Lancaster Planning Board
Location: Lancaster Town Hall
Wednesday, January 14, 2026

Chair Andrew Nadeau opened the meeting at 1820H and led the Pledge of Allegiance.

initial Business: Roll call

Regular Members:

Present: Chair Andrew Nadeau, Vice Chair Maggie Jones, Mark St Pierre, Greg Westcott, Kathy Jean
Lavole, Vickie Gibbs

Absent: None

Alternate Members:

Present: Matt Treamer

Absent: None

Others Attending: Applicants Jake Cooper & Brian Jones from PSRE, Resident and ZBA Member Donald
Freddette, LUC Robin L. Irving, Clerk Kailey Kennagh

QUORUM

Minutes: ' . .

The October 8" minutes were reviewed. Lavoie moved to APPROVE AS WRITTEN the October 8" 2025
minutes. Jones seconded the motion. All Board members voted to APPROVE AS WRITTEN the Oct_ober
8% 2025 minutes, none opposed. Motion passed.

The November 12t minutes were reviewed. Lavoie moved to APPROVE AS WRITTEN the November 12%

2025 minutes. Gibbs seconded the motion. All Board members voted to APPROVE AS WRITTEN the
November 12" 2025 minutes, none opposed. Motion passed. -

Appointments: None

Review for Completeness:

Case #877— PSRE LLC ~ Applicant/Owner request approval of a MAJOR Site Plan to construct a
100'x150'%26’ steel-framed warehouse situated on a reinforced concrete slab, said warehouse
connected to the existing loading dock by a 14’x26’ entranceway, Land Zoned Commercial-Industrial.
[Tax Map ROZ Lot 053 (6.2 acres; 16 Page Hill Road)]. :

Nadeau read the case. Nadeau commented it is a Major Site Plan because of the size of the proposed
building. irving mentioned there was a waiver timely submitted for this case after the mailing. The Board
moved on 1o review the application for Minor Site Plan first, Nadeau mentioned that the Surveyor line
was not checked, but that information was provided. Nadeau commented there is no landscaping. lones
asked if there are any requirements for landscaping in that zone, to which Irving answered there are
none. Gibbs asked if there was an existing plan for drainage on the property, and if they should just trust
that the existing drainage should be sufficient to handle the addition. Irving commented that the original
Site Plan is from the late 1970s. The files were searched and no plans were found. The surveyor went
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out and searched for pipes, he found he knows where the pipe goes in and out but there are no plans to
show the points in between. Nadeau added there would not be a site plan from that time period, and
that drainage systems can be discussed further. He added that the runoff would likely go into the
ground and around the building seeing no issues. Irving mentioned a stone French drain could go in to
supplement because there is no storm drain plan. It would be up to the Board to require that be part of
the plans for construction if they choose. Jones asked if the Board could require this for merits and
Irving confirmed it is an option. Nadeau asked if a 8” pipe was suitable for a 15000 sqgft roof, but said
they will revisit the drainage topic later. '

The Waiver request was submitted for Wetlands Delineation plans. Jones asked why all of the Site Plans
the Board has been viewing lately want to waive the wetlands. Nadeau stated on the application
submitted initially, it was marked at not applicable. Jones stated she feels like we should not be waiving
every wetlands delineation for every Site Plan. Westcott asked why they want to waive this. irving
clarified the reason is it is delaying construction of the addition, that space is needed to do business. So
timing, supply and demand. Westcott asked if a wetlands evaluation can be done during winter. Nadeau
stated they cannot be done when the ground is frozen. They will do preliminary and then finalize in the
spring. They can’t do a soil sample. Westcott stated that it is kind of wet on Page Hill historically. Nadeau
feels they shouldn’t just carte blanche waive these, some sites, like Miggy’s for example, one can see
there’s no wetlands. Jones stated it's a grassy area with a brook and vegetation. She understands the
inconvenience, but this is not a new plan to the applicant it seems. Irving confirmed the addition
conversation has been tossed around for 2 years, but the problem they had was mostly workforce
housing. Now they have some workforce housing, workforce, and product demand and need to get this
addition done. Their initial building is on the same soils as what the addition would be on. If basing on
soil condition it wouldn’t change. Jones stated a lot has changed since the 70s. Nadeau added that
Abbott Furniture built on a swamp without needing wetlands delineation because it was never required
at the time. Now we are trying to avoid this happening by requiring it. The application said not
applicable, you either give delineation or it's not applicable. it's not not applicable. Jones noticed that
there's some wetlands on the map, or just wet areas. If we waive it here, why not waive it every time.
Nadeau stated that they can grant or not grant a waiver, but can alternatively grant a waiver and require
it be inspected for wetlands before next month. They could accept a letter from a certified wetlands
scientist. Jones asked what this would be based on. Nadeau answered that there would need to be no
standing water, but they can’t do soil sampling, but would look at rest of site and conditions. They could
make some determination. Westcott asked if they could just look at maps. Nadeau answered that they
can, but need a certified wetland scientist. Westcott asked what happens if they grant the waiver? Irving
answered then the Board would be agreeing with the Applicants request, Treamer asked if they knew
this was going to the Planning Board, wouldn’t it be one of the first things to consider when making
plans. He found it surprising that they could draw up plans without considering wetlands. Nadeau
confirmed, it should be considered early on. Irving stated even though this plan was being discussed, the
physical plans were done in a month and a half’s time. They had no wetlands delineation from the
surveyor because of time crunch, but the Surveyor stated there’s no wetlands. Jones asked what kind of
delay are they looking at. Nadeau stated the alternative path is that the Board ask for some professional
opinion that there are no wetlands, A scientist would look at it, and be willing to say there’s no
wetlands. Jones stated that it’s important the Board can answer their questions on why they grant a
waiver for this. Westcott asked if anyone else can determine this. Nadeau answered no, it hasto be a -
wetlands scientist. There is no law in New Hampshire that says you can’t delineate in winter and that it
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is up to the scientist, all of them are different. Irving mentioned if it gets through the Site Plan, it still has
to get through her and Code Enforcement. The Fire Chief also had some guestions about drainage. If
they get a letter at this stage from a professional, they can still make a condition for approval for
wetlands delineation to be submitted before occupation, or likely during construction. Treamer asked
when is the ground expected to thaw. Nadeau answered typically mid-April but depends. Some
scientists won't certify until spring hbecause sampling of soil cannot be done. Irving asked the Applicant
when they plan to start. Cooper responded late March to April. Jones stated she’d like to have someone
visit the site and give an opinion at minimum. Nadeau agreed. Gibbs stated she had issues with no
wetlands plan in addition to no drainage plan, that's a lot. She asked what’s easier to require, drainage
or delineation. Jones stated they can do drainage plans in the in winter. Gibbs suggested they can
require the drainage plan, and waive the wetlands delineation but additionally require a letter from a
scientist about the wetlands. Nadeau answered that they wouldn’t grant the waiver, and ask for a letter
from the wetlands scientist. Jones stated it could be certified come spring. Nadeau stated chances are
they'd get this letter easily. Gibbs clarified that they are not granting the waiver. Nadeau answered
correct, the Board would not be granting the waiver. Jones stated they should make it a condition of
final approval to get the scientists’ letter, Nadeau stated in his opinion he didn’t think there’s wetlands,
and asked the Applicant if the land gets mowed, Cooper confirmed yes, every week. Irving confirmed
that The Board would find the Application incomplete, and then have next month’s meeting with the
additional requested materials provided by the Applicant, as well as the Public Hearing.

Jones motioned to DENY THE WAIVER for the wetlands delineation plan, Gibbs seconded the motion.
No discussion, all in favor, none opposed. All Board members voted to DENY THE WAIVER for the
wetlands delineation plan, none opposed. Motion passed.

The Board moved on to review the Major Site Plan application.

Irving stated that Fire Chief Flynn requested a fire lane on the brook side of the building so he can get
access to the rear of the building. He was not sure if he had enough room on corner to the property
boundary. He also wanted to know what the drainage plan was, and if he could drive over it. We already
know there will be modifications to this plan to show the access for emergency services. Nadeau asked if
the applicant will provide this. Cooper confirmed ves, they discussed and will put it in the plan. Nadeau
stated the access would be close to the top of the bank but looks like it’ll work. Likely would be 2-3 feet
down for the drainage pipe, but wanis to know official depth of the pipe. Nadeau stated it looks like
there’s an existing catch basin, only catching paved area at that point. Applicant would be adding
7500sqft flow into the site. Would a 6” pipe be enough to drain that area without flooding? Westcott
stated he thinks it would likely would handle it. Irving stated that the roof drains go into that pipe and
they need to know volume, lones asked isn’t that why the site plan is required to have a drainage plan.

It was designed for the existing building but not 7500sqft more for the additional building. Gibbs asked
what if the drainage system breaks. Jones stated she would like to see a drainage plan. Lavoie
commented it is reasonable to ask for one. Gibbs stated gravel is considered to be the same thing as
building a roof. So, this is a lot of space being used up. Jones stated it’s a requirement of the site plan for
a reason.

Jones stated the Applicant has no existing drainage plan. Nadeau stated the Applicants want to just use
the existing drainage. Westcott asked if they will connect into it somehow. Lavoie answered that's why
the Board wants to see a plan for drainage.
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The Board finished the conversation by wrapping up that the wetlands delineation is requested, as
well as a drainage plan, and adding the emergency vehicle access on the plans.

Gibbs motioned to MARK APPLICATION AS INCOMPLETE for Major Site Plan, Gibbs seconded the
motion, No discussion, all in favor, none opposed. All Board members voted to MARK THE APPLICATION
AS INCOMPLETE for Major Site Plan, none opposed. Metion possed.

Nadeau addressed the Applicants by saying the Board has decided there are a couple things extra to be
provided. This happens a lot, and has been in the ordinance for a number of years. Historically, it was
never required. PSRE Applicant Brian Jones answered it can all be done. He is familiar with what's
requested. There is no flooding currently but onge they put in the building they won’t know for sure
until then. ' ' '

Irving added she will notice for public hearing in February, and the Applicant is supposed to provide
these materials before hearing, and in addition to the hearing to move to the Public Hearing. The
requested materials can be submitted within 24 hours of the meeting, which is a basic notice, but asked
the Applicant if they can submit 48 hours before just in case there are questions on things or edits
needed.

Public Hearing(s): Zoning Ordinance Amendments

The public is invited to ask questions and provide commentary on the comprehensive revisions to the
Lancaster Zoning Ordinance to align with NH RSAs, clarify definitions, and expand residential housing
subdivision options for Conservation Subdivision. The draft amendment(s) are on file for public

inspection during regular business hours of the Lancaster Town Offices and Weeks Memorial Library.

Chair Nadeau OPENED the Public Hearing for comments on amendments to the Lancaster Zoning
Ordinance at 1919PM.

Irving started by saying the this is the first Public Hearing for the Zoning Ordinance amendments, and
the second will likely be a joint meeting with the Zoning Board at the end of January. it will be finalized
at February’s Planning Board meeting if there is no vote to recommend on Jan 28",

The first change was to the buffers in a CUP application, and dimensional changes. The questions for the
application are vague, and the section will be re-worked for specificity. She added the setbacks will
include more than one frontage now as well.

Lavoie asked about Class VI highways, and how we record the waivers of liability for those roads. Irving
answered she will not issue a building permit unless she has the waiver, and all existing ones are not
retroactive.

Treamer wanted clarification on restricted uses for raising and selling livestock. Irving confirmed she will
edit in all sections to no raising OR selling livestock.

[rving stated she added in the Commercial Industrial section solar energy generation facilities because

they are doing variances for use for all of those. If permissible, they still have to go through site plan but
not a variance.
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The Board had a discussion on signs in town, and the possible limiting of signs hung in interior windows.
Irving asked if they wanted to limit the window decorating to business names and hours only. Jones
mentioned real estate agents frequently will post properties for sale flyers on their windows, with the
limitation of name and hours they would not be allowed to do that. Irving suggested maybe it be based
on height. Jones mentioned it could be hard to enforce. Gibbs mentioned that banks have limits on
height so that there is visibility for emergency situations. Irving agreed to research.

The Board discussed junkyards, and how fences may not be a good option around those properties.

The Board discussed “bubble lots” and trying to prevent a subdivision of properties out of the middle of
the land, and no acreage should be picked out of the middle of larger lots. Nadeau stated he thinks it's
really up to the land owner, and that they can do what they want with their land. We don’t want to
create an ordinance for one specific property situation they dealt with. Irving stated it could prevent
future issues. Jones added that subdividing should be creating good lots. Nadeau added that
subdivisions should be orderly and consistent. Gibbs mentioned the terms could be “leapfrog” or
“single-use zoning”. Nadeau added they may want to restrict the length or driveways still. If it's longer
then it should have separate egress to allow emergency access.

Nadeau OPENED at 1950H the Public Hearing and asked if the Public wanted to comment on the Zoning
Ordinance. No one else commented.

Chair Nadeau CLOSED the Public Hearing for comments on amendments to the Lancaster Zoning
Ordinance at 1951PM.

" Other Business:

Merger of Lots: None

Land Use Permits:

25-010- Sign permit for 62 Bridge St, Tyler Rancourt d/b/a Dental Herb Company.
There was an application submitted for an underground storage tank at T)’s Truck Stop on Bridge Street.

Training Topic{s)/Material(s):

Lavoie asked what the next steps were on the Master Plan. Irving answered they will try to review
chapters in the next year, but the priority will be the CIP.

Recent Zoning Decision(s): None.

Announcement(s)/Correspondence(s): None.

Other Business as may legally brought before said meeting: None.

St. Pierre moved to ADJOURN the meeting at 1959H. Gibbs seconded the motion. All members voted to
ADJOURN at 1959H, no objections. Motion Passed.
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Respectfully submitted,

Kailey Kennagh, Clerk

Approved by the Planning Board:

Robi

b B
wﬂt‘@wr’%r the Lancaster Planning Board

R

Approval Date: 02/// W&Ze{tz’

Page60f 6



