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January 20, 2015 

PS, SB, JK, CE, BD, RO, HK, CW, KS, SH


PLANNING BOARD

RINDGE, NEW HAMPSHIRE 
January 20, 2015
DATE:  January 20, 2015
  TYPE: Public Hearing  
APPROVED:  February 3, 2015
TIME:  7:00   pm
CALL TO ORDER:       
ROLL CALL MEMBERS:  Vice Chairman Phil Simeone, Bruce Donati, Jonah Ketola, Charlie Eicher, Sam Bouchie
ROLL CALL ALTERNATES:  Holly Koski, Cheves Walling, 
ABSENT:  Hank Whitney
EX OFFICIO: Roberta Oeser
PLANNING DIRECTOR (Interim):   Kirk Stenersen
PLANNING SECRETARY:  Susan Hoyland
APPOINTMENT OF ALTERNATES  
OTHERS PRESENT:   Roni Hamilton, Bob Hamilton, Kelen Geiger, Candice Starrett, June Sailor-O’Day, Steve Gray, Jason Paolino
Pledge of Allegiance

a. Call to order and Roll Call by the Chairperson

b. Appointment of alternates:  Holly Koski appointed to sit for Hank Whitney
c. Announcements 

Roberta Oeser said that the Chamber of Commerce Gala is Saturday night and she has tickets.  
d. Approval of Minutes

 
1.  January 6, 2015

MOTION:  Jonah Ketola moved to approve the minutes of January 6, 2015.  Bruce Donati seconded the motion.  Vote:  5-0-2 Roberta Oeser and Sam Bouchie abstained.
e. Old Business/Continued Public Hearings 
Roni Hamilton said that she had a question on upcoming warrant Article VI which reads as follows:

Article #6:
Are you in favor of the adoption of this Amendment as proposed by the Planning Board for the Town of Rindge Zoning Ordinance as follows?
To amend Article V of the Town of Rindge Zoning Ordinance to eliminate Section 6, which currently states: “’Churches’ are allowed upon the granting of a Special Exception by the Board of Adjustment, when the Board is satisfied that the proposed use meets the requirements imposed by Article XIV,B.”

This amendment is intended to clarify the Town of Rindge Zoning Ordinance to eliminate a discrepancy with Article III, Section R which reads as follows: “Churches and other places of religious assembly are allowed in all zoning districts and are subject to Site Plan Review by the Planning Board.”
Roni Hamilton said that she had spoken with many other people who were not clear on this article. She said that they would vote no on anything they did not understand and asked for clarification of this proposed change.  Roni Hamilton said that people are confused by the wording of this.  
 Roberta Oeser said that this article was proposed to comply with state law, due to a court case.  Kirk Stenersen said that a few years ago, the Town of Richmond was taken to court by a church group.  The court deemed it unconstitutional to require a Church to obtain a Special Exception by the Board of Adjustment and that churches must be allowed in all districts in all towns, subject only to Site Plan Review by the Planning Board.  

Kirk Stenersen said that, following the decision in the court case, the Planning Board amended Article III to comply with the law and added section “R” which reads:

R.
Churches and other places of religious assembly are allowed in all zoning districts and are subject to Site Plan Review by the Planning Board.
 At that time, it was not noticed that there was language in Article V.6 (Residential-Agricultural District) where it still stated that a Special Exception was required for churches. This oversight created a discrepancy between the sections of the ordinance.  Warrant Article 6 is being brought forward to correct this oversight.  
Roni Hamilton asked if there would be any rules or regulations for possible churches.  Roni Hamilton cited an example in another state where churches are opening out of garages in residential neighborhoods and she wanted to make sure that the Town of Rindge would have the option to say yes or no to a possible church.   Kirk Stenersen and Roberta Oeser said that this would be addressed through the Planning Board’s Site Plan Review process.  Kelen Geiger asked if this could be clarified in the voter’s guide.  Roberta Oeser said that we could clean up what is in the voter’s guide.  Kirk Stenersen said that he wasn’t sure how much the voter’s guide language could be changed at this time, as it had already been voted on by the board.  Roberta Oeser said that we could say that Site Plan Review would still be required but we cannot, by state law, ask them to obtain a Special Exception through the Board of Adjustment.
Vice Chairman Phil Simeone asked Roni Hamilton if her questions and concerns had been addressed.  She thanked the Board and said that they were.

f. New Business/ Public Hearings 

Vice Chairman Phil Simeone presented the citizen petition warrant article:


1.  Public Hearing:  Citizen Petition Zoning Amendment:


“Are you in favor of repealing the Town of Rindge Impact Fee Ordinance?”

Planning Director Kirk Stenersen said that anytime a petition article is submitted with 25 valid signatures of registered voters of the Town, it goes on the ballot.  He said we are required by state statute to hold a public hearing and as part of that public hearing, the Planning Board will make a recommendation of whether or not they support this petition article.  The public is given an opportunity to discuss this as well.  Roberta Oeser said that the reason the Planning Board holds a public hearing is that there is no discussion at the Deliberative Session.  She said that the Public Hearing is the time to discuss this.

Vice Chairman Phil Simeone opened the discussion first to the Planning Board members.  

Charlie Eicher said that Impact Fees have raised over $200,000 in revenue.  
Roberta Oeser said that she is not going to vote in favor of this as she is not in favor of removing the entire ordinance.  She said she wished that they had just opted to remove the Residential portion of it.  At the BOS meeting, it was discussed and Roberta said that citizens of Rindge are really aware of the impact fees and what has been received through them.  She does not expect this article to pass.  
Charlie Eicher said that he agrees with the residential part of this being removed, but as commercial industry comes in, it becomes a bigger and bigger burden on the infrastructure, and he believes that the impact fee will help to support, in part, some of that infrastructure that we are required to provide for Public Safety, etc.  So, he would not support this in toto.  
Sam Bouchie said he believes just the opposite.  As a small business owner, he said this Impact Fee hurts him.  He tears down a rec center and wants to build a new one, if it is not exactly the same size, he will have to pay an impact fee.  He said that we are telling small business owners not to expand.  

He cited a small business on Route 119, who is planning to expand and they were hit with a pretty substantial impact fee for improving their business.  That fee will have an impact on that business.  

Roberta Oeser said that the wording does not say, “Shall the Town repeal” but merely asks if the voters are in favor of it.  She said she is not sure if the language will hold up.  
Phil Simeone said that, last year, when this came up, the warrant article language included a date to make it clear to everyone when it would be effective.  Kirk Stenersen said that it would become effective the day of the vote.  Phil Simeone asked about projects that are in process of being built but have not paid the fee yet.  Roberta Oeser said that the only people who would still have to pay impact fees are those who have been assessed and have occupancy permits prior to the vote.  Kirk Stenersen said that that’s the way he would understand it, but he would seek legal guidance to confirm that as he is not an attorney.

Bruce Donati said he wished they had a date on it, which would help the Planning Office to explain it.  He said that if they are making payments on an impact fee (or tax, as that is what it is), they would still have to make payments on it.  Bruce Donati said that, looking at the state as a whole, we know we have an out migration; we are 30th in the country in job creation.  He said that is why he is voting in favor of this petition.  He said this is basically a legacy tax and that it is stunting our growth both locally and statewide.  And that is why he would be voting for it tonight and at town meeting.  He said there are countless other reasons as well.
Phil Simeone said that, as Sam says, this is hurting the small business guy, but someone like Walmart or Tractor Supply has the money.  

Jonah Ketola said he is in favor of repealing this, and perhaps go back in and restructure it for bigger business.  He said that, as a small business owner, he stays away from towns with impact fees.  He said that towns that have impact fees are slower than towns without it. He said being hit with $5000 or $6000 additional cost is tough.  He said that New Ipswich had impact fees and has done away with them, and things are moving better there now.  
Charlie Eicher said he agrees that impact fees hurt small businesses, but that, on the other side, it is very difficult to get capital warrant articles passed to get the services that the Town needs.  If larger equipment is needed to put out a fire and you have to purchase that equipment, it would help if, for example, Walmart or another large business could help to pay for that additional need.  
Bruce Donati said that he wonders what kind of country we would be living in today, what type of living conditions would we have, if this had gone into effect 100 years ago. You tear something down, you have to build on the same footprint or pay an additional tax.  To him, he said this is a bigger issue, it is a freedom issue.  

Roberta Oeser said that the whole impact fee ordinance is a land use deterrent.  It was done to slow down growth.  

Planning Director Kirk Stenersen said that, speaking to Charlie’s point, if the town’s people won’t vote for capital improvements and then you take it from impact fees and do it anyway, Is that a good thing?
Roberta Oeser said that, that is not being done.  She said this money has been used on short noticed things, such as when they put a roof on the police department, because they had an opportunity to get a grant and they had to get the roof on before the end of the year.  This year, she said we had the energy work to do mini splits at the fire station; we did a lot of remodeling at the police and fire station, and it was paid for from impact fees.  The money was not available in the town buildings budget.  The recreation building used all the impact money to seed the rec building.  She said there is very little money left as it was spent this year on projects.  

Cheves Walling said that when this was brought in, it was a much busier town.  So the argument as how we are using that money right now, does not seem to have as much value, whether it is fulfilling its need.  

Roberta Oeser said that last year the planning board proposed a change to wipe out the residential fees, and it was defeated.  Cheves Walling said he is surprised that there was so much voter interest to keep these.  

Planning Director Kirk Stenersen said that something to think about would be if there is a way to do something on building permit fees on structures over a certain square footage, if the concern is public safety costs for larger buildings?  Roberta Oeser said the Planning Board can do off site extractions with large site plans and buildings.  Kirk Stenersen said that he has seen it done in Massachusetts, where it does not have to be remotely related to the new business to have things done. The town said if you want to put your building in our town, you need to fix a sewer (that may be a mile and a half up the road).  Charlie Eicher said, are you saying there are other methodologies for acquiring funding?  Kirk Stenersen said, if you are trying to stimulate economic development and commercial growth and you are the town that says, you are welcome to come in, but you’ll have to plant shrubs along 119 and do this and that project, and you will pay for it, I think you are defeating the purpose here. 
 Charlie Eicher said, I am a taxpayer and are my taxes going to go up because a business comes in and now we need more money for police and fire.  As a taxpayer, why am I subsidizing a business who wants to come in?
Sam Bouchie said, it is not like these businesses are coming in here and not paying taxes.  Because he is paying plenty of taxes to pay for fire or police calls, which he may have 2 or 3 times a year.
 Roberta Oeser said that Walmart and Tractor Supply and other large businesses do create a burden on the town services; fire, police, shoplifting.  There are a lot of calls.  Roberta Oeser said retail is high use on first responders.  She said we would be better off having another Lisa Drive, another industrial park.  Kirk Stenersen said, you can make that argument, but what about the school district?  There is not a burden there.  
Bruce Donati said that democracy is a messy business. He said that back when the commercial district was being defined, the Planning Board discussed 500 feet as the depth of that district; there was a group that wanted 1000 feet and ultimately he believes that 600 feet depth of the district was settled upon.  Had it been 500 feet, would we be having these malls built?  Roberta Oeser said that when the Planning Board decided to make it commercial, they set it up for the Tractor Supply; it was strip mall haven.  It wasn’t set up for industrial parks or larger developments and we are stuck with it.  Bruce Donati said, would we be having the larger big box stores?  Kirk Stenersen said he thought it was 800 feet.  Roberta Oeser said that they eventually expanded it.  Roberta said that Lisa Drive got a variance; they are deeper than the original depth. 
Vice Chairman Phil Simeone opened the public hearing for comments on impact fees.
June Sailor-O’Day said she was commenting on some of the uses that the impact fees are being used for.  She said it strikes her as fundamentally unfair; that some of those things are really not an impact.  Why should a homeowner’s impact fee go for something that they may not be using?  She said it sounds as if the impact fees are being used as a sort of slush fund, to pay for something that otherwise could not be afforded.  If someone builds a four bedroom house, it is assumed that they might have a lot of kids there, so their impact fee should go to the schools.  Roberta Oeser said that part of it does.  Kirk Stenersen said that approximately 70% of impact fees go to the schools.  Roberta Oeser said that impact fees have to be used for capital improvements, not for operating costs.  June Sailor-O’Day asked who decides what impact fees are used for.  Roberta Oeser said the Board of Selectmen does. 

June Sailor-O’Day asked if the wording of the citizen petition could be changed to something like “Are you in favor of restructuring the Town of Rindge Impact Fee?”

Vice Chairman Phil Simeone said that we cannot change wording of a citizen petition.  Roberta Oeser said that if the majority of the petitioners were here, you still could not as there is not enough time to have another public hearing.  

Kelen Geiger said that, this is a petition, and you have to go by exactly how it is written.  She asked if the wording is such that it is just going to come back and be a problem.  Can the Board support it with the wording as it is?  If this passes, I’m concerned with the wording.

Planning Director Kirk Stenersen said he does not see the wording as an issue. He thinks it is pretty clear.  Are you in favor of this?  The answer would be yes or no.  I’m sure an attorney could muddy this up, but to me, it is pretty clear.

Cheves Walling said he has a problem with the wording.  He said that if you ask people if they are in favor of voting against this, all you know is that they are in favor of voting against it.  This is a voting procedure; I think it needs to be black or white.  I don’t see this going anywhere.

Candice Starrett asked if the board has to weigh in on whether or not they agree with supporting this.  Vice Chairman Phil Simeone said that the Board will be taking a vote.
Roberta Oeser said that, by statute, it is the Board of Selectmen that should be making the recommendation on zoning statements.  Kirk Stenersen said that, in the past that the Planning Board has always done it this way.  

Vice Chairman Phil Simeone said if there was no more discussion, he would entertain a motion.
MOTION:  Roberta Oeser moved to support the Citizen Petition zoning amendment to repeal the impact fee ordinance.  Bruce Donati seconded the motion.  Vote:  4-3-0 Holly, Phil and Roberta voted no. 


2.  Public Hearing:   Driveway Regulations
Vice Chairman Phil Simeone opened the public hearing for the Driveway Regulations

Planning Director Kirk Stenersen said that this is something that has been ongoing for many years.  Kirk said a Purpose Section has been added; Definitions have been added;   changes have been made to the Permit section as well.

Vice Chairman Phil Simeone asked why so many sections had been totally removed.  Kirk Stenersen said this was due to redundancy of information.  Roberta Oeser said that everything that was taken out was covered elsewhere; either in the Driveway Regulations or in Site Plan or Subdivision Regulations. 

Kirk Stenersen said that the Site Plan Regulations have a Driveway Section and we also have Driveway Regulations. He said it was very confusing.   The objective is to separate the two and have a stand-alone Driveway Regulation.   The Site Plan Regulations are still being worked on.  

Bruce Donati wanted to make sure that the items that were eliminated were mentioned somewhere else.  He referred to 2D, page three, 2E and G, 1-4. Kirk Stenersen said that those items get into Commercial Driveways, a major driveway entrance such as Triumph Interiors, Walmart, Hannaford, the Diner.  Kirk Stenersen said that all those have to go through site plan review.  It was a redundancy and didn’t need to be here at it was covered in Site Plan Review.  99 % of the time, the Driveway Regulations are covering residential driveways.  
Bruce Donati questioned the chart on page four of minimum sight distances.  He asked what would happen if someone has a building lot of record and cannot meet the number of feet required.  Kirk Stenersen referred him to page three, item 3F which reads:

“In the event that the required sight distance is not able to be met, for an existing lot of record, the driveway shall be placed in the optimum location to provide the maximum site distance possible.”

Bruce Donati asked if that wording, “optimum sight distance” is clear enough.  Roberta Oeser and Kirk Stenersen said they think it is.   Kirk said that Hank Whitney was very involved in this and did not want to increase the sight distance.  Kirk Stenersen said that as an engineer, he felt it needed to be addressed.  He said the chart is based on research from a lot of different places and primarily from AASHTO standards for low volume roads.  AASHTO is the   American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials.   
Bruce Donati asked who decides what that optimum location would be. Kirk Stenersen said the DPW director is responsible.  When a permit is applied for, Mike Cloutier goes out and looks at the location.  He decides if a culvert is needed to be installed or if brush needs to be cut or if the location of the driveway meets regulations.  

Roberta Oeser offered some suggestions as follows:

· Section 2 Purpose, please add an  “A”  in front of the word Subdivision

· Page 3 of the markup, top paragraph, it refers to paragraph one but does not provide a Section number.  Please add Section 4 Paragraph One.

· Paragraph G, page five of the markup: add the word OR before “16” and  add the word PIPE after “aluminized”

· Page six, Item J:  Replace the words” Inspecting Official” with “Public Works Director”.   
Roberta Oeser said she thinks this has been very well done; eliminates problems and allows for clear language when someone paves a driveway which has been an issue in the past.  
Board members discussed other sections of these regulations without making any substantial changes.   

Vice Chairman Phil Simeone opened the hearing to public input. 
June Sailor O’Day said that, when she reads Section IV, Permits, items 1 and 2 she finds it confusing.  

SECTION IV - PERMIT
1. It shall be unlawful to construct, or alter, any new or existing driveway, entrance, exit, forestry cut or approach, except when paving an existing driveway and no substantial change is proposed.  Substantial change includes any change that would substantially affect the use, location, size or grade of any driveway, or increase the flow of water onto any public roadway or street. Substantial change shall be determined by the Planning Board or its designee.

2. A written construction permit application must be obtained from and filed with the Planning Board by any owner, or authorized agent, affected by the provisions of Section IV Paragraph 1.  Before any construction or alteration work is commenced, said permit application shall have been reviewed, and a construction permit issued by the Planning Board or its designee.  Said permits and driveways shall:

June Sailor O’Day said that, according to item no. 1, a person paving a driveway would not need a permit.  But she finds item 2 confusing.  She asked if someone choosing to pave a driveway that already exists would need a permit.

Kirk Stenersen said that the key wording would be “substantial change”.   
1. Substantial change includes any change that would substantially affect the use, location, size or grade of any driveway, or increase the flow of water onto any public roadway or street. Substantial change shall be determined by the Planning Board or its designee.

Kirk Stenersen said that, if by paving the driveway, a substantial change would occur, and then yes, they would need a permit.  If the paving did not “affect the use, location, size or grade of the driveway or increase the flow of water”, then a permit would not be required.
June Sailor O’Day said that she could see people not understanding this or being put in the position of paving their driveway and then having repercussions from not getting a permit.  

Roberta Oeser said that she had worked on this regulation four or five years ago and she had wanted to put in that a permit was needed to pave, for exactly this reason.  What has happened is that the paving company arrives, sees a swale, decides to fill it in to make paving easier and thereby, change the driveway.  Roberta Oeser said that she would encourage that these regulations are sent to every paving company around so that they know what the rules are.  Kirk Stenersen said that many paving companies do alter the driveways and he is not sure how you fix that.  

Kelen Geiger said that she wants to make sure she understands.  If someone has a dirt driveway and it is fine, and then they have it paved and the water runs on the road, is that when you decide that they’ve done it wrong?  Is that how the decision is made?

Roberta Oeser said that that’s the way it is.  Even if the Town required a permit for paving, the property owner would come in; get a permit and then the paving company would come in and change the grade.  How do you stop that?

Kirk Stenersen said that water running onto the roadway is one of the criteria.  He said that if you take a driveway today and you put pavement down 2” thick, it is not going to change what the water does.  It’s when paving companies regrade; that’s what causes the change.  
Cheves Walling asked if an impervious surface and a pervious surface wouldn’t have a substantial difference for runoff.  Isn’t blacktop going to increase the water?  Kirk Stenersen said that gravel surfaces (89% runs off) use very similar run off numbers as pavement (98% runs off).  The theory is that, during winter, frozen gravel or paved surface are not different at all, when it comes to run off.  

Phil Simeone said that, if you were to put a gravel driveway in, you’d have to follow the regulations.  If you come back and pave it later, it should be fine, as long as you don’t change the grade.  He said that Mike Cloutier is concerned with the first 20 feet and as long as no water goes on his road, he is fine. 
Steve Gray said that he had a question on Section B:  
B.  Describe the location of the driveway.  The location shall be selected to most adequately protect the safety of the traveling public.
Mr. Gray asked, if they meet the sight distance requirements, are you saying that you are going to relocate them to a different spot?  Steve Gray said he is retired from NH DOT where he did Driveway Permits.  The problem that he has with Sight Distance Requirements is that, for the state, he had a difficult time relocating the driveways.  He said that he thinks this should be reworded to say that “if sight distance cannot be met, driveway shall be put at the safest possible point.” He said you cannot deny access to the people.  
Robert Oeser said that this has been addressed under Section 3F as well as IV-2C:

F.  All season safe site distance shall be provided in both directions along the highway as per the table below. All season safe distance means a line which encounters no visual obstruction between two points, each at a height of 3’ 6” above the pavement allowing for a snow /wind row and/or seasonal changes, and so located to represent the line of sight between the operator of a vehicle using the driveway, entrance, exit, or approach (operator’s eye assumed to be 10’ from the edge of travel surface and the operator of a vehicle approaching from either direction). Site distance maintenance (grass, brush, etc.) is the responsibility of the driveway property owner. In the event that the required site distance is not able to be met, for an existing lot of record, the driveway shall be placed in the optimum location to provide the maximum site distance possible.

C.  Every effort shall be made to minimize the potential impact to neighboring properties and to maintain the integrity of stone walls. 

Roberta Oeser said that these items give the Board some flexibility.  Steve Gray, Roberta Oeser and Kirk Stenersen had a discussion which included the state driveway authority and town driveway authority; the Sight Distance Requirements; AASHTO (American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials).  Mr. Gray said that, in this day and age, 200 feet on a 35 MPH roadway, in his opinion, is not enough.  Roberta Oeser said that with 250 feet of frontage, it’s tough to find a place for the driveway.  Kirk Stenersen said that, now, the driveway regulations call for 100 feet and he has had a significant amount of pushback from town’s people in increasing this.  Kirk Stenersen said that he also checked with Public Safety, DPW, and the Fire Chief to see how many accidents had occurred with these driveways and no one could recall one.  
MOTION:  Roberta Oeser moved to adopt the Driveway Access Regulations (currently dated September 10, 2014) with a change of Adopted date to January 20, 2015.  Charlie Eicher seconded the motion.  Vote:  7-0-0
3.  Public Hearing:  Master Plan

Interim Planning Director Kirk Stenersen said that he knows Roberta Oeser has indicated that a motion could be made per RSA to say that the Master Plan is fine.   Kirk said he has gone through some of the Master Plan and skimmed through the last portion of it and has a philosophical question for the Planning Board on this process.   He said that, per RSA, we are required to have a Master Plan; we are required to have two sections: Vision and Land Use.  Currently, our chapters’ one and two.  The purpose of having a Master Plan is to plan ahead and give direction to ordinances, regulations and zoning and to implement changes which follow the Master Plan.  

Kirk Stenersen said we currently have a Natural Resources Section; a Population and Housing Section; a Transportation Section and an Economic Development Section.  He said he has some question marks as to the direction in the Natural Resources Section.  Roberta Oeser said, now that she has reread it, she also has concerns.  Kirk Stenersen said it refers to a Scenic Ridgeline ordinance; Steep Slope Ordinances; and that there are arguments to both sides of that.  He says, if we are going to keep these sections, they need to be updated.  Some of the data is from the year 2000.  Kirk Stenersen said that if we are going to have a Master Plan that we use for steering the work of the Planning Board, then it needs to be updated.
Interim Planning Director Kirk Stenersen said that this brings up the question, has the Planning Board been following the Master Plan.  How much is it being used?  He said that the Master Plan talks about Village Centers which may need to be reviewed as well.  Roberta Oeser said that the Board could do a chapter at a time.  Kirk Stenersen said that, from a taxpayer’s standpoint, if we haven’t really used this in the past, haven’t really followed this, except perhaps by chance, how much time and taxpayer money should be spent to update this.  Kirk asked what the taxpayer is getting in return for this, is the Planning Board doing its job?  He said that he believes these are points that the Board needs to discuss.

Phil Simeone said that he believes we have accomplished a lot of what was set out in the Master Plan Vision Section which included acquiring conservation land, (Converseville Meadow, land off of 202); the town’s relationship with the college has improved through the Town Gown; the Board tried to develop another town center (although it was turned down by the town vote); communication services have improved vastly in the last 7 or 8 years, from what it was. 
Roberta Oeser said that a lot of people worked very hard on this Master Plan in 2005 and 2006.    She said she has recently reviewed the Vision Section and the only thing she sees is that Franklin Pierce name needs to be changed from “College” to “University”; getting rid of promoting the development of additional villages; but other than that, she thinks the Vision Statement is whole the way it is and really is timeless.  She said that one of the reasons for having a Master Plan is not that it has the legal standing as zoning, but that if your zoning is challenged in the Courts, you had better have a Master Plan that holds up your zoning and is fairly current.  

Bruce Donati said that the Natural Resources and Land Use Sections need some updating and agrees with Roberta Oeser that the new village concepts need to be scratched.  

Vice Chairman Phil Simeone asked if it wouldn’t make sense to put together a committee to review this.
 Charlie Eicher said that the basic question is “what purpose does this serve?”  He said, as a planning board member, would he be asking people who come in for a Site Plan, how does this pertain to the Master Plan? Roberta Oeser said no, but that our zoning and regulations have to reflect what is in the Master Plan.  
Charlie Eicher said that, when the Board has subcommittees and makes changes to its ordinances, it should then refer to what part of the Master Plan this is discussed in.  Kirk Stenersen said that’s how it is supposed to work.    Cheves Walling said that the first two chapters outline things and the other chapters are tools that need to be updated more regularly. 
Phil Simeone said that other towns have been scaling down their Master Plans to shorten them and make them a 5 or 10 year plan rather than a 15 or 20 year plan. 

Roberta Oeser said that she has served for three years as the Ex Officio to Planning. She said that neither of the other selectmen has a strong interest in planning.  Charlie Eicher said that, in his opinion, this Planning Board needs to make an effort to keep the Board of Selectmen informed as to what we are doing and why.  Charlie Eicher said that, come budget time, we ask for money to update the master plan, but why” What is required by law?  If we are not going to use this as a tool, why spend the money?  

Bruce Donati said that for right now, we could update the Vision and Land Use Sections. Jonah Ketola said that we need to look at the minimum that needs to be done, to stay in compliance with the state and don’t spend any more money because you end up with pages that no one ever looks at.  Roberta Oeser said that when this project was done years ago, they held meetings that were packed with people who were interested in participating.  With the pipeline situation, she said that we absolutely need to look at the Natural Resource section.     
Interim Planning Director Kirk Stenersen said that there is quite a bit to discuss and we can discuss this again. How will the Master Plan help with planning?  If we have not referred back to this in the past, how much taxpayer money should we spend updating this? 
Vice Chairman Phil Simeone asked the Planning Board to take some time to read the entire Master Plan and put this on the agenda for the February 17th meeting for further discussion. Kelen Geiger asked if the Master Plan was on the Town website.  Vice Chairman Phil Simeone said that it is.  

Bruce Donati asked to discuss the REDI (Rindge Economic Development Initiative) section at the next meeting as well.
Jason Paolino said that, along these lines of discussion, it might be worthwhile in capturing taxpayer money and make it money well spent, to reexamine and heighten awareness of the town’s general opinion on external funding sources, which seem to be a hot button.  Utility easements in general might be discussed as well as alternative energy sites.  Jason said that some of these things may need to be discussed and know up front what the town’s position is.   

MOTION:  Roberta Oeser moved to take no action at this time on the Master Plan.  Jonah Ketola seconded the motion.  Vote:  7-0-0
g. Reports of Officers and Subcommittees

Bruce Donati said that the REIS (Real Estate Inventory Subcommittee) has held 7 meetings and are updating the list of town owned properties.  The next meeting will take place next Wednesday at 1:30 PM in Jane Pitt’s office.  Once they have finalized their list, they will ask Tina to create an excel program of this data and have it ready for February or March meetings.  It will go to the BOS (Board of Selectmen) for consideration of what properties might be sold.  

h. Planning Office Report


1.  Volunteers to check application for completeness
Sam Bouchie and Jonah Ketola will check the Van Dyke application for minor subdivision for completeness

2.  E-mail from David Drouin, concern lighting at Hometown Diner 
The Planning Board discussed the issue of additional outdoor lighting at Hometown Diner.  There was no official outdoor lighting plan at the time of Site Plan Review.  The only reference to lighting is on the plan that ‘all lighting will be downcast’.  After some discussion, it was determined that Susan Hoyland should send this to Dave Duvernay as Code Enforcement officer.   

Adjourned at   9:10 pm
Respectfully submitted, 

Susan Hoyland
Planning Secretary
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