states that the board should be working with the December 2010 draft.  

Discussion ensues regarding procedures and being provided sufficient information. Mr. Johnson states that code enforcement should be requesting the code enforcement officer to view the property and make sure as to what is on site. Mr. Dill states that the land use department should review the file to see what is approved on site and if there is a question, then the building department would review the property. Mr. Strobel states that the planning board needs to be clear with the applicant as to which application they should be directed to use.   

Ms. Planchet notes that the fees should also be established for the new application. She suggests that there needs to also be an application process. Discussion ensues regarding fees and the application process.  The general consensus of the board is to direct staff to develop the procedure with the intention that staff will work with the applicants and help determine whether the proposed use is a minimal impact. Ms. Planchet states that the proposal is for the application to be noticed, heard, and decided by the board. Mr. Strobel states that the board suggests that $50 would be a reasonable fee to recommend for the Minimal Impact and Home Business applications. 
Discussion ensues regarding Item #15 of the proposed Minimal Impact section of the site plan revisions, which deals with paving more than 1,000 sq. ft. of non-residential previously unpaved land. Ms. Planchet states that the board had previously discussed this and was not sure where to place it and decided to place it under Minimal Impact in the draft and see what the response was. She adds that Mr. Roy has provided comment relative to this. 
Mr. Dill references that there appears to be conflicting language for driveways within the regulations. He states that the board should decide what the adverse impacts are. Mr. Johnson makes a motion to remove item #15 from the Minimal Impact section and restore it to the Minor Site Plan section. Second by Mr. Dill. Mr. Dill notes the exemptions category and that there appears to be a conflict with paving or unpaved surfaces. Ms. Planchet replies that this is non-residential. She states that paving of unsurfaced areas of more than 1,000 sq. ft. could be a major impact.  She states that an exemption is in place if the paving is under 400 sq. ft. Ms. Planchet suggests that the board move this item back to the Minor section for now, and plan to discuss it at a later time in conjunction with a discussion to resolve the driveway conflicting language. The board agrees. Further discussion is held regarding paving spaces. Motion passes 5/0.

Mr. Strobel makes a motion to direct staff to develop the application process for the Minimal Impact/Home Business tier and a fee recommendation in the range of $50 to be considered. Second by Mr. Johnson. Motion passes 5/0

Ms. Planchet states that it would be a good idea to have the definition of home business, as specified in the development ordinance, to be included in the site plan review regulations so that it is clear which type of activity is to be included. Mr. Dill makes a motion for the home business definition from the development ordinance to be included in site plan review regulations.  Seconded by Mr. Strobel. Motion prevails; 5/0.
Mr. Johnson makes a motion to approve the December 2010 draft, as provided, with changes made this evening. Seconded by Mr. Dill. Mr. Dill asks if the home business is included. Ms. Planchet provides a summary of the 16 page document and the procedures for which the board is making decisions. 
Mr. Strobel states that he would like to address comments from Ms. Copeland from the Strafford Regional Planning Commission. He references her comments regarding the exempt section.  Ms. Planchet states that there is currently a process through code enforcement. Mr. Dill states that it is exempt so it skips the planning board. Mr. Strobel notes Item 17 and proposes an item “h” to include easements and rights-of-way. Ms. Planchet states that an applicant may not know this information unless a survey has been completed. Ms. Planchet suggests a statement from the applicant regarding easements and refers to item 10 which would cover this.  

Motion carries; 5/0. 
Ms. Planchet states that she will follow through with the editing of the draft and present the board with draft procedures as soon as possible. Mr. Strobel requests that the town report be amended to indicate that this proposal has been approved by the board.

ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Johnson makes a motion to adjourn at 8:17; seconded by Mr. Dill.   
Motion passes unanimously; 5/0.  

Respectfully submitted,

Lisa Fellows-Weaver

Board Secretary

Official as of February 24, 2011
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