Attendance:
Michael Morales-here
Carmen Garcia-absent
Bobby Brown-absent
Ismael Matias- here
Nate Robertson-here
Bill Evans-here
April DerBoghosian-here
Paul Howard-here

Paul Howard: Please read the conduct of the public hearing.
Nate: Yes Mr. Chairman.
Nate: If the conduct of hearing. If an item before the board requires a public hearing the following procedure shall be adhered to 
A. The chairperson shall not declare the hearing open.
B The petitioner and their representative will be given an opportunity to present at their request. 
C. Others wishing to speak in favor of the petition will then be called upon to speak.
D. Opponents will then be called.
E. After all opponents have had the opportunity to speak to the petitioner and the representative will be given a reasonable opportunity to abutt and shall not be allowed to bring up new information.
F. The chairperson will then close the hearing, and no one will be allowed to speak unless to answer a question directed to them by the member of the board.  All those wishing to speak must address the board first giving their name and address and shall not speak for more than 10 minutes on any agenda item. The petitioner shall be given a reasonable amount of time to present their petition. Any appeal of the board’s decision regarding definitive plan approval shall be taken in accordance with national laws. Chapter 40 and 41. 

Paul: Thank you, Nate. Our first hearing is Zoning.

Bill: Mr. Chairman, if I might, I want to talk about the first 5 hearings, if we could from the zoning amendments tonight except for the battery energy storage proposal ordinance each of the other 4 zoning amendments before the board tonight for recommendations, address a variety of technical zoning changes and/or corrections. Or modifications only. These are follow-ups to the major zoning changes and recodification that we approved previously, and as is true of any major set of changes several items now require minor modifications or clarifications as they are implemented on a day-to-day basis by the building inspector and by the city department. So, these are some of the things that we have caught up with over the time period since we did the major new recodification. I’ll explain each of them as part of the hearing but wish to be very clear, none of the first 4 hearings create any significant change to zoning. There are no changes to density or new allowed uses.  In most cases, there was a word omission or a scribners error which became apparent as we applied the new ordinance to actual cases of situations. We worked closely with the city solicitor’s office to prepare the proper language to clarify or correct these minor deficiencies. The ADU amendment simply takes the city’ current ordinance and incorporates required compliance by the city with the new state law regarding ADIU’S the city solicitor incorporated the areas that need to be updated to bring the city’s ordinance into compliance with the state law. Each of these items are necessary and important and at the conclusion of the hearings I will recommend that we send favorable recommendation in the city council on each one. A new with it regards to battery storage, this is
 A little different. This proposal is a new zoning category in response to new technological development, and this requires a new regulatory framework to allow for a detailed review in permitting criteria, it’s called potential projects that might be filed with the city. The prosed ordinance has been developed by the city solicitor with input from the city departments. That will be heard at the city council hearing, they’ll be much more debate at the city council hearing, which will happen on March 18th where the other city department will present to raise some of the issues that they have. However, what is important at this time is that the city adopted an ordinance an ordinance to put something in place for a review permitting framework because without that framework in place applicant could attempt to pursue a project in the area where the city would not be protected or found acceptable. So, the ordinance goes into great details to the size, type, and location of any proposed battery storage project tiers 2 and 3 large megawatt projects can only be in the business park zone upon a minimum specified acreage, and by special permit of the city council full development review including peer review of all technical considerations in the ordinance is required prior to action by the city council on the special permit so that all detailed information for the city specialist is in the hands of the city council. Prior to there being asked to act additional information and adjustments to this ordinance will be necessary as the new and emerging technologies continue to evolve but it is of critical importance to adopting a basic regulatory framework at this time to assure a maximum, protection for a year. As such, I’ll be recommending that the board sends a favorable recommendation in the city council at the conclusion with tonight’s hearing.

So again, the first hearing Mr. Chairman, as you called is for a zone line adjustment waterfront C. Let’s talk about this one first. Basically, what we have with the first one is the situation when we created the waterfront zone was to include all the parcels that actually were for sale as part of the city’s disposition package for the downtown. The zone lines for sub zone C ended up at Parkway and it did not incorporate the parcel adjacent to the police station which now has a temporary parking lot on it. So, between the police station and Pentucket Medical there’ a parcel that was in this disposition agreement but was not included in the zone lines. The zone lines need to be adjusted to incorporate that parcel, and thereby it’ll be redrawn to come up Haverhill Place along the Baily boulevard frontage and go back to Parkway, so it is basically just an adjustment including this parcel which was originally intended to be included which was not included in the waterfront C map. So, it’s really a change to the map.

Paul: I would close the hearing first then I’ll make a recommendation. Anyone from the public wishes to speak? Seeing none, I want to close that portion of the hearing and turn all the comments from the planning Director.

Bill: With that Mr. Chairman, I would recommend a favorable recommendation on the zoning amendment to change those zone lines on waterfront C

Nate: I’ll make a motion.
Mike: Second
Member Nate Robertson: Yes
Member Boby Brown: Absent
Member Carmen Garcia: Absent
Member William Evans: Yes
Member Aril Deroghosian: Yes
Member Michael Morales: Yes
Member Ismael Matias: Yes
Chairman Paul Howard: Yes
Granted. 

Paul Howard: Mixed Use 
Bill: Second hearing is for mixed use. Basically, we encountered a situation as we’ve worked with projects that have come forward. Though we allow mixed use in certain zones, particularly the waterfront zone, we allow mixed use in the 40R district but not in any of the other commercial districts. So, as we were encountering projects, they were coming into the building inspector and they were asking to go forward, we said it’s not an allowed use, because we don’t have a definition of a category of use called mixed us. So, what we are doing in this amendment is adding that to the proper zones. That would be the CN zone CC zone and the CH zone the CG zone. We are adding that as a special permit by the city council for mixed use which we further defined in the ordinance and what will enable us to have projects which have the ground floor commercial, office or whatever and the residential. Above by special permit by city council and so that’s really kind of a clarification. You have it in some zone, it wasn’t in all. We need to clarify the table. Any questions about that one? 

Paul: I see no public here we’ll close the portion of the hearing and turn over the comments. 
Bill: And I would recommend a favorable recommendation to the council on the mixed-use amendment. 

Bill Evans made a motion to approve the mixed-use amendment
April DerBoghosian seconded the motion

Member Nate Robertson: Yes
Member Boby Brown: Absent
Member Carmen Garcia: Absent
Member William Evans: Yes
Member Aril DerBoghosian: Yes
Member Michael Morales: Yes
Member Ismael Matias: Yes
Chairman Paul Howard: Yes
Granted. 
Paul: The next hearing is for Various zoning corrections and updates.
Bill: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, again. This one is truly a package, very thick if you have it in your hands, but you have 2 copies of it, and I know it may be a little confusing because you also have a clean ordinance and then you have a red line ordinance or a yellow line in my care. So, what is happening here is the city solicitor wanted you to have, wanted everybody to look at the entire document. Though in most cases, on a particular page there’ only a change in one letter or two. So, it’s really, very limited to what’s being changed. I’m going to quickly go through each one. Theres 14 of them, and I’m going to go quickly them. You can stop me if you have any questions about any of them. On section 6.1.11.5 We’re changing the industrial to B business and we’re deleting S which is the special, which is the day section 6.1.126, we are deleting the S. 6.2.4 We are adding the text to say accept as noted below to the first sentence of the section. Section 6.2.5.9, we are changing I to B. 6.232.7, we believe in past 6.2.9 signs in the I district were changing I to B again, just getting rid of industrial and changing it to business. 7.7.1 change I to B delete S for both 1 and 2. Section 8.5.1 remove PD which is planned development and add plan development district P. So PDD adding a D. In that particular case Section 8.5.2, We’re removing the abbreviation, PCD and PRD portal only identifies PDD. So, all we are doing is changing is designations and heading. Section 8.5.7 change PDA special permit to PDD zoning ordinance.
Section 9.3.14 reference to 6.1 should be 6.2 is scribners error. 
Appendix A, Table 1 (Uses)
A.4 Residential, Multifamily dwelling: Should be S in BG, now N in BG. Scrivener
A.7 Congregate care housing: Should be CC in CM zone.  Scrivener
C.5 Greenhouse or stand: Should be Y in RS zone. Scrivener
D.9 Added Health/fitness club/gym in table of uses
Older table had “Health/fitness club (an indoor athletic and exercise facility) as an allowed use in CN, CH, CG, CC, CM, IG (now BG), parking code D
F.16 Body Art Establishment: add Parking Code ‘C’, same as Personal service establishment (F.4)
G.2 Restaurant…: Should be Y in BP, example: Fresco Beignet space on Rogers Road
G.6 Cafeteria: Should be Y in CM, example: cafeteria at the Hospital
J.20 Warehouse: add as a separate item; used same criteria as J.10 which also includes warehousing
K.12 Accessory storage: added clearer language

Paul: There so will close the public portion and of the hearing as there’s no public here and turn over comments to the planning board.
Bill: Mr. Chairman, I would recommend a favorable recommendation of the city council on that particular item.

Bill Evans makes a motion
Mike Morales seconds. 
Member Nate Robertson: Yes
Member Boby Brown: Absent
Member Carmen Garcia: Absent
Member William Evans: Yes
Member Aril Deroghosian: Yes
Member Michael Morales: Yes
Member Ismael Matias: Yes
Chairman Paul Howard: Yes
Granted. 



The hearing is that still the zoning amendments of ADU’S 
Bill: Mr. Chairman, this one is basically as I mentioned earlier to bring the cities ADU ordinance into alignment with recent state law revisions again, It’s really the language that you have in front of you is the additions that the city solicitor  has felt unnecessary to add to our ordinance and those will brining us into compliance with the stare and those will be you furthered discussed at the city council hearing.
Paul: We will close the public part of the hearing and turn over comments to the planning director. 
Bill I would recommend a favorable recommendation to the city council on the ADU modifications to comply with state law.
Nate: I’ll make that motion.
Mike Morales: second.
Member Nate Robertson: Yes
Member Boby Brown: Absent
Member Carmen Garcia: Absent
Member William Evans: Yes
Member Aril DerBoghosian: Yes
Member Michael Morales: Yes
Member Ismael Matias: Yes
Chairman Paul Howard: Yes
Granted. 
Paul: The final amendment has to do with Battery and Energy Storage Systems
Bill: Now, Mr. Chairman, as I mentioned earlier, this is more much more complicated and much different than the other 4. This one is a new category of zoning regulations, as you know in many ways it’s basically to allow a regulatory framework for us to review projects. So, there’s a lot of complicated elements that go into these. They are very technical. There’s a lot of technical reviews on it. Especially related to the safety and public safety for these battery storage operations. They’re fairly new in the technological world in terms of the actually existing in any other place. There are a couple around Massachusetts, not many. And so, they are kind of an unproven entity. So, we are very careful with this. I think what we’re trying to do is bring forward a framework that we can obviously continue to tweak and change and modify as technology and new information comes forward. But this really will put the onus on the developers too. To provide a substantial amount of information to satisfy the various city department’s concerns, particularly related to public safety. So, with that Mr. Chairman, I would again indicate this will probably be held as a couple of separate hearings at the city council. I don’t think it’s going to happen in one night. There’ going to be a lot of input on both sides. I know people from the public safety want to speak at the city council meeting and make sure that their information is brought forward. But again, same process, though we need to bring it to the council, so I would ask when you’re ready to move forward. 
Paul Simple question, though, does the applicant need to pay for the technical review that the city’s going to have to pay for a private consultant? 
Bill: Yeah, there’s a requirement in there, in the chapter 535G, which is the escrow account. They would post you know we would have to have an estimate prepared for say fire safety protection and we would have an estimate prepared that the applicant would then post that amount of money, we would then have an RFP process or whatever. They would select consultants’ work on behalf of the city paid for by the developer. That’s how it would work. 

Paul: We’ll close the public portion of this meeting
Bill: I would recommend a favorable recommendation to the city council on the battery storage ordinance zoom.

Bill Evans makes a motion
April DerBoghosian seconded the motion

Member Nate Robertson: Yes
Member Boby Brown: Absent
Member Carmen Garcia: Absent
Member William Evans: Yes
Member Aril Deroghosian: Yes
Member Michael Morales: Yes
Member Ismael Matias: Yes
Chairman Paul Howard: Yes
Granted. 

Paul: The last hearing we have is a frontage waiver for 20 Dudley Street
Bill: With respect to more conventional planning board activities, the Frontal waiver is a plan which received approval for a frontage variance from the zoning board of appeals. This was not appealed as you know, the role of the planning board and acting on a frontage waiver is limited to the one specific issue by statute, which I to confirm that there’s adequate access provided to the site from the reduced frontage, the term of the plan will is limited to this point item to design floor managing relative to the granting of the variance, which was done previously by the zoning board of the field any concerns outside of this issue whether access exists or not to be considered by this board and acting on the frontage waiver, concern relative to well in sight range are not to be considered by the planning board but are in the jurisdiction of the court, the conservation commission. That approval is required prior to the issuance of the building. The review of the plan indicates that there is adequate access via the roadways. In this particular case Dudley Street and Elm Street have public ways adequate access and has been reviewed by the building inspector and again if adequate access does exist and with that I would recommend approval of the frontage waiver as presented. 

Paul: We will close the public portion of the hearing. 
Bill: The recommendation to refer for approval. Thank you for doing that. 
Nate Robertson makes motion
Mike Morales seconded the motion 

Member Nate Robertson: Yes
Member Boby Brown: Absent
Member Carmen Garcia: Absent
Member William Evans: Yes
Member Aril DerBoghosian: Yes
Member Michael Morales: Yes
Member Ismael Matias: Yes
Chairman Paul Howard: Yes
Granted. 

We have 1 escrow and 2 form A’s. The escrow is king of a momentous one and is closing out and reducing it to 0 Crystal Springs, which has been around for a lifetime. I think as far as that goes. So, we are doing what we are doing reducing It to 0, but the developers are posting a $20000 escrow account. Let’s finish the couple of remaining drainage issues. Yeah, we do have the $20000 commitment that the developer has made. The money is in the treasure’s account as we speak so that will be the protection to get this last couple of items, we’ve been working closely with the homeowner’s association up there and understand what we’re doing. They have no problem with it at this point, they just want to know that those drainage issues were going to get resolved. And you know between conservation and John Pedis will get resolved. 
We’ve got no doubt about that.
So, with that I would recommend a reduction of the bond to 0 for Crystal Springs. Noting the requirements we post $2000 escrow to move forward with the bond reduction. 

Bill Evans made a motion 	
Nate Robertson seconded the motion


Nate Robertson all those in favor I’s
Any opposed?? 
Any obtained? 
Granted. 

Bill: Ok we have 2 form A’s plans. One is for Cross Street and Knipe Road, which is actually the Joseph’s restaurants site over there in Bradford, part of that planned development district over there. It has been reviewed by the building inspector and myself, and I would recommend the endorsement of the form A plan for Cross Street and Knipe Rd.

Nate Robertson, can I make a motion?
Bill Evan seconded the motion.

Member Nate Robertson: Yes
Member Boby Brown: Absent
Member Carmen Garcia: Absent
Member William Evans: Yes
Member Aril DerBoghosian: Yes
Member Michael Morales: Yes
Member Ismael Matias: Yes
Chairman Paul Howard: Yes
Granted. 
Bill: The last one is for 13 Westland Terrace., Which is a plan and lot line adjustment plot line for 13 Westland Terrace has been reviewed by the building inspector and myself. I would recommend endorsement of 13 Westland Terrace.

Nate Robertson makes a motion
April DerBoghosian seconded the motion. 

Member Nate Robertson: Yes
Member Boby Brown: Absent
Member Carmen Garcia: Absent
Member William Evans: Yes
Member Aril Deroghosian: Yes
Member Michael Morales: Yes
Member Ismael Matias: Yes
Chairman Paul Howard: Yes
Granted. 
Bill: While we are here, there’s opportunity I think, you’ve all been reappointed. I would like to suggest that we entertain a motion to reappoint the chairman. We can put the name and nomination; however, you’d like to do it.
Nate Robertson, how does the chairman feel
Bill, I mean I told you it was a life sentence.
Nate Robertson made a motion to nominate Paul Howard as chairman for the planning board. For a period of a year. 


Member Nate Robertson: Yes
Member Boby Brown: Absent
Member Carmen Garcia: Absent
Member William Evans: Yes
Member Aril Deroghosian: Yes
Member Michael Morales: Yes
Member Ismael Matias: Yes
Chairman Paul Howard: Yes
Granted. 


Michael Matias made a motion to nominate Nate Roberston as co-chair.
Ismael Matias seconded the motion. 

Member Nate Robertson: Yes
Member Boby Brown: Absent
Member Carmen Garcia: Absent
Member William Evans: Yes
Member Aril Deroghosian: Yes
Member Michael Morales: Yes
Member Ismael Matias: Yes
Chairman Paul Howard: Yes
Granted. 
Nate Robertson: All right, other than that we’re going to be a motion to adjourn.
Bill: Motion to adjourn. All in favor.



