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TOWN OF RAYMOND 
Planning Board Agenda 

December 16, 2021  
               7:00 p.m. - Raymond High School             

Media Center - 45 Harriman Hill 
Application # 2021-015 

 

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. Public Meeting   
 Continued from 12/2/2021  
 Application #2021-020: Three Special Permit applications have been submitted by Liberty 
Woods, LLC. for properties identified as Raymond Tax Map 21/ Lot 73,74, and 75 located on Green 
Road within Zone B. The applicant is proposing a minimum impact wetland crossing of the 
driveways for all three of these lots. 

 
 Application # 2021-015: A SITE PLAN & CONDITIONAL USE application is being submitted by 
Joseph Coronati of Jones & Beach Engineers, Inc. on behalf of Rye Harbor Realty, LLC. They are 
proposing a Domino’s Pizza Restaurant with associated parking and utilities. The property is 
represented as Raymond Tax Map 29-3/ Lot 42-5 and located at 4 Silver Fox Lane. 

2. Approval of Minutes 
• 11/18/2021 
• 12/02/2021 

 
3. Public Comment 

4. Other Business 
 Staff Updates –  
 Board Member Updates 
 Any other business brought before the board 

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

 

Planning Board Meeting Dates 2021  
Submittal Deadline for Completed Application & 

Materials 
Planning Board Meeting Dates (1st & 3rd Thursdays 

of the Month) 
 

November 18, 2021 December 16, 2021  
   



* 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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TOWN OF RAYMOND 
Planning Board Agenda 

December 16, 2021  
               7:00 p.m. - Raymond High School             

Media Center - 45 Harriman Hill 
Application # 2021-015 

 

   
   
 
 
 
Submittal Deadline for 
Completed Application 
& Materials 

Planning Board Meeting Dates 
(1st & 3rd Thursdays of the 
Month) 

Projects Scheduled 

December 02, 2021 January 06, 2022 McDonald’s 
December 16, 2021 January 20, 2022 

 

January 06, 2022 February 03, 2022 
 

January 20, 2022 February 17, 2022 
 

February 03, 2022 March 03, 2022 
 

February 17, 2022 March 17, 2022 
 

March 03, 2022 April 07, 2022 
 

March 17, 2022 April 21, 2022 
 

April 07, 2022 May 05, 2022  
April 21, 2022 May 19, 2022  
May 05, 2022 June 02, 2022  
May 19, 2022 June 16, 2022  
June 02, 2022 July 07, 2022  
June 16, 2022 July 21, 2022 

 

July 07, 2022 August 04, 2022 
 

July 21, 2022 August 18, 2022 
 

August 04, 2022 September 01, 2022 
 

August 18, 2022 September 15, 2022 
 

September 01, 2022 October 06, 2022 
 

September 15, 2022 October 20, 2022 
 

October 06, 2022 November 03, 2022 
 

October 20, 2022 November 17, 2022 
 

November 03, 2022 December 01, 2022 
 

November 17, 2022 December 15, 2022 
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Developments with Regional Impact 
Project Name: Domino’s 

Application No.: 2021-015 
Tax Map & Lot: 29-3/42-5 

The Rockingham Planning Commission has developed this guidance document to aid our communities 
in evaluating whether or not a development should be determined to have regional impact. The document 
summarizes the statutory process that must be followed under New Hampshire state law and suggest a 
number of triggering factors that should be considered for making this determination. Bear in mind that the 
criteria suggested here are our recommendations: they have no regulatory force. 

 
 

Statutory Authority: refer to RSA 36:54-58 – The purpose of this statute is to establish the framework 
to be followed by a community that is reviewing a development proposal with potential impacts beyond 
its municipal boundaries. 

 
Findings of YES on one or more of the items below indicates the possible need for a local land use board to make 

a determination that the development proposal results in regional impacts. 
 
 

NOTE: THIS IS ON A REGIONAL BASIS NOT A LOCAL BASIS 

 
1. School Impacts: Does the development create significant new student population affecting a regional 

school district? Yes No 
 

2. Traffic Generation: Will the project generate traffic that will create an impact on surrounding 
municipalities? Yes No 

 
3. Road Networks: Does the development provide the opportunity to create a more efficient road network 

for the regional area or potentially affect regional travel patterns? Yes No 
 

4. Building Size: Is the proposed building greater than 50,000 square feet and located within 2,500 feet of 
a municipal line? Yes No 

 
5. Visual Impacts: Will the development create visual impacts to neighboring municipalities such as light 

pollution, glare, or structures visible from neighboring municipalities? Yes No 
 

6. Pollution: Does the development propose the operation of a facility or business which would generate 
excessive amount of air pollution, wastewater discharge, noise, or hazardous waste transport?         
 ___ Yes___ No 

 
7. Water Supply Impacts: Will the development require a major impact wetland permit from NH DES? 

   Yes  No 



Town of Raymond Planning Board 
 

 

Will impacts to known aquifers occur?  Yes  No 
 

Does the project involve permitting for a large groundwater withdrawal?  Yes  No 
 

Will the development cause negative impacts to another community’s municipal water supply? 
 ____Yes ____No 

 
8. Conservation Lands: Does the development abut existing conservation lands, greenway or existing 

farmland such that coordination between municipalities could lead to the creation or preservation of 
greenways or wildlife habitat areas or prevent fragmentation of forests, farms or other conservation lands? 
____Yes___ No 

 

9. Economic Impacts: Does the development propose the creation of business or industry that would 
significantly impact regional economic development? Yes No 

 
10. Emergency Response: Does the proposal create a significant increased demand for emergency services 

response (including mutual aid) from abutting communities?  Yes  No 
 

11. Historic or Cultural Resources: Does the proposed development have negative impacts on historic or 
cultural resources that may have significance regionally?  Yes  No 

 
 

12. Other: Does the development create other regional impacts not listed in items 1 – 11 above?  
___ Yes ___No 

 
Describe:     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Town of Raymond 

Memo 
To: Planning Board 

From: Christina McCarthy, TRC 

cc: Domino’s 

Date: 11/30/2021 

Re: Recommendations from TRC  

On November 30, 2021 the TRC meant and had their final meeting with Joseph Coronati of 
Jones & Beach for a Domino’s on Silver Fox Lane. The TRC voted unanimously to allow 
Application 2021-015 Domino’s to proceed to the Planning Board with the following 
recommendations: 

1. Offsite improvements-stripe left turn and straight through arrows for the left lane and in 
the right lane a right arrow on Essex Road. 

2. Note on plan stating that no more than 18 seats allowed inside or outside total. 
3. Stamped engineered drawing of the Versaloc wall design submitted at time of  wall 

permit application. 
4. Traffic Comments(3)- Dubois & King Traffic Review dated November 29, 2021 
5. Before occupancy permit is given to either Domino’s or Starbucks(whichever is first) the 

topcoat needs to go down on Silver Fox Lane, applicant needs to adjust manhole/catch 
basin rim elevations to be flush with pavement. 



                                                                ENGINEERING  •  PLANNING  •  DEVELOPMENT  •  MANAGEMENT

15 Constitution Drive, Suite 1L • Bedford, New Hampshire 03110   (603) 637-1043   (866) 783-7101 (FAX)   http://www.dubois-king.com

Randolph, Vermont                         Springfield, Vermont                        South Burlington, Vermont                        Laconia, New Hampshire

November 18, 2021

Ms. Christina McCarthy
Raymond Community Development
4 Epping Street
Raymond, New Hampshire 03077

Subject: Proposed Domino’s
Silver Fox Lane – Map 29-3, Lot 42-5
Engineering Review Services

Dear Ms. McCarthy,

As requested, we have completed our review of the plans and materials submitted for the above
referenced project.  The submitted materials consist of the following:

· Response Letter with Attachments, prepared by Jones & Beach Engineers Inc., dated
November 2, 2021.

· Full Size Plan Set, prepared by Jones & Beach Engineers Inc., consisting of 13 sheets,
with a revision date of October 28, 2021.

· Drainage report, prepared by Jones & Beach Engineers Inc., with a revision date of
November 2, 2021.

The following were comments noted during the review.

1. The applicant has provided an amended traffic study that addresses the proposed
restaurant use which is a modification from the original traffic study for the commercial
development. DuBois & King will review this document and provide comments under
separate cover.

2. The applicant has reduced the number of seats provided to 18 in order to meet the
minimum parking space requirement. During operation, we recommend that the total
number of seats available including both the interior and exterior seats at the patio does
not exceed 18 seats, so that parking demand does not exceed what is shown on the
plans.

3. Sheet 10 of 13. Drawing No. D3. Detail Sheet. The proposed Versa-Lok Reinforced
Retaining Wall Detail does not show the proposed guardrail. We recommend that the
applicant revise the detail to show the proposed guard-rail and how it interfaces with the
retaining wall as this may affect the structural loading requirements of the wall.
Additionally, we recommend that the notes indicate that the proposed structural design
must be submitted to the Town of Raymond for review.



Ms. McCarthy, Raymond Community Development
November 18, 2021
Page 2 of 2

15 Constitution Drive, Suite 1L • Bedford, New Hampshire 03110   (603) 637-1043   (866) 783-7101 (FAX) http://www.dubois-king.com

Randolph, Vermont                         Springfield, Vermont                        South Burlington, Vermont                        Laconia, New Hampshire

4. Sheet 10 of 13. Drawing No. D3. Detail Sheet. Bioretention System Detail. A 6”
perforated pipe was added to the plan set however no cleanout was provided. We
recommend that the applicant provide a cleanout for the underdrain

5. Sheet 10 of 13. Drawing No. D3. Detail Sheet. The proposed Versa-Lok reinforced
retaining wall detail does not show the existing swale that is within the drainage
easement that was constructed for stormwater conveyance from the daycare. We
recommend that the applicant revise this detail to include the swale, along with the 100-
year peak water surface elevation of the swale in relation to the proposed wall and
associated footing.

6. Currently, Silver Fox Lane is paved with a binder course and has drainage structures
that appear to not be capturing all of the intended runoff during storm events. We
recommend that prior to opening of this restaurant, the wearing course is paved on
Silver Fox Lane and that the drainage structures are modified as needed to capture flow
consistent with the approved commercial subdivision plans.

If you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Regards,

DuBOIS & KING, Inc.

Ross L Tsantoulis, PE
Project Manager



ENGINEERING  •  PLANNING  •  DEVELOPMENT  •  MANAGEMENT

15 Constitution Drive, Suite  1L • Bedford, New Hampshire 03110   (603) 637-1043   (866) 783-7101 (FAX) http://www.dubois-king.com

Randolph, Vermont                         Springfield, Vermont                        South Burlington, Vermont                  Gilford, New Hampshire

November 29, 2021

Ms. Christina McCarthy
Community Development Department
Town of Raymond
4 Epping Street
Raymond, NH 03077

Subject: Proposed Domino’s – Silver Fox Lane
Engineering Review of Traffic Impact Assessment Memorandum

Dear Ms. McCarthy:

As requested, DuBois & King has completed a review of the following submitted materials for the above
referenced project:

· Traffic Impact Assessment technical memorandum submitted by Stephen G. Pernaw & Company,
Inc., dated November 11, 2021, for the above referenced project.

The following are comments noted during the engineering review:

1. Trip generation for the retail development is estimated using the average rate method within the ITE
Trip Generation Manual. The fitted curve method will result in a more conservative trip generation. Due
to the context of the project area and the wide range of potential retail uses, it is D&K’s judgment that
using the average rate method for this project is acceptable. However, when a retail tenant is identified
for this location we recommend the trip generation estimate be revisited to determine that what is
included in the current trip generation estimate is still applicable.

2. The trip distribution onto Essex Drive appears reasonable, however for clarification we recommend
incorporating a brief description of how trips were distributed to Essex Drive into the memorandum. In
particular, how the retail land use trips were distributed to the two drive locations, as it appears that
some of the entering retail trips were distributed to both the west and east drives.

3. Due to the projected trip generation during the Saturday peak hour being 92 vehicles greater than the
initial development, we recommend the level of service and queue analyses be updated for the
Saturday peak hour to confirm that the intersections being evaluated as part of this study are projected
to operate at acceptable levels of service with reasonable queue lengths with the proposed land uses
at the site.

If you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Very truly yours,
DuBOIS & KING, Inc.

Jenny Austin, P.E.
Project Engineer
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GENERAL LEGEND              

WATER
RAYMOND WATER DEPARTMENT
4 EPPING STREET
RAYMOND, NH 03077
(603) 895-4657

ELECTRIC
NH ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE
272-284 NH 107
RAYMOND, NH 03077

CABLE/TELEPHONE
FAIRPOINT COMMUNICATIONS
5 FLORAL AVE
RAYMOND, NH 03077

CIVIL ENGINEER / SURVEYOR
JONES & BEACH ENGINEERS, INC.
85 PORTSMOUTH AVENUE
PO BOX 219
STRATHAM, NH 03885
(603) 772-4746
CONTACT: JOSEPH CORONATI
EMAIL: JCORONATI@JONESANDBEACH.COM

WETLAND AND SOIL CONSULTANT
GOVE ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.
8 CONTINENTAL DR BUILDING 2 UNIT H
EXETER, NH 03833-7526
(603) 778-0644
CONTACT: JAMES GOVE

TRAFFIC ENGINEER
STEPHEN G. PERNAW & COMPANY, INC.
PO BOX 1721
CONCORD, NH 03302
(603) 228 - 5750
CONTACT: STEPHEN PERNAW
SGP@PERNAW.COM

LANDSCAPE DESIGNER
LM LAND DESIGN
11 SOUTH ROAD
BRENTWOOD, NH 03833
CONTACT: LISE MCNAUGHTON
(603) 770-7728
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CONCRETE CHAMBERS DESIGN CALCULATIONS 

TEST PIT LOGS

GENERAL NOTES

-CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR CONSTRUCTING THE SEPTIC PLAN FROM THE NHDES
APPROVED PLAN
-THE BUILDER/SITE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO CONFIRM THE ZONING DIMENSIONAL
REQUIREMENTS AND SETBACK LINE REQUIREMENTS PRIOR TO INITIATING CONSTRUCTION OF
THE PROPOSED HOUSE AND SEPTIC SYSTEM.  THE ZONING ORDINANCE OF THE MUNICIPALITY IS
TO BE COMPLIED WITH. THE BUILDER/SITE CONTRACTOR IS ALSO RESPONSIBLE TO CONTACT
THE MUNICIPALITY REGARDING INSPECTIONS PRIOR TO AND DURING CONSTRUCTION, I.E.
LOCATION AND BED-BOTTOM INSPECTIONS.

DESIGN INTENT

Dig Safe Systems, Inc.
It's Smart. It's Easy. It's the Law.

1-888-DIG-SAFE
digsafe.com

PROPOSED COMMERCIAL FOOD SERVICE (PAPER) =   620   GPD (22 SEATS, 9 EMP., 20GPD EA.)
   620   GPD @    8   MIN./INCH (PERC. RATE OF FILL) = 1,054 S.F.
1,054 S.F. * 0.6 =    632.4   S.F. REQUIRED. (40% REDUCTION PER ENV-WQ 1016.02 (B))

   20   , 32 S.F. (4' X 8') CONCRETE CHAMBERS =   640   S.F. PROVIDED.

BED DIMENSIONS   16' x 32'

PERFORMED BY: JOSEPH CORONATI, JONES & BEACH ENGINEERS, INC. SSD# 1716
WITNESSED BY: SCOTT LACROIX, RAYMOND BUILDING INSPECTOR

TEST PIT, DATE: AUG. 27, 2019

PERC. TEST, DATE: AUG. 27, 2019

  8   MIN./INCH

THE BOTTOM OF THE EFFLUENT DISPOSAL SYSTEM (E.D.S.) SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED AT
ELEVATION   192.65   . THIS IS APPROXIMATELY    3.75    FEET ABOVE ORIGINAL GROUND ON THE
HIGH CONTOUR  (   188.90   ) OF THE  DESIGNED E.D.S. (ENV-WQ-1014.04)

TEST PIT     #23
GRASS MAT

0”-8” 10YR 4/4 MEDIUM SAND
FILL MATERIAL
MANY ROOTS

8”-24” 10YR 6/8 FINE SANDY LOAM
GRANULAR, FRIABLE

24”-48” 2.5Y 6/2 FINE SANDY LOAM
FIRM W/ SMALL STONES

SHWT = 24"
ROOTS TO 24"
NO H₂O
NO REFUSAL
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NEW CONSTRUCTION

· CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY ALL ELEVATIONS IN FIELD PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION. CONTRACTOR
TO NOTIFY DESIGNER OF ANY ABNORMAL CONDITIONS (HARDPAN OR SATURATED SOILS,
LEDGE, ETC.) FOUND WHEN EXCAVATING PRIOR TO INSTILLATION OF THE SYSTEM.

· PER ENV-WQ 1016.03, CONTRACTOR IS TO PROTECT THE NATURAL ABSORPTION QUALITIES
OF THE SOIL. DO NOT COMPACT OR DRIVE OVER THE AREA WITH EQUIPMENT AND PROTECT
OPEN EXCAVATION TO PREVENT THE ENTRANCE OF SILT AND DEBRIS.

· FILL TO BE MEDIUM TO COURSE-TEXTURED SAND (0.5mm-2.0mm).
· REMOVE TOPSOIL BEFORE PLACING FILL.
· 4 INCH THICK LOAM & SEED AROUND PERIMETER OF FILL.
· CONTRACTOR TO INSTALL A VENT WHEN PROVIDING MORE THAN 18" OF COVER.
· CROWN SYSTEM TO SHED RAINWATER; SLOPE SYSTEM AWAY FROM HOUSE.
· SYSTEM WILL BE REPLACED IN SAME LOCATION IN CASE OF FAILURE.
· JOINTS ARE TO BE BELLED PVC OR STANDARD SLIP COLLARS.
· PER ENV-WQ 1010.11, THE FIRST COMPARTMENT IN MULTI-COMPARTMENT SEPTIC TANKS

MUST EQUAL AT LEAST 2/3 OF THE REQUIRED VOLUME.
· PER ENV-WQ 1010.10, EXCEPTING LEDGE TANKS, THE LIQUID DEPTH OF THE SEPTIC TANK IS

TO BE AT LEAST 40".
· THE OUTLET BAFFLE SHALL BE A VENTED TEE WHICH SHALL EXTEND TO A DISTANCE BELOW

THE SURFACE EQUAL TO 40% OF THE LIQUID DEPTH AND SHALL EXTEND ABOVE THE LIQUID
LINE TO NOT LESS  THAN ONE INCH FROM THE TOP OF THE TANK.

· ALL CONNECTIONS BETWEEN A SEPTIC TANK AND THE PIPES LEADING TO AND EXITING FROM
THE SEPTIC TANK SHALL BE SEALED WITH A WATERTIGHT, FLEXIBLE JOINT CONNECTOR
THAT: (1) WILL ACCOMMODATE NORMAL MOVEMENT OF THE SEPTIC TANK WITHOUT LEAKING
OR BREAKING; AND (2) HAS BEEN CERTIFIED BY ITS MANUFACTURER OR DISTRIBUTOR AS
MEETING OR EXCEEDING THE APPLICABLE STANDARD IN ASTM C 1644-06, SECTION 7.

· CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE RISERS FOR TANKS WITH MORE THAN 12" OF COVER.
· IF GARBAGE GRINDERS ARE DESIRED, SEPTIC TANK SHALL BE 50% LARGER. IF BASEMENT

EJECTOR PUMPS ARE DESIRED, SEPTIC TANK CAPACITY SHALL BE INCREASED BY 250 GAL.
· TOWN OF      RAYMOND     REQUIRES BED BOTTOM INSPECTION.
· PVC PIPING TO BE SUPPLIED BY: ELIMINATOR SYSTEMS INC. (603) 868-2242) OR EQUAL.
·     1,500    GALLON SEPTIC TANK, GREASE TRAP & D-BOX TO BE SUPPLIED BY: SHEA

CONCRETE. (800-696-7432) OR EQUAL. GREASE TRAP TO MEET SPECS. IN DETAIL
·     ROCKINGHAM    COUNTY SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE SOIL TYPE:        HOOSIC      .
· ANY CHANGES TO SEPTIC TANK, BUILDING OR WELL LOCATION/ORIENTATION WILL REQUIRE

AN AS-BUILT PLAN TO BE PROVIDED BY THE DESIGNER PRIOR TO NHDES FINAL INSPECTION.
· PER ENV-WQ 1004.10, SYSTEMS OVER 2,500 GPD ARE TO BE INSPECTED BY DESIGNER.
· PER ENV-WQ 1003.13(a)(3) THERE ARE NO KNOWN BURIAL SITES OR CEMETERIES ON THE LOT

WITHIN 100' OF ANY COMPONENT OF THE ISDS.
· 50' SETBACK FROM POORLY DRAINED SOILS.
· DISTANCE FROM SEWER PIPE TO SURFACE WATER, OPEN DRAINAGE, VERY POORLY DRAINED

SOIL, AN OPEN LOOP GEOTHERMAL WELL, OR A PRIVATE ON-SITE WELL SHALL BE 75 FT. THIS
MAY BE REDUCED TO 50 FT IF SDR26 OR EQUIVALENT IS USED IN ACCORDANCE WITH ENV-WQ
1008.04(c)(1).

· DISTANCE FROM SEPTIC TANK TO SURFACE WATER, OPEN DRAINAGE, VERY POORLY
DRAINED SOIL, AN OPEN LOOP GEOTHERMAL WELL, OR A PRIVATE ON-SITE WELL SHALL BE 75
FT. THIS MAY BE REDUCED TO 50 FT IF THE SEPTIC TANK IS EITHER MADE FROM PLASTIC OR
COATED WITH A SEALANT TO PREVENT INFILTRATION AND EXFILTRATION IN ACCORDANCE
WITH ENV-WQ 1008.04(c)(2).

REFERENCES

WETLANDS ON-SITE JAMES GOVE
WERE DELINEATED BY: GOVE ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INC.

8 CONTINENTAL DRIVE, UNIT H, EXETER, NH

WINTER, 2016

WETLAND DELINEATION

APPROVAL FOR CONSTRUCTION IS VALID FOR 4 YEARS FROM DATE OF ISSUE

· PARCEL TO BE SERVICED BY MUNICIPAL WATER

· PREV. CONSTRUCTION APPROVAL #      N/A        .
SUBDIVISION APPROVAL #                eSA2018112601 ISSUED:   11/26/2018   .

TYPICAL PLAN VIEW

OWNER NOTES
· KNOW THE LOCATION OF YOUR SEPTIC TANK AND LEACHING AREA.
· INSPECT YOUR SEPTIC TANK YEARLY. HAVE THE SEPTIC TANK PUMPED AS NEEDED

BUT AT LEAST ONCE EVERY THREE YEARS.
· DO NOT FLUSH BULKY ITEMS SUCH AS DIAPERS, SANITARY PADS OR BABY WIPES.
· DO NOT FLUSH TOXIC CHEMICALS SUCH AS PAINT THINNERS, DRANO, PESTICIDES,

OR CHLORINE, AS THEY MAY KILL THE NECESSARY BACTERIA IN THE SEPTIC TANK.
· REPAIR LEAKING FIXTURES IN THE BUILDING PROMPTLY.
· BE CONSERVATIVE WITH WATER USE, SPREAD OUT USE OVER TIME, AND USE

WATER-REDUCING FIXTURES WHENEVER AND WHEREVER POSSIBLE. TOO MUCH
USE IN A SHORT TIME CAN OVERLOAD THE SYSTEM, WHICH MAY LEAD TO FAILURE.

· MOW YOUR LEACHING AREA REGULARLY. PREVENT DEEP-ROOTED TREES AND
SHRUBS FROM GROWING ON AND ADJACENT TO YOUR LEACHING AREA.

· NO VEHICULAR TRAVEL, LIVESTOCK TRAVEL, OR SNOW REMOVAL IN AREA OF
SYSTEM, UNLESS SPECIFICALLY DESIGNED FOR H20 LOADING.

F.F. = 197.60

N.T.S.
CROSS SECTION - DISPOSAL SYSTEM

2-COMPARTMENT
CONCRETE

SEPTIC TANK

48" MIN.

E.S.H.W.T. EL.= 188.50

  1,500   Gal.
Capacity

3:1 SLOPE

REMOVE EXISTING TOPSOIL
BEFORE PLACING SAND (6" MIN.)

CONCRETE SAND (ASTM C-33)
PROVIDED 5% OR LESS PASSES
THE #200 SIEVE (6" MIN.)

VENT WITH
BUG SCREEN

PROVIDE MIN. 3' FILL EXTENSION
AROUND PERIMETER OF ENVIRO
SEPTIC PIPE. FILL TO BE CLEAN
AND PERMEABLE.

4' MIN. ABOVE
FINISHED GRADE

SLOPE
D

HEAVY SOIL BARRIER

1' MIN.
1' MIN.

LIMIT OF SYS.
EXTENSION

HEADER

H-20 LOADING

GALVANIZED WIRE MESH TO
BE PLACED AROUND THE
CHAMBERS TO PREVENT

THE MIGRATION OF FINES

9" MIN.  SEPTIC STONE
2" PAVEMENT

Solid
4" SDR 21
PVC Pipe
OR EQ.

3/4" to 1 1/2" WASHED,
CRUSHED STONE
CONFORMING TO

ENV-WQ 1016.04(b)

12" TYP.

D-BOX

LINE IN

90° ELBOW
(TYP.)

12"
TYP.

4'8'

Perforated
4" SDR 35
PVC Pipe

Solid
4" SDR 21 PVC

Pipe OR EQ.
VENT HEADER

Solid
4" SDR 21 PVC

Pipe OR EQ.
VENT

ACTUAL SYSTEM UTILIZES 20 (4' X 8') "L" FLOW DIFFUSER - LOW PROFILE LEACHING
CHAMBERS. SEE PLAN VIEW (LEFT) FOR ACTUAL LAYOUT/CONFIGURATION OF SYSTEM.

CHAMBERS SPECIFICATIONS

10"Ø INSPECTION PORT

9" X 26" INSPECTION COVER

4'

8'

PVC PIPE

NOTES:
1. CONCRETE: 4,000 PSI MINIMUM AFTER 28 DAYS.
2. REINFORCED STEEL CONFORMS TO LATEST ASTM SPEC.
3. DESIGNED FOR AASHTO HS-20 LOADING, 1 TO 5 FEET COVER.

195.50

5'
4 in. Solid

SDR 21 PVC
or stronger

2% Min Slope 85'
4 in. Solid

SDR 26 PVC
or stronger

1% Min Slope

194.50
193.53

193.36

193.19
INVERT
4" Solid

  4   OUTLET
D-BOX WITH
EQUALIZERS

ON ALL OUTLETS

TOP OF CHAMBER
EL.= 193.73

FINISHED GRADE EL.= 194.73

BOTTOM OF CHAMBERS
EL.= 192.65
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 Planning Board Minutes 1 
November 18, 2021 2 

7:00 PM 3 
Media Center Raymond High School  4 

 5 
Planning Board Members Present: 6 
Brad Reed  7 
Gretchen Gott 8 
Paul Ayer 9 
Patricia Bridgeo 10 
John Beauvilliers 11 
Dee Luszcz (Alternate)(Seated) 12 
 13 
Planning Board Members Absent: 14 
George Plante (Selectmen ex officio) 15 
 16 
Staff Present: 17 
Glenn Coppelman - Circuit rider  18 
Madeleine Dilonno -Circuit Rider Planner, RPC  19 

Pledge of Allegiance  20 

Mr. Reed  1:03   21 

Our Planning Board representative George Plante could not be with us this evening. 22 
And I understand his alternate is out of town so we will not have a board of 23 
selectmen representative to the Planning Board this evening. The first thing on our 24 
agenda is continuation from the November 4 meeting. application number 2021 -25 
017. A subdivision application has been submitted, submitted by James Lavelle of 26 
James Lavelle Associates on behalf of Michael and Lisa DuFord. For property 27 
identified as Raymond tax map eight lot 22. Located at 10 Christopher Lane within 28 
zone B, the applicant is proposing to subdivide an existing 7.7 plus acre lot into a 29 
5.62 and 2.09 acre lots with a shared driveway. A variance was granted on April 28 30 
2021, for frontage. So, this is a continuation of that we do not need to read a butter 31 
for continuation. So, sir, could you tell us your name again for the record? 32 

Ms. Gott  2:33   33 

I'm repeating that I did disclose last time that I worked with some members of the 34 
family professionally and it has no bearing on my decision making. 35 

 36 

James Lavelle  2:47   37 

Members of the board. I'm James Lavelle from Lavelle Associates. We submitted 38 
this when we were here last week. I will briefly pretty much read what you just told 39 
me that you just said that. We're splitting the 7.7 acres into 2.09 acres and 5.62 to 40 
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the 5.62 will remain with the existing home on the property. And the two plus acre lot 41 
would be for the construction of a new home. I've had a couple of memos from 42 
Rockingham Planning. The first one was relative to some things they wanted, shown 43 
on the plan. A no cut buffer as suggested by the board of adjustment when they 44 
granted that variance. The state subdivision approval has come in and that number 45 
is on the plans. The setbacks and buffers are now indicated on the plan. driveway 46 
and utility easements are shown on the plan. The second memo I got from 47 
Rockingham Planning was relative to the confusion perhaps between a couple of 48 
things in your ordinance 15 .3.1 is the requirement for the lot to have a minimum of 49 
40,000 contiguous square feet, exclusive of zone G soil or exclusive of wetland. This 50 
lot on the second sheet of the plan shows that this lot has 80,127 contiguous square 51 
feet of upland soil or soil exclusive of zone G the other line highlighted or that seem 52 
to be in line for discussion tonight. was 15.2.10. That reads. 53 

 54 

Mr. Coppelman  4:50   55 

I think it is 2.9. 56 

 57 

James Lavelle  4:46   58 

 Okay, I'm sorry, 2.9.Z Zone A, B and E including all residential overlay zones shall 59 
not include the use of zone G land in determining the maximum number of units, or 60 
lots developed. I'd been doing this since 1974, I started my business, I've been doing 61 
a lot of these things. And to me, that article seems to read, if you were doing an 62 
open space development or cluster development or something that was projecting, 63 
by calculation, the number of units that would be involved in the development, and 64 
none of the group, none of the wetland or zone G soil would be used in that 65 
calculation. That's what I interpret part of your ordinance to be what that is for. I 66 
could be wrong, but they are your ordinances is not mine. So that needs to be 67 
clarified. I guess, before we can. 68 

Mr. Reed  6:10   69 

Was that a question? Maddie that came up during the last meeting.  70 

Maddie DiIonno  6:13   71 

No. Okay.  72 

Mr. Reed  6:14   73 

I was going to say I don't have my notes.  74 

 75 

Ms. Bridgeo  6:16   76 

This was actually from the last it was, and that's part of the last. I don't know how 77 
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many applications we've had. And Mountain Road Trading Posts was another one 78 
where they put the zone G land. And they removed, they had, I think slope and 79 
wetlands and soil and had removed them. And they have to be removed. And we 80 
have to have that on the drawing as the calculation. And that's what I was waiting to 81 
see on this drawing. And the same thing with there were two other applications prior 82 
to that we had the same thing on the drawings. So, I don't know. Jan's not here, 83 
right. Kathy, do you want to speak to what do you want? Is Jan and I spoke a week 84 
ago? I don't know if you zoned G land. 85 

 86 

Kathy McDonald  7:09   87 

Oh, when? What would you like me to speak about? 88 

 89 

Ms. Bridgeo  7:13   90 

The removal of zone G land and the calculation for a lot? Yeah. Jan and I spoke last 91 
week. I thought Jan was coming tonight.  92 

 93 

Mr. Reed  7:32   94 

What we've been enforcing 15 .3.1. That's what we've been enforcing. 95 

 96 

Maddie DiIonno  7:38   97 

But the specific article is brought to my attention. And so, I notified the applicant that 98 
it would come up tonight. And I think it's the board's decision on how to interpret that. 99 
I read that and don't necessarily see it explicitly stating that zone G land must be part 100 
of the minimum lots size calculations. Glenn, maybe Glenn can help me out. What 101 
we look at that and see is when you go to subdivide land, the zone G acreage must 102 
be taken out of the total lot size. And that's how you come up with a number of lots 103 
that you can create from that. And so zoned G land can be on the lot, as long as that 104 
lot subdivision needs are contiguous. Has setbacks, meets the lot size requirements. 105 
So, I think there's some subtlety in the way that it's worded. And that's why I thought 106 
we could discuss that.  107 

 108 

Mr. Reed  8:38   109 

I mean, that's the way we've been enforcing it.  110 

 111 

Mr. Coppelman  8:40   112 
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Well, it's kind of a twostep process. And you know, I understand what Jim is saying 113 
about, you know, that it makes a lot of sense that something like that would be used 114 
in a conservation subdivision. But 15 .2.9 Doesn't say that it's only for conservation 115 
subdivisions. 116 

 117 

Ms. Bridgeo  9:02   118 

 Mountain Road wasn't a conservation subdivision. That's and that's the rub, 119 

 120 

Mr. Coppelman  9:06   121 

I guess. So, I see it, and Maddie and I talked about it, and I see it as a twostep 122 
process. The first one is, if you're going to subdivide land, you have to do a 123 
calculation to figure out how many lots you're going to get. And if 15.2.9 tells you 124 
Yes, that's how that's done. So, for instance, on this parcel before it got subdivided if 125 
you took the whole piece, and you took away the zone G land, and if you had 126 
enough non zoned G land left to meet the minimum lot size of two acres then you 127 
can subdivide it, you can get two acres.  128 

 129 

Mr. Reed  9:09   130 

So, do you know the totals? 131 

 132 

James Lavelle  9:49   133 

Oh, no, what we would have to do that calculation, but I would ask that the board 134 
consider approval based on that calculation being provided. I'm certain that on the 135 
7.7 acres, we would certainly have enough land exclusive of zone G. For two lots. I 136 
think it's fairly obvious that on that large parcel, which would be I would certainly 137 
eliminate coming back to another meeting if the board saw fit to approve it, pending 138 
that calculation. 139 

Maddie DiIonno  140 

I do have an email from Caitlin from Lavelle Associates that says the total square 141 
footage of zone G is 10,776.8 square feet. Christina gave this to me. 142 

 143 

Mr. Coppelman  10:44   144 

Okay, in the total original parcel 145 

 146 
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Maddie DiIonno  10:46   147 

I believe so it's not specified, but 148 

 149 

Mr. Reed  10:51   150 

Total areas like 300,000, right? 151 

 152 

Mr. Coppelman  10:55   153 

It's seven acres or something. Right? Yeah. 154 

 155 

James Lavelle  10:58   156 

7.7 times 43.56. Whatever. 157 

 158 

Mr. Reed  11:04   159 

I saw it somewhere, maybe it was on last times paperwork. Original area 335,779 160 
square feet. So, if we subtract zone G, that leaves 325,000. For two, two acre lots. 161 
So, we need less than 90,000. So, we're way over that we're way over the minimum 162 
requirement?  163 

 164 

James Lavelle  11:33   165 

I'm sorry. I'm not totally sure about that number. What did you say about the total 166 
zone G? 167 

 168 

Maddie DiIonno  11:38   169 

10,776.8 Square feet.  170 

 171 

James Lavelle  11:42   172 

I believe that would have been on the proposed lot and not the whole property. So, 173 
we would have to do the calculation for the rest of us. Okay, I'm sure that we would 174 
be okay with the seven acres. 175 

 176 

Ms. Gott  11:55   177 
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Okay, that actually goes with my question. Is there a way since this first has come to 178 
be for us s? Is it a subdivision? Why can we not do a yield plan just on the portion 179 
that's being subdivided off? 180 

 181 

Mr. Coppelman  12:14   182 

Well, that's essentially what that calculation was. 183 

 184 

Ms. Gott  12:17   185 

Right. So, then we could look at not have to deal with all the rest of it. It would be 186 
simpler. And we could probably do that tonight and figure out what the calculation is 187 
for that small amount. And what excellent, we've zoned G, 188 

 189 

James Lavelle  12:31   190 

We've done the calculation on a lot being subdivided off, that's the 10,000 square 191 
feet. 192 

 193 

Ms. Gott  12:38   194 

That's what I mean, yes, 195 

 196 

James Lavelle  12:39   197 

 Yes, we've done that. And it says, we're required to have 40,000 square feet of non-198 
G contiguous. And we have 80,000. Yes, we have twice that. But if we want to 199 
satisfy both of the articles in here, we need to do that calculation on the whole piece. 200 
To tell us that we can have two lots. I'm happy to provide that. I can't do it tonight. 201 
Because obviously we'd have to plug them in around the wetland of the pond and all 202 
that other stuff to do that calculation. 203 

 204 

Mr. Reed  13:23   205 

Okay, does everybody understand the proposed process here? They're going to take 206 
the total area of this 7.7 acres before it's subdivided. They're going to add up all the 207 
zone G land and make sure that to two acre lots still remain. That are not part of 208 
zone G. 209 

 210 

James Lavelle  13:45   211 
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We have over four acres of upland basically would be the calculation. 212 

 213 

Mr. Reed  13:51   214 

And I mean, there's every indication there is but we don't have the actual figures. So,  215 
Jim was suggesting that if nothing else is holding this up, that we could approve it 216 
with that contingency that that is taken care of before any work starts on the project. 217 

 218 

James Lavelle  14:08   219 

Absolutely. And that would be submitted and approved by you guys before we gave 220 
them mylar or whatever.  221 

 222 

Ms. Gott  14:19   223 

I'm pretty uncomfortable with that process. I see clearly that the numbers fit and all 224 
that kind of stuff. But it bothers me to have to do this. But I don't like the precedent 225 
that we may be setting that says continues to do conditional, waiting for a lot of 226 
information, because what if the information really changes that when do we come 227 
back and revote?  228 

Mr. Coppelman  14:46   229 

If I may. Chairman. The board can certainly do what the applicant is asking. But the 230 
applicant needs to understand that, and you probably do, Jim that if this board grants 231 
conditional approval based on this plan, and for some reason the numbers come 232 
back such that you then have to make changes to the plan. 233 

 234 

Mr. Reed  15:10   235 

And we start over and then we have to start over. 236 

 237 

Ms. Gott  15:13   238 

Who reviews it? Who makes that decision? Who reviews, it doesn't come back to 239 
you folks. 240 

 241 

James Lavelle  15:19   242 

Let me withdraw that request.  243 

 244 
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Mr. Reed  15:24   245 

That's fine. There is a risk. 246 

 247 

James Lavelle  15:27   248 

Coming into the holidays, and so forth. And I'm not sure that the Duford's will sell this 249 
lot and move on before Christmas, or whatever. So, I've respectfully asked to 250 
continue to your next meeting. And between now and now we'll present that 251 
information to you. 252 

 253 

Mr. Reed  15:46   254 

Maddie, do you have the date of our next meeting? 255 

 256 

Maddie DiIonno  15:57   257 

 December 2nd. Next one will be the 16th If you want a little more time. 258 

 259 

James Lavelle  16:17   260 

No, that's fine. 261 

 262 

Mr. Reed  16:18   263 

Okay, so December 2nd. 264 

 265 

Motion:  266 

Mr. Reed made a motion to continue application number 2021-017. Until December 267 
2 , 2021 at 7pm. At the Raymond High School. Mrs. Bridgeo seconded the motion. 268 
The motion passed unanimously with a vote of 6 in favor, 0 opposed and 0 269 
abstentions.  270 

 271 

Mr. Coppelman  16:48   272 

Sir. Chairman, may I make a suggestion to the applicant, if you weren't already 273 
planning to do it. It would be worthwhile, I think, for the board to have the 274 
calculations actually on the plan so they can see. 275 

 276 
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James Lavelle  17:00   277 

Absolutely, we had put on the second sheet, the calculation for the one line.  278 

 279 

Mr. Coppelman  17:07   280 

Okay, and we'll cite 15.2.9.  281 

 282 

Mr. Reed  18:27   283 

Okay. The next thing on our agenda is a work session. However, I suspect the 284 
people in the audience are here for a different reason. 285 

 286 

Rick Storer  18:57   287 

I'm not sure this is the correct forum. I emailed a woman, Christina. I think today 288 
about the Mega X gas station.  289 

 290 

Mr. Reed  19:07   291 

And that's all right. So, let's stop. Alright. I know what we can't let me explain. I did 292 
not see the board of selectmen meeting just so everybody knows I was in another 293 
meeting. So, I have not seen that yet. Everybody's clear on it. And I have no qualms 294 
with what you're doing. So, we contacted legal today because I'm new to being 295 
chairman. I used to just show up to meetings, everything was all nice.  296 

 297 

Rick Storer  19:36   298 

I've never been to a town meeting before. 299 

 300 

Mr. Reed  19:37   301 

But I asked the question, what folks could do if they wanted to appeal a decision? 302 
So, we went to our lawyer for the answer to that and this is the lawyer’s response. 303 
That's why I have my computer tonight. There is no mechanism for the Planning 304 
Board to do anything about this. If you wish to contest this, you can file an appeal 305 
with Superior Court Now I know all kinds of people have found little snippets here 306 
and there about parts of the RSA as they feel applies. Our lawyer says they don't, 307 
that the only way to appeal the decision on Mega-X is to take it to the Superior 308 
Court, we have been advised not to hear testimony not to hear problems, because 309 
this was not noticed for this meeting. And it would be out of order. Okay, so I'm just 310 
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explaining that if that's why all you folks are here. This is what we've been advised 311 
by our legal the people that we pay to make sure we don't end up in court over these 312 
things. So, we are not required to talk about it at all. And that the correspondence 313 
that has been set sent to us you asked to be read will be attached to the minutes, we 314 
will give them recognition that that we received them. But again, without having a 315 
hearing about it. without starting the process over. We've been advised not to go 316 
down any of those trails. I did not know how to handle this. I had to reach out to our 317 
lawyer to find out. 318 

 319 

Rick Storer  21:10   320 

Okay, I wonder if you're maybe confusing it with someone else. I didn't make a 321 
specific request that anything be read into the record. 322 

 323 

Mr. Reed  21:17   324 

Well, we got several letters in the last few days.  325 

 326 

Ms. Gott  21:34   327 

Did she happen to tell you what the difference would be between public input and 328 
infringing on the hearing process. 329 

 330 

Mr. Reed  21:42   331 

She didn't get into that specific and she asked if I wanted to have her come? But she 332 
said basically, we could not do anything tonight. Okay, we can't do anything with this, 333 
folks. That's the bottom line. Your only recourse right now is a Superior Court. And 334 
Glenn, can you explain how that process works? I talked to Glenn about this, too. 335 
He's got way more years’ experience at this than I do. 336 

 337 

Mr. Coppelman  22:04   338 

Well, and to answer your question, Gretchen. To even to take testimony outside of  339 
an application that this board has already rendered a verdict on, and pass judgment 340 
and isn't appropriate on unless, as Brad said, it got renoticed and a hearing was 341 
held. So, I mean, there was I think there was talk about well, perhaps testimony 342 
could be taken to the board wouldn't have any discussion. But you can't even do 343 
that. 344 

 345 

Ms. Gott  22:37   346 



11 

To me, it was the difference between public input and testimony. And I was 347 
wondering how to differentiate. 348 

 349 

Mr. Coppelman  22:42   350 

Public input in a general way is one thing, but public input, specifically related to a 351 
decision that the board made is not appropriate. And so, any land use, in this case, 352 
the Planning Board land use board? Unless it was an interpretation of zoning, which 353 
would be an appeal to ZBA. A decision of this board is appealable to Superior Court, 354 
and the timeframe is 30 days from the date that the decision was rendered. 355 

 356 

Mr. Reed  23:17   357 

Do you have that Maddie I looked at? I couldn't find it. 358 

Ms. Bridgeo  23:25   359 

October 21. 360 

Mr. Reed  23:31   361 

So that would mean Monday, somebody would have to appeal it to Superior Court 362 
by Monday, that's 30 days. 363 

Ms. Bridgeo  23:40   364 

Oh, zoning board, correct. They could appeal if they felt if either. 365 

 366 

Mr. Coppelman  23:46   367 

If someone were appealing and an interpretation of zoning by this board, then it will 368 
be an appeal to ZBA. But if it's an appeal of a decision, and I believe that's what's 369 
happening here. It's Superior Court. So, it's not one or the other. 370 

 371 

Ms. Gott  24:06   372 

So, there's no appeal to planning. 373 

 374 

Mr. Reed  24:07   375 

 And I was told in this case, it would be an appeal to the Superior Court is what I was 376 
told. I asked those questions. 377 

 378 
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Mr. Coppelman  24:13   379 

You asked that of council. 380 

 381 

Ms. Gott  24:17   382 

Yes. Another the question. Is there a difference? Are we allowed to talk about 383 
procedure, in general cases, how we operate the things we do to regarding 384 
everything from notice the process to whatever decision making, can we and not 385 
necessarily tonight? Okay, but because it's too tempting to get into the actual topic, 386 
but can we talk about process and explain more about the process what we do how 387 
we notice abutters? How don’t we notice abutters? How we handled ZBA. Does it 388 
have to go to them? Does it have to come back? Why we do the ZBA what you know 389 
how we handle variances? Is that something that would be helpful to people to 390 
understand why we do things the way we do. 391 

 392 

Mr. Coppelman  25:05   393 

Help helpful to which people? 394 

 395 

Ms. Gott  25:07   396 

 All of us, public . 397 

 398 

Mr. Reed  25:10   399 

We discussed a lot of those things with legal earlier this year. 400 

 401 

Ms. Gott  25:14   402 

In a non-meeting but for the benefit of everyone. 403 

 404 

Mr. Reed  25:21   405 

 I think we could schedule a hearing or a work session that is publicly just to talk 406 
about the process? I mean, we could certainly do that. 407 

 408 

Mr. Coppelman  25:32   409 

You could put that under board business on any upcoming agenda. 410 
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 411 

Ms. Gott  25:36   412 

And with the caveat that we do not talk about specific cases.  413 

 414 

Mr. Reed  25:53   415 

I received an email from the board of selectmen showing me what they told the folks 416 
who went to that meeting that night was that you were to come here. And that's why I 417 
contacted our legal because, again, I'm new to this position, and never had had 418 
anybody come here asking the questions that were asked on Monday. So, I just, you 419 
know, so I wish I could have gotten this to you sooner. I just got this answer this 420 
afternoon. So, I think it was this afternoon or late this morning. And that's all I can do 421 
right now, folks, honestly, that's all I can do, we will attach your letters as having 422 
been received. But because of the current set status of this project, we can't read 423 
them. And we can't address any complaints or any issues you have at this time. 424 

Rick Storer  26:51   425 

Okay, so the only recourse is to Superior Court? 426 

Mr. Reed  26:58   427 

Until Monday, then the 30 days is up, if I read that correctly, 428 

 429 

Mr. Coppelman  27:01   430 

yes. And more specifically, though, it's, it would only be an appeal to the Planning 431 
Board's most recent decision,  432 

 433 

Rick Storer  27:09   434 

I will appeal every single thing you've done. 435 

 436 

Mr. Coppelman  27:12   437 

 Well, the 30 days is past, for the original. 438 

 439 

Ms. Bridgeo  27:16   440 

The original one was, or what I think this is hard, I think in some and I apologize, 441 
because catching up to all of this, I caught up in a very bad way for a lot of how this 442 
works, the procedures and the that window as it closes, you have only now that 443 
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window is for the application changes that we did on the 21st. So Mega-X all prior, 444 
and I think it was 2019 the application that had a 30-day window then. But that 30-445 
day window has since closed. So now you're in the 30-day window period for the 446 
latest thing.  447 

 448 

Rick Storer  27:16   449 

Procedurally I cannot ask how many times they've come to the Planning Board to get 450 
plan approval for that site? How many different times have they come to say, hey, 451 
we're going to do X, Y & Z? 452 

 453 

Ms. Bridgeo  28:13   454 

They get that from the town. 455 

 456 

Mr. Reed  28:18   457 

They came to us late last year with an application that we went over in January and 458 
approved the initial part in January. And that is a done deal. I believe it's okay for us 459 
to talk about that. Just generally, that was for the original, the building the fueling 460 
stations and all that nothing changed with this last application with any of that none 461 
of that change. So that initial part and nothing changed. What they came to was the 462 
expansion. Yeah, that's all I'm going to say about it. Because expansion, I'm not 463 
going to get into any details, because we can't that's something that's close. That's 464 
still during the appeal time. So, we're not allowed to discuss specifics about that. And 465 
I apologize. I wish I could. I live in town too. And I get upset when people get really 466 
upset with what we do. And which more people were here while we're doing it 467 
sometimes. 468 

 469 

Rick Storer  29:16   470 

So, oh, believe me, I think that more people would be more involved if they 471 
understood the ramifications of the decisions you're making here. Absolutely. 472 

 473 

Ms. Bridgeo  29:25   474 

I think that is a very good statement. 475 

 476 

Ms. Gott  29:27   477 

Can I make my favorite comment that most of us ended up on this board because of 478 
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an issue, something that came into our town’s pros, or happened or whatever, and 479 
that's what brings people in so? 480 

 481 

Rick Storer  29:41   482 

Well, no one comes in because you're happy.  483 

 484 

Ms. Bridgeo  29:52   485 

It would be great if going forward. I mean, I'm sitting here because I would like us all 486 
to be able to I'd like the boards to be more interactive knowing when each board is 487 
doing so we have more across the board communication and that as people in town 488 
that we don't come into these situations where it's after the fact, where we have 489 
conversations or people with pitchforks, and your hands are tied at that point, and 490 
there's enough frustration, or it can go around by everybody. And then, you know, as 491 
Brad said, there's nothing we get to the point where we have no say. 492 

 493 

Rick Storer  30:27   494 

Okay, not discussing the Mega-X . I'll back off of that because I'll turn purple. But 495 
procedurally, like I in again, I don't know what the rules are for the Planning Board or 496 
for the town for votes or anything like that. But in the past, we've all seen the flyers 497 
out at like the Hannaford or the Ace or something like that when the vote comes up, 498 
right? Okay, this is going to be on a vote on Tuesday, where I'm going to talk about 499 
it, and three or four pages is what we're going to discuss for things that impact the 500 
town. To the degree that I think that this is probably some other projects I'm totally 501 
unaware of, have impacted the town, why would not be part of the process to have 502 
the applicant? print those, put them at the ACE, put them at the Hannaford? You put 503 
them in two locations, I'll bet you you're going to get 75% of this town. Look at that 504 
piece of paper going, hmm, maybe I ought to be involved. 505 

 506 

Ms. Bridgeo  31:25   507 

Can I say something and don't take this fresh? Absolutely. And I mean, this 508 
sincerely. We're going to talk tonight about warrants. Okay. But citizens can also do 509 
citizen petitions. Yeah, see that look.  510 

 511 

Rick Storer  31:39   512 

Where I've no idea what that means.  513 

 514 
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Ms. Bridgeo  31:40   515 

But well, and that means as people of our town, we get to have a say what happens 516 
in our town change any of us you as an I don't know, if anyone here is it 20/21 517 
People? 25 People put together that petition because you felt that as a benefit to our 518 
town as citizens of our town, that that's something that we need to do to keep other 519 
citizens informed of what's going on so that we're not always behind that wave of 520 
what's happening, then. That is something that is an option for people in town. 521 

 522 

Unknown Speaker  32:19   523 

And so, you just have 25 people in sign this petition? 524 

 525 

Ms. Bridgeo  32:21   526 

You'd have to write out what your 25 registered voters. What you would want that to 527 
be. And if you have a moment, if you want to go online, you can actually see the 528 
citizens' petitions from last year and see whether or not they had passed. But you 529 
can see the ones that and go look for the past few years to see which ones have 530 
been proposed. And to see the wording and see how they have been accepted or 531 
not in the town. But I think that yeah, we do need to do this as a town to be able to 532 
know what's going on in our town. And I think that having last week we had some 533 
people here as well. The more people that come in, the more people that know 534 
there's things going on in town and we can talk about them as they're being talked 535 
about. Then we won't have people coming in and Gretchen said it, I sit here because 536 
of a very long, I'll call it an ordeal. An ordeal in town.  537 

 538 

Mrs. Luszcz  32:49   539 

He didn't get a chance to announce his name for the record. 540 

 541 

Mr. Reed  33:36   542 

Would you tell us your name and where you live, please? We have to have that for 543 
the record. 544 

 545 

Rick Storer  33:39   546 

 Rick Storer,  Onway Lake Road.  547 

 548 

Buster Hammond  34:05   549 



17 

Buster Hammond. 550 

 551 

Russell Hammond  34:09   552 

And Russell Hammond 553 

 554 

Buster Hammond  34:14   555 

I got concern over this thing going on across from the firehouse. I brought it up at the 556 
Selectmen's Meeting and I  was told by the chairman that it was under the purview of 557 
the Planning Board not the Selectmen.  558 

 559 

Mr. Reed  34:34   560 

And it is not Buster not at this point. I apologize. 561 

 562 

Buster Hammond  34:37   563 

Oh, I just one tell me one thing. 564 

 565 

Mr. Reed  34:41   566 

Well, and I apologize for that. I had to find out myself today from my lawyer. I don't 567 
know if you could hear me before. I apologize. Well, our lawyer told us that the 568 
Planning Board has no once we make a decision. We have no purview. over that 569 
case, so talking about the land across from the firehouse without naming it. We 570 
cannot do anything about that because it's a decision that this board already made. 571 
So, the only recourse, according to our lawyer is the superior court. And that's for 30 572 
days after our decision, that 30-day window ends on Monday. I don't know why the 573 
Board of Selectmen maybe they didn't know either. Maybe this had never come 574 
before them. I cannot answer that. 575 

 576 

Russell Hammond  35:32   577 

I might be able to answer that because the chairman told them that that window had 578 
already closed. Okay. 579 

 580 

Mr. Reed  35:37   581 

Well, that's yes. 582 
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 583 

Mr. Beauvilliers  35:40   584 

The 30-day window? Yes. At this point in time, it applies only to the last decision that 585 
was made. 586 

 587 

Mr. Reed  35:50   588 

Correct. 589 

 590 

Mr. Beauvilliers  35:51   591 

 Just so they understand. 592 

 593 

Mr. Reed  35:52   594 

Yeah. And that's, and that's what Glenn talked about also. And that 30-day window 595 
only applies to the expansion does not apply to the original project that was 596 
approved in January. Okay. So now, I drive by there every day to understand that 597 
the area that's been cleared is like five times bigger than what their work, what 598 
they're going to be working on. The area that was cleared previously was enough for 599 
the project they're doing now and in the project that we've approved, the rest of that 600 
land, they have not come to us with anything to do with that. I want to make that 601 
comment.  602 

 603 

Actually, the process for that would be they go to the Selectmen with an intent to cut 604 
and the Selectmen are the ones who make this a process. Yeah, anytime timber has 605 
been cut, it has to go to the Selectmen for their permission for it with an intent to cut. 606 

 607 

I think that depends on the quantity and the salability of it. Gretchen? I don't think 608 
you have to have alteration of terrain. You have to exceed five acres. I believe it's 609 
five acres before you need permission to do that. I believe.  610 

 611 

Ms. Gott  37:04   612 

For timber. 613 

 614 

Maddie DiIonno  37:05   615 
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 100,000 square feet.  616 

 617 

Ms. Gott  37:07   618 

Yeah. Okay. We need to find that out, too. 619 

 620 

Mr. Reed  37:11   621 

I know there's a pretty good size area. 622 

 623 

 624 

Russell Hammond  37:13   625 

38 acres, they cleared 38 acres.  626 

 627 

Mr. Reed  37:17   628 

They cleared 38. Okay, I do not know if they have a permit for anything like that. 629 

 630 

Russell Hammond  37:21   631 

I didn't know if there was a rule against clear and all that big of a piece of land 632 
without your guys’ approval or not. 633 

 634 

Ms. Bridgeo  37:26   635 

 That's the Selectmen. 636 

 637 

Mr. Reed  37:31   638 

There's a lot of things we're learning here, things that have been happening that had 639 
never happened before. 640 

 641 

Russell Hammond  37:37   642 

I have a question. I'm sorry. But I have a question on the previously approved part 643 
that you can talk about. When I was sitting back. Yeah. I'm just trying to figure out I'm 644 
just trying to wrap my head around it because I'm going through all the regulations 645 
on you guys’ website on the Planning Board's website. And I keep coming up with 646 
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not permitted uses in a Wellhead Protection Program. And every time I come up to it, 647 
it says prohibited uses gasoline stations. That alone, how did this get approved? The 648 
original part? Because it's definitely in the Wellhead Protection Program. That's 649 
federal, that state. That's town. That's County. How is this approved? 650 

 651 

Mr. Reed  38:32   652 

Through the State they got approval through the DEA. 653 

 654 

 655 

Russell Hammond  38:36   656 

Okay, so the Wellhead Protection Program makes everybody, every committee 657 
because they don't want it to point out one, one committee or one entity they said. 658 
So it goes to Zoning, Planning, Selectmen, State, Federal, and at the end of the day, 659 
it comes down to local and if all their stores are approved, it's up to the local to make 660 
sure everybody knows this is not just in the aquifer. This is in the Wellhead 661 
Protection area. It's highlighted in every one of your maps, every single one. And 662 
every paragraph says be careful what you put there. Do not put a gas station there. 663 
And it's not just rain when you're worried that it's going to ruin the town if there's ever 664 
a problem. They also say you're responsible for every town downstream. So why are 665 
we sitting here? Why is this project not across lane road or someplace else? Why is 666 
it in the Wellhead Protection area? It's not only not only in the Wellhead Protection 667 
area, it's on the aquifer. That supplies 60% of the water to the two wells. But yet 668 
we're going to put a truck stop. Wait a second. I'm sorry. We're going to put a gas 669 
station and some other prohibited uses. Salt, any ice melters , any snow storage, 670 
any parking lots. We'll put them all there. So, the huge money that the State and 671 
town and counties spent doing this huge project back in, I believe it was the late 70s 672 
When it started, and it's been updated three times since then latest time 2009. Each 673 
time it gets more and more restrictive. It doesn't open the door for you to put 674 
chemicals on top of the aquifer, or the town wells, or the watershed program, or the 675 
wetlands that lead into the Lamprey. How did this even go past square one? Now, 676 
now, my last thing I'm going to say, I know you don't have any answers, but I think 677 
somebody would find an answer. Right there. Has anybody read your own 678 
documents? 679 

 680 

Mr. Reed  41:06   681 

This is in our Zoning.  682 

 683 

Russell Hammond  41:10   684 
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I printed it off today, I got $80 worth of stuff here today. And I only printed half of it. 685 
And I spent all day reading it on my little phone for three days leading up to four, I 686 
decided to print it. Because I had an idea. Maybe nobody knows that was written 687 
there. Well, I'm not on the board. And you might say, you know, if you're so smart, 688 
run for the board, get on board. I don't have that time. And I appreciate you guys. I 689 
know it's a hell of a lot. It's a hell of a lot of reading. And I'm like, I'm very tired from 690 
reading it. And I wouldn't want your jobs. Don't get me wrong. And I appreciate the 691 
fact that you guys are doing it. But if you're going to volunteer and do it, you got to do 692 
it. You This is ridiculous. It's not just this one page. Almost every paragraph you can 693 
find out something that has been approved in the original plan is not allowed. It's not 694 
allowed usage in the Wellhead Protection Program, or the stormwater protection or 695 
the river everything. And I don't care if the state approved it or not. It comes down to 696 
you guys. It comes down to us the taxpayers. Because there's a town right now in 697 
Southern New Hampshire. So more so than us. That's been fighting 30 years with 698 
the gas companies because they polluted their wells. They just finally got a got a fix 699 
to it. Do we want to go through there for 30 years? So, I can park my truck, or I can 700 
get a coffee? Instead of driving the extra two miles to the next exit. Or I can get a 701 
sandwich? Or you kidding me? And I'm not I'm not I'm not yelling at you people. I'm 702 
just welling at  Well, whoever approved this without reading this stuff. It's in your own 703 
documents. 704 

 705 

Ms. Bridgeo  42:55   706 

It's frustration. 707 

 708 

Russell Hammond  42:57   709 

I'm thoroughly frustrated. Yes. I have an ulterior motive. And the more I read the 710 
more frustrated I got. Because I was like how? How? I don't know who's on board 711 
back then. Yeah, but how did it how did it? How did you get passed? And I say that 712 
and then I thought, Okay, what if I'm on a board, every little project that comes up, 713 
I'm not going to nitpick it, I'm not going to put their time. But if a project comes up, 714 
that I know is in the Wellhead Protection Program that serves over 50% of the 715 
population of this town alone. I'm going to do my homework and I'm going to read 716 
this. I'm going to read this one. And I'm going to read this one. In everyone who's 717 
going to tell me the same thing. No, you cannot put a gas station in the Wellhead 718 
Protection area. Not that you shouldn't. You can't. But here we are. That's all I'm 719 
going to say. And I'm sorry if I offended anybody but I did not know this will bankrupt 720 
the town just like that. If there's ever an accident, or if there's ever a spill, and even in 721 
the original plan, it had planned to park trucks in there. God knows what chemicals 722 
could be in those trucks and one could spill. They could roll over. We just had a 723 
rollover on 101 not too long ago. And guess what? Once it's in the aquifer, you 724 
cannot  clean an aquifer ever. It's done its junk. So therefore, in these regulations, 725 
the Feds in the States says the towns will become instantly responsible to supply 726 
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water to every person every home every business. Can you imagine what that costs 727 
a truck that water and yeah Let's have a truck stop at exit 4, gas station, great 728 
location, except for the aquifer and a town Wells. I'm sorry, that should have been a 729 
deal breaker. And somebody should have picked up on that. And I'm sorry, but 730 
whoever was on the board ought to be ashamed of themselves. I'm sorry. 731 

 732 

Mr. Reed  45:17   733 

Well, I was one of the members and was not aware of this Wellhead Protection. 734 

 735 

 736 

 737 

Ms. Bridgeo  45:46   738 

Do we have the ability to talk to legal, both the Planning Board and Selectmen? 739 
Because actually Selectmen, its purview? Is the water in the water department in our 740 
aquifer? Not us. So, each board Well, it's like it's the Selectmen purview is water? Do 741 
we? Could they legal for both boards have a discussion about we do have two 742 
different Legals that? I know we do, but I'm saying this is two separate boards. This 743 
is actually where it would lie would be with the Selectmen. So, would Planning 744 
Boards Council be able to speak to the Select board's counsel? A separate question. 745 

 746 

Mr. Reed  46:54   747 

I do not know if there's a method to that. Okay. 748 

 749 

Russell Hammond  46:58   750 

Quick question on that. Can we have either legal counsel read Raymond's rules 751 
before we get an opinion from them? I think you mentioned that at the Selectmen's 752 
meeting. 753 

 754 

Ms. Bridgeo  47:12   755 

I was at the Selectmen, I think that since the boards are separate, I think that they're 756 
in their counsel is separate,  in their counsel sometimes is not, they represent 757 
separately so I think maybe they should we should talk about  758 

 759 

Russell Hammond  47:39   760 
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I just didn't know if legal was familiar with all our RSA's. Maybe they try to familiarize 761 
themselves with them before they guide you in before they guide the Selectmen 762 
because they apparently guiding people wrong. 763 

 764 

Mr. Reed  47:57   765 

I'm listening. I'm just reading. First, I'd ever heard of it.  766 

 767 

Ms. Gott  48:01   768 

But the Planning Board legal firm is a land use board. Land use office they that's 769 
their job is they do land use. So, one would hope. But the Selectman I don't know 770 
what their specialty is, but the firm that we use, is a land use firm. 771 

 772 

For the protection of the town, which is the Selectmen's its legal purview would be 773 
the town's 774 

 775 

Russell Hammond  48:34   776 

They really need to concentrate on the Wellhead protection because that's a federal 777 
protection act as well as state and local all the way down.  778 

 779 

Ms. Gott  48:44   780 

My only comment would be that if my preference would be if for some reason we did 781 
meet with, or the two legal firms did meet, that we'd be involved in that meeting, 782 
committee.  783 

 784 

Russell Hammond  49:00   785 

My last comment. The original was approved. I can't talk about that; an original 786 
project was approved. Sometime later, a project comes back and wants to change 787 
the scope of that project. Why would the land abutters not be notified a second time 788 
and I know the answer could be they are supposed to follow along after they are 789 
notified once, and I believe that's the wrong answer. Because once the project is 790 
approved, the land abutter tends to not pay attention him okay, the projects 791 
approved. I'm going to go back to my life. And a year and a half later. They come 792 
back we want to double the size in a landowner don't have any clue that they came 793 
back because you didn't re notify them.  794 

 795 
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Mr. Coppelman  50:02   796 

They have to be renotified.  797 

 798 

Mr. Reed  50:03   799 

Do you have the list of people that were notified? You don't have it. We did notify the 800 
notify butters.  801 

 802 

Russell Hammond  50:14   803 

I believe, requires a signature when you notify people, right?  804 

 805 

Mr. Reed  50:18   806 

Certified Mail.  807 

 808 

Russell Hammond  50:21   809 

What are you 91A that information? Because either he's further along in age then I 810 
think and he's not. But he says, and he didn't get it. And it wasn't that long ago. 811 

 812 

Mr. Coppelman  50:32   813 

Well, the town has a record of all the folks because that little green card that gets 814 
signed comes back and it's in the town records. 815 

 816 

Russell Hammond  50:39   817 

And you may be right, so how do I find out if you have a card with his signature on it. 818 

 819 

Mr. Coppelman  50:45   820 

Call the town office. 821 

 822 

Russell Hammond  50:50   823 

Now that being said the project at Galloway pit, he says he wasn't noticed for that 824 
either. But was that notified? 825 



25 

 826 

Buster Hammond  51:07   827 

No, I didn't get in. I didn't get notified on that one. 828 

 829 

Mr. Reed  51:14   830 

That has not been put in as I own that property. So, I shouldn't say anything. 831 

 832 

Ms. Gott  51:21   833 

I would ask you to recuse yourself on this. So, I can't talk. Right. That was somebody 834 
else take over the meeting.  835 

 836 

Mr. Reed  51:29   837 

That's a reasonable question. When I can tell you when it comes to the Planning 838 
Board, you will be notified. It has not come before the Planning Board, Buster. That 839 
much I can tell you; it wasn't my project. Okay. There's a lot going on there. 840 

 841 

Mr. Coppelman  51:48   842 

So, it is just to be clear. There's a very specific definition to a butter. And I have no 843 
idea if you guys qualify for that or not. But your property has to be either touching 844 
across the board directly across the street or stream. So, when you meet those, then 845 
you need to be then you need to be notified as on water. 846 

 847 

Mr. Reed  52:12   848 

And we're not we're not going to bring that project up tonight. 849 

 850 

Buster Hammond  52:16   851 

No, I'm not concerned with them. 852 

 853 

Mr. Reed  52:26   854 

That's fine. That will be here some night. That's all I can say. I tried to give you guys 855 
a few minutes to talk about this because I know a lot of people are aggrieved about 856 
it. I do not know the wellhead protection laws and programs. I do not know that I 857 
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know the aquifer protection things. Okay. And the project they proposed to us met all 858 
the requirements to put that at that site. Okay. It was, it went through the state and 859 
all those things. I'm talking about the original part of this program, the rest of it, we 860 
can't talk about but that happened. And we approved it based on that meeting those 861 
stringent requirements and they're very stringent. Okay. 862 

 863 

Russell Hammond  53:11   864 

Did I hear you right? It was based on aquifer but not the wellhead protection.  865 

 866 

Mr. Reed  53:16   867 

If there was if it had the wellhead in it, I do not recall it? Because I'm not familiar with 868 
that regulation? I apologize.  869 

 870 

Mrs. Luszcz  53:28   871 

Wouldn't TRC have been involved in that? 872 

 873 

Mr. Reed  53:31   874 

TRC would have been involved with that if we trust TRC when it comes to technical 875 
things, I'm not pushing this off on them. I'm not saying it's their fault. 876 

 877 

Russell Hammond  53:39   878 

Well, it is in fact, according to all your maps and literature, it is in fact in the Wellhead 879 
Protection area, not just the aquifer. So, every single map all the way back to 1979. 880 

 881 

Mr. Reed  53:51   882 

What I recall are questions and Gretchen asked some of them about the protecting 883 
of our aquifer, because this is close to it. That came up when the project was across 884 
the other side of Lane Road. You know this area. 885 

 886 

Russell Hammond  54:06   887 

Most people think Wellhead Protection is a perfect circle. But since this study was 888 
done by the Fed states and locals, it's not a perfect circle. They did geological water 889 
flows and blah, blah, blah, to know where the water's coming from. So, it's not a 890 
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circle. It's an odd-looking shape. And this project is completely in the middle of it and 891 
completely on top of where they see the most water comes from when it was 892 
approved or when it was being talked about on the other side of Lane Road. It was 893 
just outside of it so it would have worked over there. Although it was probably worse, 894 
not not that great of a location, but at least it was out of the aquifer and the town 895 
wellheads this one is right smack in and by our own town and Raymond's own rules 896 
It's not a permitted use, and you can't even permit it with an exception. It's, it's taboo. 897 
And I'm not a lawyer, maybe I'm reading it wrong. It's written in plain English. So, it 898 
wasn't hard to figure out. But anyway, I'll give you that. Oh, I'll pop on. Thank you 899 
very much for your time. 900 

 901 

Mr. Reed  55:20   902 

Appreciate the question. Did you want to say one more thing you said? 903 

 904 

Buster Hammond  55:25   905 

 I want to say one more thing. 906 

 907 

Mr. Reed  55:31   908 

I'd be disappointed if I told you a long time, sir. 909 

 910 

Buster Hammond  55:38   911 

At the Selectmen meeting, George told me that he had been too he's a Selectmen's 912 
representative to  the Planning Board. And the last few times he says it I never saw 913 
you there. I haven't received an abutters notice. You know what? Yeah. Well, I 914 
thought I put the point across, and I did not receive an abutters notice. So that's why 915 
I wasn't there. But I am concerned very concerned about that Mega thing going on 916 
over the there. I wasn't. I wasn't aware of that. Until Gary Brown spoke about it at a 917 
Selectmen's meeting and then he got thrown out. Okay, that's when it came to my 918 
attention. When I started paying attention to and I found out that little six-acre piece 919 
here that did get approved, got from the firehouse won  Megabucks, all kinds of 920 
trucks coming in there. Chemical trucks and who the hell knows what else. I got 921 
three wells in that same aquifer. And there is a dozen more up Gile Road and 922 
Onway Lake Road. They're in that same aquifer. Well, if one's going to get polluted. 923 
They’re all going to get polluted. I got a concern about that. 924 

 925 

Mr. Reed  57:27   926 

It's a legitimate concern.  927 
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 928 

Buster Hammond  57:30   929 

I thought it was. I might have to do something a little bit different. You think I'm going 930 
to seek advice from counsel? I haven't got any choice. I don't want that thing going 931 
on now.  932 

 933 

Ms. Gott  58:07   934 

I'm saying I think we're probably close to not being talking more about it. Buster, we 935 
can't talk about the specifics of the case. That you know, the second part, the 936 
second approval. That's been and we can't talk about probably your decisions 937 
regarding that. Okay.  938 

 939 

Ms. Bridgeo  58:35   940 

Buster we can't have what you're saying can't be put forth and recorded as part of 941 
our meeting. There are other legal ramifications. So, for now, we need to do we can't 942 
have you have conversation anymore about what's happening. It would also be it 943 
would be better for your interest as well. If you didn't try to have any more discussion 944 
with the board. It would be better if you didn't. 945 

 946 

Ms. Gott  59:05   947 

Okay. But still follow through on your question about abutters notice. 948 

 949 

Mr. Coppelman  59:19   950 

They should call the town office. 951 

 952 

Ms. Gott  59:20   953 

Yes. Call 895 -70161. 954 

 955 

Mr. Coppelman  59:45   956 

So that's important to find out.  957 

 958 

Mr. Reed  59:55   959 
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Okay, folks, we cannot talk any more about this. I'm sorry if you didn't get an 960 
opportunity to share your distress with us but we need to move on.  961 

 962 

Can we call the meeting back to order, please? We have a couple little things that 963 
came up. This was on an application 2019-14. George Chadwick, of Bedford Design 964 
Consultants on behalf of Kelleher Kitchens. Gretchen, do you remember this? 965 
Kelleher Kitchens. He's going to be doing a building out on route 102. He's already 966 
built the building. He's going to do Kitchens and Cabinets and that kind of stuff. 967 
Anyway, back when we approved his plan. It says on it. 29 baby blue spruce. Now, 968 
the problem is he's ready to do it. And he can only get seven of those. That's all it's 969 
available, because of what's going on, you know, just the time of year and 970 
everything. 971 

 972 

Ms. Gott  1:08:46   973 

Do you have any comments about this as you're listening to it? Glenn, you're a tree 974 
guy. 975 

 976 

Mr. Coppelman  1:08:51   977 

I'm listening. But I haven't heard the question.  978 

 979 

Mr. Reed  1:08:55   980 

Well, what they're asking is, can they substitute a Camden Fir Douglas Fir for the 981 
Blue spruce. 982 

 983 

Mr. Coppelman  1:09:05   984 

Okay. Well, the short answer is, it's an evergreen, so yes, they can. But those, if 985 
there was a reason why they were putting the baby blue spruce. It does say baby. 986 

 987 

Mr. Reed  1:09:19   988 

Oh, it does. Oh, it does on the plan. I apologize. So, I looked at it. I just got this. 989 

 990 

Mr. Coppelman  1:09:26   991 

If those were put there for a specific reason, like for size, because, well, those, those 992 
baby blues, there are a couple of different versions of them. But they grow only to a 993 
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certain height and width. And so, they're nice if you want to put them in a place and 994 
you don't have to worry about them getting to 70 feet tall. They stay a nice short size. 995 
So, if there was a reason for them to be small, putting this other tree in its place. You 996 
won't get that because that'll grow to be a 60- or 70-foot tree. 997 

 998 

Mr. Beauvilliers  1:09:58   999 

But there are other things he could put conifers.  1000 

 1001 

Mr. Coppelman  1:10:04   1002 

I'm just trying to answer the question that was posed. 1003 

 1004 

Ms. Gott  1:10:07   1005 

Could we allow them to put in.? Can we talk about this? Because they're not here? 1006 
They sent us a letter. 1007 

 1008 

Mr. Reed  1:10:12   1009 

No, they sent a letter asking if we could just take a vote to approve an alternate tree 1010 
rather than. 1011 

 1012 

Ms. Gott  1:10:18   1013 

Can we ask them to put 22 of that? Or I mean, seven of the blue spruce and owe us 1014 
22. When have they come in? 1015 

 1016 

Mr. Reed  1:10:27   1017 

We mean, hold off on the rest of it.  1018 

 1019 

Ms. Gott  1:10:29   1020 

Yeah. 1021 

 1022 

Mr. Ayer  1:10:30   1023 

Didn't we just do this for somebody a few weeks ago? 1024 
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 1025 

Ms. Gott  1:10:33   1026 

Yes, we did the one on Preston Road. Or was it Prescott Road? 1027 

 1028 

Mr. Coppelman  1:10:37   1029 

Well, they're not going to want to be planting them now. Anyway, well, I think season 1030 
has gone by. And the chances of those trees surviving if they're planted now is pretty 1031 
small. 1032 

 1033 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:10:51   1034 

So, can they have a note that just says in the spring, to get all of them? 1035 

 1036 

Mr. Coppelman  1:10:56   1037 

Well, does that plan require doesn't have a date certain that they have to have the 1038 
stuff done. 1039 

 1040 

Maddie DiIonno  1:11:02   1041 

I looked through the minutes before this meeting. And we actually didn't even talk 1042 
about the trees. 1043 

 1044 

Mr. Reed  1:11:07   1045 

This was just what was on there. On there. This was just what was on their plan, and 1046 
we approved it. 1047 

 1048 

Maddie DiIonno  1:11:12   1049 

 It wasn't in the minutes. They're just asking to substitute for a different kind of tree. 1050 

 1051 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:11:22   1052 

So, they're not going to be able to plant until the spring regardless. So why don't we 1053 
just say that we would wait, we make them given a motion and say we give you an 1054 
extension till spring, when? 1055 
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 1056 

Mr. Reed  1:11:34   1057 

Well, would you allow that? Let me just ask you, would you allow them to occupy the 1058 
building before they have the trees? This is a business. 1059 

 1060 

Ms. Gott  1:11:41   1061 

Chances of COVID and everything else really, that that's a reasonable request? 1062 
Okay? I do personally, I'm only one person. 1063 

 1064 

Mr. Reed  1:11:49   1065 

 All right, so can I get someone to make a motion that we would rather they wait and 1066 
get the trees that are on their plan, but that we will allow them to occupy the building, 1067 
as long as they put a bond to cover the tree, I mean, we've got to have something to 1068 
make sure they're going to do it.  1069 

 1070 

That's a good point.  1071 

 1072 

Ms. Gott  1:11:52   1073 

Motion: 1074 

Ms. Gott made a motion to ask the applicant to people to delay putting the trees on 1075 
the property until they are able to obtain the full number of 29 Baby blue spruce that 1076 
we have shown on the plan, they and that we would allow them to occupy the 1077 
premises with the condition that they will bond the trees to be planted, when it's 1078 
appropriate, and when they're able to get them.  1079 

 1080 

Mr. Beauvilliers  1:12:44   1081 

If they can put in seven or nine of these specific trees right now. 1082 

 1083 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:12:51   1084 

But Glenn just said they're going to die. So, it would probably be better. It's not. Let's 1085 
just have them plant them all in the spring.  1086 

 1087 

Mr. Coppelman  1:12:56   1088 
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It's questionable, John, I mean, they can plant them now. I mean, we've had a pretty 1089 
warm fall and today we plant them and water them really well. And you know, you 1090 
might get away with it. 1091 

 1092 

Mr. Beauvilliers  1:13:07   1093 

Okay. 1094 

 1095 

Mr. Coppelman  1:13:09   1096 

I mean, they could.  1097 

 1098 

Mrs. Luszcz  1:13:12   1099 

I have a question for us. Should we put a date on it, though? I don't know what the 1100 
bond does. But yeah, well, she just said until they could get them. 1101 

 1102 

Ms. Gott  1:13:19   1103 

Because it's one. I would expect that they would be able to get them sometime 1104 
during the next growing season. 1105 

 1106 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:13:25   1107 

Can we say spring of 2022?  1108 

 1109 

Mr. Coppelman  1:13:27   1110 

You should put a date on it. And then if they don't meet that, for whatever reason, 1111 
they can come back. Okay, by November 2022. 1112 

 1113 

Mr. Reed  1:13:36   1114 

July 30 of 2022. 1115 

 1116 

Ms. Gott  1:13:39   1117 

 I was going to give them a little longer. At least by the spring, I was going to get 1118 
them until the end of the growing season. Say September/October of 2022. 1119 
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 1120 

Mr. Reed  1:13:54   1121 

Okay, till September 30 of 2022. 1122 

 1123 

Mr. Coppelman  1:13:58   1124 

Don't go longer than that. Yeah. That's really the end of your planning.  1125 

 1126 

Motion: 1127 

Ms. Gott made a motion that  they would be allowed to inhabit the property if 1128 
everything else is done. And they bond for the value of the trees, and we'll give them 1129 
until September 30 2022 to get them planted and to bond for the trees and enough 1130 
to cover installation of them. To allow them to delay the installation of the trees but 1131 
not delay their use of the building provided they bond the value of the trees installed 1132 
and will give them that they have an exception until September of 2020. To the 30th, 1133 
day of September. Mr. Beauvilliers seconded the motion. The motion passed with a 1134 
unanimous vote of 6 in favor, 0 opposed and 0 abstentions.  1135 

 1136 

Mr. Reed  1137 

We had one other letter we needed to deal with tonight. Dee, would you like to 1138 
recuse yourself? 1139 

 1140 

Mrs. Luszcz  1:15:32   1141 

I will recuse myself. 1142 

 1143 

Mr. Coppelman  1:15:36   1144 

If you wrote it, then yes, you should 1145 

 1146 

Mrs. Luszcz  1:15:38   1147 

I didn't write anything. Oh, you didn't? 1148 

 1149 

Ms. Gott  1:15:43   1150 

 But is it your property? 1151 
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 1152 

Mrs. Luszcz  1:15:45   1153 

Yes. 1154 

 1155 

Mr. Reed  1:15:45   1156 

This is about the Planning Board regarding the waiving of fees with your property. 1157 
So, Christina was asking me what the intent of the Planning Board's waiving of the 1158 
fees. When, and I'm going to put your last name when, when Tom and Dee's Auto 1159 
was approved. So that's the project. We waved their fees. And what was the intent of 1160 
that? And Dee could you come up to the mic as a as the citizen petitioning about this 1161 
now. And Dee sits with us on the board, we are ruling on a decision that was made 1162 
before she was on the board. I know it will not affect my decision on where these 1163 
fees go. Can everybody else affirm that? Because we do work together, so we need 1164 
to just be clear about this. So, they would you explain to them what your picture of 1165 
these fees are versus what the town's picture the town office. I'm going to keep it 1166 
generic. 1167 

 1168 

Mrs. Luszcz  1:17:11   1169 

Dee Luszcz, 39. Oh, Manchester Road as applicant, resident. When we asked relief 1170 
from the fees of our application, our intent was clearly all the fees associated with I 1171 
was unaware that they were itemized expenses that would be on an invoice. 1172 
Christina was here at that meeting. And it was not disclosed. We weren't asked to 1173 
itemize certain expenses, we thought it was all incumbent of one fee. So, we asked 1174 
for our fees to be waived. We had asked previously in a meeting, and therefore we 1175 
that's why we want to work before the board. It got voted in to have those fees 1176 
waived. And then we received an invoice. And Christina's belief was only the 1177 
abutters' notices would be waived. So, through my attorney, I asked her, and I say I 1178 
think my attorney and Tom and I were very clear what we requested and what was 1179 
the intent of the request. So, I asked her to go to seek clarification on her side, 1180 
maybe through the town's attorney. And she came back and said, yes, the attorney 1181 
agreed with us as well, but that it had to be discussed at the meeting.  1182 

 1183 

Ms. Gott  1:18:40   1184 

Could we have something in writing about that? Do we have something in writing 1185 
from Christina?  1186 

 1187 

Mr. Reed  1:18:45   1188 
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Just the letter from Christina,  1189 

 1190 

Mrs. Luszcz  1:18:48   1191 

You don't have my correspondence 1192 

 1193 

Ms. Gott  1:18:51   1194 

But did she list the point about the attorney? 1195 

 1196 

Mr. Reed  1:18:55   1197 

Well, the point was that the request was to waive the fee for the entire application 1198 
process. that was the intent of the lawyer's request because it was Patricia 1199 
Panciocco. Right. That asked us to waive, that's what I recall the fees for the 1200 
process. 1201 

 1202 

Mr. Ayer  1:19:11   1203 

So, can I make a motion, sir? 1204 

 1205 

Mr. Reed  1:19:13   1206 

Well, no. What? Do you want to ask another question? Well, yeah, I'm in the middle 1207 
of a question because he has to make a motion. 1208 

 1209 

Ms. Gott  1:19:21   1210 

I guess I could do it during discussion. 1211 

 1212 

Mr. Reed  1:19:23   1213 

Okay. Go ahead, sir. 1214 

 1215 

Mr. Ayer  1:19:25   1216 

Motion: 1217 

Mr. Ayer made a motion that we waive all the fees for the entire application process. 1218 
Mr. Beauvilliers seconded the motion.  1219 
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 1220 

Ms. Gott  1:19:45   1221 

I would like to hear Christine's letter. I would like to know if she specifically what she 1222 
specifically heard.  1223 

 1224 

Mr. Reed  1:19:54   1225 

Okay. What was forwarded to me is Dee if you are moving forward with your request 1226 
to the Planning Board regarding the waiver of fees, just get it to me prior to the 1227 
packets going out so we can put it on the agenda. And then Christina passed this to 1228 
me so that we could look at this. This evening. All she did was. 1229 

 1230 

Mrs. Luszcz  1:20:16   1231 

Well, there was more communication.  1232 

 1233 

Mr. Reed  1:20:18   1234 

There was more, and I do have a letter from you. You want me to read that? Okay, 1235 
Christina, to be fair, you were at the meeting and to prevent any misunderstanding 1236 
on your part. You could have or should have requested the clarification, then in 1237 
there. If you had questions about the fees, you did not ask us to itemize the relief we 1238 
requested nor did anyone else ask us about a specific application fee. Since our 1239 
lawyer agrees that our request was to waive the fee for the entire application 1240 
process, we would ask that you ask Laura about this to put this ordeal to an end. We 1241 
have already spent well over $16,000 to defend against the many errors by the town 1242 
and to ask us to spend hundreds more is quite unbelievable. We did nothing wrong, 1243 
Dee. And then it was Christina's thing about moving forward with us. And she, 1244 
Christina, mentioned it to me with everything else going on this week. It came up in 1245 
conversation. There was one more there's one more Okay, hang on.  1246 

 1247 

Mrs. Luszcz  1:21:10   1248 

She reiterated the conversation with Laura. That's what 1249 

 1250 

Mr. Reed  1:21:24   1251 

I'm looking to see if I've got it. I'm sorry. I got so many letters today. 1252 

 1253 
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Mr. Coppelman  1:21:31   1254 

Well, it's under other business it says clarification of waiving fees. 1255 

 1256 

Mr. Reed  1:21:35   1257 

It is under other businesses ; it is on there? I apologize. I don't have the other note. 1258 
But that's the gist of it. Basically. 1259 

 1260 

Mrs. Luszcz  1:21:53   1261 

Laura agreed with us.  1262 

 1263 

Mr. Reed  1:21:55   1264 

Yes. 1265 

 1266 

Ms. Gott  1:21:57   1267 

That's what I'm looking for. We have something from the attorney saying that she 1268 
agrees. 1269 

 1270 

Mr. Reed  1:22:21   1271 

 You want to read it, go, and read it. I trust you. 1272 

 1273 

Mrs. Luszcz  1:22:25   1274 

November 9, okay. Dee, the Planning Board lawyer has agreed that there is no 1275 
problem with waiving the last of these fees, but we have to have a discussion with 1276 
them at the next Planning Board meeting.  1277 

 1278 

Mr. Coppelman  1:22:39   1279 

That was from Christina. 1280 

Mr. Reed  1:22:43   1281 

I don't know where if I had that, or if I just filed it in the wrong place. 1282 

 1283 
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Ms. Bridgeo  1:22:51   1284 

Can I just ask one question Dee, when she just said, I think Christina said about 1285 
legal Laura saying the last of these fees versus all of these fees, then what is she? 1286 
What was that like? Difference? What's the difference between the last in my book 1287 
like I just don't some of them? So, they already done wave. So, they not they just 1288 
want whatever outstanding, 1289 

 1290 

Maddie DiIonno  1:23:16   1291 

The application fee was waived. But then there's abutters fees. There are fees 1292 
associated with noticing there's fees for our staff review, which were not waived. But 1293 
that's my understanding.  1294 

 1295 

Mrs. Luszcz  1:23:31   1296 

No, no, that was Christina's interpretation. 1297 

 1298 

Mr. Reed  1:23:34   1299 

According to this is another $443.30. They're billing, 1300 

 1301 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:23:38   1302 

I wasn't trying for the dollar amount. I'm more trying to say. So, Maddie is saying that 1303 
some of those fees were not to be excluded from legal that's what I'm, that's what I 1304 
just want to see. 1305 

 1306 

Maddie DiIonno  1:23:50   1307 

I think that's what happened. That's what happened, right? 1308 

 1309 

Mrs. Luszcz  1:23:53   1310 

I didn't understand that at all. It's all one. There are not multiple invoices. 1311 

 1312 

Mr. Reed  1:24:19   1313 

And if I may add, it was pointed out to us during this final procedure that much of 1314 
what had taken place was inappropriate from how the town handled it. I just want to 1315 
remind everybody that a lot of what took place was not appropriate. I'm not saying 1316 
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that some of it wasn't legitimate. I'm not saying those things. But how things were 1317 
handled was not done appropriately. 1318 

 1319 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:24:45   1320 

None of what I'm trying to clarify is what Maddie just said what Maddie just said, 1321 
does not line up to its There's two different words. One was clarification for waiving 1322 
of the final fees, and clarification for all fees. 1323 

 1324 

Mr. Reed  1:25:07   1325 

So, what was our intent? When we told them that we would waive the fees? That's 1326 
what Christina needs clarification. She took it as only the application. These other 1327 
fees she did not consider as part of what we waived. So, the question is tonight, was 1328 
it was it in our intent to waive all the fees that the town's imposed on the Luszcz's, In 1329 
their process?  1330 

 1331 

 1332 

Mr. Ayer  1:25:39   1333 

I agree with you, Brad, a lot of things were done that were inappropriate, not on 1334 
purpose. But it seems like every time Dee has to deal with a town, she gets five 1335 
different answers from five different people. And she always gets stuck holding the 1336 
bag. So, I mean if they said waive the fees, which means all the fees. If I say, Can I 1337 
have my change? That's all my change price. You know, that's how I read it.  1338 

 1339 

Mr. Reed  1:26:15   1340 

 So, you're saying that was the intent of our vote that night was to waive all the fees. 1341 

 1342 

Mr. Ayer  1:26:20   1343 

To get rid of everything, we made the mistakes. We're going to, we're going to take 1344 
care of what we can take care of.  1345 

 1346 

Mr. Beauvilliers  1:26:30   1347 

I know when we talked about this application. There were many errors, unintentional 1348 
as they were, that created a lot of hardship. And so, I think the bottom line was that 1349 
we voted not to apply to cancel all applicable fees. Okay, as far as I remember, that 1350 
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was the vote. And it passed.  1351 

 1352 

Mr. Reed  1:27:01   1353 

Okay. For sure.  1354 

 1355 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:27:03   1356 

I was waiting to hear what Glenn had to say? 1357 

 1358 

Mr. Coppelman  1:27:07   1359 

Well, you actually have a motion and a second?  1360 

 1361 

 1362 

Mr. Reed  1:27:11   1363 

Yes, we do. We're discussing that.  1364 

 1365 

Mr. Coppelman  1:27:13   1366 

 I understand. And I actually like Paul, to perhaps clarify the motion, because what 1367 
you're doing is, is really clarifying the decision that was already made at the previous 1368 
meeting, so. So, it's just, it's really just clarifying that that in fact, the intent was to 1369 
waive all fees associated with the application. 1370 

 1371 

Mr. Beauvilliers  1:27:41   1372 

And that's what I seconded.  1373 

 1374 

Mr. Reed  1:27:42   1375 

So, you amended that to include that clarification. 1376 

 1377 

Mr. Ayer  1:27:46   1378 

 Right? Well, that's what I'm trying to say. 1379 

 1380 
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Mr. Reed  1:27:47   1381 

 Yeah, that's what you're trying to say. Okay. So that is what we're trying to say that 1382 
we're trying to clarify that the original vote was to waive all fees associated all town 1383 
fees associated with the application. Okay, so are we clear on that?  1384 

 1385 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:28:11   1386 

No, I just needed some clarification. I mean, I, we didn't, I didn't know any of the 1387 
fees. It didn't. So, I guess any clarification wouldn't at this point.  1388 

 1389 

Mrs. Luszcz  1:28:20   1390 

Trust me as detail oriented as I am. If I had seen the invoice or I knew that there 1391 
were multiple charges, I would have addressed them in totality.  1392 

 1393 

Ms. Gott  1:28:41   1394 

 I'm trying to find my notes here just to see because I will say that I'm distinctly 1395 
uncomfortable with waiving fees for the time that you folks do the work. Other fees 1396 
I'm less uncomfortable.  1397 

 1398 

Mr. Beauvilliers  1:29:02   1399 

Well, that was the original vote. I believe that was the original intent. And that's the 1400 
motion that was passed by this board. 1401 

 1402 

Mr. Reed  1:29:15   1403 

Gretchen's just trying to refresh her memory and just to figure out what we do want 1404 
to get to talk a little bit about warrant articles.  1405 

 1406 

Mr. Beauvilliers  1:29:36   1407 

Okay. I move the question. 1408 

   1409 

Motion: 1410 

Mr. Ayer made a motion to clarify the Board’s previous motion to waive all fees 1411 
associated with this application. Mr. Beauvilliers seconded the motion. The motion 1412 
passed with a vote of 5 in favor, 0 opposed and 1 abstention. 1413 
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Miss Gott abstained.  1414 

Ms. Gott  1:29:52   1415 

I'm going to abstain because I just don't know. Okay. 1416 

 1417 

Mr. Reed 1418 

Okay, we're going to get into warrant articles. But there's one thing that came up. I 1419 
have a letter about that also. Just gotta find the right one. And it had to do with 1420 
impact fees. It is. Okay. Just so we're clear. So, we don't spend any, I'm going to 1421 
read this to you. Impact fees are not a warrant article. We have them in our zoning, 1422 
which gives us permission to change them. And this is the procedure. One, you have 1423 
to decide what kind of impact fee is going to be road, water, police, fire, etc. After we 1424 
decide that it needs to go to Bruce Mayberry, who does the calculations and all the 1425 
stuff, the study that needs to be done. We went over this a few years ago with him 1426 
about our school impact fees, then the Planning Board contracts him to do  the 1427 
study. The money to do that comes from the master plan money that is in our thing. 1428 
And then we have to notice the Board of Selectmen and the Planning Board have to 1429 
agree and adopt what he comes up with and has to decide how it is to be distributed 1430 
in charge. But it is not part of our warrant article process.  1431 

 1432 

Mr. Coppelman  1:31:45   1433 

It would only have been part of the warrant article process at the beginning to 1434 
actually implement impact fees. And once you've got that in the ordinance, then the 1435 
adjustment of them happens in a non-warrant article fashion. 1436 

 1437 

Ms. Gott  1:32:02   1438 

The question I have for that though, we only have residential, does it take a warrant 1439 
article to be able to include commercial, industrial? I believe that's what it was saying 1440 
in here. But I'm not positive.  1441 

 1442 

Mr. Coppelman  1:32:17   1443 

Someone would have to ask that question. 1444 

 1445 

Mr. Reed  1:32:19   1446 

Yeah. And that's how the point, that's how the board of selectmen asked it.  1447 

 1448 
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Ms. Gott  1:32:24   1449 

Because we have an existing structure for residential, we do not have an existing 1450 
structure for commercial. 1451 

 1452 

Mr. Beauvilliers  1:32:33   1453 

Commercial including industrial. 1454 

 1455 

Mr. Reed  1:32:36   1456 

Yeah. And we had a problem with this years ago because we tried to do some of 1457 
that stuff. And some of the money that was taken for it wasn't used for it. So, we had 1458 
to return it. 1459 

 1460 

Mr. Coppelman  1:32:47   1461 

Yeah. Well, that's it that's covered here, too. It's an issue. 1462 

 1463 

Mr. Reed  1:32:51   1464 

Yes. And that's what gave everybody a bad taste about it. And the schools are pretty 1465 
safe as far as anything we get form goes to them.  1466 

 1467 

Mr. Beauvilliers  1:32:59   1468 

So, we want to include industrial and commercial. 1469 

 1470 

Mr. Reed  1:33:02   1471 

Well, I know the intent was to pass along more of the cost, the built-in infrastructure 1472 
cost to everyone that's using them. 1473 

 1474 

Mr. Beauvilliers  1:33:11   1475 

So would that require a warrant. 1476 

 1477 

Mr. Reed  1:33:13   1478 

I don't know, I was told we didn't need a warrant for that. And I missed assuming if 1479 
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we were to put it on the ballot, we'd need to have it specifically laid out for that 1480 
purpose. 1481 

 1482 

Maddie DiIonno  1:33:29   1483 

But wouldn't all those steps happen before that? Deciding what impact fees. 1484 

 1485 

 1486 

Mr. Reed  1:33:34   1487 

We would have to have that all done ahead of time. What's the thing? The point is, 1488 
we can't do it right now. That's the basic point. It's not something we can settle 1489 
tonight. It's not something we can get done tonight. And I know the Board of 1490 
Selectmen want it. But we have to do those things. And we need some more 1491 
information than we have to send it to Bruce Mayberry. So, do you have your 1492 
packets that we got for this week? Warrant articles 2022? 1493 

 1494 

Ms. Gott  1:34:06   1495 

Can I just say 674:21 is the impact fee authority? 1496 

 1497 

Maddie DiIonno  1:34:15   1498 

Can you repeat that? 1499 

 1500 

Mrs. Luszcz  1:34:15   1501 

674:21. (V). Simpson versus the Town of Derry.  1502 

 1503 

Maddie DiIonno  1:35:32   1504 

Well, so most of them just add in property lines that link that specific language. I did 1505 
want to ask the board about 15.2.1. The under notes to area and dimensional 1506 
requirements. I'm not sure if this is just me. But every time I read this, I get and get 1507 
more confused. So, this is underneath your table of minimum setback requirements, 1508 
frontage requirements and lot size. And it says accepted from this requirement are 1509 
all buildings on any pre-existing lots and zoned B, C, D, or E or less than two acres, 1510 
which shall require setbacks of 25 feet from all property lines. 1511 

 1512 
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Mr. Reed  1:36:31   1513 

Yes. And so, if you're pre-existing it requires more setbacks than it does, if it's a new 1514 
lot, I know this has been okay. Yeah. And it's, it should be changed. 1515 

 1516 

Maddie DiIonno  1:36:40   1517 

Yeah, because I was reading this and your lots and your lots in zone C are already a 1518 
half-acre. Yeah. So, I get confused about imposing the 25 feet. 1519 

 1520 

Mr. Reed  1:36:55   1521 

Yeah. So, you get you get penalized if it's preexisting. So instead of 15 feet, you 1522 
need 25. 1523 

 1524 

Maddie DiIonno  1:37:02   1525 

Right. Yeah. So, I don't know if that's something that maybe I'm not clear. 1526 

 1527 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:37:08   1528 

But it says all buildings. Right. So, it's not the law. It says exception. This are all 1529 
buildings exempted from this accepted from this requirement are all buildings.  1530 

 1531 

Mr. Reed  1:37:22   1532 

Well, the thing is, those zones only require a 15-foot setback. This has been messed 1533 
up for years, it's been brought up. Okay. And it's just never had a place to put it in a 1534 
warrant article. And unless we could sneak it in, can you add it into this? 1535 

 1536 

Maddie DiIonno  1:37:38   1537 

I don't know what it would be changed to or what the intent was here. 1538 

 1539 

Mr. Beauvilliers  1:37:43   1540 

So, what we're trying to do is modify this table? 1541 

If you want to change it, instead of the 15 feet, this is asking the changes to 25.  1542 

 1543 



47 

Mr. Reed  1:37:58   1544 

No, it is already that's what it says. 1545 

 1546 

 1547 

Maddie DiIonno  1:38:00   1548 

It is saying that any building on a pre-existing lot is exempt from those standards in 1549 
the table, or less than two acres, which in that case, would require a 25-foot setback 1550 
from all property lines. And I butchered that. But that's why I can't. I'm having trouble 1551 
wrapping my head around it. 1552 

 1553 

Mr. Reed  1:38:24   1554 

And that's what it says in our book. Now, John, it doesn't say from property lines, it 1555 
just says but it has the 25-foot requirements typically. No, the table doesn't. The 1556 
wording does. And it always has it had the 25-foot requirement when our table says 1557 
15. 1558 

 1559 

Mr. Beauvilliers  1:38:40   1560 

Would you want to modify this table? 1561 

 1562 

Maddie DiIonno  1:38:46   1563 

No, I don't think we would modify the language. 1564 

 1565 

Mr. Reed  1:38:50   1566 

To start with the first warrant articles to modify the language. 1567 

 1568 

Maddie DiIonno  1:38:54   1569 

I just want to leave it the same. I didn't mean to open up a can  of worms. 1570 

 1571 

Mr. Reed  1:38:57   1572 

No, no, no, it's something that we've wanted you for a long time. The question is, 1573 
Glenn, if we're talking about warrant articles to address property lines, can we add 1574 
that change in the same thing? Or is that a different change? When the table already 1575 
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shows it at 15, and it says 25? You see because it's two different issues. That's why 1576 
I'm asking. 1577 

 1578 

Mr. Coppelman  1:39:24   1579 

I'm sorry, I was okay. I was trying to get my wrap my head around impact fee stuff. 1580 
Yeah. Anyway. 1581 

 1582 

Maddie DiIonno  1:39:31   1583 

So, we're on this language right here. And this is underneath the all the dimensional 1584 
requirements. And I think you and Chris talked about this last year, and that's why he 1585 
came up again this year. 1586 

 1587 

Mr. Reed  1:39:45   1588 

well, we're already suggesting this as a warning article chain talking about property 1589 
lines, and where it contains 15.2.1. And that disagrees with the table that 25 feet in 1590 
in this one written spot. Yeah, it disagrees with the table, which says 15 feet. 1591 

 1592 

Ms. Gott  1:40:05   1593 

And you're proposing that we add the commercial. 1594 

 1595 

Maddie DiIonno  1:40:07   1596 

Well, that was brought up last time. Yeah. But this is different. We didn't talk about 1597 
this last time. 1598 

 1599 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:40:13   1600 

But B and C on the other page are different. So, it would have to have the zone B 1601 
removed from that paragraph wouldn't you know, 1602 

 1603 

Mr. Coppelman  1:40:32   1604 

This implies that you're adding C 1, 2 and 3.  1605 

 1606 

Maddie DiIonno  1:40:36   1607 
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That was discussed last time. I'm saying what didn't come up as I've been reading 1608 
this is this doesn't. This doesn't make sense. 1609 

 1610 

Mr. Coppelman  1:40:42   1611 

 Yeah. Okay. What would make sense? I don't know. 1612 

 1613 

Mr. Reed  1:40:47   1614 

That's what we're trying to figure out. 1615 

Is how could we say it because B, D and E, require different minimum setbacks? 30, 1616 
15 and 50? 1617 

 1618 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:41:00   1619 

And, yeah, so you go 30,15 ,25 ,50,50? 1620 

 1621 

Ms. Gott  1:41:12   1622 

What is zone F again? 1623 

 1624 

Maddie DiIonno  1:41:23   1625 

Historic District. 1626 

 1627 

Ms. Gott  1:41:27   1628 

Okay, got it. Thank you. 1629 

 1630 

Mr. Reed  1:41:30   1631 

And he only has a half-acre minimum. The C's that we just added are only half acre 1632 
minimum, right?  1633 

 1634 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:41:40   1635 

And three, it says minimum. So, I don't Yeah. Looking at the setbacks, which is? 1636 

 1637 
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Ms. Gott  1:41:53   1638 

Why do we have single family residential and see three? That's been there. I don't 1639 
remember why we did that. 1640 

 1641 

Maddie DiIonno  1:42:02   1642 

I'm sorry. Just on the first page, I'm not even looking at the table. I don't think that 1643 
applies to this specific language right now. But we do, but we're not going to change 1644 
anything with the table. It's this this statement here underneath that saying, 1645 

 1646 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:42:16   1647 

But I don't think you can change that statement with the table if you make it 1648 
contradict. 1649 

 1650 

Mr. Reed  1:42:27   1651 

See, what it used to say is any lots accepted, this is what's in our book now. 15 .2.1. 1652 
excepted from this requirement are all buildings on any pre-existing lots in zones B, 1653 
C, D, or E, or less than two acres, which shall require setbacks of 25 feet from all 1654 
property lines. And this has come up several times at zoning. Just so you know, 1655 
because a couple of those require only 15-foot setbacks increasing, which is weird, 1656 
so I can't. So, if you've got a pre-existing lot in B, where the requirement is 30, this 1657 
gives you relief to 25. If you've got a pre-existing lot in C, which just said C, it didn't 1658 
say 1,2,3, we decided to add that we added that to try to make it clearer when we 1659 
have setbacks of 15 and 25 feet. Okay, and then D has a setback of 15 feet, and E 1660 
has a setback of 50. So, it gives you some relief from B and E,.but the rest of it, it 1661 
always causes a question. 1662 

 1663 

Maddie DiIonno  1:43:35   1664 

Right? That's what I'm trying to say.  1665 

 1666 

Mr. Reed  1:43:39   1667 

I'm just trying to think of a case where we had this come up and that's what it was all.  1668 

 1669 

 1670 

Mr. Coppelman  1:43:42   1671 
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If you were to remove C and D. from that. 1672 

 1673 

Mr. Reed  1:43:51   1674 

So better off make it so make it 15 2.1 And then dot 1A  or something and then put 1675 
the D and E back in without any. 1676 

 1677 

Maddie DiIonno  1:44:00   1678 

Or we can just remove C and E from that. 1679 

 1680 

Mr. Reed  1:44:04   1681 

Or just remove them. Yeah, just flat out remove them. Don't give them any 1682 
exemptions, right, because there's no relief anyway, they've only got 15 feet. Yeah. 1683 
Okay. Everybody agrees with that point. No. Well, we're gonna remove C and D from 1684 
that, because they've already got 15-foot setback requirements. So, we're not giving 1685 
them any relief with this anyway. 1686 

 1687 

Mr. Coppelman  1:44:31   1688 

Yeah. The table gives them 15 feet. Yeah.  1689 

 1690 

Mr. Reed  1:44:34   1691 

But then we give them relief to 25. 1692 

 1693 

Maddie DiIonno  1:44:37   1694 

Yeah. Already a half-acre. Yeah, 1695 

 1696 

Mr. Reed  1:44:40   1697 

It's already a half-acre. So, you know, so you are taking up most of the half acre just 1698 
with the set back.  1699 

 1700 

Maddie DiIonno  1:44:49   1701 

And I apologize. I didn't know. When I was putting this together. I was reading this, 1702 
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and I was like. 1703 

 1704 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:45:07   1705 

Very specific case of setbacks being an issue where since we have combined use, 1706 
and we allow mixed use on certain properties where a property building was going to 1707 
wind up in a neighborhood in the boundary being lessened became quite an issue. 1708 

 1709 

Mr. Reed  1:45:29   1710 

Yes. So. But you still require buffers, still you're talking between different uses? Is 1711 
that what you're talking about? 1712 

 1713 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:45:38   1714 

Well, yeah, it was different uses. It was reducing it for adding that structure in it was 1715 
quite a, it was quite a hardship on the neighborhood when it was allowed to be. So. 1716 
Okay, 1717 

 1718 

Mr. Coppelman  1:45:55   1719 

that just and I think that's where that's in your neck of the woods, that you're talking 1720 
about that? I'm not talking about anything. No, but  that's the area. And that's the 1721 
area that brought this whole thing up. And there were two different zones. There was 1722 
a residential zone and then there was a commercial zone that butted up against one 1723 
another. 1724 

 1725 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:46:11   1726 

Yeah. And then they were going to build a mixed on that. And it caused in a lot. She 1727 
didn't really. And I think that's something to think our town is so unique in that matter 1728 
that we have a lot of land that has that, and we can literally destroy a neighborhood. 1729 

 1730 

Mr. Reed  1:46:28   1731 

I don't think our towns that unique because most towns have that kind of stuff. 1732 

 1733 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:46:33   1734 

I don't see a lot of towns having quite the 1735 
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 1736 

Mr. Reed  1:46:36   1737 

Really? The ones I worked in over the years.  1738 

 1739 

Maddie DiIonno  1:46:57   1740 

Well, if I'm sorry, I mean, well, thank you please, to two bullets down that last bullet, 1741 
we have any commercial or industrial structure, which is proposed to be located 1742 
abutting a residential property, which we want to add that word, or in C2 to shall 1743 
require a minimum setback of 50 feet from property lines, which will include a 20 foot 1744 
dense vegetative buffer. So, I'm not sure if that's what you're getting at. But that's 1745 
already outlined below. 1746 

 1747 

Mr. Reed  1:47:24   1748 

Yeah. So, in the in the B in the housing area, it's only giving them a five-foot relief in 1749 
the 1750 

 1751 

Maddie DiIonno  1:47:32   1752 

According to 15.2.1, which is different from the buffer that's mentioned below. 1753 

 1754 

Mr. Reed  1:47:38   1755 

The E section it's giving them a 25 foot. I mean, that's the other thing we could just 1756 
discuss is eliminating 15 2.1 completely and just make them rely totally on the 1757 
tables. Then everybody realized, you know what, the setbacks, the minimum 1758 
setbacks are as they're in the tables. 1759 

 1760 

Ms. Gott  1:48:00   1761 

That seems cleaner. 1762 

 1763 

Mr. Coppelman  1:48:03   1764 

I wonder if 15.2.1 existed prior to the table. 1765 

 1766 

Ms. Gott  1:48:12   1767 
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I suspect it might if we haven't always had that table. 1768 

 1769 

Mr. Coppelman  1:48:15   1770 

Right that the table is more recent. Yeah. And I'm wondering if maybe the 15.2.1 is 1771 
perhaps a leftover artifact? Especially since it doesn't make a lot of sense. 1772 

 1773 

Mr. Reed  1:48:29   1774 

Well, yeah, it doesn't. 1775 

 1776 

Mr. Beauvilliers  1:48:33   1777 

So, what you're saying is just eliminate 15.2.1? 1778 

 1779 

Mr. Coppelman  1:48:38   1780 

Well, you can't have them conflict. 1781 

 1782 

Mr. Reed  1:48:50   1783 

Because we've had them conflicting all these years. 1784 

 1785 

Maddie DiIonno  1:48:59   1786 

Get rid of the zones that it references that wouldn't make sense to impose that 1787 
restriction on.  1788 

 1789 

Mr. Coppelman  1:49:12   1790 

Like C and D. 1791 

 1792 

Maddie DiIonno  1:49:15   1793 

Leave the others.  1794 

 1795 

Mr. Coppelman  1:49:17   1796 
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At least then it would be consistent with the table right. Okay. 1797 

 1798 

Mr. Reed  1:49:24   1799 

So, if we eliminated for this year, the change would be to eliminate C and D from this 1800 
exception, which has been contrary to the table all these years. Basically. 1801 

 1802 

Mr. Beauvilliers  1:49:40   1803 

We'll see you're talking C1,C2 and C3.  1804 

 1805 

Mr. Reed  1:49:44   1806 

It used to be just C and B. They've what it says right now it's just C and D. We added 1807 
that to make sure everybody knew that it applied to all the C. 1808 

 1809 

Mr. Beauvilliers  1:49:52   1810 

Oh, okay, so this was in red is not.  1811 

 1812 

Mr. Reed  1:49:55   1813 

That's correct. Okay, how’s everybody feel about that for this round? You're okay 1814 
with the property lines and what Maddie did with that for the rest of it. 1815 

 1816 

Mr. Coppelman  1:50:10   1817 

So, on 15.2.1 you, you're proposing to keep B and E. and get rid of C and D. 1818 

 1819 

Mr. Reed  1:50:19   1820 

That's what I'm proposing. I think then it coincides with the table. 1821 

 1822 

Mr. Coppelman  1:50:23   1823 

At least it's consistent with the table. 1824 

 1825 

Ms. Gott  1:50:27   1826 
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And Brad when you stand up to explain all these warrant articles at deliberative.  1827 

 1828 

Mr. Reed  1:50:52   1829 

Okay, so is everybody in agreement with that we're trying to clarify where the 1830 
different zones are and make the correction with 2.1 to agree with the table. 1831 

 1832 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:51:03   1833 

So, if I take 15. 2.1 and stack it with 15.2.7 That actually adds another, that goes,  1834 
then brings the buffer back to 50 feet. Between unlike, well, I call them unlike uses of 1835 
commercial, industrial, and residential use.  1836 

 1837 

Mr. Coppelman  1:51:26   1838 

You're mixing buffers and setbacks. 1839 

 1840 

Mr. Reed  1:51:28   1841 

Well, you're mixing the two different things. 1842 

 1843 

Mr. Coppelman  1:51:31   1844 

A buffer is something that is going to provide screening, like a vegetative buffer. A 1845 
setback is a building setback. But 15.2.7 is specifically talking about when 1846 
commercial and industrial is an abutting residential.  1847 

 1848 

 1849 

Mrs. Luszcz  1:52:00   1850 

And it uses the word structure. So, I think that's where I would agree with Trish, it's 1851 
any commercial or industrial structure, which is proposed to be located abutting a 1852 
residential property. So, the building they are talking about the building, right.  1853 

 1854 

Mr. Reed  1:52:19   1855 

It requires the 50-foot setback, and C and 2.7. Now, let's see that's not included into 1856 
that one any longer if we get rid of it there. 1857 

 1858 
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Ms. Gott  1:52:29   1859 

And actually, that kind of concerns me because it's not just the structure that might 1860 
be a problem to a in abutting residential area. If the tractor trailers it's at a 1861 
warehouse, or medical facility they're laying coming in is going to be as disruptive as 1862 
the actual structure? 1863 

 1864 

Mr. Reed  1:52:52   1865 

Well, it still requires the 20-foot dense vegetative buffer and a fence to shield the 1866 
residential zone. Now, you wouldn't put that anywhere else. But along the residential 1867 
boundary line.  1868 

 1869 

Ms. Gott  1:53:06   1870 

Why is it only C2 instead of C1, C2 and C3? I don't remember. 1871 

 1872 

Mr. Reed  1:53:15   1873 

Any commercial, which is proposed to be located abutting a residential or in C2. C2 1874 
can have an existing residential. I believe. 1875 

 1876 

Ms. Gott  1:53:27   1877 

 Oh, that makes sense. True. You're right, Brad. Yeah, 1878 

 1879 

Mr. Reed  1:53:30   1880 

I believe that's why that says that.  1881 

 1882 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:53:33   1883 

But it would say D as well because an industrial structure is also right. 1884 

 1885 

Mr. Reed  1:53:38   1886 

Yeah, it says that in 2.6 that industrial zone?  1887 

 1888 

Ms. Gott  1:53:41   1889 
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No, wait a minute. That's not any commercial. It's only for the residential C 2, but no, 1890 
that's not correct for.  1891 

 1892 

Mr. Reed  1:54:09   1893 

I think the two of them covers C1, C2, and D for 50 feet, 100 feet for residential 1894 
separation. Shielding. I'm not sure what that security apartment they're talking about 1895 
is. Do you know what a security apartment is? Which is that just for like if they have 1896 
security on their own site? 1897 

 1898 

Ms. Gott  1:54:40   1899 

Yes. So, some people wanted we've had that before. 1900 

 1901 

Mr. Reed  1:54:44   1902 

Okay. Oh, yeah. Like on an industrial site.  1903 

 1904 

Mr. Coppelman  1:54:51   1905 

Yes. Like a like oftentimes the self-storage facilities, oh, have an onsite manager. 1906 
They'll have a little residential. As an accessory use. 1907 

 1908 

 1909 

Mr. Reed  1:55:01   1910 

Okay, thank you. So, any more questions on 15.2? We go to that now. Does that 1911 
cover everything? 1912 

 1913 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:55:10   1914 

So, do we add, though, that it says zone versus just structure? Because we're 1915 
saying, aren't we saying commercial and an industrial zone? Not just it's the zone? 1916 

 1917 

Ms. Gott  1:55:24   1918 

Well, that's my point. I'm worried about the fact that it's just a structure 1919 

 1920 
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Ms. Bridgeo  1:55:27   1921 

That it should say the zone 1922 

 1923 

Mr. Reed  1:55:32   1924 

Not the zone. It's already there. Yeah. So, it's been a lot. 1925 

 1926 

Maddie DiIonno  1:55:37   1927 

Right. Are we on 15.2.7? The red that says property. Yeah. I apologize that that was 1928 
zone. That is how it is now it says residential zone. But what we run into is that I 1929 
can't remember. But something about it being near a property wasn't clearly 1930 
identified a residential property. Right. I can't remember if that was it. So, it does say 1931 
residential zone now. I'm sorry, I should have had that crossed out. 1932 

 1933 

Ms. Gott  1:56:07   1934 

And I guess what I'm saying is, well, we're looking at this and changing it. I am now 1935 
thinking that it's more than just the structure that may be the problem against a 1936 
residential zone. They say it may be the driveway in the access to the warehouse, 1937 
for example, which may be a problem too, and have had an impact on a residential. 1938 
Unlike zone.  1939 

 1940 

Mr. Reed  1:56:33   1941 

Well, we can leave it zone. Yeah, I don't have to change that word. That's a change, 1942 
we can leave it zone. If you think that 1943 

 1944 

Ms. Gott  1:56:39   1945 

I'm saying I'm wondering if I think we should change it to cover the concern about 1946 
having people who have to live next to access road into, you know, into the 1947 
warehouse, that that has, that may have as much impact on the abutting residential 1948 
or unlike use, as the actual structure may have. 1949 

 1950 

Mr. Coppelman  1:57:06   1951 

There was a reason, and I can't think of it now in this I mean, two years ago, 1952 
Christina and I talked about this after, after we had an application that was 1953 
problematic in the interpretation of this. I can't remember the details, but it was a 1954 
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situation where using the word zone did not work in that situation. 1955 

 1956 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:57:31   1957 

I might be able to get some research. You probably could. Yeah, I might be able to 1958 
get some information why. 1959 

 1960 

Mr. Reed  1:57:40   1961 

Okay, let's hold off on that with a question mark. Moving on to the table on the next 1962 
page.  1963 

 1964 

Maddie DiIonno  1:57:51   1965 

This is the format that we liked that Jonathan Wood proposed. What's highlighted 1966 
are things we need to talk about so for zone A not serviced by town water doesn't list 1967 
a specific lot size. So, I'm assuming that it's the same as zone A service by town 1968 
water now. Jonathan Wood proposed a two-acre lot size, and I can't I don't exactly 1969 
remember why.  1970 

Mr. Beauvilliers  1:58:23   1971 

I was talking about conservation subdivisions. 1972 

 1973 

Mr. Coppelman  1:58:46   1974 

So, in a given service by town water, the lot size is smaller, like half the size.  1975 

 1976 

Mr. Reed  1:58:55   1977 

And it's only 100 feet frontage required. I'm just looking at the requirements. Right. 1978 
And if it's not serviced by town water requires 150 feet of frontage and 25-foot 1979 
setbacks on all sides 1980 

 1981 

Mr. Coppelman  1:59:08   1982 

And two acres.  1983 

 1984 

Maddie DiIonno  1:59:10   1985 

No, that's not proposed it doesn't specifically mention a lot size requirement for zone 1986 
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A not serviced by town water. Oh, so if we were to do this chart, I meant to have 1987 
anything to put in that because I wasn't sure if that meant that it's the same as the 1988 
first zone A service by town water. 1989 

 1990 

Ms. Gott  1:59:29   1991 

So, the second zone A is not service by town water. 1992 

 1993 

Maddie DiIonno  1:59:36   1994 

It's broken out into two one the other. Got it? So, my question is, is all of Zone A right 1995 
now? Currently 40,000 square feet minimum lot size? 1996 

 1997 

Mr. Reed  1:59:47   1998 

I believe so right now. 1999 

Maddie DiIonno  1:59:48   2000 

So do we want to leave that the same or increase the lot size to two acres, which is 2001 
what Jonathan Wood proposed. 2002 

 2003 

Ms. Gott  1:59:58   2004 

What makes sense to increase the non-serviced zone A because the reason for the 2005 
smaller lot size was that you didn't need to fit the well. If you need to fit a well on, 2006 
then that you need extra space. It makes sense to increase a not serviced zone,  but 2007 
I thought Zone A by definition was it was served by  town water. 2008 

 2009 

Maddie DiIonno  2:00:29   2010 

Well, that's my question is not when you look at your existing tables. The minimum 2011 
lot size table has one zone A, and it has a 40,000 square foot minimum lot size. 2012 
When you move on to the next tables with the frontage and the setbacks. Zone A is 2013 
split into two one that is serviced by town water and one that is not. So, my question 2014 
is, is zone A, I assume the lot size that's for both serviced by town water and not 2015 
service by town water. And the proposal is to change that. So that zone A not 2016 
serviced by town water would have a larger. 2017 

 2018 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:01:06   2019 

 And it says it should have the same frontage. If it's not right. Why would frontage it 2020 
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should be the same as B if it's not serviced by town water. Why wouldn't it be the 2021 
same? 2022 

 2023 

Ms. Gott  2:01:16   2024 

So why do we have his own a second zone A? Why isn't that just a zone B? Makes 2025 
no sense to me. We've always just used it as long as I've been doing this definition 2026 
of Zone A was town water. Anything else was zone B. 2027 

 2028 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:01:31   2029 

What if somebody didn't hook up? 2030 

 2031 

Mr. Coppelman  2:01:32   2032 

What is the definition of zone A? 2033 

 2034 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:01:33   2035 

Just because it doesn't say it when you look it up? Zone A residential districts have 2036 
designated for the detection of areas that have been and are being developed 2037 
predominantly for single family detached dwellings. These shall include all areas 2038 
currently serviced by the Raymond Water Department water mains, except areas 2039 
zoned C, D, and F. Please refer to table. So that's a definition.  2040 

 2041 

Mr. Ayer  2:02:18   2042 

Why do we have this second zone A? We should just get rid of it altogether. Right? 2043 

 2044 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:02:29   2045 

They didn't hook up. Yeah, they didn't. We didn't we didn't have to hook up when 2046 
water was coming through. So, I think there's lots still that didn't hook up to the 2047 
water. Yeah, they're not hooked up. 2048 

 2049 

Mr. Reed  2:02:46   2050 

It wasn't a requirement, wasn't it? I don't know if they when they've added roads like 2051 
when they run the new mains? I don't think I think they've given people option, but I 2052 
don't think they have to. 2053 
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 2054 

Ms. Gott  2:02:58   2055 

Certainly down  102 they did, have the option. 2056 

 2057 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:03:04   2058 

Yeah, that's why I think because I know they don't have to sign up.  2059 

 2060 

I just was wondering why, you know, whether this town water or not, you know, and 2061 
be the exact same size, except that frontage is different. Right so I don't we get rid of 2062 
the lot sizes.  2063 

Mr. Coppelman  2:03:31   2064 

If it's not serviced by town water, you need a bigger lot to support the septic and the 2065 
well on the same lot. 2066 

 2067 

Maddie DiIonno  2:03:37   2068 

What's highlighted is not in your current zoning.  2069 

 2070 

Mr. Ayer  2:03:39   2071 

The size is two acres. Right, but look at B right that's what we're saying. But we're 2072 
saying B is the same size lot and they need 50 more feet of frontage and your 2073 
setbacks of five feet more 2074 

 2075 

Mr. Coppelman  2:03:57   2076 

Well, that's because the B isn't serviced by town waters as a possibility but some of 2077 
the as are.  2078 

 2079 

Mr. Reed  2:04:12   2080 

That's correct. Those are those are lots in A that aren't serviced by it. 2081 

 2082 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:04:16   2083 

 Some zone B is serviced by town water. I am.  2084 
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 2085 

Mr. Reed  2:04:23   2086 

They ran the water main out all the way afterwards. Yeah. Those are extensions 2087 
from when they did the zoning. See, those are extensions of the water systems.  2088 

 2089 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:04:38   2090 

So, I think we do need to have A without and if an A is without a without should 2091 
match, which would be two acres 200. 2092 

 2093 

Mr. Reed  2:04:48   2094 

And I'm not sure why he had the front edge of that 150  2095 

 2096 

Maddie DiIonno  2:04:52   2097 

That's what exists in your current zoning. 2098 

 2099 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:04:54   2100 

 Now. It doesn't match nothing matching. 2101 

 2102 

Mr. Reed  2:05:04   2103 

The original Zone A is only with or without water. And without water, it's 150-foot 2104 
frontage for 25-foot setbacks.  2105 

 2106 

Maddie DiIonno  2:05:15   2107 

I took the zone A frontage and setbacks because they're broken out for those 2108 
requirements. It's not broken out for lot size. 2109 

 2110 

Mr. Reed  2:05:23   2111 

Right the lot size was never spelled out. 2112 

 2113 

Maddie DiIonno  2:05:27   2114 
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The same as zone A because I think that's what it is.  2115 

 2116 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:05:41   2117 

Mattie, you're saying then. So, I'm saying that if we have town water, it's half the size 2118 
half the frontage. If it does not then I say it goes to what we have for the town, which 2119 
is two acres 200 Which so everything is the same? It's half, you get half if you have 2120 
town water, because you don't have to have you well radiate that's that to benefit 2121 
other than that, if you do not have town water, you're the two acres 200-foot frontage 2122 
just like every other lot. There's no difference. There's no difference is all the same. 2123 

Ms. Gott  2:06:10   2124 

That's the confusing part. Yes, I agree with you. 2125 

 2126 

Mr. Coppelman  2:06:13   2127 

Do the zone A lots tend to be in more dense areas.  2128 

 2129 

Mr. Reed  2:06:18   2130 

Yes, they are. 2131 

 2132 

Mr. Coppelman  2:06:20   2133 

 So that would be the reason for the smaller frontage. And the smaller setback 2134 
amount than the B lots which are more rural. Okay. 2135 

 2136 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:06:29   2137 

And then once we added as Brad said, water throughout town for various reasons. 2138 
So, I think it still would, for the most part fit with them being that if you have your 2139 
water your half and then if you don't, and they still need the well radius.  2140 

 2141 

Mr. Reed  2:06:49   2142 

And then we can do that within the 100 feet.  2143 

 2144 

Mr. Ayer  2:06:52   2145 

Couldn't we take that out? Because anything that's existing wouldn't count anyways. 2146 
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Yeah, so if you the second A, which has 150-foot frontage, if there are existing lots, 2147 
with 150-foot frontage, they would stay the same, and get rid of A  that second A 2148 
altogether. And now when you want to do a subdivision, you have to have 200-foot 2149 
frontage. Just like everything in B. 2150 

 2151 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:07:27   2152 

Correct, then it would all match. If the lots already there, they already have what's. 2153 

Mr. Ayer  2:07:33   2154 

It's already there. There's a lot there. That's 150. We're already there. I'm looking at 2155 
just people subdividing down the road. 2156 

 2157 

Mr. Reed  2:07:40   2158 

What if somebody owns a lot in zone A it hasn't been built on yet?  2159 

 2160 

Mr. Ayer  2:07:46   2161 

Right. As long as it's got 150-foot frontage, it's an existing lot. 2162 

 2163 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:07:51   2164 

It already would be in existence already.  2165 

 2166 

Mr. Ayer  2:07:55   2167 

If you owned a lot that was only 50 feet wide, there was an existing lot. You could 2168 
build on it. 2169 

 2170 

Mr. Reed  2:07:59   2171 

You can go in for a building permit, you don't have to meet any of the requirement, 2172 
right?  2173 

 2174 

Mr. Ayer  2:08:03   2175 

As long as it says it's existing and it's on the books. 2176 

 2177 
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Mr. Reed  2:08:06   2178 

Even if you can't meet the setbacks or anything.  2179 

 2180 

Ms. Gott  2:08:09   2181 

Oh, I don't think that's true. 2182 

 2183 

Mr. Reed  2:08:10   2184 

Well, I'm playing devil's advocate. 2185 

 2186 

Mr. Ayer  2:08:18   2187 

You're paying taxes on that as a lot, and they have to give you the variance because 2188 
it's a hardship. 2189 

 2190 

Mr. Reed  2:08:27   2191 

Okay, so then you'd have to go for variance. Yeah, I think that's why this different 2192 
thing is in here, because there's a lot of those smaller lots that have never been built 2193 
on within. Well, there were some right on Epping Street. They weren't built until a 2194 
couple years ago. And there was one. Yeah, there were three right there. The last 2195 
one big Yeah. That they were small lots, they would not meet those 200 feet. 2196 
Because they probably hooked up to water, but they didn't have to because they 2197 
were an existing lot.  2198 

 2199 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:08:56   2200 

I think it could be half the size. So, if they could have gone to the half the size of the 2201 
lot then and gone if they hooked up the water, because so I think that other than 2202 
that, and I don't think it causes. 2203 

 2204 

Mr. Reed  2:09:07   2205 

 I just don't want to create more problems for zoning. 2206 

 2207 

Mr. Ayer  2:09:10   2208 

 Well, I think that creates less. Because, you know, I'm looking at subdividing, that's 2209 
what I'm looking at. I'm looking at a large, or a fairly large parcel of land, where now 2210 
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you're talking about, you know, 50 feet makes a big difference. Oh, yeah. When you 2211 
know you've got to get four more lots out of it. Because it's not 200 feet. 2212 

 2213 

Mr. Reed  2:09:33   2214 

There was a subdivision proposed not far from here that they wanted to, they offered 2215 
to run town water across to the high school if we'd make that zone A for them. So, 2216 
they could do the half acre lots. Remember that? Yeah. Because then they could 2217 
hook up to town water, and it would have quadrupled the number of homes that 2218 
could have put it well, essentially. 2219 

 2220 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:09:59   2221 

So, can we say we're all in agreeance? 2222 

 2223 

Mr. Reed  2:10:02   2224 

So, we're going to change A not on town water to the same requirements as B.  2225 

 2226 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:10:08   2227 

Yes. Well, except for the flag lot parts. I don't understand. 2228 

 2229 

Maddie DiIonno  2:10:12   2230 

That's okay. Yeah, we can get to that. 2231 

 2232 

Mr. Reed  2:10:14   2233 

Okay, we haven't got to flag lots yet. 2234 

 2235 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:10:16   2236 

 I'm talking about A and B. Yeah, so the same 2237 

 2238 

Maddie DiIonno  2:10:19   2239 

Do you want to  change the frontage and setbacks as well? 2240 

 2241 
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Mr. Reed  2:10:23   2242 

So, you want to change the frontage to 200 feet. So, you want to change the 2243 
setbacks to 30 feet. 2244 

 2245 

Ms. Gott  2:10:28   2246 

I did until Brad uses the example of Epping Street and the preexisting lots of which 2247 
there are a few went out, a few left. Yep. It makes sense to me. 2248 

 2249 

Mr. Coppelman  2:10:45   2250 

 They are lots of record, Gretchen. 2251 

 2252 

Mr. Reed  2:10:51   2253 

So, they do have that option. 2254 

 2255 

Ms. Gott  2:10:53   2256 

It makes sense to me that they wouldn't have gotten two acres on there either. 2257 

 2258 

Mr. Reed  2:10:59   2259 

No, they wouldn't. They wouldn't. But you know, and I was just trying to be devil's 2260 
advocate, to make sure that we're not missing the reason they did this originally. 2261 
This goes way back.  2262 

 2263 

Maddie DiIonno  2:11:08   2264 

Right. So, leave it the same. That's fine. I just want to get clarification there. 2265 

 2266 

Ms. Gott  2:11:14   2267 

I guess the way that I'd be comfortable doing that is that they say that they're hooked 2268 
up to town water because then we don't worry about running into.  2269 

 2270 

Mr. Reed  2:11:25   2271 

Yeah, and for some reason they had these Lots in zone A that were not serviced by 2272 
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town water. And they gave them less required setbacks, less frontage. And only .92 2273 
acres. So that's what they originally had.  2274 

Mrs. Luszcz  2:11:41   2275 

Right. I agree. It should match B. 2276 

 2277 

Mr. Reed  2:11:46   2278 

 All right. I think we picked consensus. Everybody thinks that a without town water 2279 
should match B. Okay, let's do that. can you make those changes, Maddie? 2280 

 2281 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:11:56   2282 

Can we make the match? Are we saying the same for the frontage? Across the 2283 
board, thank you. Okay, 2284 

 2285 

Mr. Coppelman  2:12:05   2286 

So, then you'd be changing A without water. Changing the minimum frontage to 200. 2287 
And the setbacks to the 30. On all sides. 2288 

 2289 

Mr. Reed  2:12:16   2290 

Yep. 2291 

 2292 

Mrs. Luszcz  2:12:24   2293 

The 200 is on his original table.  2294 

 2295 

Maddie DiIonno  2:12:51   2296 

On his original table, he also broke out a few zones B's service bytown water or not 2297 
service by town water. I did not include that in here. Because it at our last meeting it 2298 
didn't sound like we really wanted to do that. We can I can send it his proposed 2299 

 2300 

Ms. Gott  2:13:08   2301 

 Zone B is zone B.  2302 

 2303 
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Maddie DiIonno  2:13:10   2304 

Okay. That's what I figured from our last meeting. But I'm happy to send that out 2305 
again. See, it was a large table. Yeah, you see what I mean? 2306 

 2307 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:13:20   2308 

Yeah, and I think zone B should be zone B with 200 feet, two acres. We have A/B. 2309 

 2310 

Ms. Gott  2:13:33   2311 

I would have to ask for the flag lot for zone B. What is the justification for four acres? 2312 
And how can we how do we sell that? That's a lot of that's a huge jump.  2313 

 2314 

Maddie DiIonno  2:13:46   2315 

Right. 2316 

 2317 

Mr. Reed  2:13:47   2318 

Jonathan's approach there was if people really want to divide their land up like that, 2319 
they're going to pay a premium. And they're going to put a lot of land there. And 2320 
requires those setbacks, you know, the 30-foot setbacks, and a minimum of 50 feet 2321 
frontage. So basically, you know, if you're going to run that back, 400 feet that 50 2322 
feet takes up a lot of land right there. So 2323 

 2324 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:14:11   2325 

I think Lee has something similar. They have five acres. 2326 

 2327 

Mr. Reed  2:14:13   2328 

Yeah. Yeah. It's not uncommon. 2329 

 2330 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:14:17   2331 

Yeah. And people do, do like, some people like 2332 

 2333 

Mr. Reed  2:14:21   2334 
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they like to be back off the road. And I tried to talk my wife into let me put my house 2335 
way back in the corner. She wouldn't. She wouldn't go for it. No. 2336 

 2337 

Maddie DiIonno  2:14:30   2338 

So, I needed clarification. Also, for the flag lot discussion. I wasn't clear if the main 2339 
concern was for flag lots within conservation subdivisions only. Or flag lots 2340 
anywhere.  2341 

 2342 

Mr. Ayer  2:14:50   2343 

Flag lots everywhere. 2344 

 2345 

Ms. Gott  2:14:52   2346 

You also talked in we've had for years about bowling alley lots. Okay. I don't want to 2347 
say more about that one long, long, narrow, minimum frontage. But to get there five 2348 
acres, they've gone back 300 feet or whatever it is. 2349 

 2350 

Mr. Reed  2:15:10   2351 

we only require two acres and with a 200-foot requirement that doesn't become too 2352 
unwieldy. 2353 

 2354 

Ms. Gott  2:15:16   2355 

But if people want to sell their land you can get five acres yippee. But it's 150 or 200 2356 
feet by 300 odds back or whatever it is, it's very narrow frontage with long narrow 2357 
lots. 2358 

 2359 

Mr. Reed  2:15:29   2360 

You got a 200-foot frontage would be what? 1000 feet deep. For two acres. It's not 2361 
that far. It's 400 feet. So, it's not bad. 2362 

 2363 

Ms. Gott  2:15:50   2364 

Let me finish the bowling alley lot problem is the fact that then you run into setbacks, 2365 
because they're narrow and people are trying to put outbuildings and you know 2366 

 2367 
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Mr. Ayer  2:16:01   2368 

What, to have four acres? 2369 

 2370 

Mr. Reed  2:16:03   2371 

If they have the 200-foot frontage for your bowling alley, because we've got this thing 2372 
for flag lots where they can have 50 feet, right, but a minimum of four acres. Now 2373 
could somebody build a 50 foot by . 2374 

 2375 

Mr. Ayer  2:16:22   2376 

Half a mile. 2377 

 2378 

Mr. Reed  2:16:24   2379 

But then with the setbacks were requiring they couldn't put anything on it because it 2380 
requires 30-foot setback. So, it's got to be the size of the house plus 30 feet on both 2381 
sides. That's the minimum width. 2382 

 2383 

Mr. Coppelman  2:16:36   2384 

 Well, if it started out narrow, you'd have to get wide it has to get wider. 2385 

 2386 

Mr. Reed  2:16:40   2387 

 Yeah, yeah. So, I think we've kind of forced their hand a little bit here. 2388 

 2389 

Mr. Ayer  2:16:44   2390 

I think that would be a problem for the realtor.  2391 

 2392 

Mr. Reed  2:16:49   2393 

Yeah, and currently these subdivisions with these skinny lots to a back spot are 2394 
selling people like them. So yeah, I think this at least gives you good frontage. So, 2395 
you're not 15 feet just wide enough for a driveway. You know, this gives you 50 feet 2396 
so you can maintain your driveway. 2397 

 2398 
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Ms. Gott  2:17:09   2399 

But it makes less impact on the neighbor.  2400 

 2401 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:17:11   2402 

But what about if they come back and we start having variances saying that they're 2403 
going to split that into a shared driveway and then they're each going to have two 2404 
acres? And you start to see that? 2405 

 2406 

Mr. Ayer  2:17:21   2407 

That's why you have to look at it.  2408 

 2409 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:17:25   2410 

Four acres no matter what, so you can't share the driveway. 2411 

 2412 

Mr. Reed  2:17:30   2413 

Well, it requires a 50-foot frontage. So, I guess if they're going to share the driveway, 2414 
they have to be 100-foot frontage, right. That's what advantages. 2415 

 2416 

Mr. Ayer  2:17:39   2417 

You know, the example shows. 2418 

 2419 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:17:41   2420 

No, no, I'm trying to just be a devil too. 2421 

 2422 

Mr. Reed  2:17:44   2423 

Yeah. She's better at it. 2424 

 2425 

Mr. Coppelman  2:17:49   2426 

You notice she didn't say devil's advocate? She said just evil. Yeah. Subtle 2427 
difference there. 2428 
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 2429 

Mr. Reed  2:17:55   2430 

Okay, so we're good with the for now. Are we good with this for where it is for now? 2431 
All right. Now under the conservation development? Are we going to do anything 2432 
with that yield calculation? Are we going to just stick with a chart for this year? 2433 

 2434 

Maddie DiIonno  2:18:09   2435 

Yeah, so the first part is what Jonathan proposed. And that's why I put it in the table 2436 
because I think he was saying here that when you're calculating, when you're doing 2437 
your yield plan, and there's flag lots the flag lots have meet the four-acre minimum, 2438 
that's what I interpret that as. 2439 

 2440 

Mr. Reed  2:18:26   2441 

So, we need this definition. 2442 

 2443 

Maddie DiIonno  2:18:29   2444 

 Right? And so, we're going to have to put a definition somewhere. 2445 

 2446 

Mr. Reed  2:18:31   2447 

So, let me ask you, with page one, the table and page three, how many warrant 2448 
articles that we use? In your expert opinion?  2449 

 2450 

Maddie DiIonno  2:18:56   2451 

Six.  2452 

 2453 

Mr. Reed  2:19:07   2454 

All right. So, we may have to give or take here. Just warn you because the town 2455 
already has a boatload of warrant articles. Just so you're aware. 2456 

 2457 

Mr. Ayer  2:19:18   2458 

 So, you don't want to do anything with the conservation? 2459 
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 2460 

Mr. Reed  2:19:21   2461 

Well, I'm saying where would you want to cut this this year? If we have to cut one? 2462 
That's why I'm asking the question. Where do you want to cut? 2463 

 2464 

Mr. Ayer  2:19:28   2465 

Why can't we just put the flag lot be on everything? 2466 

 2467 

Mr. Reed  2:19:41   2468 

I'm told as of yesterday; we might only get four all we had six we might only get four. 2469 

 2470 

Ms. Gott  2:19:48   2471 

Who tells us whether we have four  or six? 2472 

 2473 

Mr. Reed  2:19:51   2474 

Well, it's a question of how many different boards put in and how many they feel they 2475 
can put on the ballot. 2476 

 2477 

Ms. Gott  2:19:59   2478 

Well, that’s our decision for what we want to put on. 2479 

 2480 

Mr. Reed  2:20:02   2481 

Well, I can ask, I'm just wanting I just trying to get priorities here. So, if we have to 2482 
whittle,  2483 

Ms. Gott  2:20:08   2484 

I understand but we Brad, they can't tell us.  2485 

Mr. Reed  2:20:11   2486 

No, they can't tell us. We can, we can. But we risk doing like last year and losing 2487 
everything if we put too much and people don't want to read it. So that's the other 2488 
side of it. So  2489 

 2490 
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Ms. Gott  2:20:20   2491 

But if we have four and then there's just two more six is not enough. 2492 

 2493 

Mr. Reed  2:20:28   2494 

You have a lot of things we need to address. I do not disagree with anybody saying 2495 
here. Don't misunderstand what I'm saying. 2496 

 2497 

Ms. Gott  2:20:35   2498 

No, I get you, I understand.  2499 

 2500 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:20:40   2501 

Can we go through everything and then have the discussion about where we 2502 
should? 2503 

 2504 

Mr. Reed  2:20:44   2505 

I want to move on to all the work Tricia has done with conservation. And I don't know 2506 
what I did with that. And we'll get to the solar ordinance cleanup.  2507 

 2508 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:21:00   2509 

We have public comment.  2510 

Kathy McDonald  2:21:12   2511 

Kathy McDonald, I was just, if you're thinking about what articles to include, in my 2512 
own personal opinion, I think the flag lots are very important, because we are seeing 2513 
a lot more developments coming into town. And I really think that the flag lots would 2514 
address. 2515 

 2516 

Ms. Gott  2:21:33   2517 

Okay. People are Cramming more. Yes. 2518 

 2519 

Kathy McDonald  2:21:39   2520 

 Over building. 2521 
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 2522 

Mr. Reed  2:21:43   2523 

So, I have one vote for flag lot. No, just kidding. 2524 

 2525 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:22:23   2526 

So, I met with conservation. We talked about zone G. And Raymond has fairly robust 2527 
zone G requirements. What we found was that the terminology and where they're 2528 
defined, is cumbersome, more so than lacking, but it's also dispersed throughout. 2529 
And it's hard for people to find the location, for instance, you'll have someone come 2530 
in and say, well, I didn't know I was supposed to put the calculation for zone G land 2531 
on a drawing. And it's hard for people to know that and then winds up in a quagmire, 2532 
even heading into the zoning board coming back before us. I don't know if that's 2533 
something that again, does that become yet another one on the table where we 2534 
actually put it where people can see and read the information? So, it's in a spot, but 2535 
it is in there, like for instance, soil type, slope, wetland requirements, that the 2536 
information is there? I'm trying to find out how do we get it concise, so that people, 2537 
both citizens, and developers coming in and people asking information can find it. 2538 
Because of how it's scattered. We did talk about the words buffers, and we agreed 2539 
that we will work on the language that's used through all of our documents, which is 2540 
differing. It is going to be take too long to get that term in a more applicable manner, 2541 
because it's used different ways throughout the RSA's. And when you go on to E 2542 
code, you put it in it says vegetative buffer. Sometimes it just says buffer sometimes. 2543 
So, it's not concise. So, we said we'd work on that its but it's going to probably take 2544 
however long this year to work on that terminology. 2545 

 2546 

Mr. Reed  2:24:12   2547 

Can I ask you a question? You said are our requirements are very robust. Yeah. So, 2548 
is it something we can at least work with for now? So, this all has to come to us for? 2549 

 2550 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:24:25   2551 

We could procedurally have it that we put on an application is that something that 2552 
requires a warrant, that we put that on the application that they need to, like they 2553 
need the information, and maybe also highlight for TRC? To note that for everybody 2554 
to look at our requirements and to say, you know, we need this on the drawing so 2555 
that people don't come in and then we send them back and forth, back, and forth.  2556 

 2557 

Mr. Coppelman  2:24:54   2558 
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A lot of that would show up in the checklist for either site plan or subdivision and 2559 
those are regulations. Right? So, we don't have those don't go to warrant. 2560 

 2561 

Mr. Reed  2:25:05   2562 

Okay, so we can modify our regulation requirements. 2563 

 2564 

Mr. Coppelman  2:25:08   2565 

You can do that at any notice or public meeting. 2566 

 2567 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:25:33   2568 

I'm glad you're happy. So, there's a note there, it's regarding the water main size, 2569 
converting from eight inch to 12 inch. And that also, again, I guess that would be a 2570 
separate  warrant article from the industrial use. I'm gonna hop forward first, and 2571 
then I'll go back to that. One of the things that we have, we have a very limited 2572 
industrial use, I put the pages here list the economic importance of agriculture, 2573 
commercial, fishing, foresting, in industries in New Hampshire, Connecticut, Maine, 2574 
Massachusetts, $2.9 billion for New Hampshire, almost 18,000 jobs. And when we 2575 
go through into the next pages, they talk all about these industries. And their broader 2576 
than what we have listed for industries on our table. The last page, actually, though, 2577 
is in regard to what we do have on our table, and that is industrial warehouse sizes. 2578 
And there is a lot of information from various states surrounding us where they have 2579 
sizes for their warehouses that are being allowed in because of the location of where 2580 
the warehouse will be sitting, and the problems that they have encountered. And that 2581 
would be there. They have excessive noise traffic truck. adverse effects on 2582 
intersections, residential neighborhoods. So, if you take those three last pages to the 2583 
last, I don't know, if we put in a size parameter for the one use we have. And there's 2584 
examples from a couple towns, and that's what they chose for, and their studies that 2585 
correlate with that for why they chose the sizes. And then they have also the 2586 
correlating studies for what had happened in their towns. So, I would ask that we put 2587 
here, and we add, as part of the one of the uses we have is that we have a size and 2588 
actual size. Well, three, this is gradiated sizes for the type of industry. 2589 

 2590 

Mrs. Luszcz  2:28:16   2591 

Trish, did you say the last pages are current? 2592 

 2593 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:28:20   2594 

The last page which has the light industrial, commercial, industrial mixed use, and 2595 
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then the general that was across the board, it seemed to be for similar geographies 2596 
of our town. 2597 

 2598 

Mrs. Luszcz  2:28:37   2599 

But we don't specify?  2600 

 2601 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:28:38   2602 

We don't specify it. We have none. We have none. So, this was taking a compilation 2603 
and saying like I said, the similar geography, geographical features. If they have 2604 
them, would it be something that would be something we would add to our table? 2605 

 2606 

Mr. Beauvilliers  2:29:05   2607 

Talking about this, this table here? 2608 

 2609 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:29:08   2610 

It would be the usage table where you need permits, special permits and the even 2611 
list the on what you would if you need needed a special exception then you would 2612 
have to have a special permit. If you are anything past that. Yeah. 2613 

 2614 

Mr. Ayer  2:29:27   2615 

We need a warrant article to change that. 2616 

 2617 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:29:30   2618 

Yeah, don't we? We do. 2619 

 2620 

Mr. Coppelman  2:29:34   2621 

 Is it in zoning? 2622 

 2623 

Mr. Ayer  2:29:36   2624 

 It wouldn't be zoning. It would be sized use. You got an industrial park; you say you 2625 
can't build a warehouse over 100,000 square feet. Why would you need a warrant 2626 
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article for that? 2627 

 2628 

Maddie DiIonno  2:29:52   2629 

Where would you put that? Where would you put that information? Are you saying? 2630 

 2631 

Mr. Ayer  2:29:58   2632 

It would be an ordinance.  2633 

 2634 

Mr. Reed  2:30:01   2635 

So wouldn't we have to allow this when we have to add that sort of thing really 2636 
allowed uses table, I mean, and a definition, possibly under definitions, probably. 2637 
And those are warrant articles, 2638 

 2639 

Ms. Gott  2:30:11   2640 

 You know, changing numbers and everything that's definitely, definitely article 2641 
issues.  2642 

 2643 

Mr. Reed  2:30:16   2644 

And we just have to be careful. If you're gonna limit like a warehouse to 100,000 2645 
square feet, we are a million square foot one. So just be careful. 2646 

 2647 

Mr. Ayer  2:30:30   2648 

Well, I was just reading the example. 2649 

 2650 

Mr. Reed  2:30:32   2651 

Yeah, I know what you're saying. I just, you know, be careful what we try to modify. 2652 

 2653 

Mr. Coppelman  2:30:36   2654 

Trish, just to go back to your question about buffers and in zoning, that's what I was 2655 
looking at that while you guys were, which is why I wasn't caught up on what you 2656 
were talking about. But in zoning, it talks about dense vegetative buffering, there's 2657 
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even a definition for it. So, any changes to that would have to go to warrant. But 2658 
buffers, buffers are also talked about a lot in site plan and subdivision and those are 2659 
regulations. So, any changes to buffering in those doesn't go to warrant, it doesn't go 2660 
to the ballot. 2661 

So maybe we can, we'll look at separating them. 2662 

Okay, in fact, I suspect that your concerns are probably the ones that are in 2663 
regulations and not zoning, but we can look at them again to see. 2664 

 2665 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:31:28   2666 

 Yeah, make sure that they are separate. Right. Thank you.  2667 

 2668 

Ms. Gott  2:31:31   2669 

But you still have to go by the zoning. You know, the site plan subdivision should not 2670 
conflict with our zoning. It can't conflict.  2671 

Mr. Coppelman  2:31:45   2672 

Yeah. So, I guess the point is, to your point Gretchen, the, it appears in some in  2673 
zoning, some in regs. And so, whenever that gets worked on, someone might be 2674 
able to pay close attention to make sure that they don't conflict. And that they're, you 2675 
know, complimentary. 2676 

 2677 

Mrs. Luszcz  2:32:33   2678 

I have a question about the warehouse size. So, the town allowed something of a 2679 
million square feet. And then it seemed like maybe that didn't really fit the 2680 
community, you're tied to that forever, you can't make a change. 2681 

 2682 

Mr. Reed  2:32:56   2683 

Just I mean, what I'm suggesting is, look at the reasons why they limited in a way 2684 
they limited, they limited it in using local roads, they kept the size of the warehouse 2685 
requirements down if it was commercial property on the local roads. But we have 2686 
some commercial and industrial land that is right off our exits. And then we have I 2687 
think the biggest piece if I remember, right, the biggest piece of industrial land is right 2688 
on the other side of the tracks, the recreational trail on the Moulton property, that 2689 
whole front and center section of town is zoned industrial. So that is where you could 2690 
potentially have the most noise, truck traffic, everything else. And that only access 2691 
I'm aware of is off of Main Street to that. So, I'm just pointing out that that's our 2692 
existing zoning. That's the biggest area from the top of my head that I'm that I'm 2693 
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coming up with. So that would be potentially the heaviest traffic. Of course, exit four 2694 
and five are the areas that were set aside with commercial for truck traffic. And for 2695 
that reason, I'm not saying that I wasn't, that was not my intent of saying that was 2696 
just to realize what we already have where it's located, then look at the town as a 2697 
whole. What's what zoned commercial, what zoned industrial, what kind of 2698 
businesses could come into Raymond. And I have to tell you, as a businessman, you 2699 
have to be careful what you do as a town if you want to attract businesses. We deal 2700 
with a lot of business; we hook up a lot of businesses to electrical infrastructure. And 2701 
I get a lot of comments on why they put things here and there. And different towns 2702 
have different reputations for certain things. And I'm not gonna say any more than 2703 
that. 2704 

 2705 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:34:48   2706 

And I'm gonna go the other way. And I think that the town actually is trying to come 2707 
alive to have a reputation of progress and opportunity's, also for the kids that go to 2708 
school in this town and people working in this town. And I think this town has given a 2709 
lot of people, great opportunities, great families, great job opportunities. And I think 2710 
that some of the concerns are related to if the town isn't planning for what type of 2711 
businesses come in whether or not then it, we you can look at a steel mill town and 2712 
watch somebody put themselves out versus looking ahead and saying what is a 2713 
growth business versus a dead end, destructive business. And that's also dead-end 2714 
jobs to creating and using up the only land you have in town for dead end jobs. I 2715 
think myself yourself. We've been fortunate enough to be in this town, you've been 2716 
longer. But you know, I've been in this town for decades. And it's been very 2717 
fortunate, not only the people, but the opportunities. And I think that it's important to 2718 
look at it from the perspective of, again, not the people, developers coming in, what 2719 
are they trying to get out of the town? But what does the town benefit from having 2720 
them become our neighbors? I think it's the opposite. And I can take Walmart, who is 2721 
our neighbor, you know, Walmart's our neighbor. And let me tell you, as a neighbor, 2722 
Walmart has changed dramatically as my neighbor, and probably will continue to, 2723 
and I think it's a cautionary tale, when we have some neighbors that you know, 2724 
they're gonna stay as your neighbors.  2725 

 2726 

Mr. Reed  2:36:33   2727 

Then it is a balancing act between the two things to set up your regulations, so that 2728 
can be accepting and flexible, but also to protect what you're trying to protect as the 2729 
town's your character and nature. I agree that most of us could have chosen to live 2730 
anywhere else. We chose Raymond for a reason. I absolutely agree. We are just 2731 
about out of time; I would suggest that we look at those things related look at those 2732 
different references that she gave us on the different sites. And did you have a list of 2733 
definitions. 2734 

 2735 
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Ms. Bridgeo  2:37:10   2736 

I have even more I just didn't want to send so much.  2737 

 2738 

Mr. Reed  2:37:13   2739 

Do you have a recommended list? You talk to me about different types of industrial 2740 
businesses and commercial businesses that are not listed in there? Yeah. Well, 2741 
could you come back to our next meeting? We're gonna try anytime we have enough 2742 
time we're gonna try to work on these things. Once they're available, we'll let 2743 
Gretchen know. So, she can pick them up. 2744 

 2745 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:37:50   2746 

Yes. Yeah, just send them Gretchen needs them to know. 2747 

What can I say one more thing, though, as far as a discussion, and sorry, Kathy, the 2748 
concern that I again, and I don't know if it's something in our regulations about the 2749 
water main, something that I see is people, developers being able to change the size 2750 
of that drawing? And I think it's something as a town, we need to look into water 2751 
being removed from our town or used from our town. And again, I don't know if that's 2752 
an RSA, but to change the size and diameter of the water main from 8 to 12. Without 2753 
like, we wouldn't have a say. 2754 

Mr. Ayer  2:38:40   2755 

We have a say. 2756 

 2757 

Ms. Gott  2:38:41   2758 

TRC talks about it. 2759 

 2760 

Mr. Reed  2:38:47   2761 

If you get to a project and they put in a 12-inch main thinking of the future, but it's an 2762 
eight-inch drain feeding it, they can only get eight inches of water through. 2763 

 2764 

Ms. Gott  2:38:59   2765 

 Right. So, there's also fire protection.  2766 

 2767 

Mr. Reed  2:39:01   2768 
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So, whatever we're giving them is the limiting factor. So, they can't take more and 2769 
the TRC and the engineers do look at that every time. So, you know, when we put in 2770 
one of our buildings, we put in a larger main planning on the future, and we decided 2771 
to put a fire hydrant there. And if we hadn't put the larger main, we couldn't have 2772 
done that. But we work that out with the fire department and the TRC. So that was 2773 
one of those cases. That was only six inches, I think might have been an eight. I 2774 
don't think it's a 12. If it wasn't a 12 No, no. Okay. Really quickly. Does everybody 2775 
have a copy of the solar ordinance?  2776 

 2777 

Kathy McDonald  2:39:46   2778 

I just I came here tonight because I heard that it was going to be a work session. I 2779 
just want to kind of throw in my two cents. And I know that there's been a lot of anger 2780 
and frustration about a couple of projects that have been approved, which are in the 2781 
aquifer, towns aquifer. And I'm just wondering, it's probably too late this year. But is 2782 
there anything that we can do to maybe tighten the controls of what is put over 2783 
aquifer? I don't know if that's even possible right now,  2784 

 2785 

Mr. Reed  2:40:23   2786 

There's a lot of regulation already in there about that. 2787 

 2788 

Maddie DiIonno  2:40:27   2789 

And to that effect, so Rockingham Planning Commission, we applied for a grant 2790 
through the Department of Environmental Services for next year to specifically work 2791 
on the town's groundwater conservation ordinances. We haven't heard yet. But we 2792 
did Brad and I worked on a letter of support on behalf of the board. And so, if we get 2793 
that grant, which I'll keep everyone posted, we would definitely be working on that 2794 
next year. And that would come with public education. 2795 

 2796 

Kathy McDonald  2:40:57   2797 

 Do you need more letters? 2798 

 2799 

Maddie DiIonno  2:41:00   2800 

Not at this time? No. But I agree, it's a really great point that whole section could use 2801 
a little bit of work, but it's where it's in the plan.  2802 

 2803 

Kathy McDonald  2:41:09   2804 
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Awesome. Thank you. 2805 

 2806 

Mr. Reed  2:41:12   2807 

Okay, if everybody, I'm not gonna address it tonight, it's almost quarter 10. But if 2808 
you'd look at the solar ordinance, it's been modified to address primarily commercial 2809 
and larger. And I personally think this is an important thing. We haven't seen a lot of 2810 
it in town. But there's quite a few large parcels of land still in town that could be 2811 
developed with almost no control other than we have setbacks. That's about the only 2812 
thing we have right now, that would apply to this kind of thing. So, I just really think 2813 
it's something we've got to at least get something in the works. And I think it's one of 2814 
the important ones we really need to do this year. That's my personal opinion. 2815 
Anybody want to share an opinion? While we got five minutes? 2816 

Mrs. Luszcz  2:41:57   2817 

Question? Absence of the word, solar station? Yeah. allows one? 2818 

Mr. Reed  2:42:07   2819 

With that right now. You can put a solar I don't believe anybody's gonna. I think if 2820 
somebody did fight you putting one on your home right now with the general climate 2821 
of what's going on, you'd have. 2822 

 2823 

Mrs. Luszcz  2:42:17   2824 

A commercial, let's say somebody bought up a piece of land in Raymond and said, 2825 
I'm putting this massive commercial solar, because we don't have the ordinance. 2826 

 2827 

Mr. Coppelman  2:42:28   2828 

It would be treated as a site plan review, commercial site plan review. 2829 

 2830 

Mr. Reed  2:42:32   2831 

Site plan, but we have no, we have no written regulation. No. 2832 

 2833 

Mr. Coppelman  2:42:36   2834 

Wouldn't be specific to solar. Yeah. But I mean, you'd be able to any industrial 2835 
setbacks and things that are anything you've got inside site plan regs right now.  2836 

 2837 
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Mrs. Luszcz  2:42:46   2838 

But it's not  an allowable use. So just because it's not listed as allowable, it's not 2839 
necessarily disallowed. 2840 

 2841 

Mr. Coppelman  2:42:54   2842 

Well, actually,  I believe that Raymond is considered permissible by whereas if it's 2843 
not expressly permitted, then it's considered not and therefore, it would require a 2844 
variance.  2845 

 2846 

Ms. Gott  2:43:10   2847 

Could we definitely get that answer? 2848 

 2849 

Mr. Reed  2:43:12   2850 

Yeah, I'm not sure. I'm not sure on that. Glenn. I've been told opposite ends of that. 2851 
Okay. So, I'm not sure. I'm not sure 2852 

 2853 

Mrs. Luszcz  2:43:21   2854 

I am in agreement of addressing things before they happen.  2855 

 2856 

Mr. Reed  2:43:26   2857 

Jonathan was very fond of saying, you know, barn door regulation, you know, after 2858 
the cow escapes and we, and we deal with it. 2859 

 2860 

Keith Smith  2:43:37   2861 

Keith Smith speaking as a resident on the solar and a couple of quick questions on 2862 
it. I'm looking at allowed use table five and then I'm looking at paragraph seven. 2863 
They contradict each other. 2864 

 2865 

Mr. Reed  2:43:51   2866 

That's very possible. We haven't gotten that far yet.  2867 

 2868 
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Keith Smith  2:43:54   2869 

Yeah, just a couple little observations. So, number five, and paragraph seven, the 2870 
allowed use table versus the other. And it basically says it would be allowed in zone 2871 
G, that you would put solar electricity in wetlands? 2872 

 2873 

Mr. Reed  2:44:14   2874 

No zone G says X that is not permitted.  2875 

 2876 

Keith Smith  2:44:17   2877 

Over in  seven, it says all zones allowed. Okay. So that's why that one of the 2878 
reasons. 2879 

 2880 

Mr. Reed  2:44:23   2881 

Okay, now, again, I haven't had a chance to go through the modified. 2882 

 2883 

Keith Smith  2:44:27   2884 

And the other would speak to the residential permitting of because it seems to jump 2885 
around from 12 to 13, over to 15. And I would think that solar would come in as like a 2886 
mechanical inspection, like the mini splits. When I've added mini splits my home, 2887 
there was a simple little boilerplate. He came in to make sure there was a disconnect 2888 
that the wiring was safe, and things like that. This jumps around on like, all over the 2889 
place. 2890 

 2891 

Mr. Reed  2:45:00   2892 

It started out as an all-encompassing, right. And honestly, once you get to the 2893 
commercial, the inspector is going to come in and make sure you got to disconnect 2894 
the power company residue, everything else. 2895 

 2896 

Keith Smith  2:45:13   2897 

So, I'm speaking to the residential and there's certain things in here that still speak to 2898 
the residential. 2899 

 2900 

Mr. Reed  2:45:19   2901 
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We've got some more stuff we need to address as far as residential. 2902 

 2903 

Keith Smith  2:45:23   2904 

Yeah, that's it seems to be some over here some over their kind of like the 2905 
Scarecrow in The Wizard of Oz.  2906 

 2907 

Mr. Reed  2:45:30   2908 

That's possible. Did anybody else have a chance to go through this? I have not. Was 2909 
there anything else specific? Or do you want to mark one up and forward it to us? 2910 
We'd love to have your input, sir. 2911 

 2912 

Keith Smith  2:45:46   2913 

I just got this tonight. I read the original one by John. And then I read the abridged 2914 
version if you will. The last one and this one I just got and going over it just. Yeah, it 2915 
mostly speaks to the commercial, but it still has elements of the residential and there 2916 
that just seem to be a few wrinkles.  2917 

 2918 

Mr. Reed  2:46:06   2919 

Thank you. And if you do want to take a few minutes, if you want to mark up 2920 
something specific for the office, they'll give it to us. The guy would take a few more 2921 
eyes on this would not hurt. We do appreciate it very much. I'm going to everybody's 2922 
okay with this. I'm going to waive the minutes for this evening.  2923 

 2924 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:46:24   2925 

Yes, please.  2926 

Motion: 2927 

Ms. Bridgeo made a motion to adjourn. Ms. Luszcz seconded the motion. The 2928 
motion passed unanimously with a vote of 6 in favor, 0 opposed and 0 abstentions.  2929 

 2930 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 9:47 pm.  2931 

 2932 

Respectfully submitted, 2933 

 2934 
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Jill A. Vadeboncoeur 2935 

 2936 

 2937 
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Mr. Reed  0:53   21 

We will begin this meeting this evening with a continuation from November 18. 22 
application number 2021-017 subdivision  application has been submitted by James 23 
Lavelle of James Lavelle Associates. On behalf of Michael and Lisa DuFord for 24 
property identified as Raymond tax map eight lot 22. Located at 10 Christopher Lane 25 
within zone B. The applicant is proposing to subdivide an existing 7.7 acres bought 26 
into a 5.62- and 2.09-acre lot with a shared driveway variance was granted on April 27 
28 2021 for frontage and when you get back here desk Would you introduce yourself 28 
once again sir.  29 

 30 

James Lavelle  1:39   31 

James Lavelle from Lavelle Associates. 32 

 33 

Ms. Gott  1:49   34 

I 'd like to disclose that I know some of these folks professionally and it has no 35 
bearing on my decision making.  36 

 37 

James Lavelle  2:16   38 
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Since the last meeting, we have gone out and set the required monuments on the 39 
property. I have not written up a certification to that, but I certify it here I will supply 40 
you with a document. After this evening's meeting. We had discussed article 15.3.1 41 
and its requirements at the last meeting. And that information is now on the plan. We 42 
were in the process of discussing article 15.2.9 which has to do with a total allowable 43 
units or buildings on the entire property. And that calculation is now also shown on 44 
the plan. And basically, the total of 7.71 acres. The total wetland on the 7.71 acres is 45 
28,655 square feet. That includes the wetland that was shown on the proposed lot 46 
and the existing pond on the larger lot. And some of the poorly drained soils adjacent 47 
to it. That's the total. And if you do the math, it will allow for three lots on this property 48 
if other variances or frontage was created, and so forth. So, we do comply to both of 49 
those articles relative to the zone G soil which is wetland on the property. 50 

 51 

Mr. Reed  3:58   52 

And last time we determined you did meet the requirement of 15.3.1 for the 40,000 53 
square feet of contiguous upland. 54 

 55 

James Lavelle  4:09   56 

Yeah, we have a little over 80,000 square feet. On that proposed lot. 57 

 58 

Mr. Reed  4:18   59 

According to my notes, those were the two things we asked him to come back with. 60 
Does anybody else have any other questions? 61 

 62 

Ms. Bridgeo  4:25   63 

I have two things I need to address. One is that we're sitting here right now. And I'm 64 
expected to we're all expected to look at this now in the meeting and go over without 65 
seeing it for an hour before. We've had this discussion before. I think that if we're 66 
going to be held to be looking at drawings and having any thought of our own about 67 
any part of these having them presented. While we're I'm sitting down at a meeting I, 68 
I am going to say right now, I am not able to continue taking drawings while we are 69 
at a meeting, because two things, the G land is per lot, the lot in the front, what was 70 
requested was that the G land in the two acres because it's two point 2.09  acres, 71 
the 2.09 acres cannot include for the acreage, G land, that was what I had requested 72 
to see was the removal of the G land from the two acre lot out of that lot. Now, 73 
whether or not that meant, and you had said you would go back and readjust the 74 
driveway or the lines to get the land you needed was going to have to be an 75 
adjustment of that lot line. Because the G land once it was listed for us to see here 76 
on the drawing was not to be calculated in two acres. 77 
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 78 

James Lavelle  6:02   79 

I'm sorry, your ordinances do not say that. They're pretty clear that you need to have 80 
at least 40,000 square feet of upland soil on a two-acre lot. According to ordinance 81 
15.3.1, we have that the other ordinances, how many units can you get out of the 82 
whole parcel, you need to subtract all the wetland from the parcel and then divide 83 
that by an acre to get how many lots you could have. Both of those things have been 84 
addressed, I understand that you're seeing a plan here for the first time tonight. The 85 
only thing I was asked to do between the last meeting, and this was to address 86 
article 15.2.9 and have that shown on the plan. I've done that. I've also set the 87 
required monuments. I called the office of the planners today and asked if it would 88 
be appropriate to bring mylars tonight. I didn't get an answer back on that. But we 89 
can certainly supply those. If the board chooses to approve the plan. I'm going to 90 
respectfully ask that the board consider approving the plan based on what we have 91 
done for the last three meetings. sir. Just pointed out so everybody else can see it 92 
too pointed out to the family.  93 

 94 

Ms. Gott  7:58   95 

Okay. So 15.2.9 excludes zone G. Can you think you can show us on that map? And 96 
I'll try and figure out here where that zone G is that you're excluding to take out of 97 
your acreage?  98 

 99 

James Lavelle  8:17   100 

Well, it is a wetland that was delineated by the soil, the soil scientist on the proposed 101 
lot, okay. The other wetland on the total parcel is the pond, which is clearly shown as 102 
a wetland setback from that. And the setback is based on the pond and a small 103 
amount of poorly drained soil adjacent to it. 104 

 105 

Ms. Gott  8:44   106 

It's the smaller lot that you're subdividing off, can you show where the zone G land is 107 
that you have excluded. 108 

 109 

James Lavelle  8:54   110 

There's a couple of spots, it's the dashed lines down here is some across the 111 
property line in this location and this location, and the larger part of it is here 112 

 113 
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Ms. Gott  9:08   114 

What's the approximate acreage or square footage of the? What do you do have it 115 
total wetland zone G land is 28,655 square feet? 116 

 117 

James Lavelle  9:27   118 

The math is not here. We have 80,000 127 square feet of contiguous non-G. So, if I 119 
take the I can do the math here, little over 10,000 square feet of wetland on that 120 
particular lot.  121 

 122 

Ms. Gott  9:49   123 

And that leaves you sufficient square footage to meet the 40,000 contiguous? 124 

 125 

James Lavelle  9:55   126 

Yes, we have a little over 80,000 contiguous upland soil. 127 

 128 

Ms. Bridgeo  10:04   129 

that will be a zone residential B, two-acre lot is what you're saying. Correct?  130 

 131 

James Lavelle  10:12   132 

Yes, correct. 133 

 134 

Ms. Bridgeo  10:14   135 

And a zone B residential lot needs to have removed the calculation of zone G, 136 

Mr. Reed  10:22   137 

Where do you get that Trish because since I've been on the board, we've used 138 
15.2.9 to determine the number of lots we can have on a parcel based on the two 139 
acres excluding the zone G. And then we use 15.3.1. 140 

 141 

Ms. Bridgeo  10:46   142 

Our table says that acreage two acres you cannot calculate with zone G. So, you 143 
need to calculate zone G out first. 144 
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 145 

Mr. Reed  10:56   146 

It says zones A, B and E including all residential overlay zone,  zone shall not 147 
include the use of zone G land in determining the maximum number of units it does 148 
not say in determining the actual lots. And then it says in 15.3.1 under zone G 149 
special requirements that the minimum usable area calculation shall require a 150 
minimum of 20,000 contiguous square feet of non-zone G land and zone A and a 151 
minimum of 40,000 in Zone B, and within that it has to be 110-foot square, 125-foot 152 
diameter circle, or a 180-foot equilateral triangle. This is the way we've been 153 
interpreting it since I've been on the board. 154 

 155 

Ms. Bridgeo  11:39   156 

You also have other lots that you have not so offset it. 157 

 158 

Mr. Reed  11:47   159 

So, does anybody else have a comment on the way this has been interpreted?  160 

 161 

Maddie DiIonno  11:54   162 

Correct? It does not say that zone G land must be taken out of or must be taken out 163 
of minimum lot size. It's used to determine the maximum number of buildable lots 164 
you can create. 165 

 166 

Mr. Reed  12:12   167 

And Jim came back with it exactly what we asked him to do. We asked him to do 168 
that calculation and put these things on the drawings. That's the only thing that's 169 
been nothing else has been changed on the ground. I understand your desire to see 170 
these before we have them. But this is the same drawing with a couple of notes 171 
added. Is that correct?  172 

 173 

James Lavelle  12:35   174 

Correct. The only other addition other than those two articles is the fact that it's 175 
showing that the monuments. 176 

 177 

Mr. Reed  12:43   178 
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That it's a place here. So, I believe he's done what we asked him to do. That's how I 179 
view this. And you know, as a board, we've got to have some consistency with how 180 
we deal with applicants. So, do we have any other questions concerning what he's 181 
presented? Because everything else I believe we addressed at our last three 182 
meetings. Then I would accept a motion. 183 

 184 

Mr. Plante  13:28   185 

Well, I haven't been to the last 3 meetings. But I have seen this print. And I have 186 
seen the meetings and read the minutes. Okay. As far as I'm concerned, he's done 187 
everything he's asked. Okay. So, I'll make that motion.  188 

Ms. Gott  13:53   189 

I will second it for discussion. And I'll begin the discussion by saying that Brad, I 190 
agree with you that this is the way we've done it. But I have significant enough 191 
concerns in the future that we need to talk with legal and find out this would be one 192 
this exactly.  193 

 194 

Mr. Reed  14:10   195 

So, to find out if we're interpreting our zoning laws correctly. 196 

 197 

Ms. Gott  14:13   198 

 Past practice has been exactly what you say. If there's a question, it has to come 199 
after this application, because we're going on past practice. This is how we have 200 
done it. So, it's not fair to start doing something different right now. But I do have 201 
concerns as part of our discussion for the future. So, I will second that was my 202 
discussion. 203 

 204 

Mr. Plante  14:32   205 

Motion: 206 

 207 

Mr. Plante made a motion to approve application 2021-017. A subdivision at 10 208 
Christopher Lane tax map eight lot 22 subject to the following conditions. The 209 
following conditions shall apply. One the conditions of approval designated as 210 
conditions precedent; precedent must be completed. Within six months, unless 211 
otherwise specified, oh this approval shall become null and void. The following are 212 
conditions precedent: 213 

 A. The applicant must obtain all required local state and federal permitting for the 214 
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project and provide copies of the same to the Community Development Department. 215 

 B. impact fees shall be assessed for this subdivision.  216 

The planning board in accordance with table three of the impact fee process and 217 
methodology adopted January 13, 2005 and amended August 9, 2010. And  218 
subsequently on February 15, 2018, hereby assesses impact fees for the 219 
Christopher Lane subdivision as follows. The project consists of one single family 220 
dwelling unit, the school impact fee for each single-family dwelling unit is two point 221 
$2.48 per square foot. Because it is not known how many square feet each single-222 
family home will be. Those impact fees will be calculated at the time of building 223 
permit applications and collected before the certificate of occupancies will be issued. 224 
If in fact these are not collected for any unit prior to the adoption of any amendments 225 
to the 2005 impact fee, schedule it as amended than the units which have not paid 226 
impact. These will be subject to the amended fee amount.  227 

C. deeds, easements, conservation easements, condominium documents, 228 
maintenance agreements and any other legal documentation pertinent to this project 229 
shall be reviewed and approved by town council and where applicable, applicable to 230 
the board of selectmen pursuant to RSA 41:14-A . 231 

 D. within 30 days of the date of this decision, January 3, 2022, a performance 232 
guarantee agreement shall be executed between the town of Raymond and 233 
applicant failure to execute this requirement. Required agreement will result and 234 
result in plan approval revocation.  235 

II.  The following items must be completed within 24 months of the completion of 236 
conditions precedent for this project to constitute active in substantial development 237 
or building pursuant to RSA 674:39. A. placement of new property boundary markers 238 
B. recording of the approved subdivision at the Rockingham County Register the 239 
Registry of Deeds. 240 

 III. the following items must be completed within five years of the completion of 241 
conditions precedent for this project to constitute substantial completion of the 242 
improvements pursuant to RSA 674:39 placement of new property biomarkers 243 
recording of the approved subdivision at the Rockingham County Registry of Deeds 244 
for this approval is subject to the following waivers as guaranteed by the Raymond 245 
Planning Board. N/A.  246 

V.  This approval is subject to the following special permits as granted by the 247 
Planning Board and a.  248 

VI.  the approval is subject to the following variances as granted by the Raymond 249 
Zoning Board of adjustments. A. article 15.15.2.5 granted April 28, 2021,  250 

VII.  other conditions imposed by the Planning Board. And there are none. 251 

Ms. Gott seconded the motion. Motion carries 4 in favor, 2 opposed and 0 252 
abstentions. 253 
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 254 

James Lavelle  19:45   255 

I will request that if the board seeks town council confirmation on those articles and 256 
stuff the way you've been treating them. I would like a copy of that opinion. Thank 257 
you. 258 

 259 

Mr. Reed  20:16   260 

Okay, next 2021-012 an amended site plan application submitted by Bohler 261 
Engineering  on behalf of McDonald's USA. And they have requested a continuation 262 
to January 6, 2022.  263 

 264 

Motion: 265 

Mr. Reed made a motion that we continue application number 2021-012 until 7pm on 266 
January 6, 2022 at this location, Mr. Plante seconded the motion. Vote is unanimous 267 
with 6 in favor, 0 opposed and 0 abstentions.  268 

 269 

Okay, application number 2021 -020 Three Special permit applications have been 270 
submitted by Liberty Woods LLC for properties identified as Raymond tax map 21 271 
Lots 73, 74 and 75. Located on Green Road within zone B. The applicant is 272 
proposing a minimum impact wetland crossing of the driveways for all three of these 273 
lots.  274 

 275 

Ms. Gott  21:30   276 

I would like to recuse myself. I am an abutter.  277 

 278 

Maddie DiIonno  21:42   279 

Okay, and first special permits do we have to accept them as complete for review? 280 
Okay.  281 

 282 

Mr. Reed  22:31   283 

Motion: 284 

Mr. Reed made a motion that we accept the application number 2021-020 as 285 
complete for special permits on lot 73, 74 and 75 Green Road. Ms. Bridgeo 286 
seconded the motion. The vote is unanimous with 6 in favor, 0 opposed and 0 287 
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abstentions.  288 

 289 

 290 

Keith Martel  22:57   291 

Good evening, folks. My name is Keith Martel. I'm here on behalf of Liberty Woods 292 
LLC. And we're seeking a special three special permits actually for wetlands 293 
crossings associated with a single-family residential driveway to access upland 294 
buildable areas on three existing lots of record. Each of the lots I'm going to talk 295 
about them a little cumulatively and then I can go into specifics on each of them. 296 
Each of the lots are very deep lots fronting on Green Road, they all have the 297 
requisite acreage in frontages , and were approved in approximately 1976. Wetlands 298 
were delineated on all three of the parcels and there's a small finger of wetlands and 299 
some ponding areas that go across the frontage  of each of the lots. Currently, we 300 
have an application pending with DES for a for wetlands impacts associated with 301 
each of the driveways. Those have been submitted. Your Conservation Commission 302 
has completed a sidewalk on the property, and I believe provided you with a letter of 303 
recommendations. I do have some question on the letter of recommendation that I'd 304 
like to go through with you. Honestly, I think I am pretty straightforward. 305 

 306 

Mr. Reed  24:15   307 

Okay, so how much area is how big are the lots to start with? 308 

 309 

Keith Martel  24:21   310 

Each of the lots is approximately five acres. 311 

 312 

Mr. Reed  24:23   313 

Because we have five acre lots with over 200 feet of frontage. So, they meet all the 314 
requirements for zone B in that respect. Okay, and how much of an impact on us 315 
asking for each one? 316 

 317 

Keith Martel  24:34   318 

Would you let me? Would you like to go through each of them individually with it? 319 
That I'm going to start with number 73, And I'll take them kind of concurrently in order 320 
going with it and I apologize I'm here alone tonight. I don't have my entourage with 321 
me. Gove environmental worked on the wetlands permitting for it Promised Land 322 
Survey did the plans as well as the survey work on each of the site and DuBay group 323 



10 

did culvert sizing analysis for the DES application going along with it going on lot 324 
number 73. We have a total of 293 square feet of impact. I'm sorry, that's 593 I 325 
believe. And 577 square feet of permanent impact. So, to start, 293 of a temporary 326 
and 577 have a permanent impact. Going on to lot number 74. We have 252 of 327 
temporary and 398 of permanent impact. And going on to lot number 75. We have 328 
377 of temporary and 739 permanent impacts. 329 

 330 

Mr. Reed  25:50   331 

 Are the permanent impact areas larger just because of the regrading because of the 332 
hills?  333 

 334 

Keith Martel  25:56   335 

Larger as in as in the area impacted?  336 

 337 

Mr. Reed  25:59   338 

Is it larger because you're temporarily impacting a smaller area to put in the culvert 339 
but then to grade it, you're impacting a large?  340 

 341 

Keith Martel  26:06   342 

No, it's just the area that's required for construction to that front and faces of the 343 
headwall. It's impossible to not impact past where the head wall is going to go to set 344 
the head wall itself. However, after the project is completed, those temporary 345 
impacts wouldn't be regraded to their natural state and reestablished. 346 

 347 

Mr. Reed  26:23   348 

So, the temporary impact is in addition to the permanent. Did everybody have a 349 
chance to read the ConsCom letter? 350 

 351 

Ms. Bridgeo  26:48   352 

I have just some questions. At some point I want to talk about the actual culvert. But 353 
if you want to go through conservation first. Well, the type of culvert that you have 354 
listed versus you know wetland culvert suggests for a stream of this type to do an 355 
open bottom. Is that something that's not what's listed on here as your type of culvert 356 
is an open one box culvert something that is considerable in the size of the impact? 357 
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 358 

Keith Martel  27:21   359 

So, DES, when they when they evaluate any crossings going through, evaluate them 360 
based off of the tiers of streams and a whole set of criteria that are probably much 361 
smarter than me, what's been what's been pulled from their menu and they kind of 362 
give you a menu of choices coming off of that of what you can use. What's been 363 
pulled off of that menu here is a 30-inch RCP, which is a concrete culvert with 364 
concrete headwalls on either side of it. Now, the rationale behind the concrete as 365 
opposed to the plastic pipe that you more commonly see in applications like this is 366 
that the critters that may be traveling back and forth, like the concrete field better 367 
than the plastic field going along it. But from a DES standpoint, and open bottom box 368 
culvert is not something that's warranted based on the impacts of this crossing. 369 

 370 

So, my question on the conservation is relative to their buffer requirement, they had 371 
a few recommendations that they came forward with on the first date, and I 372 
apologize. I wasn't on the sidewalk with him. I had a daughter with COVID at the 373 
time, so I was in quarantine with it. My understanding is from the Site walk, they 374 
discussed the potential of potentially doing shared driveways and realized that based 375 
on topography and access to the uplands areas that that wasn't in the best interests 376 
of minimizing the impacts onto the site. Though it seems like it potentially could have 377 
two of the three seem very easy for their recommendations, replacing the disturbed 378 
areas around the culverts with native vegetation that's part of our wetlands 379 
permitting. That's what we just discussed that we'd be disturbing an area slightly 380 
larger than the permanent impact. The third is requiring an erosion control plan due 381 
to the topography of the disturbed area and being next flowing stream with it. 382 
Building practice anytime we disturb an open whether it's a single-family house slide 383 
or whether it's a road that we're building, we typically use a silt fence going along. A 384 
silt fence is placed at the downhill gradients of any of the disturbed areas. That's 385 
typically something that we see building inspectors checking up on us on and over 386 
that the duration of the build where we use that to make sure that the sediment 387 
hasn't built up to an unhealthy level with it, in which case it would need to be 388 
removed to reestablished so certainly no issue with doing that a specific erosion 389 
control plan was prepared relative to the wetland impacts, and you see that on each 390 
of the second pages of the plans, you see an area that they have surrounded with 391 
that silt fence. And then you see a little square box kind of uphill from it, that square 392 
boxes are a way of de watering the work area. And typically, it's a, you know, straw 393 
barrels nailed in with some of the wooden stakes that we would pump the water to 394 
so that we wouldn't cause further damage downhill or cause erosion elsewhere that 395 
would come into the wetland, it's a dewatering area. Those are all dealing in, 396 
delineated on that plan that you have on the second page of each of them. That's 397 
part of the wetland’s application as well. But I think that I read number three to 398 
suggest that we just make sure that we're staying in conformance with good building 399 
practices of having silt fence up at any of the downhill gradients. And that's certainly 400 
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not something that's a problem. My question is relative to the buffer suggestion of 75 401 
feet and, and the definition of a stream coming through and I guess they need a little 402 
bit of the board's input on that. Essentially, what's happening from a weapon 403 
standpoint up there is the higher lot has ponded area and the lower lot has a pond 404 
area in front of them, you'd see that on lots number 73 and number 75, that they're 405 
just a little bit fatter in the front of each of them. When water comes in after say a 406 
rain event, those ponds build up higher and then they flow out hill. And when I say 407 
ponds, they are wetlands areas not a big pond. It flows downhill. You can see from 408 
the topography that there's a tremendous amount of grade change from the first slot 409 
to the last slot and it runs down the hillside. DES classifies that as an intermittent 410 
stream, meaning it's not flowing all the time. You're and I do apologize. I was out of 411 
town since before Thanksgiving until yesterday. And I didn't have a ton of time to 412 
spend with your regulations. But my understanding of your regulations is that the 75 413 
feet falls into the shoreland protection area, which is from Yeah, I may be butchering 414 
my words a little bit there. But is really seemed more directed at streams that were 415 
consistently flowing. As opposed to intermittent streams that are overflowing and 416 
handling things like that. I think it gave a definition of a timing of it how long water 417 
was flowing through it. Typically, I wouldn't really have much rebuttal to a 75-foot 418 
setback, as opposed to a 25-foot setback. But when we look at the build ability of 419 
each of the sites, I'm not sure it's in the best interest of the intent of their 420 
recommendation. And if I can kind of take you through a couple lots and actually all 421 
three of those lots and I can show you what I mean. Promised Land prepared these 422 
plans in conformance with the with what their definition of the zoning ordinances are 423 
what they believe the zoning ordinance requests and that first dashed line that you 424 
see along the wetlands area is delineating the 25-foot area. Going back, you're going 425 
to see a second dashed line and that's showing it at 75 feet, they're labeling it as a 426 
septic system one because we do need to be 75 feet from a wetland with any 427 
leaching areas going through with it. So, from just a visual standpoint, those lines 428 
give us some guidance. I'm going to start at number 73. And this is going to be on 429 
the second page that that shows a graphical depiction of where the house could 430 
potentially be sitting situated on the lot. Where it says proposed single family 431 
dwelling, that driveway is coming in at a grade new had questioned a little about the 432 
impacts being larger and whether there are for slopes and grading coming through 433 
that house is situated on a contour that appears to be at about 520 feet, if I were to 434 
pick the line that was kind of in between the garage and the house. And what has an 435 
effect on that wetlands crossing is the grade at which the driveway comes in. In 436 
other words, if that house were to be situated higher, then that driveway would also 437 
increase into an incline and the higher the driveway is, the wider the flare of the 438 
bottom of those slopes would be impacting a wetland. So, the greater impact we 439 
would have. If you look at the topography, just directly behind the house, you see a 440 
finger of a steeper ridge. This is a very ledgie area that we find back there. Sliding 441 
the house further back currently where it's positioned is just, you know, I'm going to 442 
wager I guess, five, eight feet, something like that off of that 75-foot line. So, if we 443 
were to accommodate a 75 foot no disturbance setback, we would need to slide that 444 
house further back. Sliding it further back would either force us to elevate the house 445 
or force us to do a tremendous amount of land alteration which is generally 446 



13 

something that when we go and build, whether it's a street, whether it's a house, 447 
usually you want to try to work with the contours as much as you possibly can. So, 448 
you're not doing mass amounts of blasting or earthwork or regrading and redirecting 449 
of potential runoff coming through. On this lot, if we were to slide that house further 450 
back, we'd be getting right into that spine. So, we'd be forced to either elevate the 451 
house or we'd be forced to remove that entire spine, neither of which are usually 452 
what we're trying to force to happen. So, it feels like the thought of the 453 
recommendation, if it was to be a 75-foot setback might feel a little conflicted with 454 
what we have gone directly behind on that one. 455 

 456 

Mr. Reed  35:46   457 

 Before we leave it? Yeah, I see the spine I see your Ridge, but it looks if you move 458 
the house directly back slightly diagonal that 520 elevation goes another 100 feet 459 
back there. 460 

 461 

Keith Martel  35:59   462 

No, that 520 elevation curls right back into itself? 463 

 464 

Mr. Reed  36:03   465 

Well, it curls and comes right back to them.  466 

 467 

Keith Martel  36:05   468 

So, your question is if I could slide to the left- or right-hand side, 469 

 470 

Mr. Reed  36:08   471 

To the lower right and gain the room, you need. 472 

 473 

Keith Martel  36:11   474 

No sir. So that the issue that we have with doing that is that we need to protect an 475 
area there's from a historical, we haven't been out there to do the test pits ourselves. 476 
But historically, somebody had been out there and we're able to witness test pits in 477 
the areas that they have those TBM's established  478 

 479 

Mr. Reed  36:27   480 
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And the problem with there is? 481 

 482 

Keith Martel  36:29   483 

That those are soils that are receptive to the leaching area of it. So, if we were to 484 
slide the house over and back, we'd be sliding it into the areas of the leaching area 485 
and forcing the leaching area into what is I mean, candidly, when you go into some 486 
of these steeper ridges, they're exposed ledge bluffs that are in there. So, we'd be 487 
we'd be sliding it into the area best suited for the leaching areas and forcing the 488 
leaching areas to be found in areas that aren't suitable from a soil standard. 489 

 490 

Mr. Reed  37:01   491 

And the distance you need from this request at 75 feet to be able to build your house 492 
and graded properly. 493 

 494 

Keith Martel  37:08   495 

It's not as much a requirement of grading if we were to have a porch on the front of it 496 
a porch is six feet, and then you say come out another six feet, walkway that's, that's 497 
going in the front of it. I'm just running through some hypotheticals, and I have 498 
another five-foot walkway. So, I'm up to 17 feet without any yard to the start of the 499 
first tree. If you have another 20 feet of yard 30 feet of yard in front of that. That'd 500 
probably get the trees far enough away from 501 

 502 

Mr. Reed  37:37   503 

What are you asking? What are you asking for? Let's get it right out here. 504 

 505 

Keith Martel  37:42   506 

I believe that that the appropriate setback for that is the 25 feet in your zoning 507 
ordinance that this is not defined as a stream that's under the shoreland helped me 508 
out with that verbiage of that title. That would require it to go back to the 75 feet. 509 

 510 

Mr. Reed  37:58   511 

So, you're not proposing to put the house any closer to the stream? 512 

 513 

Keith Martel  38:02   514 
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No, sir. 515 

 516 

Mr. Reed  38:03   517 

But you just want to be able to have a yard in front of the house.  518 

 519 

Keith Martel  38:07   520 

 That's correct. 521 

 522 

Mr. Reed  38:09   523 

Okay, how much do you how much you're looking for in the other two now that we 524 
got this out of the way? 525 

 526 

Keith Martel  38:15   527 

Actually, one of the other two is probably could accommodate those 75 feet. But it's 528 
awkward because that's the guy that's in the middle. It seems odd to have an 529 
increased buffer to the same wetland in the center of two lots that would have 530 
lessened or different offer going along with it. 531 

 532 

Mr. Reed  38:39   533 

Okay, was there any other question then that you have relative to the Conservation 534 
Commission's recommendations? 535 

 536 

Keith Martel  38:45   537 

Well, I'd like to specifically talk about those setbacks relative to Lot number 75 is the 538 
imposition of a 75-foot setback on lot number 75 would force the need for a second 539 
wetlands crossing. So, when I said I feel like the recommendation might be contrary 540 
to the overall intent or that the adhering to the recommendation might be more 541 
detrimental. 542 

 543 

Mr. Reed  39:17   544 

Okay, so we're looking at 75 and I see the wetland crossing is further up from the 545 
road where it appears to be right. 546 

 547 
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Keith Martel  39:26   548 

So, when you go into the back area, that island where you see the house set the 549 
way, Promised Land's interpretation of the zoning ordinances, the first dashed line 550 
around it. The septic setback is coincidentally this actually that's a 50-foot setback 551 
going on to it not to 75 I misspoke I'm sorry. You see the triangle that's left at the end 552 
of our soils for septic or to the right-hand side of that house. So, in order to 553 
accommodate the larger set back to it, we would be taking this house lot and 554 
pushing it further back, see where it says ledge down at the bottom and we have a 555 
small edge of the delineated wetlands we'd be hopping a second crossing in order to 556 
get to a larger upland area on it. 557 

 558 

Mr. Reed  40:37   559 

Well, since 2010, Jan Kent is here from the Conservation Commission. Could you 560 
explain to us what you're thinking about with the requests that you put in your letter 561 
to us, versus his concerns about creating other problems? 562 

 563 

Jan Kent  40:53   564 

So, I just want to say when we did the Site walk, it was explained to us that this was 565 
a stream. Yes. And it was actually flowing. We were out there. So, our 566 
recommendations are based on zone G, I think I referenced that in my letter 75 567 
shoreline protection areas, areas within 75 feet of any stream, right. So, a special 568 
permit would be required if you were going to actually build in that area, which was, 569 
that's part of the federal government because the wetland impact is in within the 75 570 
feet. And our recommendation about the natural vegetative, just keep it naturally 571 
vegetated within the 75 feet as part of that zone G top section, where it encourages 572 
natural vegetation to be left in the shoreline protection area. You know, you're not 573 
saying you would build within the 75 feet. 574 

 575 

Keith Martel  41:58   576 

The houses are not within the 75 feet that's correct.  577 

 578 

Jan Kent  42:04   579 

So, our recommendations are based on zoning, which is the 75 feet natural 580 
vegetative buffer. 581 

 582 

Mr. Reed  42:13   583 



17 

And if you look at our zoning under the Conservation District purposes in the interest 584 
of protecting the public health, safety, and general welfare by preserving towns, 585 
lakes, ponds, river systems, wetlands, and important local water resources for the 586 
benefit of all town residents, this district is created for the following purposes. And it 587 
goes on to list preserving sensitive wetlands shoreland and other water bodies that 588 
provide flood protection, augment stream flow during dry periods, absorb nutrients 589 
and contribute to the viability of the town's groundwater, protecting the wetlands and 590 
water bodies that are close to high intensity development through restrictions, such 591 
as limitation of supplemental certain land use and buffering. Then encouraging low 592 
intensity uses persist preserving and I'm not reading everything, encouraging the 593 
preservation. In the restoration of Raymond shoreline protection areas and natural 594 
vegetated shoreline buffer to filter sediment and pollutants from runoff and thus 595 
helped the town's water quality and discouraging the following activities and 596 
Raymond's shoreline protection, area any alteration of stream paths, landscaping, 597 
mowing, dumping of literal trash storage of grass clippings, leaves or snow, use of 598 
fertilizer and or pesticides. And then it talks about the district boundaries. The 599 
shoreline protection area is any area of land within 75 feet of the seasonal high-600 
water mark of any river ,brook, stream, pond, or lake as shown on the water 601 
resource management plan from March of 2009. It also includes any area of land 602 
within 70 feet five feet of the high watermark of any river, brook, stream, pond, or 603 
lake having flowed or standing water for six months of the year. Not included in the 604 
water resource management plan. I don't believe this stream is in the water resource 605 
management and then it goes on to state protected waters. So that would talk about 606 
state protected which are the Lamprey. Yes, if it has standing water for six months, 607 
has to have standing water for six months of the year not included in the water. So 608 
that's why I'm so glad you're here tonight. That's it the end of 4.9.3.1  609 

 610 

Mrs. Luszcz  45:06   611 

Question? Where's the 75 feet measured from?  612 

 613 

Mr. Reed  45:11   614 

The high-water mark of the stream or water in issue.  615 

 616 

Jan Kent  45:21   617 

So, standing water for six months out of the year. 618 

 619 

Mr. Reed  45:25   620 

Yeah, the high-water mark is having standing water six months. Do you believe that 621 
stream has determination that I could make? 622 
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 623 

Ms. Gott  45:51   624 

Gretchen Gott, abutter. I believe it is sometimes going six months out of the year. I 625 
hear it. It's loud enough that I could sit in my living room and hear from across the 626 
road. Thank you. And I'll be back later, 627 

Mr. Reed  46:06   628 

Firsthand observation. Okay. Any other questions regarding the specifics of this 629 
before we talk about? Yes, sir. Could you come forward and tell us who you are? 630 

Steve Keith  46:23   631 

I got the cable TV started. I used to be on the Planning Board. I was vice chairman 632 
at one time. I'm across the street. 633 

 634 

Mr. Reed  46:37   635 

Could you identify yourself?  636 

 637 

Steve Keith  46:39   638 

My name is Steven Keith. I own lot map 21 lot. Something 81  I guess okay. Yeah, 639 
there is a stream there. My kids used to slide down in the wintertime. But the 640 
concern I have is looking at the headwall details. Were you planning on putting a 641 
culvert in?  642 

Keith Martel  47:04   643 

Yes, sir. 644 

Steve Keith  47:05   645 

 I don't think it'll work. I had a culvert directly across the street that I put in it was a 646 
12-inch concrete culvert. And I put in as deep as I could because ledge and the 647 
driveway just barely went over. And after a few years of hitting, it with a plow, and it 648 
kept growing up, I finally took a completely out. It wouldn't stand the ground. So, you 649 
know, 25/30 feet across the road. I'm not sure that you get a depth like that for that 650 
headwall cover pipe. I would almost bet money you can't put a culvert in there. 651 

Mr. Reed  47:38   652 

Did you guys do any test pits in the area? 653 

Keith Martel  47:40   654 

We have not thought with this being a DES regulated crossing those headwalls are 655 
something that have to go in. So, whether it means ledge removal in order to 656 
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accomplish the depth of it or not. There are those headwalls are 18 inches from the 657 
bottom of the pipe that driveway in comparison to Mr. Keith's culvert across the 658 
street, he's trying to lay in an existing trench that's there. We're essentially building 659 
up above that. So, typically when we're building culverts, specifically driveway 660 
culverts, he's absolutely right. If you can't maintain an excess of a foot of cover on 661 
top of them, they leave. And that's explicitly true with some of the smaller diameters, 662 
especially if they're lighter pipe sorts of culverts. This is a pretty hell heavy caliber. 663 
culvert. 664 

Mr. Reed  48:31   665 

Okay, good. You have anything else, sir? Yeah, well, 666 

 667 

Steve Keith  48:33   668 

I was going to ask if you're going to do that, and you can't get down deep enough? 669 
Would you put a blast some of the ledge there to put the thing in deeper? And was 670 
an approach going away? Also, if I don't, I'd almost bet money, you can't do it.  671 

 672 

Keith Martel  48:56   673 

 So, to answer your question or your suggestion about kind of grading it out, we're 674 
not allowed to do that we need to match the existing stream contours that are there. 675 
And I think that's referenced in your ordinances as well to ensure that we're doing 676 
that, so our plan gives a specific delineation of the elevations of that culvert and has 677 
to be at the bottoms of those head walls are about two and a half feet wide. So, all 678 
we would need to do and typically what when you're matching that stream contour, 679 
you're essentially trying to remove the unsuitable lay the pipe end so it's following its 680 
natural path, a deeper portion would be that two and a half foot stretch and they'd be 681 
about two and a half feet by 11 feet. That if we needed to, we would we would 682 
absolutely just use a hammer on a hydraulic excavator and simply limit that removal 683 
to the two and a half by 11 area. To get the proper depth were required to achieve 684 
what's depicted on the plan per DES. 685 

 686 

Steve Keith  49:54   687 

Having been in your seat, I was vice chairman. I would recommend that you know, a 688 
test pit trench be dug to see if you can really do that. Again, I don't think you can. It's 689 
my opinion. 690 

 691 

Mr. Reed  50:12   692 

Thank you. While we have questions out there, would you Are you ready? Oh, sure. 693 
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We were just mixing it up tonight. Okay. We don't want to discourage people that do 694 
come to our meetings. 695 

 696 

Ms. Gott  50:36   697 

Gretchen Gott abutter, 7 Green Road. I have. The first major question is that we do a 698 
site walk. And I know people don't like site walks on this board. But there are things 699 
that I think are not being mentioned not being seen not being whatever, there is 700 
more than one wetland crossing. The other thing is, is that there are sometimes 701 
three streams going across there. And the other thing that I want you to see is the 702 
grade of the road, and then how people come up that road and then have to make a 703 
left hand turn across traffic into those houses. The town did not want, I wanted a 704 
culvert on my side too, because there's tremendous water running off from that hill. 705 
And my neighbor down the hill is not able to be here tonight, he's in abutter as well. 706 
He has tremendous water. So, they put ditches. Well, it's not a whole lot of fun to 707 
bounce over that ditch, you're coming up the hill. And in trying to slow down 708 
especially in winter. In fact, you may have heard me reference that I often have to 709 
call dispatch to talk to them about the Green Road follies when people are stuck 710 
sideways on the Hill happens every winter. That means people are coming up this 711 
grater probably greater than 8%. Dennis McCarthy years ago, told me he thought it 712 
was greater than 8%. It's been a long-standing road. So, it was before zoning and all 713 
of that, but it is a steep hill and to make left hand turns into that driveway may cause 714 
a problem. And I'd like to ask Mr. Martel how wide the driveways are going to be 715 
what the apron is going to be. What's the grade of your driveway down from the 716 
because it is steep back up in there? And that's why I want you to walk a Site walk. 717 
It's pretty amazing what that piece of property looks like. It's not a fun place. And I 718 
will tell you that as you know, it's not a fun place to be developed. It's ledgie.  719 

 720 

Mr. Reed  52:49   721 

 Can you tell us the planned width of your driveway with the aprons? 722 

 723 

Keith Martel  52:52   724 

Depicted on each of these plans is a 14-foot-wide driveway, we typically do a five-725 
foot radius on either end of it.  726 

Mr. Reed  53:02   727 

So, it ends up 24 feet wide.  728 

Ms. Gott  53:05   729 

Very little corners. So how far is that back to the end of the property that is 25 feet, 730 
24 feet, whatever. 731 
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Keith Martel  53:14   732 

 Just seeing the little turns right here, that rounded part. 733 

Ms. Gott  53:18   734 

Yeah, so that's not very much. There's not a lot of room to slow down. 735 

Mr. Reed  53:21   736 

And did you guys calculate the grade of each driveway? 737 

 738 

Keith Martel  53:25   739 

They're actually coming in fairly close matching if you if you see some of the and I'm 740 
going to take you off of the lot that we've been focusing on for just a minute, most of 741 
the driveways that you have coming in are running parallel to the grades on actually 742 
all of them are running parallel to the grades that you see out on Green Road. So, 743 
you're coming in and bulldozing or steeply ascending through a high spot coming 744 
onto the lot itself, the grades, just like the road is going uphill, the land is going uphill, 745 
and they appear to pick points. That's why you see number 73 isn't quite a beeline 746 
shot into it, because they're trying to follow that natural topography of each of the 747 
sites. 748 

 749 

Mr. Reed  54:06   750 

So, looking at your prints, it looks like a chore sure you know a car length or two onto 751 
each driveway does not go up more than one line. So that's two feet on these?  752 

 753 

Keith Martel  54:23   754 

We wouldn't be able to have a steep ascent coming off of Green Road for fears of 755 
dropping water back onto Green Road. So, I'm sure your DPW would manage our 756 
driveway permit such that there's a small negative pitch coming off of the road to 757 
ensure that water from any of the driveways wouldn't find its way back out onto 758 
Green Road and compound any icing problems. 759 

 760 

Ms. Gott  54:44   761 

That is one of the things that I would like you to see is there's quite a ditch when I 762 
talk about Green Road follies that usually involves someone in one of these ditches 763 
on his side of the or the ditch on his side of the property or the development across 764 
the road from me, every winter, that happens. 765 

 766 
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Mr. Reed  55:04   767 

You told me of your drawing shows a slight pitch away from the road, as you said, 768 
are you planting culverts at the end of each one of these driveways? I don't see them 769 
here. 770 

 771 

Keith Martel  55:13   772 

No, I don't believe that they needed them.  773 

 774 

Ms. Gott  55:16   775 

There's quite a ditch going across there.  776 

 777 

Keith Martel  55:17   778 

Yeah, certainly if you're if you're I did not receive any feedback on our applications. 779 
From a town standpoint, whether DPW took a peek at them or whoever your review 780 
engineer is. Certainly, if there was a need for one at the time of driveway permits, 781 
then I'm sure the issuance of your driveway permits would be conditioned on the 782 
proper culvert being there. 783 

 784 

Mr. Reed  55:38   785 

 I know it is part of our driveway permit. 786 

 787 

Ms. Gott  55:41   788 

 I would feel better to see that settled prior is part of this whole consideration. I guess 789 
I'll go back and ask if you would take action on my request for a Site walk and then 790 
we'll go on from there. 791 

 792 

Mr. Reed  55:54   793 

With someone on the board like to make a recommendation, like make a motion that 794 
we go on a sidewalk. 795 

Motion: 796 

Ms. Bridgeo made a motion to go on a Site walk for all three lots 73, 74, and 75 797 
Wednesday December 8, 2021 at 2pm . Mrs. Luszcz seconded the motion. The 798 
motion passed unanimously with 6 in favor, 0 opposed and 0 abstentions.  799 
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 800 

Mrs. Luszcz  58:47   801 

Has this gone in front of TRC?  802 

 803 

Maddie DiIonno  58:56   804 

It has not. 805 

 806 

Jan Kent  59:25   807 

Because it's kind of hazardous there as when we went there it's hard and it's kind of 808 
dangerous for everybody to park . 809 

 810 

Ms. Gott  59:40   811 

Yes, ma'am. May I volunteer my driveway because when they were doing their Site 812 
walk, I said guys get off this road you're going to get killed and everybody else is 813 
slowing down and going every which way, I have a horseshoe driveway. Please Park 814 
in that. 815 

Mr. Reed  59:53   816 

Okay. So, 7 Green, Green Road. It's a great driveway 817 

Ms. Gott  59:57   818 

Right across the street. Okay. Thank you very much. And you're certainly welcome 819 
to park there. You have to park close. The whole process for ensuring that the 820 
culverts are cleaned, and I understand this falls on the ones that will be on the 821 
property of the people who own the homes that will fall in their purview. But I'm 822 
concerned that there'll be some sort of deed recommended or not recommendation 823 
requirement that there be regular culvert cleaning and a process for doing that how 824 
that happens. So, you folks need to as I say that would be I would hope a condition 825 
of approval that you would talk about that the town's culpability will be the ditch 826 
culvert if there is one because that's in the town right of way so that's something that 827 
needs to be made. I heard somebody say something about TRC. I wish they weren't 828 
had seen this but that's something that the DPW will need to know about. Okay, you 829 
talked about the width of the driveway. We don't have specific grades of the 830 
driveways. I'll have to go back and look. That means I have to do math to figure out 831 
the grade. I am concerned about the whole process of getting into the people coming 832 
up the road and getting into their turning left into the driveway, so I'm concerned 833 
about that. The setback right in between my two driveways, right in between my two 834 
is where the sign is for protection. The creeks, as in double that, go down the road, 835 
go down the hill, go into under a culvert under Green Road. They go into Roscoe 836 
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Blaisdell’s  fire pond upon some of the water and then continues on under Scribner 837 
and goes down into Cider Ferry River. It's aquifer protection but there's also a 838 
specific number. It's a number three on the river and I have forgotten the particular 839 
term but the Cider Ferry River flows into the Lamprey so there is a connection there 840 
and I'm concerned that that runoff be done properly so that it is protected. So that is 841 
as Steve said into the aquifer, I'm wondering about the blasting, but you said you're 842 
going to use a hammer which sometimes is not any better than the blasting, but.  843 

 844 

Keith Martel  1:04:06   845 

That was for the culverts.  846 

 847 

Ms. Gott  1:04:10   848 

I'm going to ask about blasting also because this is such a bony area. Are you going 849 
to have to blast to put any of these three houses in? 850 

 851 

Keith Martel  1:04:18   852 

Am I using a 25-foot setback or a 75? I don't mean to be sarcastic no I in the way 853 
that they're currently depicted with Promised Land's interpretation of the ordinance. 854 
Very little sitework is needed and that's probably easily removed with just a 855 
pneumatic hammer; generally, that the top portions of ledge come out pretty easily. 856 

 857 

Ms. Gott  1:04:37   858 

Okay, your furthest one up the hill is not in the protection area. The other two, one is 859 
completely in one is half in the protection area. So, I would say they would need the 860 
75 feet at that point.  861 

 862 

Keith Martel  1:04:52   863 

Let me understand your question relative to blasting though, because I feel like 864 
you're going someplace different or I'm not following you. Sorry. I didn't mean to 865 
speak.  866 

 867 

Ms. Gott  1:04:59   868 

No, that's fine, ask your  questions. If you have to blast, you're saying that it depends 869 
on whether it's 75 or 25 feet. 870 
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 871 

Keith Martel  1:05:10   872 

If this house needs to come further back and get this ridge, 73 appears  to be the 873 
most problematic one. 874 

 875 

Ms. Gott  1:05:23   876 

Yeah, that's the lower one. And that is it within. 877 

 878 

Keith Martel  1:05:26   879 

If that house comes further back, then it's unlikely that we would, we will attempt this 880 
with just a hammer. 881 

 882 

Ms. Gott  1:05:32   883 

okay. And that's fully within the protection area, water protection area, because that's 884 
the lowest of the lots when you go up the hill. This is the lowest of the lots, it's 885 
completely in. 886 

 887 

Keith Martel  1:05:44   888 

Can you just help me understand what that means for my own purpose? 889 

 890 

Ms. Gott  1:05:46   891 

The town has protection, a water protection area, okay. And if you go up there, you'll 892 
see a sign. Right. Right. About here. And you have to be aware, I think, Jan or 893 
somebody read it, that you have to be aware of certain pesticides and treat water 894 
treatments and all runoffs and all of those kinds of things. 895 

 896 

Keith Martel  1:06:12   897 

So, there's a specific regulation in that relative to blasting. Is that what you're alluding 898 
to?  899 

 900 

 901 

Jan Kent  1:06:19   902 
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So, I think what Gretchen is talking about is the Source Water Protection. Yeah, 903 
that's what Gretchen is referring to. And so, if you look at the maps to Town maps, a 904 
source for the line for the weather Source Water Protection Areas, it cuts in the 905 
middle of those lots if you look at the Town tax maps. So that's what you're referring 906 
to today. So, but there aren’t any specific requirements with blasting within this,  907 

 908 

Ms. Gott  1:06:42   909 

But there's a 75-foot area that you need to set back. 910 

 911 

Jan Kent  1:06:48   912 

So, the shoreline protection,  wait, are we talking now about the 75?  913 

Ms. Gott  1:06:51   914 

Yes.  915 

Jan Kent  1:06:51   916 

Because the protection area, he was talking about 75 feet. Okay, so that's 75 feet 917 
from the stream if it's ever run six months out of the year, and that's the set. It's 918 
always a setback. Really, if you're actually building on it, you're not building on it. I 919 
mean, it is basically considered the shoreline protection area, and it has to be 920 
removed. Right, from some calculations, right. You have to make sure you have 921 
enough area. It's the shoreline protection area. 922 

 923 

Ms. Gott  1:07:25   924 

I'm saying I'm talking about two different things. I will say now, I mixed the two. So, 925 
let's go with the water protection district first,  Source Water Protection, will that 926 
affect any of the setbacks and things that they're required? 927 

 928 

Jan Kent  1:07:42   929 

I do not know the regulations for that. I think you can build homes in it, right? 930 

 931 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:07:54   932 

You can do there, you can build homes, there are restrictions, and this G land again, 933 
restrictions. It's if you go into E code 197-5.2 You go through, and all the 934 
requirements are in there and tell you what has to be excluded from it. setback is 935 
and it says all of them. Yeah, you can pull them up. 936 
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 937 

Jan Kent  1:08:47   938 

He was talking about the groundwater district when? Okay. On the blast, he was 939 
talking about the groundwater. 940 

 941 

Ms. Gott  1:08:55   942 

Yes, yes. But I'm talking first about water protection. 943 

 944 

Jan Kent  1:08:59   945 

This is the shoreline protection area, which is the 75 feet zone G and then there's 946 
your Groundwater Protection area, which is on the map. 947 

 948 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:09:07   949 

Yeah. And then remove the land from a lot is under Section I. Two separate 950 
requirements. 951 

 952 

Ms. Gott  1:09:18   953 

Right. And blasting would impact the 75-foot setback of the shoreline protection. Is 954 
that what you're saying? No, no, let's see. I'm still doing it. 955 

 956 

Keith Martel  1:09:27   957 

I'm fully lost.  958 

 959 

Jan Kent  1:09:28   960 

 I don't unless there's something in the Groundwater Protection area about blasting. 961 
There was nothing related to blasting.  962 

 963 

Maddie DiIonno  1:09:40   964 

And any private residence is exempt from the groundwater Conservation District 965 
performance standards or zoning so that's when this would be a private residence.  966 

 967 
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Ms. Gott  1:09:56   968 

I don't know why we all got letters saying we had to follow this and be careful and all 969 
that kind of stuff. Those of us who are residents there anyway? Well, I think, I guess 970 
the big thing for me is to see that you have the Site walk, take a look at what I 971 
believe are three wetland crossings. And we'll go from there.  972 

 973 

Mr. Reed  1:10:43   974 

Anybody else in the public about this?  975 

 976 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:11:02   977 

Oh, here's my so if this is to be taken almost as two parts what's before us is a 978 
special permit for driveways. And then the questions that are forking off of this are in 979 
relationship to the lots. The next step not related to these this special permit with the 980 
driveway, right? Because it's kind of a multi-pronged question that you're asking. So, 981 
some of my questions go on to what people are now bringing into this, which is the 982 
buildability of the lots? Not we're digressing from no driveway permits versus, 983 
because there's questions about the well, radiuses they're there on different lots 984 
here. So, you know, there's all of the things that would have to be there separate 985 
from what we're sitting here tonight. So, I'm wondering if I don't go down that 986 
avenue, because that's a lot of other things that are not pertinent to right now, which 987 
is the driveway. 988 

 989 

Mr. Reed  1:12:08   990 

Because of the Green Road conditions and the drainage that already exists out 991 
there. I would suggest that somebody makes a motion to have these go to TRC. And 992 
to make sure that the tech review actually checks these because we need drive by, 993 
they need to apply for driveway permits anyway. And then we then the town 994 
engineer would get a look at this. Steve Brewer DPW, the Fire Chief and everybody 995 
would have a chance to look at this. Give us their professional opinion on what's 996 
being asked here. And what can be done from the standpoint of getting on and off 997 
Green Road from the standpoint of drainage coming down the ditches. And from I 998 
guess we could also get their input as to fire as the DES permit as far as if they have 999 
any questions about what they're permitting there. And whether that can be rolled in 1000 
as requested. I know a lot of the permits get recorded so that you have ongoing 1001 
responsibilities as you were asking Gretchen. But I've got to actually see the 1002 
paperwork to see if that's already there. So that's a question we need to check on. 1003 
Yeah. So that does need to be checked on to make sure that its ongoing 1004 
maintenance that they don't just blow the wall out one day and walk away from it. 1005 

 1006 
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Motion: 1007 

Mr. Plante made a motion that this goes before TRC for the application, for the 1008 
special permits just for the driveways. Ms. Bridgeo seconded the motion.  1009 

 1010 

Mr. Reed  1:14:02   1011 

So, we can take care of the technical issues that are going to go back to the DPW 1012 
anyway, and then they'll answer them directly, and they'll give us a recommendation. 1013 
So, we'll have it in writing, it won't be 1014 

 1015 

Keith Martel  1:14:13   1016 

good. I understand that. I'm getting a little confused with the scope, to be honest with 1017 
you. Because I believe that I have preexisting lots of record that are asking for a 1018 
special permit to impact the buffers around a wetland crossing. And I believe that 1019 
that umbrella has been cast very far in our conversations and I want to make sure 1020 
that I'm engaging in bringing the right professionals with me to properly answer and I 1021 
feel like I'm leaving the reservation of my application. 1022 

 1023 

Mr. Reed  1:14:39   1024 

Okay. The questions they need to answer are in relation to the wetland crossings. 1025 
And how you cite the house and how you meet the setback requirements that our 1026 
zoning says the 75 feet. So, let's see if we can come to an agreement on how that 1027 
can be met. 1028 

 1029 

Keith Martel  1:14:59   1030 

So, is it a town review engineer that perhaps I could go along with to help define 1031 
that? That ordinance. And that timing of running of water and which of those two, the 1032 
ordinance is awkward? I haven't encountered that in another town. 1033 

 1034 

Mr. Reed  1:15:18   1035 

Well, what George, what George has recommended is that your plans go to the TRC 1036 
strictly for the driveways and the culverts. If you want to expand that. And I really 1037 
doubt you do. Because the cost is going to just keep going up and up and up every 1038 
time if we get the town engineer involved with the whole project, which your project 1039 
does not require as preexisting house lots? 1040 

 1041 
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Keith Martel  1:15:46   1042 

Well, but we do need to define that if there's some ambiguity in the ordinance itself 1043 
and what the setback to that stream is, I think, for the specific reason of doing that, 1044 
I'd imagine that your review engineering firm may have wetland guy and if the two 1045 
guys talking, maybe they're smarter than me. 1046 

 1047 

Mr. Reed  1:16:05   1048 

Yeah. But from our standpoint, then we'd be doing a site plan review. And that's 1049 
ratcheting this up considerably from a special permit.  1050 

 1051 

Mr. Plante  1:16:15   1052 

Just you came forward with an application. And what I said was, I want to take care 1053 
of this application, right, regardless of where these houses are. So, I think that it 1054 
would be in your best interest to go with that one step at a time. You know what I'm 1055 
saying? 1056 

 1057 

Keith Martel  1:16:44   1058 

I do and I appreciate where you're going with that. Okay, on the flip side of that, if we 1059 
need to be applying for a setlist second, wetlands crossing, because your 1060 
interpretation is different amongst professionals? That's where I'm having the hard 1061 
time with it, as your comment was suggestive of its zoning requiring the 75 foot and 1062 
our professionals didn't see it the same way. So, the two of them need to, 1063 
somebody's got to tell me who's right. 1064 

 1065 

Mr. Reed  1:17:15   1066 

Maddie once the next time, they could go TRC? 1067 

 1068 

Maddie DiIonno  1:17:18   1069 

I would have to check with Chris, not sure.  1070 

 1071 

Mr. Reed  1:17:20   1072 

What I would I would recommend, have our site walk next week. See when you can 1073 
go before TRC see what we can resolve on the site walk with your guys. And then 1074 
when you get to TRC. If there's still things, you're not clear, you can ask that 1075 
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question, then if you need to do more you can.  1076 

 1077 

Ms. Gott  1:17:51   1078 

This is Sammy. I'm Gretchen. Yes, ma'am. I just want to say first of all, I am not 1079 
opposed to the three lots being divided. It's a huge change. Don't get me wrong. But 1080 
it's it allowed us it's three lots that were created prior to the 42 years that I've lived 1081 
there. So, I'm not opposing that. I just want it done. Right. I have great concerns 1082 
about the grade and the wetland crossings. So those are the things that I'm 1083 
questioning. 1084 

 1085 

Mr. Reed  1:18:22   1086 

And I completely understand. And what we're telling him is we don't want him to go 1087 
to the expense of a full site plan review, because I don't believe it's required.  1088 

 1089 

Ms. Gott  1:18:30   1090 

 I got it. But let's, thank you for doing the site walk. Thank you for the referral to TRC 1091 
because those who will answer some of these questions.  1092 

 1093 

Keith Martel  1:18:40   1094 

Could I ask the building inspector or code enforcement for zoning? 1095 

 1096 

Mr. Reed  1:18:44   1097 

We can ask him if he can attend during his work hours. So as long as he's available, 1098 
he's part of TRC.  1099 

 1100 

Keith Martel  1:18:52   1101 

So, we would just like to get a jumpstart on the second permit. 1102 

 1103 

Mr. Reed  1:18:56   1104 

I fully understand. Okay, Trish, is there anything else you wanted to ask tonight? 1105 
While we're in this meeting, before we go to our site walk? 1106 

 1107 
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Ms. Bridgeo  1:19:05   1108 

Could you review some of your notes in your drawing for instance, and you know, it's 1109 
not part of your permit for your driveway. But for instance, our zoning is B is what I 1110 
think you should say on here. We don't have our zoning. There are some notes. 1111 
Could you check that please? And you would like me to under zoning? Well, I'm 1112 
saying we don't have our zoning, zonings B zoning. You do have G land on here as 1113 
far as where, and that's what they're talking about some of that if you look that up 1114 
under that code, you can see some of the that will help. And then you can put it on 1115 
your drawing. I just also you put on the drawing that you're in the drinking water 1116 
protection area. Do you know if you are in Ga one j two? I'd have to have that. Could 1117 
you Yes, thank you. And again, that's not anything to do with your driveway permit, 1118 
do some notes. 1119 

 1120 

Mr. Reed  1:20:03   1121 

Before we go further. We do have a motion on the floor. It was not seconded here. 1122 
There was a motion to Yes. To send the driveways to TRC. That we never voted on.  1123 

 1124 

The motion passed unanimously with a vote of 6 in favor, 0 opposed and 0 1125 
abstentions. 1126 

 1127 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:20:37   1128 

I'm just so there's some notes and things that if you could review some of that it's not 1129 
to do with your permit. So, you have your pictures of your snakes and turtles and 1130 
things? That's part of New Hampshire wildlife action plan? Is that something that 1131 
you're bringing forward ? 1132 

 1133 

 1134 

Keith Martel  1:21:12   1135 

It is part of the DES permit. 1136 

 1137 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:21:13   1138 

They're part of the permit. So, this is just part of your driveway. It's not coming 1139 
forward on your drawings. 1140 

 1141 

Keith Martel  1:21:17   1142 
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I don't understand what you're asking there. 1143 

 1144 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:21:20   1145 

So, you've listed on here, a threatened and endangered,  two different things for 1146 
what is that? Why are you putting those criteria on your drawings, so of our plans for 1147 
the person to buy?  1148 

 1149 

Keith Martel  1:21:29   1150 

Yes, permitting requires fishing game to comment on it. So, if they're in the vicinity of 1151 
known sightings in the vicinity is a very broad brush. They require an educational 1152 
factor to be part of the plan so that the construction guys out there working if they 1153 
were to encounter a turtle that looked like that, or a snake that looked like that, there 1154 
would be instructions to call somebody. 1155 

 1156 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:21:49   1157 

Okay, so somewhere on the plan says call the Snake Man. Okay. And we talked. So, 1158 
we talked about runoff mitigation, I know Gretchen brought that up. But that also was 1159 
not something Well, I guess TRC would go over all of that. So, we TRC would take 1160 
care of that part we do. And then, like I said, where you have on your drawing, you'd 1161 
need easements for the wells, because you're sharing well radius, things like that. 1162 
Again, it's not part of what you were asking. So, I just 1163 

 1164 

Mr. Reed  1:22:39   1165 

 Okay, do we have any other questions concerning this before the Site walk because 1166 
we need to vote on a continuation for the meeting? And we're not sure when we can 1167 
get you into TRC. So, based on what you've heard here tonight, how soon do you 1168 
want to come back? Our next one is December 16. Right?  1169 

 1170 

Keith Martel  1:22:57   1171 

Yeah, I'm ready.  1172 

 1173 

Mr. Reed  1:22:58   1174 

You'd like to continue until then? 1175 

 1176 
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Keith Martel  1:23:00   1177 

Yeah, I think questions are just very broad.  1178 

 1179 

Mr. Reed  1:23:06   1180 

Very, very possible. You won't, we won't get anything back from them at that point, 1181 
just so you know. So, we would have to continue it again. Which would be until 1182 
January 6. Six is the first one on the New Year.  1183 

 1184 

Keith Martel  1:23:23   1185 

How would I schedule that? TRC so that we would know when it will be? 1186 

 1187 

Mr. Reed  1:23:26   1188 

Motion: 1189 

Mr. Reed made a motion that we continue this application till December 16, 2021 at 1190 
7pm at Raymond High School. Mr. Plante seconded the motion. 1191 

 1192 

Ms. Gott  1:23:58   1193 

It's a TRC. Regarding it, definitely permitting. Glenn  is there abutter’s notices that 1194 
have to be set out for TRC. And that may impact your timing is what I'm trying to say. 1195 

 1196 

Mr. Reed  1:24:10   1197 

He's aware that he may not be done with TRC when he comes back.  1198 

The motion passed unanimously with a vote of 6 in favor, 0 opposed and 0 1199 
abstentions.  1200 

 1201 

Okay, so this is continued to December 16. You can be in touch with Maddie and 1202 
Chris in the office, if you have any procedural questions or anything that we actually 1203 
need to do  and that abutters do need to be noticed or because they were noticed for 1204 
this. 1205 

 1206 

Maddie DiIonno  1:24:47   1207 

I need to check on that and make sure. 1208 
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 1209 

Mr. Reed  1:24:50   1210 

Because we did  not announce the TRC meeting so I think they need to be notified, I 1211 
believe.  1212 

 1213 

Mr. Coppelman  1:24:55   1214 

It's probably would be a separate meeting so probably I believe require separate 1215 
notice 1216 

 1217 

Mr. Reed  1:25:00   1218 

I believe it is. Okay. Are we good with this for now? We're going to see everybody at 1219 
two o'clock next ones. Thank you very much for your time. Thank you guys okay, I 1220 
have down here approval of minutes, but I don't believe we have them. We don't 1221 
have minutes for this meeting. So, you'll get double next meeting? I do not believe 1222 
they were handed out. Yeah. Okay. So, is there anything else before we go to public 1223 
comment? I believe October 28. And November 4, we still need to do that from our 1224 
last meeting. But if everybody doesn't have them, then we can't do them. Okay. Let's 1225 
do public comment. And if we have time, we can talk about our warrant articles. You 1226 
folks have been waiting patiently. Thank you. Please introduce yourselves.  1227 

 1228 

Tina Thomas  1:27:15   1229 

I am Tina Thomas. And this is Brian Damonavich. And we are coming before you 1230 
this evening to talk. Actually, I have a few things before I bring up so my first 1231 
question that I have is when is TRC, what time and where is it for the December 7 1232 
meeting? 1233 

 1234 

Maddie DiIonno  1:27:34   1235 

It's Tuesday at 1pm. at the safety complex Torrent Hall.  1236 

 1237 

Tina Thomas  1:27:40   1238 

Okay. All right. So anyways, we're coming before you this evening to discuss to 1239 
make comments on application 2021 -009, which is a two-unit condominium 1240 
subdivision that was approved on Raymond Tax map 18 lot 17 located at 828 1241 
Prescott Road within zone B,I have the minutes here, and there were a lot of 1242 
comments made. And unfortunately, when I went to the conditions of approval on the 1243 
town's website, there were no conditions listed. And there were no you can't see who 1244 
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approve what who, what the vote was. So, our concern is this. 1245 

 1246 

Mr. Reed  1:28:49   1247 

What was the date of that ruling? 1248 

 1249 

Tina Thomas  1:28:51   1250 

I'm sorry, it was on August 5, 2021. So, there was a question about the vegetative 1251 
buffer. And it was stated many times by Ms. Gott about having an appropriate buffer. 1252 
And then Mr. Wood who had commented condition of approval then and Mr. 1253 
Beauvilliers suggested a condition of approval for a vegetative buffer for the length of 1254 
150-foot boundary line. Mr. Wood commented as landscaping buffer along the 1255 
western boundary from 30 feet from the road to the corner. 120 feet will be 1256 
landscaped with four-foot blue spruce 20 feet on center. I have a picture on my 1257 
phone which I can't show you because you're not going to be able to see it. They 1258 
planted Aphrodite ease and the Aphrodite’s are four feet/ six feet apart.  1259 

 1260 

Brian Damonavich  1:29:53   1261 

He substituted blue spruce trees that was going to be 20 feet apart. substitute them 1262 
with Aphrodite trees. But the blue spruce was supposed to give me some type of 1263 
type of buffer or barrier or something right like suddenness, a little more discreet, 1264 
because I don't like watching the TV where I am now I can we put these little 1265 
Aphrodite in, but these things need to be four to six feet apart to give you anything, 1266 
any little, tiny things. So he wasn't in compliance, they switched and baited this the 1267 
whole, the whole thing about that house coming in should not have happened. I've 1268 
already mentioned this prior whatever it is, it is now, and it was mistakes 1269 
compounded on mistakes and allowances compounded on allowances, whatever it 1270 
is, they got this thing done. So now he's not in compliance with that. Is Aphrodite say 1271 
if not this blue spruce. The other thing is this a shed on a built on the property, as we 1272 
know more building up there. I mean, it's already got a duplex up there. But now 1273 
should condo, a condo at two different owners and stuff. And there's more building 1274 
going on. Now I don't know when it's going to stop, I granted. Granted the property 1275 
the properties like improved in a sense, but not for me. The people that lived there 1276 
before, regardless of who they were what they did, I couldn't see them. Now I see 1277 
everything, everything is clear cut right into the water. But right into the water, there 1278 
used to be wild cranberries, there's no more wild cranberries, they're gone. There 1279 
used to be ducks, and feed the ducks fed the ducks by neighbors for the day is no 1280 
more ducks. There's no nothing now. Now it's just like why don't replace it. And now 1281 
what I'm in my backyard, and I'm sitting down and get a little burn pit and going on 1282 
some guests over there. We're watching the TV as big as that board right there and 1283 
watching people go by in their living room. I want to prevent that stuff from 1284 
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happening. And they didn't want to have to go to this owner and that owner in this on 1285 
it now because there's multiple owners. I've heard a lot of stuff take place here 1286 
tonight, about wetlands about impeaching onto this and on two different things here 1287 
and setbacks and so forth. Right. And also, about property that's above water is 1288 
there's not much property above water. He might have had two acres, but you know, 1289 
most of that acreage was all underwater. You see, what I'm saying in house that was 1290 
there weren't really houses. It was just little small shacks, basically. Now the great 1291 
big thing and it's moved up front. It's not even setback. I'm just saying. It's troubling 1292 
to see. So much leniency in the mistakes, then there were mistakes made. And the 1293 
board even said, you know, there was a mistake made this guy with the Planning 1294 
Board of the building inspector signed off, I don't even know if the building inspector 1295 
actually signed off. It was somebody else's signed off. But anyways, when they 1296 
made that mistake, and they allow the duplex to come in, which would have been 1297 
basically one owner to family. So, whatever the board acknowledge that, then the 1298 
guy he's been through this before he says well, you know, we want to turn it into 1299 
basically a condominium. We already had one mistake and he say, Okay, I don't see 1300 
what harm that's going to do. Because you already got basically a two-family house. 1301 
So go ahead turn into a condominium. So firstly, was one violation. And as a second 1302 
one, you know what I mean? Why not just draw the line. So, listen, we already gave 1303 
you we already gave you what you wanted, you got more than what we should have 1304 
given you it was a mistake. Draw the line there. That was mentioned two by one 1305 
members on the board like hey, we already made one mistake. Why give them two, 1306 
but then that one got out voted. So, I'm here just to point out that is, is another 1307 
building put on there. regardless of size. It was there after the fact that minutes say 1308 
no more buildings,  no more structures, no nothing. They say they can have if you 1309 
want to give me these blue spruce every 20 feet, which would probably take 10 1310 
years or 15 years to give me any type of privacy if I'm there, but he swapped those 1311 
out to these little, tiny Aphrodite's that if you know how they blocked, they got to be 1312 
five, six feet apart. And not. So, what do I do and where do I go from here? 1313 

 1314 

Mr. Reed  1:34:39   1315 

Have you talked to the code enforcement officer? 1316 

 1317 

Brian Damonavich  1:34:43   1318 

No this is I'm back here tonight and with the encouragement of Tina, so you might 1319 
want to stop in here and bring this to somebody's attention. So, I'm just bringing it to 1320 
somebody's attention. 1321 

 1322 

Mr. Reed  1:34:59   1323 

I don't know if the enforcement officer is the one you need whose attention you need 1324 
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to bring it to,  1325 

 1326 

Brian Damonavich  1:35:04   1327 

I was going to do an appeal, but when I found out the appeal was going to be sent 1328 
out to six different abutters and stuff, and they're going to be 7-800 dollars, to appeal 1329 
something that's probably going to be unwinnable at this point, because permissions 1330 
were granted. 1331 

 1332 

Tina Thomas  1:35:18   1333 

Actually, we were, I was told by the planning technician, there was no guarantee that 1334 
it would be reviewed if we paid all these fees. And at which point, we walked away, 1335 
hoping that the Planning Board was going to step up, step up and stand up to their, 1336 
what that was in the minutes.  1337 

 1338 

Mr. Reed  1:35:37   1339 

So, what you can do is bring to the code enforcement what I would suggest, instead 1340 
of going through all that is to bring to the code enforcement officers attention, the 1341 
things that were approved that they have not done. Start there, okay, because those 1342 
things are supposed to be done. 1343 

 1344 

Tina Thomas  1:36:01   1345 

And even though you didn't have them listed in your conditions, 1346 

 1347 

Mr. Reed  1:36:04   1348 

they should be listed there. And I'm going to I've just made a note to find out what 1349 
happened to the conditional letter. We'll follow up on that I will follow up on but what 1350 
was voted on and what was given to those folks that night was that they were 1351 
supposed to do that, buffer came up in the discussion, it was required. I remember 1352 
that discussion. Specifically, I just look, I don't have that note on my computer. But 1353 
we will follow up on that. But I would highly recommend that you talk to them if there 1354 
is a path to go there without doing a long legal appeal, because he has the authority 1355 
to make sure it was built to the plans that were approved by us. 1356 

 1357 

Brian Damonavich  1:36:49   1358 

Now, I think these here, I don't know for a fact. But I think that at least one of the 1359 



39 

units, possibly both of them, has already been sold. So now we're dealing with third 1360 
party entities, which before we had, we had the head of it right here. 1361 

 1362 

Mr. Reed  1:37:10   1363 

Well, we've got to find out if they have, I don't know if that had to be bonded for 1364 
anything or not. And if those bonds have been released. The only thing we have for 1365 
that sort of thing is the town holds bonds until everything is met. So, it's a question of 1366 
whether those bonds have been released to the original builder. And, you know, 1367 
beyond that it becomes it, then it would become a legal battle. And the only way you 1368 
could go would be to take to take him to court over you know take the original builder 1369 
to court. I mean, we could call the original builder if we if we talked the code 1370 
enforcement officer and find out it was missed, but it should have been done, then 1371 
we should be able to contact the original builder and say, Do you want to build in 1372 
Raymond again, you know that it might be good to follow through with what you 1373 
agreed to do. And see if we can get him to do what should be done and do it right. 1374 

 1375 

Brian Damonavich  1:38:09   1376 

That's reasonable. 1377 

 1378 

Tina Thomas  1:38:12   1379 

We'll do that. So, I have a question. How did this person get a shed? 1380 

 1381 

Mr. Plante  1:38:18   1382 

I can speak to that. Because I do remember the conversation? I think what was said 1383 
was there would be no additions to the building itself. 1384 

 1385 

Tina Thomas  1:38:32   1386 

There was a comment. Yes, that was it. Mr. Woods said quote. " So, one of the 1387 
conditions of approval is that we say there will be no additional improvements to the 1388 
site or be added"  1389 

 1390 

Mr. Plante  1:38:45   1391 

To the building.  1392 

 1393 
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Tina Thomas  1:38:47   1394 

To the site or be added a shed is on the site. 1395 

 1396 

Mr. Plante  1:38:51   1397 

 Not the way I understood it. But alright., 1398 

 1399 

Tina Thomas  1:38:53   1400 

That's what it says. And then Ms. Gott said no additional improvements, no 1401 
additional building no other work. Ms. Gott went on to say that was my point that 1402 
there'd be no additional buildings of any kind because it is such a non-conforming. 1403 
She went on to say to me that is extending use, I was saying nothing. Nothing more 1404 
of anything. I meant the sheds and fire pits and all the rest of it. So, because it says 1405 
shed, and again, from your website, which I really am pleading with you guys to get 1406 
the right documents on the web. Please. I'm Brad and George. I'm sure you're sick of 1407 
seeing emails from me daily, but I'm going to continue because of this because I go 1408 
to print this off, can I and I can't even see what the conditions are. It's frustrating. 1409 
And it's frustrating because I brought Brian in here and John Gianelli because they 1410 
were frustrated. They didn't know what to do. And I said let's go in for the planning 1411 
board. The planning board's approving it. Tell them your concerns. We did we 1412 
hashed it out. We have minutes that are showing this. And then I drive by I said 1413 
where did that shed come from? 1414 

 1415 

Brian Damonavich  1:40:09   1416 

If I may? Like, even on here? I mean, it was pretty simple, like on this piece of paper, 1417 
could he just says on the last part says, refer to the minutes dated, dated here and 1418 
here, you know what I mean on the conditions and stuff when putting all the 1419 
conditions on it, because that's, there's like a hardcopy, you got to conform to this 1420 
stuff, but it's not filled out. Because on the website, it's really like somebody just say, 1421 
because I know it's a little pragmatic, but it could say, on the condition stuff referred 1422 
to the minutes dated, blah, blah, blah. And that would have sufficed, in a sense, I 1423 
can see, you can see something going on there. But that bill in that big building 1424 
shouldn't have even been there. 1425 

 1426 

Mrs. Luszcz  1:40:57   1427 

Ask a question. Will it be a formal notice of decision with those conditions on it, not 1428 
just ramble through minutes? 1429 

 1430 
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Tina Thomas  1:41:05   1431 

That are not on the website? 1432 

 1433 

Mrs. Luszcz  1:41:10   1434 

Maybe in the file wouldn't there have been a notice of decision?  1435 

 1436 

Tina Thomas  1:41:16   1437 

 I know that Brian did not receive one. I handle his mail. So, there was nothing 1438 
mailed to him saying. 1439 

 1440 

Mr. Reed  1:41:25   1441 

Yeah. He should have gotten all that stuff spelled right out.  1442 

 1443 

Mr. Coppelman  1:41:32   1444 

That would have gone to the applicant.  1445 

 1446 

Tina Thomas  1:41:42   1447 

We are here trying to rectify it without legal . We don't want to, that's not the 1448 
intention. The intention is it, you know, somebody wanted to do something, 1449 
somebody said, it's a hardship. We said it wasn't a hardship. Planning Board said 1450 
XYZ. XYZ wasn't followed. We will go to the code enforcement to find out more. But 1451 
if you would follow up, please. 1452 

Mr. Reed  1:42:05   1453 

I will follow up and find out if there was any bonding, find out what they got. I'll see if 1454 
there's any other documentation to do with that. 1455 

Tina Thomas  1:42:14   1456 

And if you could, please email me. I would appreciate that.  1457 

Mr. Ayer  1:42:21   1458 

We don't have any control. No, we don't. We can't enforce anything, though. We can 1459 
I remember when that came here was already done. In the state of New Hampshire, 1460 
you could change any apartment house, anything into condos you want as long as 1461 
you do the documentation. We can't stop that, in this building already had an 1462 
occupancy permit when it came to us. 1463 
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Tina Thomas  1:42:45   1464 

Again, this is the problem with the town of Raymond. 1465 

Mr. Ayer  1:42:49   1466 

 It should never should have been anything shouldn't have a permit.  1467 

Brian Damonavich  1:42:57   1468 

He created he purposely intentionally created his own hardship, because he went 1469 
and did things ahead of time before getting a stamp of approval. Then he came to 1470 
town. I got a hardship now. So, a lot of bleeding hearts and invasives. Okay, yeah, 1471 
we get it, we sympathize within you let it skate a little bit, then created another 1472 
hardship. Well, it's a hardship. I'm having difficulty. Now. Someone is, 1473 

 1474 

 1475 

Mr. Ayer  1:43:22   1476 

 That's zoning, zoning does that Zoning Board of Appeals that comes to us, they 1477 
already have a variance, we have to if we want to appeal that we have to go to 1478 
Superior Court to appeal it. We don't go to the Select. We have to go to Superior 1479 
Court say we don't like this ruling. We want to protest it and say out peace. But that's 1480 
what we have to do. If we don't like the variance. 1481 

 1482 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:43:46   1483 

I guess having just having citizens here maybe every time we have a meeting, I think 1484 
we find more clarity. And also, the clarity of the fact that we need to find a way that 1485 
yes, if people are trying to do what's right, people are trying to find the information. 1486 
How do we and I've set it all the board's make it so that this is a better process for 1487 
everybody, because it's very difficult. 1488 

 1489 

Brian Damonavich  1:44:09   1490 

I have respect for the board and all the members on this board here. You know, I'm 1491 
kind of unfamiliar territory. And I know you listen, I've listened to you know, just a 1492 
brief moment in here and everybody's trying to get some understanding going on in 1493 
by the way. I do want to thank who I remember saying I couldn't hear very good. We 1494 
should have some microphones and different things. And I mean, it was really a 1495 
struggle for me over there. But you guys, you guys had it. So, you can hear 1496 
everything going on and I appreciate that. I'm just I guess what I'm trying to say I'm 1497 
not really hitting want to watch a big major complaint or something, I guess. We just 1498 
want to know I'm not happy about that situation. And I think that he played he played 1499 
the system a little bit and created some hardship. And everybody given the leniency 1500 
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in every break that you give him. He didn't even fulfill, like the basic thing. Like, I 1501 
plant the trees, you agreed to do something fun 1502 

 1503 

Mr. Reed  1:45:17   1504 

That was in our approval. 1505 

 1506 

Mr. Luszcz  1:45:21   1507 

Thomas Luszcz, 39 old Manchester Road. I've been watching the meetings for a 1508 
year now. Okay, faithfully. watch everything. I remember the whole thing that came 1509 
in front there and how upset you guys were. But I believe that that developer came 1510 
back to this board and asked for a change on that. So, I would just check on that to 1511 
make sure. Before maybe code enforcement so because if he got an approval for a 1512 
change, code enforcement go this all Yeah, they didn't do it. So. Okay, I would check 1513 
on that. Because I'm pretty sure he did ask for that change. He wants to change that 1514 
type of tree was put in there. Okay. Well, we'll have to try that.  1515 

 1516 

Brian Damonavich  1:46:15   1517 

I had said something when they first said about planting some type of foliage there. I 1518 
said, I'd like to see Aphrodite. Nope. I said, I would like to see Aphrodite, because 1519 
they give you instant green. Then it was a member here says hey, you're getting 1520 
blue spruce, a member of the Board says you're getting blue spruce, which would be 1521 
more expensive tree. Right. But I wanted the Aphrodite.  1522 

 1523 

Mr. Reed  1:46:46   1524 

I don't recall that part of the conversation. I'm sorry,  1525 

 1526 

Tina Thomas  1:46:48   1527 

Line 190. And line 191 of the August 5 minutes. 1528 

 1529 

Mr. Reed  1:46:54   1530 

But anyways, well, thank you, sir, for coming. 1531 

 1532 

Tina Thomas  1:46:59   1533 
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So, at this point, should we just wait to hear back from you? Or should we go to 1534 
court? And now that he just said what he said I don't recall?  1535 

 1536 

Mr. Reed  1:47:08   1537 

Does anybody else ever recall revisiting this one for change and trees? Gretchen?  1538 

 1539 

Ms. Gott  1:47:13   1540 

No, we did not. No, I don't. But I was going to say something else. Part of the 1541 
problem, and we need to work harder as a board on this is that there's a difference 1542 
between what is said during a meeting? And what comments for example, I may 1543 
have made that you quoted, in what gets translated into the conditions of approval. 1544 
We have not always had the conditions of approval translated completely. You know, 1545 
not all the board feels that, for example, what I said was as important. So, it didn't 1546 
make it into the conditions of approval. If it's not listed as the condition of approval, it 1547 
isn’t going to happen, no matter what we talked about in the meeting. 1548 

 1549 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:47:56   1550 

But I think at the end, when some of them have been read back, the questions 1551 
weren't brought up have been saying, read them back to us so that we can hear 1552 
them and sometimes those haven't. So even though they've been said and stated. 1553 
So, it's how do we get that procedurally so that it's a process that that process may 1554 
be that's on our paperwork? 1555 

 1556 

Mr. Ayer  1:48:18   1557 

That the minutes aren't verbatim.  1558 

 1559 

Tina Thomas  1:48:22   1560 

But when you have a condition when you have it on your website, and it's not filled 1561 
out properly, it's not even signed the copy that's on the take care of? What are we 1562 
supposed to do? I mean, we're going based off your minutes, 1563 

 1564 

Mr. Reed  1:48:37   1565 

I'm going to ask Maddie going forward. Like tonight, the thing we voted on, would 1566 
you make sure when we get our minutes that we get our copy of the approved copy 1567 
of that, so that after so that our next meeting will approve the minutes, and we will 1568 
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approve the actual written copy of that approval, and they will have signatures and 1569 
then they will get posted. I mean, I know you have to post preliminary stuff, but then 1570 
we can make sure that everything that's supposed to be on there is on here. Is there 1571 
any other better way to do that, Glenn? I mean, you've been doing this a lot longer 1572 
now. 1573 

 1574 

Mr. Coppelman  1:49:09   1575 

Oh, I don't think so. And I, you know, I have no idea why, yeah. The document that's 1576 
on the website doesn't have the information as it should. 1577 

 1578 

Tina Thomas  1:49:19   1579 

Yeah. And this isn't the first there's many, I've had many 91a's this week. 1580 

 1581 

Mr. Reed  1:49:24   1582 

And I apologize, I'm new to that part of this keeping up with this stuff. Like I told you 1583 
guys at our last thing I used to just show up and look at the project and walk away 1584 
happy.  1585 

 1586 

Tina Thomas  1:49:34   1587 

Because of this, I would love to be on the planning board. But I have hesitations 1588 
because if you can't get your documents, right. I might as well go back on the school 1589 
board because at least I know everything's right. One thing sitting on the school I 1590 
was sitting on the school board for three years, t's were crossed, and i's are dotted 1591 
and it's very frustrating as a citizen, nine o'clock on a Monday night or Tuesday night 1592 
you know trying to find documents and you are Now here it is 10 of 9. And I 1593 
apologize because I, you know, he was getting antsy again it you know, we're 1594 
waiting your public comments at the end of the meeting, but we feel this is important 1595 
to bring to your attention. 1596 

 1597 

Mr. Reed  1:50:11   1598 

Well, thank you for bringing it to our attention. And we will do some follow up on the 1599 
documentations and making sure they're accurate. And when we get done with a 1600 
meeting, we will get those approvals back here with our approvals of minutes and 1601 
make sure all the signatures that the votes are accurate. I know you; I see you doing 1602 
it every week.  1603 

 1604 
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Maddie DiIonno  1:50:31   1605 

 I don't know where it gets posted. 1606 

 1607 

Mr. Reed  1:50:33   1608 

 That's always going to follow up on and we do not have. We appreciate Maddie and 1609 
all she does, but we just have two full time staff that used to support what we do 1610 
here. We accept that, you know, the town has made a huge change on that. And this 1611 
is not all Maddie's fault. So don't feel at all. She's doing a great job and the wait, but 1612 
we do have some work to do, Tina, thank you. Thank you. Any questions, 1613 

 1614 

Ms. Gott  1:51:00   1615 

Brad, again, looking for that link between what is discussed in the meeting, shows up 1616 
in the minutes and then actually turns into conditions of approval? We need to 1617 
approve that link to make sure and that's were right now, there's an issue. 1618 

 1619 

Mr. Reed  1:51:16   1620 

Well, and that's why when we take a vote, we need to make sure I know Jonathan 1621 
used to take notes on it. We haven't had a lot lately. We've referred to specific 1622 
things. We need to follow up when we approve our minutes and make sure that 1623 
those are accurate. And then it translated accurately to what we voted on and 1624 
approved. Okay. Then we will. After we take a vote, we'll make we'll go over it then.  1625 

 1626 

Mr. Coppelman  1:51:52   1627 

Well, you have to do it before you take the vote, because once you've voted, it's 1628 
done. Unless you vote to reconsider your vote? 1629 

 1630 

Mr. Reed  1:52:00   1631 

Well, no, what I mean is that we need to make sure before we leave the meeting that 1632 
what's recorded is accurate as to what we voted on.  1633 

 1634 

Mr. Coppelman  1:52:07   1635 

Well, no, it's incumbent upon the board members to make sure that when you do 1636 
that, that whole conditional approval, that the things that are listed on there are the 1637 
things that you want to be conditions of the plan approval.  1638 
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 1639 

Mr. Plante  1:52:27   1640 

I don't think the issue was that she had nothing to go by. I'm quite sure that there are 1641 
conditions of approval somewhere. Were they on the website? No. 1642 

 1643 

Mr. Reed  1:52:42   1644 

That's the problem for Tina, as they are not on a website. 1645 

 1646 

Mr. Plante  1:52:46   1647 

I don't believe legally that they need to be on a website. They need to be posted in 1648 
two places. Yeah, if I am correct. 1649 

 1650 

Mr. Reed  1:52:56   1651 

All of our documents, yes. 1652 

 1653 

Mr. Ayer  1:52:57   1654 

You should be able to go to the building inspector tomorrow. And he should be able 1655 
to pull that plan and read those right off right to you. 1656 

 1657 

Mr. Coppelman  1:53:06   1658 

And there's also a file.  1659 

 1660 

Brian Damonavich  1:53:11   1661 

I still feel I got this. I think that even the occupancy on that building came before 1662 
everything was resolved and settled. All of a sudden, pow, the guy had an 1663 
occupancy permit signed off and gave it to him. And we were still having town 1664 
meetings on a place. How is that possible? I mean, really, and truly, we couldn't just 1665 
kind of like, hey, nobody, you can't sell a place. Nobody can get in here to you to 1666 
meet these requirements, then this resolved, 1667 

 1668 

Mr. Ayer  1:53:40   1669 

 But once he gave him that occupancy permit, we're on the hook. Correct. Nothing 1670 
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we can do. 1671 

 1672 

Tina Thomas  1:53:47   1673 

That is what happened. Before they came to you for the condominium shouldn't have 1674 
been there.  1675 

 1676 

Mr. Ayer  1:53:53   1677 

When there's nothing we can do. 1678 

 1679 

Mr. Reed  1:53:57   1680 

Starting tonight when we vote just so you guys know when we vote on a project. The 1681 
vote will be recorded. The conditions of approval will be double check before we vote 1682 
on it. My name will be signed there. If I'm Chairman, I don't know how much longer 1683 
I'm going to do this. 1684 

 1685 

Tina Thomas  1:54:14   1686 

But it's actually not your name. It's been signed by the planning technician. 1687 

 1688 

Mr. Reed  1:54:18   1689 

 and that's fine. I want to make sure that before we vote to Gretchen's point, when 1690 
we're when we're taking a vote, we'll make sure that the conditions of approval are 1691 
written down. And they are read out as written. We'll have to take a few more 1692 
minutes when we're doing that. So that they're written right now, Maddie, you've 1693 
been doing a great job. This is no reflection on you. But we want to make sure that 1694 
it's accurately that that's what we have voted on. 1695 

 1696 

Tina Thomas  1:54:43   1697 

Let me ask you another administrative question. Should I be sending my 91A to 1698 
Maddie?  1699 

Mr. Reed  1:54:48   1700 

No.  1701 

 1702 

Tina Thomas  1:54:57   1703 
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I just want transparency. Yeah, you know, everybody in town wants transparency.  1704 

 1705 

 1706 

Ms. Bridgeo  1:55:04   1707 

I don't think that's what people are using that word, what we need is access. So, it's 1708 
not, its people, its access, we're having a hard time accessing our own information. 1709 
It's not that the people aren't transparent, we can't get the information. If it's not 1710 
accessible, easily. 1711 

 1712 

Mr. Reed  1:55:26   1713 

Going forward, when we make a motion that has conditions of approval, we will take 1714 
the magic words, as John always called them, and anything we add to it, we will add 1715 
to it, and write it right out here. Before we vote on it, we will record it, we'll make sure 1716 
everybody will read it back and make sure everybody agrees that that's what we're 1717 
voting on, because it has to be done before we vote. And then it will be recorded that 1718 
way. Okay. 1719 

 1720 

Ms. Gott  1:55:49   1721 

Our responsibility as board members, is, for example, if I discussed this, then I 1722 
should have sure that it translates into a condition of approval, we should be aware 1723 
of what we've all said and discussed in the meeting. And, and then move it over to a 1724 
condition of approval if we think it's that important to be.  1725 

 1726 

Tina Thomas  1:56:14   1727 

And one other question, so on building, if I want to see a building permit, I don't 91A 1728 
this board I would 91A? 1729 

Mr. Ayer  1:56:25   1730 

You don't have to 91 anybody. 1731 

 1732 

Tina Thomas  1:56:29   1733 

I want to see the building permit or Mega X? Who do I contact? And how did those 1734 
footings get in? Nothing to do with the planning board. But this is my request.  1735 

 1736 

Mr. Plante  1:56:41   1737 
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Town hall.  1738 

 1739 

You could go see Donna. Okay. She could probably put you in the right direction.  1740 

 1741 

Tina Thomas  1:56:53   1742 

 I will see her tomorrow at 11am. 1743 

 1744 

Mr. Reed  1:56:57   1745 

Should be no problem for anything that's public record. 1746 

I was asked to make a comment tonight. On behalf of the board of selectmen. Well, 1747 
there's been a lot of there's been a lot of stuff going on a lot of questions about a 1748 
large piece of property that was cleared down near exit four. I'm not going to 1749 
mention, I'm not going to mention a project. So, for the clearing so the question 1750 
came up at our last meeting, I told everyone that I would follow up on it and find out 1751 
what is the process to clear a large piece of land I still have not found out what the 1752 
minimum is. Intention to cut intent to cut intent to cut. You know, if you want to clear 1753 
a piece of property in the state of New Hampshire, you have to file an account with 1754 
the Board of Selectmen, the Board of Selectmen does not get to make any judgment 1755 
call on this. They have to approve this within 15 days. The people with the 1756 
responsibility to make sure that it's being done properly, is the New Hampshire state 1757 
forester. He's the one who actually approves clear cutting a lot. So, for everybody 1758 
who's watching anybody's who's here, the Board of Selectmen did what they had to 1759 
do that permit was filed on I believe it was July 25, or something like that. It was 1760 
signed shortly thereafter. The cutting commenced just a few days after that, not the 1761 
cutting of the whole property. And then I was asked to also point out that the projects 1762 
that have been in question for the last few weeks, only take up about 20% of that 1763 
piece of property. So, the projects that this board has looked at the projects that 1764 
have been approved that we can't directly talk about right now because they're being 1765 
appealed, but those projects only take up the land right on the corner adjacent to the 1766 
safety complex. The entire piece of property if you look at the maps that are 1767 
available to you, the prince goes approximately to Cider Ferry Road That’s The edge 1768 
of the actual impacts and the actual work that's being done. And approximately 1769 
halfway to exit for not even halfway, but just approximately six acres. Yeah, so it's 1770 
only about six out of the 39 acres. So that's what we have looked at, that's what we 1771 
have approved. And that's the deal on the cutting the New Hampshire state forestry 1772 
department, the New Hampshire state forester is the one who approves that sort of 1773 
thing and how far they can cut and all that, towards 101 is controlled by the state. 1774 
So, I just wanted to make sure everybody is aware of that. I was asked to make that 1775 
public service announcement. At this meeting because there's been so much interest 1776 
in this. 1777 
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 1778 

Ms. Gott  2:00:46   1779 

As part of your public service would be that the cutting is not to commence until after 1780 
the Selectmen sign the intent to cut. It did not in this case, there have been other 1781 
cases that it has, but it did not in this case. 1782 

 1783 

Mr. Reed  2:01:02   1784 

I cannot speak to that I was not there. I don't drive by there every day three times 1785 
like you do.  1786 

 1787 

Ms. Gott  2:01:07   1788 

10. Thank you. But it seriously an Intent to cut has to be signed by the Selectmen 1789 
before any cutting takes place anywhere, on any property. 1790 

 1791 

Mr. Plante  2:01:23   1792 

Within 15 days. 1793 

 1794 

Mr. Reed  2:01:24   1795 

Yeah, but I think it's got to be over 100,000 square feet or something. There is a 1796 
minimum. So, within those 100,000 square feet, you could start cutting as long as 1797 
you didn't go beyond that, in theory, and I believe it's 100,000. But I'm still trying to 1798 
find out where that is. 1799 

 1800 

Mrs. Luszcz  2:01:44   1801 

Yeah, I thought I've heard there were penalties. I think there are penalties.  1802 

 1803 

Mr. Reed  2:01:49   1804 

There are penalties for everything if you can if you want to take the time and effort to 1805 
go after it. 1806 

 1807 

Alyssa Welch  2:02:32   1808 

So, what I have is a citizen petition warrant form. And I was told this afternoon by 1809 
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Deb Intonti that this had to come before the Planning Board before December 8, 1810 
which you guys do not meet again before December 8. So here I am. So, this is for it 1811 
has the 25 signatures required.  1812 

 1813 

Mr. Coppelman  2:02:56   1814 

Just a point of clarification. There's a 30-day window for filing citizens petitions. They 1815 
have to be filed with the Board of Selectmen. Then they come to Planning Board, 1816 
Planning Board schedules a hearing.  1817 

 1818 

Alyssa Welch  2:03:10   1819 

Okay. 1820 

 1821 

Mr. Coppelman  2:03:10   1822 

So, the eighth is the last day that you can submit to the Select Board. 1823 

 1824 

Alyssa Welch  2:03:14   1825 

Okay, that's different than what we were told. 1826 

 1827 

Mr. Reed  2:03:25   1828 

So, they have to see it first if it has to do with zoning.  1829 

 1830 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:03:40   1831 

By Wednesday. 1832 

 1833 

Mr. Reed  2:03:41   1834 

Yep. Okay, because then we have to at least notice our first public hearing by 1835 
Thursday, January 6. So, there's still very little time to get these things done. 1836 

 1837 

Mr. Coppelman  2:03:57   1838 

Because that stipulates the time frame for it? Is that our zoning amendments or is 1839 
that citizens' petitions? 1840 
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 1841 

Mr. Reed  2:04:06   1842 

That's the last date to post and publish notice for the first public hearing on proposed 1843 
zoning amendments? I believe the citizens proposed right  1844 

 1845 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:04:14   1846 

Citizens are different.  1847 

 1848 

Ms. Gott  2:04:20   1849 

What it was about, but somebody missed it last year. It's on there. It's about the 1850 
chickens last year.  1851 

 1852 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:04:24   1853 

Yes. 1854 

 1855 

Mrs. Luszcz  2:04:36   1856 

Do you know what the timeline is for citizens petition? 1857 

 1858 

Maddie DiIonno  2:04:39   1859 

I think it says it on there does it not? 1860 

 1861 

Mr. Reed  2:04:42   1862 

Last day to accept petitions zoning amendments, but then I think it rolls in with 1863 
everything else if I'm reading. 1864 

 1865 

Mr. Coppelman  2:04:47   1866 

Your right it does. 1867 

 1868 

Mrs. Luszcz  2:04:49   1869 

What if it's not a zoning petition? 1870 
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 1871 

Mr. Plante  2:04:52   1872 

But it’s kind of is. 1873 

 1874 

Mr. Coppelman  2:04:53   1875 

Is it a zoning issue?  1876 

 1877 

Alyssa Welch  2:04:55   1878 

Yes. 1879 

 1880 

Mr. Reed  2:05:03   1881 

They have from November 8 to December 8 to get them in. Right. And then they roll 1882 
right in with the rest of the rest of the amendments to be. 1883 

 1884 

Ms. Gott  2:05:14   1885 

Okay, so this needs to go to town hall.  1886 

 1887 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:05:16   1888 

Yes.  1889 

 1890 

Mr. Coppelman  2:05:35   1891 

Well, you know, there's some alternate spots open. You could start with you could 1892 
start with that. 1893 

 1894 

Ms. Gott  2:05:40   1895 

Start. I think that would be returning. 1896 

 1897 

Mr. Reed  2:05:44   1898 

Thank you. Good to see you again. Thanks, Alyssa. Sorry. Okay, any other public? 1899 
Comments will save me. Jan, will you be able to be at our Site walk next 1900 
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Wednesday?  1901 

 1902 

Jan Kent  2:05:57   1903 

Yes, I was planning on coming. 1904 

 1905 

Mr. Reed  2:05:59   1906 

Thank you. We do appreciate that very much. Thank you. So, our next scheduled 1907 
event is next Wednesday, at 2pm. And we will, we will take up our minutes have 1908 
been postponed until everybody can get a fresh copy and we can go over them, 1909 
which will include there'll be four meetings by the next time we meet plus the Site 1910 
walk. And due to the hour, I'm not going to get into warrants tonight. 1911 

 1912 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:06:34   1913 

I make a motion for me to make my motion. Yes. Okay. I make a motion. We 1914 
adjourn.  1915 

 1916 

Ms. Gott  2:06:41   1917 

No.  1918 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:06:49   1919 

I retract my motion. Sorry. 1920 

 1921 

Ms. Gott  2:07:00   1922 

Anyway, what I want to ask is I have a list of things that I understand that people are 1923 
very anxious to get out of here tonight. I have postponed discussion for several 1924 
meetings now because people are so anxious to get out. I'm not going to say keep 1925 
us tonight, but we need to spend some time I have some questions that are things 1926 
that we need to talk about. In one or two specific things I need to say to George is 1927 
chair of selectmen sorry, George. First thing we need a planner. They we keep 1928 
making mistakes and this is no reflection on you folks. You're not here enough. 1929 
There are too many things we keep having problems. We need to have a planner 1930 
and it needs to be in the budget this year for next year. For the 2022 fiscal year. 1931 
Okay, you guys are doing the budget. 1932 

 1933 

Mr. Plante  2:07:56   1934 
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I believe that's it's gone and past for this year, anyways.  1935 

 1936 

Ms. Gott  2:08:01   1937 

There, we keep hearing about things. We keep apologizing for things. We keep 1938 
saying well, this wouldn't have happened if we'd had that or they said this and on, 1939 
and on, and on. We need not have a disjointed planning department with several 1940 
people doing the job, which is what, again, we have great Rockingham Planning 1941 
Commission support. It's not enough and it leaves some areas uncovered. It leaves 1942 
coordination with the building inspector as just a number of things. Okay, that we 1943 
need to have a concerted joined effort. The other thing is, today, I went to work and 1944 
drove up to school. So, from where I live now 1945 

 1946 

Mr. Plante  2:08:53   1947 

You're not talking about paint, are you? I have an explanation. 1948 

 1949 

Ms. Gott  2:08:57   1950 

Okay. And I know exactly what the explanation is. The problem is, is the town's 1951 
actions put the town under the liability. So, for those of you don't know, I drove to 1952 
school, and they work great big yellow puddles. And they're a great big white 1953 
puddles, all along the side of the road, some of them going into the river, it was really 1954 
kind of pretty, until you realized that the paint and the lines on the road that were put 1955 
down yesterday had all bled Okay, into the puddles which then into the river, the 1956 
town in their wisdom, put sand on top in filled these puddles that were yellow, so 1957 
then you couldn't see the yellow puddles and you couldn't see the white puddles. But 1958 
that's not an effective mitigation for cleaning up paint. By doing the work, we have 1959 
transferred the liability from the company the painting company to the town because 1960 
now we as the town interfered, not a good thing to do. I appreciate the effort to try. 1961 
But that's not the correct direction to have gone. First of all, who's painting road lines 1962 
in the middle of beginning of December end of November? That's very foolish, going, 1963 
going through the cheapest bid is not the smart idea if that's what happened. Okay, 1964 
lines have or have been significantly erased or diminished along the way.  1965 

Mr. Plante  2:10:30   1966 

All right. Well, I'll answer that. I'll answer that at the next Board of Selectmen's 1967 
Meeting. I won't do it here. Because I'm on a Planning Board right now.  1968 

 1969 

Mr. Reed  2:10:43   1970 

But this is not something we should be taking up at this? 1971 
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 1972 

Ms. Gott  2:10:47   1973 

Well, it is the reason, up here instead of as I thought, Brad, instead of going over and 1974 
asking as a citizen. The reason I brought it up here as a planning board member, we 1975 
talk a lot of protection. But tonight, we talked about it. We talked about the river. We 1976 
talked about setbacks and things in the town. 1977 

 1978 

Mr. Reed  2:11:05   1979 

Yeah, I understand. And the thing, we have to be careful. And I want to say this to 1980 
everybody sitting here as a member of the Planning Board, you have to really be 1981 
careful what you say that could be construed in any legal manner, because we could 1982 
pass on all kinds of liability to the town. We could. That's a statement and a decision 1983 
you've made. But you should take that to the Board of Selectmen, you shouldn't just 1984 
say it openly in a meeting that is not called for that purpose. And I've been I just was, 1985 
I had several conversations with our legal department for the last couple of weeks 1986 
because of other issues. And they warned me to be very careful about what we talk 1987 
about, we have to be very careful, we have to be very careful making any kind of 1988 
determination that could tie into the town especially. And especially if it doesn't have 1989 
directly to do with the application we're dealing with right now. 1990 

 1991 

Ms. Gott  2:12:01   1992 

It's not an application, but water protection has been part of our purview. That's why 1993 

 1994 

Mr. Reed  2:12:06   1995 

It is part of it. And I understand your passion for it. I understand its virtue, but you 1996 
should really pass that along to the Board of Selectmen and the DPW, because the 1997 
DPW is who's directly involved. And again, we as we, as you know, members of our 1998 
community, should not be afraid to call someone if we see something that isn't going 1999 
on, right. I mean, if I saw something going on with DPW, I did not observe that I'm 2000 
sorry, I would not hesitate a moment to call Steve Brewer because he's in charge of 2001 
DPW. You know, and if I couldn't get ahold of him right now, I would call Mr. 2002 
Hammond. I mean, that's what I would do right now. But so, I and I would encourage 2003 
anybody watching this, if you see something like that, call those folks who are 2004 
responsible for those areas of our town, that's what we should be doing. And we 2005 
shouldn't be afraid to do it. You know, that's, that's the job that we've either elected 2006 
them or hired them to do. We shouldn't be afraid to do it. And I appreciate the public 2007 
comment tonight. I appreciate our Conservation Commission's involvement in the 2008 
applications we're dealing with, and the honest input we've had here tonight, very, 2009 
very much appreciate that. And I want you to know that and we're not trying to hide 2010 
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anything. We're trying to work to get better at what we do. And Maddie and Glen 2011 
have been very supportive of that. I thank you publicly for helping us with these 2012 
areas. Because when I came on the board, we had two full time people in that 2013 
department. Right now, we have a part time person. And if it weren't for you guys, I 2014 
don't know how this time we'll be getting along. Right. So, I really, really sincerely 2015 
appreciate your help. 2016 

 2017 

Ms. Gott  2:13:43   2018 

I just in brand I again, I'm not casting aspersions on our PC, we just need more. 2019 

 2020 

Mr. Reed  2:13:49   2021 

I absolutely do not disagree with you. I just caution everybody to be very careful 2022 
about what other things we're talking about here. You are an elected member of this 2023 
board. And that does carry some legal implications.  2024 

Maddie DiIonno  2:14:20   2025 

So, I know we're not talking about zoning amendments tonight. You don't have a 2026 
meeting next week. Do we want to schedule a work session? 2027 

 2028 

Mr. Reed  2:14:30   2029 

If you do, I am not available. That's why I didn't bring it up. And I'm happy if you go 2030 
and do it. We can talk about zoning amendments. I am not available. I just need you 2031 
to know that. 2032 

 2033 

Ms. Gott  2:14:43   2034 

Okay. May I mention also that I heard that Bud Com is meeting on the same night, 2035 
the third Thursday, whatever date that is 14,16 something like that they're meeting 2036 
so we need to make sure we're in a room. 2037 

 2038 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:15:13   2039 

Do you want to come next week? 2040 

 2041 

Maddie DiIonno  2:15:17   2042 

 it's up to the board. But in terms of zoning amendments, were really coming down to 2043 
the wire here. And we haven't narrowed down necessarily what we want to do. Chris 2044 
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gave me the December 20 date that everything needs to be pulled together. And that 2045 
includes being reviewed by the town council.  2046 

Ms. Gott  2:15:53   2047 

I think we have to. We haven't we haven't finished? 2048 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:16:25   2049 

So, December 9 at 7pm. 2050 

Mr. Reed  2:16:36   2051 

Christine and Maddie put together the list of the need to get done. 2052 

Maddie DiIonno  2:16:41   2053 

I have a couple that I thought we had some general consensus on at the last 2054 
meeting. And I brought those tonight. 2055 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:16:49   2056 

I retracted the motion for adjournment.  2057 

Motion: 2058 

Ms. Bridgeo made a motion that December 9, 2021 at 7pm the board hold a work 2059 
session, a public meeting to discuss the zoning.  2060 

Mrs. Luszcz  2:17:49   2061 

I don't think it's going to be your responsibility. But it's been a constant concern. I 2062 
think because of the size of the drawings we get. I sent an email to Christina asking 2063 
for the applicant. When they're doing this anyway, they could just take this out and 2064 
put it on an eight and a half by 11 in Word and just increase the font to like 11 and 2065 
then just make it as you know, I mean, I did mine on my scanner. Okay. So, I mean, 2066 
isn't that a whole lot easier to read? 2067 

Mr. Reed  2:18:31   2068 

I go through them on my computer, and I blow up the notes and I go down through 2069 
you know, 2070 

Mrs. Luszcz  2:18:35   2071 

But if we could just maybe make that possible for them.  2072 

Maddie DiIonno  2:18:39   2073 

I don't know the answer to that.  2074 

Mr. Reed  2:18:42   2075 

Our requirements are spelled out. We can request it, but I know what we require is 2076 
actually spelled out in our zoning. 2077 
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Ms. Gott  2:18:48   2078 

And we don't require that we have to add it to our zoning. 2079 

Ms. Bridgeo  2:18:53   2080 

Please request it and they can and I'm going to just keep requesting I want a 2081 
designed drawing I cannot look at them. I cannot do data on them. I can't measure it 2082 
there.  2083 

Motion: 2084 

Ms. Bridgeo made a motion to adjourn. Mr. Ayer seconded the motion. The motion 2085 
passed and the vote was 6 in favor, 0 opposed and 0 abstentions.  2086 

 2087 

Respectfully submitted, 2088 

 2089 

Jill A. Vadeboncoeur 2090 

 2091 
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