Town of Northwood
Planning Board
August 14, 2014

Chairman Robert Strobel calls the meeting to order at 6:35 p.m.  

PRESENT: Chairman Robert Strobel, Vice-Chair Lee Baldwin, Selectman Representative Timothy Jandebeur, Lucy Edwards, Richard Bojko, Joseph McCaffrey, Alternate Victoria Parmele, Board Administrator Linda Smith, and Board Secretary Lisa Fellows-Weaver. 

VOTING DESIGNATION: Robert Strobel, Lee Baldwin, Timothy Jandebeur, Lucy Edwards, Richard Bojko, Joseph McCaffrey, and Victoria Parmele.

ABSENT: Rick Wolf, Alternate Ken Rick, and Alternate Adam Sprague 

MINUTES:
July 24, 2014
Mr. McCaffrey makes a motion, second by Mr. Jandebeur, to approve the July 24, 2014 meeting minutes, as amended as follows:
Page 6: Delete: …as follows. 
Page 7: Delete: …the… 
Page 10: Add: …the…
Page 10: Delete: …to remain…
Page 12: Add: …a…; …he acknowledges…; …prime…; Delete: …that were added…
Motion passes; 7/0.

August 2, 2014
Mr. Jandebeur makes a motion, second by Mr. Bojko, to approve the August 2, 2014 meeting minutes, as amended as follows:
Delete: Other.; Add: drive-up
Motion passes; 7/0.

August 5, 2014
Mr. Jandebeur makes a motion, second by Mr. McCaffrey, to approve the August 5, 2014 meeting minutes.
A discussion is held and the board requests for additional information to be added to the minutes. The motion and second are withdrawn. 
Motion passes; 7/0.

CASE: 14-10: Lake Shore Farm, LLC., 275 Jenness Pond Rd. Map 203; Lot 2. Applicants seek a minor subdivision of 26 Acs. into two lots; one lot with existing Lake Shore Farm Inn to become 5 Acs.; remaining lot to be 21 Acs. 
 
Mr. Strobel states that the application has not yet been accepted as complete.  Ms. Smith states that the reason that the board did not accept the application as complete was because a surveyed plan had not been provided. She states that the applicant did provide a surveyed plan at the July 24 planning board meeting and the plan needs to be in the office for at least 15 days, per RSA. She states that the decision was made by the board to continue the case for discussion purposes. 
 
Plans are reviewed. Mr. McCaffrey makes a motion, second by Ms. Edwards, to accept the application, as complete. Motion passes unanimously; 7/0. 

Mr. Strobel reads the abutters list and no abutters are present. 

Ms. Smith states that she has spoken to the town’s attorney regarding subdividing a lot with an existing nonresidential use and if that would require a site plan because some of the developed area was presented to be included on the second lot. Town counsel has indicated that a site plan is not required if the only change is a lot line; no change to the use. 

Ms. Smith states that there was a concern with the designation of the current use of the property. She provides an overview of the property. She states that there is no site plan on file. The business has been in operation since the mid 1800’s as a non-residential use and is currently used as a bed and breakfast inn with a function hall. She adds that any change would require coming back before the planning board. She requests that a consensus of the board be stated as to what the board determines is the use today. 
A discussion is held regarding note #10 on the plan. Mr. Strobel suggests that the note be amended. Ms. Smith states that the owners do live on the site. She reads the definition of a Bed and Breakfast operation from the town’s ordinances “Bed & Breakfast: A use in which an occupied single family residence also offers for public hire rooms for overnight accommodation, and offers meals prepared in the kitchen of the residence. This use shall be subordinate to the residential use of the structure and lot”.

Mr. Jandebeur makes a motion, second by Mr. McCaffrey, to determine that the use of the existing inn is as a bed and breakfast. Motion passes unanimously; 7/0.

Alden Beauchemin of Keyland Enterprises is present.

Mr. Beauchemin explains that the property is 26 acres with an existing inn and small cottage. He states that the proposal is to subdivide 5 acres to create a lot for the inn itself, leaving a 21 acre building lot. He states that a septic system has been installed for the inn. He states that there is a state permitted well located in the far rear of the property, near the pond. He adds that the permit number is referenced on the plan.

Mr. Beauchemin states that a proposed house and septic system location have been shown on the new lot along with the protective well radius which meets the requirements now as it was originally proposed to be over the lot line. He states that there is an existing garage that will continue to be used as a maintenance facility and for storage. 

Mr. Beauchemin states that the setbacks have been added to the plan along with the wetland buffers. 

Mr. Beauchemin states that he has submitted two waiver requests and the waiver requests are read into the record. Mr. Beauchemin states the first  waiver requested is from Section 3.03, Driveway Access. He states that the driveway is required to be 20’ from the side property lines. He explains that there is an existing access for the inn and parking area. He states that the setback would actually be zero; however, the owner would be the property owners of both lots. 

Mr. Beauchemin states that the second waiver is from Section 4.09, Area of Coverage. He explains that this waiver is to allow for the reduced coverage of topography, wetland delineation, and boundaries due to the large size of the proposed parcels. He states that the detail for the 5 acre lot is completely shown; however, the 28 acre parcel only shows 4-5 acres. 

Mr. Jandebeur asks about the encroachment with the parking area and the easement. Mr. Beauchemin states that they will adjust the parking area and then no easement will be necessary. 

A discussion is held regarding the sight distance. Mr. Beachemin provides an update regarding the sight distance for both driveways. He explains that each driveway has at least 250 ft. Documentation is provided and reviewed showing the site and profiles. Discussion is held. Mr. Beauchemin states that the driveway information will be added to the plan. 

Mr. Jandebeur asks about the utilities. Mr. Beauchemin states that all of the utilities are overhead. He adds that the utilities are shown on sheet 2. 

Mr. Strobel asks if any comments have been received from the fire and police departments. Ms. Weaver states that the fire department has not submitted any comments and the police chief has commented that he has no comments or concerns. Ms. Smith states that there is a dry hydrant shown on sheet 2. 

Ms. Parmele asks if there are any shoreland issues or other state permits. Mr. Beauchemin states that anything over 5 acres does not require state subdivision approval. He adds that the shoreland setback is 250’ and will add this to the plan. He states that they are in the process of the shoreland application.  

A discussion is held regarding the needs for easements. Mr. Strobel asks if they are still planning to access the proposed lot 2-1 on the driveway/trail area  from the parking area of lot 2. Mr. Beauchemin replies yes and states that the legal access is along the road where the garage is now. He adds that in the future they plan to extend the driveway by the left hand side of the garage out to the rear of the property. He adds that there are two driveways and the applicant will use the access through the parking area and should the area be sold then they will address with an easement if necessary. Mr. Strobel states that the easement would need to be shown on the plan or removed. Ms. Smith states that if there is an intent that the trail will be accessed from the parent lot, proposed easement language could be drafted. Mr. Beauchemin states that the existing trail is used as a snowmobile trail. He states that they do not intend to block off this area and they may create an easement or take it off the plan. Discussion ensues. Ms. Smith states that the applicant will need to propose language and the board can decide if the proposed language is acceptable. Mr. Strobel states that the applicant can provide the proposed language to the board.  

Ms. Smith states that proposed language will need to be provided for the well easement. Mr. Strobel notes that this language has been received.  

A discussion is held regarding holding a site walk. The board agrees to conduct their own site visits. Mr. Beauchemin states that he will contact the applicant for approval and get back to staff with the information. 

Mr. Strobel asks about the former garage on site. Mr. Beauchemin states that there is no business there now. He adds that the area is really only used for storage and maintenance. Further discussion is held regarding the existing pavilion. Mr. Beauchemin states that the pavilion is now only a concrete pad. 

Mr. Beauchemin explains that there are two catch basins near the road. He states that there is a pond near the dry hydrant and the overflow is into these catch basins and refers to Sheet 2. He states that there is an easement on record for the drainage. Ms. Smith states that the easement is between the town and property owner as there were drainage issues on the road. There is an agreement that the town is able to make alterations to the road; however, there has never been definitive locations given except that it is along the ditch line. She states that she has spoken to the road agent and he is satisfied with the ditch line that is noted. 

Mr. Jandebeur makes a motion, second by Mr. McCaffrey, to grant the waiver for Section 3.03 for the paved driveway access for 203-2, 20’ no structures within the setback. The board discusses reasons for granting a waiver. Mr. Jandebeur states that there will not be any impact to anyone else in the area. Mr. Strobel states that the 20’ buffer is there to provide a buffer between lots and the existing structure is commercial with 40” from the parking area and structure. Mr. McCaffrey states that there is a good buffer on the other side and no additional problems will be created. Ms. Edwards states that if a new house was to be built in this area the impact may be different. She states that since the house will be in the rear of the property, she does not feel that there will be an impact if someone purchases the land. All other conditions have been met. 
Motion passes unanimously; 7/0.  

The board agrees to wait on addressing the waiver for area of coverage until after the site walk.  

The case is continued to August 28. 

Mr. Strobel calls for a recess at 8:08 p.m. Session resumes at 8:17 p.m. 

CASE: 14-13: Gloria Yeaton & Diane Bishop, 18 & 33 Yeaton Dr. and 12 Dimes Rd. Map 206/2; 205/3; 212/12. Applicants seek to subdivide lots 206/2 and 213/12 (41.61 Acs.) to create a new lot of 5.28 Acs. with existing residence; and further to adjust lot lines between 206/2 and 205/3, 205/3 to become 13 Acs. 

Bill Wormell is present.

Plans are reviewed. General discussion ensues as the board reviews the plan and proposal. 
Ms. Smith states that the town’s assessor has reviewed this plan. She explains that the plan indicates that Dimes Rd. is a part of lot 206-2. She states that the area was split off for assessing purposes but not as a part of a formal process through the planning board. She suggests a statement and note be added to the plan or perhaps a merger.  
A discussion is held regarding access (per RSA 674:41) and actual frontage requirements. Mr. Strobel states that the Yeaton Rd. and Dimes Rd. are only driveways. Mr. McCaffrey asks what Dimes Rd. services now. Mr. Strobel states that this is a driveway. 

Ms. Smith reviews the items from the checklist. She states that the sight distance of the existing driveway (Section 3.03C3) already exists. Mr. Strobel states that there is no indication of building on 206/2. Ms. Smith states that the sight distance should be shown on the plan or a waiver needs to be provided. Mr. Wormell states that this is a state highway and he asks if a state highway driveway permit would be acceptable. Ms. Smith states that the board needs to know that there is a state driveway permit and then vote on the waiver. Mr. Wormell states that the town does not have any jurisdiction on  state roads. Ms. Smith states that a permit is required from NHDOT for any driveway entering the right of way of a Class 1, 2, 3 state highway. There is no specific distance for a safe sight distance in the regulation for state highways.  She reads Section 3.03C and if there is a state highway, then it only needs to show what the sight distance is. Mr. Wormell states that he has a driveway permit. Ms. Smith states that providing the additional information can be a condition of approval. 

Mr. Jandebeur mentions that the board really needs to be consistent with this issue. Ms. Smith states that this matter is specific to a subdivision. Mr. Strobel states that there is a difference with the site plan and subdivision regulations. Mr. Jandebeur states that he would like it to be very clear and the board be consistent for future reference. Ms. Smith adds that there is a certain amount of latitude that the board has in approving a site plan and there are issues over and above the state driveway issuances relative to safety because of the knowledge that the local planning board has. 

Mr. Wormell states that Dimes Rd. is a part of Map 206, Lot 2. Ms. Smith states that it appears that Map 206; Lot 2 does have a portion of wetlands. She  suggests a waiver request be submitted for the overlay district to not be shown on the plan or the wetlands be delineated

CASE: 14-12: Sharon Barrett & Paula LaBelle, 504 First NH Turnpike. Map 221; Lot 35. Applicants seek an amendment to site plan to add a second driveway; existing art studio/gallery and retail business.  

Ms. Smith explains that this application is an amendment to an approved site plan. The applicants are requesting to have two driveways. She states that a letter was sent by the code enforcement officer that the owners must be in compliance with the approved site plan or re-apply and request a change. She adds that this is the only change other than the hours of operation, which are proposed to be reduced. 

Mr. Strobel states that the orientation of parking is also different. 

Mr. Jandebeur asks if there is a copy of a NHDOT letter. Ms. Smith states that the applicants had provided a letter to James Driver of Division 6 for their previous site plan approval. She states that there is only a response provided to something the applicants sent to Mr. Driver. She states that the letter from Mr. Driver indicates that their letter noted a change in the number of vehicles entering the site. 
Mr. Jandebeur states that he recalls that the applicants originally wanted to have the second driveway at the time of their original application, which the board did not agree to and at that time requested a note be added to the plan indicating that wheel stops must be placed along the front line of the parking area facing First NH Turnpike. Mr. Strobel adds that the original (unapproved) proposal showed that the parking area would be abutting the curb and edge of pavement with nothing there to stop cars from just pulling in and out.  

Ms. Smith states that the second driveway is the only issue for the site plan amendment. She reads the letter from Mr. Driver which indicates that the existing accesses are adequate for width and visibility for the proposed use; no new driveway permit is required. She states that there was a recommendation in the letter relative to improving the traffic flow in and out of the property and that was that the two existing accesses have signage to provide one way traffic throughout the property. 

Ms. Smith states typically a copy of every state driveway application is sent to the town. She states that she was not able to locate anything relative to the property owners applying for a driveway permit; apparently, a letter was sent to NHDOT regarding the driveways. Ms. Smith states that she has contacted NHDOT and requested information and she received an email today stating that because there was no issuance of a driveway permit, NHDOT did not retain the information sent to them from the property owners requesting the change in traffic volume. Ms. Smith states that it is her understanding that the property owners did not apply for a driveway permit. She is not sure if it is the property owners’ opinion that the driveways existed previously. She states that she recalls that this area along Rte.4 was grass covered. She notes that there was discussion of the grass area in the previous minutes. She is not sure that there ever really was a second driveway. 

Members comment that there was not a second driveway at this property. Ms. Baldwin states that after the birch trees were removed the property owners did some landscaping and that is when the second driveway appeared. Ms. Smith states that if there are to be two driveways then it would require a state driveway permit to allow the two accesses to be beside each other.  

Mr. Jandebeur expresses concern with this area. He states that this is a very busy area with a school and fire station across the street. He states that this is one of the busiest areas of all of Rte. 4. 

Mr. McCaffrey agrees and adds that there is no benefit of having a turning lane in that area. He feels that another driveway would be safer as it is wider than the original driveway. He believes that there is potential to be a safer area. 

The checklist is reviewed. Ms. Smith notes that the additional signature has been received. Waivers have been requested. Ms. Smith states that the board may want to consider that a driveway detail be added especially if the board feels that the other driveway is not an existing driveway and would need a driveway permit. She states that a driveway detail would show the distances,  width of entrances, distances between them, what the safe sight distance is, etc. 

Mr. Bojko asks how this additional driveway appeared. Mr. Jandebeur states that the driveway matter was addressed by the selectmen; the code enforcement officer looked into this matter and determined that there should only be one driveway and he sent a letter to the property owners. He states that this process has now generated an application to be submitted to the planning board requesting a second driveway. 

CASE 14-14 Revocation of Case 13-04: Loon Estates Cooperative Inc. Lake Shore Drive. Map 109; Lot 97. Revocation hearing of July 25, 2013 Conditional Approval due to conditions of approval not met. 

Mr. Bojko has recused himself for this case and leaves the table.  

Mr. Strobel explains that the approval time for this subdivision has lapsed and the conditions have not been met. He states that the board needs to take action to follow through. 

Mr. Bojko states that he is not the president of the co-op anymore, only the vice-president. It is determined that he was the authorized representative and nothing new has been received to change the authorization. 

Mr. Bojko returns to the board as a voting member. 

OTHER
Staff Items
A reminder is given to members regarding the change in the September work session being changed from September 11, 2014 to Monday, September 15, 2014; at 6:30 p.m. Ms. Smith adds that the Land Use Department will be closed from September 8 through September 12. 

Update - Planner
Ms. Smith states that the selectmen have approved entering into a contract with Strafford Regional Planning Commission (SRPC) through December 31, 2014 for a planner to assist the planning board and the public. She states that she will be meeting with Mr. Matt Sullivan on Monday and will provide him with an overview of current applications.  

In addition, Ms. Smith states that the selectmen have also requested that a Request for Proposals (RFP) be done for an independent planning consultant. She states that the RFP has been sent out to the Office of Energy and Planning, NH Municipal Association, and an ad will be in the Concord Monitor. This person would be doing the application reviews, meeting with the public, and may attend the planning board meetings. 

Zoning Changes
Ms. Smith states that the board should begin to consider possible zoning changes. She states that she has a few suggestions as does the building department. She will propose a list and the board should schedule a specific meeting at the end of September or beginning of October to review the proposed changes. She states that the discussions should be completed by the end of November so the public hearings can be held in December or beginning of January to fit into the time frame. Mr. Strobel suggests that a list be provided at the September 15 work session. 

A discussion is held regarding soliciting other boards and committees. Ms. Smith states that she will contact the EDC, CC, and ZBA. 

Proposed 2015 Budget
A discussion is held regarding the planning board’s budget. Mr. Strobel states that the board has been working on the Master Plan Update for two years. He states that UNH Cooperative Extension has a community survey service that they provide to towns that request it. The cost is $1,750. He states that UNH will provide a meeting, a town wide survey, discussions, etc. He states that through the process and with the board’s discussions it has been discovered that some topics have been left out from the community survey and visioning sessions. He states that he does not see any progress on the update of the Master Plan as it is overdue for an update and ten years out. He feels that these funds will produce a professional, updated, survey that will produce a higher return rate. 

Mr. Bojko states that he agrees with this from an EDC aspect and PB as well. He states that the information is needed and it will end up with a greater credibility than the last survey completed. He feels that the money would be well spent. Ms. Parmele agrees. Ms. Edwards states that this is a great idea. Mr. Strobel states that this proposal is a way to get updated, professionally tallied information and questions. 

Mr. McCaffrey states that he disagrees and does not believe that the money would be well spent. He explains that the board has made a fair amount of effort, done a survey, and received some feedback. He states that most people won’t reply. He asks why spend more money when there is already feedback. He states that the board has not done the work that it said it would do. He states that the idea is that now with UNH there will be additional input available. He states that the board has given many opportunities to residents and other committees. He states that he does not see that anything more will be accomplished by the assistance of UNH other than a further delay and more money being spent.

Ms. Parmele states that the cost of the assistance of UNH will be $0.50 per resident. She states that members have expressed the fact that there has not been enough input received from the residents. She feels that this is another opportunity to ask residents, promote more, and receive more information. She adds that there are now other issues that were not a part of the original questionnaire. She feels that there is room for improvement and she asks why not improve it. 

Mr. Bojko expresses concern with the credibility. He states that a professional organization will make an extra effort for a wider base for the information. He states that the EDC has asked what they should be focusing their attention to. He states that bringing business in to town should be the focus not growing what exists. He states that a professional survey should be done to determine what is needed in the town. He feels that the prior survey may be suspect and lack credibility. 

Mr. Strobel states that the limitations on the prior survey were that the survey needed to fit within the cost factors. He states that he does not believe that there are similar limits with the UNH survey. 

Ms. Smith comments on her viewpoint of the Master Plan Update. She states that the person who put the prior survey together was a professional with a master’s degree in planning, was a former chair of the Northwood Planning Board, and understood this community. Ms. Smith states that input was taken from the planning board. She respectfully disagrees that getting more information at this point will make any difference. She feels that the board is stuck at this point with trying to get all of the information already received and put into a document. She states that she does not feel that the board needs more information. She states that the board needs to work on getting all of the information they have into a form of what everyone wants to see based on the information received from a variety of sources. She suggests seeking professional help to take all of the obtained information, provide feedback as to the strengths and weakness, then see if there is a need for a broader survey. She suggests adding funds to the budget for a professional to review the information and provides recommendations to the planning board. 

Ms. Smith states that there may be funds left over from the 2014 budget. She suggests that these funds would give the potential to get someone on board to do a review first. She suggests that the board also ask for funds next year. 

Further discussion ensues. 

Ms. Parmele states that it has been said that only a small percentage of people have responded. She feels that it would be helpful for a public comment session be held at every planning board meeting, not relative to applications just for general topics and a way to talk to the planning board. 

Mr. Jandebeur expresses frustration with the length of time that the board has been working on this project. He states that he does not feel another survey is necessary. He states that it is another issue for someone to assist the board with the obtained information. He states that the board has tried to get input, sent out a survey, have had focus groups, advertised, and he feels that the board did a good job. He states that to not be happy with the results is not a reason to have another survey. 

Ms. Parmele states that she was pleased with the previous results. She states that there were in depth issues that additional information can be obtained. She feels that more information is better than less and to say that the board has enough information is inappropriate. 

Ms. Baldwin suggests that something be added to the website again requesting input for residents. 

Mr. McCaffrey states that it would be good to get more information if we could get it; people will only respond up to a certain point. He states that general opinions were received. He states that even if with a professional, there will only be a small percentage that will return the information. This will just only cost more money and add another delay. 
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Mr. Bojko states that he will not make a decision if he is not comfortable with the information provided. 
Ms. Parmele states that the 2004 Master Plan Update was done with assistance, had outreach, and there was more input from people. She states that this board is struggling to do this process on their own, we have had limited professional assistance and there have been no sub-committees this time. 

Mr. Strobel states that the Town of Deerfield utilized the services from UNH to do a survey for their MP update and the survey response rate was 18%. 

General discussions are held regarding the various accounts in the budget.  
Line 330: Increase from $200 to $2500 for Master Plan Update
Line 331: Level fund at $400
Line 332: Level fund at $4,816
Line 550: Level fund $1,000
Line 620: Level fund $450 
Line 625: Increase from $350 to $500
Line 690: Level fund $450
Line 820: Increase from $600 to $1,000, currently over expended by $145
Line 830: Level fund $200

Additional discussion is held regarding the lines relative to the salaries for the planner position. Ms. Smith explains that the selectmen have not indicated that they will be hiring an employee or if there will be an independent contracted service, which is allocated under line 330.  

Ms. Smith explains that a few years ago the selectmen made a decision to only have one legal line for all funds instead of including legal funds in each department’s budget and over expend the line for any legal costs. She states that each department shows $1 to keep the line open.  

Mr. Bojko makes a motion, second by Ms. Baldwin, to recommend the changes discussed for the planning board’s proposed 2015 budget. Motion passes; 5/2. Mr. Jandebeur and Mr. McCaffrey are opposed. 

SIGNATURE & PENDING FILES 
Case 14-03: Mary and John Doane; 984 First NH Turnpike. Map 217/Lot 51. Applicants seek site plan review for boarding and licensed quarantine facility for dogs. (Approved with Conditions on 4/24/14).
All conditions have been met. Mr. Strobel signs the plan. 

Case 13-09: Kirsten MacArthur, 1130 First NH Turnpike. Map 216; Lot 79. Applicant seeks a minimal impact site plan review to change the use of the property from a motel to a treatment/educational facility. 

Ms. Smith states that a meeting was held with herself, the applicant, and Dale Sylvia, the code enforcement officer. Ms. Smith states that the applicants were given a timeframe to provide the necessary information or cease operations. She states that an email was received from the applicant indicating that the surveyor has allowed the use of the plan without his identification to recreate the scaled plan that is required. 

Mr. McCaffrey asks if there are any other permits necessary. Ms. Smith explains that there is a conditional approval with the board; the conditions have not been met and therefore the business is not to be in operation until there is a signed plan. Ms. Smith adds that nothing else was required; however, she will ask the building department relative to additional permits and the licensing. 

CORRESPONDENCE
CASE: 14-11: Richard Chandler, Gulf Rd. Map 114; Lot 8. Applicant seeks to subdivide 34.25 Acs. into two lots: one lot of 19.860 Acs. and one lot with existing buildings of 14.391 Acs.

Ms. Smith states that she received an email from Mr. Chandler regarding the  driveway that enters the lot nearest Rte. 107. She states that there was a  question regarding the wetlands delineation. The driveway was put in for the other lot. Mr. Chandler stated in his email that he did check with the road agent and the driveway on the undeveloped lot has never been given a driveway permit; it was only a temporary logging road. She states that this raises a concern relative to the prime wetland and its proximity to the driveway. She feels the board really needs to have these identified or it is unclear as to how the board will know if the area is within the prime wetlands and/or  jurisdictional wetlands. She adds that she did confirm with the road agent that he did speak to Mr. Chandler and the road agent indicated that he would not issue a driveway permit until the planning board made a decision on the subdivision plan. In addition, Ms. Smith states that another concern is if a variance or special exception would be required to obtain driveway access based on buffer impacts. 

CASE: 14-09: Maureen Cahill and Sandra Hassett, 10 Welsh Rd. Map 242; Lot 23. Applicants seek a minor site plan review for a pet rescue, boarding and temporary quarantine facility for dogs and cats. 

Mr. Jandebeur recuses himself for this case and leaves the table.  

Ms. Smith states that she received an email today from the applicants regarding the proposed Pet Tails Rescue. She explains that the applicants are looking to change what they have proposed and are going back to a home business application. She states that a new plan is expected be dropped off and if there are changes provided then she would prefer that a new application be provided as it could be confusing to switch back and forth between cases and all of the materials provided. 

ADJOURNMENT
Mr. McCaffrey makes a motion, second by Ms. Edwards, to adjourn. Motion passes unanimously at 10:20 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,


Lisa Fellows-Weaver
Board Secretary 
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