PLANNING BOARD

Monday, November 13, 2006
Belmont Corner Meeting House
Belmont, New Hampshire

Members Present: Chairman P. Harris; J. Pike, G. Flack (7:06), W. Peterson, C. Patten, J. Marden
and R. Caldwell.

Alternates Present:  C. Long.

Alternates Absent:  C. Shibles.

Staff: C. Daigle, R. Ball and E. Murphy.

The chairman opened the meeting at 7 p.m. and appointed C. Long as a voting member for
tonight’s meeting.

BOARD'S ACTION-MINUTES:

MOTION: On a motion by C. Patten, seconded by R. Caldwell, it was voted to approve the minutes of
the October 23, 2006, meeting as submitted. (7-0)

STAFF REPORT:

SUNSET ROCK TAX LOT 235-038 & 235-039:
The chairman signed the Sunset Rock merger plan.

G. Flack entered the meeting and C. Long stepped down as a voting member.

LAND USE INFORMATION:

J. Marden wanted to know if land use staff could generate a list of people who come to the office
inquiring about possible future development. The Board discussed the possible ramifications of listing
all land use inquiries. If someone is just coming in to inquire about possibly buying property and
wanting to know what they can do with it having that put on a list could affect the purchase price. R.
Caldwell stated that he is against the list because it could provide the Board with information prior to an
application coming before the Board and it may be construed that they are prejudging the application. J.
Marden explained that he just wants to be aware of possible future development and doesn’t need to
know the name of the applicants. Mr. George Condodemetraky stated that it is public knowledge and he
sees no problem with the Board knowing about inquiries. P. Harris stated that when people are ready to
go public and want the Board’s input they come to the Board for an informal discussion or design
review. That process works well. J. Marden reiterated that he just wanted a list of what people are
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considering. J. Pike stated that people making inquiries are entitled to privacy until they are ready to go
public with their proposal. Mr. Condodemetraky stated that everything is public. J. Pike stated that
information is available any time just by stopping by the Land Use office.

ZONING AMENDMENTS:

OPEN SPACE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY ZONE:

Proposal in Brief:

1. Create an Open Space Residential Development Overlay Zone w/map.
2. Proposals to subdivide 20 acre + lots into 3 or more lots for residential housing purposes would
be required to design the subdivision as an Open Space subdivision.
3. Amend the standards for Open Space Residential Development:
a. Include the addition of a density bonus for projects that provide exceptional public
benefits.
b. Revise existing standards for permanently protected open spaces.
1. Further define who can hold the open space easement
2. Further define restrictions on open space
3. Further define who can access open space
4. Further define what “value” the PB is looking for in open space
4. This year:
a. Refer to ConCom’s Open Space Map as amended and recognize a value in preserving

open space within a designated open space area.
Are you in favor of the adoption of Amendment # as proposed by the Planning
Board

for the town Zoning Ordinance as follows?

Create an Open Space Residential Development Overlay Zone. Lots within the proposed Zone
consisting of 20 or more acres and to be subdivided into 3 or more lots for residential housing purposes
would be required to design the subdivision as an Open Space subdivision, whereby lot sizes may be
reduced, but permanently protected open space is also created. Amend the standards for Open Space
Residential Development to include the addition of a density bonus for projects that are determined by
the Planning Board to provide exceptional public benefits. Revise existing standards for permanently

protected open spaces.
YES NO

R. Ball presented the Board with a map showing the proposed overlay district. The large
unfragmented land is outlined. The Fish & Game maps predict where the most wildlife is in town. P.
Harris wanted to know if the State standards define the area by distance. R. Ball explained that the
unfragmented land overlay is based on studies by the Jordan Institute and LRPC and is between 500’ and
1000’ off a road. There is also a measurement on how broad the interior area is. ] Marden wanted to
know if they have taken into consideration how the unfragmented land connects to other unfragmented
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lots.

He discussed proposed Article 6. B.5 giving a density bonus allowing up to 20% more building
lots for providing exceptional public benefits. C. Daigle stated it came as a recommendation from the
Conservation Commission. J Marden wanted to know the difference between the proposed Article 6
Table 3 and the current regulations concerning the percentage of total lot required to permanently remain
open to qualify for the density bonus. C. Daigle stated that in the residential multifamily zone currently it
is 25% proposed 50%, residential single family zone is 25% proposed is 50%, rural zone is 50%
proposed is 60% and the village zone is 25% proposed 40%. J. Marden wanted to know how many lots
in the overlay district are in each district. R. Ball stated that he hasn’t done the figures but most are in the
rural zone. A significant portion is on Bean Hill and Brown Hill Roads which are in the rural zone. C.
Daigle stated the overlay zone is where you would have to do an open space subdivision in lots over 20
acres. A lot of the developers are already doing open space developments to preserve land. Most of the
buildable area is built out to the maximum and the remaining is significantly undevelopable due to the
land lay out. P. Harris stated that they should be sticking to numbers that are substantiated. We should be
in line with what is happening around us. R. Ball stated the figures came from other ordinances that
work well. He stated that since he has worked in Belmont most large lots have gone with open space
developments.

C. Daigle stated they are also recommending some standard amendments defining who owns
open space and who manages it. J. Marden stated they should have developers do a study for co-
occurrence. C. Daigle stated the Board has the authority to do it and they have been doing some
independent studies. W. Peterson stated that the Conservation Commission also has been doing that
study. R Ball stated that it is based on only a few particular sites and wildlife. C. Daigle wanted to know
if Fish & Game can locate wildlife. W. Peterson stated that they locate wildlife not their habitats.

J. Pike stated that he would like to strike “20% more” building lots from the density bonus. He
doesn’t want to get caught up in the numbers but wants the ability to look at each individual proposal. C.
Daigle stated the public could have concerns that without a certain percentage it would give the Planning
Board too much control. J. Pike stated the density bonus would depend on what exceptional public
benefit the developer wants to give the town. He doesn’t want to be locked into a maximum number.
Without a given percentage the Board would be able to look on each application on a case by case basis.
J. Marden stated it may be just as easy to eliminate the density bonus and leave it in the table. C. Daigle
stated that requiring open space subdivision without compensation isn’t going to work. The Planning
Board would have to negotiate with developers to protect the community.

J. Marden discussed having just a residential overlay. R. Ball stated that there may be areas in
other zones that may have significant value. J. Marden suggested revising the existing standards for
permanently protected open spaces. W. Peterson stated that conserving land along the Tioga River
corridor is important. C. Daigle stated the density bonus encourages developers to do open space
developments. R. Ball stated that if the Planning Board has the authority to negotiate on the density
bonus then it should be throughout the town not only in the overlay zone. C. Daigle suggested keeping
the density bonus throughout the town for projects that provide exceptional public benefit. J. Marden
stated that forest land would be a significant benefit. W. Peterson stated that it is a definite benefit for
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the town to hold title to open space. He also stated that a defined percentage is needed for the density
bonus because everyone could have different ideas for what standards are fair.

MOTION: J. Marden made a motion to eliminate the overlay zone map and the requirement to do
open space subdivisions.
Amend the standards for Open Space Residential Development:

a. Include the addition of a density bonus for projects that provide exceptional public
benefits.
b. Revise existing standards for permanently protected open spaces.
1. Further define who can hold the open space easement
2. Further define restrictions on open space
3. Further define who can access open space
4. Further define what “value” the PB is looking for in open space

Refer to ConCom’s Open Space Map as amended and recognize a value in preserving
open space within a designated open space area.

Amend Article 6.B.5. to: The Planning Board may approve a density bonus not to exceed
20% more building lots for the provision of one or more exceptional public benefits,
namely:

(a) conserving more of the buildable land as open space as depicted in Table 3;

(b) providing significant public access to trails or dedicated conservation areas;
(©) providing 300’ setback from all building lots to rivers and ponds;
(d) conserving 80% of the prime agricultural soils;

(e) transfer of fee title to and acceptance by Town.

The motion was seconded by W. Peterson and carried. (6-1). J. Pike opposed.

CAMPGROUNDS:
Are you in favor of the adoption of Amendment # as proposed by the Planning
Board

for the town Zoning Ordinance as follows?
Regulate the development of new campgrounds and the expansion of existing campgrounds as follows:

a. Amend Campground and Recreational Vehicle related definitions including defining both
“Campground” and “Campground - RV Resort”.
b. Adopt Minimum Design and Operational Standards in the event that existing Campgrounds
apply to expand.
C. Prohibit the development of new campgrounds and campground-RV resorts.
YES NO

It was the consensus of the Board to move forward with this amendment.
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STRUCTURE HEIGHT:

Are you in favor of the adoption of Amendment # as proposed by the Planning
Board

for the town Zoning Ordinance as follows?

Provide more flexibility in building design and use by allowing structures in the Commercial and

Industrial Zones to exceed the current 45 foot height restriction if a Special Exception is granted by the

Zoning Board of Adjustment.

YES NO

Full Text: Article 4.C. — Add sentence:
New last sentence — “In the Commercial and Industrial Zones structures may exceed the forty-five (45)
foot maximum height restriction by a Special Exception granted by the Zoning Board of Adjustment.”

It was the consensus of the Board to move forward with this amendment.

CONCRETE PADS:

Are you in favor of the adoption of Amendment # as proposed by the Planning
Board

for the town Zoning Ordinance as follows?

Amend the definition of Structure to clarify that concrete pads used exclusively for vehicle parking or as
support for essential utilities (fuel tank, HVAC, electric, etc) are permitted and are not considered
structures.

YES NO

Full Text: Article 14. Definitions — Structure — Add sentence:

New last sentence — “Concrete pads used exclusively for vehicle parking or as support for essential utilities
(fuel tank, HVAC, electric, etc) are not considered structures.”

It was the consensus of the Board to move forward with this amendment.

SETBACKS:

Are you in favor of the adoption of Amendment # as proposed by the Planning

Board for the town Zoning Ordinance as follows?

Amend the definition of Setback to require that lots:

a. abutting more than one road, road right-of-way or road easement have a “front” setback along
each;
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b. abutting private roads that serve more than two lots have a front setback along that road;

c. that do not have a “front” setback shall nonetheless be restricted from building closer to a road,
road right-of-way, or road easement than the minimum required front setback for lots in that
zone.

___ YES ___NO

Full Text:  Article 14. Definitions — Setback — rewrite in its entirety:

Setback —

a. Side and rear setbacks are the distance from the extreme limit of a structure to a property line.

b. Front setbacks are the distance from the extreme limit of a structure to all of the following:

1. the public road Right-of-Way,

2. the public road Easement,

3. the traveled or constructed public way,

4. the private road Easement that serves more than two lots,

S. the traveled or constructed private road that serves more than two lots.

Lots abutting more than one of the above shall have a “front” setback along each. Lots
that do not have a “front” setback shall nonetheless be restricted from building closer to
the roads, road right-of-way, or road easements listed above than the minimum required
front setback for lots in that zone.

It was the consensus of the Board to move forward with this amendment.

F. SECTION 8 NUMBERING:

Are you in favor of the adoption of Amendment # as proposed by the Planning

Board for the town Zoning Ordinance as follows?
Correct the existing numbering sequence in Article 8.

__ YES __ NO

Full Text: Article 8.

Change “E. SPECIAL EXCEPTION REVIEW PROCEDURES”
To “F. SPECIAL EXCEPTION REVIEW PROCEDURES”

It was the consensus of the Board to move forward with this amendment.

ADJOURNMENT:

MOTION: On a motion by J] Marden, seconded by P. Harris, it was voted unanimously to adjourn at
8:21p.m. (7-0)
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Respectfully submitted,

Elaine M Murphy
Administrative Assistant



