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Town of Northwood

Planning Board

January 28, 2010

Chairman Bob Strobel calls the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m.  
PRESENT: Chairman Bob Strobel, Vice Chairman Herb Johnson, Roger LeClerc, Alternates Rick Wolf and Pat Bell, Town Planner Elaine Planchet and Board Administrator Linda Smith. Selectman Representative Scott Bryer arrives at 7:25 p.m. 
VOTING DESIGNATION: Bob Strobel, Herb Johnson, Roger LeClerc, Rick Wolf, and Pat Bell. Scott Bryer - 7:25 p.m.
ABSENT: Victoria Parmele, Deborah Couch, and Alternate Scott Campbell.  

PUBLIC: Approximately 20 members of the public are present.

OLD CASES: 

CASE 09-08: Coe Brown Northwood Academy, 907 First NH Turnpike, Map 217; Lots 65 and 66; Dana and Cindy Davidson, 35 Bow Lake Road, Map 218; Lot 1. Applicants are seeking site plan approval to add an educational facility with proposed 1,500 +/- sq. ft.; to expand athletic fields; and to create access onto Bow Lake Road.  Application accepted as complete on 7/23/09; 65-day 9/26/09. Continued to 1/28/10.

Rick Wolf has recused himself from this case. 
Mr. Strobel states that Coe Brown Northwood Academy has requested a continuance. Ms. Planchet states that Mr. Aleva informed her that they are meeting with DES next week and felt that it would be better to address everything at the next meeting and have requested the continuance to the next scheduled planning board meeting. Discussion ensues. Mr. Johnson makes a motion, second by Mr. Bell, to continue case 09-08 to February 11, 2010 at 7:00 p.m. Motion carries; 4/0. 
CASE 09-11: John Ovadek, 1064 First NH Turnpike. Map 217; Lot 45. Applicant is seeking site plan review for a retail/discount store. Application accepted as complete on 10/22/09; 65 day 12/26/09. Continued to 1/28/10.

Mr. Ovadek is present and provides revised plans. He has now received permission from the surveyor to use these plans. 
Mr. Ovadek explains that the entryway of the driveway off Rte. 4 shows 45 ft. for the entrance. He states that a previously approved plan had accepted moving stones for a 60 ft. entryway. 
Ms. Planchet asks if all of the proposed uses are shown on the plan: residential use, First Class Moving, and a retail store. Mr. Ovadek replies yes.

Mr. Ovadek explains that the hours of operation are different for all activities.   There is one company that arrives at the same time twice per week. Ms. Smith suggests a separate box for hours for each business. Mr. Ovadek will add a note regarding the hours of the moving trucks. 
Ms. Planchet states that the name and title of the plan should be added. 
A discussion is held regarding the parking. Mr. Strobel mentions that it could be that 8 spaces are required if the spaces are straight and 9 if they are angled. 
Ms. Smith states that the office space should be noted as professional office space, if possible, as there is a definition of this. Ms. Planchet reads this definition from the development ordinance and Mr. Ovadek agrees to consider it. 

Ms. Smith asks if the moving dock is existing and Mr. Ovadek replies that it is. 

Ms. Smith states that Canterbury Rd. is a Class VI road and is not shown and that there is no way to know based on the drawing if the parking is proposed to be in the Class VI road. She suggests adding a note to the plan stating that all parking would be outside the Class VI road. Mr. Ovadek agrees. Ms. Smith mentions the arrow on the left side of the First Class moving. Discussion is held.  Mr. Ovadek states he will amend the plan to change the arrow and make access to the loading dock clear.  A note will be added regarding no parking in the Class VI road. Mr. Bell recalls that the road was on a previous plan.  Mr. Ovadek states he will refer to the previous plan.
Ms. Smith asks if the detention pond is in place. Mr. Ovadek replies yes. Ms. Smith explains that this becomes a wetland delineated and there can not be any structures within 20 ft. She states that the dumpster and propane tank would have to be moved. She adds that they would need to be shown on the plan, 20 ft. away. Mr. Ovadek states that he will remove the dumpster and will contact the propane company to move the tank. Ms. Smith asks about the traffic flow around that pond. She notes that there cannot be anything that  impedes the 20 ft. buffer based on the zoning ordinances. Mr. Ovadek states that it is gravel there now.  Mr. Strobel notes that the propane tank can be no closer than 10 ft. to any structures.

Scott Bryer arrives at 7:25 p.m. 
Ms. Smith asks if the left side parking area is in place. Mr. Ovadek states that all parking area is paved but not striped. He adds that the area is landscape now and is at different heights.
Discussion is held regarding the amount of parking spaces required for a 4,000 sq. ft. retail building and office space.  Mr. Ovadek suggests that he eliminate the angled parking areas. He will address the items to be changed on the plan.
Ms. Planchet notes that the 1993 plan shows the road extension.  
Ms. Smith states that the town’s code enforcement officer requires bathrooms and she asks if there is a septic design. Mr. Ovadek explains that there is a bathroom in the proposed retail store and the office as well. He adds that he believes that the septic is shared with all buildings in the area. 

Ms. Planchet reads the businesses office definition and Mr. Ovadek will further review the two different office definitions and decide what he wants to use. 

Waiver Requests:

Ms. Planchet states that there are waiver requests pending. Mr. Ovadek states that the waiver requests list will be re-worked.  Mr. Strobel states that the board will address them at another meeting. 
As far as traffic, Mr. Ovadek provides some figures that he obtained from  another site plan in the files from 2006 and notes that this plan is very accurate. He feels that 8-10 cars an hour is accurate that would enter the site based on the information he obtained from other files. 
There is no public comment. 

The board requests that any new information be provided by February 11. Mr. Ovadek provides a written request to continue the case to February 25. Mr. Johnson makes a motion, second by Mr. Bell, to continue case 09-11 to February 25, 2010 at 7:00 p.m. Motion passes unanimously; 6/0.
CASE 09-14: Mark Lopez (Family Dollar), Rte. 202 & 9. Map 234; Lot 7; Sublot 2. Applicant is seeking a site plan review for construction of an 9,250 sq. ft. retail store to include Family Dollar and one rental unit. (Property currently owned by Beth Grimes and Gregory Lalish.)   

Mr. Johnson recuses himself for this case and leaves the table.
Present are Chris Berry of Berry Surveying and Engineering along with the applicant Mark Lopez.
Ms. Planchet provides a status report. She states that the application was received in December for the December monthly meeting and the application has not been accepted as complete. She states that the applicant requested a continuance. Information was requested from the applicant from the December work session and has not been provided as of this point in time. She references the 15 day statutory time frame for information to be provided.
Mr. Berry provides an overview of the area. He states that the comments have not been addressed to date as the plan has been in flux up until 2 days ago trying to reach an agreement with an abutter. He states that after tonight’s meeting they will know which direction to develop the site into the future.
Mr. Berry states that they have one waiver request regarding parking; he states that 37 spaces are required and they are only proposing 30 at this time. He explains that Family Dollar believes that they only require 25 spaces to accommodate their store. He states that will add an additional 5 spaces for the other retail entity. 
Ms. Smith states that the application needs to be accepted as complete prior to any discussions being held or details provided. 

Ms. Planchet states that the board needs to make a decision as to whether the application is complete or not before the board can proceed. She states that if there is information available that makes the application more complete than it was when it was submitted in December, then the board needs to be made aware of this. 

Mr. Berry states that a trip generation analysis has been provided. Ms. Planchet reviews the 27 items requested on the staff notes. 
Mr. Berry states that they will provide a sidewalk and asks if a separate access plan is required. Mr. Strobel states it would be helpful. Mr. Berry states that they have not filed permits to date. 
Mr. Strobel states that it is his inclination to not accept the application tonight; however, the case will be put on the next scheduled meeting.  He requests that the additional information requested by the board be provided so it can be further processed for February 25. 
Mr. Berry asks what the board wants to see for architectural design. Ms. Smith cautions the board with providing specific information. What has been provided so far has been a recommendation by staff and the board has not accepted the application. Mr. Bryer asks if there have been any recommendations thus far. Ms. Planchet replies that the board would determine if the design were acceptable or not. Mr. Berry states that the board is requesting more information and he may not provide the correct or perhaps not enough information. Mr. Bryer states that he does not believe architectural info is a requirement. Mr. Bryer requests that the building fit into the neighborhood and that could be presented through photographs. 

Ms. Smith suggests that if the case is continued the applicant should state that he is willing to waive his right to have the board make a decision within 30 days on completeness. Mr. Lopez so states. 
Mr. Berry states that a new set of plans will be provided. Ms. Planchet states that this would be needed to be in the office by February 10 or 11. 
Mr. Strobel motions to continue consideration of case 09-14 until February 25. Mr. Bell seconds. Motion passes; 5/0. 
Herb Johnson returns to table.
NEW CASES:

CASE 10-01: J & B Auto Sales, 1451 First NH Tpke. Map 109; Lot 99. Applicant is seeking site plan review to add parking and a car port to an existing business. (Property owned by Brian and Jennifer Gardner)

Ms. Planchet states that there were some items that needed to be provided based on the staff and board reviews.  She explains the process. She adds that there was an approved site plan in 2002; however, in 2005 there was a subdivision done with a plan provided by a licensed land surveyor. She states that at the board’s work session, the board suggested that the applicant request that the surveyor of the 2005 plan could add the information to the 2002 plan. Ms. Planchet reviews the staff notes and items that need to be provided. 
Mr. Gardner states that he wanted to build a garage but was not going to do it this winter. He found a canopy carport and thought that they were temporary structures that did not require a permit. He was not aware that this does not apply to commercial properties. He had ordered the carport and installed it. He then got a letter that he needed to obtain a building permit, after the fact, and when he came to do that he was informed that if there was anything else he wanted to do now was the time to address it. He states that the old plan states that there can only be 30 or 40 parking spots cars on the lot and he has had up to 75 on the lot. He thought he would add this; however, at this time he wants to change the application to just address the carport. He adds that the U-Hauls were approved in 2002. 

Mr. Bell asks if the application is complete and Ms. Planchet states that it would not be her recommendation that it is complete as the board had requested additional information. She adds that the board would need to decide if the plan is sufficient with the 2005 surveyed plan, which shows a cement slab not the building.  
Mr. Bryer asks if this new proposal is extending the business more than what was approved in 2002. Discussion ensues regarding waiver requests. Ms. Smith cautions the board and applicant that if there is any activity or any change from the 2002 plan than the code enforcement officer could say that there would be additional items and the application would be out of compliance. 
Mr. Johnson makes a motion, second by Mr. Bryer, to accept the application for a carport application only, as complete. Motion passes unanimously; 6/0. 
Mr. LeClerc asks how many vehicles are approved for the site. Ms. Smith replies that the approval is for 14 parking spots where the carport is located. Mr. Gardner states that he usually has 25-35 cars on site. There are 20 now out front. He adds that there are a few spaces approved for parking by the sign as well as at the driveway where the u-hauls are parked.
Mr. Bell asks about the building. Mr. Gardner states that the carport is metal; steel framing and steel sides, with an open front and rear. He adds that the slab is much bigger. He asks if he were to close in the rear if he would need to come back to the board. Mr. Strobel states that if all four sides are closed in then it becomes a garage and Ms. Planchet states that he may need to speak to the building department.  
Mr. Strobel reads the abutters’ list and opens the public hearing. No abutters are present. Ms. Smith makes copies of the 2002 plan.
Mr. Johnson motions to approve any waiver requests that are associated with the carport. Mr. LeClerc seconds. Mr. Bryer requests that the motion be more specific noting what the waivers are. Ms. Planchet notes that the waivers are from page 2 through 10 of the checklist. Mr. Johnson amends the motion to grant all of the waiver requests. Mr. LeClerc seconds. Motion passes unanimously; 6/0.

Mr. Johnson makes a motion, second by Mr. Bryer, to approve the application with a condition that the 2002 amended plan delineates the carport. Ms. Smith inquires if this is a temporary vehicle storage building. After further discussion, Mr. Johnson amends the motion, second by Mr. Bryer, to make this a 26’ by 40’ vehicle storage building on the 2002 amended plan. Motion passes unanimously; 6/0

CASE 10-02: Town of Northwood, First NH Tpke. Map 222; Lot 27. Applicant provides notification and seeks comment per RSA 674:54 for expansion of athletic fields (phase II).         

Ms. Planchet explains that this is not an application before the board. She refers to the process in RSA 674:54 and states that the governmental unit is required to notify the planning board who then provides comments.

Staff comments and notes are reviewed. Ms. Planchet states that information is missing and she would not recommend that the application is complete. 
Steve Bailey is present representing the facilities committee. He states that there are new plans, dated December. Discussion ensues regarding correct plans. 
Mr. Strobel reads from the planning board/staff notes provided to the Town Facilities Committee:
(1) Zoning Board approval for crossing?  Structures (drainage; detention basin) in wetlands and perhaps if within 20 ft of side setbacks. 
(2) Proposed detention basin #2 [creating a wetland] appears to be close to property line (setback should be shown) would require ZBA approval

(3) # parking spaces standard?  Board to determine “closest similar use.”

(4) Will there be a number of different activities going on at same time?  Parking issues

(5) Should be cul-de-sac/drop off area & pedestrian walk way identified for kids to be dropped off....safety issue

(6) Parking should be identified on the ground...wheel stops? 

(7) Fields very close to each other.

(8) Grading shown right up to property line: requirement for buffer zone; proposal will eliminate all vegetation

(9) How steep is this?  May need some protection; 

(10) wheel stops or something to keep cars out of wetland buffer

(11) 20 ft setbacks to be shown for wetlands, property, structure, etc.

(12) Proposal for dealing with Existing Ledge Outcrops? (2 on soccer   

field; one on baseball field) Blasting?

(13) Where would spectators be?  Should be designated

(14) Handicap parking spaces; is grade appropriate?  

(15) Sanitary facilities to be provided

(16) Substantial activity being proposed; consider abutters.

(17) Circulation/pedestrian plans should be provided.

(18) Check state wetlands application against current submittal. Mr. 
Bailey states that this has been completed and the state has reviewed the property.  
(19) Reference plans not recorded?

(20) Any lighting plans?

(21) Concession stand or equipment/supplies storage?

(22) Plans for existing well (within driveway limits)

(23) Is new well proposed?  

(24) Check state driveway permit?  For ultimate development of the site  

or phase I?

(25) Check Overlay districts? (if ag soils, either show or waive them)

(26) Solid waste disposal? Is a dumpster to be provided? Where?

(27) No LLS stamp or signature

(28) Maintenance plans should identify responsible party for 
inspections, etc.

Mr. Strobel asks how close are these items to being completed and getting the information to the board. Mr. Bailey states that he can answer most of these. Ms. Planchet states that there should be a plan with many of the items delineated on it. Mr. Bailey states that the engineer thought that it was not necessary to put all of the setbacks on the plan since there were no buildings. He adds that copies can be made at a substantial cost for the additional copies. 
Mr. Bailey states that there was another plan submitted to the conservation commission that had the setback information for the timber cut and driveway. Ms. Smith states that the conservation commission does not approve plans; they review and the plans are forwarded to the state. Mr. Bailey states that they have been given their permits. Ms. Smith states that the planning board needs to have copies of plans and she explains that these plans need to be with the same wetlands approval. Mr. Bryer states that if the town has plans already, it should be minimal costs. He feels that it is the right thing to do so that all departments have the necessary information. 
Mr. Strobel makes a motion, second by Mr. Johnson, to accept the application as complete. Motion passes unanimously; 6/0. 
Mr. Bailey states that the conservation plan just has setbacks and the plans to the planning board is a result of comments from the state. Mr. Bailey states that there are two structures: basins and drainage out of two retention ponds.
Mr. Strobel opens the public hearing and reads the abutters’ list. Abutters present are Leigh Hanson, Fred Langa (who states he is from the Condominium Association and CRH Builders), and Richards Trust is represented by Warren Guptill. 
Ms. Hanson, 599 First NH Turnpike; states she is the east side abutter and asks if there are any changes proposed to what was considered to be the Phase I project. Mr. Bailey replies no. She states that she recalls that at a public hearing the planning board recommended that a gate be installed and the recreation representatives agreed. She asks if a gate is to be installed. Mr. Bailey replies probably not and he explains that the selectmen deemed the gate not necessary and more of a hazard in the end. Ms. Hanson states that she has been woken up in the middle of the night with cars going in all hours; she feels that there is a risk of damage and trespassers. She states she believes it is a dangerous situation.
Ms. Hanson states that there is also a mosquito factory due to the water not draining properly.  She said that when Phase I was put in place she spoke to the construction people and suggested the depth they were building below the water table as she has a well near by and they told her that this was the plan. She asks if this will be repaired and if not is the town planning to spray. Mr. Bryer replies that there is no plan to do spraying at this time. Ms. Hanson provides pictures of the standing water in June. She states that the mosquito population increased. She states that the first phase was done improperly and now we are talking of the second phase. She adds that she has spoken to the health officer who states that the town is putting townspeople at risk. She adds that her immune system is impaired and if she is sick she ends up in the hospital.
Ms. Hanson recommends that before phase 2 be approved or completed, there needs to be precautions made so that there is no standing water on the property. She states she believes that the town is setting itself up for a risk. Mr. Bryer asks if this is the retention pond and Ms. Hanson states that she understood it to be drainage and was not supposed to be standing water; it is a wetland now with ticks, mosquitoes, and now there are health risks. She states that the town is foolish to put kids and abutters and her health at a risk.
Ms. Hanson asks if a traffic survey has been done as the traffic is very difficult. She explains that left turns are difficult. She is concerned about traffic that would increase for Phase 2. Mr. Bryer states that it is a requirement and it’s not being done. Ms. Hanson states that from a liability standpoint, why is the traffic study not being requested? Mr. Bailey states that a traffic study was done for the first phase by an engineer. Mr. Bryer states that there has not been a formal traffic study. Ms. Hanson asks if there has been any thought that there should be a traffic study. Mr. Bryer states that if DOT approved a curb cut than DOT would not allow us to put an access there if it were dangerous. 
Ms. Hanson asks who is funding this project. Mr. Bryer states that this property was taken for taxes and the sales of the Lucas Pond School Lots. Ms. Hanson asks if the property will eventually be part of the operating budget and Mr. Bryer replies at some point the maintenance will be paid by the town’s operating budget. She states that she hopes the comments of the planning board will be considered and she expresses concern about the health and safety issues; she requests that the pond be rectified. 
Fred Langa, President of the Village at Mead Fields, states they are the west side abutters. He explains that the existing condos were built on Phase I. He states that their principal concerns are also health and safety; they are concerned about any blasting to be done as the well is very close. Mr. Bailey asks if the engineer who did this plan spoke to the property owners at Mead Filed and Mr. Langa replies yes and he adds that several came here to look at the plans. He states that it looks like the ledge area is about 1,200 ft. from the well location. Mr. Langa provides copies of maps he prepared with circles showing radius around the well. He explains that this is a 2,000 ft. radius and the community well currently serves 13 and is zoned for 26. Also, the wetland area and the drainage with the setbacks is on his side and they are concerned about that. He states that the wetland flows across the property, goes around the back part of the re-charge. Mr. Bailey states that as far as he knows, the engineer addressed this and as far as everyone is concerned this has all been addressed and there will not be any damage to the wells. 
Mr. Langa states that another health and safety issue is the manmade slopes being created at the edge of the fields. He states that should a child fall off the berm they will end in the Village’s property and this is a liability. He asks if there is a fence proposed. He states that the condos do not want to be liable. Mr. Bryer states that he doesn’t see fencing within the realm of possibilities due to cost factors. He suggested bringing this to a selectmen’s meeting. 
Ms. Smith states that 1320 ft. is the wellhead protection for wells serving community water supplies. 
Mr. Gerard states that there needs to be a gate there; there are drinking problems at night. He states that this is going to be good for the kids; but how is this being done, as the buffer is all gone and now there are trees being hauled out. Mr. Bryer states that the decisions are made in public meetings at the selectmen’s meeting. He explains that the town forester is working in the area and the forester removed the trees; revenue is earned from the wood chips. Mr. Gerard asks about the blasting and what is going to help us if something happens with the blasting. Mr. Bailey states that it is “rotten ledge” and they hope to remove it without blasting. He adds that should blasting be required a professional will be hired.

Mr. Gerard asks if there will be a turning lane/deceleration lane to get in to the fields. Mr. Bailey states that DOT did not suggest this at this time. 
Ms. Hanson asks if there will be blasting, will abutters be notified. Mr. Bailey  states that if there is blasting they will be notified. Ms. Smith notes that there  are regulations for blasting. 
Mr. Bell asks if phase I is complete and Mr. Bailey replies yes. Discussion ensues regarding the specifications. He states that the state has accepted it as is and to accept the second phase they reviewed this and accepted it.  

Mr. Bell states that the proposed detention basin 1 looks like something and then there are contours showing existing grades. Mr. Bell wants to know why the detention pond was not built according to plan. Mr. Bailey states it was and referenced another plan. Mr. Strobel notes that if the detention pond is half the size then it will be twice as deep, which explains why it is breeding. Mr. Bailey states that he will check into this. 
Mr. Bell states that the well is on the property line. Ms. Hanson states that the well is covered and marked no trespassing; it is a dug well with granite on top of it.
Mr. Bailey states that they are waiting for all comments to be heard before they ask for a final set of plans. 
Mr. Bailey states that it was suggested to do minimal impacts and listening to the abutters is to gravel the roads and then plant grass seeds; these become useable lawns. He states that they have tried to keep most of those grades to what they now are. He hopes to keep maintenance down and just mow the fields. They were not concerned for wheel stops. 
Discussion is held regarding a specific drop off location. Further review of the plan is held and Mr. Bailey explains that there is an area for a turn around. 
Mr. Johnson states that the public had a good point about adding a gate when the area is not being used. Mr. Bailey states that they felt it was better for cars to drive up the road rather than on the fields. Ms. Planchet states that even though the Board of Selectmen may decide not to follow the recommendations,  the board can still recommend that there be a gate for the public safety and welfare. 
The board requests copies of plans prior to the next meeting. 

Mr. Bryer makes a motion, Mr. Bell seconds, to continue this case to February 25, 2010. Motion passes unanimously; 6/0. 
Mr. Bailey states that the first Wednesday of the month there is a combined meeting of the ball fields committee and facilities committee at the community hall at 7 p.m. 
Mr. Wolf makes a motion to adjourn. Mr. Johnson seconds. Motion passes unanimously; 6/0, 10:30 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Lisa Fellows-Weaver

Board Secretary 
Official as of February 25, 2010

