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Town of Northwood                                                                                  
Planning Board

December 16, 2010

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

PRESENT: Chairman Robert Strobel, Vice Chairman Herb Johnson, Selectmen’s Representative Robert Holden, Rick Wolf, Babette Morrill, Adam Sprague, Town Planner Elaine Planchet, and Board Administrator Linda Smith. Alternate Victoria Parmele arrives at 7:15 p.m. 
VOTING DESIGNATION: Bob Strobel, Herb Johnson, Rick Wolf, Babette Morrill, Adam Sprague, and Bob Holden. Alternate Victoria Parmele (7:15 p.m.) 

ABSENT: Roger LeClerc and Alternate Pat Bell. 

MINUTES:

December 9, 2010

Mr. Strobel makes a motion, second by Ms. Morrill, to accept the minutes of December 9, 2010, as amended. 

Page 1: ” to ft. 
Page 4: Delete: …a… 
Motion passes unanimously; 4/0/2. Mr. Holden and Mr. Johnson abstain. 

Public Hearing - Proposed Changes to Zoning Ordinance. 
Mr. Strobel opens the public hearing at 7:05 pm. 
Mr. Strobel explains that older homes with large numbers of bedrooms may not be viable as single family homes and the lots may become more valuable if they were empty vacant lots. He states that the proposed ordinance is to address this and the need for accessory apartments was created.  
Mr. Strobel reads from the proposal and the criteria that would need to be met.  
Dan Tatem, 143 Upper Deerfield, asks if an addition may be added to an existing structure. Mr. Strobel replies yes. Mr. Tatum asks if this would apply to all roads in Northwood. Mr. Strobel replies that it would apply to Class I, II and V roads. 
Nona Holmes states that when she first came to Northwood, there were a lot of old farmhouses and most of them were three generations homes. She states that there were sections of the homes for the different generations and she saw nothing the matter with that and doesn’t see anything wrong with this today. She states that she feels that the home business should be prevented in this situation. Mr. Strobel explains the difference between homes businesses and home occupations. He states that he does not feel that an apartment would contradict the multi generation home; however, the difference would be that in a multi generation home a kitchen and bath could be shared. Ms. Holmes replies that this may not be the case for every home. Ms. Smith states that the board would not regulate if tenants were families or not and that there would be no restriction intended at all with this proposal.
Bruce Farr states that speaking as an individual, not as the chairman of the ZBA, he would like to thank the planning board for taking this action. He states that there are many gorgeous, historical homes in town that are not affordable to keep in the family. He states that the ZBA has addressed many “mother-in-law” apartment issues. He feels that the proposed ordinance is a bonafide attempt to work on these issues and is a start in the right direction. He states  that he appreciates the efforts.  
Mr. Strobel reads an e-mail from Eric Reitter into the record: 

“Elaine and Linda,

I was reading the Forum last night and noted that a change to the ordinance related to an accessory apartment is proposed.  I understand that the Planning Board is suggesting that the ordinance currently requiring a variance for an accessory apartment to an existing structure be changed to eliminate the need for a variance if the lot is 80,000 sf or larger, meets frontage requirements and has a suitable septic system.

I understand and support the Board’s intent to make it easier for owners of large structures in the community to convert space from single family to an accessory unit to ease economic hardship, as well as the ZBA’s concern about demolition of some of these homes to make way for commercial development.  However, as currently drafted, the ordinance could double density on 80,000 sf lots without input from the Planning Board, ZBA or abutters.

To remain consistent with the requirements of the current ordinance and regulations (as in the case of duplexes), I suggest that the language be changed to require a minimum 4 acre lot size instead of 80,000 sf.  This ensures that the Town’s density requirements are not violated.  I suggest that a variance continue to be required for accessory apartments to existing structures on lots smaller than 4 acres.

My opposition to the 80,000 sf minimum includes:

Potentially doubling density of 80,000 sf lots, which:

Could cause the Town to incur additional costs through demand on the Town’s services including schools, police, fire, highway, etc. with likely minimal if any increase in revenue, burdening taxpayers. The same could be said for 4 acre lots, however a two family structure on 4 acres is consistent with current ordinances and regulations, which have planned for long-term growth of the community.

Is inconsistent with the rural character of the community and intent of the Master Plan;

Should allow for input from abutters;

Should allow for input from community planning leaders such as the ZBA or Planning Board.

Allowing de-facto two family housing on any 80,000 sf lot could be abused.  In a developer’s shoes, I imagine a 20-lot subdivision consisting of 2-acre lots approved for single family homes with traffic, school and other impacts addressed for single family use.  However, the developer could actually build two-family housing on every lot to increase value of the lot, but circumvent the intent of the Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision Regulations. In that instance, under the proposed ordinance change, the Town would no recourse but simply be required to issue the building permits.

I believe that the Board’s intent could be met with a 4-acre minimum lot size.  In the event that the owner of an existing structure desires an accessory apartment on a lot smaller than 4-acres, the route of a variance through the ZBA would still be available.

While I am no longer a resident of Northwood, I continue to be the owner of the lot and residence at 29 Bryant Road.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call or write.  Thank you for the opportunity to provide my thoughts.  Happy holidays and regards to all back home!”

Mr. Wolf asks if the proposed ordinance is for attached or detached buildings. Ms. Planchet reads the proposal language.

Victoria Parmele arrives at 7:15

Mr. Tatum suggested language that this be applicable to existing larger homes and limit it to no new developments of duplexes. Mr. Strobel states that any new structures would require variance or the regulations would need to be changed. 
Ms. Smith states that for transparency, it should be made clear that the basis of this regulation - although the intent is to help with the larger homes and in-laws or adult children who may stay at home longer and have a separate apartment - it does not inhibit any single family residence from adding this size apartment as long as the criteria are met. She adds that it can be a rental unit, not bound by those things that were mentioned. She states that currently, any 4 acres with 150 ft. of frontage may have this situation permitted based on the current regulations; it would be called a duplex and allowed today.

Ms. Smith states that in changing the zoning ordinance to allow for this, the only way that it could be limited, would be to say … any residential structure permitted by a certain date…. She adds that this would require research as many of the original homes did not have permits.
Carl Wallman states that Mr. Reitter’s letter brings the point of increasing the burden on the taxpayers without incurring a larger tax base. He states that there could be an increase to the schools without increasing the tax base. He adds that the 4 acre minimum may not affect this issue and there needs to be a change in the tax base if there will be an increase in the revenues from these larger homes. He notes that many of these homes are currently run as businesses.  

Mr. Strobel closes the public hearing. Mr. Strobel states that the board will take the comments, discuss them, and vote to either move forward as presented or schedule a hearing if substantive changes are necessary.  

Mr. Strobel closes the public hearing on the zoning ordinance.

Public Hearing - Site Plan Review Regulations 
Mr. Strobel briefly explains the proposed amendment to the site plan review regulations and reads the 13 points for the minimal impact application.  He notes that the board has been working on this for more than a year.
At 7:30 Mr. Strobel opens the public hearing for the Minimal Impact/Third Tier. 
Hal Kreider, 19 Bell Cove Road, states that he is in favor of the proposal to encourage small businesses in town. He states that these items help to protect any adverse impacts. He adds that the board needs to recognize that people view things differently, such as traffic numbers as an example. He states he is concerned that the people affected the most are those who will want to know that all conditions are met. Mr. Strobel replies that abutter notification would still be required with this minimal impact application process. 

David Tousignant, vice chair economic development committee, thanks the board for their effort in doing this process. He states that this process has been discussed and supported by economic development committee. 
Mr. Strobel reads comments submitted via email from Steve Roy into the record. Comments noted the contradiction in the expansion of site improvements as well as landscape requirements and invasive species. 
With no further comments, Mr. Strobel closes the public hearing on the site plan review comments. 
Ms. Planchet states that January 21st is the last day to post and publish notice for a final public hearing and that February 1st is the last day that a public hearing may be held.  
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 12/16/10.

Ms. Planchet states that a request to continue was submitted today by the applicant. Mr. Johnson makes a motion, second by Mr. Holden, to continue the case to January 13, 2011, at 7:00 p.m. Motion passes; 7/0.
NEW CASES:

CASE 10-08: Thomas and Cindy DeMeritt, Upper Deerfield Rd. Map 235/Lots 1 & 2. Applicants are seeking Boundary Line Adjustment, which will result in Map 235/Lot 1 to be 23.08 Ac., with 1,793’ of road frontage; and Map 235/Lot 2 to be 3.56 Ac., with 300’ of road frontage. 
Tom DeMeritt is present. Application materials and the plans are reviewed by the board.  
Mr. Strobel makes a motion, second by Mr. Johnson, to accept the application as complete. Ms. Planchet states that the application fees have not been received. She states that she understood that a waiver request was to be provided due to the conservation easement proposal for Parcel A. 

Mr. DeMeritt states that the conservation commission was to appropriate the fees. Ms. Smith states that the conservation commission has taken a vote to support the waiver request. 

Ms. Planchet states that staff notes are included in the members’ packets and that she received an e-mail from the fire department stating they have no  comments relative to this application. She adds that nothing has been received from the police department. She adds that, if approved, a note should be added to the plan regarding RSA 674:41. 

Motion passes; 7/0.
Mr. Strobel reads the abutters list. Abutters present are Dan Tatem, and Selectman Holden representing the town. 
Mr. DeMeritt explains the proposal: the existing house has been given its own lot; the conservation easement is on Parcel A. He adds that this lot is located near the end of the pavement.  He states there is about 300’ to where the easement starts from the pavement and that the town owns on the other side. 
Ms. Smith states that she just spoke to the conservation commission chairman who noted that the commission has voted to submit the waiver request for any fees to the planning board. 

Mr. Wolf asks if approving the lot line adjustment makes the lot a buildable lot. Mr. DeMeritt replies that the lot would be in a conservation easement and means to him that the lot would never be built on. He states that the upper portion of the other lot would be a buildable lot; however, it is on a class VI road. Ms. Smith suggests a note be added to the plan noting that criteria should be reviewed if a building permit is requested. Ms. Smith adds that the conservation easement is not on the entire lot, only on Parcel A. 
Ms. Parmele asks what portion of Parcel A is steep slopes. Mr. Strobel asks how far the stone wall on the right hand side going up the hill is to the pavement. Mr. Demeritt replies that there is quite a distance. 

Ms. Planchet states that this is a standard BLA and there are no new lots being  created. She states that the code enforcement officer comment was that he would request that for the home on Lot 235/2, an after the fact release form be signed for the town.  She states that Mr. Hickey indicated that now that the survey has been completed, it is clear that the driveway is on the Class VI portion and that completion of the release form releases the town from any liability for being on the class VI portion. 
Ms. Smith states that she wants to make the applicant aware that the creation of the three acre lot may take a while as the plan will not be signed until the conservation easement is approved. 
Dan Tatum, abutter, states that based on discussions and conditions discussed, he is in full support of the application. 
Mr. Strobel makes a motion, second by Mr. Johnson, to accept the waiver request for fees. Motion passes unanimously; 7/0. 
Mr. Johnson makes a motion, second by Mr. Strobel, to approve the lot line adjustment, with the following conditions:

1. Note to be added to the plan: “"Approval of this plan by the Northwood Planning Board is an approval of the boundary line adjustment only and does not grant approval for the issuance of building permits under RSA 674:41. Prior to the issuance of a building permit on lot 235-1 including Parcel A, the access will be subject to review and approval by the planning board or the zoning board of adjustment for the criteria noted in RSA 674:41." and,

2. An Agreement and Release to build on a Class VI or private road be executed with the town for the existing home on Map 235/Lot 2; and,

3. The proposed Conservation Easement for “Parcel A” be reviewed and approved by the Northwood Conservation Commission and satisfactorily reviewed by town counsel.

Motion passes unanimously; 7/0. 

CASE 10-09: Davlynn Homes, LLC, Blakes Hill and Harmony Hill Roads. Map 228; Lot 23. Applicant is seeking a 9 lot open space subdivision. (Property currently owned by Anthony Irrevocable Trust.)
Herb Johnson recuses himself for this application and leaves the table.  
VOTING DESIGNATION: Bob Strobel, Rick Wolf, Babette Morrill, Adam Sprague, Bob Holden and Alternate Victoria Parmele.

Mr. Strobel notes that the staff comments recommend that the application is complete. Ms. Planchet notes that additional information has been provided by the applicant since last week’s work session and is included in the board’s packets. She explains that this information has been provided as a response to staff notes and the board comments from last week. She adds that a comment has been received from the fire department. 
Mr. Strobel makes a motion to accept the application as complete. Mr. Holden seconds. Discussion is held on procedural issues for timing to note the reasons for the approval and denial of a case. Vote: 6/0. 
Mr. Strobel opens the public hearing for this case and reads the abutters list. Abutters present are three trustees of the Anthony Irrevocable Trust (Chris Averill, Linda White and Steven Anthony), Eileen McGranaghan, Dennis and Linda Savoie, Carl Wallman, Nora and Glen La Rue, and David Tousignant.  
Atty. Jeff Merrill is present representing the applicants.  Mr. Merrill explains the conservation land that is nearby including the Wallman property and the other Anthony lot, which has been placed into a conservation easement. He provides plans to the board members which highlight these properties.
A discussion is held regarding the layout of the proposed homes. Mr. Merrill  states that one alternative plan would be to have two houses on Harmony Road, which will allow the lots to be shorter and wider.  He states that this also would allow for the protection of an additional ½ acre of agricultural soils; preserving more than 7.56 acres.  
Ms. Planchet states that Ms. Parmele has pointed out that the board needs to consciously address the purpose of open space and reads from the development ordinance.  Ms. Parmele states that one provision of the open space is aesthetics and views. She asks if the subdivision will still look rural. Mr. Merrill replies that this proposal meets all the criteria of the regulations, and places the open space in the rear. He adds that the applicant chose to meet the stated purpose to protect the agricultural lands. Mr. Strobel states that it is the board’s decision to determine whether the purpose is acceptable for this application. Ms. Parmele adds that it is hard for the board as the board needs to make this decision prior to hearing comments from the public. Mr. Strobel states that the entire plan except for the upper right hand corner is agricultural soils. Ms. Morrill states that two criteria have been met.

Mr. Merrill states that the board could comment on staggering house lots to get away from the houses being in a straight line. Discussion ensues on the design of how the houses would sit on the lot. 

Mr. Strobel makes a motion, second by Ms. Morrill, to accept the stated purpose to protect prime agricultural soils. Motion passes; 6/0. 

Mr. Merrill explains that the proposal is for a 9 lot open space subdivision with the open space to the rear.  He states that this will allow for one contiguous line with the open field of Wallman property and open field view shed. He states that this is a standard open space design, which has allowed the lots to have 125 ft. of road frontage and 1.5 acre lots. He states that the lots will all have road frontage and there are no roads proposed.  
A discussion is held regarding to the proposed open space covenant relative to permitted activities. Ms. Smith notes that one item of the proposed covenant is a contradiction to the cultivated and harvesting in that one allows saplings to be removed and another allows cultivation and harvesting.   
Mr. Merrill states that Mr. Pohopek will have notes added to the plan for the next meeting. 

Mr. Strobel states that he is intrigued by the alternate layout. He notes that the house on the upper right corner cuts into the connectivity and view shed. He adds that the proposal could be amended to cant the houses. He expresses concern with privacy concerns although there is approximately 90’ between the homes. He adds that there is no landscaping shown. Mr. Strobel states that based on the direction and layout of the lot the houses could cant parallel to the back line of the lot, which would increase the southern exposure. Mr. Merrill states that they will consider these items. 

Ms. Parmele states that more variation increases the aesthetics and viability of the project. Mr. Merrill replies that they are trying to balance the design for the best house locations for privacy, keeping driveways out of the side setbacks, and aesthetics. 
Further discussion is held regarding the landscaping. Mr. Strobel asks if street trees are proposed. Mr. Merrill asks if this is required by the board. Mr. Strobel suggests that street trees be added for uniformity. 
Mr. Strobel opens the public hearing at 8:52 p.m. Abutter Carl Wallman asks what the nature is of the common land and who owns it. Mr. Strobel replies that each owner has an equal share, which would be a 1/9th undivided interest to each of the buyers. Mr. Merrill states that there will be permitted activities but no active management. Mr. Merrill states that a proposed deed highlights this information. He adds that the interest in the open space is not separable from the lot. Mr. Strobel reviews the criteria and notes that there are use limitations and no structures. He suggests adding “not limited to”. Discussion ensues as to how the uses would be monitored. Ms. White asks if there could be an association created. Mr. Merrill states that an association could be drafted to monitor the open space but it would consist of the 9 homeowners. 

Mr. Wallman asks about a conservation easement. Mr. Strobel states that the conditions would go with the land. Additional discussion is held regarding structures within a conservation easement and the open space. Mr. Wallman expresses concern with enforcement. Mr. Strobel states that the town does not enforce covenants. Ms. Planchet states that it may be that a conservation easement could not be required for this application, and that if it doesn’t work out it would not be a deal breaker.  She stated that the board should not anticipate folks not following the covenants and that there should be an expectation of good will.  Ms. White states that the 9 homeowners would have their nine votes for an association and determine what they want for the open space.   
Dave Tousignant asks if the homes are spec houses or if they are sold as bought. Mr. Merrill replies that he is not sure and states that it depends on the sale of the homes. Mr. Tousignant asks if the proposal could proceed if it were not an open space design. Mr. Merrill replies yes and notes that a yield plan was provided at the last meeting. Mr. Tousignant states that he would prefer to have the homes not be in a straight line. He states that he feels that there is more aesthetic value in the subdivision vs. trying to preserve soils by having the ability to push the houses back. Mr. Strobel states that the lots are very deep and the applicant has mentioned staggering the homes. Ms. Planchet states that the houses are shown for the purpose of proving they can fit on the lot, not for the actual location. She adds that the entire lot consists of agricultural soils so the ordinance requires this subdivision to be an open space subdivision which has reduced requirements for each lot and less frontage. 
Glenn La Rue states that this is too many houses. He adds that angling the houses will ruin it. He states that his concern is with the privacy issues and the proposal by putting the homes further to the back will make his home look like it is a part of the subdivision and that is not what he wants. Mr. La Rue states that noise pollution has not been addressed. He states that with no trees the neighborhood will very noisy. In addition, he notes that he has radon problems at his house. He expresses concern about the condition of the road and whether it can handle the number of new houses proposed.  
Dennis Savoie asks if it is necessary to build so many homes. He asks if there is a guarantee in writing that their wells will not be disturbed. Mr. Merrill states that the regulations allow 9 lots for this lot and this is why the applicants have proposed 9 lots. He states that there are no guarantees for wells and everything meets the state regulations. Mr. Merrill adds that the number of homes permitted is not greater than the number allowed in a regular subdivision. 
Linda White states that she realizes that the neighbors are upset with the proposal; however, she notes that they have tried to sell this lot on the open market and this is the buyer who is interested. She states that her family worked hard on that lot for years.
Mr. La Rue states that he does not want to see the property lined with trailers. He notes that he did try to purchase a lot but a subdivided lot was not an option. 

Linda Savoie asks what types of homes will be built. Mr. Merrill states that he will provide standard designs that this builder makes.  He states that generally the homes are colonials and capes. Ms. Planchet notes that there is a subdivision in town created by this builder. Mr. La Rue comments that the comparison is apple to oranges and he adds that there are trees in that area. Ms. Smith states that the subdivision is an open space design.  
Ms. Parmele asks about the standard water usage. Mr. Merrill states he will try and provide this information for the next meeting. Ms. Parmele notes that the field was used for agricultural purposes. 
Chris Averill states that she lived on this property and raised a family. She explains that there were no problems with the water. She states they have an obligation as trustees to do what they feel is best, what their parents would want, and this is what they are trying to do. She states that they would not be doing this project if it were not necessary.  

Ms. McGranaghan states that she lives across the street and has lived here for many years. She explains that she enjoys the area and does not want to see the rural character of the neighborhood change. She states that there will be a major impact to the schools and taxes. Overall she states that this is a major cultural change for her on the hill. 
With no further comments, Mr. Strobel closes the public comment at 9:15 p.m. 
Ms. Parmele asks about the connectivity to the open space. Mr. Wallman states that this is the best way for the open space to be designed and there are many uses available. 

Ms. Parmele asks if there were any discussions with the option for a conservation easement. Ms. White replies that they did have meetings with the conservation commission. She states that the commission did not want to pay the asking price. She explains that their family has placed 62 acres, across the street, into conservation.  She states that they have tried to help the area. She notes that they too have worked very hard on these lands all their lives and they hate to see it go. 

Chris Averill states that there are six trustees involved and they must make the decisions for all. Some were satisfied with land and the others need to be satisfied by some sort of equitable amount of income. This is what they believe is the right thing to do and that is why they are moving forward.   
Ms. McGranaghan asks if the open space would be open to public use. Ms. Planchet explains that the open space is private property, unless the property owners choose to make it available to the public.  Ms. McGranaghan states that this proposal may be easier to accept if the property were accessible. 
Waiver Requests

Ms. Planchet states that there are two waiver requests, included in the packet received on December 14. Mr. Strobel makes a motion, second by Mr. Holden, to grant the waiver request to Section 4.08, as the plan already exceeds the required scale. Motion passes unanimously; 6/0. 
Mr. Strobel states that there are no sidewalks near this property. Ms. Parmele makes a motion, second by Mr. Holden, to grant the waiver request for sidewalks from Section 3.05. Motion passes unanimously; 6/0. 
Comments
Ms. Parmele suggests a site walk. Mr. Strobel requests that some markers or indication of lot lines be added along the front of the property. Discussion ensues and Ms. Planchet summarizes the staff review notes and information provided by the applicant.  
Discussion is held regarding holding a site walk. Ms. Planchet states that this area is an easy drive by. A tentative date is set for Saturday, December 18, at 9 a.m. or Sunday, December 19 time to be determined between 9-11 a.m. Ms. Parmele offers to contact Alden Dill and staff in the morning to inform if a quorum is available, and to post, if necessary.  
The case is continued to January 27, 2011 at 7 p.m.
Planner’s Items
FYI: Proposed Town Blasting Ordinance by Code Enforcement for BOS
Ms. Planchet states that she forwarded a draft blasting ordinance to the planning board members for their review, as requested by the code enforcement officer. She then reviewed the document and states she believes it should be adopted by the board of selectmen because it is an activity, not a land use. 
FYI: Staff’s Proposed Revised Job Description for BOS

Ms. Planchet states that staff has discussed a revised job description for the town planner which is to be presented to the selectmen. She states that she is providing this to the board for information purposes.
Mr. Strobel states that he, Ms. Parmele, and the former town administrator had worked on the job description. He states that he forwarded that by email today for review; however, felt that it was very similar. Ms. Parmele adds that her comment would be to add that the planner is to be a liaison, to provide direction, and information to enhance the knowledge of the planning board.   Ms. Planchet states that the staff’s recommendation includes a proposal for the planner to be able to work up to 5 hours and to put the general administration under the town administrator rather than the planning board.
Discussion ensues regarding the subcommittee’s proposed item 4 regarding the technical assistance and providing information to the board.
Mr. Strobel makes a motion, second by Ms. Parmele, to edit the staff proposed job description, by adding the subcommittee’s #4. Ms. Smith states that she is in support of the document reviewed by herself, the planner, and the new town administrator. Discussion ensues. Ms. Smith states that the land use department, not just the planner, may be doing some of this item #4 informational review and forwarding and be added as a general statement. Mr. Holden motions to postpone voting on the item until the town and board administrator can review the document. No second is provided. Ms. Smith suggests that the document be forwarded to the selectmen who may ask for comment from the board administrator and or the town administrator. Ms. Planchet states that the subcommittee was created at least 6 months ago to present a memo to the selectmen for the planner job description. Ms. Parmele states that they are just volunteers. Ms. Planchet states that perhaps this is an indication that the planning board is not the entity to provide oversight to a paid position. She adds that this is why staff prepared another revised job description for the planner. Ms. Parmele apologizes for the delay and suggests that #4 be added to the job description. Mr. Holden withdraws his amendment. Ms. Morrill states that she feels that a planner should be more than a technical position and that she likes the #4 proposal. Motion passes unanimously; 6/0. Mr. Strobel states that he wishes the town staff to send this decision to the board of selectmen for their consideration.  

Deliberations on the Zoning Ordinance

The board agrees to schedule a work session, January 6, 2011, at 7 p.m. for the deliberations on the zoning ordinance. 
Agricultural Committee

Ms. Planchet states that she received comments back from LGC regarding the question on the planning board and BOS representative membership of the agricultural committee. She states that it seems that the membership is fine as long as it is an agricultural committee, not a commission.
Interim Town Administrator 

Mr. Holden states that the selectmen have reached an employment agreement with the interim town administrator and hope to have everything finalized by January 1, 2011. He states that the selectmen are extremely excited to have Mr. Lemire on board as the town administrator. 
Mr. Holden thanks the planning board members for their service this year and on behalf of the board of selectmen wishes all a Merry Christmas. Mr. Strobel states that the board of selectmen has a very hard job that does not give them much credit and he thanks the selectmen for their work this year. 
Blasting Ordinance 

Mr. Wolf asks for more information on the blasting ordinance.  Ms. Planchet states that the building department presented a draft blasting ordinance for the community. After further review, Ms. Planchet stated that she believes that the ordinance is an item for the selectmen to adopt not the planning board. 

Mr. Wolf states that there is some confusion as to the requirements for blasting. Mr. Holden states that the selectmen will have the public hearing on this item. Mr. Wolf asks about the excavation permit and how that relates to blazing. A discussion is held regarding the process of the excavation permit. Ms. Planchet states that there is currently no regulation which addresses the procedure for this. Mr. Strobel suggests that the board create this process. Additional discussion is held regarding the need for an excavation permit for Coe Brown. Ms. Planchet states that the form was approved by the planning board and it is designed to make sure that the regulations are being followed. 
Motion to adjourn is made by Mr. Holden, second by Mr. Strobel. Motion passes unanimously at 10:30 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Lisa Fellows-Weaver

Board Secretary
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