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Town of Sutton
Planning Board

Meeting Minutes

February 12, 2008
Meeting called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Acting Chair, Carrie Thomas.  Members in attendance were:  Paul Raynor; Rich Krajewski and Robert Wright, Jr.
Members not in attendance were:  Joe Burns; Courtney Galluzo; Peter Blakeman; David Burnham and Dan Sundquist.
Paul Raynor was asked to represent Joe Burns and Rich Krajewski was asked to represent Courtney Galluzzo.  

David Burnham and Joe Burns arrived around 7:15 p.m. at which point Paul Raynor was asked to represent Peter Blakeman and Rich Krajewski was asked to still represent Courtney Galluzo.

Sharon Wasson from the CNHRPC along with Jon Ding presented a Build Out and Functional Road Classification map for Sutton.  Map is in the Land Use office.

This map is a parcel based readout.  The map has potential buildable lots.  Mr. Ding referred to color coding of map to help explain how the map was made.  Please refer to map for further information.

If there are any road classification corrections they need to go to Sharon Wasson.  She would like to come back in four to six weeks to meet with the Board again.

There are approximately 5,400 buildable lots.  Map, however, does not have all land updates.

Bob Wright asked if the map could be shrunk so all members can have a copy.  Sharon suggested a PDF File be sent to Land Use office.

The soils information was gotten from Dan Sundquist.  It needs to be checked for updates.  Joe Burns expressed that it would be a great reference tool.

Expressed by the Board was the 2 acre buildable lot regulation.  It seemed to be unfair.  Contiguous makes more sense.

David Burnham asked if the State only requires and recommends 30 or 40 thousand square feet that is under an acre for certain footage.  He is not convinced that that is inappropriate unless the State changes something and if we went with this type of zoning it would be at least 1 acre contiguous with a 2 acre minimum or something like that.
The Board went back and forth regarding the 2 acre minimum.

Jon Ding thought Dan Sundquist gave them the hydric soils that he had created himself.  Bob Wright stated that probably what Dan gave them could be taken to the bank.

Policy questions and lot questions will be addressed at the meeting in April.  Sharon will get 4-5 more maps to the Land Use Coordinator.

David Burnham wanted to know if streams where on the map.  He felt that in the CAD program this information could be overlaid on the map.

Sharon will do a sample graph of Meadowview so that the Board members could get a feel of what it would look like.  Map would be open to townspeople.  Sharon stated that the map was “accurate not realistic”.

Thanks went out to Sharon Wasson and Jon Ding from the Board members.

Carrie Thomas asked if Joe Burns or David Burnham would like to chair.  Both said no as she had already started.

7:30 p.m. Public Hearing for John Michael & Judith Rogers for a major subdivision on Birch Hill Road in Sutton, NH, Map 1, Lot 576,410; Articles V.A.r & V.A.s; 42.52 acre lot creating 5 lots.  Lot 1 = 3.38, Lot 2 = 2.67, Lot 3 = 3.58, Lot 4 = 3.54 and Lot 5 = 28.35.

Jeff Evans supplied stamped copies of the plans.  In attendance in the audience were abutters Phil Murphy and Ted Blachly as well as non-abutter Eric Derleth and Mr. Rogers.

Jeff Evans provided Land Use Coordinator with the NH DES subdivision approval.  Copy was made for file and original returned to Jeff Evans.

Board voted unanimously to accept application as complete.

Wright – When we look at the buildable lot areas, I kinda surrounded them in green, and you say 3.54 acres.  Jeff did you configure what if is the 3.54 acres the entire lot or is that the buildable lot.

Evans – No.  Buildable acreage is labeled as contiguous.  The contiguous amount of acreage is to meet the requirements.  The other one is the required acreage to show you that we have more than enough.

Wright – I’m sure you probably explained it …. I didn’t get it.  This is the total acres of lot, 3.58, 3.48, 2.67, 4.38 right.  So far you have a little mark that shows ….Burns - It’s on a different sheet I think.

Wright – If we were to look at the lot of 2.67 acres and it looks like a slight horseshoe which way is it?

Evans – Give me a lot number.

Wright – Lot 2. Okay 2.67.  In looking …. What you outlined as what I call buildable, which I’ve colored in green, I’m somewhat…I don’t see how you get two acres out of that.  Maybe I’m missing something.  That why I asked.

Evans – Okay – well the acreage is 2.67 acres of the lot.  Now if you go over here (Burns – he doesn’t have that) you don’t have that (Burns – that was the sheet we were looking at) here is the Lot 2 the average slope, the town requirements and the contiguous area provided

Thomas – The one with the black.

Evans – Right.

Burns – Lot 2.

Wright – Lot 2.

Evans – That’s DES what you want is the Town of Sutton.  Lot 2, soil group 3, slope 18-15%, required by the Town of Sutton requirements is 90,000 square feet provide is 104,184.

Evans, G. – I think what you are looking at is the building set backs.

Evans – They are within.

Burns – Yes they are high and dry.

Evans – That area is ….we are able to include (Raynor coughed) area with setback in our calculation.

Burnham – The 1 question I have on that one though is I’d like to see it on …. Okay this is going to be a little more complicated than a simple statement.  Back when the Town decided that we should have a vote on a watershed overlay district there were some buffers that were created.

Evans – We don’t have any.

Burnham – I know we don’t.  However, in our Zoning the way it stands we have buffers.  It has nothing to do with me.  This was actually brought up

Evans – We don’t have the buffers we have the setbacks.

Burnham – We have the buffers Jeff.

Evans – Well I’m not sure.  I’ve looked at it pretty close with the Town too.  The Town decided we couldn’t have on without the other.

Burnham – Use is permitted in Wetland and Buffer areas.

Evans – We have that buffer area.

Burnham – Bear with me a second.  I’m not trying to be pretentious or anything.  I’m just trying to hold up to the letter of what’s written.  “In cases of public water bodies as defined by the comprehend”

Evans – We don’t have public water bodies.

Burnham – Bear with me Jeff, please.  “As defined by the Comprehensive Shoreland Protection Act those buffers and setbacks required shall apply except as stated in Table D.1.  They currently include these here” is what they say in this.

Evans – Well you just referred to the Shoreland Protection Act.

Thomas – Right.  Right.

Evans – This is not shoreland.

Burnham – In our regulations they talk about in our Zoning they talk about water bodies.

Evans – In a public water body.

Burnham – Nope.  Nope that drain into the public water body.

Evans – And the point is we voted it down.

Evans, G. – We went back and forth with Elly to try and determine ….

Evans – You can’t have one without the other.  That’s what Elly tried to tell us in the beginning was that.   You know that the the the the Shoreland Wetland Overlay district didn’t pass but the other one did.  The setbacks okay.  If you don’t have a watershed overlay district you can’t have the setbacks.

Burns – If you have more Dave….

Evans – Go ahead.

Burnham – Okay.  Okay let’s walk by that one for a second.  Is anyone in this room aware that we have Conditional Use Permits that are supposed to be applicable to driveways going across wetlands in this Town?  I didn’t.  Just found out the other day.  We deal with it in Newbury.  It’s a horror show because there are no regulations.  There is no base line no guidelines for any of us to go by.  Well here we are and we got the same darn thing in this little Town.

Wright – Excuse me.  I don’t understand exactly what your saying David.  Help me out on this one.

Burns – But it doesn’t pertain to this application.
Thomas – Yeh.

Evans – Correct thank-you.  We are diverting from the topic.

Burns – We can talk about the buffer zone but the driveway and wetlands crossing doesn’t look like we have any here.

Evans – No we don’t.

Burnham – No.  There where but it was taken out of here.

Wright – There was buildable areas.

Burns – I think when we first passed that Wetland Overlay District to allow the different buffers what we didn’t do simultaneously was we never took out the 75’ foot thing.  Then we went back the following year and I believe we took that out.  So now that is the applicable (Raynor coughed)

Evans – Because I have to enforce that.

Burns – Correct.  That’s current.

Wright – Are you talking about 90,000 square feet?
Burns/Evans – No.  No.

Burns – Just that wetlands overlay for setbacks.  We had a problem and we were trying to make it easier for people so that they could get these variances but we never took out the original 75’ foot so we had to wait a whole year and we finally straightened it out and took it out.  Now people can have some things a little closer to the wetlands then what they were allowed to do before.

Evans – Right.  But we don’t have no buffer.  Because the buffer was part of the ….

Burnham – I’m not clear is what I’m saying.

Evans – I think you will find that if you go back and look at that when we voted on it there were 2 distinct issues.

Wright – That’s right.  Joe has pointed that out.

Evans – One was the Watershed Overlay District and the other was to adopt all the regulations that pertained to it which included the buffer.  Unusually the Town accepted the buffer the 2nd part but not the first part which was the Water Overlay District.  And they could not accept….legally they could not have the 2nd part until the first part was in place.  Okay.  And that’s what happened.

Wright – Your point is well taken.

Burnham – Part of this came in with Tom Paul’s ordinance.  And I remember at the time of his proposal it got written in and -------- go through and that never went through and they never corrected the rest of it.

Evans – That’s right.  Exactly.

Burnham – I’m pretty sure that was the case.

Evans – And it created more problems than it helped.  I’ve gone out to do the wetland inspections for the building permits.

Burnham – And the way some of this is worded it leads me to believe that there is a buffer along streams that lead to public bodies of water.  But if you look at the definition under the Soils Protection Act it refers to that the public bodies of water and the official list of it includes Warner River and Blackwater.

Evans – I know.  I know.

Ford – Did we open the Public Hearing?

Wright – Excuse me.  Just a second.  I have some procedural things Jeff.

Thomas – We didn’t vote on it.

Wright – I know I understand that.  Did we accept this application as complete?
Thomas – Nobody mentioned that yet.

Wright – We’ve been kinda out of order.  Okay for the sake of record.  This is a formal application right guys?

Evans – Yes.

Wright – Is the application complete.

Ford – Yes.

Wright – Okay.

Thomas – All in favor of accepting this application as complete say I.  Unanimous vote.

Wright – Now we can go back to the public hearing and discussion.  I just wanted to get that on record.

Evans – Thank-you.

Burns – Can I ask a question about Lot 2?
Thomas – This is a public hearing so we can ask for input from the audience.

Wright – Absolutely.

Burns – On Lot 2, Jeff could you just point out to us – you’ve got this little wetlands coming into it and then here Mr. Wright outlined where the setback line is.


TOO MANY PEOPLE TALKING OVER EACH OTHER

So for the sake of discussion contiguous buildable area is 25 feet.


TOO MANY PEOPLE TALKING OVER EACH OTHER

Ford/Krakewski going over lot sizes so you can not make out what was being discussed.

What district – Rural Agricultural.

Burnham – Isn’t there supposed to be 200 feet of road frontage.

Thomas – Read off the frontage amounts.

Evans, G. – Expressed that the line table was wrong.  But knows the frontage is over 200 feet.

Rich/Joe confirmed that frontage was okay.

Thomas – “Newbury” listed under #2 of waiver request.  Original was redone and in file showing it was “Sutton”.

Thomas – Does anyone other than the Board have any questions or concerns?

Murphy, P. – Yes it’s a question of the process.  We are all residents of Birch Hill Road and we are kinda inquisitive as to what is going on.  Is this our only opportunity or will we have other opportunities to understand the process.
Thomas – If this gets approved here then it will be approved and all done.  Do you want to see a map?

Murphy – We have one.  I know some time ago that a survey was done on that property and did he turn in the survey to the Town?  After he did the survey he stated that a 5 lot subdivision was a no-way because of a wetland issue.  I’m wondering if that survey is comparable to this one.

Burns – Bill ----- survey is available?

Wright – Survey available at the Registry of Deeds in Concord.  You can look it up on their website.

Evans – The survey was not done under Bill ------ it was done under Tony -------.  It was absolutely the worst wetlands delineation I have ever seen in my life and that was totally substantiated by the Soils Department.

Burnham – They did a HISS mapping directly on the site so they have sample plots all over the site to determine that.  It’s really a highly accurate soil sample.

Blachly – This is not a commercial road.  What is the potential increase, does this come in to play in this process at all.

Wright – It does come into play, however, they have asked for a waiver to that.  This is really a minimal subdivision.

Blachly – The problem I gather is the 20% increase in the number of lots pass the Harwood Lake.  So one could argue that the point being will have a whatever % increase of travel on that piece of road.  I’m just asking how that gets factored in or doesn’t it get factored in.

Wright – I think in the gray book in the back there is a comment on roads.  It is not so much on percentages but it is in numbers and the road size as an absolute.  Say for example 1 car to 200 cars.  I don’t know.  Check that will you David.  It’s not a percentage increase but an absolute for example.  I believe one house generates 10 trips per day. So 5 houses that is 50 trips per day and then check that on one level.  I think it goes up.

Derleth – So this could be a 50% increase.

Wright -  Went over the road specifications in the Yellow Book.  It is not in percentages but absolute numbers so because they are under the absolute number that is why they asked for the waiver.  If they are within the appropriate regulations whether I like it or don’t like it is immaterial.  As long as they are within the regulations remember those descriptions it is not a majority decision.

Burns – Are you concerned about traffic or road quality.

Derleth – Both.

Evans – I would like to say that I hear the gentlemen’s points and I think we all recognize that however during the length of time here in this Town and doing what I do we have continually revisited subdivision on Birch Hill Road.  It is not a new issue.  I think it was only within 3 or 4 years ago that we approved 3 lots directly across the road.  The impact on growth we are all feeling it.  I don’t know where you come from but when we come from Sutton we’ve all felt it and we are going to continue to feel it.  The Birch Hill road is actually in great shape compared to what it used to be and I do not see this in the terms of the bottom line of the numbers causing a substantial impact.
Burnham – It’s actually a class 5 road so it’s up to the Town to keep it to standards that are appropriate.

Burns – Is it a 3 rod road or do we ….

Evans – At least.

Thomas – Garrett do you have anything to add.

Evans, G. – The other thing and I understand exactly what you’re saying but the other thing, when you’re talking about added cost to the Town that’s what taxpayer dollars are for.  These new lots would create a new tax base.

Murphy – What about the traffic waiver.
Burns – We have a request, a waiver for the road and traffic study.  We can then do a road and traffic study.  We can hire a guy to come in here and speak about the road trips per day and say this is normal types of traffic and these 5 lots are not going to increase the need.  They give us their professional opinion.  The applicant would have to pay for this to be done.  And this is something we can require for a major subdivision although the ones that I have been part of that are small we have granted the waiver.  For instance the one on Roby Road for Stockwell.

Thomas – In the past we have granted waivers if it’s a class 5 or better.  So we can certainly ask for a traffic study but given our track record with them, it is probably going to say the same thing that we heard the last 3 times which is the road is perfectly adequate for 5 extra houses.

Murphy – I did stop in in hopes of talking with Paul Parker but he wasn’t there at the time.  I had hoped to talk to Paul about the traffic.

Wright – If I might.  When they talk in terms of absolutes and it is one of the oddities let’s say for example that there were already 120 homes and John & Judith came in and wanted a 5 lot subdivision that kicks it up to doing the math 170.  That kicks in the requirement that there would have to be a road study because it would go beyond excuse me if you went out beyond 200 that would kick in the road study even though the percentage increase would be less than what it is now and that’s what the register calls for now if the applicant asks for a waiver at that time, I would be reluctant to grant that waiver because it falls outside another words the new requirement on the road kicks in at a certain number.

Murphy – Is it for all Birch Hill Road or just a section.

Wright – It doesn’t go past what we refer to as the subdivision.

Murphy – Even though there are 5 houses past that that use that road it’s a dead end.

Burns – It’s a class 6 Road.

Evans was talking over members.

Burnham – However there is no town maintenance (Raynor coughed)
Burns – Do you guys remember how many trips per day a house generates?

Burnham – 10 I thought.

Thomas – A lot.

Burns – If we look at the new map which is not like the old one, it says 1-50 average daily vehicles per day.  That is not trips per day that’s vehicles.

Wright – Houston we have a problem.  It says 1-50 what trips or vehicles.  We may have to get back to you on this one.

Thomas – Is that a new one.

Wright – That’s the new one.  With the minimum road construction.  They spent a lot of time on it.  You got the feedback from Paul Parker.  What we have to go by is we have to go back to the ….

Evans – Paul approved all the ….

Wright – And we are not challenging that Mineral Geometric Structural Status for Road Construction and I remember we thrashed oh golly we must have spent 9 months thrashing this one around and and and the trigger for all of this was basically Meadowview and then Harborview right behind it and there was a great deal of concern on it.  That being the case I think we are going to have to some thrashing around on this one.

Evans – We would be glad to get together with Paul.

Burns – If I may make this a suggestion instead of having to do a full blown traffic study, we have Paul commenting on the road.  That may be a real good idea.

Burnham – Hold the phone just a second.

Wright – Ah David bless your heart.

Burnham – This is something that I got from Elly back when the road stuff was done.  We’ll call it an insert.  Then you go to the back of the book and you have this table and they definitely do not match.

Krajewski – No they are ridiculously off.

Burnham – Ridiculously not even close.  So this is what needs updating.

Thomas – So we do have something.

Burnham – Do we have a fresh book yet?

Ford – No.

Thomas – When was this done?

Burnham – It was adopted 3 years ago.

Ford – Carrie this is the one I’ve been working on. We were all going to work on it at the 2nd meeting of each month which has not happened.

Burns – That would be my suggestion on this is not to maybe at this point require a full blown traffic study but have Paul Parker go out and report back to us and have a portion of the Board go out and see.
Thomas – This is talking about minimum width and what pavement type it is.  It doesn’t even say class 5.

Burnham – How many houses are on that road now?

Murphy – I’ve counted 22 but the driver said 24.

Evans, G. – Can I get a copy of the new guidelines.  Ford to send him copy of the Planning Board’s Subdivision and Site Plan Review Regulations.

Evans – Can I ask a question?  Do we have any other issues with the Subdivision>

Burns – Can we just ask a question?  I know we ask this question a lot.  Not that it is required but would the applicant consider making the 28.35 acres a no further subdivision.

Evans – NO!

Burns – Could we ask the applicant that?

Evans – You can ask him.

Burns – Not that it is required but would you consider the 28 acres no further subdivision.

Evans – I said no.

Rogers – No in the future may make it into another lot.

Wright – That’s why you put 200 feet on each side.

Evans – Right.

Burnham – To Mr. Derleth - do you have another question?

Derleth – NH Water Supply and Pollution Control permit been received.

Burnham – Yes.

Derleth – I’m not an abutter and didn’t know anything about this.

Burnham – Anytime like this there is a plan tacked up on the board and if you wanted to check out the plans earlier from the date of application there is a Public Notice posting and you can view at the Land Use office.  As much as our regulations currently are applicable to this site they do meet all of those and as much as what the state has currently for regulations are being met for the protection of that area.  As long as Mr. Parker does a good job….

Derleth – As long as he complies, keeps the water clean.  We are good to go.

Burnham – If he doesn’t there is a number for the DES Wetlands Bureau.  Call them right up and they will come up and look at it.  By all means don’t hesitate to call the first time.

Murphy – Is the yellow book on line.  I looked for it today but could not find it.

Burns – The Zoning is.

Ford – No the yellow book is not on line yet.

Thomas – Okay it’s after 8:00 p.m. actually 20 after 8:00 p.m.

Murphy – Can I ask one more question?

Thomas – Yes.

Murphy – Are there any variances being requested at this time.

Burnham – Just the 2 waivers.  This Board does not do variances.  That is the Zoning Board.  We are at a spot where we need to get further clarification on …. Test pits have been done.
Wright – We are still in a public hearing.  We are not at a deliberative session yet.

Thomas – One more question sir.

Blachly – I’m just curious those black squares on the maps are those actual footprints of the houses.

Evans – No when we submit this to the state for state subdivision approval we need to show them what they call a 4k area.  A 4,000 square feet suitable for sewage disposal.  They want to see that.

Burns – The TP inside the box.

Evans – That’s where we did the test pit.

Blachly – So the actual houses have not been designed or planned yet.

Evans – No.  That is all part of the construction process.  They have to meet the setbacks.  What we are showing the Planning Board is that there is more than enough area to meet the setback requirements.

Thomas – Right.  They’ve shown a place where they could put the septic, where they would put the well and they’ve got test pits in a couple of boxes showing proposed driveways.  But there are no houses.

Burns – What are these little white boxes?

Burnham – Those are potential house sites and show us that they do meet our requirements.

Burns – I see a bunch of existing drive on it Jeff on Lot 2 and Lot 3.  Are those going to stay where they are as existing drives?
Evans – No.  None of the existing drives are staying.  They are going to be relocated.

Burns – Proposed 4 & 5.  Existing 2 & 3.  #2 will be eliminated.  #3 will stay the same.

Evans, G. – We are trying to avoid the historic foundation near the well.

Burns – So the driveways shown are what you’ve agreed on with Paul.  Notes are on the Map.

Wright – Before if we could, before we get into a deliberative session or move on the chair may want to make a ruling on the Public Hearing.

Thomas – Are there any more questions?  Shall we vote to close the hearing?

Robert Wright, Jr. made a motion to close the Public Hearing.  Joe Burns seconded it.  Unanimous vote.

Thomas – So can we approve this with the condition that they ask about the road with Paul?
Wright – Well we could actually …. We have a couple of options.  1.  I might move that we review with Paul and that a subcommittee have a site walk.  Because of the issue on the trips, if it’s the number of houses I would want to have something more formal than ------skate and donate.
Burns – When whoever goes out and meets with Paul they can come back and report on it.

Robert Wright, Jr. – I would move that a subcommittee composed of 3 members or less investigate the road, review the situation with Paul and report back to the Planning Board at the next regular meeting.

Thomas – So 2 weeks.

Joe Burns – Seconded.

Evans – Could we be notified of when the meeting is?
Wright – Okay it may be somewhat informal so if you guys are reachable that’s okay.

Ford – I will set up walk with Paul Parker.

Thomas – All those in favor of having a subcommittee of 3 or so members and going to talk to Paul and visit the road say I.  5 Yes – 1 No.

Wright – I will go.

Raynor – I will go.

Burns – I will go.

Burnham – Do these need to be done first.

Wright – No.

Burnham – We cannot approve until the waiver is heard.

Burns – the 1st waiver is being addressed by having Paul Parker go out.  Otherwise we may not give them the waiver depending on what they find.

Burnham – The 2nd one is pertinent to the first one depending on the answer.  Realistically.

Krajewski – You adopted these standards about 3 years ago?

Burns – 2005.

Krajewski – So somebody realized that the Town’s class 5 roads are non-compliant.  It seems like it is a liability for the Town.  In that you say okay, give them a waiver and the road is a disaster and a resident can come back and say hey.

Burns – We are only volunteers on the Board and that is why we are looking to Paul to get his advice and see what he says.

Evans – I think that from the latest that I’ve heard from the courts and that the bottom line is that the town is responsible for a class 5 road (if the public hearing has been closed why is he speaking?  ldf)

Wright – That’s right and it’s also up to the Town to regularly to make sure that the road is adequate and if it’s a change then there may be some responsibility coming back on the developer.  This is why we are going through this whole exercise.
Evans – Which is of course why we’ve already said no.  No more on the developer for these impact fees to have been accepting these all along.  The Town’s responsibility as this is a class 5 road to maintain it.

Burns – We can still require a traffic study.

Burnham – Oh yes.  And, I believe that’s why we have a town council.

Thomas – Getting back to the application.  Bob are we going to vote on the conditional approval.  Is that what the sense of the Board is or do we want to wait.

Burnham – We can’t.

Wright – I suggest that we wait Madame Chairman for a continuation.

Thomas – So we’ll have a continuation of this hearing.

Burns – Can we put him on the calendar?
Wright – Oooh – if that is the case and it is then do we want to and we’ve done this before do we want to maintain.  We postpone the Public Hearing we don’t terminate the Public Hearing.  I don’t remember.

Burns – We table it.  That way we can bring the Public Hearing back again.

Evans – If you close it then you go to reopen it I think you have to renotify everyone.

Wright – That is why I bring this up because if you do it a certain way you don’t have to renotify.

Evans – Well that’s exactly what I’m trying to get at.

Burnham – But if it was only deliberations on our part ….

Wright – We have a Public Hearing, we moved not to vote at the Public Hearing we moved to continue the Public Hearing then we can have further input and we do not require renotification.  And so, if I may, I would like to reconsider the previous vote of closing the Public Hearing and to continue the Public Hearing.

David Burnham seconded.

Carrie Thomas Acting Chairman – All right all those in favor of continuing the Public Hearing say I.  Unanimous vote.

Put on the next meetings agenda of February 26, 2008 at 7:00 p.m.

Burns – What this means guys (in audience) is your not closed off.  You’ll still have input at the next Public Hearing at 7:00 p.m. on February 26, 2008.  So you’re notified of when the hearing is.

Thomas – It is now 8:40 p.m. we have a hearing, not a public hearing for Nancy Evans & Garrett Evans for a lot line adjustment.  

Garrett Evans brought in updated maps for members and file.

Burns – What’s the point of the lot line adjustment?
Evans, G. – My mother owns the lot the house sits on now.  My mother, brother and myself own the adjacent lot.  They want to put in an outdoor furnace between the house and the barn and it would not meet the wetland setbacks but would meet the property setbacks.

Wright – So in essence your making a non-conforming lot into a still non-conforming lot.

Burnham – This is a true no brainer.

Robert Wright, Jr. I would move to acceptance with no conditions.  Correction 1 condition.  1.  Lot C be annexed to Lot B not Lot A.

Paul Raynor seconded.

Carrie Thomas Acting Chair all those in favor say I.  Unanimous vote.

Update on Blaney application.  Linda spoke with Ms. Blaney and they are currently working on getting the driveway permit from the State.  When that is accomplished the will continue on with the rest of the conditions.

Coleman-Wittman – Linda finally got the right address to get the form to the applicants.  Members resigned the original so that she could mail to Registry of Deeds.

January 10, 2008 minutes were approved via e-mail.  Board members liked this idea of sending through e-mail so they had a chance to review and make corrections.

Linda brought up a suggestion by Garrett Evans regarding the submission of map and their sizes.  Garrett suggested 3 full size maps for filing purposes and then 11x14 for members review as the cost of 12 full size maps is getting costly.  The Board approved this.

Motion made by Robert Wright, Jr. to adjourn meeting at 8:50 p.m.  Seconded by Joe Burns.

Unanimous Vote.

Meeting adjourned.

Respectfully submitted,

Linda D. Ford

Land Use Coordinator

