Lancaster Planning Board
Location: Lancaster Town Hall
Wednesday, March 13, 2624

Chair Andrew Nadeau opened the meeting at 1830H and led the Pledge of Allegiance.

Initial Business: Roll call

Regular Members:

Present: Chair Andrew Nadeau, Greg Westcott, Vice Chair Maggie Jones, Mark St. Pierre, Vickie Gibbs,
Selectmen’s Representative Kathy Jean Lavoie

Absent: None

Alternate Members:

Present; Matthew Treamer

Absent: Sclectmen’s Alternate Shane Beattie

Others Attending: Land Use Coordinator Robin L. Irving, Michael Rouillard (Resident), Mary Rouillard
(Resident), Applicant Zackary Colby, Applicant Jilt Colby, Chris Colby (Non-resident), Jean Colby (non-
resident), Charles Fitch IIT (Resident), Shelley Fitch (Resident) John Fitch (Non-resident), Andy Cliché
(Resident), Applicant Engineer Burr Phillips, Dave Haas (Abutter), Carol Haas (Abutter), Casey Maroon
(Non-resident), Marilyn Foss (Non-resident), Robert Cass (Grove St Resident), Shane Beattie (Resident),
Stockton Hicks (Non-resident), Derek Foss (Non-resident), Lynette Westcott (Applicant), Rob Scoft
(Resident), Don Freddette (Resident), Applicant’s Attorney Jody Hodgdon, other unidentified attendees

QUORUM
Chairman Nadeau moved Matt Treamer to voting member for the meeting,

Minutes: Vickie Gibbs moved to approve as written the Janvary 31, 2024 minutes. Mark St. Pierre
seconded the motion. All members voted to approve as writien the Jarmary 31, 2024 minutes, Kathy Jean
Lavoie and Chair Nadeau abstained due to their absence at the January 31, 2024 meeting, no objections.
Motion passed. Vickie Gibbs requested an amendment to the February 14, 2024 meeting minutes on page
11, first full 4, line 13; Gibbs did not refer to Chipotle, Kathy Jean Lavoie did, Vickie Gibbs moved to
approve the February 14, 2024 minutes as amended. Kathy Jean Lavoie seconded the motion. All
members voted to approve as amended the February 14, 2024 minutes, no objections. Motion passed.

Appointments: None

Public Hearing(s):

Member Greg Westcott recused as Applicant for Case #852.

Chair Nadeau OPENED THE PUBLIC HEARING for Case #852.

MAJOR SITE PLAN

Caseft 852 — Westcott, Gregory & Lynette d/b/a One Foss Street LLC — Applicant(s)/Owner(s)
request major site plan approval to construct 4 new residential units, said units constructed as two (2)
duplexes. Area variance approved by ZBA on 6/28/2023 to allow four (4) units. Land Zoned Commercial.
[Tax Map P05 Lot 069 (0.30 acres; 13,068 sf) 1 Foss Place].

Chair Nadean stated that the Application had been accepted as complete at the previous meeting on
February 14, 2024, Applicant Greg Westcott presented the Board with a full -sized plan and described
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locations of the structures, the dumpster, and parking, Per the Foss subdivision survey, the lot is situated
on the corner, The survey’s depiction of a land island at the entrance does not currently exist. The
buildings are two (2) modular units that will be situated onto full ICF foundations, Westcott pointed out
the entrance(s) to the downstairs apartments on opposite ends; it creates a little more privacy. The
dumpster will be enclosed per the zoning decision. Landscaping is flexible and subject to change once the
buildings are installed. Chair Nadeau mentioned that, depending on what is happening to the former
martial arts building, historically people parked on this land lot. Westcott responded that he had to place
tocks on the lot to deter parking but once the martial arts studio closed, parking on his lot was no longer a
problem, Westcott intends to install a fence to contribute to privacy as well as deter future parking on the
lot. The concept is to create the feeling for the tenant that they are in their own house and not in a building
with many other people. Westcott is getting specialized metal L-strips that go on the floor joists of the
upstairs onto which sheetrock gets attached to hang with rockwool insulation in between to soundproof,
By separating the structures rather than constructing one structure with 4 apartments, the buildings did not
require sprinkling, The parking lot will be paved. The soil is very permeable and sandy, and there has not
been ponding or puddling. The land will be graded in a manner to allow water to shed to the existing
swale.

Chair Nadeau OPENED TO THE PUBLIC the public hearing for Case #852,

There were no abutters present. There were no comments from the public.

Chair Nadeau CLOSED TO THE PUBLIC the public hearing for Case #852.

‘There was no further discussion from the Board. Vickie Gibbs moved to APPROVE with NO
CONDITIONS the major site plan for Case #852. Vice Chair Maggie Jones seconded the motion. All
members voted to APPROVE with NO CONDITIONS the major site plan for Case #8352, no objections.
Motion passed. LUC Irving explained next steps: a notice of decision would be recorded in the registry of
deeds and a building permit needs to be issued prior to construction.

Chair Nadeau CLOSED THE PUBLIC HEARING for Case #852.

Chair Nadeau recused as surveyor/consultant for Case #853. Vice Chair Maggie Jones moved to Acting
Chair. Greg Westcott resumed his position as regular voting member of the Board.

Acting Chair Maggie Jones OPENED THE PUBLIC HEARING for Case #857.

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

Case #857—Colby, Zachary—Applicant/Owner requests a 20-foot setback when Art. 3 Definitions
Subsection 3.13 requires a 30’ minimum setback for frontage OR a determination that the 30-foot setback
does not apply to property sides as opposed to property frontages. Land Zoned Central Business District-
North. (Tax Map P04-Lot 033 (0.37 acres), 212 Main Street).

Engineer Burr Phillips explained that the revised plan shifts the parking area to the rear of the building,
the building is smaller and had to be shifted another 10 feet. Shifting the building to 20 feet was the only
way to make the proposal work and be as zoning-compliant as possible considering the requirement of the
Grove Street buffer.

Purpose & Description of Request: CBD North End-Principal Building Setback on Side Street. The
applicant intends and believes that there is one “front” to the site and it is along Main Sireet. In the CBD
North End sub-section the “front” principal building setback is 30 to 70’ max. However, the town
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planner has indicated that they have considered all streets to be "fronis " for the purpose of the building
setbacks. As such, the side street (Grove Street) setback would be 30 io 70° but the building is set back
only 20°. The relief requested by this Conditional Use Permit is to reduce the Grove Street setback by 10
Jeet. This relief is requested as needed to eliminate the parking along Grove Street and reconfigure the
building and parking, keeping the project feasible.

Acting Chair stated that the revised site plan dated March 5, 2024, is the plan to which the Board is
considering and responding. I.UC Irving pointed out that she had provided hard copies of the most recent
revised plan—this is not the NHDOT plan that was emailed to everyone. While both plans depict a

landscaped buffer along Grove Street, the most noticeable distinction is a shift of the ADA parking spot in
the rear of the building.

1. How shall proposed buildings and landscaping contribute to the physical definition of rights of
ways as civic spaces?

Applicant’s response: “The proposed building architecture, front green area, and street trees are
designed to be consistent with the Main Streei streeiscape in the Novth End of the Central Business
District {CBD).” :

The Board agreed with the Applicant’s response and added that not only the front green area, but the
side green area of the revised plan are consistent with the CBD streetscape.

2. How shall the proposed development accommodate automobiles adequately while respecting
pedestrians and the needs of public spaces?

Applicant’s response: “The CBD North End Sub-District is based primarily on automobile
transporiation lo the businesses. The site layout exceeds the town parking requirements, includes
parking for cars and trailers, includes accessible parking and safe site ingress and egress as

determined by the traffic engineer.”

The Board agreed with the Applicant’s response as written as it pertains to the revised plan.

3. How will the design of streets and buildings reinforce safe and accessible environments?
Applicant’s response: “Accessible parking and access routes are designed consistent with ADA
guidelines. The owner has committed to constructing the building complying with applicable life-
safety and accessibility codes.”

The Board agreed with the Applicant’s response as written as it pertains tot the revised plan.

4. How does local climate, topography, history, and building practice guide the proposed
architecture and landscaping?

Applicant’s response: “The proposed building architecture is consistent with the region’s centuries-
long practice of steep roof pitches to shed snow. The street tree layout is consistent with traditional
New England villages such as Lancaster, and the species are tolerant of the winter conditions.”

The Board agreed with the Applicant’s answer as writfen as it pertains to the revised plan.

5. Are the proposed buildings designed to be energy efficient in accordance with the state energy
code?
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Applicant’s response: “The applicant commits to constructing ihe building complying with current
building codes and their built-in energy efficiency standards.”

The Board agreed with the Applicant’s response as written as it pertains to the revised plan.

6. Are proposed buildings and public gathering places located to reinforce community identity and
activity?

Applicant’s response: “The site will be directly connected to streetside sidewalls. The site will also
include indoor and outside (if permitted) seating for people to gather,”

The Board agreed with the Applicant’s response as written as it pertains to the revised plan.

7. Is the preservation and renewal of historic buildings prioritized?

Applicant’s response: “There are no historic buildings on the site and the previous building was a
gas station. Historic building preservation/renewal is a greater focus in the Middie and South Sub-
Districts whereas this site in the North End. Per the ZO, the North End has some older residences but
is a transition to new commercial uses,”

The Board agreed with the Applicant’s response as written as it pertains to the revised plan.

8. Does the proposed development create harmony and order consistent with the Central Business
District and the subsection it is located in?

Applicant’s response: “‘The proposed restaurant use, offset from Main Street, and the building
architecture are consistent with the intent of the underlying North End subsection of the CBD,”

9. Do the proposed buildings match the alignment of the more conforming adjacent buildings?
Applicant’s response: “The proposed building front is set back similar (within a few feet) to the
adjacent Verizon building, further than the Motor Inn opposite i, and closer than the funeral home.
However, the funeral home is an anomaly compared to the other buildings in the sub-district which

are similar to the proposed restaurant.”

The Board agreed with the Applicant’s response as written as it pertains to the revised plan.

Acting Chair Maggie Jones OPENED TO THE PUBLIC the public hearing for Case #857.

Abutter David Haas thanked the Applicant for modifying the plans to accommodate him and his wife as
well as modifications that make it better for the community, He expressed to the Board his support of the
CUP request so that Zack can build his project.

There were no further comments from abutters. There were no further comments from the public.

Acting Chair Maggie Jones CLOSED TO THE PUBLIC the public hearing for Case #857.

The Board, having agreed that the Applicant had met all conditions of the CUP, also agreed that the
revised plan layout made usable a small commercial 1ot
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Mark St. Pierre moved to APPROVE with NO CONDITIONS the Conditional Use Permit Application
for Case #857. Vickie Gibbs seconded the motion. All members voted to APPROVE with NO
CONDITIONS the Conditional Use Permit Application for Case #857, no objections. Motion passed.

The Board’s approval for Case #857 supersedes the approval of Case #855 allowing the building to be
situated 20 feet from the boundary.

Acting Chair Maggie Jones CLOSED THE PUBLIC HEARING for Case #857.
Acting Chair Maggie Jones OPENED THE PUBLIC HEARING for Case #846.

MAJOR SITE PLAN: CONTINUATION from February 14, 2024

Case#f 846 — Colby, Zackary - Applicant/Owner requests approval to construct an approximately
34°x80°72,720 sf commercial building intended to be used as a 30-scat restaurant with an app
preorder/pickup & pay-only drive-thru lane and a proposed 34°x18°/612 sf outside dining patio.
Additional improvements include 14 parking spaces, landscaping, and installation of a stormwater
management system. At the 12/13/2023 Review for Completeness meeting, the Lancaster Planning Board
voted unanimously the application as complete. On 2/14/2024, the Lancaster Planning Board granted a
30-day extension of the 65-day deadline to amend the plan and incorporate the required buffer along
Grove Street. Applicant requests a waiver of Site Plan Regulation §10.08c4 to allow a 6-foot buffer along
Grove Street per §10.08c6. Land Zoned Central Business District-North. (Tax Map P04-Lot 033 (0.37
acres), 212 Main Street).

LUC Trving stated that this hearing is a continuation of the deliberation stage of the case; the 30-day
extension was to allow the Applicant to revise the plan layout.

Engineer Burr Phillips explained that the revised plan. Because the open parking lot to Grove Strect was
not approved, the parking spaces were moved to the back of the building. In order to move the parking
spaces, the building dimensions had to change from 34°x80° to 40°x62’ and the building had to be shifted
toward Grove Street an additional five (5) feet. The traffic flow is basically the same. The dumpster out
by the street was moved toward the rear of the property along the funeral home boundary for
accessibility; it is roughly 60 feet from the Haas property. Also, the relocation of the dumpster improved
site distance along Grove Street. The two trailer parking spots are marked as regular parking spaces to
compensate for the loss of spaces due to the shift of the lot to the rear, but because they are linear, trailers
could take up more than one space if necessary. The total number of parking spaces is reduced from 14 to
13 (9 parking spaces and 1 ADA space in the rear, 3 parking spaces along the funeral home boundary, and
1 parking space in the front adjacent to the proposed deck). The sidewalk was moved a little bit away
from the building in order to install landscaping as well as protect people from snow coming off the roof.

The Board considered the waiver of the requirement for a 10-foot buffer to allow a 6-foot buffer along
Grove Street. Acting Chair Jones read the standard for a waiver: “The planning board may only grant a
waiver if the board finds, by majority vote, that: (1) Strict conformity would pose an unnecessary
hardship to the applicant and waiver would not be contrary to the spirit and intent of the regulations; OR
(2) Specific circumstances relative to the site plan, or conditions of the [and in such site plan, indicate that
the waiver will properly carry out the spirit and intent of the regulations.” Engineer Burr Phillips said that
he does not think that the waiver is necessary because the revised plan has 9 feet to the sidewalk, Vickie
Gibbs pointed out that the 10-foot buffer is required in front of an off-street parking lot and abutting a
residential lot, but she did not believe that there is a requirement for a 10-foot buffer otherwise. The
Board decided to continue with the waiver request as a precaution. The Board determined that strict
conformity WOULD pose an unnecessary hardship to the applicant because it is a small commercial lot
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that is usable only as proposed in the revised plan, The best use for this lot is a commercial purpose, so
the goal would be to facilitate an actual, feasible business while still substantially conforming to zoning.
All of the other zoning conditions have been met, so this deviation, if necessary is nominal, It IS NOF

contrary to the spirit, intent, and purpose of the ordinance, Because the Applicant meets the first prong of
the provision, the Board does not have to proceed to the second prong.

Vickie Gibbs moved to APPROVE the waiver of a 10-foot buffer to allow down to a 6-foot buffer.
Maggie Jones seconded the motion. All members voted to APPROVE the waiver of a 10-foot buffer to
allow down to a 6-foot buffer, no objections. Motion passed.

The Board outlined the conditions of approval that would be imposed:

1.

Vickie Gibbs moved to require as a condition precedent that “The Applicant shall submit an
executed and recorded easement to the Town of Lancaster.” Kathy Jean Lavoie seconded the
motion, All members voted to require as a condition precedent that “The Applicant shall submit
an executed and recorded easement to the Town of Lancaster,” no objections. Motion passed.

Vickie (ibbs moved to require as a condition precedent that ““The Applicant shall submit an
engincered, Town-approved drainage plan.” Greg Westcott seconded the motion. All members
voted to require as a condition precedent that “The Applicant shall submit an engineered, Town-
approved drainage plan,” no objections. Motion passed.

Vickie Gibbs moved to require as a condition subsequent that “The Applicant shall relocate the
water service for the funeral home if required by the Lancaster Water/Sewer Department,” Matt
Treamer seconded the motion. All members voted to require as a condition subsequent that “The
Applicant shall relocate the water service for the funeral home if required by the Lancaster
Water/Sewer Department,” no objections. Motion passed.

The Applicant asked if this was still required if the building was not situated on top of the line.
LUC Irving asked if the line was covered by the asphalt drive, and the Applicant responded that it
was. The Town will have to determine if having it covered by asphalt would require relocation.

Vickie Gibbs moved to. require as a condition subsequent that “The site is permitted to have a
single pickup window along the thru-lane and no order window, no electronic order board, and no
outdoor menu board(s) shall be permitted.” Kathy Jean Lavoie seconded the motion. All
members voted to require as a condition subsequent that “I'he site is permitted to have a single
pickup window along the thru-lane and no order window, no electronic order board, and no
outdoor menu board(s) shall be permitted,” no objections, Motion passed.

Gibbs stated that the site plan is not approved as a drive-through with an order window or menu
board/order mic. The business plan is for people to order via an online app so there does not need
to be menu board nor an order window/mic because that would enable people to pull up and try to
order on the spot.

Vickie Gibbs moved to require as a condition subsequent that “There shali be no vehicle queuing
onto Grove Street.” Greg Westcott seconded the motion. All members vote to require as a
condition subsequent that “There shall be no vehicle queuing onto Grove Street,” no objections.
Motion passed.

Acting Chair Maggie Jones moved to require as a condition subsequent that “There shall be no
on-street parking on Grove Street and Main Street.” Kathy Jean Lavoie seconded the motion. All
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members voted to require as a condition subsequent that “There shall be no on-street parking on
Grove Street and Main Street,” no objections. Motion passed. ‘

Vickie Gibbs moved to require as a condition subsequent that “There shall be a maximum of
thirty-nine (39) seats including those on the patio based on the number of parking spaces.” Greg
Westcott seconded the motion. All members voted to require as a condition subsequent that
“There shall be a maximum of thirty-nine (39) seats including those on the patio based on the
number of parking spaces,” no objections. Motion passed.

Vickie Gibbs moved to require as a condition subsequent that “The Applicant shall comply with
the Town and State (NHDOT) driveway permits, including but not limited to curbing and signage
requirements.” Greg Westcott seconded the motion. All members voted to require as a condition
subsequent that “The Applicant shall comply with the Town and State (NHDOT) driveway
permits, including but not limited to curbing and signage requirements,” no objections. Motion
passed.

Kathy Jean Lavoie moved to require as a condition subsequent that “The Applicant shall plant
eight (8)-foot arbor vitae along the residential abutter’s boundary (currently Haas), no fence
required.” Greg Westcott seconded the motion. All members voted to require as a condition
subsequent that “The Applicant shall plant eight (8)-foot arbor vitae along the residential
abutter’s boundary (currently Haas), no fence required,” no objections. Motion passed.

The Applicant’s landscaper confirmed that eight (8)-foot arbor vitae is available and possible to
plant. Engineer Burr Phillips admitted that he did not hear the request from Haas for 8-foot arbor
vitae for privacy so he submitted what the site plan regulations required (4-5 foot tall with a 6-
foot vinyl fence)). As for the fence, LUC Irving said that the site plan regulations require a fence
temporarily until the arbor vitae are full grown, but if already at the height that the abutter

requested, the fence would not be necessary, especially when the abutter was not adamant about a
fence.

Vickie Gibbs moved to APPROVE WITH CONDITIONS (1-9 cited) the major site plan for Case #846,
Mark St. Pierre seconded the motion. All members voted to APPROVE WITH CONDITIONS (1-9
cited) the major site plan for Case #846, no objections. Motion passed. LUC Irving explained next
steps: a notice of decision would be recorded in the registry of deeds and a building permit,
pending submittal of the easement and drainage plan, needs to be issued prior to construction.

Acting Chair Jones CLOSED THE PUBLIC HEARING for Case #846.

Chair Andy Nadeau resumed as Chair for the remainder of the meeting.

QOther Business:

Preliminary Conceptual Consultation(s): None

Merger of Lots:

D’ Amico Associates (Maria & Robert Cummings——Agents) merger of campground lot Map R27-
Lot 011 {485 Prospect] and house lot Map R27-Lot 012 [475 Prospect].
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LUC Irving explained that this is a merger of the Mountain Lake Campground and the abutting
house lot. After the Applicant was issued a building permit to expand the Rec Building, they
confirmed that the building will straddle the lot lines. They originally requested a lot line
adjustment, however, this was time-sensitive and availability of surveyors made it impossible to
meet the summer season. The resolution was to merge the lots prior to the new tax year: this
would adjust their taxes after April 1* and allow them to continue to finish the Rec Building as
compliant. The notion is that they may seek a lot line adjustment later when surveyors are
available. The Board felt that the merger was straightforward.

Greg Westcott moved to APPROVE the merger of lots for D’ Amico Associates. Matt Treamer
seconded the motion. All members voted to APPROVE the merger of lots for D’ Amico
Associates, no objections. Motion passed.

2) Rose Louise Fitzgerald and Teri Lee Anderson, merger of house lot Map P08-Lot 030 and
abutting land lot Map P08-Lot 030 to be consistent with deed

LUC Irving explained that this is a housekeeping merger. The controlling authority is the deed
and the recorded survey plan, both depicting two lots, and the deed does not reference a merger
involuntary or voluntary, The town office’s tax records do not show two lots—there is an
assessing card for one lot and the tax map shows one map. This merger would formally merge to
be what the Town already considers it to-be. If it is not merged by April 1st, the assessor will
create the second lot in the system and assess the 2" lot as a buildable land lot that has a much
higher value that when it is merged. The Board members debated whether the merger was
necessary, Chair Nadeau said that when mapping, abutting lots with common owners are
typically merged. Irving responded that the assessor has been indersing these housekeeping
mergers in several different jurisdictions with no issues. The Board was still reluctant but agreed
to approve to tidy up the record.

Vice Chair Maggie Jones moved to APPROVE the merger of lots for Rose Louise Fitzgerald and
Teri Lee Anderson. Greg Westcott seconded the motion. All members voted to APPROVE the
merger of lots for Rose Louise Fitzgerald and Teri Lee Anderson, no objections. Motion passed.
Chair Nadeau stressed that, if the merger is not necessary, that LUC Irving should bring the case
back for rescission of vote.

Land Use Permit(s):

1)

2)
3)
4)

5)

6)

LUP #24-003-Commercial, Owner(s)/Applicant(s)-Tuite, Joel d/b/a Hometown Properties
North LLC, 461 Main Street, demolition of 1 FL interior and renovation into eyecare practice.
Improvements in heating/cooling, insulation, new roof & windows, new plumbing

LUP #24-004—Residential, Owner(s)/Applicant(s)-Haskins, Thomas & Samantha, 37
Water St., installation of metal framed poly covered carport over existing asphalt driveway
LUP #24-005R2—Commercial, Owner(s)/ Applicant(s)-Rideout, Leo H. Jr, & Michelle, 36
Causeway St., RENEWAL of construction of storage unit facility

LUP #24-006R2—Commercial, Owner(s)/Applicant(s)-Mitchell, Greg d/b/a Thompson Mill
Properties LLC, 65 Main St.,, RENEWAL of 1® FL, L-shaped section of property for café/deli
LUP #24-007, Residential, Owner(s)/Applicant(s)St Cyr, Christopher & Ellen, 46 Railroad
8t., demolition and reconstruction of gable end dormers to include full shed dormer on east and 2
dormers on west, added bath

LUP #24-008, Residential, Owner(s)/Applicant(s)-Lurvey, Dakota & Jensen, Chelsea, 4
Wesson Road, demolition of front shed and reconstruction of stick-built shed in same footprint
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Zoning Board Decision(s): None

Other permits:
1) 24-003 Sign Permit for Richard Mattos at the Main Street Municipal Parking Lot
“TECHPROS Computer & Gun Shop”

Training Topic(s)/Material(s): None

Announcement(s)/Correspondence: LUC Irving announced that all five (5) zoning amendments were
approved at Town Meeting. She will be working to accomplish 2 things: 1) draft a conditional use permit
for the short-term rentals, and 2) incorporate the form-based code and amendments into the master zoning
ordinance to create a single comprehensive document.

Irving also mentioned that she is engaging vendors to demonstrate CIP software. The EasyCIP software is
cloud-based and can be tailored to fit the jurisdiction. The cost is $2500 for a single license and there are
no annual maintenance fees. Because planning and zoning fees are supposed to go into a separate account
from the general fund, the idea is to possibly pay for any CIP software through these revenues. There is
also the possibility of being eligible for InvestNH Municipal Per Unit funds for the proposed affordable
housing in the former Democrat building (going to zoning for density modification at the end of March
and will be a site plan for May). If approved for 4 units, this would be $40,000 that must be dedicated to
planning and zoning improvements.

Other Business as may legally brought before said meeting:

Mark St Pierre moved to adjourn the meeting at 1947HH. Greg Westcott seconded the motion. All
members voted to adjourn at 1947H, no objections. Motion passed.

Respeetfﬂ[ijfﬁﬁﬁh—ﬁf E"d\

Vi
/Ro/bin L. Irving, Land Use Coordinator

Approved /Lf/;d//‘w"“./
/
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