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TOWN OF RAYMOND 
Planning Board Agenda 

 October 6, 2022   
               7:00 p.m. - Raymond High School             

Media Center - 45 Harriman Hill 

 

Public Announcement 
If this meeting is canceled or postponed for any reason the information can be found on our 

website, posted at Town Hall, Facebook Notification, and RCTV. * 
 
 

1. Pledge of Allegiance 
 

2. Public Hearing- 
A. Application # 2021-024: A SITE PLAN application to include waivers is being submitted by Joseph 

Coronati of Jones & Beach Engineers, Inc. on behalf of Troy Brown of Loon Lake LLC. They are 
proposing to add a 1,408 S.F. addition to the back of the Trading Post building. The addition will 
primarily be used as cold storage/ warehouse space (879 S.F.) with 529 S.F. being heated space. 
The heated spaced proposed will consist of workshop areas, an office, a breakroom for employees, 
a public restroom, and a utility room. Property located at 68 Mountain Road and Raymond Tax 
Map 46 / Lot 9.    

B. Application #2022-007:  A Lot Line Adjustment has been submitted by Eric Mitchell & Associates on 
behalf of the Elizabeth C Chadwick Rev Trust and John Chadwick Rev. Trust. The applicant is 
proposing to adjust the lot line between Map 35/Lot 4 (+37.02 acres) and Map 41/Lot 4(-37.2acres) 
to include 3 waivers. The area being adjusted is under a conservation easement held by NCRS and 
the land is being donated to the Town of Raymond,  located in Raymond NH, 03077 and both are 
located within Zone B. 

C.  Application #2022-011:  A Subdivision Application has been submitted by Blaisdell Survey LLC on 
behalf of Ronald & Elizabeth Boucher for property identified as Raymond Tax Map 14-1/ Lot 5 and 
located at 181 Lane Road within Zone B. The applicant is proposing to divide one lot of 4.6266 
acres into two lots(2.61166 and 2.0100) creating one new buildable lot. 

D. Storm Water Management- To adopt a new set of Post-Construction Storm Water Management 
Standards to meet the new MS4 Permit requirements and update the Site Plan and Subdivision 
Regulations to reflect the new Standards, where required. Once public comment is closed the 
Planning Board will vote to adopt or not. A full copy of the text of the proposed amendments are 
available for review in the Town Clerk’s office during regular business hours and are posted on the 
town’s website: https://www.raymondnh.gov/planning-board-support-docs 
       

  - 
3. Approval of Minutes 

• 9/15/2022 
• 9/22/2022 

 
4. Public Comment 

 
 



* Note: If you require personal assistance for audio, visual or other special aid, please contact the 
Selectmen’s Office at least 72 hours prior to the meeting. If this meeting is postponed for any reason, it will 
be held at a time TBD. 
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Planning Board Agenda 

 October 6, 2022   
               7:00 p.m. - Raymond High School             

Media Center - 45 Harriman Hill 

 

 
 

5. Other Business 
 Staff Updates-  
 Board Member Updates 
 Any other business brought before the board- Zoning Amendments/Regulations 

 
 
 

6. Adjournment (NO LATER THAN 10:00 P.M.) 
 

 PLANNING BOARD MEETING DATES 2022 
Planning Board Meeting 
Dates 

Projects Scheduled 

October 06, 2022 Mountain Road Trading Post, Boucher sub., 
Chadwick LLA 

October 13, 2022 Work Session- Zoning Ordinances 
October 20, 2022 IC Reed, Excavation Permit, Jewett Warehouse 
November 03, 2022 Onyx-Industrial Drive 
November 10, 2022** Work Session-Zoning Ordinances 
November 17, 2022 

 

December 1, 2022 
 

December 8, 2022 Work Session-Zoning Ordinances 
December 15, 2022 

 

**Quorum-Day before a holiday-long weekend. 
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156 Water Street | Exeter, NH 03833 

Memo To: Town of Raymond Community Development Department 
From: Madeleine DiIonno, Regional Planner, Rockingham Planning Commission 
Date: September 7, 2022 
Subject: Review of Lot Line Adjustment at 79 Lane Road (Tax Map 9 Lot 3) 

Rockingham Planning Commission has received and reviewed an application for a lot line adjustment for 
Tax Map 41 Lot 4 and Tax Map 35 Lot 4. The intent of the plan is to adjust the lot line between lots 35-4 
and 41-4 to add 37.2 acres from lot 41-4 to lot 35-4. The lot line adjustment does not create any new 
buildable lots. 

Based on review of the application, I find that the lot line adjustment application is complete and meets 
the requirements of Raymond’s Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision Regulations. Per RSA 676:4, I(e)(1), no 
public hearing is required where a planning board is acting on a “minor lot line adjustment or boundary 
agreement which do[es] not create [a] buildable lot.” 

There are three waivers submitted as part of the application, each of which should be voted upon 
separately by the board: 

1. Boundary survey and location of permanent markers
2. Location and amount of frontage on public right-of-way
3. Location of building setback lines

Given the nature of the intended use (conservation land) and the specific circumstances relative to the lot 
line adjustment, I believe the waiver requests are not contrary to the spirit and intent of the Raymond 
Subdivision Regulations. 

Select Board approval is required for the town to accept the 37.2 acres being added from Lot 41-4 to Lot 
35-4, existing town-owned property.  

If any member of the Planning Board or Community Development Department has any questions, please 

feel free to contact me. 
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  Planning Board Approved Minutes 1 
November 7, 2019 2 
7:00 pm 3 
Media Center 4 
Raymond High School 5 

Planning Board Members Present: 6 
Jonathan Wood (Chairman) 7 
Gretchen Gott8 
John Beauvilliers  9 
George Plante (Board of Selectmen Ex-officio) 10 
Robert Wentworth (Vice-Chairman) 11 
Brad Reed 12 
Rich Mulryan (Alternate)(Seated) 13 

14 
Planning Board Members Absent: 15 
Alissa Welch 16 

17 
Staff Present: 18 
Christina McCarthy - Planning Technician 19 
Glenn Coppelman - Circuit rider 20 

21 
Pledge of Allegiance 22 

23 
Application #2019-009 A site plan review application submitted by Joseph Coronati of 24 
Jones & Beach Engineers Inc. on behalf of Exeter Med Real, Inc. for the purpose of constructing 25 
a 24,000 S.F. medical office building facing Freetown Road. The property is represented as 26 
Raymond Tax Map 29-3/ Lots 42-2 & 42-3, located in Essex Commons on the corners of Essex 27 
and Freetown Roads. 28 

29 
Mr. Coronati introduced Colin Laverty with Exeter Hospital, Katie Forshaw with Exeter Hospital, Phil 30 
Shipwood Exeter Hospital, and Jessica Johnson with SMRT Architects. Mr. Coronati explained that they 31 
have been to a couple of TRC meetings and have not had to make too many substantial changes. “We did 32 
leave TRC with a positive recommendation. The one thing that is on the plans is that we looked into making 33 
the whole circulation of the site one way the recommendation from the TRC is that that would prefer to see it 34 
be two way traveled, and we have no problem with that. Our plans don’t reflect that.” 35 

36 
Mr. Wood read from a worksheet to determine regional impact. (See attached) 37 

38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
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 45 
Motion: 46 
Mr. Reed made a motion that application 2019-009 does not have regional impact. Mr. Wentworth seconded 47 
the motion. Ms. Gott said she thinks it does because of the traffic generation aspect.     48 

Jonathan Wood - In favor 49 
Gretchen Gott   - opposed 50 
John Beauvilliers - In favor   51 
George Plante - In favor 52 
Robert Wentworth - In favor 53 
Brad Reed - In favor 54 
Rich Mulryan - In favor 55 

The Board indicated that there was no regional impact with a vote of 6 in favor, 1 opposed, 0 abstained. 56 
57 

Motion: 58 
Ms. Gott made a motion to accept the plan as complete for the purpose of review. Mr. Beauvilliers seconded 59 
the motion. The vote was unanimous in favor of accepting the plan as complete for review. 60 

61 
Mr. Wood read a letter from Dubois and King dated November 1, 2019. (See attached.) 62 

63 
Mr. Wood also read line 260 from the TRC minutes: 64 
“Mr. Brewer, “I make a motion to approve moving on to Planning Board subject to removing: 65 

1. One-way pavement marking signs and signage.66 
2. Removing note regarding underdrains “as necessary” such that underdrains are understood to67 

be required.68 
3. Remove note 19 regarding dumpster activities.69 
Chief Labell seconds the motion. All in Favor-vote is unanimous. “70 

71 
72 

Mr. Coronati: “So the property that we are looking at consists of lots 2 and 3 from our commercial 73 
subdivision that we did about a year ago now. So, the hospital will be looking into combining these two 74 
parcels into one lot it would be 3.3 acres. Because of the visibility and the access, they have situated the 75 
building so the building would face Freetown Road. We have two points of access. The parking spaces we 76 
are presenting 123 parking spaces. That is approximately 1 space per every 194 square feet of building. So, 77 
we are asking for a waiver for the number of parking spaces based on the 1 per 150 we would need 159 78 
spaces would be required and we are providing 123. We have shown dashed spaces on either side of these 79 
aisleways that would provide us with the required amount of parking the ordinance is asking for.  We have 80 
all of our utilities coming in from the roadway towards this back corner...We have also added sidewalk now. 81 
We now have sidewalk that basically loops around the whole building. All of the curbing is vertical granite 82 
curbing...We have provided lighting plan, landscaping plan, and we do have Jessica here from SMRT if you 83 
want to hear more about the building.” 84 

85 
Mr. Coppelman: “Have your stormwater calculations taken into account if those additional parking spaces 86 
are paved and built out?” 87 

88 
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Mr. Coronati: “They have not. One thing we had talked about with TRC is if they decide they have to build 89 
those spaces then we would come back before this Board, it would be a revisit because there are other 90 
things that would have to change.” 91 

92 
Ms. Gott: “You sound like the urgent care is very probable what is the trigger?” 93 

94 
Mr. Coronati: “We are designing it as if it is there. That would be demand because currently in Epping there 95 
is a Clear Choice that is not too far up the road.” 96 

97 
Mr. Wentworth: “So urgent care this is going to trigger DHHS, have you gone through that process?” 98 

99 
 Jessica Johnson: “We are going through that now.” 100 

101 
Ms. Gott: “The parking is a concern for me, and I would rather you put the spaces in now rather than later. I 102 
am less and less in favor of giving waivers for parking because we have seen issues with that.  The urgent 103 
care still intrigues me, it is kinda iffy and I would rather have things more concrete. But that is your 104 
prerogative. You made a statement Joe that said something about your scheduling so that your parking 105 
would not be as much of an issue because you would schedule around those kinds of things and you would 106 
know when you are going to schedule and how you are going to schedule and I don’t think that works for 107 
parking. You can schedule your appointment for a doctor’s appointment, I don’t think you consider if there 108 
are enough parking spaces available. That is not how medicine works. My understanding of medicine I just 109 
don’t think that works. So, saying it is, in my mind, is just not realistic.” 110 

111 
Mr. Coronati: “What they are saying is that they can control how many patients are coming in because they 112 
know how many rooms they have.” 113 

114 
Ms. Gott: “May I ask if you are willing to put those parking spaces in sooner than later?  115 

116 
Phil Shipwood: “Based on other building we do 5 per thousand and it worked for us but we would be willing 117 
to leave those dotted and if the demand is such that we would have to put them in it would be in our best 118 
interest to put them in and we would do it at that time.” 119 

120 
Mr. Wood: “We have a waiver request from site plan regulation 6.006.01 paving standards 121 
institutional/hospital/clinic that has to do with parking.” 122 

123 
Mr. Coronati: “The regulation requires 1 space per 150 s.f., Jones and Beach Engineers is asking for a 124 
waiver for the parking as we are providing 123 parking spaces which is 1 per 194 s.f. The spirit and intent 125 
are to provide adequate parking for each site plan and preserve as much green space as possible. The 126 
hospital has always used 1 space per 200 s.f at other locations in Hampton, Plaistow, Exeter, and Epping 127 
without any parking issue. We are also showing the additional spaces can be fit on-site if they need them in 128 
the future.” 129 

130 
Mr. Wood: “Could you make a note on the plan to say that in the event that you require additional should 131 
this waiver be granted that you are going to come back for an additional site plan review. “ 132 
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133 
Mr. Coronati: “Yes. Not a problem.” 134 

135 
136 
137 
138 

Motion: 139 
Mr. Plante made a motion to grant the waiver request from site plan regulation 6.006.01 1 parking standards 140 
institutional/hospital/clinic. Mr. Wentworth seconded the motion. 141 

Jonathan Wood - In favor 142 
Gretchen Gott   - opposed 143 
John Beauvilliers - In favor   144 
George Plante - In favor 145 
Robert Wentworth - In favor 146 
Brad Reed - In favor 147 
Rich Mulryan - In favor 148 

The waiver was granted with a vote of 6 in favor, 1 opposed, 0 abstained. 149 
150 

Mr. Wood: “Now what is the other one?” 151 
152 

Mr. Coronati: “The scale of the plan being 1-inch equals 40 instead of 1-inch equals 20. The main reason is 153 
that 1-inch equals 20 would take more than one page. You would have to have match lines for every sheet 154 

155 
Motion: 156 
Mr. Wentworth made a motion to approve the waiver request for plan scale. Mr. Plante seconded the 157 
motion.  The vote was unanimous in favor of approving the waiver. 7 in favor, 0 opposed, 0 abstained. 158 

159 
Jessica Johnson: “So our goal with the medical office building here in Raymond would be to continue some 160 
of the identifying features that we have been doing with Exeter Hospital and our other buildings. So, what 161 
you are seeing on this building is a combination of a sumitcious panel. In Plaistow we used a hardy board 162 
type panel. We have a lot of open glass area here. There is a metal panel accent around it. You will see 163 
these materials at the main hospital campus. All of this is to try and form a cohesive identity. “ 164 

165 
Mr. Wood: “So what we require is another set of plans, pages to the plan?” 166 

167 
Mr. Coronati: “You mean to comply with the conditions from TRC, yes we would be looking if the Board was 168 
so willing to grant conditional approval, we still have a couple State permits we need. We still have 169 
Alteration of Terrain for the stormwater and the septic. We would typically incorporate any conditions that 170 
you would come up with and the TRC and any changes they have and present final plans at a later date 171 
once they have been met.” 172 

173 
Motion: 174 
Mr. Plante made a motion to approve application 2019-009 a site plan application to construct a 24,000 175 
square foot medical office building located on Essex Commons on the corner of Freetown and Essex 176 
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Roads. (See attached.) Mr. Wentworth seconded the motion. The vote was unanimous in favor of approving 177 
the application. 7 in favor, 0 opposed, 0 abstained. 178 

179 
Mr. Wood: “Any person aggrieved by any decision by the Planning Board concerning the plat or subdivision 180 
may present a petition to the Superior Court in accordance with New Hampshire RSA 677:15 or as 181 
applicable to the Zoning Board of Adjustment pursuant to RSA 676:53 within 30 days of the date of decision 182 
identified above. This notice has been placed on file and made available for public inspection in the records 183 
of the Planning Board.” 184 

185 
Mr. Reed: “Wayne Watjus, Chair -Solid Waste & Recycling Advisory Committee- Landfill discussion.” 186 

187 
Mr. Watjus: “I am here as the chairman of the Solid Waste & Recycling Advisory Committee. On the 188 
committee I have been up to Concord quite a few times and they have a House Bill 617 and it is to study 189 
Recycling and Municipalities Solid Waste. I found out a lot of information up there and brought it back to you 190 
people so you can consider it. New Hampshire landfill’s will soon reach their capacity. By 2034 Rochester 191 
will be full. So, there is a commerce clause in the US Constitution that prohibits protectionist policies against 192 
the acceptance of disposal of out of State waste, also landfills in NH are permitted to receive waste from out 193 
of State sources provided they also provide enough capacity for New Hampshire’s general waste. So, what 194 
is going to happen is now that the waste companies, we only have 3 landfills’ in New Hampshire, they are 195 
filling up, so they are going to be looking for more land to have landfills. The question is are the Town Laws 196 
and the Town ordinance ready for this? I feel that there are some spots in Town that if somebody wants to 197 
come in and wants to put a landfill in that they could do that without the right ordinances. “ 198 

199 
Ms. Gott: “So you are suggesting that we have zoning to either allow or deny depending on how people feel 200 
about this? “ 201 

202 
Mr. Watjus:” That’s right. Because I think there are a couple spots and we have a great big hole in the town 203 
of Raymond that would make a nice landfill.” 204 

205 
Mr. Coppelman: “The Town of Dalton is going through this right now. North County Environmental Services. 206 
The reason that Dalton is dealing with it is because when they were looking for an alternate site to 207 
Bethlehem which is close to being full. They looked around in the North Country for one and one that had 208 
access to the highway, but also a town that didn’t have zoning. The Town of Dalton passed some 209 
emergency local legislation, but it is going to be tough to fight it.” 210 

211 
Mr. Watjus: “Just to let you know Rochester, Turnkey, their estimates they are going to be filled at 2034 and 212 
Canterbury is 2025. What gets me is that commerce clause about 50 % of the trash comes from out of State 213 
and there is nothing we can do about it because of the commerce clause.” 214 

215 
Mr. Wood: “There are things that we can do with in the Town, and we can prohibit landfills over or within 216 
1000 feet of an aquifer. We could put that in as one of our zoning ordinances. “ 217 

218 
Ms. Gott: “How much of the Town would that protect?” 219 

220 



6 

Mr. Reed: “About 80%.” 221 
222 

Ms. Gott: “Does that really protect or preclude?” 223 
224 

Mr. Wood: “I think if we saw a map from Rockingham County that showed where our aquifers are and then a 225 
1000-foot delimiter around it.” 226 

227 
Mr. Wentworth: “Why don’t we just prohibit them. Any size landfill. “ 228 

229 
Mr. Beauvilliers: “So what you are saying is we need to establish an ordinance that would go on the ballot 230 
and leave it to the voters as to whether or not they want a dump site or a landfill in the Town of Raymond.” 231 

232 
Mr. Reed: “But once it is noticed then it becomes effective even though it hasn’t been voted on.” 233 

234 
Mr. Coppelman: “Correct and if it doesn't pass at Town Meeting then it reverts back.” 235 

236 
Mr. Wood: “There is another one that we need to actually take a good look at and propose no exporting 237 
water from Raymond. Nottingham has an ordinance that states that unless there is Town Vote you can’t 238 
have a company come in and do bottling, juice, soft drinks, everything. Bulk export of water. This is an 239 
opportunity to protect future water use within the Town.” 240 

241 
Approval of minutes: 242 

243 
Motion: 244 
Mr. Wentworth made a motion to approve the October 17, 2019 minutes as amended. Mr. Reed seconded 245 
the motion. The vote was unanimous in favor of approving the minutes as amended. 7 in favor, 0 opposed, 246 
0 abstained. 247 

248 
Motion: 249 
Mr. Wentworth made a motion to approve the October 24, 2019 site walk minutes as amended. Mr. 250 
Beauvilliers seconded the motion. The vote was in favor of approving the minutes as amended. 3 in favor, 1 251 
opposed, 3 abstained. Jonathan Wood - Opposed 252 

Gretchen Gott   - In favor 253 
John Beauvilliers - In favor   254 
George Plante - Abstain 255 
Robert Wentworth - In favor 256 
Brad Reed - Abstain 257 
Rich Mulryan - Abstain 258 

259 
Other Business: 260 

261 
Mrs. McCarthy: “There are two pieces of property that are being donated to the Town. There are actually 3 262 
on the 41:14A that is coming before the Board of Selectmen and one of them is Brian Griset’s property. 263 
Which you have voted on and gone on through the subdivision approval with him. So that is being donated 264 
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to the Town and will be absorbed into the Flint Hill Conservation easement as soon as Bear Paw gets their 265 
new Director in and gets everything situated.  That just has to go through the 41:14A process. These two 266 
pieces of property the piece of property that is over on Juanita Ave they are looking to donate to the Town a 267 
small quarter acre lot touching the Exeter River and really these really just here so that I can get your 268 
recommendation to the Board of Selectmen on whether they should accept them. Cons Com is also 269 
currently working through the whole process with them as well.  Then the Chadwick piece they are looking 270 
to donate about 36.7 acres +/- it is going to be under an easement of NRCS (Natural Resources 271 
Conservation Service). The NRCS has very strict rules on their easements. So, we are just looking for 272 
recommendations for the Board of Selectmen whether to accept or not.” 273 

274 
Mr. Wood: “So regarding 129 Harriman Hill Road 36+/- acres to be held in an NRCS easement. I move we 275 
recommend it.” 276 

277 
Motion: 278 
Mr. Wood made a motion to recommend that the Board of Selectmen accept the 36+/- acres as Town 279 
property. Mr. Wentworth seconded the motion. The vote was in favor of recommending the property to the 280 
Board of Selectmen.  1 in favor, 0 opposed, 1 abstained. 281 

282 
Motion: 283 
Mr. Wood made a motion to recommend that the Board of Selectmen accept .28 +/- acres on Juanita 284 
Avenue as Town property. Mr. Wentworth seconded the motion. The vote was in favor of recommending the 285 
property to the Board of Selectmen.  6 in favor, 0 opposed, 1 abstained. 286 

287 
Staff Update: 288 
Mrs. McCarthy: “So would anybody like to know how the McDonald-Ridgewood Commons Court Case came 289 
out? I am happy to report that we have won that case. They do have 10 days to appeal. Other than that, 290 
they found that the McDonald’s and their legal counsel did not bear the burden of proof and everything we 291 
had was spot on. The decision is 42 pages long if anyone would like it, I can get it for you.” 292 

293 
Board member updates: 294 

295 
Mr. Plante: “We had a BOS meeting, we opened up bids for one was for the transfer station. The other was 296 
the engineering for the town offices. We only had one bid for the transfer station which was Casella. The 297 
Board wasn’t very happy. Don’t forget Monday at 11 o’clock the Veteran’s Day Ceremony is taking place.” 298 

299 
Mrs. McCarthy: “The BOS also voted Alissa on to the ZBA.” 300 

301 
Mr. Reed: “We attended the Rockingham Planning Commission's drinking water seminar and continued 302 
working on the CIP we just got some information from the Town Manager today.” 303 

304 
Ms. Gott: “I’d like to talk about our site walk and I am asking that we be aware of 91A considerations when 305 
we have a site walk. That we all hear the same information at the same time even though we did not have a 306 
quorum for that site walk. That we all hear the same information at the same time like we are supposed to. 307 
And I would ask any chair to respect the abilities of those people who are present. It is not supposed to be a 308 
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forced march. I had to stop because I could not keep up with you and it was clear that no one was going to 309 
wait. So, had I been able to walk at a pace that I am able to walk at, I would have completed the site walk. 310 
When you came back, and I again asked the Chair for a summary there was no answer. I think we need to 311 
look at how we do site walks. I think the Chair whomever it is needs to respect people and be considerate of 312 
their abilities.” 313 
 314 
Mr. Wood: “At our regional drinking water municipal assessment, I have the documentation here. They 315 
suggested that site plans subdivisions include well testing, and quality and quantity. I checked with the 316 
building inspector that we had at the moment and apparently when we go for a certificate of occupancy, we 317 
file the water test. I think that they should be recorded. The people who did this presentation suggested that 318 
we have quality and quantity. They suggested that it go in the site plan review.” 319 
 320 
Mr. Reed: “It also suggested that we forward it to the State. So that the State could start having a database 321 
of this.” 322 
 323 
Mr. Wood: “However, we do not do this, which is well water testing on real estate property transfers and so 324 
that if somebody transfers from one to another, they need to present us with water quality.” 325 
 326 
Mr. Coppelman: “More often than not the testing is done because the banks require it and most buyers 327 
these days are aware of the issues with groundwater.” 328 
 329 
Mr. Wood: “So what we are also requesting and that has to be part of the code enforcement officer’s job is 330 
to collect a well water testing report whenever somebody buys or sells a house.” 331 
 332 
Mr. Wentworth: “It should be water testing and well data.” 333 
 334 
Mr. Wood: “They also described high risk uses as snow dumps, junk yards, gas stations, hair salons, 335 
automotive repair, dry cleaners, and that they should be not allowed in aquifers.” 336 
 337 
Ms. Gott: “That is apparently part of the reason we are having PFOA’s show up in the tannery site because 338 
the Town used it as a snow dump. “ 339 
 340 
Mr. Wood: “We should require that State best management practices are followed, and this also requires 341 
code enforcement. So this has to do with best management with regard to these high risk uses and as I 342 
stated before we need to have a new ordinance that mimics what Nottingham says as far as no exporting 343 
water from wells in town, but also that the additional burden should someone want to go for a variance that 344 
variance is not allowed only Town vote would be allowed. “ 345 
 346 
Mr. Wentworth: “We are talking about the export of water does that include swimming pools?” 347 
 348 
Mr. Coppelman: “It depends on how the ordinance would be written and whether or not it would specify the 349 
type of use of the water. It is more related to consuming the water.” 350 
 351 
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Mr. Wood: “I happen to have the conservation subdivisions that we have in Town and what they look like as 352 
far as from an aerial photo but also what they look like with regard to a particular plat layout. But it kinda 353 
gives you an overview.” 354 

355 
356 
357 
358 

Motion: 359 
Mr. Wentworth made a motion to adjourn. Mr. Plante seconded the motion. The vote was unanimous in 360 
favor of adjourning, 7 in favor, 0 opposed, 0 abstained. 361 

362 
Respectfully submitted, 363 

364 
Jill A. Vadeboncoeur 365 

366 
367 
368 
369 
370 
371 
372 
373 
374 
375 
376 
377 
378 
379 
380 
381 
382 
383 
384 
385 
386 
387 
388 
389 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Board of Selectmen 
From: Christina McCarthy, Assistant Planner 
Date: November 13, 2019 
Re: 41:14-a 

There are three parcels of land being donated to the Town of Raymond. 

1. 129 Harriman Hill Road-Chadwick Revocable Trust- Donating 36 +/- acres.
2. Juanita Ave. -Anthony & Frances Spinazzola/Francesca Morrissey, Trustee for the Assunta J Ege

Revocable Trust- Donating .28 +/- acres.
3. Norris Farm Road- Adela Griset- Donating 4.0825 acres as part of a conservation subdivision.

Acceptance of land donations requires input from the Planning Board and Conservation Commission with 
two public hearings and an approving vote at a third meeting from the Board of Selectmen: 

The Raymond Planning Board discussed and voted to recommend the acceptance of the following 
land donations (see also meeting minutes): 

129 Harriman Hill Road is being held by an NRCS easement. The easement paperwork has been 
included and has been chosen by the current property owners. This property directly abuts the Flint Hill 
Conservation land. 

Norris Farm Road land donation is a result of a conservation subdivision approval by the Planning 
Board on August 15, 2019. This property will be absorbed into the Flint Hill Conservation Easement kept by 
Bear Paw. 

Juanita Ave is a small postage stamp property that abuts the Lamprey River and the railroad bed. 
May either be good for green space or maybe a fishing spot. 
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Memo To: Town of Raymond Planning Board 
From: Madeleine DiIonno, Regional Planner, Rockingham Planning Commission  
Date: September 26, 2022 
Subject: Review of Subdivision Application at 181 Lane Road (Tax Map 14 Lot 5) 
 
Rockingham Planning Commission has received and reviewed a subdivision application for 181 Lane Road 
(Tax Map 14 Lot 5). The applicant is proposing to subdivide a 4.62-acre lot in to two lots, one being 2.61 
acres and the other 2.01 acres at 181 Lane Road (Zone B, Residential). My specific comments are as 
follows: 

1. The application meets completeness requirements for the Board’s further consideration. The 
Board should invoke jurisdiction before taking further action. 

2. It is recommended that the applicant clearly identify wetlands boundaries and setbacks on the 
plan.  

3. It is recommended the applicant verify that there is a minimum 40,000 contiguous square feet of 
non-zone G land on both lots in accordance with ZO 15.3.2. 

4. The applicant will need to obtain a local driveway permit for Lot 15-1. This should be included as 
a condition of approval. 
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SECTION 4.8 POST CONSTRUCTION STORMWATER MANAGEMENT STANDARDS 1 

A. Purpose, Goals and Definitions 2 
1. The purpose of post construction stormwater management standards is to provide 3 

reasonable guidance for the regulation of stormwater runoff to protect local natural 4 
resources from degradation and prevent adverse impacts to adjacent and downstream land, 5 
property, facilities, and infrastructure. These standards regulate discharges from 6 
stormwater and runoff from land development projects and other construction activities to 7 
control and minimize increases in stormwater runoff rates and volumes, soil erosion, stream 8 
channel erosion, and nonpoint source pollution associated with stormwater runoff.  9 

2. The goal of these standards is to establish minimum stormwater management requirements 10 
and controls to protect and safeguard the general health, safety, and welfare of the public in 11 
the Town of Raymond. This regulation seeks to meet that goal through the following 12 
objectives:  13 

a. Minimize increases in stormwater runoff from any development to reduce 14 
flooding, siltation and streambank erosion and maintain the integrity of stream 15 
channels. 16 

b. Minimize increases in nonpoint source pollution caused by stormwater runoff 17 
from development which would otherwise degrade local water quality. 18 

c. Minimize the total volume of surface water runoff which flows from any specific 19 
site during and following development to not exceed the pre-development 20 
hydrologic condition to the maximum extent practicable as allowable by site 21 
conditions.  22 

d. Reduce stormwater runoff rates and volumes, soil erosion and nonpoint source 23 
pollution, wherever possible, through stormwater management controls and to 24 
ensure that these management controls are properly maintained and pose no 25 
threat to public safety or cause excessive municipal expenditures. 26 

e. Protect the quality of groundwater resources, surface water bodies and wetlands. 27 
B. Minimum Thresholds for Applicability  28 

1. The Post-Construction Stormwater Management Standards apply to subdivisions that result 29 
in creation of a private road or a road intended for adoption as a public road. All stormwater 30 
runoff generated from the proposed private or public roadway(s) and any other stormwater 31 
runoff contributing to the roadway stormwater management system(s) shall be managed 32 
and treated in full compliance with these standards. 33 

2. For subdivisions comprising lots with frontage on existing private or public roadways, 34 
roadside drainage and any other stormwater runoff from the new lots discharging to the 35 
roadside drainage system must be managed for: stormwater runoff quantity/volume; and 36 
water quality treatment if stormwater is discharged to the municipality’s drainage system 37 
subject to the EPA MS4 permit. 38 

3. The following activities are considered exempt from preparing and submitting a stormwater 39 
management plan: 40 

a. Agricultural and forestry practices located outside wetlands and surface water 41 
setbacks and/or buffers. 42 

b. Resurfacing and routine maintenance of existing roads and parking lots. 43 
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c. Exterior and interior alterations and maintenance to existing buildings and 44 
structures. 45 

C. Stormwater Management for New Development 46 
1. All proposed stormwater management practices and treatment systems shall meet the 47 

following performance standards: 48 
a. Stormwater management and erosion and sediment control practices shall be 49 

located outside any specified buffer zones unless otherwise approved by the 50 
Planning Board. Alternatives to stream and wetland crossings that eliminate or 51 
minimize environmental impacts shall be considered whenever possible. 52 

b. Low Impact Development (LID) site planning and design strategies are encouraged 53 
to be used to the maximum extent practicable (MEP) to reduce stormwater runoff 54 
volumes, protect water quality, and maintain predevelopment site hydrology. LID 55 
techniques have the goals of protecting water quality, maintaining 56 
predevelopment site hydrology. LID techniques that preserve existing vegetation, 57 
reduce the development footprint, minimize, or disconnect impervious area, and 58 
use enhanced stormwater best management practices (BMP’s) (such as rain 59 
gardens, bio retention systems, tree box filters, and similar stormwater 60 
management landscaping techniques) shall be incorporated into landscaped 61 
areas. Capture and reuse of stormwater is strongly encouraged. The applicant 62 
must document in writing why LID strategies are not appropriate when not used 63 
to manage stormwater. 64 

c. All stormwater treatment areas shall be planted with native plantings appropriate 65 
for the site conditions: trees, grasses, shrubs and/or other native plants in 66 
sufficient numbers and density to prevent soil erosion and to achieve the water 67 
quality treatment requirements of this section. 68 

d. All stormwater installations and areas that receive rainfall runoff must be 69 
designed to drain within a maximum of 72 hours for vector control. 70 

e. Salt storage areas shall be fully covered with permanent or semi-permanent 71 
measures and loading/offloading areas shall be located and designed to not drain 72 
directly to receiving waters and maintained with good housekeeping measures in 73 
accordance with NH DES published guidance. Runoff from snow and salt storage 74 
areas shall enter treatment areas as specified above before being discharged to 75 
receiving waters or allowed to infiltrate into the groundwater. See NHDES 76 
published guidance fact sheets on road salt and water quality, and snow disposal 77 
at http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/pip/factsheets/wmb/index.htm 78 

f. Surface runoff shall be directed into appropriate stormwater control measures 79 
designed for treatment and/or filtration to the MEP and/or captured and reused 80 
onsite. 81 

g. All newly generated stormwater from new development shall be treated on the 82 
development site. Runoff shall not be discharged from the development site to 83 
municipal drainage systems or privately owned drainage systems (whether 84 
enclosed or open drainage) or to surface water bodies and wetlands in rates 85 
greater than discharged under existing conditions (developed condition or 86 
undeveloped condition). A development plan shall include provisions to retain 87 

http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/pip/factsheets/wmb/index.htm
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natural predevelopment watershed areas on the site by using the natural flow 88 
patterns. 89 

h. Runoff from impervious surfaces shall be treated to achieve at least 80% removal 90 
of Total Suspended Solids and at least 60% removal of both total nitrogen and 91 
total phosphorus using appropriate treatment measures, as specified in the NH 92 
Stormwater Manual. Volumes 1 and 2, December 2008, as amended (refer to 93 
Volume 2, page 6, Table 2.1 Summary of Design Criteria, Water Quality Volume for 94 
treatment criteria) or other equivalent means. Where practical, the use of natural, 95 
vegetated filtration and/or infiltration practices or subsurface gravel wetlands for 96 
water quality treatment is preferred given its relatively high nitrogen removal 97 
efficiency. All new impervious area draining to surface waters impaired by 98 
nitrogen, phosphorus or nutrients shall be treated with stormwater BMP’s 99 
designed to optimize pollutant removal efficiencies based on design standards 100 
and performance data published by the UNH Stormwater Center and/or included 101 
in the latest version of the NH Stormwater Manual. Note: The Anti-Degradation 102 
provisions of the State Water Quality Standards require that runoff from new 103 
development shall not contribute additional pollutant loads to existing water body 104 
impairments. 105 

i. Measures shall be taken to control the post-development peak rate runoff so that 106 
it does not exceed pre-development runoff. Drainage analyses shall include 107 
calculations comparing pre- and post-development stormwater runoff rates (cubic 108 
feet/second) and volumes (cubic feet) for the 1-inch rainstorm and the 2-year, 10-109 
year, 25-year, and 50-year 24-hour storm events. Similar measures shall be taken 110 
to control the post-development runoff volume to infiltrate the groundwater 111 
recharge volume GRV according to the following ratios of Hydrologic Soil Group 112 
(HSG) type versus infiltration rate multiplier: HSG-A: 0.4; HSG-B: 0.25; HSG-C: 0.1; 113 
HSG-D: 0.00. For sites where infiltration is limited or not practicable, the applicant 114 
must demonstrate that the project will not create or contribute to water quality 115 
impairment. Infiltration structures shall be in locations with the highest 116 
permeability on the site. 117 

j. The design of the stormwater drainage systems shall provide for the disposal of 118 
stormwater without flooding or functional impairment to streets, adjacent 119 
properties, downstream properties, soils, or vegetation. 120 

k. The design of the stormwater management systems shall account for upstream 121 
and upgradient runoff that flows onto, over, or through the site to be developed 122 
or re-developed, and provide for this contribution of runoff. 123 

l. Whenever practicable, native site vegetation shall be retained, protected, or 124 
supplemented. Any stripping of vegetation shall be done in a manner that 125 
minimizes soil erosion. development impervious surfaces, buildings and 126 
structures; surface water bodies and wetlands; drainage patterns, sub-catchment 127 
and watershed boundaries; building setbacks and buffers, locations of various 128 
hydrologic group soil types, mature vegetation, land topographic contours with 129 
minimum 2-foot intervals and spot grades where necessary for sites that are flat. 130 

2. Submission Requirements for Stormwater Management Report and Plans 131 
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a. The SMP shall include a narrative description and a Proposed Conditions Site Plan 132 
showing all post-development proposed impervious surfaces, buildings and 133 
structures; temporary and permanent stormwater management elements and 134 
BMP, including BMP GIS coordinates and GIS files; important hydrologic features 135 
created or preserved the site; drainage patterns, sub-catchment and watershed 136 
boundaries; building setbacks and buffers; proposed tree clearing and topographic 137 
contours with minimum 2-foot intervals. The plans shall provide calculations and 138 
identification of the total area of disturbance proposed on the site (and off site if 139 
applicable) and total area of new impervious surface created. A summary of the 140 
drainage analysis showing a comparison of the estimated peak flow and volumes 141 
for various design storms (see Table 1. Stormwater Infrastructure Design Criteria) 142 
at each of the outlet locations shall be included. 143 

b. The SMP shall describe the general approach and strategies implemented, and the 144 
facts relied upon, to meet the goals of Section 1.15-3. A and C.: The SMP shall 145 
include design plans and/or graphical sketch(es) of all proposed above ground LID 146 
practices. 147 

c. The SMP shall include calculations of the change in impervious area, pollution 148 
loading and removal volumes for each best management practice, and GIS files 149 
containing the coordinates of all stormwater infrastructure elements (e.g. catch 150 
basins, swales, detention/bioretention areas, piping). 151 

d. The SMP shall include a description and a proposed Site Plan showing proposed 152 
erosion and sediment control measures, limits of disturbance, temporary and 153 
permanent soil stabilization measures in accordance with the NHDES Stormwater 154 
Manual Volume 3 (most recent version) as well as a construction site inspection 155 
plan including phased installation of best management practices and final 156 
inspection upon completion of construction. 157 

e. The SMP shall include a long-term stormwater management BMP inspection and 158 
maintenance plan (see Section 1.15-2.E) that describes the responsible parties and 159 
contact information for the qualified individuals who will perform future BMP 160 
inspections.  The inspection frequency, maintenance and reporting protocols shall 161 
be included. 162 

f. The SMP shall describe and identify locations of any proposed deicing chemical 163 
and/or snow storage areas. SMP will describe how deicing chemical use will be 164 
minimized or used most efficiently. 165 

g. In urbanized areas that are subject to the EPA MS4 Stormwater Permit and will 166 
drain to chloride-impaired waters, any new developments and redevelopment 167 
projects shall submit a description of measures that will be used to minimize salt 168 
usage, and track and report amounts applied using the UNH Technology Transfer 169 
Center online tool (http://www.roadsalt.unh.edu/Salt/) in accordance with 170 
Appendix H of the NH MS4 Permit. 171 

3. General Performance Criteria for Stormwater Management Plans 172 
a. All applications shall apply site design practices to reduce the generation of 173 

stormwater in the post-developed condition, reduce overall impervious surface 174 
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coverage, seek opportunities to capture and reuse and minimize and discharge of 175 
stormwater to the municipal stormwater management system.  176 

b. Water quality protection. 177 
i. All stormwater runoff generated from new development or redevelopment 178 

shall not be discharged directly into a jurisdictional wetland or surface water 179 
body without adequate treatment.  180 

ii. All developments shall provide adequate management of stormwater runoff 181 
and prevent discharge of stormwater runoff from creating or contributing to 182 
water quality impairment.  183 

c. Onsite groundwater recharge rates shall be maintained by promoting infiltration 184 
through use of structural and non-structural methods. The annual recharge from 185 
the post development site shall maintain or exceed the annual recharge from pre-186 
development site conditions. Capture and reuse of stormwater runoff is 187 
encouraged in instances where groundwater recharge is limited by site conditions 188 
All stormwater management practices shall be designed to convey stormwater to 189 
allow for maximum groundwater recharge. This shall include, but not be limited 190 
to: 191 
i. Maximizing flow paths from collection points to outflow points. 192 

ii. Use of multiple BMPs. 193 
iii. Retention of and discharge to fully vegetated areas. 194 
iv. Maximizing use of infiltration practices. 195 
v. Stormwater System Design Performance Standards. 196 

d. Stormwater system design, performance standards and protection criteria shall be 197 
provided as prescribed in Table 1 below. Calculations shall include sizing of all 198 
structures and best management practices, including sizing of emergency 199 
overflow structures based on assessment of the 100-year 24-hour frequency 200 
storm discharge rate. 201 

e. The sizing and design of stormwater management practices shall utilize new 202 
precipitation data from the Northeast Region Climate Center (NRCC) or the most 203 
recent precipitation atlas published by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 204 
Administration (NOAA) for the sizing and design of all stormwater management 205 
practices. See the NRCC website at http://precip.eas.cornell.edu/. 206 

f. All stormwater management practices involving bioretention and vegetative cover 207 
as a key functional component must have a landscaping plan detailing both the 208 
type and quantities of plants and vegetation to be in used in the practice and how 209 
and who will manage and maintain this vegetation. The use of native plantings 210 
appropriate for site conditions is strongly encouraged for these types of 211 
stormwater treatment areas. The landscaping plan must be prepared by a 212 
registered landscape architect, soil conservation district office, or another 213 
qualified professional. 214 

4. Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan. Any existing or otherwise 215 
permitted use or activity having regulated substances in amounts greater than five gallons, 216 
shall submit to the local official such as Fire Chief or Emergency Response Official a SPCC 217 
plan for review and approval. The Plan will include the following elements: 218 
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a. Disclosure statements describing the types, quantities, and storage locations of all 219 
regulated substances that will be part of the proposed use or activity. 220 

b. Owner and spill response manager’s contact information. 221 
c. Location of all surface waters and drainage patterns.  222 
d. A narrative describing the spill prevention practices to be employed when 223 

normally using regulated substances.  224 
e. Containment controls, both structural and non-structural.  225 
f. Spill reporting procedures, including a list of municipal personnel or agencies that 226 

will be contacted to assist in containing the spill, and the amount of a spill 227 
requiring outside assistance and response. 228 

g. Name of a contractor available to assist in spill response, contaminant, and 229 
cleanup.  230 

h. The list of available clean-up equipment with instructions available for use on-site 231 
and the names of employees with adequate training to implement containment 232 
and clean up response. 233 

D. Stormwater Management for Redevelopment 234 
1. Redevelopment (as applicable to this stormwater regulation) means: 235 

a. Any construction, alteration, or improvement that disturbs existing impervious 236 
area (including demolition and removal of road/parking lot materials down to the 237 
erodible subbase) or expands existing impervious cover by any amount, where the 238 
existing land use is commercial, industrial, institutional, governmental, 239 
recreational, or multifamily residential. 240 

b. Any redevelopment activity that results in improvements with no increase in 241 
impervious area shall be considered redevelopment activity under this regulation 242 
if capital cost of improvements is greater than 30% of the assessed property 243 
value.  244 

c. Any new impervious area over portions of a site that are currently pervious. 245 
2. The following activities are not considered redevelopment unless they meet the above 246 

criteria in section D.1.b.: 247 
a. Interior and exterior building renovation.  248 
b. Resurfacing of an existing paved surface (e.g. parking lot, walkway or roadway). 249 
c. Pavement excavation and patching that is incidental to the primary project 250 

purpose, such as replacement of a collapsed storm drain. 251 
d. Landscaping installation and maintenance. 252 

3. Redevelopment applications shall comply with the requirements of Sections C.2 Submission 253 
Requirements for Stormwater Management Report and Plans, C.3 General Performance 254 
Criteria for Stormwater Management Plans, and C.4 Spill Prevention, Control and 255 
Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan. 256 

4. For sites meeting the definition of a redevelopment project and having less than 60% 257 
existing impervious surface coverage, the stormwater management requirements will be 258 
the same as other new development projects. The applicant must satisfactorily demonstrate 259 
that impervious area is minimized, and LID practices have been implemented on-site to the 260 
MEP. 261 
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5. For sites meeting the definition of a redevelopment project and having more than 60% 262 
existing impervious surface area, stormwater shall be managed for water quality in 263 
accordance with one or more of the following techniques, listed in order of preference: 264 

a. Implement measures onsite that result in disconnection or treatment of 100% of 265 
the additional proposed impervious surface area and at least 30% of the existing 266 
impervious area and pavement areas, preferably using filtration and/or infiltration 267 
practices. 268 

b. If resulting in greater overall water quality improvement on the site, implement 269 
LID practices to the MEP to provide treatment of runoff generated from at least 270 
60% of the entire developed site area.  271 

6. Runoff from impervious surfaces shall be treated to achieve at least 80% removal of Total 272 
Suspended Solids and at least 60% removal of both total nitrogen and total phosphorus 273 
using appropriate treatment measures, as specified in the NH Stormwater Manual. Volumes 274 
1 and 2, December 2008, as amended (refer to Volume 2, page 6, Table 2.1 Summary of 275 
Design Criteria, Water Quality Volume for treatment criteria) or other equivalent means. 276 
Where practical, the use of natural, vegetated filtration and/or infiltration practices or 277 
subsurface gravel wetlands for water quality treatment is preferred given its relatively high 278 
nitrogen removal efficiency. All new impervious area draining to surface waters impaired by 279 
nitrogen, phosphorus or nutrients shall be treated with stormwater BMP’s designed to 280 
optimize pollutant removal efficiencies based on design standards and performance data 281 
published by the UNH Stormwater Center and/or included in the latest version of the NH 282 
Stormwater Manual. Note: The Anti-Degradation provisions of the State Water Quality 283 
Standards require that runoff from development shall not contribute additional pollutant 284 
loads to existing water body impairments. 285 

7. All newly generated stormwater from redevelopment shall be treated on the development 286 
site. Runoff shall not be discharged from a redevelopment site to municipal drainage 287 
systems or privately owned drainage systems (whether enclosed or open drainage) or to 288 
surface water bodies and wetlands in rates greater than discharged under existing 289 
conditions (developed condition or undeveloped condition). 290 

8. Off – site mitigation allowance:  In cases where the applicant demonstrates, to the 291 
satisfaction of the Planning Board, that on-site treatment has been implemented to the MEP 292 
or is not feasible, off-site mitigation will be an acceptable alternative if implemented within 293 
the same subwatershed, within the project’s drainage area or within the drainage area of 294 
the receiving water body. To comply with local watershed objectives the mitigation site 295 
would be preferably situated in the same subwatershed as the development and 296 
impact/benefit the same receiving water. Off-site mitigation shall only be approved by the 297 
Planning Board with the following conditions:  298 

a. The Conservation Commission has been given the opportunity to advise the 299 
Planning Board regarding the proposed off-site mitigation. 300 

b. The off-site mitigation shall be equivalent to no less than the total area of 301 
impervious cover NOT treated on-site. Treatment of the impervious area shall 302 
comply with all standards of this regulation. 303 

c. An approved off-site location must be identified, the specific management 304 
measures identified, and if not owned by the applicant, with a written agreement 305 
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with the property owner(s) and an implementation schedule developed in 306 
accordance with planning board review. The applicant must also demonstrate that 307 
there is no downstream drainage or flooding impacts that would result from not 308 
providing on-site management for large storm events.  309 

E. Stormwater Management Plan and Site Inspections 310 
1. The applicant shall provide that all stormwater management and treatment practices have 311 

an enforceable operations and maintenance plan and agreement to ensure the system 312 
functions as designed. This agreement will include all maintenance easements required to 313 
access and inspect the stormwater treatment practices, and to perform routine 314 
maintenance as necessary to ensure proper functioning of the stormwater system. The 315 
operations and maintenance plan shall specify the parties responsible for the proper 316 
maintenance of all stormwater treatment practices. The operations and maintenance shall 317 
be provided to the Planning Board as part of the application prior to issuance of any local 318 
permits for land disturbance and construction activities. 319 

2. The applicant shall provide legally binding documents for filing with the Registry of Deeds 320 
which demonstrate that the obligation for maintenance of stormwater best management 321 
practices and infrastructure runs with the land and that the Town has legal access to inspect 322 
the property to ensure their proper function or maintain onsite stormwater infrastructure 323 
when necessary to address emergency situations or conditions. 324 

3. The property owner shall bear responsibility for the installation, construction, inspection, 325 
and maintenance of all stormwater management and erosion control measures required by 326 
the provisions of these regulations and as approved by the Planning Board, including 327 
emergency repairs completed by the Town. 328 

F. Stormwater Management Plan Recordation 329 
1. Stormwater management and sediment and erosion control plans shall be incorporated as 330 

part of any approved site plan. A Notice of Decision acknowledging the Planning Board 331 
approval of these plans shall be recorded at the Registry of Deeds. The Notice of Decision 332 
shall be referenced to the property deed (title/book/page number) and apply to all persons 333 
that may acquire any property subject to the approved stormwater management and 334 
sediment control plans. The Notice of Decision shall reference the requirements for 335 
maintenance pursuant to the stormwater management and erosion and sediment control 336 
plans as approved by the Planning Board. 337 

2. The applicant shall submit as-built drawings of the constructed stormwater management 338 
system following construction.  339 

G. Inspection and Maintenance Responsibility 340 
1. Select Board or their designated agent shall have site access to complete inspections to 341 

ensure compliance with the approved stormwater management and sediment and erosion 342 
control plans. Such inspections shall be performed at a time agreed upon with the 343 
landowner. 344 

a. If permission to inspect is denied by the landowner, municipal staff or their 345 
designated agent shall secure an administrative inspection warrant from the 346 
district or superior court under RSA 595-B Administrative Inspection Warrants. 347 
Expenses associated with inspections shall be the responsibility of the 348 
applicant/property owner. 349 
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b. If violations or non-compliance with a condition(s) of approval are found on the 350 
site during routine inspections, the inspector shall provide a report to the Planning 351 
Board documenting these violations or non-compliance including recommend 352 
corrective actions. The Planning Board shall notify the property owner in writing 353 
of these violations or non-compliance and corrective actions necessary to bring 354 
the property into full compliance. The Planning Board, at their discretion, may 355 
recommend to the Select Board to issue a stop work order if corrective actions are 356 
not completed within 10 days. 357 

c. If corrective actions are not completed within a period of 30 days from the 358 
Planning Board or Board notification, the Planning Board may exercise their 359 
jurisdiction under RSA 676:4-a Revocation of Recorded Approval. 360 

2. The applicant shall bear final responsibility for the installation, construction, inspection, and 361 
disposition of all stormwater management and erosion control measures required by the 362 
Planning Board. Site development shall not begin before the Stormwater Management Plan 363 
receives written approval by the Planning Board. 364 

3. In the event a property owner refuses to repair infrastructure that is damaged or is not 365 
functioning properly, the Town retains the right but not the obligation and accepts no 366 
responsibility, to repair or maintain stormwater infrastructure if a property is abandoned or 367 
becomes vacant. 368 

4. Landowners shall be responsible for submitting a report to the Planning Department or 369 
designated agent by September 1 every two years, with the first report due within two years 370 
of the receipt of an Occupancy Permit. The report shall be signed and stamped by a qualified 371 
professional engineer of the landowner’s choice that all stormwater management and 372 
erosion control measures are functioning per the approved stormwater management plan. 373 
The report shall note if any stormwater infrastructure has needed any repairs other than 374 
routine maintenance and the results of those repairs. If the stormwater infrastructure is not 375 
functioning per the approved stormwater management plan the landowner shall report on 376 
the malfunction in their report and include detail regarding when the infrastructure shall be 377 
repaired and functioning as approved.   378 

5. If no report is filed by September 1 in the year the report is due, the Select Board or their 379 
designated agent shall have site access to complete routine inspections to ensure 380 
compliance with the approved stormwater management and sediment and erosion control 381 
plans. Such inspections shall be performed at a time agreed upon with the landowner. 382 

Table 1. Stormwater Infrastructure Design Criteria 383 

Design Criteria Description 

Water Quality Volume 
(WQV) 

WQV = (P)(Rv)(A) 
P = 1 inch of rainfall 
Rv = unitless runoff coefficient, Rv = 0.05 + 0.9(l) 
I = percent impervious cover draining to the structure converted to decimal form 
A = total site area draining to the structure 
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Water Quality Flow 
(WQF) 

WQF = (qu)(WQV) 
WQV = water quality volume calculated as noted above 
qu = unit peak discharge from TR-55 exhibits 4-II and 4-III 

 
Variables needed for exhibits 4-II and 4-III: 

Ia = the initial abstraction = 0.2S 
S = potential maximum retention in inches = (1000/CN) - 10 
CN = water quality depth curve number 
      = 1000/(10+5P+10Q-10[Q2+1.25(Q)(P)]0.5) 
P = 1 inch of rainfall 
Q = the water quality depth in inches = WQV/A 
A = total area draining to the design structure 

Groundwater 
Recharge Volume 
(GRV) 

GRV = (Al)(Rd) 
Al = the total area of effective impervious surfaces that will exist on the site after 
development 
Rd = the groundwater recharge depth based on the USDA/NRCS hydrologic soil group, 
as follows: 

Hydrologic Group Rd (inches) 
A 0.40 
B 0.25 
C 0.10 
D 0.00 

Channel Protection 
Volume (CPV) 

If the 2-year, 24-hour post-development storm volume does not increase due to 
development then: control the 2-year, 24-hour post-development peak flow rate to the 
2-year, 24-hour predevelopment level. 
If the 2-year, 24-hour post-development storm volume does increase due to development 
then: control the 2-year, 24-hour post-development peak flow rate to ½ of the 2-year, 24-
hour pre-development level or to the 1-year, 24-hour pre-development level. 

Peak Control 
Post-development peak discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development peak discharge 
rates for the 10-year and 50-year, 24-hour storms 

EIC and UDC 
%EIC = area of effective impervious cover/total drainage areas within a project area x 100 
%UDC = area of undisturbed cover/total drainage area within a project area x 100 

 384 

 385 
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SECTION 6.05 STORMWATER MANAGEMENT STANDARDS 1 

A. Purpose, Goals and Definitions 2 
1. The purpose of post construction stormwater management standards is to provide 3 

reasonable guidance for the regulation of stormwater runoff to protect local natural 4 
resources from degradation and prevent adverse impacts to adjacent and downstream land, 5 
property, facilities, and infrastructure. These standards regulate discharges from 6 
stormwater and runoff from land development projects and other construction activities to 7 
control and minimize increases in stormwater runoff rates and volumes, soil erosion, stream 8 
channel erosion, and nonpoint source pollution associated with stormwater runoff.  9 

2. The goal of these standards is to establish minimum stormwater management requirements 10 
and controls to protect and safeguard the general health, safety, and welfare of the public in 11 
the Town of Raymond. This regulation seeks to meet that goal through the following 12 
objectives:  13 

a. Minimize increases in stormwater runoff from any development to reduce 14 
flooding, siltation and streambank erosion and maintain the integrity of stream 15 
channels. 16 

b. Minimize increases in nonpoint source pollution caused by stormwater runoff 17 
from development which would otherwise degrade local water quality. 18 

c. Minimize the total volume of surface water runoff which flows from any specific 19 
site during and following development to not exceed the pre-development 20 
hydrologic condition to the maximum extent practicable as allowable by site 21 
conditions.  22 

d. Reduce stormwater runoff rates and volumes, soil erosion and nonpoint source 23 
pollution, wherever possible, through stormwater management controls and to 24 
ensure that these management controls are properly maintained and pose no 25 
threat to public safety or cause excessive municipal expenditures. 26 

e. Protect the quality of groundwater resources, surface water bodies and wetlands. 27 
B. Minimum Thresholds for Applicability 28 

1. The post-construction stormwater management standards apply to any development or 29 
redevelopment project which are subject to Site Plan Review and disturbs more than 10,000 30 
square feet or disturbs more than 2,500 square feet within 100 feet of a surface water body. 31 

2. For sites that disturb less than 10,000 square feet, the Planning Board may grant an 32 
exemption if the amount of the total site impervious cover created does not exceed 5,000 33 
square feet. However, when an exemption is granted by the Planning Board, the following 34 
standards will still be applied to these projects as conditions of approval. 35 

a. All runoff from new impervious surfaces and structures shall be directed to a 36 
subsurface filtration and/or infiltration device or properly discharged to a 37 
naturally occurring or fully replanted and vegetated area with slopes of 15 percent 38 
or less and with adequate controls to prevent soil erosion and concentrated flow. 39 

b. Impervious surfaces for parking areas and roads shall be minimized to the extent 40 
possible (including minimum parking requirements for proposed uses). 41 

c. All runoff generated from new impervious surfaces shall be retained on the 42 
development site and property. 43 
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d. Determination of compliance with standards (a.-c. above) will be made by the 44 
Planning Board on a case-by-case basis as site conditions and constraints will 45 
differ greatly between various development proposals. 46 

3. The following activities are considered exempt from preparing and submitting a stormwater 47 
management plan: 48 

a. Agricultural and forestry practices located outside wetlands and surface water 49 
setbacks and/or buffers. 50 

b. Resurfacing and routine maintenance of existing roads and parking lots. 51 
c. Exterior and interior alterations and maintenance to existing buildings and 52 

structures. 53 
C. Stormwater Management for New Development 54 

1. All proposed stormwater management practices and treatment systems shall meet the 55 
following performance standards: 56 

a. Stormwater management and erosion and sediment control practices shall be 57 
located outside any specified buffer zones unless otherwise approved by the 58 
Planning Board. Alternatives to stream and wetland crossings that eliminate or 59 
minimize environmental impacts shall be considered whenever possible. 60 

b. Low Impact Development (LID) site planning and design strategies are encouraged 61 
to be used to the maximum extent practicable (MEP) to reduce stormwater runoff 62 
volumes, protect water quality, and maintain predevelopment site hydrology. LID 63 
techniques have the goals of protecting water quality, maintaining 64 
predevelopment site hydrology. LID techniques that preserve existing vegetation, 65 
reduce the development footprint, minimize, or disconnect impervious area, and 66 
use enhanced stormwater best management practices (BMP’s) (such as rain 67 
gardens, bio retention systems, tree box filters, and similar stormwater 68 
management landscaping techniques) shall be incorporated into landscaped 69 
areas. Capture and reuse of stormwater is strongly encouraged. The applicant 70 
must document in writing why LID strategies are not appropriate when not used 71 
to manage stormwater. 72 

c. All stormwater treatment areas shall be planted with native plantings appropriate 73 
for the site conditions: trees, grasses, shrubs and/or other native plants in 74 
sufficient numbers and density to prevent soil erosion and to achieve the water 75 
quality treatment requirements of this section. 76 

d. All stormwater installations and areas that receive rainfall runoff must be 77 
designed to drain within a maximum of 72 hours for vector control. 78 

e. Salt storage areas shall be fully covered with permanent or semi-permanent 79 
measures and loading/offloading areas shall be located and designed to not drain 80 
directly to receiving waters and maintained with good housekeeping measures in 81 
accordance with NH DES published guidance. Runoff from snow and salt storage 82 
areas shall enter treatment areas as specified above before being discharged to 83 
receiving waters or allowed to infiltrate into the groundwater. See NHDES 84 
published guidance fact sheets on road salt and water quality, and snow disposal 85 
at http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/pip/factsheets/wmb/index.htm 86 

http://des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/pip/factsheets/wmb/index.htm
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f. Surface runoff shall be directed into appropriate stormwater control measures 87 
designed for treatment and/or filtration to the MEP and/or captured and reused 88 
onsite. 89 

g. All newly generated stormwater from new development shall be treated on the 90 
development site. Runoff shall not be discharged from the development site to 91 
municipal drainage systems or privately owned drainage systems (whether 92 
enclosed or open drainage) or to surface water bodies and wetlands in rates 93 
greater than discharged under existing conditions (developed condition or 94 
undeveloped condition). A development plan shall include provisions to retain 95 
natural predevelopment watershed areas on the site by using the natural flow 96 
patterns. 97 

h. Runoff from impervious surfaces shall be treated to achieve at least 80% removal 98 
of Total Suspended Solids and at least 60% removal of both total nitrogen and 99 
total phosphorus using appropriate treatment measures, as specified in the NH 100 
Stormwater Manual. Volumes 1 and 2, December 2008, as amended (refer to 101 
Volume 2, page 6, Table 2.1 Summary of Design Criteria, Water Quality Volume for 102 
treatment criteria) or other equivalent means. Where practical, the use of natural, 103 
vegetated filtration and/or infiltration practices or subsurface gravel wetlands for 104 
water quality treatment is preferred given its relatively high nitrogen removal 105 
efficiency. All new impervious area draining to surface waters impaired by 106 
nitrogen, phosphorus or nutrients shall be treated with stormwater BMP’s 107 
designed to optimize pollutant removal efficiencies based on design standards 108 
and performance data published by the UNH Stormwater Center and/or included 109 
in the latest version of the NH Stormwater Manual. Note: The Anti-Degradation 110 
provisions of the State Water Quality Standards require that runoff from new 111 
development shall not contribute additional pollutant loads to existing water body 112 
impairments. 113 

i. Measures shall be taken to control the post-development peak rate runoff so that 114 
it does not exceed pre-development runoff. Drainage analyses shall include 115 
calculations comparing pre- and post-development stormwater runoff rates (cubic 116 
feet/second) and volumes (cubic feet) for the 1-inch rainstorm and the 2-year, 10-117 
year, 25-year, and 50-year 24-hour storm events. Similar measures shall be taken 118 
to control the post-development runoff volume to infiltrate the groundwater 119 
recharge volume GRV according to the following ratios of Hydrologic Soil Group 120 
(HSG) type versus infiltration rate multiplier: HSG-A: 0.4; HSG-B: 0.25; HSG-C: 0.1; 121 
HSG-D: 0.00. For sites where infiltration is limited or not practicable, the applicant 122 
must demonstrate that the project will not create or contribute to water quality 123 
impairment. Infiltration structures shall be in locations with the highest 124 
permeability on the site. 125 

j. The design of the stormwater drainage systems shall provide for the disposal of 126 
stormwater without flooding or functional impairment to streets, adjacent 127 
properties, downstream properties, soils, or vegetation. 128 
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k. The design of the stormwater management systems shall account for upstream 129 
and upgradient runoff that flows onto, over, or through the site to be developed 130 
or re-developed, and provide for this contribution of runoff. 131 

l. Whenever practicable, native site vegetation shall be retained, protected, or 132 
supplemented. Any stripping of vegetation shall be done in a manner that 133 
minimizes soil erosion. development impervious surfaces, buildings and 134 
structures; surface water bodies and wetlands; drainage patterns, sub-catchment 135 
and watershed boundaries; building setbacks and buffers, locations of various 136 
hydrologic group soil types, mature vegetation, land topographic contours with 137 
minimum 2-foot intervals and spot grades where necessary for sites that are flat. 138 

2. Submission Requirements for Stormwater Management Report and Plans 139 
a. The SMP shall include a narrative description and a Proposed Conditions Site Plan 140 

showing all post-development proposed impervious surfaces, buildings and 141 
structures; temporary and permanent stormwater management elements and 142 
BMP, including BMP GIS coordinates and GIS files; important hydrologic features 143 
created or preserved the site; drainage patterns, sub-catchment and watershed 144 
boundaries; building setbacks and buffers; proposed tree clearing and topographic 145 
contours with minimum 2-foot intervals. The plans shall provide calculations and 146 
identification of the total area of disturbance proposed on the site (and off site if 147 
applicable) and total area of new impervious surface created. A summary of the 148 
drainage analysis showing a comparison of the estimated peak flow and volumes 149 
for various design storms (see Table 1. Stormwater Infrastructure Design Criteria) 150 
at each of the outlet locations shall be included. 151 

b. The SMP shall describe the general approach and strategies implemented, and the 152 
facts relied upon, to meet the goals of Section 1.15-3. A and C.: The SMP shall 153 
include design plans and/or graphical sketch(es) of all proposed above ground LID 154 
practices. 155 

c. The SMP shall include calculations of the change in impervious area, pollution 156 
loading and removal volumes for each best management practice, and GIS files 157 
containing the coordinates of all stormwater infrastructure elements (e.g. catch 158 
basins, swales, detention/bioretention areas, piping). 159 

d. The SMP shall include a description and a proposed Site Plan showing proposed 160 
erosion and sediment control measures, limits of disturbance, temporary and 161 
permanent soil stabilization measures in accordance with the NHDES Stormwater 162 
Manual Volume 3 (most recent version) as well as a construction site inspection 163 
plan including phased installation of best management practices and final 164 
inspection upon completion of construction. 165 

e. The SMP shall include a long-term stormwater management BMP inspection and 166 
maintenance plan (see Section 1.15-2.E) that describes the responsible parties and 167 
contact information for the qualified individuals who will perform future BMP 168 
inspections.  The inspection frequency, maintenance and reporting protocols shall 169 
be included. 170 
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f. The SMP shall describe and identify locations of any proposed deicing chemical 171 
and/or snow storage areas. SMP will describe how deicing chemical use will be 172 
minimized or used most efficiently. 173 

g. In urbanized areas that are subject to the EPA MS4 Stormwater Permit and will 174 
drain to chloride-impaired waters, any new developments and redevelopment 175 
projects shall submit a description of measures that will be used to minimize salt 176 
usage, and track and report amounts applied using the UNH Technology Transfer 177 
Center online tool (http://www.roadsalt.unh.edu/Salt/) in accordance with 178 
Appendix H of the NH MS4 Permit. 179 

3. General Performance Criteria for Stormwater Management Plans 180 
a. All applications shall apply site design practices to reduce the generation of 181 

stormwater in the post-developed condition, reduce overall impervious surface 182 
coverage, seek opportunities to capture and reuse and minimize and discharge of 183 
stormwater to the municipal stormwater management system.  184 

b. Water quality protection. 185 
i. All stormwater runoff generated from new development or redevelopment 186 

shall not be discharged directly into a jurisdictional wetland or surface water 187 
body without adequate treatment.  188 

ii. All developments shall provide adequate management of stormwater runoff 189 
and prevent discharge of stormwater runoff from creating or contributing to 190 
water quality impairment.  191 

c. Onsite groundwater recharge rates shall be maintained by promoting infiltration 192 
through use of structural and non-structural methods. The annual recharge from 193 
the post development site shall maintain or exceed the annual recharge from pre-194 
development site conditions. Capture and reuse of stormwater runoff is 195 
encouraged in instances where groundwater recharge is limited by site conditions 196 
All stormwater management practices shall be designed to convey stormwater to 197 
allow for maximum groundwater recharge. This shall include, but not be limited 198 
to: 199 
i. Maximizing flow paths from collection points to outflow points. 200 

ii. Use of multiple BMPs. 201 
iii. Retention of and discharge to fully vegetated areas. 202 
iv. Maximizing use of infiltration practices. 203 
v. Stormwater System Design Performance Standards. 204 

d. Stormwater system design, performance standards and protection criteria shall be 205 
provided as prescribed in Table 1 below. Calculations shall include sizing of all 206 
structures and best management practices, including sizing of emergency 207 
overflow structures based on assessment of the 100-year 24-hour frequency 208 
storm discharge rate. 209 

e. The sizing and design of stormwater management practices shall utilize new 210 
precipitation data from the Northeast Region Climate Center (NRCC) or the most 211 
recent precipitation atlas published by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 212 
Administration (NOAA) for the sizing and design of all stormwater management 213 
practices. See the NRCC website at http://precip.eas.cornell.edu/. 214 
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f. All stormwater management practices involving bioretention and vegetative cover 215 
as a key functional component must have a landscaping plan detailing both the 216 
type and quantities of plants and vegetation to be in used in the practice and how 217 
and who will manage and maintain this vegetation. The use of native plantings 218 
appropriate for site conditions is strongly encouraged for these types of 219 
stormwater treatment areas. The landscaping plan must be prepared by a 220 
registered landscape architect, soil conservation district office, or another 221 
qualified professional. 222 

4. Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan. Any existing or otherwise 223 
permitted use or activity having regulated substances in amounts greater than five gallons, 224 
shall submit to the local official such as Fire Chief or Emergency Response Official a SPCC 225 
plan for review and approval. The Plan will include the following elements: 226 

a. Disclosure statements describing the types, quantities, and storage locations of all 227 
regulated substances that will be part of the proposed use or activity. 228 

b. Owner and spill response manager’s contact information. 229 
c. Location of all surface waters and drainage patterns.  230 
d. A narrative describing the spill prevention practices to be employed when 231 

normally using regulated substances.  232 
e. Containment controls, both structural and non-structural.  233 
f. Spill reporting procedures, including a list of municipal personnel or agencies that 234 

will be contacted to assist in containing the spill, and the amount of a spill 235 
requiring outside assistance and response. 236 

g. Name of a contractor available to assist in spill response, contaminant, and 237 
cleanup.  238 

h. The list of available clean-up equipment with instructions available for use on-site 239 
and the names of employees with adequate training to implement containment 240 
and clean up response. 241 

D. Stormwater Management for Redevelopment 242 
1. Redevelopment (as applicable to this stormwater regulation) means: 243 

a. Any construction, alteration, or improvement that disturbs existing impervious 244 
area (including demolition and removal of road/parking lot materials down to the 245 
erodible subbase) or expands existing impervious cover by any amount, where the 246 
existing land use is commercial, industrial, institutional, governmental, 247 
recreational, or multifamily residential. 248 

b. Any redevelopment activity that results in improvements with no increase in 249 
impervious area shall be considered redevelopment activity under this regulation 250 
if capital cost of improvements is greater than 30% of the assessed property 251 
value.  252 

c. Any new impervious area over portions of a site that are currently pervious. 253 
2. The following activities are not considered redevelopment unless they meet the above 254 

criteria in section D.1.b.: 255 
a. Interior and exterior building renovation.  256 
b. Resurfacing of an existing paved surface (e.g. parking lot, walkway or roadway). 257 
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c. Pavement excavation and patching that is incidental to the primary project 258 
purpose, such as replacement of a collapsed storm drain. 259 

d. Landscaping installation and maintenance. 260 
3. Redevelopment applications shall comply with the requirements of Sections C.2 Submission 261 

Requirements for Stormwater Management Report and Plans, C.3 General Performance 262 
Criteria for Stormwater Management Plans, and C.4 Spill Prevention, Control and 263 
Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan. 264 

4. For sites meeting the definition of a redevelopment project and having less than 60% 265 
existing impervious surface coverage, the stormwater management requirements will be 266 
the same as other new development projects. The applicant must satisfactorily demonstrate 267 
that impervious area is minimized, and LID practices have been implemented on-site to the 268 
MEP. 269 

5. For sites meeting the definition of a redevelopment project and having more than 60% 270 
existing impervious surface area, stormwater shall be managed for water quality in 271 
accordance with one or more of the following techniques, listed in order of preference: 272 

a. Implement measures onsite that result in disconnection or treatment of 100% of 273 
the additional proposed impervious surface area and at least 30% of the existing 274 
impervious area and pavement areas, preferably using filtration and/or infiltration 275 
practices. 276 

b. If resulting in greater overall water quality improvement on the site, implement 277 
LID practices to the MEP to provide treatment of runoff generated from at least 278 
60% of the entire developed site area.  279 

6. Runoff from impervious surfaces shall be treated to achieve at least 80% removal of Total 280 
Suspended Solids and at least 60% removal of both total nitrogen and total phosphorus 281 
using appropriate treatment measures, as specified in the NH Stormwater Manual. Volumes 282 
1 and 2, December 2008, as amended (refer to Volume 2, page 6, Table 2.1 Summary of 283 
Design Criteria, Water Quality Volume for treatment criteria) or other equivalent means. 284 
Where practical, the use of natural, vegetated filtration and/or infiltration practices or 285 
subsurface gravel wetlands for water quality treatment is preferred given its relatively high 286 
nitrogen removal efficiency. All new impervious area draining to surface waters impaired by 287 
nitrogen, phosphorus or nutrients shall be treated with stormwater BMP’s designed to 288 
optimize pollutant removal efficiencies based on design standards and performance data 289 
published by the UNH Stormwater Center and/or included in the latest version of the NH 290 
Stormwater Manual. Note: The Anti-Degradation provisions of the State Water Quality 291 
Standards require that runoff from development shall not contribute additional pollutant 292 
loads to existing water body impairments. 293 

7. All newly generated stormwater from redevelopment shall be treated on the development 294 
site. Runoff shall not be discharged from a redevelopment site to municipal drainage 295 
systems or privately owned drainage systems (whether enclosed or open drainage) or to 296 
surface water bodies and wetlands in rates greater than discharged under existing 297 
conditions (developed condition or undeveloped condition). 298 

8. Off – site mitigation allowance:  In cases where the applicant demonstrates, to the 299 
satisfaction of the Planning Board, that on-site treatment has been implemented to the MEP 300 
or is not feasible, off-site mitigation will be an acceptable alternative if implemented within 301 
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the same subwatershed, within the project’s drainage area or within the drainage area of 302 
the receiving water body. To comply with local watershed objectives the mitigation site 303 
would be preferably situated in the same subwatershed as the development and 304 
impact/benefit the same receiving water. Off-site mitigation shall only be approved by the 305 
Planning Board with the following conditions:  306 

a. The Conservation Commission has been given the opportunity to advise the 307 
Planning Board regarding the proposed off-site mitigation. 308 

b. The off-site mitigation shall be equivalent to no less than the total area of 309 
impervious cover NOT treated on-site. Treatment of the impervious area shall 310 
comply with all standards of this regulation. 311 

c. An approved off-site location must be identified, the specific management 312 
measures identified, and if not owned by the applicant, with a written agreement 313 
with the property owner(s) and an implementation schedule developed in 314 
accordance with planning board review. The applicant must also demonstrate that 315 
there is no downstream drainage or flooding impacts that would result from not 316 
providing on-site management for large storm events.  317 

E. Stormwater Management Plan and Site Inspections 318 
1. The applicant shall provide that all stormwater management and treatment practices have 319 

an enforceable operations and maintenance plan and agreement to ensure the system 320 
functions as designed. This agreement will include all maintenance easements required to 321 
access and inspect the stormwater treatment practices, and to perform routine 322 
maintenance as necessary to ensure proper functioning of the stormwater system. The 323 
operations and maintenance plan shall specify the parties responsible for the proper 324 
maintenance of all stormwater treatment practices. The operations and maintenance shall 325 
be provided to the Planning Board as part of the application prior to issuance of any local 326 
permits for land disturbance and construction activities. 327 

2. The applicant shall provide legally binding documents for filing with the Registry of Deeds 328 
which demonstrate that the obligation for maintenance of stormwater best management 329 
practices and infrastructure runs with the land and that the Town has legal access to inspect 330 
the property to ensure their proper function or maintain onsite stormwater infrastructure 331 
when necessary to address emergency situations or conditions. 332 

3. The property owner shall bear responsibility for the installation, construction, inspection, 333 
and maintenance of all stormwater management and erosion control measures required by 334 
the provisions of these regulations and as approved by the Planning Board, including 335 
emergency repairs completed by the Town. 336 

F. Stormwater Management Plan Recordation 337 
1. Stormwater management and sediment and erosion control plans shall be incorporated as 338 

part of any approved site plan. A Notice of Decision acknowledging the Planning Board 339 
approval of these plans shall be recorded at the Registry of Deeds. The Notice of Decision 340 
shall be referenced to the property deed (title/book/page number) and apply to all persons 341 
that may acquire any property subject to the approved stormwater management and 342 
sediment control plans. The Notice of Decision shall reference the requirements for 343 
maintenance pursuant to the stormwater management and erosion and sediment control 344 
plans as approved by the Planning Board. 345 
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2. The applicant shall submit as-built drawings of the constructed stormwater management 346 
system following construction.  347 

G. Inspection and Maintenance Responsibility 348 
1. Select Board or their designated agent shall have site access to complete inspections to 349 

ensure compliance with the approved stormwater management and sediment and erosion 350 
control plans. Such inspections shall be performed at a time agreed upon with the 351 
landowner. 352 

a. If permission to inspect is denied by the landowner, municipal staff or their 353 
designated agent shall secure an administrative inspection warrant from the 354 
district or superior court under RSA 595-B Administrative Inspection Warrants. 355 
Expenses associated with inspections shall be the responsibility of the 356 
applicant/property owner. 357 

b. If violations or non-compliance with a condition(s) of approval are found on the 358 
site during routine inspections, the inspector shall provide a report to the Planning 359 
Board documenting these violations or non-compliance including recommend 360 
corrective actions. The Planning Board shall notify the property owner in writing 361 
of these violations or non-compliance and corrective actions necessary to bring 362 
the property into full compliance. The Planning Board, at their discretion, may 363 
recommend to the Select Board to issue a stop work order if corrective actions are 364 
not completed within 10 days. 365 

c. If corrective actions are not completed within a period of 30 days from the 366 
Planning Board or Board notification, the Planning Board may exercise their 367 
jurisdiction under RSA 676:4-a Revocation of Recorded Approval. 368 

2. The applicant shall bear final responsibility for the installation, construction, inspection, and 369 
disposition of all stormwater management and erosion control measures required by the 370 
Planning Board. Site development shall not begin before the Stormwater Management Plan 371 
receives written approval by the Planning Board. 372 

3. In the event a property owner refuses to repair infrastructure that is damaged or is not 373 
functioning properly, the Town retains the right but not the obligation and accepts no 374 
responsibility, to repair or maintain stormwater infrastructure if a property is abandoned or 375 
becomes vacant. 376 

4. Landowners shall be responsible for submitting a report to the Planning Department or 377 
designated agent by September 1 every two years, with the first report due within two years 378 
of the receipt of an Occupancy Permit. The report shall be signed and stamped by a qualified 379 
professional engineer of the landowner’s choice that all stormwater management and 380 
erosion control measures are functioning per the approved stormwater management plan. 381 
The report shall note if any stormwater infrastructure has needed any repairs other than 382 
routine maintenance and the results of those repairs. If the stormwater infrastructure is not 383 
functioning per the approved stormwater management plan the landowner shall report on 384 
the malfunction in their report and include detail regarding when the infrastructure shall be 385 
repaired and functioning as approved.   386 

5. If no report is filed by September 1 in the year the report is due, the Select Board or their 387 
designated agent shall have site access to complete routine inspections to ensure 388 
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compliance with the approved stormwater management and sediment and erosion control 389 
plans. Such inspections shall be performed at a time agreed upon with the landowner. 390 

Table 1. Stormwater Infrastructure Design Criteria 391 

Design Criteria Description 

Water Quality Volume 
(WQV) 

WQV = (P)(Rv)(A) 
P = 1 inch of rainfall 
Rv = unitless runoff coefficient, Rv = 0.05 + 0.9(l) 
I = percent impervious cover draining to the structure converted to decimal form 
A = total site area draining to the structure 

Water Quality Flow 
(WQF) 

WQF = (qu)(WQV) 
WQV = water quality volume calculated as noted above 
qu = unit peak discharge from TR-55 exhibits 4-II and 4-III 

 
Variables needed for exhibits 4-II and 4-III: 

Ia = the initial abstraction = 0.2S 
S = potential maximum retention in inches = (1000/CN) - 10 
CN = water quality depth curve number 
      = 1000/(10+5P+10Q-10[Q2+1.25(Q)(P)]0.5) 
P = 1 inch of rainfall 
Q = the water quality depth in inches = WQV/A 
A = total area draining to the design structure 

Groundwater 
Recharge Volume 
(GRV) 

GRV = (Al)(Rd) 
Al = the total area of effective impervious surfaces that will exist on the site after 
development 
Rd = the groundwater recharge depth based on the USDA/NRCS hydrologic soil group, 
as follows: 

Hydrologic Group Rd (inches) 
A 0.40 
B 0.25 
C 0.10 
D 0.00 

Channel Protection 
Volume (CPV) 

If the 2-year, 24-hour post-development storm volume does not increase due to 
development then: control the 2-year, 24-hour post-development peak flow rate to the 
2-year, 24-hour predevelopment level. 
If the 2-year, 24-hour post-development storm volume does increase due to development 
then: control the 2-year, 24-hour post-development peak flow rate to ½ of the 2-year, 24-
hour pre-development level or to the 1-year, 24-hour pre-development level. 

Peak Control 
Post-development peak discharge rates shall not exceed pre-development peak discharge 
rates for the 10-year and 50-year, 24-hour storms 

EIC and UDC 
%EIC = area of effective impervious cover/total drainage areas within a project area x 100 
%UDC = area of undisturbed cover/total drainage area within a project area x 100 

 392 
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 Planning Board Minutes 1 
September 15,  2022 2 

7:00 PM 3 
Media Center Raymond High School  4 

 5 
Planning Board Members Present: 6 
Brad Reed (Chairman) 7 
Patricia Bridgeo (Vice- Chairman) 8 
Kevin Woods (Secretary) 9 
Jim McLeod  10 
Gretchen Gott  11 
Scott Campbell (Selectmen ex officio) 12 
Dee Luszcz  13 
 14 
Planning Board Members Absent: 15 
None 16 
 17 
Staff Present: 18 
Madeleine Dilonno -Circuit Rider Planner, RPC 19 
 20 
Pledge of Allegiance 21 
 22 
Mr. Reed  0:36   23 
Welcome to our Planning Board meeting for this evening. I am going to recuse myself 24 
and turn this over to the Vice Chair Tricia for the next two items of business. 25 
 26 
Ms. Bridgeo  0:47   27 
Application number 2021 -019 request for continuance a site plan application is being 28 
submitted by Joseph Coronati of Jones and Beach Engineers Inc. on behalf of I C Reed 29 
and sons. The intent of the application is to show a recently constructed gravel lay down 30 
yard on the subject parcel and associated site improvements. The property is 31 
represented as Raymond tax map 22 lot 15 and located at 3 Gile road 32 
 33 
James McLeod  1:14   34 
Motion: 35 
Mr. McLeod Made a motion that we continue application 2021-019 until October 20, 36 
2022 at 7pm at the Raymond High School Media Center. Ms. Gott seconded the motion. 37 
The motion passed with a vote of 6 in favor, 0 opposed and 0 abstentions. 38 
 39 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:58   40 
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Application number 2022 - 007. An application for lot line adjustment has been 41 
submitted for property located at 129 Harriman Hill road tax map 35-4 and 41 - 4 by Eric 42 
C. Mitchell and Associates Inc. on behalf of Elizabeth Chadwick revision trust and John 43 
Chadwick revision Trust, the intent of the plan is to adjust the lot lines between lots 35 -4 44 
and 41 -4, the adjustment will add 37.2 acres from lot 41 to lot 35 -4. The reason that 45 
this is going to be continued is it was not noticed properly. And do we have a date? 46 
 47 
Ms. Gott  2:41   48 
So, it's actually not continuous?  49 
 50 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:43   51 
It was not continued with we need to reschedule this and so we have to re notice in the 52 
schedule. We don't have a date. The chair, Brad, is coming back. 53 
 54 
Mr. Reed  3:10   55 
Okay, we're going to do something very unusual. Go right into approval of minutes. This 56 
is really strange. Okay. approval of minutes from September 1, 2022. I'm going to 57 
abstain because I was not present. I am not going to recuse myself, but I'm abstaining. 58 
So, you guys watched it, but I'm not going to make comments. 59 
 60 
Ms. Gott  3:51   61 
You don't want to deal with all 70 pages. 62 
 63 
Mrs. Luszcz  3:55   64 
One item. PAGE 19. Line 694. It currently says I think they're too wise to have that 65 
discussion. I said, I think it would be wise to have that discussion.  66 
 67 
James McLeod  4:36   68 
Is that a motion? 69 
 70 
Ms. Bridgeo  4:38   71 
Not yet. We need to go through all of them first.  72 
 73 
Ms. Gott  4:55   74 
Yep. But on page six. Down at the bottom, it's talks when I asked, it's line 219 through 75 
221. I asked how wide it is. And it says, this is 109. So, I believe it was 10 feet nine 76 
inches, was what he was saying. 77 
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 78 
James McLeod  5:36   79 
No, he was saying it was 109 feet for that section of the building. Okay. 80 
 81 
Ms. Gott  5:40   82 
Okay, so. 83 
 84 
James McLeod  5:52   85 
Fair enough. When he motioned it on the map, he was showing from the distance of the 86 
50-foot-wide part of the building from one corner to the other. And he said, this is 109. 87 
 88 
Ms. Gott  6:05   89 
Okay. All right. That's fine. 90 
 91 
James McLeod  6:06   92 
He didn't answer the question directly. 93 
 94 
Ms. Gott  6:09   95 
It didn't make sense. And that's what I was asking. 96 
 97 
James McLeod  6:11   98 
 Because it goes on to say that they're nine and a half feet roughly. 99 
 100 
Ms. Gott  6:16   101 
Yes, I understand that. That was not what I was going to say. This is what I wanted to 102 
make clear for Paul, is this is the line were all the conditions of approval and everything. 103 
And he should have a copy of that part. That's all I was going to say on that one. 104 
Because he's asked for that is a document a condition. So, if you can just cut and copy 105 
that into a doc, that portion?  106 
 107 
Maddie DiIonno  7:21   108 
He has access to that.  109 
 110 
Ms. Gott  7:25   111 
So then, on page 18. And it's Dee, you again, line 636? That sentence doesn't quite 112 
make sense. And I don't know if you want to clarify that. It's a talking about the intent to 113 
cut. Line 636. I don't know all the ins and outs of up intend to cut but I do tend to cut all 114 
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right. Unless if you don't know, 115 
 116 
Mrs. Luszcz  8:00   117 
I just want with content and context. I should say I read that earlier when I was reviewing 118 
the minutes. And again, we weren't getting down to every grammatical error as long as 119 
we could. The gist of what I wanted to say was, it was put on the record, there was an 120 
intent to cut. 121 
 122 
Ms. Gott  8:20   123 
And we just cross off the, but I do intend to cut a few. It's a little confusing. If people 124 
were to read the minutes. That's all I say. It's up to the board. Okay. PAGE 22. Line 783. 125 
This statement is eventually HOAs come to town, and it asked to hit the town except the 126 
roads. It's not except it's accept as an take on. 127 
 128 
James McLeod  8:49   129 
This is the sort of syntax error that wastes the board's time. In my opinion. Anybody that 130 
reads this is not going to care about the perfect grammatical spelling. If this has the 131 
intent of what they said, we should move on to more important things. 132 
 133 
Ms. Gott  9:06   134 
I don't think that's correct, Jim, I think this is an entirely different spelling error. No, it's an 135 
entirely different word. 136 
 137 
Ms. Bridgeo  9:16   138 
Gretchen, please go through the one you have.  139 
 140 
Ms. Gott  9:21   141 
So, you're saying you won't bother with it? Okay. That's clear. I think we're making a 142 
mistake. Unfortunately, I've been to court, and I understand how these things work. And 143 
I'd like that in the minutes, please. On page 34-line 1245. It says something I said Could 144 
I just add to the art, the word is part. It's not art. Again, entirely different word different 145 
meaning. PAGE 42. It's hard to know what this meant. But line 1551 Peter Coronus, 146 
spoke about something there's going to be now major training taking place. I have no 147 
idea what he's talking about, maybe other people do on page 43. Again, this is an 148 
entirely different word than what is written. Line 1575. It says, but if the owners are 149 
irresponsible in my role, it's well, there's a difference between well, and rule gets 150 
trashed. And then two lines down. 1577 are aquifers supplying walls, it's welling different 151 
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word different meaning. Trish, on page 60, line 2196. They're your as you say your 152 
closing public comment. You said but as I said, I do have a water report. And I won't get 153 
this water report to the board. I'm not sure what you mean there. You're not going to 154 
pass out the water report. Is that what you said? It I just didn't understand your 155 
statement. 156 
 157 
Ms. Bridgeo  13:16   158 
Well, for clarification, we asked at the end to get the water report to you and then the 159 
Nottingham we did not get that. So, we can talk about whether or not that's in our 160 
package after. Okay, that's all I have. 161 
 162 
What I will say is I did find some grammatical errors here. But when I went through and 163 
the content except for a word such as Gretchen had pointed out well and such, this to 164 
me was a much clearer way for us to go through our minutes if we can accept the fact 165 
that make the changes such as she pointed out on lines 575 and 577 that we changed it 166 
to well, versus wall a role which does change the entire content of that person's 167 
statement. I don't have anything other than the grammar errors and I'm not going to go 168 
through those, yeah, I have grammar but I'm not going to correct them.  169 
 170 
James McLeod  14:25   171 
Motion: 172 
Mr. McLeod made a motion that we accept the minutes as amended. Mr. Campbell 173 
seconded the motion. The motion passed with a vote of 6 in favor, 0 opposed and 1 174 
abstention. 175 
 176 
Kevin Woods  14:29   177 
Aye. 178 
 179 
Mrs. Luszcz  14:34   180 
Aye. 181 
 182 
Mr. Reed  14:35   183 
Abstain. 184 
 185 
Scott Campbell  14:35   186 
Aye. 187 
 188 
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James McLeod  14:35   189 
Aye. 190 
 191 
Mrs. Luszcz  14:35   192 
Aye. 193 
 194 
Ms. Gott  14:35   195 
Aye. 196 
 197 
Mr. Reed  14:31   198 
Public Comment: 199 
 200 
 We are to that section of our meeting called public comment. If you folks would like to 201 
come forward if you have comments. 202 
 203 
Kathy McDonald  14:55   204 
Kathy McDonald, One Park Place. I don't have any comments about what we've had on 205 
the agenda tonight. But I am concerned about what's going to happen in your work 206 
sessions coming up. And I'm very concerned about water, water withdrawals, the 207 
availability of water, we're having a drought. I see us further into the future have a more 208 
drought? And I'm really concerned about all the development that's planned for the 209 
town. And will we eventually have enough water to support what's coming up? 210 
 211 
Ms. Bridgeo  15:51   212 
What would you like the board to make an announcement? Like, I guess my question to 213 
you is, do you want us to reiterate the dates? What are you at? You want to participate? 214 
You want to be here? What would you like for us to help? 215 
 216 
 217 
Kathy McDonald  16:10   218 
I would probably participate. I would like to see; we do not have anything on the books 219 
right now about water withdrawals. I know the state has water withdrawals, but we do 220 
not have anything in our zoning about, like large water withdrawals. And right now, I 221 
know that Nottingham had fought against a water company coming into their town, 222 
because they have great aquifers, and withdrawing all types of, you know, multi millions 223 
of gallons of water out of the aquifer. We do not have anything in place right now to 224 
protect our town from somebody coming in and doing that exact thing to Raymond and 225 
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we have great water, when we have it. So, I really don't, we don't have anything on the 226 
books. And I would love to see something like that on the books before some other 227 
companies come into town. 228 
 229 
Ms. Bridgeo  17:16   230 
To the public, would we have the public? Would people be able to sit like Kathy and kind 231 
of partake in? Are we going to set it up? That it'd be a formal session with us? And then 232 
the public if they're hearing and want to come in the public? 233 
 234 
Mr. Reed  17:31   235 
I guess the answer to that would be, depends on how big the public, we'd always want 236 
their input. But depending on how many people whether we could have an active 237 
through the whole discussion thing would depend totally on how many people are here. 238 
 239 
Kathy McDonald  17:44   240 
And I can send you something ahead of time too. If you want. And I like to watch the 241 
meetings if I can't get here. I watch them on RCTV.  242 
 243 
Mrs. Luszcz  18:00   244 
Just for the record, though, when we do have a work session, it's posted with the 245 
agenda and supporting documents just like any other meeting. 246 
 247 
Maddie DiIonno  18:15   248 
Moving forward. I've asked Chris did put zoning amendments just as a standing item for 249 
the next few months on our agenda. It's just because it's that time of year, and we'll be 250 
discussing it. 251 
 252 
Mr. Reed  18:26   253 
And I know I had several requests for items from the board, but I do want to make sure 254 
that I protect the groundwater time that Maddie asked for. So, I'd like to do that first. And 255 
then depending on how much time this takes. But we wait, these are things we need to 256 
get done. So, I'm going to ask Maddie to pick that up. 257 
 258 
Maddie DiIonno  19:14   259 
So, in your packets from last week, you all got a hard copy of this proposed groundwater 260 
conservation overlay district amendments and has like a lot of green and red riding on it. 261 
So, as I mentioned at our last meeting, we did this work as part of a grant that we 262 
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received the RPC received through DES. Last year, I brought it before the planning 263 
board. The planning board wrote a letter of support for us to apply to this grant to make 264 
some minor amendments to the groundwater conservation overlay district. So that's the 265 
background for this. So that's what we did. So, I went through this your existing 266 
groundwater conservation overlay district zoning ordinance. And what I did was I shifted 267 
some things around, I added some language, just to tighten some areas up and make it 268 
more aligned with the state model groundwater ordinance. So, I'll walk through each of 269 
the changes that I made, and then we can all discuss it if that works. So, the first change 270 
is, on line five, it's section 5.2.1  Authority. I added in the sentence, the provisions of the 271 
groundwater conservation overlay district shall be administered by the planning board. I 272 
know the board already sort of does this. But you know, if the planning board wishes to 273 
administer the entire groundwater conservation overlay district, this is just a clarity item, 274 
because right now, the way this is written, the planning board is responsible for issuing 275 
conditional use permits, and amending the district boundaries, if there's a dispute. So, 276 
anyone seeking relief from any other part of the ordinance would need to go through the 277 
ZBA. So, I added that in for clarity. The next biggest changes right under that 5.2.3. So, 278 
we have updated the groundwater conservation overlay district boundaries. And I 279 
passed out a couple of maps. I'm going to reference those in a second. But what we did 280 
was we just tightened up this section for how the Wellhead Protection Areas and the 281 
public water systems are defined according to New Hampshire DES. This is clarifying 282 
language for the ordinance that includes all aquifer recharge areas, and all public water 283 
systems as defined by the state. This allows for protection of current and future public 284 
water systems without needing to the way it's currently written, amend your map every 285 
single time, if that makes sense. So, if there's an update on the states and to any district 286 
boundaries for Wellhead Protection Areas, it would cover that in your zoning ordinance. 287 
This does increase the total groundwater conservation overlay district so I'm looking at 288 
this pink map here. So, this came out of a study that the RPC did in 2019. And what it's 289 
showing is everything in the dark pink is what Raymond's groundwater overlay district is 290 
when you see some of those hatched pink areas that are kind of clear. This is the state's 291 
Wellhead Protection area, their delineated Wellhead Protection area. So, you can see it 292 
mostly overlaps with what Raymond is already covering. But there are a couple areas 293 
here surrounding some of the wells that aren't currently protected the way your zoning 294 
ordinance is currently written. So, by amending this section, here, we are increasing the 295 
groundwater overlay district, but just to include those hatched pink areas. Does that 296 
make sense? 297 
 298 
Mrs. Luszcz  23:56   299 
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I don't remember the year, but there was a warrant article about increasing. I don't have 300 
it in front of me. How far away you know, people's property would have been affected, 301 
like went to like 100 feet or something like that. Is this addressing this again? 302 
 303 
Mr. Reed  24:15   304 
That was wetland protection. 305 
 306 
Maddie DiIonno  24:22   307 
This is the wellhead protection area. 308 
 309 
Mr. Reed  24:24   310 
And that's already under state protection. Right? 311 
 312 
Maddie DiIonno  24:27   313 
 Well, no, the state doesn't require. They don't have any requirements on protection of 314 
these areas. This is just their delineation of Wellhead Protection Areas in Raymond. 315 
 316 
Ms. Bridgeo  25:34   317 
If this town wanted to go put a development on that right, there on the edge? And then 318 
would they have to notify us because of that regional impact? So, they would know that? 319 
 320 
Maddie DiIonno  25:46   321 
I don't know if it'd be a development or regional impact, per se, but they would be 322 
required to notify the town.  323 
 324 
Ms. Gott  25:57   325 
So how would they know that was within the Wellhead Protection area?  326 
 327 
Maddie DiIonno  26:04   328 
Yeah, they would need to look at some maps, usually when developments are proposed 329 
that are close to the boundary line anyway, especially if roads are involved, they have to 330 
notify the towns anyway. 331 
 332 
James McLeod  26:17   333 
So, I think probably everybody is in favor of increasing the amount of area that's 334 
protected. But there's a tremendous amount of verbiage here to get that done.  335 
 336 
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Maddie DiIonno  26:33   337 
Yep, this is just referencing all of the current data on the wellhead, the state's Wellhead 338 
Protection Areas, and there, the aquifer boundaries. These are just the relevant 339 
references to that. And instead of relying on the town's map, which I don't know, when 340 
that was produced, this is just so in case anything changes in the state. It's already 341 
covered in the zoning ordinance by putting this verbiage in here. So, does anyone have 342 
any more questions on that? That's probably the biggest change because we're actually 343 
increasing the total coverage for the groundwater overlay district. 344 
 345 
Mrs. Luszcz  27:20   346 
So, this would just be more restrictive of people owning that property. But there's 347 
precautions in this, if someone had to use their land and wouldn't let them obviously put 348 
a gas station on top of that. But yeah, reasonable use of land would still be good in all 349 
the uses. 350 
 351 
Maddie DiIonno  27:44   352 
Absolutely, I would just fall under the you would have to still follow the performance 353 
standards in the groundwater overlay district. Okay, the next section 5.2.4. This is line 354 
45. I don't Raymond didn't have a section about the appeal process where the bounds 355 
of the identified aquifer groundwater overlay district are in dispute. So, I added this 356 
language in here outlining that process. 357 
 358 
Ms. Bridgeo  28:19   359 
So, I need to look, and we don't have to discuss it tonight. But right now, we have some 360 
and I was trying to pull up on the phone. And maybe Scott knows some of this. I don't 361 
know. We have some overlapping areas where the board of selectmen have the ability 362 
for protection in town, they currently have some of that. So, if we put this as saying just 363 
the planning board, and again with the  line 5.2.1 does that provision and that verbiage, 364 
then remove any, or even put into a little bit of gray area, then if the board of selectmen 365 
and again, I, I'm sorry Scott, I'm not trying to throw you. I had some things on my phone. 366 
I don't know. I have to go hunting around. But I guess can we put that out there to look 367 
into? Would that actually cause any conflict? Because we put in the verbiage, but we 368 
remove the Select Board's authority. 369 
 370 
Maddie DiIonno  29:26   371 
Is there a section here that gives the Select Board authority over this? 372 
 373 
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Ms. Bridgeo  29:35   374 
Yeah, but they haven't enforced over water, roads, like they have and I'm hoping at 375 
some point I don't hear any chime. Can we? But I just turned it down to just say that we 376 
really should make sure before we say appeals are only under the Planning Board 377 
versus if there's currently right now an area that there's an overlap, that we do not put 378 
that in a jurisdictional quagmire. Make it that we can make sure that we have a 379 
delineation of duties. 380 
 381 
Scott Campbell  30:17   382 
Under municipality law, I think it is where I found it there. It just basically says that if 383 
something's not being done correctly, the board of selectmen are to contact the town 384 
manager to have the code enforcement enforce the rules and regulations that are not 385 
being done correctly. 386 
 387 
Ms. Bridgeo  30:44   388 
But I thought your purview was like noise, water, pollution, like you had a specific like, 389 
you can't come over to say site, like the board of selectmen don't have any say over like 390 
site plans, for instance, you had a very there's a very specific  391 
 392 
Scott Campbell  30:58   393 
Basically, if there is a written rule or ordinance or, you know, that's being broken. And 394 
like, we were told that the planning wouldn't enforce their own. What do you call it? A 395 
condition? Yes, 396 
 397 
Mr. Reed  31:14   398 
But the board of selectmen can. They have the authority to enforce. 399 
 400 
Ms. Bridgeo  31:18   401 
I guess, can we just make sure that any language doesn't put an appeal and a problem 402 
if yeah, boards have a problem jurisdictionally. 403 
 404 
Maddie DiIonno  31:30   405 
Talking about like appealing a decision that's in different processes, just if someone 406 
does not agree with the boundaries or you know where their property is, they don't 407 
agree that they're in the groundwater conservation overlay district they can, they can 408 
write an appeal to the planning board about the application detailing what they believe, 409 
and the planning board will have to review that just as to settle where the actual 410 
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boundaries are. It's not appealing any sort of decision of the application, it wouldn't take 411 
any board approved mechanism for enforcement away, but I can certainly check on it. 412 
 413 
Ms. Gott  32:02   414 
And if the person does not get satisfaction upon appeal to the planning board, then what 415 
happens? 416 
 417 
Maddie DiIonno  32:09   418 
Well, it says here. Upon receipt of such appeal, the Planning Board shall suspend 419 
further action on development plans related to the area under appeal and shall engage 420 
at the landowners expense a qualified hydrogeologist to prepare a report determining 421 
the proper location and extent of the aquifer and recharge area relative to the property in 422 
question. 423 
 424 
Scott Campbell  32:29   425 
So, the financial burden falls upon them.  426 
 427 
Mr. Reed  32:35   428 
And I mean, we'll get it clarified, Trish, but we administer all the site plan regs and all 429 
that stuff. That's what we do we administer; they still have the enforcement. We don't do 430 
enforcement, they do.  431 
 432 
Ms. Gott  32:49   433 
But I'm a little confused, then. Because this specifically says that we have the right to 434 
suspend further action any further action is part of the development. So that, to me, I 435 
think this means that the development has been approved their conditions of approval, 436 
because it's a development plan. 437 
 438 
Maddie DiIonno  33:31   439 
This would be during the Board site plan review process, just as you can stop an 440 
application  and say I need more information. We'd like to engage, you know, our own 441 
town engineer or a hydrogeologist or what have you. 442 
 443 
Ms. Gott  33:44   444 
But once it becomes an approved site plan, that's what you're speaking about.  445 
 446 
Maddie DiIonno  33:48   447 
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Yeah, that's a whole other discussion. 448 
 449 
James McLeod  34:13   450 
Okay. Regarding this appeals I've got a little bit of an issue because it's delineating the 451 
edge of the aquifer. Part of what's crossed off here in red above this is this letter from 452 
geoscience from 2009. And they were doing an aquifer boundary investigation. 453 
 454 
Maddie DiIonno  34:46   455 
Can you remind me what you're referring to? 456 
 457 
James McLeod  34:51   458 
This is on our website. It's one of the I believe it's the 2009 Groundwater Protection 459 
Plan. And this is a subsection of that. And what they say in here under aquifer definition; 460 
an aquifer is generally defined as a soil that has sufficient permeability and water to 461 
readily yield a sustainable water supply. Permeable soils that are present in thin layers 462 
and are hydraulically connected to larger deposits may not fit the definition of an aquifer 463 
due to the small, saturated thickness, but can serve as a conduit to transmit pollutants to 464 
thicker, more saturated portions of the deposit. It goes on to talk more about how difficult 465 
it is to actually determine where that boundary is. This language leaves it seems like 466 
there's some mitigating language in the way that this is written to where somebody could 467 
just hire somebody to go drill a few holes and come and give a report and then we're 468 
changing our aquifer lines based on that. I think that's  premature to do that without a 469 
little more in depth thought. 470 
 471 
Kevin Woods  36:20   472 
Just the point they don't hire them, we do 473 
 474 
James McLeod  36:23   475 
 I understand, so at the landowners expense a qualified hydrologist, but you'd also have 476 
to define what qualified means. That's what I mean about some of the language is 477 
vague or mitigating. So, I think that it needs more thought. 478 
 479 
Scott Campbell  36:43   480 
So, by taking out that report in 2009 it almost alleviates what you're talking about how 481 
they said it could wick into the main water supply. 482 
 483 
James McLeod  36:51   484 
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That's what my fear is because we're taking out, you know, probably hundreds, maybe 485 
1000s of hours’ worth of work with a pen, and we're just scratching it off. And we're 486 
saying, well, you're going to get a bigger, wider protection here. And people want that. 487 
But I think that this is too much, right now. People are very concerned about our water, 488 
making big changes like this is frankly, it's making me a little nervous. This is called the 489 
subject of electromagnetic survey results. Aquifer boundary investigation, Raymond, 490 
New Hampshire, dated February 12, 2009 by Geosense. And this was done for John 491 
Mun Southern New Hampshire Planning Commission as part of that 2009 Groundwater 492 
Protection Plan. 493 
 494 
Maddie DiIonno  37:56   495 
So, I guess. So, are you talking just about the appeal section? Are you talking about the 496 
boundaries?  497 
 498 
James McLeod  38:03   499 
I think I'm specifically talking about the appeals section right now. But more generally, 500 
I'm talking about, there's a lot of major changes to our water ordinances here. And I 501 
think it might be premature, I think we need to protect what we have before we start 502 
changing things up, especially something that's as major as this. 503 
 504 
Maddie DiIonno  38:26   505 
I hear you; I would argue that this is strengthening your Groundwater Protection 506 
Ordinance. 507 
 508 
James McLeod  38:33   509 
I understand that, but you believe that it's strengthening it from your perspective. From 510 
my perspective, we've got 1000s of hours, hundreds, maybe 1000s of hours’ worth of 511 
studies here that we're just crossing off of the red pen. And I think we need to put more 512 
thought into it before we move forward with it. 513 
 514 
Scott Campbell  38:56   515 
Like if we kept that 2009 in there,  that's all red out. They would have to reference what 516 
you have.  517 
 518 
James McLeod  39:06   519 
That may be a conflict with the new verbiage, though, would be my guess. 520 
 521 



15 
 

Maddie DiIonno  39:09   522 
Yeah, yeah. 523 
 524 
James McLeod  39:12   525 
So, before the board last time and said that we're applying for a grant for additional 526 
studies? 527 
 528 
Maddie DiIonno  39:20   529 
Yes, I'm going to put a grant together to update that plan. But that wouldn't happen until 530 
next fall. 531 
 532 
James McLeod  39:25   533 
So, I think the time to do something this extreme is once we have a more updated plan. 534 
Otherwise, I think we should just bolster the plan that we have now. And table these 535 
major changes until we deal with some of the water supply issues that are before us 536 
right now.  537 
 538 
Ms. Gott  39:58   539 
What's the downside of waiting?  540 
 541 
James McLeod  40:05   542 
I don't see a downside, we already have a protection plan in place, that we need to take 543 
a look at those portions that aren't being enforced and, and bring people up to speed on 544 
that, if we, we can withdraw these lines as far and wide as we want. But if we're not 545 
enforcing them, or if there's ways to get around them, then we're just going to keep 546 
ending up in the same spot where people are drawing more of our resources. And we 547 
can't, we can't do anything about. So, these changes, I'm sure that they are important, 548 
and that they are strengthening the protections that we have. But they're just so 549 
sweeping by getting rid of these previous studies that we've done, that we based 550 
everything else that we have going on, is based on these. 551 
 552 
Maddie DiIonno  41:03   553 
Okay, yeah, I hear what you're saying. We can leave the boundaries as is because not 554 
everything in here has to do with the boundaries. 555 
 556 
James McLeod  41:13   557 
So far, the boundaries are the only thing that I'm in agreement with. 558 
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 559 
Maddie DiIonno  41:16   560 
Okay, well, why don't I walk through just the changes? Made? Sure. And then we can 561 
have a discussion about it. So, I left off, I put in the process for if a landowner disagrees 562 
with the boundaries of the groundwater overlay district. The next change is 5.2.7.2.4, 563 
line 182. I don't know why this was left off in the original when this ordinance was 564 
adopted. But this is a recommendation from the UNH Stormwater  Center. It says in the 565 
state ordinance requires a minimum of three to four feet of vertical separation between 566 
the bottom of the storm water infiltration, or unlined filtration practice and the average 567 
seasonal high-water table. Can't really go, that's kind of the extent of my knowledge of 568 
that. I'm not an engineer, but that is in the state model. Next changes start on line 226. 569 
Just a couple of points about blasting activities, as well as transfers of petroleum from 570 
delivery trucks. So, the first one is that blasting activities shall be planned and 571 
conducted to minimize groundwater contamination. Excavation activities should be 572 
planned and conducted to minimize adverse impacts to hydrology and the dewatering of 573 
nearby drinking water supply wells. The next is all transfers of petroleum from delivery 574 
trucks and storage containers over five gallons and capacity shall be conducted over an 575 
impervious surface having a positive limiting barrier at its perimeter. This is under your 576 
general performance standards. Work for uses in the groundwater overlay district. This 577 
again, these came out of the state groundwater ordinance model. These are also 578 
consistent with the Groundwater Protection Act. 579 
 580 
James McLeod  43:23   581 
My only comment on these is that the language in here says that the activity should be 582 
conducted to minimize adverse effects and it doesn't really spell out what that is. So, I 583 
think clarity on that would be good for the people that come before the board, so we 584 
have something to hold them to. 585 
 586 
Scott Campbell  43:50   587 
It sounds like you're allowing contamination just a little bit. Because the way it seems 588 
like it's worded.  589 
 590 
Ms. Bridgeo  44:00   591 
Can ask a question, Maddie about I'm sorry. I'm on the blasting. I don't have the blasting 592 
in front of me to compare. So currently, blasting activities shall be planned and 593 
conducted to minimize groundwater. What's the difference in the language for a blasting 594 
now? 595 
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 596 
Maddie DiIonno  44:20   597 
This doesn't exist in your ordinance at all. Oh, yeah. People have to follow state law for 598 
blasting 599 
 600 
Ms. Gott  44:34   601 
We follow 155 E.  602 
 603 
Maddie DiIonno  44:45   604 
This is just adding a statement in here about blasting. I added line 271 Just about the 605 
use of deicing materials. 606 
 607 
Ms. Gott  44:59   608 
 So, I want to go back to Jim, do I understand correctly that you want online starting 226 609 
5.2.7.2.1.2? You want to define more clearly what adverse impacts are? Is that what you 610 
said? 611 
 612 
James McLeod  45:17   613 
Actually, I want more definition. It says that the activities should be planned and 614 
conducted to minimize groundwater contamination, and also to minimize adverse 615 
impacts. But there's no definition of what minimizing it looks like.  616 
 617 
Scott Campbell  45:45   618 
Why can't you put something in there like shall not cause any impact, or contamination? 619 
 620 
Maddie DiIonno  45:58   621 
These are just proposed amendments, you're free to change this wording. 622 
 623 
Ms. Gott  46:03   624 
Before we go any further with this, I'd like to put a thought in people's minds. Just 625 
because there are sections that we might not feel were prepared or agree with or 626 
whatever. But if we can agree as a board to find at least partial things in this on which 627 
we could agree. I would like to see us do that if we could, for example, all transfers of 628 
petroleum for delivery trucks, blah, blah, blah, is that something we as a board can 629 
agree with just that one statement? And then, you know, start to strengthen it that way, 630 
rather than in I understand, Jim, what you're saying about Jack Mun's studies and things 631 
not wanting to discard those Jack did do a lot of work on those. So that's up for 632 
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discussion, we're not going to say we're going to accept that part. But is there any as we 633 
go through these things that have been added or subtracted? Are there other things that 634 
we can agree to, as a board, at least partially accept things? 635 
 636 
James McLeod  47:17   637 
So, I think that there's plenty of area for agreement. I mean, this is being presented as, 638 
you know, sort of a monolithic, you know, presentation, because that is how the grant 639 
was done. Right. And like I said, there's things in here that I'd like to find 14, including 640 
private wealth. Well, that makes perfect sense. Um,  the language is clear, concise, and 641 
its purpose is well defined. 642 
 643 
Ms. Gott  47:53   644 
And that is what I'm asking if we do some of it and accept some of those things, and the 645 
other less well-defined things that we need to have discussions. 646 
 647 
Maddie DiIonno  48:00   648 
Yeah, these are just proposals you can, it's totally up to the board, what you want to put 649 
in and I'm just making changes where we can work on it over the course of the next 650 
month or so. 651 
 652 
Ms. Bridgeo  48:13   653 
Can I ask this a different way, though? I need to ask this question differently. Are we 654 
sitting looking at this saying that this is going to be something that we were trying to 655 
work for, as a warrant? Because that, to me, is an entirely different way to be talking or 656 
looking at this? Because if this is a warrant, this is this warrant after this is this? That 657 
would have to back us up to talk about this in an entirely different way. Because this, if 658 
that's how we're discussing this, because this isn't, we can't make some of these 659 
changes other than as warrant so oh, absolutely. Right. So, we, this would be more 660 
monolithic as a warrant, which, if this is something we're going to talk about, this would 661 
cripple us from maybe even getting to warrants. 662 
 663 
Maddie DiIonno  49:12   664 
If I could just verify, yes, this is intended to go on. If you want to move it to the ballot in 665 
March, zoning amendments we're working on, you know, amending the zoning 666 
ordinance, we're not making any final decisions tonight. We're not moving anything to a 667 
public hearing. We're just brainstorming. Yeah, because a lot of these are clarifying. You 668 
know, tightening up? Yes, you can go under a summary and then the full text is 669 
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available and is noticed accordingly. 670 
 671 
Bob McDonald  50:12   672 
Bob McDonald, one Park Place,  I understand everyone's discussion. And I'm just 673 
pointing to the change on line 233 Where it says all transfers of petroleum from delivery 674 
trucks and storage containers over five gallons. That's too broad. I live on one Park 675 
Place and I'm on that map. My oil receptacle on my house is on grass. It's right next to 676 
the house. So, if this happens, I will have to pave the area. What this says probably this 677 
is over. So, there's an exemption in here for that 678 
 679 
Maddie DiIonno  51:05   680 
private residence is exempt from this zoning. It is only for commercial. 681 
 682 
Bob McDonald  51:15   683 
But when people read that, if it's going to be in a warrant, they're not going to go to the 684 
exemption. They're going to think what I just thought and say, are all the oil companies 685 
going to have to know this new rule? In the Groundwater Protection Areas? Even for 686 
commercial? I, you know, that's one of those things? And then my always my question is 687 
enforcement. That's the elephant in the room is the enforcement. So, you answer my 688 
question, but I think that is too broad. When I look at the map, you know, where the 689 
groundwater on our house hasn't changed and the new map, we've always been over 690 
that. But that's too broad. Because if it's going to be on a warrant article, and that one-691 
piece people aren't going to vote for it, just because they don't know, it's an exemption. 692 
That's a thought. 693 
 694 
Ms. Gott  52:18   695 
The other side of that. Sorry. I'm going to disagree here. The other side of that is the oil 696 
tank that sat outside a neighbor's, my neighbor's house, which tipped over and 697 
contaminated my well and the neighbor's well and a couple others, because it was not 698 
on a paved surface. Both sides to the story. And I lived that side of it. So, it makes it 699 
very difficult to be in the Groundwater Protection Area, by the way, that this tank tipped 700 
over. But what I'm saying is that this is something we need to be aware of if it does 701 
happen. It's a real thing. It's a problem. 702 
 703 
Maddie DiIonno  53:21   704 
Yeah, the provisions of this ordinance would only be reviewed. Someone comes in for a 705 
site plan. And that's only for commercial development and multifamily development.  706 
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 707 
Ms. Gott  53:29   708 
Now would it apply if someone came in to put in a residential subdivision?  709 
 710 
Maddie DiIonno  53:37   711 
Yes, because there is a commercial and residential subdivision that resulted in the 712 
creation of a road. Yes, yes. But it wouldn’t be putting requirements on those individual 713 
homeowners, this would be for the development of the road and the storm water comes 714 
into play.  715 
 716 
James McLeod  54:48   717 
 I understand what it means but, in this definition, what is a positive limiting barrier? 718 
 719 
Maddie DiIonno  54:55   720 
Which line are you? 721 
 722 
James McLeod  54:56   723 
This is on line 234 So the transfer of petroleum has to happen over an impervious 724 
surface, which is just pavement and having a positive limiting barrier at its perimeter.  725 
 726 
Ms. Gott  55:10   727 
A containment device concrete with borders.  728 
 729 
James McLeod  55:13   730 
How does a tanker fill up the underground tank at a gas station? 731 
 732 
Mr. Reed  55:20   733 
They put socks down, or they put a temporary, they put a temporary barrier. 734 
 735 
James McLeod  55:25   736 
So, a positive limiting barrier at the perimeter. 737 
 738 
Mr. Reed  55:29   739 
It depends on the company, they're supposed to. 740 
 741 
James McLeod  55:33   742 
So, it doesn't have to be a permanent thing. It could be a temporary thing. 743 
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 744 
Mrs. Luszcz  55:38   745 
But at least it's all impervious. Don't they have the grooves, 746 
 747 
Mr. Reed  55:41   748 
the grooves and everything to catch it. 749 
 750 
Ms. Gott  55:44   751 
That's what they're supposed to. 752 
 753 
Maddie DiIonno  55:51   754 
The next couple of sections are on line 271. The use of deicing materials I put in there 755 
shall be minimal use of deicing chemicals on all public and private roads, and parking 756 
lots within this district. And those compounds shall be free of sodium and chloride to the 757 
extent possible this came out of the state model. Just  for properties in the groundwater 758 
overlay district.  759 
 760 
Ms. Bridgeo  56:19   761 
I'm sorry. But again, I'll keep on putting Scott on the spot. That would be something 762 
where the town who sends out the trucks? And does all of that is? Where is the 763 
reciprocal nature of the town, with the planning board saying that they will you know 764 
what I mean? Because, again, this is all about planning versus we put things in and I 765 
don't mean this bad, but, you know, we put this huge document on no one reads it. And 766 
then they've been deicing or whatever, you know, this year like, right, and so but the 767 
board of selectmen where you know, they have their meetings, and they talk about with 768 
the departments that work for the town that would be under there to do it again. Again, I 769 
know they're enforcing it, but 770 
 771 
Ms. Gott  57:14   772 
but some of the results are things like resulting blue signs, the deicing is limited. 773 
 774 
Scott Campbell  57:21   775 
So, what you're saying is we wake up in the morning, they used to be yellow lines, and 776 
now there's yellow puddles. Someone's got to enforce that. 777 
 778 
Mrs. Luszcz  57:33   779 
 I've heard it many times. the municipality doesn't adhere to our zoning. 780 
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 781 
Maddie DiIonno  57:39   782 
Right, this would be for developers. But yeah, it kind of crosses over into that a little bit. 783 
 784 
Ms. Bridgeo  57:46   785 
So, all around anywhere where we want to protect water, then so again, is that would 786 
that be a more beneficial thing to say that our town, our own town can say we don't have 787 
to do any of what is being said, we're going to put down 20 pounds of salt per cubic foot 788 
driving around town? That makes no sense. So, we sit here, we have all these 789 
discussions, and then they get back in their trucks. And then there's got to be some form 790 
of communication and cooperation. It just to me, it seems Why would you put something 791 
like that in if they hop in their trucks and they are told to go salt off what you want.  792 
 793 
James McLeod  58:47   794 
The language is toothless. It says, you know, shall be minimal use, but there's no 795 
definition of what that is. And then it's, you know, shall be free of sodium and chloride to 796 
the extent possible. Well, if all you have the sodium and chloride, then I guess it's 100%. 797 
You know because that's what you have possible. So, okay, you know, there's just not 798 
there's not enough here to be able to enforce anything. I don't see. I mean, I like the 799 
idea behind it, of course, but, 800 
 801 
Ms. Bridgeo  59:17   802 
but that's what I'm saying. So, we're going to sit there and go through all this. You just 803 
use the word there's no teeth. And so, what we're going to gum along it just to me.  804 
 805 
Maddie DiIonno  59:25   806 
Well, this would probably be like a note we were required on the leverage. 807 
 808 
Ms. Bridgeo  59:32   809 
Are there any other towns that have? Can we check to see if there is anything that's an 810 
important thing and you see it, you see they put the little fish by the drains around town 811 
and things like that to show our walk. So again, if we're going to put an effort into it, then 812 
we really should.  813 
 814 
Mr. Reed  1:00:05   815 
Scott, do we have any kind of program? I don't remember seeing any, like low salt areas 816 
or anything like that driving around town.  817 
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 818 
Ms. Gott  1:00:11   819 
We do. The bridge across Langford. Yes. Now the interesting thing in between my two 820 
driveways is the Groundwater Protection area. So going up the hill, up to the blue sign, 821 
they use regular salt. And then from the blue sign, I'm sorry, coming down the hill till 822 
they get to the blue sign, they use regular salt. And then for the blue sign down the rest 823 
of the hill, they use light salt. That's not happening. 824 
 825 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:00:50   826 
Is there a current product that would be preferred, and could we make that a condition of 827 
approval on a commercial lot. 828 
 829 
Maddie DiIonno  1:01:03   830 
Look into that. I'm not sure. I know. The DPW is looking into something with salt. Maybe 831 
you know more than I do. Scott. 832 
 833 
Scott Campbell  1:01:12   834 
I haven't heard anything about it. 835 
 836 
Maddie DiIonno  1:01:14   837 
To comply with the MS4 permit they have to look and do some sort of salt reduction plan 838 
or so. Yeah, so I'm not I'm not sure what where that’s. But I can certainly follow up. 839 
 840 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:02:33   841 
 So again, any of the places where using salt, I would say we have painted fish next to 842 
the grates. 843 
 844 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:02:40   845 
You're not going to see them in the snow. So, they're really not going to help. It is just 846 
fine in the summer. 847 
 848 
James McLeod  1:02:51   849 
I think it's more for people to not pour oil and stuff. Yeah, I mean, think twice about. 850 
 851 
Mr. Reed  1:02:56   852 
I mean, you laugh but if you're out working on a power line, and you blow a hydraulic 853 
hose, and you see a manhole and it's got a fish next to it, you're going to work twice as 854 
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hard to make sure nothing gets into it. I mean, the guys are trained to do that. So those 855 
are good things. Because some manholes, some catch basins are just dry wells. So, 856 
you know, then you've got the chance to clean that out afterwards. But the ones that 857 
have that I mean that those aren't good enough.  858 
 859 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:03:24   860 
They're saying that well, and I wasn't making fun of it. I was just saying, I know I've seen 861 
them next to it that 862 
 863 
Ms. Gott  1:03:30   864 
Somebody blew a hydraulic hose all the way down Industrial Drive the other day, oil 865 
everywhere. Jackson Lumber and the Hard Rock, right next to the pond. 866 
 867 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:03:42   868 
Sorry, Maddie. we digressed on you. 869 
 870 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:03:44   871 
Just preemptively while I'm thinking of it too, in regard to its Bob, right? Bob mentioned. 872 
If this ends up going as a warrant article, maybe we could put in fine or mean in bold 873 
print at the top that this warrant article in this ordinance pertains to commercial use only 874 
or something like that. So, what stands out to the residents before they read everything? 875 
 876 
Maddie DiIonno  1:04:17   877 
Yeah, that's fine.  878 
 879 
James McLeod  1:04:21   880 
So, does that apply to the private wells as to that would only apply to commercial private 881 
wells? 882 
 883 
Mr. Reed  1:04:29   884 
As far as what, Jim as far as protecting them.  885 
 886 
James McLeod  1:04:33   887 
Under the purpose where we added including private wells? 888 
 889 
Mr. Reed  1:04:37   890 
Well, I think if a commercial site could affect a private well, it still protects those private 891 
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wells. I think that was the intent of that wasn't it, Maddie. 892 
 893 
Maddie DiIonno  1:04:50   894 
Oh, I'm sorry. What was the question? 895 
 896 
Mr. Reed  1:04:54   897 
Well, he said, if it didn't apply to private stuff, does that mean it doesn't apply to 898 
protecting private wells? 899 
 900 
Maddie DiIonno  1:04:59   901 
 There could be private wells in the vicinity of a commercial development. You know, 902 
this other map? This is your water lines in Raymond. So obviously, there are our private 903 
wells or, you know, wells. 904 
 905 
James McLeod  1:05:18   906 
So, I guess what I'm saying is that this, including private wells does include individual 907 
people that own their own wells. It doesn't have to be a commercial.  908 
 909 
Maddie DiIonno  1:05:30   910 
It could be. Yep.  911 
 912 
James McLeod  1:05:49   913 
 So, the including private wells here are commercial, privately owned wells, and 914 
individual privately owned wells. 915 
 916 
Maddie DiIonno  1:05:57   917 
This is talking about the protection of all groundwater supply. 918 
 919 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:06:03   920 
But it's only talking about protecting them, not adhering to the ordinance for private 921 
residence. 922 
 923 
Bob McDonald  1:06:19   924 
Bob McDonald, one Park Place, the water line. It's not correct. You're missing the main 925 
water line that's coming off of Route 107. It goes down to 102. Up to Windermere. That 926 
should be added to this. It was clearly put in before June 2019.  927 
 928 
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Maddie DiIonno  1:06:52   929 
So, the next line is 275. This is talking about how the planning board can ask for 930 
hydrogeologic study. You can do this anyway. This is just clarifying language, just like in 931 
your other regulations where the board has, you know, the authority to ask for a traffic 932 
study or I don't know a signal warrant study. This is saying the board on a case-by-case 933 
basis may ask for hydrogeologic study, which we just did, right? Or no, the applicant did 934 
but so just again, clarifying that the board has the authority to ask for this type of study. 935 
 936 
Okay, so line 299 Prohibited uses I added two new prohibited uses, I guess this is a 937 
pretty big change. These are in the state model ordinance. So, the new prohibited uses 938 
in the groundwater overlay district I have here are the outdoor storage of road salt or 939 
other deicing chemicals in bulk and the development or operation of gasoline stations. I 940 
did add a note to those gasoline stations to say that development or expansion of other 941 
uses or activities on the site that do not involve the dispensing of petroleum products for 942 
retail purposes are permitted provided they comply with the Town of Raymond Zoning 943 
Ordinance. The thought process behind this was that if an existing gas station in the 944 
groundwater overlay district wanted to change, put a restaurant into it or at a drive thru 945 
or make some modifications. They could do that so long; they have to follow all the other 946 
towns ordinances but there can be no increase in the dispensing of petroleum products. 947 
 948 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:08:52   949 
So, if they only had two pumps, they would have to stay with them, but they get to keep 950 
them. 951 
 952 
Maddie DiIonno  1:08:56   953 
Yes. But if they wanted to add like a Dunkin Donuts, they could do that they would have 954 
all the other regulations but 955 
 956 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:09:04   957 
On line 313 chemicals in bulk. Could we quantify that in some way? 958 
 959 
Maddie DiIonno  1:09:13   960 
I can look into that. Is there something you'd like to add to this? This is not just me, the 961 
board has something to add, by all means. 962 
 963 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:09:48   964 
We're not a poultry development or poultry factory. 965 



27 
 

 966 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:09:53   967 
What do you want? What are you reading? 968 
 969 
Maddie DiIonno  1:09:59   970 
I mean, that's good. Yeah, there's probably a million things you could put. 971 
 972 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:10:06   973 
Can I ask them a question again? So, you some of these ordinances, we have other 974 
ordinances that either replicate or duplicate, we have redundancy. Can we add? Again, 975 
this would be easier for the applicant, that if say, 5.2.13.7, also had 4.9.4 was the sister 976 
to that? Could we also say to them that they have to reference both of them so that 977 
they're not separate? And we do have quite a few that would overlap. So, you just 978 
brought up a chicken factory or whatever? We have on the conditions use chat, say, for 979 
instance, where if that chart, and it has an I think there is something there, as funny as 980 
that may be? That would be something that would be I think it's processing plant 981 
animals. So that would be so you would have an ordinance, but you would also have the 982 
other ordinances that are the sisters, brothers, nieces, and nephews that work together 983 
so that they're all referenced at the same. Some of them will go hand in hand. And do 984 
you reference, can we reference them? 985 
 986 
Mr. Reed  1:11:20   987 
All the things you're talking about now or in our performance standards, you know, 988 
which follows the, you know, this section talks about, you know, animal manures , 989 
fertilizers? 990 
 991 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:11:30   992 
Oh, no, I wasn't trying to she was joking with that. I was saying, where we have some 993 
that have redundancy. Can we have them? So, we said that there was 5.2.13.7 had 994 
another storage one other chemicals? And should they be together where they are 995 
referenced? Because it's? Or are we saying that road salt, deicing is the only one under 996 
that one, but we have other things that we would add another line item that's this is just 997 
going to grow was all I was trying to? 998 
 999 
Maddie DiIonno  1:12:01   1000 
Yeah. I guess I don't totally understand. Your question. These are not necessarily 1001 
prohibited uses. This is just for clarification. In the town of Raymond. This would be just 1002 
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in the groundwater overlay district. 1003 
 1004 
James McLeod  1:12:28   1005 
So, it does bounce around a little bit, but it looks like 5.2.19. It says the relationship 1006 
between state and local requirements where both the state and municipality have 1007 
existing requirements, the more stringent shall govern. It doesn't, doesn't say if we have 1008 
it in our own local plans, that it should be the more stringent. 1009 
 1010 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:12:56   1011 
Well, and I need to interject here, and we need to clarify this. And I think this is important 1012 
to the town. And this is important for going forward. The 2009 study that you mentioned 1013 
that you don't want, we need to be thinking about before we get rid of it. If we go on to 1014 
the 2009 site, that's why when  Dee just brought up, so we have prohibited uses 1015 
somewhere. So we have the prohibited uses, and if I read it the siting of operations of a 1016 
hazardous waste disposal facility as defined under RSA 147-A II, the citing, or operation 1017 
of a solid waste landfill, the outdoor storage of road salt or other deicing chemicals in 1018 
bulk, the citing of operation of a junkyard, the citing of a snow dump, the citing of 1019 
operation of a wastewater on septic lagoon, the citing or operation of a petroleum, bulk 1020 
plant or terminal the citing or operation of a gasoline station, the citing operation of a 1021 
slug monopole a sludge composting facility, and the storage of commercial fertilizers 1022 
unless such storage is within a structure designed to prevent the generation escape or 1023 
run off or leachate, and is in compliance with the standards of section 4.2.43 subsection 1024 
03 through 08 of the ordinance. When I look at that prohibited use, and I look at this 1025 
prohibited use, we've lost some of it. And before we say we add more I would like to find 1026 
out where if there was a vote or change to this prohibited use, where did they go? 1027 
 1028 
Maddie DiIonno  1:14:49   1029 
I don't know the answer to that. I also was wondering the same thing when I first started 1030 
working. But in any case, Yeah, we can add those ones that you just read off. 1031 
 1032 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:15:03   1033 
Well, the thing is we, we shouldn't be sitting. And I said at the last meeting one, 1034 
changing numbers and all of that, you know, we're not going to sit there and go and 1035 
change, you know, the First Amendment isn't the Fifth Amendment and this, you know, 1036 
we don't, we need to figure out where that happened. And I don't know if there was a 1037 
vote or have to go look to see if there was a vote, we have a starting point here. And 1038 
then we have some dates here. But that's a pretty dramatic change, and we need to find 1039 
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out where these changes had occurred. So okay. 1040 
 1041 
Maddie DiIonno  1:15:47   1042 
Okay, the next section starts on 338. I didn't take this paragraph out 5. 2. 14.3. But I did 1043 
just move it underneath the following section. Right now, the way our ordinance is 1044 
written. It requires developers to fill out a conditional use permit for any use in the 1045 
groundwater conservation district if they exceed that impervious cover limitation or have 1046 
storage of something like 800 gallons of, I don't remember what it is. Do you have those 1047 
two criteria? 1048 
 1049 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:16:23   1050 
Are you talking about 800 Gallons dry weight, yeah, at any one time, provide an 1051 
adequate spill prevention control? And again, that's what I'm saying. That's all. I'm 1052 
reading it right here. Where did we go astray? That's under, that's under 5.2? Yes. It's 1053 
again, it's back to when we have this numbering change. And, yeah, go ahead.  1054 
 1055 
Maddie DiIonno  1:16:50   1056 
It's currently written, there really aren't any criteria for the board to consider when 1057 
granting a conditional use permit. I mean, the performance standards are there. And 1058 
that's usually I recommend applicants, you know, supply a narrative addressing each of 1059 
the performance standards. But this section really just adds a sort of gives the board 1060 
something to look at and weigh the conditional use permit against. And this is something 1061 
I would I would I envision applicants really fill out a narrative and they'd have to address 1062 
each of these criteria here, on that's similar to how you have your special permit process 1063 
laid out for wetlands, you know, you have this specific statements that each applicant 1064 
usually writes a letter and says, meets this, this and this, this is sort of doing the same 1065 
thing for a conditional use permit and the groundwater district. I think this is especially 1066 
important now that we've had changes with the House Bill 1661, where we need to 1067 
clearly document how the board got to each of its decisions. I think adding a section with 1068 
specific criteria to actually go through it strengthens the boards, or the record of the 1069 
board's decision. 1070 
 1071 
And so, and then the top part that I crossed out in red 5.2.14.3. I just moved below that 1072 
section there. So, it makes sense to anyone. Did everyone read through that? And? 1073 
 1074 
James McLeod  1:18:16   1075 
Yeah, I like this section. 1076 
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 1077 
Maddie DiIonno  1:18:17   1078 
Yeah, I know, the language is a little vague, but it would be on the applicant to explain 1079 
why this use is not going to, you know, contaminate the groundwater, or how this use 1080 
will not cause a significant reduction in long term volume of water contained in the 1081 
aquifer. So, kind of just helps a little bit more, we're reviewing those conditional use 1082 
permits. helpful for me, too. So, then the last change I made was on line 416. I just took 1083 
out these amendments to the map, although I know we're still on the fence about the 1084 
boundary locations. But since we've already defined the changes, I made already 1085 
defined what the boundaries are and where and what the sources of those boundaries 1086 
are. Then there doesn't the board doesn't need to amend its groundwater map. So those 1087 
are the changes, we can have discussion and feedback.  1088 
 1089 
Mr. Reed  1:19:20   1090 
This would have to go to a hearing and go on the warrant. Do we need to do this to 1091 
meet anything in MS4? Is this in any way tied to MS4? Just wanted to make sure we 1092 
were clear on that. So, this is a separate issue. These standards are more closely 1093 
aligned with that with the changes. 1094 
 1095 
Maddie DiIonno  1:19:43   1096 
Yeah, I think these go hand in hand with the site plan and subdivision regulations. We 1097 
just changed. We're doing some MS4 work. The DPW is doing some MS4 work to 1098 
comply with the permit. Yeah, it's timely. I understand there. Some changes that might 1099 
not be feasible. 1100 
 1101 
James McLeod  1:20:04   1102 
I appreciate the amount of effort that you put into this. It's very comprehensive. 1103 
 1104 
Mr. Reed  1:20:12   1105 
Okay, so how do we want to take it from here? Do you want to take this home and beat 1106 
it up some and schedule it again for our next work session to revisit it. 1107 
 1108 
Ms. Gott  1:20:25   1109 
Maddie, do you have a sense of what people were looking for? Is there something you 1110 
could do between now and then that would address for example, some of the things that 1111 
Jim mentioned, the more specificity? 1112 
 1113 
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Maddie DiIonno  1:20:38   1114 
Yeah, I've noticed a couple of areas that need further clarification. Is there anything else 1115 
that you'd like me to reword? Or look into? Are there? Are there things you don't want to 1116 
include? This is really, totally up to the board. 1117 
 1118 
James McLeod  1:20:54   1119 
I agree with Brad, I think that we should live with it for a little bit and revisit it at our work 1120 
session. 1121 
 1122 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:21:02   1123 
And I have a I want to know if we're going to go through all this, do our homework, live 1124 
with this, that we can address an ad also. Any areas, such as Kathy McDonald brought 1125 
up about water withdrawal. And also, what I brought was an addition would be the, I 1126 
thought, and I don't know, if everybody's had the time to look at the Nottingham water 1127 
rights and self-governance ordinance. I think that as a town. I don't know if any of you 1128 
had the time to read it, that helps protect ourselves for our water. And if that would be 1129 
the next section, you know, so we end at Section 5.2.3. That's 5.2.24. And then what 1130 
water withdrawals 5 point, but it's a comprehensive that we do this as a comprehensive 1131 
warrant. And it's already very robust. There's a lot of language here, we're going to have 1132 
a lot of people talking. I don't think if we're going to go down that avenue that would be 1133 
contrary to trying to make it robust. But I also really want to find out why our zoning, if 1134 
there's no warrants, and I found none, how something so important changed, because 1135 
it's very important to this town.  1136 
 1137 
Kevin Woods  1:22:30   1138 
So, correct me if I'm wrong, but that Nottingham document only applied to the 1139 
commercial withdrawal of water and was targeted strictly at the commercial water 1140 
company that was looking to install bottled water plants. Because all of the do not apply 1141 
categories. eliminated everything else. Really. That document only applies to companies 1142 
who want to come in and draw water out to sell it commercially outside of Nottingham. 1143 
 1144 
Ms. Gott  1:23:19   1145 
That's true. But what I said that's true. I don't understand why that is. 1146 
 1147 
Kevin Woods  1:23:27   1148 
I'm just saying that. It doesn't have any, it doesn't have any relationship to somebody 1149 
coming in and filling apartments or condos or doesn't have any relationship to 1150 
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groundwater with regards to that. 1151 
 1152 
Ms. Gott  1:23:48   1153 
But he has a relationship with zoning. I'm not sure I was going to ask the same thing in 1154 
terms of does it need to. I'm not seeing tacked on to this ordinance, but it's a separate 1155 
thing. And we have talked about large withdrawals for commercial purposes, as you've 1156 
described. And using Nottingham as an example. I'm not sure of the attachment to this 1157 
other document but. 1158 
 1159 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:24:10   1160 
This section of the document is just I guess, yes, it was trying to make that we're going 1161 
to discuss one of the most important things for the whole country right now which is 1162 
going to be water and just how do we put it together that water becomes a very 1163 
comprehensive and if we're talking about the aquifers in the Wellhead Protection 1164 
drawing from I didn't know if there's a way that we make reducing water a 1165 
comprehensive, you know, here's the study. It's a comprehensive document. And, and 1166 
again, this is not I'm not here to go through all of that tonight. We got to go do 1167 
homework, but that was something that I wanted to know if we could talk about it as a 1168 
comprehensive water document. 1169 
 1170 
Mr. Reed  1:24:52   1171 
Probably five years ago now Gretchen we talked about this. And it was a concern. The 1172 
big thing was a large water withdrawal that would transport the water outside the town 1173 
for sale by any means. And that was the thing that at the time there was some ongoing 1174 
negotiations between our town and several other towns regarding things like sewage, 1175 
and some other thing someone kind of needed water. He was talking about having a like 1176 
a regional, 1177 
 1178 
Ms. Gott  1:25:26   1179 
 and it was just about the same time that nothing actually Nottingham might have done 1180 
theirs maybe slightly before that discussion.  1181 
 1182 
Mr. Reed  1:25:34   1183 
So, this has been talked about, I don't know if you guys have talked about anything like 1184 
that recently, Scott, on the board of selectmen. Yeah, 1185 
 1186 
Scott Campbell  1:25:41   1187 
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no, we have not okay. But there was a piece of property because Epping, I believe, is 1188 
still on the books still where you can't take water out just like Nottingham. But see, a 1189 
large baby food company bought the property that is on the edge of Epping in the way 1190 
Epping has it written in this might be something we might want to look into. I believe in 1191 
Epping’s rules, you cannot stage and take water in Epping boundaries. But you probably 1192 
remember this. SoBella, put 12-inch main lines into the aquifer in Epping, and brought 1193 
them into Raymond over near Prescott Road. So, the baby food company bought the 1194 
property, and they knew the pipes were there, and they could pipe the water out of 1195 
Epping, legally. And that's something that we might want to think about. 1196 
 1197 
Mr. Reed  1:26:32   1198 
Yeah, I agree, Trish, we need to have a comprehensive. 1199 
 1200 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:26:35   1201 
That may not be, I just thought if we're going to talk about water, that we make it a 1202 
comprehensive document, that it's kind of all-in-one spot. 1203 
 1204 
Mr. Reed  1:26:45   1205 
We just have to be careful if we make this too big and too confusing going to what Mr. 1206 
McDonald shared with us earlier, if people don't understand it, or if it anyway, scares 1207 
them. What I found is that the simpler we keep it, the more understandable it is, if they 1208 
know exactly what we're trying to do. And we'll do a video presentation of it, you know, 1209 
we'll have hearings. But that only probably hits 10 or 15% of the people. 1210 
 1211 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:27:17   1212 
Maybe as our job as the planning board that we have outreach, if something's going to 1213 
be so important to this town, and we're the planning part of this town. And this is, this is 1214 
the life of our town, then maybe we have to have a different type of outreach. And 1215 
maybe we volunteer, I would be willing to volunteer that, you know, this document is 1216 
pretty comprehensive, right. And I don't think the average person, you know if even with 1217 
this would be maybe the end all fora. So, I don't think if we made all of our water 1218 
comprehensive as a document, that that person is going to turn off. And I'm going to 1219 
hope and say that people who are going to go out and vote also as their duty are willing 1220 
to sit and read a document and look through and if we make it that they come to the 1221 
meetings and we clarify, I think that that serves the town. And like I said we're all seeing 1222 
it across everywhere how the problems are in Epping is our sister, and she's having 1223 
water problems. I just think we need to be thinking ahead. 1224 
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 1225 
Scott Campbell  1:28:31   1226 
Why does Fremont have a water line going into it from Raymond? 1227 
 1228 
Mr. Reed  1:28:36   1229 
I do not know. I'm assuming that it was just put there when it connected to part of Green 1230 
Hills or something when we did the water down there. I don't know. 1231 
 1232 
Scott Campbell  1:28:45   1233 
 I was told that it's supplying Fremont residents in a certain area. 1234 
 1235 
Mr. Reed  1:28:50   1236 
I am not aware of that. Sorry. 1237 
 1238 
Ms. Gott  1:28:53   1239 
The Pennichuck part is supplying.  1240 
 1241 
Scott Campbell  1:28:55   1242 
No town.  1243 
 1244 
Mr. Reed  1:29:00   1245 
I don't know. 1246 
 1247 
Scott Campbell  1:29:02   1248 
Not that area. This is all the way down 107.  1249 
 1250 
Mr. Reed  1:29:25   1251 
I'm not sure. Okay, so we can all agree. I mean, let's, let's take a poll here. We all know 1252 
that water is extremely important. With what we're seeing environmentally, it's going to 1253 
get more and more important. Can we take a poll that will make this one of our priorities 1254 
for this legislative cycle forget to get this together as quickly as we can. Let's 1255 
concentrate on this. And let's see if we can get this together including the large water 1256 
withdrawals, the protection of our aquifers and  Maddie could you see if you  I know, 1257 
that's one really significant area right there just that water withdrawals? 1258 
 1259 
Maddie DiIonno  1:30:07   1260 
I'm going to have to look into that. Sure. 1261 
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 1262 
Mr. Reed  1:30:09   1263 
I know, I've seen some other kind of other work 12 pages long, they were really concise 1264 
in a couple of different towns that were looked at, like five years ago.  1265 
 1266 
Ms. Gott  1:30:19   1267 
Is that something that we could ask or should ask Dave to be part of the discussion at a 1268 
work session? 1269 
 1270 
Mr. Reed  1:30:27   1271 
I think once we've got an idea which way we're going here, you know, I think we ought 1272 
to get the basic framework together before we add to it too much. That's my personal 1273 
opinion, you guys. 1274 
 1275 
Ms. Gott  1:30:37   1276 
I don't know. I'm asking. I'm not sure. 1277 
 1278 
Mr. Reed  1:30:39   1279 
I definitely think we need him involved. And, you know, I mean, this, this goes to the 1280 
report that Trish asked us to read about the state of our water system, our water tanks. I 1281 
mean, we had Steve Brewer come a couple of years ago. And talk to us about the water 1282 
tanks and the cost of replacement and the different plans that were drafted back then, 1283 
for the replacement. 1284 
 1285 
Ms. Gott  1:31:03   1286 
In the same vein here, no pun intended. Scott, do you know what the report was on the 1287 
water tank on the trip to Woodstock? 1288 
 1289 
Scott Campbell  1:31:16   1290 
I've got a letter, but I don't have it on me to read. But we did get an update from Dave. 1291 
And it basically discussed which types when I went with them and looked at them. That's 1292 
I think it's called the glass. You get some pictures of it. I mean, I don't know a lot about 1293 
tanks. 1294 
 1295 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:31:48   1296 
I don't know if this is plausible, it can. If the public's listening and people are listening, 1297 
and are the public who's here? Can they pre-send to us some of their information so that 1298 
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we can actually start to get some of that information? And we can filter through?  1299 
 1300 
Mr. Reed  1:32:09   1301 
 I'm at the town office and ask them to forward it to the planning board. So, can I'm just 1302 
going to make this official? 1303 
 1304 
Poll: Can we agree that this is an area that we want to concentrate on for this fall? All 1305 
those in favor of concentrating on our groundwater production? Everybody unanimous 1306 
on that? The Board indicated all in the affirmative. 1307 
 1308 
James McLeod  1:32:31   1309 
I think it's a worthy aspiration. 1310 
 1311 
Mr. Reed  1:32:33   1312 
Just wanted to make that official now. Moving on. I know you've got other things, 1313 
Maddie, but we had asked Jim to do some research for us. And I'm going to get back to 1314 
you. But go ahead. 1315 
 1316 
James McLeod  1:32:50   1317 
To research that you're asking about, you have to clarify for me. 1318 
 1319 
Mr. Reed  1:32:56   1320 
At the last meeting, you're going to check on the whole swearing in thing. Okay. So, one 1321 
of the things I have listed under your name. 1322 
 1323 
James McLeod  1:33:04   1324 
I spoke with Keith; he sent me some information. I'm sorry, I did not speak with Keith. 1325 
He sent me the information. But I want to talk to him before I'm prepared to bring it to the 1326 
board. That's fine. 1327 
 1328 
Mr. Reed  1:33:17   1329 
All right. He just handed out something on the Stantec report. 1330 
 1331 
James McLeod  1:33:21   1332 
Yeah, the Stantec report is from 2016. And it's a pretty dire look at our water system. 1333 
They list off 4 things that they found were severely deficient. If you don't mind, I'll read 1334 
through it as quick as I can.  1335 
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 1336 
One, secure funding and complete the installation of replacement of Well 1.  1337 
 1338 
Two the permitting and proceed with construction and full operation of future well 1339 
number four, 1340 
 1341 
Three, install a second treatment unit at the existing water treatment plant to allow a 1342 
maximum use of the existing wells and to address the redundancy issue.  1343 
 1344 
Four, start the process of identifying and securing the fifth wells site to position the town 1345 
to meet its long-term water supply needs. And then they go on to say that they 1346 
recommend a moratorium on new system connections be implemented until two or more 1347 
of the recommendations listed above are completed. Now again, this was from 2016 1348 
and I don't know if some of these things have been done and what the status of ours.  1349 
 1350 
Mr. Reed  1:34:33   1351 
Well four has been completed it is online so and well four was clean enough it did not 1352 
require a treatment plant. That's what Steve Brewer shared with us that was at that 1353 
same meeting when he talked about the water towers or tanks.  1354 
 1355 
Ms. Gott  1:34:56   1356 
however well four is on. But they're the continuing issues and the worsening issues of 1357 
one and two and the slant in the well pipe and all the rest of that. 1358 
 1359 
Mr. Reed  1:35:11   1360 
There was a plan to replace that collapsing piece. In well one, I believe. 1361 
 1362 
Scott Campbell  1:35:17   1363 
There's been little things. So, it's kind of hard to keep up with it because it always seems 1364 
to change. And I'm always like, I thought we're talking about four that like no we're 1365 
talking about one now.  1366 
 1367 
Mr. Reed  1:35:27   1368 
Four is online now and  that allowed them the last I knew could take one offline to do 1369 
that casing. And to refurbish well one, I have not spoken to anyone about whether that's 1370 
been completed. 1371 
 1372 
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Scott Campbell  1:35:40   1373 
I know we're having a problem with capacity. Yeah. Even if you have four wells, the 1374 
systems we have down there, they are really undersized for what the water, you know, 1375 
for what were we can use them. 1376 
 1377 
Mr. Reed  1:35:52   1378 
And that goes to the point on the whole treatment system needing a redundancy, we 1379 
have no backup for treatment. 1380 
 1381 
James McLeod  1:35:58   1382 
So, this whole conversation sort of bolsters my argument for these motions that I'm 1383 
putting forward is that lots of things have happened, lots of things aren't happening, new 1384 
things are happening with the water system. And nobody, we should have a concise 1385 
summary of the status of our current water system. 1386 
 1387 
Mr. Reed  1:36:20   1388 
Would you like us to request a status of our current water system and specifically 1389 
answer the questions raised from 2016? Study? 1390 
 1391 
James McLeod  1:36:29   1392 
Mr. McLeod made a motion that the Planning Board requests a summary from the 1393 
Director of Public Works David  Fredrickson with a follow up for a Q & A on the current 1394 
and projected capacity of our water system. Mrs. Luszcz seconded the motion.  1395 
 1396 
Mr. Reed  1:36:44   1397 
Any discussion? 1398 
 1399 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:36:46   1400 
Yes. So, for clarification, you want clarification for the 2016 Stantec. Report? Or do you 1401 
want it broad enough that he's going to say, as of today, he's going to answer the 1402 
questions about the line crimped and you want to know, today's state, or the current 1403 
state of and if he references that report, that's fine. But we may have a different issue 1404 
that we don't know of that wasn't in the report, 1405 
 1406 
James McLeod  1:37:15   1407 
it should not be limited to the report. Right. 1408 
 1409 
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Mrs. Luszcz  1:37:17   1410 
Okay. It says, current,  1411 
 1412 
Ms. Gott  1:37:21   1413 
Current capacity. And I guess that's why I was asking you to have Dave come actually 1414 
come in here. And we sit with him and talk about all of this. I understand it makes more 1415 
sense for us to have a summary first, that we can read about it, and be able to ask 1416 
questions. But I'm hoping to have as part of this, I think you said the q&a Does that 1417 
mean it would be in person or 1418 
 1419 
James McLeod  1:37:44   1420 
my idea would be that he could present the staff with a written summary that we could 1421 
then formulate questions on and bring him in at that point. 1422 
 1423 
Ms. Gott  1:37:58   1424 
I agree with that. I agree. No, that's what I'm saying. We get the homework and we read 1425 
it and then we bring them in, in person for I'm fine with that. Okay, any 1426 
 1427 
Mr. Reed  1:38:07   1428 
other questions? Any other comments before we ask for the question? Okay, all those in 1429 
favor, 1430 
 1431 
Kevin Woods  1:38:14   1432 
 Aye. 1433 
 1434 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:38:15   1435 
Aye. 1436 
 1437 
Mr. Reed  1:38:15   1438 
Aye. 1439 
 1440 
Scott Campbell  1:38:15   1441 
Aye. 1442 
 1443 
James McLeod  1:38:15   1444 
Aye. 1445 
 1446 
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Ms. Bridgeo  1:38:15   1447 
Aye. 1448 
 1449 
Ms. Gott  1:38:15   1450 
Aye 1451 
 1452 
Mr. Reed  1:38:15   1453 
The motion passed unanimously with a vote of 7 in favor, 0 opposed , and 0 1454 
abstentions.  1455 
 1456 
James McLeod  1:38:22   1457 
Motion: Mr. McLeod made a motion. Based on the information in the 2016 Stantec 1458 
report in order to mitigate catastrophic impacts to our municipal water supply, by 1459 
approving applications that have a greater impact on our resources than our town's 1460 
capacity to provide, and to avoid legal issues with the time constraints associated with 1461 
applications, I propose the following motion and make a motion to suspend the 1462 
acceptance of any application by the planning board that will have more than a 500 1463 
gallon per day impact on our town water resources, until a summary of our current 1464 
systems by the rain water department is made to the board for our valuation. Mr. 1465 
Campbell seconded the motion. 1466 
 1467 
Mr. Reed  1:39:06   1468 
Okay, so we have a motion in a second you have it written right there. Any discussion 1469 
on this motion? 1470 
 1471 
Ms. Gott  1:39:12   1472 
Is this legal within our purview to do? 1473 
 1474 
Maddie DiIonno  1:39:18   1475 
I think we are going to need to check with legal on that. There are statutory timeframes 1476 
for when applications are filed and when they're supposed to come before the board. 1477 
And I don't know when Dave would put a summary together and also not sure how we I 1478 
guess we would ask applicants to demonstrate the 500 gallon per day. There’re just 1479 
some issues, I don't think I think we would need to consult with the town's legal counsel.  1480 
 1481 
James McLeod  1:39:46   1482 
This will be a temporary moratorium as recommended by the Stantec report that was 1483 
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done for the town. 1484 
 1485 
Ms. Gott  1:39:53   1486 
But it's what I'm saying Jim is I don't I'm not sure that we have the legal right to do that. 1487 
But we could do it, a back end run at it, saying that we want to make a zoning 1488 
ordinance. And as soon as we accept that as a zoning ordinance, then it's in effect, until 1489 
it's voted for or against.  1490 
 1491 
James McLeod  1:40:11   1492 
The problem with that is that this is temporary, because we do not know what the 1493 
capacity is. So, we would be limiting everybody to 500 gallons per day, which is not fair. 1494 
 1495 
Scott Campbell  1:40:22   1496 
And it's not like we don't have a report. We have one. To go back this up. So, I agree 1497 
with you on that. 1498 
 1499 
Mr. Reed  1:40:31   1500 
Well, could I ask you to withdraw this motion until we hear back from Dave, can we do 1501 
that? Okay, and that will give us time to find out if we need to make a motion like this, 1502 
how we do it legally. We're still in discussion, that's why I'm asking. 1503 
 1504 
James McLeod  1:40:51   1505 
The issue is that the urgency of protecting our water supply is acute. And if we're waiting 1506 
on somebody to come back to us, and then we're going to come back to them, and then 1507 
they're going to come back to us, we're going to get applications for a water bottling 1508 
plant, we're going to get applications for 200 units, you know, living units, or 500,000, 1509 
square foot, you know, warehouse that is going to have a significant draw on our 1510 
resources. It's not fair for them to put an application in, and then we are not able to 1511 
approve it, because we don't have the resources. So, I'm trying to save them as well as 1512 
us by an opportunity to withhold their application until 1513 
 1514 
Mr. Reed  1:41:48   1515 
The only thing I would say to any large application like you're talking about, one of the 1516 
first steps they take is they go to TRC. And they meet with our town DPW Director, they 1517 
meet with our Town engineers. And if there's a water problem, they should find that out 1518 
immediately. 1519 
 1520 
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Mrs. Luszcz  1:42:15   1521 
I think Jim's motion would be that first alert, without them going through the extensive, 1522 
and even applying this would kind of stop them in their tracks. When I may follow up 1523 
with a question to Maddie. Is there other language, maybe we're not comfortable with 1524 
that? Is there another way toward that where we could put a stop? 1525 
 1526 
Maddie DiIonno  1:42:41   1527 
I don't believe the Planning Board has the legal authority to delay the application 1528 
process as it's right now. I know there's applications in the queue that have statutory 1529 
timeframes for when they're filed to when a decision is made. So, I understand what 1530 
you're saying, I'm not saying it's wrong, I'm just saying I don't want the board to get in 1531 
trouble for doing something that you don't have the legal authority to do. So, I would 1532 
recommend we get consultation from legal counsel on that. And as for other language, 1533 
I'm not really sure on the spot. 1534 
 1535 
Mr. Reed  1:43:14   1536 
Can we get a  motion to asking to send this to legal for legal. 1537 
 1538 
James McLeod  1:43:20   1539 
If I can just ask one more thing here. We vote to accept an application when they bring it 1540 
when it's complete when it's complete. So, what criteria can we refuse an application? 1541 
 1542 
Ms. Gott  1:43:34   1543 
We can't we have these 30 days, 1544 
 1545 
Mr. Reed  1:43:36   1546 
Basically, you can refuse an application if it doesn't have all the items that are in our 1547 
zoning site plan application or whatever, that are required. We have a list in there. So, it 1548 
would have to be missing one of those and then we could refuse it if it has all those 1549 
items. 1550 
 1551 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:43:54   1552 
Wait a minute. clarification on that, if the applicant was going to cause harm to the 1553 
inhabitants and residents of our town, that is our first preamble for a zoning ordinance, 1554 
that is our duty and if the board of selectmen also in conjunction that would be if an 1555 
applicant's application is going to cause, I got to get zoning the for our preamble, if you 1556 
find it first Dee, during the preamble. If the ordinances are to promote the health safety, 1557 
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economic and social wellbeing of the community to protect the natural resources 1558 
including lakes, rivers, streams and drinking water and aquifer to lessen congestion in 1559 
the streets. And it goes on. And then it goes further to say to facilitate the adequate 1560 
provision of transportation water, sewage, and schools. If any application hasn't even 1561 
met the first preamble or first purpose and article, I would, I would stick with you Jim and 1562 
say that they, the applicants before us, I would say we make the motion and legal can 1563 
and take that our preamble says that's our first that's our first thing. That's first and 1564 
foremost. 1565 
 1566 
Maddie DiIonno  1:45:20   1567 
So, you're talking about whether you would deny an application or postpone an 1568 
application on that? 1569 
 1570 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:45:24   1571 
We're not talking about denying right now we're saying we need to look into this. And 1572 
legal can look into the motion. But that's our first preamble.  1573 
 1574 
Maddie DiIonno  1:45:34   1575 
Oh, absolutely. You can accept an application as a complete package and say we need 1576 
more information. Absolutely. But you've started that, that 65-day clock. 1577 
 1578 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:45:45   1579 
But if I may, I might be stepping on Patricia's words here. If we as a group, after that 1580 
presentation, feel that it would harm our water supply and thus our town. We could vote 1581 
not to accept the project. 1582 
 1583 
Maddie DiIonno  1:46:05   1584 
No, you well, if so, there's different you're not accepting the project you are accepting 1585 
that they have submitted all the required information. 1586 
 1587 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:46:16   1588 
We accept the application is complete. They present, we discuss, and motions are put 1589 
forward. We feel that this project will greatly harm our water source in the Town of 1590 
Raymond. And that's a criterion to deny the application 1591 
 1592 
Maddie DiIonno  1:46:39   1593 
 Sure, you could deny an application based on that very clear and you would need to 1594 
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have a very strong basis for denial.  1595 
 1596 
Ms. Gott  1:46:51   1597 
I think you have to outline the ways.  1598 
 1599 
James McLeod  1:46:59   1600 
So, I'll reference it. If I can withdraw my first motion 1601 
 1602 
Mr. Reed  1:47:05   1603 
 Mr. Campbell withdrew his second.  1604 
 1605 
James McLeod  1:47:17   1606 
Motion: Mr. McLeod made a motion to suspend the acceptance of any application by the 1607 
planning board that will have more than a 500 gallon per day impact on town water 1608 
resources, as it may be in conflict with the spirit of our stated purpose. Zoning article 1.1 1609 
until the summary of our current systems by the Raymond Water Department is made to 1610 
the board for our valuation. Mr. Campbell seconded the motion.  1611 
 1612 
Mr. Reed  1:47:47   1613 
Okay, where did you come up with the 500 gallons a day? 1614 
 1615 
James McLeod  1:47:51   1616 
I was trying it. Out of thin air. Okay. What I was trying to do is make sure that small 1617 
commercial. That we didn't have a moratorium on anything that came to the board. So 1618 
 1619 
Mr. Reed  1:48:08   1620 
I just didn't know what I mean. What did they ever tell us? 1621 
 1622 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:48:12   1623 
Well, just want to be for home. But what does McDonald's use? Domino's? Starbucks? 1624 
Do we know what? 1625 
 1626 
James McLeod  1:48:21   1627 
I think we're going to find out. 1628 
 1629 
Mr. Reed  1:48:25   1630 
498 gallons a day.  1631 
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 1632 
James McLeod  1:48:32   1633 
I do and I played with it a little bit. And. And so it seemed like that was something fair. 1634 
So, we're not stopping the applications from coming in. But anything that's really, truly 1635 
going to impact our resources, we could just tap the brakes until we have more 1636 
information so we're more informed as a board on what our water situation is. Because 1637 
everything I've read shows that it's dire. 1638 
 1639 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:49:02   1640 
 I would agree. 1641 
 1642 
Maddie DiIonno  1:49:05   1643 
I still don't think the board has legal authority to stop applications from coming in. 1644 
 1645 
James McLeod  1:49:09   1646 
You can check that with legal 1647 
 1648 
Maddie DiIonno  1:49:11   1649 
Yeah, we can certainly do that. I would recommend not making a motion. I can check on 1650 
this with the legal . Developers can submit an application anytime they want, whether or 1651 
not we have this statement here.  1652 
 1653 
James McLeod  1:49:26   1654 
I don't think it's going to affect anything that's coming before the board before it can be 1655 
checked by legal.  1656 
 1657 
Kevin Woods  1:49:33   1658 
You're asking for this until we get a summary of current systems by the water 1659 
department, which is tied into your first motion. It's certainly within the purview of the 1660 
board of selectmen to tell the town manager that he wants that. They want that report in 1661 
the next week. The DPW director works for the Town Manager. The Town Manager 1662 
works for the board of selectmen. But, 1663 
 1664 
James McLeod  1:50:10   1665 
but none of them work for us. 1666 
 1667 
Kevin Woods  1:50:12   1668 
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We can't. We don't have the ability to tell the Town Manager. 1669 
 1670 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:51:00   1671 
My last comment would be this. I think, if I understand Maddie correctly, this is almost 1672 
infringing on any person's right to come before the board with any application. But yet 1673 
we have authority to deny it if we feel their application would harm the town in any way.  1674 
 1675 
Maddie DiIonno  1:51:20   1676 
Yeah, that's your right as a Planning Board. 1677 
 1678 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:51:22   1679 
I think to clarify what you're saying Dee is, that also tells the applicant we're looking into 1680 
something. If we can, in you can read this, and we have the maybe you don't want to let 1681 
us look while we figure out and we're going to get that information, then you don't, if you 1682 
don't want to come before and that is what we're we could be making a vote, they might 1683 
say, then I don't think we're denying them. We're giving them a choice. 1684 
 1685 
James McLeod  1:51:48   1686 
There is no denial, we're not accepting the application. 1687 
 1688 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:51:52   1689 
That's where I think she's the sticking point from what I'm understanding. That's the 1690 
sticking point is not accepting the application to be heard. 1691 
 1692 
James McLeod  1:52:00   1693 
Because that is because the stated purpose is one of the conditions of accepting the 1694 
application. 1695 
 1696 
Maddie DiIonno  1:52:10   1697 
So maybe you could always accept the application and say, we need more information 1698 
from our DPW Director that's in your right to say, and that would, you would continue the 1699 
application. You can't delay accepting. You can't delay accepting an application, if 1700 
they've followed the town's regulations and submitted everything that's required. 1701 
 1702 
Scott Campbell  1:52:31   1703 
You can still hear an application, but we can still vote on this for a moratorium. 1704 
 1705 



47 
 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:52:36   1706 
Right. But then, and then yes. And then if we said we're going to go back to we feel that 1707 
that I guess Jim's what the way Jim had worded it gives the applicant, it gives him a 1708 
security in the heads up doing it, the reverse almost says we, we need to look into this. 1709 
And if we deem that it's not going to be within the safety of our town that they would end 1710 
up being denied. So, Jim's motion almost gives the applicant a heads up to wait maybe 1711 
to see and then we wouldn't have them coming in for the ordinance of the first 1.1.  1712 
 1713 
Mr. Reed  1:53:13   1714 
The other thing you got to realize, though, if you think about the applications, even the 1715 
conceptual we've had over the last year, had a couple of warehouses, that they showed 1716 
us pictures of what they wanted to do. We haven't done a traffic study. So, we don't 1717 
know how this is going to look. We need to get together with the TRC. They've told us 1718 
about this right from the beginning, we know you've got to get together with the TRC and 1719 
talk to DPW. about providing water to this building for fire suppression. Because I'm a 1720 
big warehouse, the biggest concern. water usage, typically in a warehouse is fire 1721 
suppression. If you and I was not at the last meeting, when a conceptual was shown for 1722 
a large housing development, a large housing project. From the conversation as I recall 1723 
it, they were aware, they may have to look at multiple different ways as far as water 1724 
supply for that development. They're aware of that right out the gate. So, I know 1725 
personally, I'm more comfortable if we really think we need to do something like I would 1726 
really like to wait till we get a report on the status and what their plans are personally. 1727 
Because I don't think we can stop applications from coming in. I appreciate what you're 1728 
trying to do here. I really do.  1729 
 1730 
James McLeod  1:54:23   1731 
The other option is to make a motion to add the moratorium as a warrant article, and 1732 
that will stop them all. 1733 
 1734 
Ms. Gott  1:54:36   1735 
The other option is zoning by having a zoning article. That's where it stops it.  1736 
 1737 
Maddie DiIonno  1:54:41   1738 
Yeah, absolutely. 1739 
 1740 
James McLeod  1:54:43   1741 
I don't want to stop applications from coming in. 1742 
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 1743 
Maddie DiIonno  1:54:47   1744 
You can't.  1745 
 1746 
Ms. Gott  1:54:48   1747 
This would not stop the applications. It would talk about the amount of usage. Okay, it 1748 
doesn't stop the application per se it stops the amount of usage. May I ask, how much 1749 
notice time. Is it 10 days, or 14 days for a zoning article?  1750 
 1751 
Maddie DiIonno  1:55:09   1752 
For a public hearing to move a zoning amendment to the ballot? Yes, it's a 10-day 1753 
notice. 1754 
 1755 
Scott Campbell  1:55:16   1756 
 I think what he's trying to say is great, because by the time we get a report, I have 1757 
asked three times for the blasting. Down at Mega X for those reports, it's been a year, I 1758 
still haven't got them. So, if I can't get that, which is a condition of approval. And I also 1759 
asked for the bond, but still haven't gotten the bond. 1760 
 1761 
Mr. Reed  1:55:42   1762 
Okay. Did you ask that of code enforcement? 1763 
 1764 
Scott Campbell  1:55:46   1765 
I sent this right down to the town manager, that's protocol, the town manager is 1766 
supposed to look into it, when I've asked them both in it. I saw David and asked him; he 1767 
still hasn't seen it. So why would we want to wait on something like this when I'm waiting 1768 
a year to get reports of a conditional approval? 1769 
 1770 
Mr. Reed  1:56:01   1771 
And the blasting reports, the fire chief should have those. I mean, that's where you get 1772 
your permit, he should have the reports.  1773 
 1774 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:56:11   1775 
I love the concept of 100% behind the concept, but I'm afraid that if we step on legal 1776 
toes, then what recourse an applicant have I would not like this with our new 1661, or 1777 
whatever, they can get automatic approval if something happens. It just wants to protect 1778 
us legally. So again, an applicant can't just go well, you know what they were illegal in 1779 
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what they did. So, we just got our project passed. 1780 
 1781 
James McLeod  1:56:54   1782 
So let me address that. I presume that Dave Fredrickson will be here very soon to speak 1783 
to us about the water. I understand the concerns about the legality of it. Let's say that it's 1784 
unknown because we have to go to the lawyers. So, if we implement this now, by the 1785 
time it would ever have to meet a legal standard, you will have already done all of that. 1786 
 1787 
Mr. Reed  1:57:30   1788 
So, you're condoning voting it in, the way you've got it. And then by the time anybody 1789 
would ever cross this line, if you will, by the 1790 
 1791 
James McLeod  1:57:38   1792 
time the legal test actually comes up, this will already be passed 1793 
 1794 
Maddie DiIonno  1:57:42   1795 
 passed in what respect? 1796 
 1797 
James McLeod  1:57:44   1798 
In that we will have had the report and we will have been able to define how we actually 1799 
want to proceed. By the time any of this went to court. 1800 
 1801 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:58:03   1802 
My question is, will this end up becoming part of this overall, when we talked about a 1803 
more robust?  1804 
 1805 
James McLeod  1:58:12   1806 
This is standalone, just to buy us some time until we have a report from the water 1807 
department so that we're all aware of where we stand, what resources we actually have 1808 
to dole out on these applications. We don't know that. So, we have been flying blind for 1809 
too long on it. So, I think that if we can implement this, and if we can vote on this and 1810 
pass this motion, then that lets applicants know that we aren't going to be able to accept 1811 
their applications. If they want to go to court with that. This is all going to be cleared up 1812 
and it's going to be there will be no legal test to it. 1813 
 1814 
Ms. Gott  1:58:53   1815 
 Yes. I hear the urgency. I hear what you're saying. I still have great concerns about it. I 1816 
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would rather say let's craft tonight. A zoning ordinance that says what you want to say 1817 
about water usage. Have it noticed and have a meeting at a public hearing on the 29th. 1818 
That's when it becomes temporary law or ordinances or it's not law, it's ordinance until 1819 
up or down in March. So, it protects it if we do it tonight, come up with very simple 1820 
wording. Notice it for the 29th: have a meeting, a public hearing, talk about it, have 1821 
Dave's input all of that and move it to the ballot that protects that once we do that, then 1822 
it's an effect as I say until March. It's there.  1823 
 1824 
Mr. Reed  1:59:52   1825 
So, you want to draft this without even having legal look at it. And you want to notice it. 1826 
 1827 
Ms. Gott  1:59:58   1828 
Yes, a very simple draft, you know something about affecting or you know, protecting 1829 
using some of Jim's same language, but turn it into a zoning ordinance that, you know, 1830 
the protection of our water is paramount, our water supply, I should say water supply is 1831 
paramount. And we will not have any withdrawals greater than whatever the number is. 1832 
And that becomes part of our zoning. Then, yes, it will have to go to legal. 1833 
 1834 
James McLeod  2:00:37   1835 
 I appreciate you're trying to find a way to get what I want done. I just think that that is 1836 
cumbersome red tape, and it's the wrong way to proceed. 1837 
 1838 
Mr. Reed  2:01:04   1839 
I would think he has all that information based on what they've been working. 1840 
 1841 
Scott Campbell  2:01:09   1842 
He might have it; I don't know. But I think this covers us till we get our hands on it. 1843 
 1844 
Mr. Reed  2:01:18   1845 
We have a motion. We have a motion on the floor. We have a second. And we have a 1846 
second. We have another suggestion. But we'll need to vote this down if we're going to 1847 
consider something else. Is there any more comment on the motion? Would you read it 1848 
one more time the way your final draft was sir. 1849 
 1850 
James McLeod  2:01:38   1851 
Motion: I make a motion to suspend the acceptance of any application by the planning 1852 
board that will have more than a 500 gallon per day impact on our town water 1853 
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resources, as it may be in conflict with the spirit of our stated purpose. Zoning 1.1 until a 1854 
summary of our current systems by the  Raymond Water Department is made to the 1855 
board for our evaluation. 1856 
 1857 
Mr. Reed  2:02:04   1858 
That was just a reiteration. Any other discussion?  1859 
 1860 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:02:09   1861 
Can we add? If we change the word to, I make a motion to advise the applicant by the 1862 
planning board? 1863 
 1864 
James McLeod  2:02:18   1865 
That will stop no one. 1866 
 1867 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:02:21   1868 
Well, not for? Because if we tell them that, then then we say the rest of it, which is if 1869 
they're coming in again, they if they came in knowing that more than 500 with the 1870 
preamble, that's all I wanted to say is that then that would be they're coming knowing 1871 
that if we deemed that it was a it would not promote health, safety and economic and 1872 
social well-being of the Community Raymond. That would be our legal basis. If we voted 1873 
no, I, I just wanted to know, 1874 
 1875 
James McLeod  2:02:54   1876 
I see where you're going with it. I just don't think that it has the teeth that we need to 1877 
keep the applications from showing up that are over 500 gallons per day.  1878 
 1879 
Maddie DiIonno  2:03:04   1880 
I guess I'll just say for the record. Again, I don't think this is in the planning board's legal 1881 
authority to do. I am not disagreeing with anything; I think this is a great idea. But again, 1882 
I also don't think this would have any teeth because you can't stop applications from 1883 
being filed, people are going to file applications with the town. So, delaying the 1884 
application process based on a letter from the DPW I think you're going to get into some 1885 
legal trouble. 1886 
 1887 
Mrs. Luszcz  2:03:30   1888 
And I would fear, changing it to a piece of advice might be indicating that the planning 1889 
board has already made its mind up before hearing. 1890 
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 1891 
Maddie DiIonno  2:03:39   1892 
I mean, you can always like as I said, you can always hear an application and say 1893 
where you need more information from our DPW or waiting on his report for water. 1894 
 1895 
James McLeod  2:03:50   1896 
We need to accept the application in order to hear it. 1897 
 1898 
Maddie DiIonno  2:03:53   1899 
Accept it as a complete package. You can always request more information from your 1900 
town from the applicants and you can continue the application because you don't have 1901 
enough information to make a decision that is your right as a planning board. 1902 
 1903 
Mr. Reed  2:04:17   1904 
See if an application comes in and says I don't know, 500 gallons a day. It's a sixth 1905 
house subdivision, a small subdivision. And it might be right on the line for what Yeah, I 1906 
don't know that it is, but you know, then, you know, we could ask them to come you 1907 
know, to show us what is your water usage per day going to be per home and what are 1908 
you basing it on? Get an engineer to do that. Make sure they clear it with our DPW if 1909 
they're going to hook into our water system and that could be part of our acceptance 1910 
process. See that I'm okay with that I see as legal. 1911 
 1912 
James McLeod  2:04:50   1913 
So, in our acceptance processes that part of our rules and procedures 1914 
 1915 
Mr. Reed  2:04:57   1916 
 It's part of the TRC review.  1917 
 1918 
James McLeod  2:05:05   1919 
When it comes to us for acceptance.  1920 
 1921 
Mr. Reed  2:05:08   1922 
We're not approving, accepting the package as complete. 1923 
 1924 
James McLeod  2:05:15   1925 
I want to keep them from being accepted. Because that's when the clock starts. 1926 
 1927 
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Mr. Reed  2:05:19   1928 
I think that's what Maddie is saying is that we can't legally stop them from  submitting an 1929 
application. 1930 
 1931 
James McLeod  2:05:24   1932 
 I understand that now, when we accept an application, they have to meet the criteria 1933 
that you stated before. That criterion is part of our rules and procedures? 1934 
 1935 
Mr. Reed  2:05:38   1936 
You mean going to TRC or asking them about the water usage and all that? 1937 
 1938 
James McLeod  2:05:44   1939 
Actually, if somebody brings an application, you said that they have to have met all of 1940 
these conditions.  1941 
 1942 
Mr. Reed  2:05:50   1943 
They are all in the checklist.  1944 
 1945 
James McLeod  2:05:53   1946 
Is the checklist part of our rules and procedures. 1947 
 1948 
Mr. Reed  2:05:55   1949 
It's not part of our rules and procedures. It's part of our zoning and site plan regulations 1950 
and subdivision regs.  1951 
 1952 
Scott Campbell  2:06:13   1953 
Yeah, the problem is, Brad, this is why I like this, is because every time they go to TRC, 1954 
or they go to the town hall, they come to us and say, we were told we could do that. I'm 1955 
sick of hearing that. That's a big, big issue. So, we could put this teeth on this right now, 1956 
vote it in, get it down the road, have David do our report, and hopefully does it quicker 1957 
than the report I'm waiting on for the blast. 1958 
 1959 
James McLeod  2:06:35   1960 
I think the thought of legal jeopardy, the possibility of legal jeopardy, which  I understand 1961 
the concern will be a motivating factor to be able to get this taken care of and an 1962 
evaluation so that we have the information that we really need to be able to vote on 1963 
these, it's great to say that, that when somebody comes in, that we can then deny the 1964 
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application because of you know, a vision statement.  1965 
 1966 
Mr. Reed  2:07:09   1967 
 The whole thing is if I think it has to be more than 500 gallons a day to jeopardize a 1968 
system, that's just a guess on my part. But if a large system came here, and our system 1969 
couldn't handle it, we didn't have extra capacity, then we could refuse it based on that, I 1970 
think we would have a legitimate claim. 1971 
 1972 
Ms. Gott  2:07:29   1973 
We came close to that on an application. Having that discussion. 1974 
 1975 
Mr. Reed  2:07:33   1976 
My concern when we started doing these kinds of contingencies. 20 and 30 years ago, 1977 
the town tried to limit growth by doing things and things that the planning board drafted 1978 
and then found out there were illegal. Green areas, and I could go on with a list that's a 1979 
mile long that happened here, started here around this table, and then were found out 1980 
later to be illegal and cost us tons of legal fees. And I don't want to be going down that 1981 
road. I really don't, folks. I'm just being honest with you. 1982 
 1983 
Kevin Woods  2:08:05   1984 
I would like to support your motion. I think it makes a lot of sense. But I don't think it's 1985 
legal. And if it's not legal, we vote for it. Again, we're going to end up with more legal 1986 
issues and I think if this motion is vetted by legal, then I certainly could support it. But I 1987 
don't think given what we're hearing that it's  a legal motion. We can accept those 1988 
applications. And then use criteria that you're putting forth, to not approve an 1989 
application. 1990 
 1991 
James McLeod  2:08:57   1992 
And I appreciate what you're saying. But Maddie is not a lawyer. Brad is not a lawyer, I 1993 
am not a lawyer, you are not a lawyer. So, you may make a determination that you don't 1994 
think that it's legal. We don't know until it goes to legal. So, in the meantime, we can 1995 
implement this. And by the time that it would ever hit a legal test, we will have already 1996 
met the conditions of this. 1997 
 1998 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:09:29   1999 
Are we meeting next week? 2000 
 2001 
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Mr. Reed  2:09:31   2002 
 No, the question we're supposed to answer for me tonight was could we do a fourth 2003 
meeting in October, which will give us time to start getting some more of these warrant 2004 
articles together? That was what the question was last week. Come here tonight 2005 
knowing whether you will because everybody said the last time, they didn't want to have 2006 
a quick meeting. So anyway, we'll get to that in a few minutes. No, 2007 
 2008 
James McLeod  2:10:03   2009 
The report doesn't have to come to us in a meeting, does it? Or does it come to us prior 2010 
to the meeting?  2011 
 2012 
Mr. Reed  2:10:08   2013 
It can come.  2014 
 2015 
Ms. Gott  2:10:11   2016 
I am just trying to figure out what the objection is to go the zoning route, which seems 2017 
the much more practical legal way of doing it, 2018 
 2019 
James McLeod  2:10:19   2020 
because this is temporary. And that would be a more permanent solution. I wouldn't be 2021 
here to make a permanent solution because we don't have the information that we need 2022 
to make an informed decision about it yet. 2023 
 2024 
Mr. Reed  2:10:36   2025 
Are we ready to ask the question? Okay, all those in favor of the motion as it's been 2026 
proposed in its current form. Do you read it one more time, just true, we've been around 2027 
this whole time. 2028 
 2029 
James McLeod  2:10:55   2030 
Motion:  Mr. McLeod made a motion to suspend the acceptance of any application by 2031 
the planning board that will have more than a 500 gallon per day impact on town water 2032 
resources, as it may be in conflict with the spirit of our stated purpose, zoning 1.1 until a 2033 
summary of our current systems by the Raymond Water Department is made to the 2034 
board for our evaluation. 2035 
 2036 
Mr. Reed  2:11:19   2037 
Okay, thank you, everybody understands the motion. Okay, all those in favor, we're 2038 
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going to do it by roll call. 2039 
 2040 
 I'm going to start and I'm going to say no, because of the legal aspects of it. And that's 2041 
the only reason I appreciate what you're trying to do. But I don't think we can do this. 2042 
And so, I'm going to say no. 2043 
 2044 
James McLeod  2:11:36   2045 
 I am going to vote in favor. 2046 
 2047 
Mrs. Luszcz  2:11:45   2048 
I am going to vote in favor. 2049 
 2050 
Scott Campbell  2:11:47   2051 
In favor. 2052 
 2053 
Kevin Woods  2:11:48   2054 
 Yes. 2055 
 2056 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:11:57   2057 
I will vote yes, yes. 2058 
 2059 
Ms. Gott  2:11:59   2060 
No, because of the legality. 2061 
 2062 
Mr. Reed  2:12:01   2063 
The motion passes with a vote of 5 in favor, 2 opposed and 0 abstentions. Okay, so 2064 
Jim's motion passes.  2065 
 2066 
Scott Campbell  2:12:43   2067 
May I make a request, I'd like to see the question in an email sent out to all of us. So, we 2068 
can all see the question and answer from the attorney.  2069 
 2070 
Mr. Reed  2:12:53   2071 
Yes. That shouldn't be a problem. Okay, so Jim, you will email her? The motion Exactly. 2072 
As you stated it? We've all got notes on it. So, we're watching you. 2073 
 2074 
Scott Campbell  2:13:05   2075 
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Jim, do you think you should send over that report along with your motion? The reason 2076 
why you made that motion is because of that report.  2077 
 2078 
Ms. Gott  2:13:28   2079 
Motion: Ms. Gott made a motion that we work the rest of this evening and craft a zoning 2080 
ordinance. I understand we have a motion. That's going to say we will just we will not 2081 
accept any further applications. But I would like to make a motion that we make a zoning 2082 
ordinance tonight, that we send it to legal if they want to notify it for a public hearing on 2083 
the 29th and hopefully get it passed by this board on the 29th. So, then it's an effect until 2084 
the election. That says it's essentially the same thing. So, the notice the zoning, the 2085 
zoning amendment tonight would say that no applications with water withdrawal over 2086 
500 gallons would be how's the word? I've tried to do this on the fly and 2087 
 2088 
Mr. Reed  2:14:29   2089 
You are going to have this in zoning regulation?  2090 
 2091 
Ms. Gott  2:14:33   2092 
yes, and I understand what I'm saying, and I understand it could be voted down but at 2093 
least it gives us that protection from now until March in case of any things coming down 2094 
the pipe between now and March. I don't even have a copy with me. That's why I'm 2095 
doing it on the fly. 2096 
 2097 
Mr. Reed  2:15:05   2098 
Once it goes to public hearing, and it's voted to go on, or it's enforced until it gets voted 2099 
out. 2100 
 2101 
Ms. Gott  2:15:10   2102 
And that's why I'm pushing tonight to do it and post it and have the meeting on the 29th 2103 
and then it's in effect. 2104 
 2105 
Mr. Reed  2:15:16   2106 
Alright, so you're going to give us wording and you're going to put this where in our 2107 
regulations.  2108 
 2109 
Ms. Gott  2:15:21   2110 
Help me out here? I don't know. But I'll back off with my motion for a minute. 2111 
 2112 
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Mrs. Luszcz  2:15:26   2113 
So, discussions don't 2114 
 2115 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:15:28   2116 
have a motion a second 2117 
 2118 
Ms. Gott  2:15:30   2119 
I’m backing off my motion. 2120 
 2121 
Mr. Reed  2:15:31   2122 
So, we don't have a motion right now.  2123 
 2124 
Ms. Gott  2:15:32   2125 
No, because I don't know where it's going to go.  2126 
 2127 
Mrs. Luszcz  2:15:35   2128 
Well, I'm confused because you voted no to Jim's temporary and now you want to make 2129 
it an ordinance.  2130 
 2131 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:15:51   2132 
She wants to add a second layer to Jim's. And the only thing I have for the discussion of 2133 
that is, we don't know an actual amount. Jim picked an amount that we could use now to 2134 
kind of gauge. I agree now with Gretchen saying, you know, we want to, but we need 2135 
the amount. So, in order for us to proceed with a true motion, we need that report, and 2136 
we need data to know what the amount will be. He may say you know 1000 gallons 2137 
works , he may say 800 , He may need to know the number to make it a zoning that 2138 
number is going to be important.  2139 
 2140 
James McLeod  2:16:28   2141 
My concern, I feel like this holds us over long enough that we can get done.  2142 
 2143 
Ms. Gott  2:16:34   2144 
I just can't vote for that.  2145 
 2146 
that will get us what I think we're looking for legally and I understand your point about 2147 
not knowing the actual amount that is a valid point. 2148 
 2149 
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It may not be feasible I hear what you're saying . 2150 
 2151 
James McLeod  2:17:33   2152 
Motion: Mr. McLeod made a motion to enter nonpublic session pursuant to RSA 91-2153 
A:32C,  matters which if discussed in public would likely adversely affect the reputation 2154 
of any person other than a member of this board. Unless that person requested an open 2155 
meeting this exemption shall extend to include any application for assistance or tax 2156 
abatement or waiver of fee, fine or other levy if based on inability to pay or poverty of 2157 
applicant. Mr. Woods seconded the motion for discussion.  2158 
 2159 
Kevin Woods  2:18:14   2160 
 Are you going to do any business after you come? 2161 
 2162 
James McLeod  2:18:19   2163 
We can do business once we come back. 2164 
 2165 
Kevin Woods  2:18:22   2166 
We just need to leave RCTV running during that time that we're gone. If we're going to 2167 
do that, that's why most people do nonpublic things after business is conducted. 2168 
 2169 
James McLeod  2:18:34   2170 
Okay, part of the public business is going to be tied to. 2171 
 2172 
Kevin Woods  2:18:39   2173 
That's fine as long as she knows. 2174 
 2175 
Mr. Reed  2:18:42   2176 
Alright, so we have a motion on the floor to go into a nonpublic meeting. And he did a 2177 
discussion. All right. Everybody understands the request. If we do this, we'll go into the 2178 
other room.  2179 
 2180 
Ms. Gott  2:18:55   2181 
And it's 91 a reputation. 2182 
 2183 
Mr. Reed  2:18:57   2184 
Yes. Okay. Any other discussion? If not, we'll call for the vote. 2185 
 2186 
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Ms. Gott  2:19:46   2187 
 Yes. 2188 
 2189 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:19:48   2190 
 Yes,  2191 
 2192 
James McLeod  2:19:49   2193 
yes.  2194 
 2195 
Scott Campbell  2:19:50   2196 
Yes, 2197 
 2198 
Mr. Reed  2:19:50   2199 
 yes.  2200 
 2201 
Mrs. Luszcz  2:19:51   2202 
Yes. 2203 
 2204 
Kevin Woods  2:19:52   2205 
 Yes,  2206 
 2207 
Mr. Reed  2:19:53   2208 
The Board went into Non-Public under 91-a Reputation. The Board excused themselves 2209 
until approximately 9:52pm. Mr. Reed recused himself from the non-public portion of the 2210 
meeting. 2211 
 2212 
James McLeod  2:53:09   2213 
Motion: Mr. McLeod made a motion to seal the non-public minutes as it may adversely 2214 
affect the reputation of any person other than a member of this board until October 14, 2215 
2022. Ms. Bridgeo seconded for discussion.  2216 
 2217 
The day after our work session we're hoping that Ernie is available 2218 
 2219 
Kevin Woods  2:53:56   2220 
It will then be available to the public. 2221 
 2222 
Ms. Gott  2:53:58   2223 
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Unless we vote at that point to extend it. 2224 
 2225 
Kevin Woods  2:54:02   2226 
You can at that meeting. Continue to seal all those minutes. 2227 
 2228 
Mr. Reed  2:54:08   2229 
Trisha, you need to be running this because I had to recuse myself. Okay. 2230 
 2231 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:54:11   2232 
So, there's a motion that we will seal the minutes until October 14. After our October 13 2233 
meeting, we'll go roll call vote.  2234 
 2235 
I thought I had seconded it. It doesn't matter.  2236 
 2237 
Kevin Woods  2:54:37   2238 
Aye. 2239 
 2240 
Mrs. Luszcz  2:54:37   2241 
Aye. 2242 
 2243 
Scott Campbell  2:54:38   2244 
Aye. 2245 
 2246 
James McLeod  2:54:38   2247 
Aye 2248 
 2249 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:54:44   2250 
Aye. 2251 
 2252 
Ms. Gott  2:54:44   2253 
Aye. 2254 
 2255 
Mr. Reed  2:54:49   2256 
The motion passed with a vote of 6 in favor, 0 opposed and 0 abstentions. Mr. Reed did 2257 
not vote because he was recused from the discussion. 2258 
 2259 
 I asked the question earlier how many are available for the fourth Thursday of October 2260 
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for a meeting. For Thursday, I don't remember the date. October 27th. 2261 
 2262 
Scott Campbell  2:55:15   2263 
I don't know when Brad, that's why I'm going to the Fryeburg. Fair and I don't know. 2264 
 2265 
Mr. Reed  2:55:29   2266 
 How many are available? All right. 1,2,3,4,5. Kevin, you said you're available. All right. 2267 
So, the rest of us are available, so we're going to schedule another work session for the 2268 
27th. And because of the time, that's all we're going to do tonight, I would accept a 2269 
motion to adjourn. 2270 
 2271 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:55:49   2272 
Motion: Ms. Bridgeo made a motion to adjourn. Mr. McLeod seconded the motion. The 2273 
motion passed unanimously with a vote of 7 in favor, 0 opposed, and 0 abstentions.  2274 
 2275 
The meeting adjourned at approximately 9:56 pm.  2276 
 2277 
Respectfully submitted, 2278 
 2279 
Jill A. Vadeboncoeur 2280 
 2281 
 2282 
 2283 
 2284 
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 5 
Planning Board Members Present: 6 
Patricia Bridgeo (Vice- Chairman) 7 
Kevin Woods (Secretary) 8 
Jim McLeod  9 
Gretchen Gott  10 
Scott Campbell (Selectmen ex officio) 11 
Dee Luszcz  12 
 13 
Planning Board Members Absent: 14 
Brad Reed (Chairman) 15 
 16 
 17 
Staff Present: 18 
None 19 
 20 
Pledge of Allegiance 21 
Ms. Bridgeo  0:32   22 
All right. Good evening, everybody and welcome to September 22, planning board, 23 
zoning ordinance work session.  24 
 25 
James McLeod  1:32   26 
Before we begin? It should just be noted that this wasn't a scheduled meeting, although 27 
it was properly noticed. And that Brad Reed the chairman couldn't make it. But I think it 28 
should be considered an excused absence. 29 
 30 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:51   31 
Thank you. Noted. 32 
 33 
From Brad Reed to our Planning Board Members, please review the 2016 Stantec 34 
report and the 2020 water storage evaluation report with the link below for finalizing 35 
recommendations for zoning changes. I would also strongly recommend waiting for 36 
replies from the DPW town manager regarding these items. Further, I would recommend 37 
getting a legal opinion once your recommended articles are drafted before moving these 38 
to warrant, I would further request this note be read into the record at the 9/22/22 39 
meeting. Sorry, I cannot attend. I have prior commitments. Best regards Brad Reed. 40 
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 41 
James McLeod  3:06   42 
So, I had sent Brad and Madeline copies of these so that they could have an opportunity 43 
to comment on them. And so, the first one is: Are you in favor of the adoption of 44 
amendment number to be determined as proposed by the Raymond Planning Board for 45 
the town zoning ordinance as follows. 8.3.3 pursuant to RSA 67:451 -I. And beginning 46 
on the date of adoption, that all new commercial industrial construction of any type to 47 
include multifamily residential dwellings of three or more units, and all buildings with age 48 
restricted assisted living, or workforce housing units shall be fully sprinkler protected to 49 
NFPA installation standards in effect at the time of approval. Any new additions, 50 
renovations or uses needing the approval of the Planning Board shall require the full 51 
structure to be brought into compliance as a condition of approval. And a little 52 
explanation on this. The intent of this ordinance is to clarify language and address a 53 
reference to a repealed RSA in order to require all new construction except residential 54 
single family and duplex housing to be fire suppressed for the protection of the 55 
occupants and the first responders. Further any new additions or uses that require 56 
approval by the planning board must bring the entire structure into compliance as a 57 
condition of approval. So, this would replace the current 8.3.3, which we've discovered 58 
has some perceived ambiguities in it. And the reply that I got from Madeline on both of 59 
these was we're still awaiting a response from legal on the moratorium. I also had 60 
thoughts on the sprinkler ordinance. So, I'm glad to see you. We'll be discussing this. 61 
And then from the fire chief, Paul Hammond. I like it, it's very definitive and does not 62 
appear to have any questionable areas. So based on that I would make a motion so I'm 63 
actually not sure of the proper wording. 64 
 65 
Ms. Bridgeo  5:56   66 
Do we need a motion? Yes. 67 
 68 
Ms. Gott  5:58   69 
We have to make a motion to move it to a public hearing, in preparation for moving it to 70 
the warrant. 71 
 72 
Scott Campbell  6:09   73 
It has to be seconded  first before the discussion, correct? No. 74 
 75 
Ms. Bridgeo  6:13   76 
No motion has been. 77 
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 78 
James McLeod  6:15   79 
Still trying to figure out the motion.  80 
 81 
Motion: Mr. Mcleod made a motion to move the proposed ordinance for addition to the 82 
warrant and public hearing. Ms. Gott seconded the motion.  83 
 84 
Kevin Woods  6:34   85 
 So, excuse me, your motion is what? 86 
 87 
James McLeod  6:36   88 
 To move this to the public hearing.  89 
 90 
Mrs. Luszcz  6:43   91 
Do we need a date? 92 
 93 
Ms. Gott  6:43   94 
We don't have a date. I'm not sure we have to have a date. Right yet. I'm not. It's not like 95 
an application that we have to do time, date, and time certain. It's to our schedule. When 96 
we schedule a public hearing, I think it is sufficient. 97 
 98 
Kevin Woods  7:06   99 
I didn't hear that. I'm still trying to figure out I am hearing her and then his motion. 100 
 101 
James McLeod  7:13   102 
We want to make a motion to move this to the public hearing. For discussion to be 103 
added as a warrant article.  104 
 105 
Kevin Woods  7:24   106 
Okay. To the public hearing? What public hearing? 107 
 108 
James McLeod  7:28   109 
To the next noticed public hearing that we're discussing. 110 
 111 
Ms. Gott  7:33   112 
 It will be our zoning, public hearing.  113 
 114 
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James McLeod  7:36   115 
The zoning public hearing. 116 
 117 
Kevin Woods  7:39   118 
So, you want to move this to a public hearing. That is your motion? 119 
 120 
James McLeod  7:45   121 
I believe that is my motion. Yes.  122 
 123 
Ms. Bridgeo  7:47   124 
Seconded by Gretchen.  125 
 126 
Second, Second. All in favor? Oh, well, we should have a discussion.  127 
 128 
Mrs. Luszcz  8:10   129 
What if the renovation is not attached? Or the addition is not attached to the existing? 130 
 131 
James McLeod  8:23   132 
If it came before the board is a new construction it was commercial, then it would still 133 
 134 
Mrs. Luszcz  8:28   135 
Just that, not the not if it's another building on the lot. 136 
 137 
James McLeod  8:34   138 
So, it does say the entire structure would come into compliance. So that would presume 139 
that it was attached to the original building that wasn't already in compliance. So, if there 140 
was a separate building, then that wouldn't apply to that. Under that portion of it. 141 
 142 
Mrs. Luszcz  8:50   143 
We don't want to we don't want to have assumptions, right? So, I'm just wrapping my 144 
head around this. 145 
 146 
James McLeod  8:58   147 
Right. But if there was an accessory building, like a commercial accessory building, then 148 
that would be a standalone, it's a new commercial construction. So, it needs to be 149 
sprinkled.  150 
 151 
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Mrs. Luszcz  9:07   152 
But I'm saying the buildings on the property would not be part of that.  153 
 154 
James McLeod  9:15   155 
Correct. Because the addition or the, you know, the separate building would be separate 156 
from that structure. 157 
 158 
It would be a standalone, so it wouldn't be part of that structure. So, the structure 159 
wouldn't come into compliance based on the way this is written. 160 
 161 
Ms. Gott  9:40   162 
Somewhere along the line there used to be, and I don't know any more if it's true, that if 163 
a renovation or any kind of work, Scott, you may know this one.  164 
 165 
Scott Campbell  9:52   166 
51%  167 
 168 
Ms. Gott  9:53   169 
Thank you. That's what I was looking for. If it was greater than 51% of the value of the 170 
building, then it had to be brought up to all code. 171 
 172 
Scott Campbell  10:02   173 
 It's not value. It's based on square footage,  174 
 175 
Ms. Gott  10:04   176 
Square footage. Okay. So, if it's greater than 51% of the square footage, now we had 177 
gotten used to going by value. That's what I was a little confused about. But I don't know 178 
how much this applies to this. If it has an effect. That's something we should probably 179 
ask. 180 
 181 
Mrs. Luszcz  10:20   182 
What ordinance are you referring to? 183 
 184 
Ms. Gott  10:24   185 
I don't know the ordinance. It's something that I know we've done. And I don't know, I'm 186 
sorry, I do not have the reference, you'll have to try to find it. I guess.  187 
 188 
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Scott Campbell  10:31   189 
I don't know what the ordinance is. But no matter what town you go to, if you're doing a 190 
remodel, or renovation, if the renovation exceeds, goes to a 51% or more than 191 
everything has to be up to code. Today's code. That's standard operating procedure. 192 
I've never been to a town where it doesn't apply. 193 
 194 
Mrs. Luszcz  11:18   195 
He's talking square footage or renovation is just cosmetic, you're not changing square 196 
footage. That's just saying one thing, and he's saying another and then you say yes, 197 
together.  198 
 199 
James McLeod  11:32   200 
But in either case, if it has to come to the board for approval, then that's when this would 201 
kick in. So that might be a stipulation that's, that's in ours about 51%. But that can still 202 
be separate from this. 203 
 204 
Scott Campbell  11:50   205 
I deal with building inspectors, non-boards, for the most part. So, whenever I'm doing a 206 
build project, and I look at it, I know I'm going to exceed that percentage. I know the 207 
building inspectors are going to want code brought up. So, I go to the building inspector, 208 
I say, Look, I'm on the borderline of that. 51%. Do you want to walk through this? Tell 209 
me what you want done. And if you think I'm going to exceed it, building inspector, he 210 
sets that guideline at that point. 211 
 212 
Ms. Gott  12:47   213 
Something we should probably check in with Paul (Ayer?), also before our hearing, just 214 
to see what all that's about and see if we have to do anything else. 215 
 216 
James McLeod  12:59   217 
Well, I would read Paul's reply again. 218 
 219 
Ms. Gott  13:04   220 
He says, Paul the building inspector. Oh, Paul Ayer. 221 
 222 
James McLeod  13:12   223 
I can't picture in addition to a commercial property that isn't going to have to come 224 
before the board, though. Right. If it's 51%. I mean, how would that get built without 225 
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approval? 226 
 227 
Scott Campbell  13:25   228 
That's a little outside of the scope of what you're putting forth? It really is. Yeah, we're 229 
talking, you're talking about something that's going to be added to the renovation 230 
project. That's pretty much cut and dry. I think Paul Ayer is going to go along with that, 231 
because he's been a contractor like I am. And he knows once you reach that, that 232 
threshold, no matter pretty much any town you're in, that threshold gets hit. It's, you 233 
know, it's going to happen. So that's something on the edge of what Jim is putting forth. 234 
It falls into it. But Jim's is a little different. Yeah, he's talking. It sounds more and correct 235 
me if I'm wrong, Jim, a standalone building that's unconnected, would have to be 236 
sprinklered. 237 
 238 
Ms. Gott  14:08   239 
Well, not just standalone though. 240 
 241 
Ms. Bridgeo  14:10   242 
Well, since we've just had a discussion that went around the waters are already muddy. 243 
So,  I would say that we need to clarify the points of, is it before the board that that 244 
would trigger? We mean, yes, it does say that. So, I think that anything where people 245 
are bringing up the question of a renovation over 51%, I think we need to clarify that and 246 
maybe find out what RSA that is to add so that there isn't the question of,  Is it a 247 
renovation? Is it an expansion? Is it not attached? 248 
 249 
Remember this is all commercial. So, it's not residential. This does not apply to 250 
residential dwellings. 251 
 252 
James McLeod  15:09   253 
It does apply to residential dwellings of three or more units.  254 
 255 
Kevin Woods  15:15   256 
So, it doesn't apply to a house. 257 
 258 
James McLeod  15:18   259 
It does not.  260 
 261 
Kevin Woods  15:20   262 



Raymond Planning Board Minutes  
September 22, 2022 

8 

I want to put an accessory, what do they call it, an additional dwelling unit? 263 
 264 
James McLeod  15:24   265 
ADU. Yeah, an ADU does not apply to that.  266 
 267 
Scott Campbell  15:28   268 
With the ADU based off. And Raymond I think is 35%. So that threshold would not get 269 
met, you're not allowed to go over 35% of the main structure. 270 
 271 
Ms. Gott  15:43   272 
The reason that this does say residential is because it would be in C2 and everything 273 
and C2 is three or more. So, it does say residential, it does apply for residential but not 274 
in Zone B or A. 275 
 276 
Scott Campbell  15:55   277 
And to be clear, residential is up to three units once you meet the threshold of three 278 
units and go four and beyond. That's commercial. 279 
 280 
Ms. Gott  16:07   281 
Right. And that would be C2 . 282 
 283 
Ms. Bridgeo  16:16   284 
I just wanted to say that you said you were going to replace 8.3.3. Wouldn't we just said 285 
we're going to clarify we're not going to replace it. Because wouldn't we be keeping it 286 
still 8.3.3? That's my question to you. You said you wanted to replace it. 287 
 288 
James McLeod  16:31   289 
It's a significant rewording. So, I'm not sure what the technical term would be on it. But it 290 
would definitely replace what's there now, even though the intent is still the same? 291 
 292 
Ms. Gott  16:46   293 
It seems like it ought to be replaced because it's using some of the same words that it's 294 
expanding upon. So, you don't want to mix up the same words. And then again, a little 295 
way later in the paragraph, same words. So, I think it does need to be replaced. 296 
 297 
Mrs. Luszcz  17:02   298 
The existing one talks about the RSA 674: 52 yours only references 51 Is that the 299 
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explanation though? The RSA that was repealed? 300 
 301 
James McLeod  17:13   302 
 That's been repealed, yeah. 303 
 304 
Mrs. Luszcz  17:15   305 
The 52 was repealed. So, this is not right. As it stands now. Anyway, 306 
 307 
James McLeod  17:22   308 
It's incorrect. Now it was pointed out to me at a Zoning Board meeting where it came up. 309 
So, clarifying language needs to be done anyway. And the fire chief feels like these 310 
covers everything adequately, as do I. 311 
 312 
Mrs. Luszcz  17:53   313 
One more question. First of all, because you have more experience with this existing 314 
commercial, 5000 square feet. And they had 2000 square feet. They're not at 51%. So, 315 
would this not apply? 316 
 317 
Scott Campbell  18:11   318 
No. And because it's commercial, that new unit up to 2000 square feet would have to be 319 
up to code and up to this ordinance where the rest of the house would not or building, I 320 
should say. 321 
 322 
Mrs. Luszcz  18:43   323 
Now that if it comes before the planning board for 2000 square feet, this says everything 324 
needs to be there's nothing about the 51%.  325 
 326 
James McLeod  18:53   327 
That's correct. So, if it was below the 51%, but it needed to come before the board, it 328 
would fall under this? Absolutely.  329 
 330 
Mrs. Luszcz  19:02   331 
Virtually any new addition or major renovation would impact the existing structure 332 
without having that hard fast. statement about 51% or under 51%. This doesn't address 333 
that. 334 
 335 
James McLeod  19:21   336 
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It does not? Purposely. Yeah, by design, it doesn't address any square footage or 337 
percentages or anything like that. If it comes before the board, it falls under the... than 338 
the project if it has to come before the board. It's significant enough to fall under this. 339 
 340 
Mrs. Luszcz  19:44   341 
And I am sure because you're a thorough researcher. I just would like to see the 342 
document that triggers the code enforcement officer to send the applicant to the 343 
planning board so that He doesn't just let them file for a building permit. I would like to 344 
see that trigger. 345 
 346 
Scott Campbell  20:07   347 
Well, I think he's going to have to read this new ordinance. 348 
 349 
Ms. Gott  20:09   350 
It would be in the zoning, there are things you have to change of use, all those kinds of 351 
things are outlined in various places throughout the zoning. That might trigger planning 352 
board action, 353 
 354 
Scott Campbell  20:22   355 
We'd have to send him an updated copy once everything's gone through, and say, this 356 
is how it works.  357 
 358 
Ms. Bridgeo  20:31   359 
I agree with Dee, that maybe it would be beneficial for at another point to discuss 360 
something a methodology because there are things and those of us who knew Mr. 361 
Mailhot, that he, he would go to the meetings and things that you back, go back and 362 
look at minutes that were brought forward and captured because he did go in, we have 363 
had so much change. So, a mechanism may be something that we discuss, separate. 364 
It's not to do with your warrant, but it's separate. It's a mechanism. Yes, it's separate. 365 
 366 
Mrs. Luszcz  21:06   367 
I just fear that there's some information here from at town hall. I'm not saying the code 368 
enforcement officer, but some bad information that leads applicants awry. 369 
 370 
Ms. Bridgeo  21:20   371 
And also, right, because maybe even at something that TRC gets a package of that 372 
gives them a notice. So, I think that that a mechanism is something we need to 373 
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 374 
Mrs. Luszcz  21:31   375 
I personally would just like to see the trigger that requires them. Because once they 376 
come into the building this 1000 square foot addition or 10,000 square foot building. And 377 
now they have to. And I'm not saying that the 10,000 probably will be sprinklered 378 
anyway, 379 
 380 
James McLeod  21:51   381 
 I understand your point. 382 
 383 
Mrs. Luszcz  21:55   384 
I love the intent to clarify, because I think it's necessary, the way you've written it, but 385 
that's just my opinion, I would love to see the trigger. 386 
 387 
Kevin Woods  22:08   388 
Why does it need to be a new commercial? Why isn't it that all commercial and industrial 389 
construction of any type? 390 
 391 
James McLeod  22:18   392 
I would presume that grandfathered construction, construction already in progress. 393 
Previous construction, a new construction is just what it sounds like it's, you know, 394 
construction that has to come before the board for approval. If you're putting a hammer 395 
to nail it's a new construction. 396 
 397 
Ms. Gott  22:41   398 
It does say renovations. 399 
 400 
Mrs. Luszcz  22:44   401 
I think that's just an itemized list. And I agree with him. somebody just comes in; they 402 
have a new lot of land, and they want to build a building. They're sprinkling that place, is 403 
that what you intend?  404 
 405 
James McLeod  23:00   406 
Unless there's a compelling reason not to, that they can bring to the zoning board or, 407 
you know, get the fire chief to say that it's not necessary. Like individual cold storage, 408 
you know, would be an example of where a variance would likely be granted on 409 
something like this. 410 
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 411 
Kevin Woods  23:22   412 
Oh, it could be granted. I read and based on the zoning board.  413 
 414 
James McLeod  23:25   415 
It certainly could. Yes. You know, based on the language here, I think that it sort of 416 
clarifies the importance of this life safety issue. And the current ordinance that we have 417 
is it's hard to enforce the way that it's currently written. I can read that into the record if 418 
you like. 419 
 420 
the current ordinance 8.3.3 as allowed by RSA 674:52- I pursuant to RSA :51 And that 421 
all commercial to include multifamily housing and industrial uses newly constructed shall 422 
be fully sprinklered protected in compliance with NFPA 13 The standard for installation 423 
of sprinkler systems design criteria. 424 
 425 
Mrs. Luszcz  25:11   426 
Jim so I notice in your revision, the 13 has dropped from the NFPA. Was that 427 
intentional?  428 
 429 
James McLeod  25:16   430 
It was. It's constantly updated. They make revisions to those numerous times every 431 
year. And that's their design criteria. I don't want that confused, because this has been 432 
conflated with, you know, when do you need sprinklers, as opposed to how those 433 
sprinklers are supposed to be installed? And so that's why I left that out. Because 434 
there's a lot in NFPA 13. 435 
 436 
Kevin Woods  25:59   437 
Which is the RSA that you turn to use that is no longer in existence. 438 
 439 
Mrs. Luszcz  26:06   440 
The first one. We just talked about that. 674:52 441 
 442 
James McLeod  27:16   443 
All right, I need to check my wording. I may have grabbed the wrong one. No, yeah. 52 444 
is the one that has been repealed. 51 is correct. So, RSA 674:52-I has been repealed. 445 
 446 
Ms. Bridgeo  28:12   447 



Raymond Planning Board Minutes  
September 22, 2022 

13 

Can I make a suggestion to the board to keep it a little clearer for us? So, you're 448 
proposing to change this? If we make the numbering system, your new ordinance will 449 
become 8.3.3.1. That way, we'll be able to track, and we know 450 
 451 
James McLeod  28:34   452 
That would make it subservient to it. 453 
 454 
Kevin Woods  28:38   455 
You also need a separate warrant article to repeal the one previous. Jim because we're 456 
not just amending 8. 3.3 instead of replacing it, really is instead of in favor of adoption of 457 
this amendment. It's you're in favor of amending existing 8. 3.3 to read what you say. 458 
 459 
Ms. Bridgeo  29:09   460 
Instead of replacing, yeah, okay. 461 
 462 
Kevin Woods  29:12   463 
That's really what you want to do. Otherwise, it's a twostep process. 464 
 465 
James McLeod  29:16   466 
Yeah, the intent is the same. Yes, just that the wording has changed. 467 
 468 
Kevin Woods  29:19   469 
And that's important for your motion. 470 
 471 
Ms. Gott  29:20   472 
I withdraw my second then. 473 
 474 
James McLeod  29:24   475 
and then I'll withdraw my motion. 476 
 477 
Ms. Bridgeo  29:28   478 
And now would you want to put your motion? 479 
 480 
Kevin Woods  29:32   481 
Jim. Is there any reason not having read 674:51- I. Is there any reason to change the 482 
wording to prevent a similar situation? That happened to 674:52. In other words, what 483 
you've done with NFPA, by eliminating the 13, you're saying whatever the current 484 
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version is of NFPA regulations, that's what we're going to go by. So that's a good thing. 485 
So, 13 goes away. Nobody can say, well, 13 doesn't exist anymore. But if in five years, 486 
somebody repeals 674: 51-I,  then you're in the same boat again, because your 487 
ordinance references that. 488 
 489 
James McLeod  30:38   490 
The only thing is, is that RSA is the RSA that gives us the power to make zoning 491 
changes. So, if that changes, then you know, everything changes, 492 
 493 
Kevin Woods  30:52   494 
okay, whereas 674:52 -I that was repealed, what did that do? 495 
 496 
James McLeod  30:58   497 
Something about evacuating buildings for fires, or I don't really even know how it applied 498 
to our ordinance. But again, it was repealed 20 years ago. So, this RSA is just saying 499 
that we have the legal authority to make this ordinance. . And if they changed that RSA, 500 
then that takes away our legal authority to do anything.  501 
 502 
Mrs. Luszcz  31:25   503 
Yeah, the heading of that, if I may, is the power to amend state building code. 504 
 505 
James McLeod  31:41   506 
It would impact the entire book like we wouldn't be able to make any ordinances at all. 507 
We didn't have that authority. So, I see what you're saying.  508 
 509 
Mrs. Luszcz  31:52   510 
So, chapter 674, in itself is locally land use planning and regulatory powers. So, they 511 
would have to strip or revise that, which would I'm sure change a lot more of our 512 
ordinance, the least of our worries, right. And the colon 51. Under that is the power to 513 
amend state building code and establish enforcement procedures. Yeah. I say it was 514 
last revised in 2015, but only revised. 515 
 516 
James McLeod  32:26   517 
So, I acknowledge your point. And it's a valid one in this particular one, though, because 518 
the lawyers have picked it apart is that we should have a specific RSA that we're 519 
referencing.  520 
 521 
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Motion: Mr. McLeod made a motion to move this amendment to 8.3.3 to our next zoning 522 
public hearing. 523 
 524 
Kevin Woods  33:10   525 
So, your wording would say instead of are you in favor of the adoption of amendment 526 
number. Your word in favor of amending. Zoning article 8. 3.3 to say the following: 527 
 528 
Ms. Gott  33:40   529 
I need to hear the whole thing. Have you finished? 530 
 531 
James McLeod  33:48   532 
Oh, yeah. The top line here says Are you in favor of the adoption of the amendment 533 
number as proposed? That word doesn't need to be what moves forward? Just the 8.3.3 534 
rewrite is what needs to move forward. 535 
 536 
Ms. Gott  34:11   537 
So, I am still confused about how you're going to meld the old 8.3.3 remove that. Or 538 
meld the new 8.3.3 into the old one. We repealed that motion. So now what? What's it 539 
going to say? To what party going through to meld what party we're going to discontinue 540 
the old one. 541 
 542 
James McLeod  34:31   543 
So, I can reread it though the wording is the same. The issue was with my designation 544 
of it as a replacement as opposed to an amendment. So, this will amend what we have 545 
there. Though it's basically a rewrite. 546 
 547 
Mrs. Luszcz  34:51   548 
No, he's using a lot of the same words and phrases he's just added more. It's really a 549 
revision. 550 
 551 
Ms. Bridgeo  34:58   552 
He clarified and added more in a repeat he repealed an RSA that's 20 years out of date. 553 
 554 
Mrs. Luszcz  35:06   555 
yeah, so it's not completely rewritten. 556 
 557 
James McLeod  35:08   558 
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It still has the same intent, 559 
 560 
Ms. Bridgeo  35:11   561 
The same intent and remove some ambiguity that was causing people to and even 562 
removing the 13 clarifies that people use the latest standard rather than 563 
 564 
Kevin Woods  35:24   565 
In the future, is that somewhere in there you would, and the zoning articles you would 566 
have the previous 8.3.3 with a notation that says this was amended. 567 
 568 
Ms. Bridgeo  35:37   569 
You would know that it was amended with the date? That's how we can keep track of, 570 
yes, we would always have a way to, revision control. Yeah. So. 571 
 572 
Mrs. Luszcz  35:51   573 
So, we're still on the motion. Just this is only to move it to a public hearing not to vote on 574 
it as a board. 575 
 576 
James McLeod  35:59   577 
Correct.  578 
 579 
Kevin Woods  36:07   580 
 I'm trying to understand a little bit and Gretchen, you might be able to help with those. 581 
My understanding that we have a public hearing. That zoning item will actually go into 582 
effect before it goes to the warrant. 583 
 584 
Ms. Gott  36:28   585 
Once it's accepted, we discuss it at a public hearing, the board then takes a vote to 586 
move it to the warrant, then it's binding until it fails. 587 
 588 
Kevin Woods  36:39   589 
 It is binding then. So, once it's moved to the for the sake of argument, if the public 590 
hearing is in October, and the end of October, we vote to move it to the warrant. It's 591 
actually in effect at that point. And stays there till it goes before the voters in March.  592 
 593 
Ms. Gott  36:58   594 
Right. That's why you're not allowed to do it too far ahead. You've got to do your work. 595 
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Fair enough. Fair enough ahead to get it done. But you're not allowed to do it, say in 596 
July, because that bind. 597 
 598 
James McLeod  37:13   599 
And that will hold true for all of the ordinances that we put forth. So, I wasn't sure if there 600 
was a second, or do you? Would you like me to make the motion again? 601 
 602 
Mrs. Luszcz  37:28   603 
No, we heard the motion. Mrs. Luszcz seconded the motion. 604 
 605 
Ms. Gott  37:30   606 
I wouldn't mind hearing it again. I'm sorry. 607 
 608 
James McLeod  37:35   609 
Motion: Mr. McLeod made a motion stating this would be if we're in favor of moving this 610 
amendment 8.3.3 to a public zoning hearing. And it's 8.3.3 pursuant to RSA 674:51-I. 611 
And beginning on the date of adoption, that all new commercial industrial construction of 612 
any type to include multifamily residential dwellings of three or more units, and all 613 
buildings with age restricted assisted living or workforce housing units shall be fully 614 
sprinkler protected to NFPA installation standards, in effect at the time of approval. Any 615 
new additions, renovations or uses needing the approval of the Planning Board shall 616 
require the full structure to be brought into compliance as a condition of approval. Mrs. 617 
Luszcz seconded the motion.  618 
 619 
Kevin Woods  38:30   620 
Thank you. A question I have is Jim is wondering why looking at the previous 8.3? Why 621 
are we adding the words and beginning on the date of adoption? 622 
 623 
James McLeod  38:44   624 
That was some verbiage that was in that 674: 51 About having to notice when it takes 625 
effect. And I didn't want to say when it's voted in because it actually goes into effect 626 
when it's, so that's why I use date of adoption.  627 
 628 
Ms. Bridgeo  39:10   629 
I want to ask, is there anybody from the public who wants to say anything? Any public 630 
comment? 631 
 632 
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Kathy McDonald  39:19   633 
Kathy McDonald, I was just wondering if it's going to read along the lines of  to amend 634 
article 8.3.3 to read as follows and then you go into the...  635 
 636 
James McLeod  39:31   637 
Exactly. Thank you for that wording that works perfectly. 638 
 639 
Ms. Bridgeo  39:36   640 
Are we ending the discussion? All in favor? The motion passed unanimously with a vote 641 
of 6 in favor, 0 opposed and 0 abstentions.  642 
 643 
James McLeod  40:43   644 
Okay. So, I had written this out and you have a copy of this and then I was thinking a 645 
little better of it. Let me start with the explanation. So, the intent of this is to suspend the 646 
review and acceptance of applications that may have a significant impact on our water 647 
resources, a full report of our storage capacity, production ability and redundancy, 648 
infrastructure must be reviewed and compared to our current and projected average and 649 
peak demand. So that zoning can be amended to address the specific needs of 650 
Raymond. The board should not consider projects that have more than a minimal impact 651 
on water resources. This is a compromise to the full moratorium on all hookups 652 
recommended in the Stantec 2016 municipal water supply capacity evaluation. So the 653 
way that I had this written originally said, and this is not a motion yet, is pursuant to 654 
zoning 1.1 to implement a moratorium on projects that have more than a 1% or 1000 655 
gallons per day whichever is less impact on our current unallocated water resources to 656 
comply with the stated purpose to facilitate the adequate provision of water and protect 657 
the natural resources including drinking water and aquifer. After reading this, I came to 658 
the conclusion that this legal barrier that is up about not accepting applications that we 659 
might be able to get around this by instead adding it as an amendment to the notes to 660 
allowed uses table 14.2 And then just it would be 14.2.13. And it would read to restrict 661 
the utilization of municipal water resources of any allowed use to not more than 1000 662 
gallons per day. So, 14.2 has a considerable number of restrictions that are in place 663 
here including signages, commercialization of certain things. So, I feel like it would fit 664 
pretty nicely right on the end of this list.  665 
 666 
Motion: Mr. McLeod made a motion that we add to 14.2 notes to  allowed uses table the 667 
following to restrict the utilization of municipal water resources of any allowed us to not 668 
more than 1000 gallons per day. Mr. Campbell seconded the motion. 669 
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 670 
Ms. Bridgeo  44:59   671 
All in favor of a discussion.  672 
 673 
James McLeod  45:03   674 
So, I would just say that. And this kind of goes back to where we were last week where I 675 
was not prepared to do this, because I felt like we needed some more input. That being 676 
said, after the reports that I've read, I don't think that we have time to wait. And 1000 677 
gallons per day covers a lot. We're not stopping people from building, you know, small 678 
commercial, or, you know, a small residential. I guess, I think the way that it's factored 679 
now is per bedroom, and it's like 60 gallons per bedroom is the way that it's factored. 680 
So, this would be you know, you can have a 12-bedroom building that this would not 681 
stop. So, I think it's, it's, it's a good place for us to be while we sort of catch our breath 682 
and get up to speed on where we really are. I appreciate that we're going to get a report 683 
from David, from the Raymond Public Works. But I don't think any report that can just be 684 
handed to us is going to be comprehensive enough for us to be able to make more 685 
informed decisions, we need a lot more information. And this gives us time to be able to 686 
take a breath and start reading up on that some of the reports that we have crossed off 687 
in the groundwater conservation overlay proposed amendments, has a tremendous 688 
amount of valuable information. A lot of that information isn't dated, as far as you know, 689 
well, it's been, you know, since 2009. But the soil hasn't changed. The aquifers haven't 690 
changed that much in 20 years. So, the information that's there is still valuable, even 691 
though it may not be up to date. And so, I haven't read through all of it. What I have read 692 
is very concerning. And for anybody that's watching, this is on the Raymond website. 693 
 694 
Ms. Bridgeo  47:36   695 
Jim, if you don't mind, can I? This is actually for anybody who's watching this information 696 
on the website. And what I'd like to read is from, it's from Raymond, in 1990, had a 697 
census population of 8,713, approximately 30%, of whom 2,800 residents are served by 698 
the municipal water system, which derives its supply from two gravel packed wells, PW 699 
one and PW two, located in the floodplains of the Lamprey River. The wellfield is located 700 
approximately 1400 feet north of Old Manchester Road and approximately 2000 feet 701 
east of Onway Lake Road. The wellhead locations range from approximately 150 to 250 702 
feet from the Lamprey River, PW one was originally developed data known by 703 
Manchester Sand and Gravel and was purchased by the town in 1972. So, the report 704 
that is up there that you can read also goes on to more specific details that I found 705 
relevant today. The aquifer mapping project identifies the highly productive aquifer 706 
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which supplies the municipal wells and a somewhat less productive but nevertheless 707 
locally important aquifer and is contributing drainage area which extends beyond the 708 
boundaries of the Wellhead Protection area. Several potential contamination sources 709 
are associated with land use activities. And that's also on that report at the end, they go 710 
through all of them. That goes on until the next paragraph that it says there is a similar 711 
concern for the municipal water supply because of the apparent relationship between 712 
the two aquifers in the likely event that the production of the existing municipal well is 713 
increased, or if additional municipal wells are needed. In order to meet increased future 714 
demand, a portion of this adjoining aquifer could be expected to contribute groundwater 715 
to the municipal system. Thus, a discharge within the adjoining area could possibly 716 
contaminate the municipal supply. This was in 1990. The report is quite comprehensive. 717 
It is a little dry reading but that isn't even the 2009. That report, if anybody is looking for 718 
more information about our wells about the studies that were done, and the information 719 
back in 1990, that they said could cause us problems. And we're now 2022. 720 
 721 
Ms. Gott  50:16   722 
In the title of that again, please. 723 
 724 
Ms. Bridgeo  50:20   725 
I don't know what the title of that one is. 726 
 727 
It is on the Raymond website, yet all of these documents are under the planning board, 728 
they're on the Raymond website. Actually, I don't know what the title of it is. They you go 729 
down under the planning board under the water. And it has Source Water Protection, 730 
Wellhead Protection area, and all of those documents are listed there. And it has the 731 
dates on them. And they're not the best read. But they have information in them that if 732 
they had concerns in 1990. And the other thing that they said was the percentage of 733 
users on the well at that time. And the number that I got from the report that we were 734 
asked to review, said 25%, which was a reduction from 30%, which they said we had 735 
users, and I haven't pulled up apples to apples. But to me, it would seem like we have 736 
more users and less on the water supply from when they put the reports up. So. 737 
 738 
James McLeod  51:23   739 
And something else that is no longer accurate in these reports are the projections from 740 
them. Because on one of these, this was the Stantec report where they were looking 741 
into the future they listed Well, this is based on you know, this current project that you 742 
have in five units per year. Well, we've got 176 units, you know, the project going on 743 
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102. That's 35 years’ worth of expansion based on those calculations. So that's why I'm 744 
very concerned about what we're about approving anything that's more than 1000 745 
gallons per day, until we have a better idea of where we are and where we're going to 746 
be with our water supply. 747 
 748 
Ms. Gott  52:17   749 
At one point, Paul Hammond talked about the number of gallons it would take to fully 750 
sprinkle a warehouse and said that the water usage by a warehouse is because of the 751 
sprinklers not so much in the running of the warehouse. It's the fire suppression that 752 
would be the biggest water user if it happened. What I don't know is I did not and I or 753 
maybe he said I don't remember, did not hear the number of gallons that he's saying per 754 
square foot would be required. So, what is a 500,000? What is 50,000? What does a 755 
10,000 square foot warehouse require? I wish I knew that. 756 
 757 
Ms. Bridgeo  53:09   758 
I think it's actually in one of those reports.  759 
 760 
James McLeod  53:11   761 
It is. It also talks about if you lose this storage tank, this is how it's going to affect your 762 
emergency response. There's a tremendous amount of information in those. 763 
 764 
Ms. Gott  53:26   765 
Now those 1990 documents don't account for Well number four having gone online. 766 
 767 
James McLeod  53:31   768 
Exactly this goes to my point is that some of the wells aren't producing the same way 769 
that they used to, and we have new wells, and we have wells that are closed. We have 770 
tanks that are at the end of their usable life, and we're looking to replace them. But I've 771 
heard discussions about it. But I don't know where that stands as far as when is that 772 
going to be when completed and, and stuff like that? 773 
 774 
Ms. Gott  53:58   775 
Scott, you could probably tell, I don't know. What's the date the state is telling us know 776 
we must replace Orchard Street. 777 
 778 
Scott Campbell  54:04   779 
They're working with us. We haven't got a definite date. But as long as we keep showing 780 
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them, we're making milestones. That's all they want from us to show that we're making 781 
an effort. This is one thing I woke up in the middle of night thinking about because when 782 
we talked about the water tower the other night, and we were looking at the new design. 783 
 784 
Ms. Gott  54:23   785 
 The glass one from Woodstock.  786 
 787 
Scott Campbell  54:25   788 
Yep. And then I thought, well, if this is going on Orchard Street, the circumference of the 789 
old versus the new, the old one and I gotta talk to Dave about this. The old tank up there 790 
sits on the footprint of the land we own. This new one is like 66% Bigger around. 791 
 792 
Ms. Gott  54:45   793 
We don't own that land. 794 
 795 
Scott Campbell  54:46   796 
No, but I'm going to double check because maybe we do own a little extra. But I know 797 
Brewer, Steve Brewer said that tower sat on the piece of property we owned the new 798 
ones a lot bigger. Dave's  really good. So, I'm sure he's done his math on it. But I just 799 
woke up the middle of night when that tower isn't going to fit. It's a beautiful tower, 800 
especially if we get it in the nice green colors. It's kind of like Raymond Rams type logo 801 
on it, you know, but I woke up thinking about that. But the thing is we were talking about 802 
our water. When SunView burnt. We had to stop using the water because we couldn't 803 
even put the fire out. The tanks were getting so low, they kept running it, but the 804 
pressure was down so low that they could recoup it fast enough. That just goes to show 805 
you where our water is right now. 806 
 807 
Ms. Gott  55:32   808 
And they hadn't been for mutual aid getting more.  809 
 810 
Scott Campbell  55:35   811 
Exactly, that's just one apartment building. Yes, never mind  a warehouse. Now, the 812 
other thing is, I believe it's when I was talking with them. Chief Pratt. He told me that 813 
back in the day, those towers would recoup themselves overnight. Right now, it's taken 814 
16 hours. They have to pump that now they use, just be able to do it overnight in a six-815 
hour period. Now we're doing 16 hours straight, to be able to fill those tanks up, never 816 
mind the cost of electricity and everything else is going along with that. That shows you 817 
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the draw down we're having on us well with four wells, not even the 1990 report with 818 
two. 819 
 820 
Now, do you remember? And other people may as well? What have we brought online 821 
in the last, say 15 years or maybe even longer? Greenhills has been online for longer 822 
than that.  823 
 824 
Greenhill, is I believe tanked in through Pennichuck now. 825 
 826 
Ms. Gott  56:33   827 
We provide the water to Pennichuck. 828 
 829 
Scott Campbell  56:35   830 
Oh, so they're okay. I thought I was told they were tanking it in. And that's how they got 831 
the NBTE.  832 
 833 
Kathy McDonald  56:46   834 
 I think they tie with the town lines. 835 
 836 
Ms. Gott  56:48   837 
Yeah, I thought so. Somehow Pennichuck uses our system. But they do some things 838 
that allows them to make it and I am not clear; you need to check this.  839 
 840 
Ms. Bridgeo  57:04   841 
So, we're having a dialogue. And I think that's great. But can we form questions though. 842 
So, you want to know some information so we can get the information? Because 843 
otherwise this dialogue may like you, you asked, when were some brought online? So 844 
that's a question, right? What have we brought online? Since a certain tower? I'm asking 845 
where the question came from?  846 
 847 
Ms. Gott  57:28   848 
I want to know what our capacity requirements have been. So, what have we brought 849 
online that it has necessitated increased capacity?  850 
 851 
Scott Campbell  57:39   852 
Blueberry Hill. That new phase up there. We brought that on. 853 
 854 
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Ms. Gott  57:45   855 
Well, it was there, but it was Vittolo.  856 
 857 
Scott Campbell  57:47   858 
It was. They did an increase in housing up there. They put in like an extra 12 I believe.  859 
 860 
Ms. Gott  57:57   861 
But the contamination meant that we had people using town water.  862 
 863 
But Kathy seems to know some Kathy, can you please contribute 12 864 
 865 
Kathy McDonald  58:27   866 
There are 12 units up at the end of Blueberry Hill, which is Windermere, I believe. And 867 
then the whole Sandy Brook subdivision. That's a whole brand-new thing. Tuckaway 868 
Tavern has moved over to their new location, and I know they're a big water user. And 869 
then is Blackstone preserve or Blackstone development? Or are they on town water? 870 
 871 
Ms. Gott  58:54   872 
I don't believe so. 873 
 874 
Scott Campbell  58:55   875 
No, but okay, the neighbors are having problems up there ever since they did 876 
Blackstone which is drawing water off that little river there. Fordway Brook. Now I know 877 
a lot of people came in complaining to me at the voting, saying that ever since they did 878 
that. They're having problems with water now.  879 
 880 
Ms. Gott  59:15   881 
Okay. It just goes to show us typically what people hooked up to the town water system. 882 
 883 
Ms. Bridgeo  59:20   884 
Main Street medical building. hooked up. Yeah. And 102 must have hooked up. There's 885 
probably a lot more we could sit here because the carpenter building that so we will be 886 
set. So, we can't digress. 887 
 888 
This is a great discussion but how does it apply? 889 
 890 
That's why I was saying that. I agree. I thank you for Yes, I agree. 891 
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 892 
James McLeod  59:59   893 
It's safe to say that there are a lot of new demands on eating in the water supply that 894 
have come up in the past 15 years. Some of that is listed. Yeah, some of that is listed in 895 
these reports that are online. And, you know, we will also be getting, hopefully, you 896 
know, something to quantify that from David Fredrickson. 897 
 898 
Kevin Woods  1:00:21   899 
Jim, can you please restate for us? What this is going to say is, are you in favor of 900 
adding the following? Yes,  to the 14.2 notes to allowed uses table. That's where you 901 
want to add it. And what's it going to state? 902 
 903 
James McLeod  1:00:44   904 
It would state to restrict the utilization of municipal water resources of any allowed use to 905 
not more than 1000 gallons per day. 906 
 907 
Ms. Gott  1:01:11   908 
Okay, that's different from what this says. 909 
 910 
James McLeod  1:01:14   911 
It is different. That's why I read that off because that's the way I had it written originally 912 
based on what we had discussed. But then it seemed like the legal pitfall was not 913 
accepting applications. And so, this avoids that legal pitfall. 914 
 915 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:01:35   916 
Jim, I have a question. Should it be metered municipal? Otherwise, they can't take 917 
water. Well, they can be taken out of the river. So. 918 
 919 
James McLeod  1:01:49   920 
So, the reason that I didn't say metered is because I don't know if all the water that we're 921 
producing as a municipality is metered when it goes out. And so, whether it's metered or 922 
not, it should fall within this now, how you would judge, you know, whether it's 1000 923 
gallons or not, I can't say, 924 
 925 
Scott Campbell  1:02:10   926 
There are formulas, they have to figure all that out. 927 
 928 
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James McLeod  1:02:12   929 
 Yeah. So that, but that's why I didn't say hookups or metered specifically. 930 
 931 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:02:21   932 
Thank you. Does anybody know or have an idea how many gallons per day, let's say a 933 
Starbucks uses? 934 
 935 
Scott Campbell  1:02:31   936 
It goes by seating per table and booth, they go with the seating in the restaurant. And 937 
that's how I don't remember what the formula is. But there it goes by the seating. So, 938 
your seating capacity is based on a certain amount of water usage. And that's how they 939 
do it. 940 
 941 
James McLeod  1:02:48   942 
And for the record, Starbucks has already been approved. And again, the idea here is to 943 
not be as drastic as what was recommended by the engineers, which is no hookups at 944 
all until we resolve some of the issues that we have. And the way that I look at 1000 945 
gallons per day is well, you can have 10 businesses or housing units that use 1000 946 
gallons a day, or you can have one that has 10,000 and then these other people don't 947 
have any water, right? So, I'm just trying to find something that's fair enough that we're 948 
not stopping commerce altogether. With this and that it's a reasonable amount to be 949 
able to gauge now what individual businesses use to help they'll have to you know, 950 
come before us, and show that they're doing less than 1000 until we get to a point 951 
where we can have more you know, audiences that address our specific needs more 952 
closely, 953 
 954 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:04:32   955 
Because we can always amend this later if the becomes excessive water in town. 956 
 957 
James McLeod  1:04:38   958 
So, we got water coming out of our ears. We can change it. 959 
 960 
Kathy McDonald  1:04:57   961 
I wasn't sure if you wanted to put water withdrawals in. 962 
 963 
James McLeod  1:05:05   964 
So, withdrawal in my estimation, that's why I said utilization instead of use. So that 965 
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would that any, any use of it. So, it doesn't necessarily have to be drinking water. If it's a 966 
withdrawal for another purpose, it still falls within this 1000 gallons per day. Thank you 967 
for bringing that up. It's an important point that we need more clarification on in the 968 
future. 969 
 970 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:05:35   971 
Right. Close discussion, you want to make your motion to move? 972 
 973 
James McLeod  1:05:45   974 
Motion:  Mr. McLeod made a motion to add the following to 14.2 Notes to Allowed Use 975 
table then 14.2.13 to restrict the utilization of municipal water resources to have any 976 
allowed use to not more than 1000 gallons per day and move that to the next zoning 977 
meeting to a public hearing. Mrs. Luszcz seconded the motion. The motion passed 978 
unanimously with a vote of 6 in favor, 0 opposed and 0 abstentions.  979 
 980 
I got one more. Anybody else wants to jump in? 981 
 982 
Scott Campbell  1:07:08   983 
I will let you finish the line jumped in. Okay, so 984 
 985 
James McLeod  1:07:11   986 
This, this needs discussion. I'm bringing this up mostly for discussion. So, I'm just going 987 
to put it out as I make a motion that we repeal in its entirety zoning 5.5 Elderly Housing 988 
Overlay District at the next public hearing for zoning. The intent of this amendment is to 989 
remove the special benefits to developers to construct qualifying housing under this 990 
overlay. And I'll let others that are more versed in this speak more directly to it. But 991 
what's going to happen is the workforce housing that is being foisted upon us, if we don't 992 
make changes to our Elderly Housing Overlay District, they will automatically become 993 
the Workforce Housing Overlay District. And the benefits that we had in here, for 994 
developers to develop elderly housing are not being taken advantage of. So, all this is 995 
going to do is give developers more incentive to put up apartment buildings here. And 996 
one of the things about workforce housing, the idea behind it I like but the law itself. And 997 
again, other this is open for discussion and is that only either 20 or 30% of the units in a 998 
building have to be designated for workforce housing, the rest of it can be high end 999 
condos. But they're getting the benefit of being able to put this building in a residential A 1000 
zone. And after five years, you can kick the workforce housing people out and re rent 1001 
those and resell those as condos. They got five years because the holy, so they get all 1002 
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the benefit. And we're the ones that are picking up all the tab. So, this Elderly Housing 1003 
Overlay District, in my opinion, benefits the developers, this doesn't. This doesn't benefit 1004 
the elderly community in our town. It benefits the developers that build the units. 1005 
 1006 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:09:43   1007 
Can I add some clarification? Absolutely. 1008 
 1009 
James McLeod  1:09:44   1010 
Add some clarification. 1011 
 1012 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:09:49   1013 
You brought forth, Jim brought forth that this has been I don't know if you said foisted, 1014 
hoisted thrust upon but the word you used was foisted, so Jim's had this been foisted 1015 
upon us. And I want to clarify that because he's absolutely correct, because there was a 1016 
house bill passed 1661 Now was passed by the state. And everybody who's watching 1017 
needs to understand that what Jim's proposing is not the Raymond Planning Board did 1018 
not propose this. And I will read to you the section of the House Bill. And again, we do 1019 
not, we cannot change this, this is past. Its section 72 of House Bill 1661, Incentives. 1020 
That's how it's titled. Incentives give him municipalities that offer increased density, 1021 
reduced lot size, expedited approval, or other dimensional or procedural incentives to 1022 
housing for older persons a one-year period. So, until July first 2023, to make any 1023 
adjustments to those incentives before they automatically apply to development of 1024 
workforce housing. So, the deadline would be July 1, 2023. And the incentives that the 1025 
town had put in for people who are elderly to have homes was actually it would become 1026 
a disincentive developers would not be putting elderly housing units in, they would all 1027 
become workforce housing, and the tax increases, and the services and the school 1028 
increase would all fall upon. I say the elderly. So, I think it would actually be a disservice 1029 
or the actual, as it stands now, what we're trying to do as incentives would become 1030 
disincentives for elderly and an incentive for just a developer, I don't see how we would 1031 
have any incentives for elderly. 1032 
 1033 
Scott Campbell  1:11:57   1034 
To go on, the developer would be more apt to want to do workforce housing, which 1035 
benefits are greater than helping the elderly. 1036 
 1037 
James McLeod  1:12:06   1038 
Correct, much greater. Because they only have to do 20 to 30%.Yes, it is some 1039 
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confusing language. I'm not sure if 20 or 30% have to be workforce housing, but then 1040 
they can repeal it in five years. 1041 
 1042 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:12:21   1043 
But that also does not. And I hope that people understanding at home, that does not 1044 
mean that that's only 20% workforce housing, the rest elderly, the whole entire them in 1045 
its entirety, would be workforce housing, but they don't have to, the whole building does 1046 
not have to be turned in for them to be doing and benefiting from this. 1047 
 1048 
Scott Campbell  1:12:39   1049 
And I believe a section that I read, and I want everybody to look this up to make sure I'm 1050 
correct on it. Because they changed kept going back and forth on change. For every 1051 
level, this housing project goes up, its deferred taxes, you got one first floor, second 1052 
floor, third floor, every time they go up, it's a year deferred. So that means that tax 1053 
burden for the extra children, the extra fire department, police, falls upon the taxpayers 1054 
of present, they don't have to pay anything. So, this can go out for five years before they 1055 
even start paying taxes on this. And that's a big deal. I, they might have changed this. 1056 
But that was one of the parts of what was going on. And I haven't reread it since they 1057 
voted it in. But if anybody wants out there wants to do their homework. That's what I 1058 
read. So that means for X number of years, the existing taxpayers are going to be 1059 
footing the bill, for the developer, who got a portion of that 100 million dollars is sitting in 1060 
Concord right now that they're handing out to developers to come and build these 1061 
projects, the developer is going to make out like a bandit. In the meanwhile, the people 1062 
in this community that are hard hit, are going to have to take on 1.5 children per unit. 1063 
And if you start doing the math, and how much the cost is for a child to go to school, 1064 
that's an instant new school, you're going to have to have a new school, just the one on 1065 
102 is probably going to get us into a new school situation. And people think things are 1066 
hard right now...I just wanted to put that out so people can do their homework. But this 1067 
would be where Jim is hitting the nail right on the head. 1068 
 1069 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:14:21   1070 
Yeah, and I just feel bad that we did get this late. We got this bill late. We've been trying 1071 
to run with it. And I'll be honest that that section came out the other day to me and I 1072 
thought it really isn't. I don't think that this legislature was good for the people. And it's 1073 
not just our town. I know this is a state, but I think that if you read through this bill, I don't 1074 
think this bill was designed for the people as much as it was designed to benefit the 1075 
developer. 1076 
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 1077 
James McLeod  1:14:55   1078 
I did go through the Elderly Housing Overlay District to see  where there were benefits 1079 
and tried to parse out, well, we could take this out, we could leave this in. And by the 1080 
time I was done, it just made sense to remove the whole thing. 1081 
 1082 
Scott Campbell  1:15:14   1083 
So, it hurt the elderly, basically. 1084 
 1085 
James McLeod  1:15:17   1086 
But you know, I'm happy to, you know, that's why I brought it up as a discussion, 1087 
because this seems a little ham fisted. But at the same point, if we don't do anything, 1088 
we're really going to get hurt by the workforce housing rule. 1089 
 1090 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:15:34   1091 
Yes, my concern would be if you don't have a zone for a proposed use, I think that's a 1092 
trap for us. So. 1093 
 1094 
James McLeod  1:15:55   1095 
So, workforce housing you're right? 1096 
 1097 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:15:57   1098 
So, I'll use what I think the example everyone can understand if the whole town just 1099 
says, we don't want strip clubs. Sounds great. But if somebody owns a piece of 1100 
property, and they want to put a strip club in, and there's no zoning for it, they're going to 1101 
be allowed to do so. So, it's like when I was involved in Derry many, many years ago, it 1102 
was brought forth to the planning board saying we need to put a zone in for strip clubs 1103 
and gentlemen's clubs, everybody, oh, my God, we don't want them here. They said, no, 1104 
it's quite the opposite. Put them over in the industrial park with this amount of footage, 1105 
and it gave a place. So, we didn't say you couldn't come here. But you had to abide by 1106 
our rules. So, I'm just wondering, I'm not smart enough or educated enough to know, Is 1107 
this one of those zoning requirements? We have to have something that says about 1108 
seniors? And can we modify it down enough where the workforce housing won't matter? 1109 
I didn't say that right. 1110 
 1111 
James McLeod  1:17:02   1112 
Yes. And I understand where you're coming from. And this is one of the reasons why I 1113 
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wanted to bring it up for discussion, is because part of HB 1661 is that workforce 1114 
housing must be allowed in the majority of residential zones. That's part of the law. So, 1115 
we could amend the Elderly Housing Overlay District to simply say, elderly housing is 1116 
allowed in Zone B, C1, C2, whatever, and just leave that as that's the only that's where 1117 
it's allowed. That's where it's allowed. And that works for us housing will follow along 1118 
that workforce housing will be allowed in those same zones.  1119 
 1120 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:17:53   1121 
And we do have workforce housing, by definition in the town. I mean, we so we don't 1122 
have a zoned for workforce housing. We have plenty of workforce housing units in the 1123 
town.  1124 
 1125 
Ms. Gott  1:18:05   1126 
Do we have? Do you know, the percentage? 1127 
 1128 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:18:07   1129 
That was done at one point, and I don't know if you know, any of the numbers, 1130 
somebody was working on that from the state size. 1131 
 1132 
Scott Campbell  1:18:17   1133 
Pretty much 70% of Raymond was just regular working force people. So, we have, we 1134 
have our allowance of it. They just want to put more in here. It's really based for the 1135 
developer to make money. I mean, that's the thing. 1136 
 1137 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:18:30   1138 
To Dee's concern is we and we are not trying to remove the elderly know the incent, but 1139 
the problem is that the incentives, which is why we have it, if we can't keep incentives 1140 
for them. To Jim's point, the zone really isn't an effective zone. We are not saying that 1141 
we can't have elderly housing in the town, it was just they had incentives to have it. 1142 
 1143 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:18:57   1144 
I totally understand that. My fear is the 1145 
 1146 
James McLeod  1:19:03   1147 
by not having it clarified. 1148 
 1149 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:19:05   1150 
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By having no zone, you open the doors. So crafty developers, so if there's a way, we 1151 
can I know that if we do pass the 1000 gallons per day that would probably preclude 1152 
them from building, but I think the no zone at all is a concern.  1153 
 1154 
Kevin Woods  1:19:33   1155 
Well, currently allowed. And I'm wondering how your removal of 5.5 Do we have to also 1156 
put in verbiage to deal with section 14.1 allowed uses table which is on page 25. So, 1157 
you’ve got your you're currently allowed in zones A, B, C2, within 500 feet of C3  and 1158 
according to note 14.2.8 on page 79 could be allowed in zone H, by special exception. 1159 
 1160 
James McLeod  1:20:32   1161 
Even though it says that it is not permitted in these other zones here, and in the overlay 1162 
district verbiage, it says that you can with special permit. So, there's conflicting 1163 
information on that. The table would need to be updated. But the zones that are listed 1164 
here could be the only listed ordinance for our 5.5 Elderly Housing Overlay District. So, 1165 
we can remove it, and we can put it back in with just those with just those zones, with no 1166 
exception for G land, and these other ones that are currently in there. 1167 
 1168 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:21:16   1169 
So, you're saying 5.5.7, 5.5.8 would be the actual that would be what we would put in 1170 
because that's allowed uses. And then yeah, that would be that our elderly housing 1171 
would be that 5.5.7. 1172 
 1173 
James McLeod  1:21:35   1174 
Yes. And without 5.5.8. So, I would not make this motion. But what I would do is I would 1175 
revise my motion to repeal the 5.5 Elderly housing with the exception of 5.5.7.  1176 
 1177 
Kevin Woods  1:22:01   1178 
If you say you're going to repeal everything that deals with the district, with the exception 1179 
of the location of the district.  1180 
 1181 
James McLeod  1:22:15   1182 
Correct. 1183 
 1184 
Kevin Woods  1:22:16   1185 
 If you've repealed the district, how can you have a location?  1186 
 1187 
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James McLeod  1:22:20   1188 
We're not repealing it; we're saying that it's only allowed in these zones. 1189 
 1190 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:22:27   1191 
Revise them instead of repeal. 1192 
 1193 
Kevin Woods  1:22:33   1194 
And we're going to continue to allow it in Zone A, B, C2,  E. 1195 
 1196 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:22:49   1197 
Yeah, so zone E, manufactured housing is that E is manufactured housing. And I think, 1198 
though, that if we have a location, I think we would need to just there would have to be a 1199 
definition of what it is correct. 1200 
 1201 
James McLeod  1:23:13   1202 
So, I suggest that we look at this and take it up again at another time, because it's really 1203 
important, but it's also a little complicated. And everybody needs to wrap their head 1204 
around a little bit. 1205 
 1206 
Kevin Woods  1:23:33   1207 
Yeah, I mean, I don't even see the allowed uses table. I don't even see zone E. 1208 
 1209 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:23:38   1210 
It's under your manufactured housing. And yeah, it depends on which it's on. Yes, I 1211 
agree. Kevin. Yeah, 1212 
 1213 
Kevin Woods  1:23:46   1214 
I agree. So E is not there.  1215 
 1216 
James McLeod  1:24:02   1217 
So, for the record, I am going to withdraw my motion. 1218 
 1219 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:24:09   1220 
I don't think you ever made those. We just started talking.  1221 
 1222 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:24:14   1223 
He did he made a motion to repeal and then we had but 1224 
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 1225 
Kevin Woods  1:24:24   1226 
I don't know Jimmy; I think it's almost cleaner to eliminate 5.5 altogether. 1227 
 1228 
James McLeod  1:24:39   1229 
And then put a new one in for workforce housing. 1230 
 1231 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:24:44   1232 
Yeah, how do we then put in? Because, then if you don't have a zone then they will say 1233 
that yes, they will say we need to have an elderly housing. 1234 
 1235 
James McLeod  1:25:08   1236 
It needs to be truncated. Three pages of incentives for people to come in and build the 1237 
stuff and they haven't done it because there's no money in it even after the incentives. 1238 
 1239 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:25:35   1240 
 So, the first time a new zoning amendment can go into effect is November 14. Am I 1241 
reading that correctly? 1242 
 1243 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:25:45   1244 
Oh, well, it's the first day that they can accept your petition zoning amendment. So, we 1245 
need to do what we're going to do to get it here. public hearing.  1246 
 1247 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:25:58   1248 
But even if we did all this work, we were all speedy, when pump, pump, pump, we still 1249 
really can't go before that date is what I'm reading. 1250 
 1251 
Ms. Gott  1:26:06   1252 
That's the earliest? 1253 
 1254 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:26:09   1255 
Yes, yes. 1256 
 1257 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:26:17   1258 
But I do think because it is such a lengthy ordinance. And I would love to do a little 1259 
homework on it myself and have time to prep before. Not opposed to a public hearing 1260 
whatsoever about it. But I think we all need to kind of pull our resources together and 1261 
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come back with a little bit more. More information, how we can word it to protect the 1262 
town that we have zoning for, it just happens to be, you know, two square feet on the 1263 
west side. You know, how do we legitimately protect the town from the overgrowth, and 1264 
we can't have developers coming in here and putting up these, you know, these 1265 
massive apartment buildings. 1266 
 1267 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:27:04   1268 
When using incentives for an elderly housing as their incentive?  1269 
 1270 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:27:08   1271 
Shame on the state. This has got developers written all over it. 1272 
 1273 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:27:13   1274 
So, do we want to then give ourselves all homework? Can I make a motion that we do 1275 
homework, and then bring this back before ourselves? I am joking. 1276 
 1277 
I was joking.  1278 
 1279 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:27:28   1280 
I don't want to hold up any public hearing on it. 1281 
 1282 
James McLeod  1:27:32   1283 
Okay, but it needs to be ready for public hearing. It's not ready yet. So that's why I 1284 
brought it up so that we could have this discussion and get it out there so people can 1285 
start working on it, people smarter than me. That's all I have. 1286 
 1287 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:27:52   1288 
Just for reference, though, our next work session is the 13th. October 13. Should we be 1289 
ready for that work session? 1290 
 1291 
James McLeod  1:27:59   1292 
I think that that's an appropriate time. That gives us plenty of time to be able to put 1293 
something together. 1294 
 1295 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:28:06   1296 
October 13.  1297 
 1298 
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James McLeod  1:28:20   1299 
So, I know that we can't have a quorum when we're not in a meeting, but can we work 1300 
together on stuff like this in pairs? Or I just feel like all of us working on this individually 1301 
is maybe not the best use of our resources. If somebody wanted to work with me on it, 1302 
then others could add their input. 1303 
 1304 
Kevin Woods  1:28:48   1305 
I think they're just you. I think my interpretation of 91 A, would be if you had four people 1306 
that were going to get together, four out of the seven gives you a quorum. Either way, 1307 
you post basically what the board of selectmen do, there may be a quorum of the 1308 
planning board present to work on this. No decisions or votes will be made. I think in my 1309 
opinion, that this allows you to do a work session that you're then going to report back to 1310 
the entire body so that as Gretchen likes to say, we all hear that at the same time and 1311 
unless everybody can get together. I agree for each person to do that. Research 1312 
individually. Is boggling. It's my opinion. 1313 
 1314 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:29:51   1315 
I was going to read write from 91A actually section 4 "a meeting does not include 1316 
paragraph three the circulation of draft documents that when finalized are intended only 1317 
to formulize decisions previously made in a meeting. Also convenient for the purpose of 1318 
discussing, but as long as no decisions and votes are made." So, I think we're, we're 1319 
good, but we can certainly email Maddie for clarification, if we had to. 1320 
 1321 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:30:25   1322 
I believe that Kevin is correct in what he said. 1323 
 1324 
Ms. Gott  1:30:30   1325 
One thing we have done in the past is we've had a committee and that would be a 1326 
committee of two. So, we avoid the quorum issue. Two people can work on it as a 1327 
committee. It's announced in a meeting it does not have to be noticed. But we you know, 1328 
as it is public information, we would announce that we have formed this committee and 1329 
people are working on something like that. It could be another committee working on a 1330 
different portion of zoning. 1331 
 1332 
James McLeod  1:30:55   1333 
Motion: Mr. McLeod made a motion that the Planning Board form a committee to go 1334 
over the Elderly Housing Overlay District and workforce housing HB 1661 rule. Mrs. 1335 
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Luszcz seconded the motion.  1336 
 1337 
Ms. Gott  1:31:12   1338 
Discussion, part of discussion is that we do have to be very, very careful not to talk to 1339 
each other about content. 1340 
 1341 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:31:22   1342 
Research. And for discussion. Can we have since it's two people, can we have multiple 1343 
committees? 1344 
 1345 
Ms. Gott  1:31:29   1346 
Yes. So, for example, if you know, you'd want to do one, a committee for the elderly 1347 
housing. 1348 
 1349 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:31:41   1350 
Yep. That's all I have for discussion. 1351 
 1352 
James McLeod  1:31:48   1353 
Well, I don't have anything to say. But I nominate Scott to head the committee. 1354 
 1355 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:31:55   1356 
The committee, Kevin, Gretchen? Any? 1357 
 1358 
Kevin Woods  1:32:00   1359 
No nothing. 1360 
 1361 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:32:01   1362 
Okay. So, do you want to now ask him? 1363 
 1364 
Ms. Gott  1:32:07   1365 
The question, you don't have to form the committee right now. Just okay. So, to 1366 
establish it. 1367 
 1368 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:32:10   1369 
The motion passed with a vote of 6 in favor, 0 opposed, and 0 abstentions. 1370 
 1371 
Scott Campbell  1:32:41   1372 
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I would do that. I could be honest. The elderly housing. Yeah, of course. I'm kind of 1373 
familiar with some of the zoning and the real estate side of it. 1374 
 1375 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:32:48   1376 
Yeah, I think you'd be very helpful. 1377 
 1378 
James McLeod  1:32:49   1379 
I'll work with you on that.  1380 
 1381 
Kathy McDonald  1:32:54   1382 
Public members allowed to join one of these committees? 1383 
 1384 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:33:06   1385 
I would actually encourage. 1386 
 1387 
Kathy McDonald  1:33:08   1388 
I would love to work on the water committee.  1389 
 1390 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:33:15   1391 
Motion: Mrs. Luszcz made a motion that the Planning Board form a committee to 1392 
discuss the water issues in front of the planning board. Mr. McLeod seconded the 1393 
motion.  1394 
 1395 
Kathy McDonald  1:33:21   1396 
So could I volunteer to be on it. 1397 
 1398 
Ms. Gott  1:33:28   1399 
Establish it first.  1400 
 1401 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:33:29   1402 
Yes. All in favor? The motion passed with a vote of 6 in favor, 0 opposed, and 0 1403 
abstentions. 1404 
 1405 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:33:38   1406 
 I will volunteer.  1407 
 1408 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:33:41   1409 
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I would I need another member. No, no, I know. So, is anybody else here? A member of 1410 
the public but another member of the Board wants to do the water. 1411 
 1412 
Ms. Gott  1:34:01   1413 
I have a number of meetings upcoming at I don't know the date. So, I don't dare 1414 
schedule anything more right now to like, 1415 
 1416 
Scott Campbell  1:34:07   1417 
It depends on my schedule. 1418 
 1419 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:34:09   1420 
 So, I will be on. 1421 
 1422 
Ms. Gott  1:34:12   1423 
Okay, so it's Kathy , Trisha, and Dee. 1424 
 1425 
I don't know yet. Okay. Thank you and the other one is the elderly, elderly, and water.  1426 
 1427 
Scott Campbell  1:35:04   1428 
I'd like to touch base on the warehouse situation. This would be in your zoning definition 1429 
of 13. 1.85. 1430 
 1431 
So, I am proposing an update on this with a new definition. 1432 
 1433 
Ms. Gott  1:35:34   1434 
It's the definition of a warehouse.  1435 
 1436 
Scott Campbell  1:35:56   1437 
So, I'm proposing that we might want to do an update to this with a new definition. We 1438 
might need to work on this, and you guys can help me through it. These are just notes, a 1439 
building or other enclosed structure used primarily principally for the storage of products, 1440 
including finished goods, fuels, lumber, food, chemicals, whether or not involving 1441 
wholesaling or retailing, of such products, principally off premises, a warehouse will 1442 
have a defined hours of operation in is not 24 hours a day operation. The new define 1443 
uses update in article 14 allowed use table. And did everybody get a printed copy of 1444 
this? Yes, thank you did okay. So, you can see how it goes from light industrial, light 1445 
industrial business Park Zones. Because out of this, I'm going to drop down to the 1446 
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bottom in a fulfillment center. Distribution Center and trucking terminal is going to be 1447 
part of a supply chain in is a hub. Unlike warehouses, these centers have continuous 1448 
movement and additional services in unlike a warehouse, the main goal is to turnover 1449 
inventory quickly. They're intermediate hubs to receive quickly and ship goods, they do 1450 
not operate as a warehouse. So, I think we need to get a definition there between the 1451 
two. Because not being if it's going to be 24 hours a day. You've got a huge hub, the 1452 
increased traffic flow, the hours of operation, light pollution, noise pollution, these are all 1453 
going to be taken into consideration, which doesn't really fall into what we have is a 1454 
definition of a warehouse. 1455 
 1456 
Ms. Gott  1:37:52   1457 
So, are you saying the fulfillment center could be a 24-hour operation? 1458 
 1459 
Scott Campbell  1:37:56   1460 
Most likely it's going to be you got like Amazon or a facility that ships to BJ's and 1461 
Walmart, 1462 
 1463 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:38:02   1464 
Walmart's a fulfillment. Yeah. 1465 
 1466 
Scott Campbell  1:38:05   1467 
I think we need to define it. Well, your warehouse. I think one of the only operations that 1468 
I know that runs third shifts, three shifts, is Gemini valve. 1469 
 1470 
Ms. Gott  1:38:19   1471 
That's manufacturing. 1472 
 1473 
Scott Campbell  1:38:21   1474 
That's manufacturing. That's what I'm saying. So that's a little bit different than having a 1475 
warehouse. But they also manufacture to supply that warehouse to ship it out. But their 1476 
shipping is pretty much only done throughout a regular work period during the day. A lot 1477 
of my friends work there. So, I kind of know how they operate unless they've changed it 1478 
since then. So, I think we need to work on our definition of what manufacturing 1479 
warehouses are, what their operational hours are, and what their definition is going to be 1480 
of square footage. Because if we get into another distribution center like Walmart is, it 1481 
really is not a warehouse. It's a hub. The 24-hour operation. 1482 
 1483 
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Ms. Gott  1:39:03   1484 
Can you think of any place in Manchester anywhere that I just didn't have an 1485 
understanding of what a warehouse is? 1486 
 1487 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:39:09   1488 
Jackson lumber? 1489 
 1490 
Scott Campbell  1:39:10   1491 
Jackson lumber, they are not open on Saturdays. I do business with them all the time. 1492 
They're only open from 6:30 to 4:00.  1493 
 1494 
Ms. Gott  1:39:21   1495 
Industrial they're not supposed to be retail, but they do retail and they have gotten away 1496 
with it. It's industrial, industrial does not have retail. 1497 
 1498 
Scott Campbell  1:39:34   1499 
This is where we kind of keep an eye on this stuff. So, they do have a giant warehouse. 1500 
Their hours of operation are acceptable because they're not running 24/7  1501 
 1502 
Kevin Woods  1:39:47   1503 
But they are not a warehouse. 1504 
 1505 
Scott Campbell  1:39:49   1506 
I wasn't on any board back then. So, when I guess when Gretchen probably was and 1507 
when they came in, they said they were going to be a warehouse. But they actually did. 1508 
 1509 
Ms. Gott  1:39:59   1510 
 I don't remember what the term was because they do it wholesale out of there.  1511 
 1512 
Scott Campbell  1:40:03   1513 
The general public doesn't really get on there. It's more contractors. 1514 
 1515 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:40:08   1516 
Wholesale warehouse of lumber. 1517 
 1518 
Scott Campbell  1:40:09   1519 
Yeah. I mean, for the most part, it's not like a Home Depot. Where everybody goes 1520 
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down there, it's very limited. You don't see a lot of homeowners going in there. I'm down 1521 
there probably almost every other day.  1522 
 1523 
Kevin Woods  1:40:21   1524 
You've added only one line to the definition that exists now. 1525 
 1526 
Scott Campbell  1:40:26   1527 
Yes, I mean, the whole thing is, is a hub should fall under a warehouse. Because they're 1528 
ours, we needed to find hours of operation, I guess you'd say. 1529 
 1530 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:40:37   1531 
That's my other concern, saying just doesn't operate 24 hours a day, they can say they 1532 
operate 23, then I think we have to if you're going this route, 1533 
 1534 
Scott Campbell  1:40:44   1535 
this is why I wanted to help you need to define it.  1536 
 1537 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:40:47   1538 
What about leaving warehouse? And adding fulfillment or, or other? So, it's not?  1539 
 1540 
Scott Campbell  1:41:01   1541 
Should we define the hours along on the warehouse? Also, you think? I mean, they're 1542 
already following it. And they're not really going crazy. But should we define that? In 1543 
case one does come in.  1544 
 1545 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:41:15   1546 
I mean, let's face it, I think more information in these so people aren't flipping through, 1547 
you know, seven pages and finding a little piece here and a little piece there would 1548 
make sense. Like I said, I think we're less worried about warehouses than we are these 1549 
fulfillment centers coming in, and just that constant use of the roads, the traffic, the 1550 
noise to our neighborhoods.  1551 
 1552 
Scott Campbell  1:41:47   1553 
Defining that, then it may be making a separate section. 1554 
 1555 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:41:50   1556 
I don't know, I'm just throwing it out discussion. Just what makes sense. So, we just 1557 
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need to, like I said, it's a work in progress. 1558 
 1559 
Scott Campbell  1:41:58   1560 
The thing is, is the warehouse has been around forever. I think these new hubs like this 1561 
is the new thing that's just really been around 15 years. And I don't think we've ever 1562 
really thought about it in Raymond and maybe we needed to find that and bring it on to a 1563 
table unto itself.  1564 
 1565 
Kevin Woods  1:42:12   1566 
You have got Walmart distribution center. So, at some point, we must have thought 1567 
about it.  1568 
 1569 
Scott Campbell  1:42:16   1570 
 I don't think they give it a lot of thought. The trucks going through the center of town. 1571 
They kind of stay down to themselves. But it seems like the trucks are going through 1572 
town a lot more. I don't know why. But I'm seeing them all the time. 1573 
 1574 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:42:33   1575 
And I can tell you from I don't mind Walmart. But it has changed drastically in the past 1576 
few years of its daily, every day, certain times a day the trucks go down. They're not 1577 
actually always Walmart trucks. They're whoever their suppliers are. Every day, they go 1578 
down, they go down Main Street halfway, they turn around on Main Street, so the traffic 1579 
increase from them, which I hadn't, at first noticed has gone exponentially. There's a lot 1580 
more traffic from those trucks going down Main Street, down Old Fremont Road, I don't 1581 
know if they go down Batchelder or not, but the traffic increase in the light. At some 1582 
point, they've changed their lights that are in there. Because what used to be fairly dark 1583 
over there is as bright as you could read a book. It's very bright now. 1584 
 1585 
Scott Campbell  1:43:23   1586 
And this is where I brought up Kevin about how there was this weird traffic jam going on. 1587 
Right near the Bean Tavern in these two trucks. I don't know what they were doing. 1588 
They're trying to back down. So, it went the wrong way. And the cars are going around 1589 
them. And I think like Trish said, I think the traffic over at Walmart has increased the 1590 
trucking traffic, especially going through town. It's constant now. 1591 
 1592 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:43:45   1593 
They get lost.  1594 
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 1595 
Scott Campbell  1:43:47   1596 
We have to figure out how we're going to keep that from happening. Because school 1597 
gets out. You got kids walking with something's going to happen bad. We don't want that 1598 
to happen. Well, let's hit the building with the old Candyland used to be two years ago.  1599 
 1600 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:44:00   1601 
Well, the guy died because of the traffic situations over there. Yeah, but let's face it, 1602 
online is here to stay. So obviously the fulfillment I think is just .... 1603 
 1604 
Scott Campbell  1:44:12   1605 
This is why we need to maybe get that section in here and start having a section just for 1606 
that. And maybe work on some of the updates for the light industrial you know, in the 1607 
commercial also. But they're not turning into a traffic problem for us. Really. I think it's 1608 
more the distribution centers that we got to focus on for the most part. 1609 
 1610 
James McLeod  1:44:34   1611 
I liked the definitions of the different sizes of warehouses. That makes a lot of sense, 1612 
because a 100,000 square foot warehouse is different from a 5,000 square foot 1613 
warehouse. And distribution centers are not warehouses, not by any longshot. And that 1614 
is the wave of the future. And we don't have a big transportation hub, here, we don't 1615 
have an airport. We don't have a rail. So, everything that comes in is being trucked in. 1616 
And then it's being trucked back out again. 1617 
 1618 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:45:09   1619 
Well, and I think that because they have exploded because of how we've changed our 1620 
shopping demands, that actually states are going to have to look at this as a the road 1621 
that is an interstate designed for this type of a traffic situation, a town with a road that 1622 
you can't turn another truck around on, is not set up to have that type of traffic up and 1623 
down. I mean, the traffic alone, of trucks backing up and 1624 
 1625 
Scott Campbell  1:45:39   1626 
you just figure out something about keeping him from going through the center of 1627 
Raymond, I mean, that's turning into an issue. 1628 
 1629 
Ms. Gott  1:45:44   1630 
And we've been told that that's not defensible,  1631 



Raymond Planning Board Minutes  
September 22, 2022 

45 

 1632 
Scott Campbell  1:45:48   1633 
I don't know if that's true, Gretchen. 1634 
 1635 
Ms. Gott  1:45:51   1636 
That's what we've been told. 1637 
 1638 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:45:54   1639 
Yes, signs up into other towns, I think Lee has signs up and there's roadside other 1640 
trucking, I don't understand why they 1641 
 1642 
James McLeod  1:46:02   1643 
the only thing that will stop them is a bridge that is too low for them to get. 1644 
 1645 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:46:12   1646 
I mean, this is a great start. And 1647 
 1648 
Scott Campbell  1:46:14   1649 
The one thing I can see is if we start getting more down by Jackson Lumber, say big 1650 
hubs like that, and then Mega X is open. Can you imagine when someone gets, they 1651 
can't take that left hand turn that they want, because of the traffic. So, they say to hell 1652 
with it, I'm going to take a right. And then they all start taking a right in that going past 1653 
the elementary school down to town up to Wight Street, that that's what's going to 1654 
happen. I mean, you know, it's a given, I've been places where the Chinese place on 1655 
125 in Epping, I just want to take a left to go back towards My House, you cannot take a 1656 
left out of there. So, I have to take a right and then bang it around at the trailer park and 1657 
come through. That's exactly what's going to happen down there. But they're going to be 1658 
18 wheelers, it's going to happen. 1659 
 1660 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:47:03   1661 
They can turn around at the school and go through the school parking lot. 1662 
 1663 
Scott Campbell  1:47:07   1664 
Don't say that? They probably will. 1665 
 1666 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:47:11   1667 
Okay, so does this mean that we have another committee?  1668 
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 1669 
Scott Campbell  1:47:19   1670 
I'm not 100% sure what to do with it. I just know we have to do something. So that's why 1671 
I want some input from everybody else to see what we can all put together. 1672 
 1673 
Ms. Gott  1:47:29   1674 
I can only tell you I'm very confused on the difference between a distribution fulfillment 1675 
and a warehouse. You mentioned, for example, Jackson is a warehouse. But you know, 1676 
Harvey comes, Harvey windows and Doors comes in some, some tractor trailer from 1677 
Quebec comes in with certain kinds of lumber and somebody else comes in, and it's all 1678 
broken down and organized and goes back out there on the Jackson Lumber trucks. So 1679 
that's not a warehouse, according to what you're saying. I don't think so. 1680 
 1681 
Scott Campbell  1:47:58   1682 
it is a warehouse because they stockpile it then you have to go in and buy it. 1683 
 1684 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:48:02   1685 
They their building center is like Walmart, if we want to use Walmart and no offense to 1686 
Walmart is they bring their trucks in, they unload those trucks, they re-box those trucks 1687 
up quickly.  1688 
 1689 
Ms. Gott  1:48:12   1690 
That's what Jackson is doing. 1691 
 1692 
Scott Campbell  1:48:15   1693 
Jackson lumbers only open 630 to 4:00 , they do not ship anything in and out of their pre 1694 
or post. It's those are the hours of operation. And that's it. Can you imagine if Jackson 1695 
was 100 times larger, in a ship 24 hours a day, what the traffic would be there every 1696 
minute on their traffic is really, I can roll right in there and get it out of there. No problem, 1697 
go into the warehouse load up what I need it shipped right out, or I call it an order and 1698 
they just drop it on a site for me. 1699 
 1700 
James McLeod  1:48:59   1701 
So, the difference between a distribution center and a warehouse is much clearer for 1702 
me. Although I don't know how to articulate it right now. I haven't, I would be happy to 1703 
work with you on that. Since we're going to be working on zoning. I think we're probably 1704 
suited to do that. 1705 
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 1706 
Scott Campbell  1:49:17   1707 
 Okay. And if anybody has anything they want to add to it, you know, give it some 1708 
thought. I guess if you get down there you can go sit at Jackson for an hour and just 1709 
watch it and then get out and sit at 711 and watch what comes in and out of Walmart. 1710 
And you'll see the different concept between a warehouse with 630 to four o'clock hours 1711 
to a 24-hour fulfillment you know transfer hub.  1712 
 1713 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:49:17   1714 
I'll add a little assignment to who is just going up to Hooksett where the Home Depot 1715 
and Kohl's are. I forgot the exit number. I think it's 10. Yes. And the Amazon fulfillment 1716 
centers across from the Home Depot down there just sit watch. That's a lot of traffic. I 1717 
mean granted, that's the get right to the highway, vans dissipate through residentials but 1718 
I'm not there when you know the tractor trailers are feeding that facility in order for those 1719 
vans to come out of it, 1720 
 1721 
Scott Campbell  1:50:47   1722 
you know, it's weird because most of their big trucks that had bringing in material come 1723 
in after five. The Amazon little delivery trucks are working around people that are awake 1724 
to take their orders. If you'll see right at like six o'clock, or 530 I was up there at Home 1725 
Depot, they are lined up probably like 100 deep. And they're all just getting all their stuff 1726 
and they line up and they all take off at once.  1727 
 1728 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:51:46   1729 
Do you need to formalize a committee to do that? 1730 
 1731 
Scott Campbell  1:51:49   1732 
 Or I think we're just going to put it together on top of the previous.  1733 
 1734 
James McLeod  1:51:55   1735 
It'll be the housing and warehouse committee. 1736 
 1737 
Scott Campbell  1:52:06   1738 
And at some point, I guess, without causing a quorum, I'd like to be able to see if 1739 
anybody's got any input. Pre that they want me and Jim to discuss. Kevin, Dee, 1740 
Gretchen ? 1741 
 1742 
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James McLeod  1:52:21   1743 
As long as we don't send it out as a gang. He can email us individually. 1744 
 1745 
Scott Campbell  1:52:30   1746 
Like Kevin can send me a personal email saying, you know what I thought about the 1747 
warehouse Exactly. In the distribution. And this is what I want you guys to throw my part 1748 
of the discussion in there. He had to send me something. 1749 
 1750 
James McLeod  1:52:40   1751 
Yeah, exactly. Added research. Yeah. 1752 
 1753 
Scott Campbell  1:52:44   1754 
That we're not causing any kind of quorum or anything. 1755 
 1756 
Kevin Woods  1:52:46   1757 
I'm planning on working on this solar ordinance that was drafted in 2022. And never 1758 
made it. So, I want to work through that. And then bring that back to the committee. 1759 
Okay. Because the board. 1760 
 1761 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:53:14   1762 
For the record, though I was working. It's not going to happen for this year again. But 1763 
I've pulled in a lot of detail and reports off impact fees, reports, and studies. other towns 1764 
actually have completed theirs within the current year, year or two before. So, I think for 1765 
lack of a better term, a little plagiarism.  1766 
 1767 
Scott Campbell  1:53:43   1768 
Do you have any friends in another town that we're going to committee that you could 1769 
basically say we use this to base ours on.  1770 
 1771 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:53:51   1772 
It is on the website, it's free and clear. It's right there for anyone to print out. And I've 1773 
printed out a lot of material about it. And it's all grids and charts. I'm sure again, we need 1774 
finance officer to give us you know, we need to know what the police calls are so that it 1775 
kind of is a template would I would use it for as we said we don't have this Bruce 1776 
Mayberry, one of the reports, I believe it was Hudson, but don't quote me on that he 1777 
actually wrote it. It wasn't too long ago. So, we already have this template. So why do 1778 
we keep just waiting and waiting till we find a new, you know, public speaker to come 1779 
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and talk about it when we have very comprehensive reports very similar from one town 1780 
to the other. So, it seems like there is a template for it. And I suggest that we again, we 1781 
won't make this zoning schedule. But if we start early enough, in 2023, maybe we can 1782 
actually have something in place. 1783 
 1784 
James McLeod  1:54:50   1785 
I agree with that. 100% 1786 
 1787 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:54:56   1788 
That's what I've been working on behind the scenes which the 1789 
 1790 
James McLeod  1:54:58   1791 
I was thinking the same thing as If we can't find anybody anywhere to come in and talk 1792 
to us about impact fees, it doesn't make any sense. Sure, there's some people that are 1793 
experts and have experience, but other towns have it. It's a thing. Right?  1794 
 1795 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:55:14   1796 
It's a thing. Yeah. And it's, it's, I think it's a good thing to have when you see even just 1797 
the preliminary charts and the monies that these towns are receiving for the fees. 1798 
 1799 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:55:29   1800 
So sorry, not to digress. Did you have your CIP meeting? Finally, yet? No. Do you have 1801 
a schedule? Okay, sorry. CIP 1802 
 1803 
Ms. Gott  1:55:38   1804 
CIP is, I believe, meeting on the 27th. Because ethics is scheduled. I spoke with Kathy 1805 
to schedule.  1806 
 1807 
Kevin Woods  1:55:49   1808 
Two board members. haven't been told. 1809 
 1810 
Ms. Gott  1:55:52   1811 
I spoke with Kathy and asked her to schedule an ethics committee training and ethics 1812 
code training. And she asked me if I was available, or if we were available on the 27. 1813 
That's at 630 I believe here.  1814 
 1815 
Mrs. Luszcz  1:56:09   1816 
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I don't know all the numbers on the board since but we're all members of other boards. 1817 
We've all been through ethics. So, I don't know if that would be a good use of our time. If 1818 
we've all been through it.  1819 
 1820 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:57:04   1821 
So, if tentatively, it sounds like though there have been discussions, so you would have 1822 
potentially, and I know you guys are shocked.  1823 
 1824 
Kevin Woods  1:57:21   1825 
The school approved their CIP plan last night without it ever coming before the CIP. It 1826 
was on their agenda to approve last night. 1827 
 1828 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:57:34   1829 
Okay, I want to change the subject.  1830 
 1831 
Kevin Woods  1:57:38   1832 
I've given up. 1833 
 1834 
Ms. Gott  1:57:42   1835 
We can't give up on the CIP. 1836 
 1837 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:57:44   1838 
 I guess from a planning board perspective. There are there's information in some of our 1839 
bills that relate to CIP's as well that we really need to have a CIP meeting. So, all right, 1840 
sorry, Dee anything else? 1841 
 1842 
and Kevin, I'm going to want your help on this, the Raymond drinking water protection 1843 
ordinance. I'm going to I'll read through this so this ordinance is to protect the drinking 1844 
water Raymond citizens as well as gardens agriculture, livestock hunting species, fish 1845 
and all components in which water quality and quantity would affect our health safety 1846 
lifestyles and community structure and description. Water shall not be exploited from the 1847 
town of Raymond all new water metered hookups shall in no way minimize the current 1848 
users of town water quality or quantity. This is to include private wells and community 1849 
wells. No new hookups shall pollute or threaten the existing water supply. And then I put 1850 
a question to myself on your paper. You know, would we have to make us performance 1851 
standard? There are questions along here about which we can talk. Within the Raymond 1852 
drinking water ordinance 15.3, which is special requirements and zone G wetland 1853 
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setback shall be 75 feet on all new construction shall adhere to the 75-foot wetland 1854 
setback, preexisting homes and businesses are required to adhere to. And then I wrote 1855 
a note to myself because it would be the date that it was accepted would have to adhere 1856 
to the 25-foot setback and I don't know what that date would be. So that's why he's put 1857 
that question there revote date because I don't know what the date would be. No filling 1858 
of wetlands to minimum destek distance of septic to wetland, seasonal high-water table 1859 
will be at least two feet below the original groundwater surface during all seasons of the 1860 
year. 1861 
 1862 
Kevin Woods  1:59:50   1863 
Excuse me, groundwater surface. I don't have the word water in there. 1864 
 1865 
Ms. Bridgeo  1:59:55   1866 
I'm sorry, original ground surface during all I'm sorry, Kevin. Okay. during all seasons of 1867 
the year, thank you, Kevin. Within the groundwater conservation overlay district for any 1868 
new construction, well, water testing shall be required prior and post blasting in the town 1869 
of Raymond per national primary drinking water regulations, which is the EPA for all 1870 
abutters, including municipal wells. Within the groundwater conservation overlay district, 1871 
there shall be at least three feet of natural permeable soil instead of two feet above any 1872 
subsoil. Within the groundwater conservation overlay district, there should be at least 1873 
four feet of natural soil instead of three above bedrocks. Within the groundwater 1874 
conservation overlay district, more stringent standards of fill materials are required for 1875 
septic systems within the groundwater conservation overlay district on Wellhead 1876 
Protection area, no waste disposal. So, I can go through some of this if you want me to 1877 
talk about some of these points. Or if you just want to ask questions and start dialogue, 1878 
whichever you prefer.  1879 
 1880 
Starting at the bottom I would ask you to find waste disposal. If I have a disposal unit in 1881 
my kitchen that I'm putting waste down is that waste disposal?  1882 
 1883 
Kevin Woods  2:01:23   1884 
 It doesn't say anything about commercial.  1885 
 1886 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:01:31   1887 
So, let's say you were putting in your house or using a and it's been so long, what do 1888 
you call it a garbage disposal where you're not supposed to be discharging, but this is in 1889 
the Wellhead Protection area this is not. And waste could be trash, waste could be your 1890 
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septic, its waste disposal would be also from, but you are not to discharge anyway on 1891 
your well. It's also defined as sanitary radius. And some other words. And for 1892 
clarification, why this ordinance? We often speak to other regulations that all albeit a lot 1893 
should be adhered to, they sometimes are not. Some of this may seem redundant. But I 1894 
would also hope for some clarification. And at the end protection of our drinking water is 1895 
what these are for is that adding protection to the drinking water supply. So that's why it 1896 
says groundwater conservation. 1897 
 1898 
James McLeod  2:02:52   1899 
Can you explain how a 75-foot wetland setback as opposed to a 25 foot? I know that 1900 
surrounding towns have it at like 100 feet, I think. But how does a 75-foot wetland 1901 
setback help protect the drinking water as opposed to a 25? 1902 
 1903 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:03:14   1904 
Well, not that I want to put everybody to sleep about wetlands. The job of the wetlands 1905 
as far as for taking in filtering prior to the sediment or toxin is going to reside in the 1906 
wetland setback. And yes, most of the surrounding towns around us are 100. And in one 1907 
of the meetings, I was in some of the towns are going to go to 150- and 200-feet 1908 
distances because that's what they're going to use as buffers for keeping water clean. 1909 
Or as one has a mechanism for keeping water clean. I don't know if the public wouldn't 1910 
know I don't know where the original metric came from. This puts us a little more in line 1911 
with the state. And our neighbors I should say and we're still less than our 1912 
neighborhoods. And it's for new construction. This is not for the people who already 1913 
have their homes, and they're going to put their swing set out there. They're going to put 1914 
their sandbox out there. They're going to put their shed out there. That's why I put it in 1915 
bold. This is the new construction. I did not put this as a pre-existing home or business. 1916 
 1917 
Ms. Gott  2:04:34   1918 
But what if somebody you know they have their house, and you know I have my house 1919 
and all of that but then I decide to want to build a shed. In my shed I'm going to put my 1920 
lawnmower and all these things. Do you really want that in a less than 75-foot setback? 1921 
 1922 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:04:49   1923 
Would I prefer that they need it but that is not new construction as far as the shed is 1924 
new, but I'm not going to consider the existing structure, meaning their home. And we 1925 
can discuss this as a board. But no, I wouldn't say to somebody who already has a 1926 
home, I would say that their setback is their 25 feet, I would say for any new 1927 
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construction, we're going to build that we adhere to not only our wetland setback, but 1928 
our G land requirements that way before my time this town did work. That was pretty 1929 
extraordinary. And that also will help us as if we adhere to the already on the books, 1930 
land requirements. So, I would say no, and I would say that it is not for somebody who 1931 
already has an existing home or business, their requirement would be the 25 feet, which 1932 
we currently have. 1933 
 1934 
Ms. Gott  2:05:42   1935 
I understand that this is an effort to appease those who were against this. The last time 1936 
two years ago when it was brought up, I still have great concern about having any 1937 
additional building, whether the house has been there for 50 years, this is still the new 1938 
construction, I have great concern about that. And I know people it's not popular, but I 1939 
think it's a chance to provide the extra distance that helps filter. 1940 
 1941 
Scott Campbell  2:06:14   1942 
Well, I guess, I guess this might be a way to look at Gretchen, Without those people. 1943 
You're not going to get this. 1944 
 1945 
Ms. Gott  2:06:22   1946 
I understand what you're saying. 1947 
 1948 
Scott Campbell  2:06:23   1949 
So, would you rather have anything new in hearing these stricter guidelines? Or not 1950 
have any at all? Because you're not going to have any at all? I'd rather have some than 1951 
none. Rather save that little bit? And then not get any at all?  1952 
 1953 
Mrs. Luszcz  2:06:43   1954 
I have two questions. Number one, I would like to know, if we have a report of wetlands, 1955 
especially in residential zones right now within the 25 or 50 feet of contaminated 1956 
wetlands, because I have a real problem with imposing such harsh restrictions on 1957 
homeowners. And yes, I think the new construction is great, but it would need to be 1958 
modified to again, is it a shed? Is it you know, a port for my bikes or something? Also, all 1959 
new construction shall adhere to a 75-foot wetland setback. And it just continues saying 1960 
preexisting homes, I believe that the way you read it would be a period. And then 1961 
preexisting homes and businesses are required to adhere to 25.Am I correct in the 1962 
grammar. 1963 
 1964 
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Ms. Bridgeo  2:07:41   1965 
Yeah, that's fine. Okay, grammatically, we can Yep.  1966 
 1967 
But can I back up? So, what you're saying is, are you in agreeance, that a pre-existing 1968 
home could adhere to the 25? Or were you disagreeing? 1969 
 1970 
Mrs. Luszcz  2:07:57   1971 
I have no problem with the 25. You don't want to diminish people's property values down 1972 
to the point where they bought their home, they had a 25-foot setback with that 1973 
knowledge. And now, town comes in to put this on somebody else they want to sell their 1974 
home. Somebody wishes to maybe, you know, buy that property, and build it bigger, and 1975 
it's 60 feet or something, you know, yes, they can always apply for a variance. But I 1976 
think it's going to turn off the buyer and it's going to diminish the value of that person's 1977 
property. So, it's a balance, I definitely want to clean drinking water. I don't want anyone 1978 
polluting, but I also think a responsible citizen is not knowingly polluting their wetlands to 1979 
begin with. 1980 
 1981 
Scott Campbell  2:08:50   1982 
I also think the developer that comes in, it's just going to sell that house. It's more to 1983 
keep them in line. Because the homeowner already lives there. They live there, and 1984 
they're not going to go dumping gasoline or anything that I do. But when uh, I mean, all 1985 
you gotta do is go down the end of Mark Lane and go look at what's going on out there. 1986 
The people that are developing that.  1987 
 1988 
Ms. Gott  2:09:13   1989 
Let's not talk about that. Be careful of that. Yeah, it's conceptual.  1990 
 1991 
Scott Campbell  2:09:16   1992 
I'm just saying this is what you want to avoid. 1993 
 1994 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:09:17   1995 
That's what it says I'm confused as to what? That's why I said your pre is preexisting 1996 
homes and businesses are required to adhere to our current and it'd be the 25-foot 1997 
setback. That is our setback right now. I am not saying that any. So, if tomorrow, you 1998 
were going to put your shed on your property, you would have made the other criteria. I 1999 
don't know how, on your part. If you had those criteria, you still would have to meet 2000 
those but your 25-foot setback. But you would still have area. So, let's say you wanted 2001 
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to put a I don't know, a, she shed, right. Rather than thinking a little shed, you would still 2002 
have other criteria besides just the setback that might come into play. And, again, it 2003 
could be if we add g land, we add slope and that so there are other criteria than just 2004 
saying that the water protection and building within that would also apply. So, and I'm 2005 
saying that I'm not saying for people who live in town, we're going to say to them, they 2006 
can't have sandbox, they can't put up their shed, they would still have to apply to 2007 
whatever other rules we had for you putting up she shed. But I'm saying anything that 2008 
was being built, that we are adding protection for our water in this setback. And I know 2009 
that people would like to say that it diminishes the value. But I don't think that putting a 2010 
buffer around. You couldn't build probably your septic and everything in that anyway, so 2011 
that you were not diminishing your property value. 2012 
 2013 
Mrs. Luszcz  2:11:14   2014 
If my backyard is only 75 feet total. And I say new ending and I don't know what not. I'm 2015 
just a devil's advocate. Yep. He wants to build a garage. And it's got to go here. It's 30 2016 
feet from the setback. But it's new construction on an existing lot, that it's an existing lot, 2017 
but it's not it's new construction. So, unless we add the language that I'm still going 2018 
against resale, I think it hurts it. Because now if that person sells that, even if that 2019 
person was allowed, and didn't use that, right, but they sell the property, somebody else 2020 
buys it, and I have all this land, I'll just put a garage up there. And then they came before 2021 
the board said, oh, no, that's new construction, you now have to adhere to the 75 feet. 2022 
 2023 
Ms. Gott  2:12:13   2024 
What Trisha is saying is its new construction on a pre-existing home lot or preexisting 2025 
business. Buildings are already there. And it's so therefore, if you add another building 2026 
there, it's only 25 feet. If it's totally new construction with nothing else on that lot, then it 2027 
becomes 75 feet. 2028 
 2029 
Mrs. Luszcz  2:12:44   2030 
So, preexisting would have the same rights as the previous homeowners staying at 25?  2031 
 2032 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:12:53   2033 
Unless, and you said that, you know, so you're, you're hung up on but, but let's be clear, 2034 
she's hung up on a number here, that number may change by a different RSA that 2035 
number may change by some other zoning ordinance. So, you are the argument of one 2036 
number here, changing the value of your property could happen from as we just saw, 2037 
from a state imposing so that I don't mean this rude,  it isn't really valid because that 2038 
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could happen in any mechanisms. It could happen when we just change the storm water 2039 
protection and everything.  2040 
 2041 
Mrs. Luszcz  2:13:30   2042 
That's commercial. We're saying your intent then. So now you said something a little 2043 
different, or you clarified for me, thank you.  2044 
 2045 
Kevin Woods  2:13:45   2046 
If you know, we've recently seen a couple of times where people have come in 2047 
subdivided lots to build another house for  a lot on it. How does that apply? Because 2048 
that's not that's it exists? Is that an existing lot? Is that because it wasn't a lot? A lot? 2049 
Yeah. That kind of detail needs to be added to this. 2050 
 2051 
Scott Campbell  2:14:20   2052 
This one comes to mind. They'd set it right in the wetland. Even by today's code, it 2053 
shouldn't have been allowed. I mean, that was in the wetland. 2054 
 2055 
Mrs. Luszcz  2:14:29   2056 
No, we're not we I don't want building in, and wetland trust me. I don't. So again, just to 2057 
go back to my clarification, if I understood you correctly. You know, 999 Sesame Street 2058 
is two acres of land, and they have a lot of wetlands they have a big house they don't 2059 
have they sell their property. The new homeowner because it is a preexisting lot with the 2060 
house on it. Still adheres to the 25-foot setback. 2061 
 2062 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:15:03   2063 
Yeah. Because as I said, there's a date of that vote where that was out of record.  2064 
 2065 
Scott Campbell  2:15:13   2066 
Someone could say change the setbacks and a lot lines to your neighbor. Yeah. So, 2067 
your she shed now is going to be 20 feet, where it used to be 15. So, if someone comes 2068 
in and changes that after we leave this board. 2069 
 2070 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:15:25   2071 
It doesn't and the septic changes, we could change a septic ordinance. No, I'm just 2072 
saying that. Remember how I mean that? No, I'm just saying that there's other things as 2073 
well that we have to say that they could... a person thinking that their lot is necessarily 2074 
like, on 102, where they changed even what the type of lots they were, you know, you 2075 
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can change residential to commercial or back and forth. I mean, we even have things 2076 
like that can change too. So, some things are out of our control.  2077 
 2078 
Ms. Gott  2:15:54   2079 
Dee's property, for example, used to be residential. It was then changed to commercial 2080 
allowing residential. 2081 
 2082 
There is no proof of that. There's no record of that. It was always commercial. From 2083 
what the records we have just for reference, we have to be careful what we state. 2084 
 2085 
James McLeod  2:16:13   2086 
So, my house is on the river. And my lot is shaped like a capital T. And the top of the T 2087 
is along the river, and it's not very wide. So, if we had a 75-foot setback, that would be 2088 
my neighbor's property. So that's the clarification that is important. I don't plan on 2089 
building anything. 2090 
 2091 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:16:38   2092 
Well, and the thing is, is again, clarification you probably couldn't because you're on the 2093 
river, and you have a whole different set of standards.  2094 
 2095 
Mrs. Luszcz  2:16:47   2096 
We have a lot of water in this town, I'm sure we have a lot of wetlands, we've seen the 2097 
wetland map. So, we have a lot of wetlands, I am just one of them. So restricted again 2098 
compromised because I want clean drinking water. Trust me, I want everyone to have 2099 
clean drinking water. 2100 
 2101 
James McLeod  2:17:01   2102 
I'm on board with the 75-foot setback for new construction. And that needs to be 2103 
defined. 2104 
 2105 
Scott Campbell  2:17:12   2106 
It needs to be we need to separate it from existing. 2107 
 2108 
Mrs. Luszcz  2:17:18   2109 
And just for the numbering thing, so on the first, 2110 
 2111 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:17:20   2112 
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we won't, we don't know we don't have, we don't have to because we discussed that we 2113 
weren't going to do numbering in that way. So just you can disregard and say that. Well, 2114 
we'll talk about that in a minute. Because actually Dee right now, would we put this type 2115 
of an ordinance at the end of so right now? I would go in under 5. 2.3. So, if you go to 2116 
page 17 and would we want to then add this as the actually it wouldn't be 17 would it 2117 
go? My question is how would we without disrupting the numbers? Because I would like 2118 
us to have a way to keep the numbering system. So that's what would be the last one, 2119 
which will be way over? You know, where would we end it? If it's out of Section Five? 2120 
That's my question. I wanted to keep it in that section. Numerically, when you were 2121 
saying you don't like to add on 5.2 . 3.1 to add it in. So, is there somebody who has a 2122 
way to clarify that numbering to keep it within the section? 2123 
 2124 
Mrs. Luszcz  2:18:44   2125 
Take a little homework, okay? 2126 
 2127 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:18:46   2128 
 Because otherwise when we redefine every number it causes it's hard to keep the rep 2129 
control, so we have to find a way to do that then, so I am okay with you. And I just put 2130 
that as a one two, so that to me, it was the quickest easiest way numerically to follow 2131 
along. So again, I'll work on how.  2132 
 2133 
 I didn't go through the whole trying to Yeah, it would be  Raymond drinking water 2134 
protection ordinance. 2135 
 2136 
Kevin Woods  2:19:27   2137 
Why do you want it in the middle of five and not just after 15.3. 2138 
 2139 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:19:33   2140 
That's what she's asked. That's what I'm saying. Do we want that's what I'm asked. 2141 
That's my question. Is that what you think would be the easiest?  2142 
 2143 
Kevin Woods  2:19:40   2144 
I think at this point, where it goes is a little bit premature, but I have two questions for 2145 
you. If I Okay, what is the word zone? 2146 
 2147 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:19:54   2148 
It's crossed out. I'm sorry. That was whether or not if we did it as a zone It would it's too 2149 
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broad. So okay. 2150 
 2151 
Kevin Woods  2:20:02   2152 
And the next thing I asked was within the Raymond drinking water ordinance 15.3. 2153 
Where this is under your section 5.2.3.4. 2154 
 2155 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:20:19   2156 
Special requirements zone G, 2157 
 2158 
Kevin Woods  2:20:22   2159 
within the Raymond drinking water ordinance? 2160 
 2161 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:20:26   2162 
Yes, that's what my question was, is that what this would actually should we put there? 2163 
Because if you go into that section, that's where they have the requirement for the 2164 
setback.  2165 
 2166 
Kevin Woods  2:20:34   2167 
So, I was looking for the Raymond drinking water ordinance. 2168 
 2169 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:20:43   2170 
Right. Which doesn't exist. So, your question is from the back to you if I'm asking the 2171 
board. Would that be the place that we would want to put this? 2172 
 2173 
Ms. Gott  2:20:59   2174 
Should we have that title?  2175 
 2176 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:21:00   2177 
That's a question back to the board is how we would actually? Do we break it all apart? 2178 
And it gets very hard to me, I would prefer things to stay together. Because we put 2179 
things, it's very hard, I find that everything's so scattered. So, would we be able to put 2180 
something in and it's redundant and references another section? Because when we take 2181 
everything and we scatter it, then we have to go back and gather it.  2182 
 2183 
Kevin Woods  2:21:27   2184 
It sounds like you've got, you've got multiple things happening here. And if you're trying 2185 
to put it all in one ordinance, whatever that number may be correctly, Raymond drinking, 2186 
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whatever it is, you've got your first paragraph deals with. The purpose? Your second 2187 
paragraph talks about water shall not be exploited. And deals with needing some 2188 
grammar cleanup for? Because I'm not sure why I only knew water immediate hookups 2189 
should not minimize it. I would take all metered hookups should not minimize the current 2190 
user’s quality. And I would think any hookup should not pollute or threaten the existing 2191 
water supply, not just new ones. And then see your next slide is just a question. It's got 2192 
nothing to do with the ordinance. And then your next statement. The first part of it 2193 
doesn't have anything to do with your earnings. It's just you're asking where to put 2194 
something like, what is the part of the ordinance that depends on the word special, or ... 2195 
 2196 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:22:59   2197 
Should we be writing? So, within the Raymond drinking water ordinance, setback shall 2198 
be 75 feet all new construction? I guess the question is, do we put a note, because 2199 
that's also where you find it is in the chart? 15.3 special requirements in zone G, we 2200 
have different locations for information. I'm saying Do we put a note saying that it's also 2201 
there. Or do we just make one location, but then we have to go back just like where the 2202 
sewage overlay was hanging around? And it's in so many places. I was just trying to 2203 
make sure that they had reference for where else it is where right now currently, most 2204 
people look for the information in that chart. So again, it goes back to the beginning with 2205 
Dee said, how do we get people to know this information because they look in certain 2206 
spots? 2207 
 2208 
Kevin Woods  2:23:52   2209 
Alright, so let's take a look at it. Let's just look at it just from your ordinance. Do you want 2210 
the words within the Raymond drinking water ordinance? Because that's what this is. 2211 
Right? This is the Raymond drinking water ordinance. 2212 
 2213 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:24:11   2214 
So, it wouldn't be when we finish. 2215 
 2216 
Kevin Woods  2:24:15   2217 
So, correct me if I'm wrong but the text of the ordinance is in zone G wetlands setbacks, 2218 
shall be 75 feet for all new construction or is it two different sentences or is it just all new 2219 
construction shall adhere to a 75-foot wetland sat back. 2220 
 2221 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:25:01   2222 
Can I? So, could we change it? So that we said within the Raymond drinking water 2223 
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ordinance?  2224 
 2225 
Mrs. Luszcz  2:25:15   2226 
This is what he's saying: Get rid of that. Because you're in that ordinance.  2227 
 2228 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:25:18   2229 
We will say that the wetland setback shall be 75 feet, all new construction shall adhere 2230 
to. But I do think we should refer to Section where 15.3 also gives that dimension. 2231 
 2232 
Kevin Woods  2:25:34   2233 
I agree, I think that 2234 
 2235 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:25:35   2236 
it should be removed, I just wanted where people are looking for it. So 2237 
 2238 
James McLeod  2:25:40   2239 
I think the more that we tie it into the other ordinances, the more strength that it has. 2240 
And also, when I'm reading through ordinances, especially if I'm unfamiliar with them, 2241 
and it's referencing another one, I go there and I read that I tend to find things that are 2242 
important that I didn't even know I was looking for. 2243 
 2244 
Scott Campbell  2:25:58   2245 
Can't you put it like a parenthesis in  Yeah, because it always says RSA 425. And it will 2246 
reference another RSA that builds upon that, and then you flipped it that one in, maybe 2247 
we should do something similar to that, like in the book for the RSA's they do 2248 
references. 2249 
 2250 
Mrs. Luszcz  2:26:22   2251 
Can I take that little assignment if you want. And I'll try to come back with a language.  2252 
 2253 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:26:27   2254 
yeah, that I guess my question above was, you know, and then do we move, so I'm fine 2255 
with reporting in a different way that makes it clearer and easier for people. I don't know 2256 
if people had wanted to see it in multiple places.  2257 
 2258 
James McLeod  2:26:40   2259 
 A quick point is that where you have these 75 feet 25 foot, they say minimum here. And 2260 
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I think it's important to note that that is the minimum setback. And also, that on 15.3.2 2261 
where they show the current setback that will need to be amended to match. 2262 
 2263 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:27:12   2264 
Well, that's what I'm saying there, but it would have to be matched any place where we 2265 
go through lessons. I'm saying in some of our documents where we go through, we 2266 
have to make sure we find all locations. 2267 
 2268 
Mrs. Luszcz  2:27:23   2269 
My question on the next section, no filling of wetlands to minimum distance of septic to 2270 
wetlands. What is the distance? Minimize almost no filling of wetlands to minimum 2271 
distance of septic to wetlands. I need clarity. 2272 
 2273 
James McLeod  2:28:01   2274 
Do we allow filling because right there no filling of wetlands period. 2275 
 2276 
Mrs. Luszcz  2:28:11   2277 
When is someone allowed to fill a wetland? 2278 
 2279 
Scott Campbell  2:28:17   2280 
disturbed on there too because we got two situations in town right now. 2281 
 2282 
Ms. Gott  2:28:20   2283 
But it's mitigated. The state allows what the state allows.  2284 
 2285 
Mrs. Luszcz  2:28:29   2286 
So, you have to replace it. 2287 
 2288 
Ms. Gott  2:28:39   2289 
 Yes. 2290 
 2291 
Kevin Woods  2:28:40   2292 
I don't know, we govern wetlands. I thought the state did. So, I'm not sure we can put we 2293 
don't have the jurisdiction 2294 
 2295 
James McLeod  2:28:49   2296 
Well, we can make rules that are more stringent than the state. It's the only authority we 2297 
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have. 2298 
 2299 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:29:25   2300 
No filling of wetlands to minimum distance of septic to wetlands. The seasonal high-2301 
water table will be at least two feet below the original ground surface during all seasons 2302 
of the surface water. 2303 
 2304 
Mrs. Luszcz  2:29:39   2305 
 I think Kevin had you had water there original grounds surface or surface 2306 
 2307 
James McLeod  2:29:46   2308 
I think she said water. 2309 
  2310 
Mrs. Luszcz  2:29:50   2311 
Just again the first sentence. Know what that means? No filling of wetlands to minimum 2312 
distance have septic. 2313 
 2314 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:30:03   2315 
one minute, so it's 930. And Kevin had asked to be able to hit better nine. So, I'm sorry. 2316 
Yes. So, I'm going to because we still if we're going to go further and people have more 2317 
questions, we're going to be another night here. So, I'm going to put it together. 2318 
  2319 
Kevin Woods  2:30:24   2320 
if you could just put together the text of the ordinance that you want without any 2321 
instructions or questions. 2322 
 2323 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:30:33   2324 
Okay, I just do that. So that would be helpful. All right, I will put it blank up top and then 2325 
 2326 
Kevin Woods  2:30:38   2327 
and then as you get to a second page with your questions, 2328 
 2329 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:30:45   2330 
I will put that that way.  2331 
 2332 
Kathy McDonald  2:30:56   2333 
I have something new you guys we're going to be working on zoning and all. And I just 2334 
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happened to find this. I haven't looked at the new book from last year. But I found on 2335 
your zoning. 2.7 building heights says the maximum height of new construction shall be 2336 
three stories, four stories for sprinkle buildings in C1, C 2, D, E, A and B. Except six 2337 
stories shall be permitted in commercial residential C2 District where town water and 2338 
town sewer are provided in the sewer overlay district. And the sewer overlay district was 2339 
removed in March of 2021. So, don't you think that sentence should be taken out? Yes. 2340 
Okay.  2341 
 2342 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:31:53   2343 
Something that I thought, you know, I'm just looking at because we found some places 2344 
and I thought that it was all cleared out. We have talked about it, and I thought that any 2345 
place had been removed. And is that the only place you found it? 2346 
 2347 
Kathy McDonald  2:32:07   2348 
I was just Yeah, I just happened to catch it. I didn't I haven't looked at the whole book 2349 
yet. And that was like, Oh, wow. Okay. 2350 
 2351 
James McLeod  2:32:15   2352 
So, is that something that needs to be motioned? Or is this because the sewer overlay 2353 
district doesn't exist anymore that we can have this taken out? As a procedural? It no 2354 
longer exists. 2355 
 2356 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:32:27   2357 
Right. But I think that to answer Jim's question, we need to verify it should have been 2358 
removed when we were in the word should have been removed. But I think we have to 2359 
ask legal because I don't know.  2360 
 2361 
Mrs. Luszcz  2:32:39   2362 
 I don't know how we remove that, or an article would just to amend I don't think we 2363 
need a warrant article. 2364 
 2365 
Scott Campbell  2:32:44   2366 
I think that article was too strict, and they did that.  2367 
 2368 
Ms. Bridgeo  2:32:49   2369 
It's already been done. I think we just need to have it removed.  2370 
 2371 
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Ms. Bridgeo  2:32:56   2372 
We've already done it. 2373 
 2374 
Ms. Gott  2:32:57   2375 
It's tidy work now. 2376 
 2377 
Kathy McDonald  2:32:59   2378 
And the only reason I've asked him this is because I was like oh a six-story commercial 2379 
building. Holy moly. Do we even have a ladder check that can go up six stories and put 2380 
out any fires? 2381 
 2382 
Scott Campbell  2:33:10   2383 
Walmart gave us one eight that 2384 
 2385 
Ms. Gott  2:33:13   2386 
goes it can go story doors, even 2387 
 2388 
Kathy McDonald  2:33:15   2389 
60 feet. 2390 
 2391 
Ms. Gott  2:33:17   2392 
Each story was for 2393 
 2394 
Kathy McDonald  2:33:19   2395 
Each story is 10 feet high. So that's 60 feet. Can I let our trucks go up?  2396 
 2397 
Scott Campbell  2:33:25   2398 
Probably more like 72 feet because the six-story building is going to have different 2399 
 2400 
Scott Campbell  2:33:38   2401 
 I don't know how big our ladder truck is. I saw it extended. 2402 
 2403 
Mrs. Luszcz  2:33:43   2404 
Maybe we need to look at that to know to get to four stories.  2405 
 2406 
 2407 
Scott Campbell  2:34:37   2408 
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 Yeah, Nottingham seemed to kind of set a precedence.  2409 
 2410 
James McLeod  2:35:27   2411 
Mr. McLeod made a motion that we adjourn. Mrs. Luszcz seconded the motion. The 2412 
motion passed with a vote of 6 in favor, 0 opposed, and 0 abstentions.  2413 
 2414 
The meeting adjourned at approximately 9:36 pm. 2415 
 2416 
Respectfully submitted,  2417 
 2418 
Jill A. Vadeboncoeur 2419 
 2420 
 2421 
 2422 
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