Lancaster Planning Board
Location: Lancaster Town Hall
Wednesday, November 13, 2024

Chair Andrew Nadeau opened the meeting at 1833H and led the Pledge of Allegiance.

Initial Business: Roll call

Regular Members:

Present: Chair Andrew Nadeau, Maggie Jones, Greg Westcott, Vickie Gibbs, Selectmen’s Representative
Kathy Jean Lavoie

Absent: Mark St. Pierre

Alternate Members:

Present: Matt Treamer

Absent: Selectmen’s Alternate Shane Beattie

Others Attending: LUC Robin L. Irving, Applicant Susan Gesel & 6 family members

QUORUM
Minutes: Kathy Jean Lavoie moved to APPROVE AS WRITTEN the October 9, 2024 minutes. Greg

Westcott seconded the motion. All Board members voted to APPROVE AS WRITTEN the October 9,
2024 minutes, none opposed. Motion passed.

Appointments: None

Public Hearing(s):

MINOR SUBDIVISION

Case #864—Gesel, Susan--Applicant/Owner requests a minor subdivision to divide one lot, Lancaster
Tax Map R11, Lot 041, more particularly described as 69 Garland Road, into 2 lots. Said minor
subdivision will result in one lot totaling 2.00 acres and a dedicated 460-foot long, 50-foot right-of-way,
and the remaining land totaling 65.8 acres. Minor subdivision Planning Board Case #834 (2022)
previously subdivided same lot into 2 parcels. Land Zoned Agricultural. [Tax Map R11-Lot 041 (67.8
acres, 2,953,368 square feet), 69 Garland Road).

Chair Nadeau recused as he is the surveyor for this case. Vice Chair Maggie Jones acted as Chair. Chair
Jones moved Matt Treamer to a regular voting member.

Acting Chair Jones OPENED THE PUBLIC HEARING for Case #864.

The Board reviewed the application for completeness: 1) There is a list of the names and addresses of the
applicants and/or owners; 2) There is a list of all abutters’ addresses and names; 3) There is an address of
the person whose seal appears on the plat; 4) There are no applicable names and addresses of holders of
conservation preservation or agricultural preservation restrictions; 5) Payment for the filing notification
fees cost as stated in section 4.11 will be invoiced to the Applicants’ children, 6) There is an Application
for subdivision approval to be provided by the Board, properly filled out and executed by the Applicant;
7) There are 3 paper copies of the plat prepared according to the standards of New Hampshire Land
Surveyors Association. The mylar will be provided after approval, 8) The proposed subdivision is the
name or identifying title with the names and addresses of the owners of record and subdivider and name,
license number, and seal of the surveyor, 9) There is a boundary survey including bearings, distances, and
location of permanent markers, 10) The tax map and lot number, lot lines, dimensions, acreage, and
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numbering are on the plat, 11) The building set back lines and zoning district classification is included,
12) Topography from field data at 5 foot contour intervals and at 2 foot contour intervals and conditions
warrant this information is included, 13) Existing and final proposed lines of streets, ways, lots,
easements for utilities and drainage and public areas within the subdivision are included. All dimensions
are shown to the 100th of the foot and bearings at least 2 minutes and seconds, 14) Existing and proposed
streets and rights of way are indicated, 15) Final cross sections and profiles certified by a licensed
professional engineer are not applicable, 16) Final drainage system certified by a licensed professional
engineer is not applicable, 17) Location of soils, groundwater, and percolation test pits are included, 18)
Buildings and other man made features to remain are included, 19) Open space and flood prone areas are
not applicable, 20) A time schedule including the anticipated starting completion dates of the subdivision
is not applicable, 21) Deed restrictions including drainage easements for each parcel when applicable are
not applicable, 22) A plan for stormwater management and erosion control is not applicable, 23) Septic
design approval is pending, 24) Alteration of terrain permit from New Hampshire Department of
Environmental services is not applicable, 25) Town driveway permit is pending, 26) Reports from the
Fire Chief, Police Chief, and/or Conservation Commission are not applicable, 27) There are no
anticipated deed restrictions with the easements/rights of way remaining private, 28) There are no state or
federal permits, and 29) There are no additional reports or studies necessary to make an informed decision
(per the consultation)

Greg Westcott moved to ACCEPT AS COMPLETE the application for minor subdivision. Vickie Gibbs
seconded the motion. All members of the Board voted to ACCEPT AS COMPLETE the application for
minor subdivision, none opposed. Motion passed.

Surveyor Andrew Nadeau presented on behalf of Applicant Gesel and reminded the Board that there had
been a non-binding consultation at the last Board meeting in October. There are two plans, an overall
plan, and a detailed plan. A couple of years ago, the Board approved a subdivision for a lot along the front
of the parcel (for Cody Charron and Beverly Gesel). The Applicant is now requesting another subdivision
for another daughter to settle; the second lot is further up the hill in the field and will be accessed via right
of way. The right of way is allowed under our ordinance as our ordinance doesn't restrict access to a
public road. The Lancaster ordinance specifically says that the lot can be accessed by a private or public
right of way. The Applicants started installing a decent road base. There are no wetlands and the soils are
PERCed. The Applicant submitted concurrently the DES subdivision application because it's under 5
acres; it is pending. They have an approved septic design. It's pretty clean and straightforward. There will
virtually be no tree clearing limit. They want to use the rock wall on the backside as a boundary line.
Further subdividing the large parcel was anticipated at the last subdivision—that is why the 50-foot right
of way was left.

Vickie Gibbs wanted to understand the reasoning for the driveway and the lot placement. She is
concerned that, in the future, the Applicant will have created this long driveway and blocked any access
behind the lot due to its being offset. Would the lot placement be better for future access if it were moved
over and the driveway lined up at the end? With the lot stuck in the middle as proposed, the placement
would not allow use of the entirety of the land. It is a configuration that would likely not be acceptable in
other towns. The Applicant explained that there is a rock wall around the proposed property and the
remainder of the lot beyond the stone wall is wooded; this land would not be developed. Gibbs stressed
that the focus is beyond their generation—by building the house and access as proposed means that access
to the rear land would literally have to go through the house, so by doing this subdivision now, it will cost
more in the future to provide access (a second drive on the right would likely need to be created). LUC
Irving stated that serial subdivisions could arguably be considered a major subdivision and the private
road would need to be built to spec per the subdivision regulations—she suggested that a condition of
approval to build the road given further subdivision could be imposed. Nadeau countered that it 1s
currently a driveway which is allowed—he explained to the Applicant that the Board is saying that if
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there is continued development on the property with more lots up in the back, then they would want a
town standard road. The Applicant was concerned that a town standard road would be expensive. Nadeau
said that he had been up in the area and chances are that the grades don’t even work for a town standard
road because it gets quite steep. Vickie asked again if the Applicant had thought about future plans to
develop the remaining property—NOW is the time to planning the layout even if more lots are situated
down in the front of the property. The Applicant can have a shared driveway servicing one or two houses
but once there are three or four houses, then the road should be wider with two lanes and built to standard.
Gibbs cautioned that the way that the proposed lot is shaped like a lollipop means that the Applicant can’t
use what is already being built and invested in to continue further back into the parcel.

Surveyor Nadeau asked the Applicant if the right of way across her land would be deeded in common
(meaning that somebody else could use it later and the Applicant can use it as well as the future owner of
the proposed lot) or would it be a dedicated right-of-way? The Applicant was inclined to have a dedicated
right of way because she felt that there would not be any development in that area for the foreseeable
future. Nadeau pointed out that Gibbs’ concerns are impacted by the very decision made about the
driveway being shared or dedicated; it potentially affects future development. Chair Jones thought it's just
an unusual layout and thinking of the entirety of the lot, it's smack dab in the middle, and for resale
purposess it's not ideal. Despite concerns about future development, the Board agreed that the proposal met
town regulations. The Applicant wanted to make sure that she doesn’t get into a position where she can’t
give land to the rest of her other kids. Surveyor Nadeau reassured the Applicant that while the regulations
do not specifically have a threshold number of lots that trigger building a town standard road, while doing
a major subdivision, which in Lancaster is three or more lots, THAT involves building a town standard
road where you hire an engineer to design the subdivision. In this case, it is NOT a major subdivision—it
is a minor subdivision and does not require the road to be built to spec. He cautioned that, even though it
is a minor subdivision, every time that a lot is cut off and a new driveway needs to be installed, the
driveway permitting process will most likely be the sticking point.

Acting Chair Jones OPENED TO THE PUBLIC the public hearing for Case #364.
There were no abutters nor members of the public that wanted to comment.

Acting Chair Jones CLOSED TO THE PUBLIC the public hearing for Case #864.
There was no further discussion by the Board.

Vickie Gibbs moved to APPROVE the minor subdivision application WITH CONDITIONS that the
Applicant receive both an approved driveway permit and septic design and submit the permits to the
Town of Lancaster. Greg Westcott seconded the motion. All Board members voted to APPROVE the
minor subdivision application WITH CONDITIONS that the Applicant receive both an approved
driveway permit and septic design and submit the permits to the Town of Lancaster, none opposed.
Motion passed.

Acting Chair Jones CLOSED THE PUBLIC HEARING for Case #864. Acting Chair Maggie Jones
stepped down and Andy Nadeau resumed as Chair.

Other Business:

Preliminary Conceptual Consultation(s): None

Merger of Lots: None

Land Use Permits:

1) 24-071R3, Alan Savage, 493 Main St., RENEWAL for storage units
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2) 24-073A, Vernon D. Matson, 13 Mechanic St, AMENDED to show new owner (sibling)

3) 24-074A, Vernon D. Matson, 441 North Rd, AMENDED to show new owner (son)

4) 24-079, Paul & Marilyn Crane TTEEs, Main St. (rear lot), construct attached storage shed

5) 24-078, Roy Ingerson Jr., 34 Ingerson Rd., construct deck off existing mobile home

6) 24-076AR, Joel & Stephanie Dupuis, 550 Main St, AMENDED RENEWAL to construct additional
garage bay

7) 24-077, Roger Fontaine & Brenda Dingman, 14 Woodcrest Ln., for installation of a shed

8) 24-072, Janet Arsenault, 27 Depot St., to install rooftop solar array

9) 24-075, David & Michelle DeMontigny, & Prospect St., to install carport

Zoning Board Decision(s): No meeting in October.
Training Topic(s)/Material(s):

Master Plan Community Facilities Chapter

LUC Irving met with the Department Heads and they did not recommend significant changes. Most of the
suggestions involved ongoing training, focus on safety features of buildings and equipment, and goals to
maintain personnel to meet community needs. In the hazard mitigation planning section, the
recommendation is to incorporate not only hazmit planning but also emergency operation and emergency
operations center planning. Everyone also agreed with language to the effect that there is increased
resident education, outreach, and communication to encourage transparency. The Board felt that there was
not much to add and that the department head input was agreeable.

Vickie Gibbs had a recommendation to include more language promoting outdoor recreation under the
community facilities rec section. Maggie Jones said that trails and outdoor recreation is promoted in a
separate chapter on recreation. Kathy Jean Lavoie felt that promoting recreation involving the
Connecticut River did not fit. Irving mentioned that a proposed project with Northern Forest Center is to
develop town river access. She said that perhaps the language should be “promote natural assets including
local trails, river access, etc. Gibbs thought that the language could be even vaguer by focusing on use of
outdoor natural resources for recreation. Jones said that Colonel Town seems to be child focused when it
should be community focused. Irving said that she could incorporate DEI language. Irving pointed out
that there was no mention of the community camp which is another facility that is a ‘beloved” property
requiring maintenance. Vickie mentioned that the Northern Forest Center put a lot of effort into trying to
invest money on the community camp and there was no town engagement—so she wondered if the level
of support had changed? Irving said that management has proposed an improvement project to NFC
recently—everyone is quite excited about the prospect of rebuilding the camp. It has loosely related to the
wayfinding and advertising of local recreation for families. Gibbs said that dedicating staff to caretake the
property is part of the solution as well.

Kathy Jean Lavoie questioned “establishing formal ties with the fairgrounds.”—Irving responded that the
language will be changed to “encourage relationships with community partners” so that it includes
everyone and not just the fairgrounds. There are references to Plymouth State and Lyndon State College
that are not their names now—perhaps language referring to advanced education facilities or partnering
with higher education is broad enough to cover them. There is a section in waste disposal that needs to
reflect the recent decision to not take paper. Jones felt that there should be encouragement of board
overlap to include/continue the conservation outlook on planning and zoning cases. Under 5.4 Sanitation
section #2, Lavoie recommended broadening “upgrade Grange system” to include both/all sanitation
systems. Gibbs suggested some verbiage in the planning and zoning section to include continued updating
zoning policies and regulations. Jones pointed out that the section does say “review and develop annual
goals and objectives for orderly development.” Irving felt that the language pertained to the master plan
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and not regulations. Irving further said that it is not only “establish proper enforcement procedures for
ordinances” but also “establish and update procedures and regulations.” Gibbs agreed because, even with
the amendments that were just adopted, there are still changes that need to be made. Chair Nadeau said
that there should be something to address recruiting more members or maintaining full boards by
advertising annually. Irving felt that this is part of the community outreach. She mentioned that the
student member program could be reinstituted as part of the education effort. There was no further
discussion by the Board regarding the Community Facilities Master Plan Chapter. LUC Irving distributed
the Social and Economic Resources chapter for review at the next meeting.

Zoning Ordinance

LUC Irving explained that the Office of Planning and Development has requested that the Town post the
consolidated zoning ordinance on the website. Irving had been postponing the posting because she
anticipated making changes to the core for town meeting 2025. Given the schedule of cases and number
of anticipated warrant articles, Irving is not going to move forward with amendments this year and is
requesting adoption of the comprehensive format to post. There are no material changes: the amendments
that were adopted in March 2024 are simply incorporated into the existing core zoning ordinance.

Vickie Gibbs moved to adopt the consolidated Lancaster Ordinance and post it on the public Lancaster
website. Maggie Jones seconded the motion. All Board members voted to adopt the consolidated
Lancaster Ordinance and post it on the public Lancaster website, none opposed. Motion passed.

Announcement(s)/Correspondence: Chair Nadeau announced that he will be submitting a Subdivision
application for Mount Royal for the December meeting. LUC Trving announced that there will also be a
Conditional Use Permit application for a short-term rental.

Other Business as may legally brought before said meeting:

The Board discussed the Next Steps Community Services group homes going into 75 Portland Street and
5 McGary Hill Road. The Board agreed with the legal department’s interpretation of the case law and
acknowledged LUC Irving’s withdrawal of the request for a site plan. Vickie Gibbs emphasized that, after
reviewing the memorandum, the legal conclusions did not say that it was illegal for the town to request
information—it simply said that the town could not deny or restrict anything. LUC Irving has been
directing people who opposed such establishments to contact their legislators/state reps.

The Board discussed updates on some projects: construction on Zack Colby’s restaurant is progressing
rapidly, the ATF swept through the region and cited/shut down TechPros so the property will be vacant
next year, and unpermitted sheep in a residentially-zoned neighborhood.

Vickie Gibbs moved to adjourn the meeting at 1933HH. ¥iekie-Gibbs Matt Treamer [RLI] seconded the
motion. All members voted to adjourn at 1933H, no objections. Motion passed.
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