Planning Board

Meeting Minutes of March 16, 2011
Present:  
Michael Fitzgerald, Chair (MF)



Ken Miller (KM)



Alan Rice (AR)


Walter Cudnohufsky (WC)


Others Present:  Lauren Preston-Wells (LPW), Johanna Anderson-Pratt

The meeting is called to order at 7:30 pm.

1. Review of mail.


2. Board reviews an ANR for Johanna Anderson-Pratt and Robert Pratt.  Discussion surrounds whether a common driveway has been created between two lots with separate uses and how or if this situation is applicable to the Common Driveway by-law.  KM makes a motion to write the following on the plot plans: “Lot 2 will require a common driveway or separate driveway if developed.”  AR seconds the motion and all vote in favor.  The Board signs the ANR.  The fee and Form A are submitted by the applicant.


3. Review of minutes.  KM makes a motion to accept the Feb. 16, 2011 minutes as amended.  AR seconds and all vote in favor.  KM makes a motion to accept the March 2, 2011 minutes as written.  AR seconds and all vote in favor.    


4. MF verifies that the April 2007 copy of the Rules and Regulations Governing the Subdivision of Land is the final copy.  BS will compare this hardcopy with the available electronic version. 


5. KM offers to attend the March 24th FRCOG meeting. 


6. MF reports that there will be a meeting of the Greening Committee on March 25, 2011 at 7:00 pm.  He plans to attend; all are invited.


7. MF urges the Board to read through the Open Space Plan in case it is referenced in the Wind Energy draft. 
  

8. Board discusses wind energy topics and reviews the wind ordinance draft.  The following is discussed:

a. Section 7.2– Last part of sentence is removed: “…and the cost of repairing any damage occurring as a result of operation and construction.” 
b. Section 7.2 – WC suggests 6-month intervals for data submittal to town rather than 12 months; 

c. Section 8.1 – WC states that the thresholds are too low regarding the removal of decommissioned wind turbines.  AR adds that the word “decommissioned” should be further defined.  MF suggests stipulating a licensed operation period and if it is not maintained the project could be considered abandoned.  The operator then has to remove the turbine(s).  WC states he would like the term “abandoned” to be defined further and determined if it is connected with production.  WC suggests that the Board consider the rationale for removal of turbines: “What is the specific worry of removal…”  MF comments that the town does not want an attractive nuisance – a structure rusting and posing a hazard.  KM states that the greatest concern would be health related / injury liability.  This prompts the Board to review if liability insurance is covered in this bylaw.  LPW points out that it exists in Section 3.5 Liability Insurance.  The Board discusses whether tax related issues / stipulations can be incorporated in the bylaw.  AR relates this type of situation with brownfields – “blight on the landscape” which could be a negative pull on property values.  MF suggests that idea of 2 years of non-use constitutes abandonment.  KM questions what would happen if a part is needed for repair and pauses operation for that time period.  The operator could file for an extension.  MF makes the suggestion that after 25 years or if not in use for 2 years, turbine(s) will be deemed abandoned.  MF offers to rewrite this section at home.  

MF comments that he would like to remove “roads” from this section; 

d. Taxation – Lauren Preston-Wells states that it is her impression that wind energy corporations offer different options in lieu of paying taxes.  WC mentions that corporations may argue that they are on leased land and do not need to pay taxes.  The Board will consult with Assessors about how facilities are taxed;

e. Section 8.1 – Board discusses “…restored to its natural state…” and how this could be defined (What if the site wasn’t in its natural state before the turbine installation…).  MF suggests reorganizing this section;
f. Section 8.1.C – Add language: “stabilization and re-vegetation with native materials”

g. Section 8.2 should be merged with Section 8;

h. Section 8.3 remove “as determine by Applicant”

i. Section 8.3.2 – Question:  submit to whom? (SPGA / Building Inspector)

Meeting adjourns at 9:30 pm.
Respectfully submitted,

Barb Sussbauer
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