Wilmot Planning Board

Minutes April 5, 2010

Unofficial until voted and approved by the entire Planning Board.

Any conclusions drawn from these minutes may be inaccurate.

Planning Board Members Present:  Fritz Giddings (Chairman), Lorrie Sliter (Vice Chairman), Linda Scofield (Secretary), Mary Kay Huntoon (Selectmen), Bill Hayes, Gary Palumbo, Emerson Colby, Philip Nicholson (Alternate), Gavin Campbell (Alternate), Rachel Ruppel (UVLSPC) and Tracy Jordan (Secretary to the Board) Absent: 
Meeting opened by Fritz Giddings 6:30PM.
1. REVIEW MINUTES of March 15th meeting.  Changes – Spelling
Emerson Colby made a motion to accept the minutes as amended, seconded by Mary Kay Huntoon, all in favor.  

2. CORRESPONDENCE
Fritz Giddings– I highly recommend members go to the Planning & Zoning Conference Saturday, May 8th.
Town and City
Fritz Giddings – Mark Puffer and I wrote a letter to Mr. Feins regarding his Site Plan Approval of November 5th, 2007.  None of the conditions have been completed so the approval is no longer in effect. 

Reminder that next Monday, April 12th at 6:30pm all Boards are going to meet at the Town Office with Mark Puffer to discuss procedure, etc.

3. Public Hearing 6:30PM – Discuss a proposed amendment to the Zoning Ordinance Article IV Section II
Fritz Giddings - We have not seen any changes from anyone and cannot review tonight.  Mary Kay Huntoon - We are trying to find out where the height is measured from so that it is clear in the ordinance.
4. Public Hearing 7:00pm – Applicant, Eckman Engineering representing John and Tracey MacKenna, are applying for a 15 lot subdivision on property known as Map 7 Lots 6 and 18 located on Richards and Kinerson Roads.  Owned by John and Tracey MacKenna, 168 Little Sunapee Road, New London, NH 03257.
Fritz Giddings – This is a new application.
David Eckman – We gave a check for $5,000 and an application.  We changed nothing.  We did send a letter asking you to use the plans previously submitted.  

Lorrie Sliter made a motion to use the application from the last meeting and waive the fees, seconded by Linda Scofield, all in favor.
Fritz Giddings reviewed the checklist.
David Eckman – The driveway permits were in last week.  Mary Kay Huntoon – The Selectmen have not seen them yet but that is fine.

Deed restrictions – David Eckman – We have the dry hydrant easement

David Eckman – We do have a copy of the wetlands application.  We decided to go for wetland permit for the dry hydrant.  There would be an adjustment to the plans you have because we decided to span the wetlands on one of the lots for the driveway instead of disturbing the 300 sq ft of wetlands.
Mary Kay Huntoon – Did the Fire Chief talk with you about the location of the cistern.  David Eckman – Yes.
Lorrie Sliter made a motion to accept the application as complete pending the town driveway permits signed by the Road Agent and the Selectmen and the state subdivision approval for the septic systems, seconded by Billy Hayes, all in favor.

David Eckman – Handed out new 11x17 plans that show the zero impact on the one driveway.  Presentation made of the plans.  

Fritz Giddings – Did you read the Master Plan?  John MacKenna – Yes.  Fritz Giddings – I’m curious why you didn’t come to the Planning Board for some preliminary discussions.  John MacKenna – We are open to suggestions.  David Eckman – Part of the reason for going ahead and presenting a plan has to do with some retirement funding issues.  Fritz Giddings – Do you understand that a lot of people in town don’t consider this plan in keeping with the Master Plan.  Would you consider a reconfiguration of the plans?  John MacKenna – We considered this area to be the village zone.  Fritz Giddings – It is close but it is not in the village zone.  We can’t deny a subdivision solely on the desires of the Master Plan.  It would be good to have a little more consideration as to where the town wants to go and the rural character of the town.  I think there is a much better way to subdivide this land that would be more attractive.  I think there are potential for views up there that would bring in more funds.  Looking at the recommendations from other town departments, there appears to be some extra expense to you but if you had come in earlier we would have recommended you sit with the Fire Chief, the Police Chief and the Road Agent to see how many lots could have gone in without incurring extra expenses.  The Planning Board has done things in the past to help extract costs from the developer so that the Town does not have to incur additional expenses for new development.  One thing that is an issue is Richards Road; there are some significant issues with the road.  Drainage down North Wilmot Road which will come down Richards Road is also a concern.  It can barely handle draining the water that is currently there.  I would recommend that the road be adequately widened and ditch paths put in to take the added water from the development.  We make time available to developers to come in and have non-binding informational meetings which can save time with the application process.  The Board does not want this to turn into a confrontational situation.  Would you care to sit with us and discuss this development with an informational hearing?  David Eckman – We would like to review the presentation.
David Eckman - Map B-2 shows the westerly side of North Wilmot Road.  This is town map 18 where the pond is located.  We did the water calculation by taking 2 ½ ft of silt on bottom and deducted ice from the top and have 147,000 gallons of water.  We did review the Master Plan and found that Wilmot wants to be a bedroom community and this would be a good place for housing and North Wilmot road is in good condition.  We looked at all of this before John purchased the property.  We put the pond on 4 acres even though we could have gotten two lots out of it.  There is a class six road along one end of the property so we decided to have a large lot abutting the class six road.  We positioned driveways to not disturb wetlands or stone walls.  The smallest lot is 2.4 acres and the largest is 12 acres.  We thought these types of lots would grow out from the village district.  For fire safety you need to have about 15,000 gallons of water and one thing that John had mentioned was requiring that the houses have sprinkler systems.  The next plan shows tax Map 7 Lot 6.  This is the lot that has an existing house.  The lots are a little smaller on this pieced with them all being around 2 acres but they all meet the zoning.  There is a brook that runs on this lot and all water drains to that brook from the entire lot.  We did do a full drainage study.  By using some low impact techniques, we did not increase the flow of water.  We balanced the flows and did not change the runoff of this property.  Fritz Giddings – The added water still increases the water level.  David Eckman – The ground water table goes up and down seasonally.

Opened for public discussion at 7:55pm.

Fritz Giddings – Please keep in mind that this is a land use board and not for personal gripes.  Please direct all questions to Board.

Walter Walker – I have walked this area and would like to address the barb wire.  This has been the accepted bounds for quite a long time.  Survey goes up there but the accepted line is the barb wire.  I have seen the Pond during a drought and it empties quickly.  The Chairman of the Wilmot Historical Society can speak to this more but there is a maple syrup arch on the property that was used by Carl Brown and his sister Jesse.  We hope that you won’t ruin this in the building process.  Mark Davis, Chairman of the Wilmot Historical Society – I walked around the sap house and it has a good foundation considering the place has been logged.  We would like to make sure that someone’s boundary line does not run through the structure.  Secondly, if possible make it an enhancement to the property instead of a hindrance.  David Eckman – Thank you for the information.

Betsy Forstrom 25 Wilmot Road – In regards to the low impact development techniques, who ensures that it actually happens?  David Eckman – We would be willing to put that in the covenants and restrictions.  Best way to enforce it is to put it into the deeds.  We don’t have any covenants and restrictions but we have some thoughts.  Betsy Forstrom – I also have an observation, I think that single driveways for all these lots is excessive.  Many towns require shared driveways.  Despite good engineering intentions, driveways that direct down toward the road allows for the water to flow to the main road.  Fewer sloping things entering your roads should be considered.  David Eckman – The town does require that 25 ft needs to go away from a main road before it slopes.  David Marshall – Has anyone gone up to the site during the last rain storms because there was a lot of water flow.  David Eckman – We have been up there during the rain and yes the water does run off the entire lot and the culvert did a great job.
Carla Marshall – Every spring that brook goes under our driveway and ends up coming up over our driveway.  I would like to make a statement that lessening the amount of lots in this area would be appreciated.  As a neighbor, I did a little research and the state of NH updates the wildlife action plan.  A large chunk of the area to the east of this lot is the highest rated in our region, Merrimack County, for wildlife.  This area would be considered desirable for wild life protection.  Betsy Forstrom –I would like to add to what Carla said, having hiked up there it is very apparent that there is a lot of wildlife.  Jim Moody – I am the principal abutter on Pocket Road.  I would like to support what Carla said and I am happy to work with anyone on Pocket Road.  I feel that it is my road because it is not a class six road until someone can determine that it is a legally established road.   
Michael Warring – Pound road.  I would ask the developer if clustering was ever considered.  My personal opinion is that clustering has far less impact than individual lots.  Linda Schmidt – I hike the back trail up to Bog Mountain.  I was wondering whether the boundaries for the trail would be maintained.  Fritz Giddings – The trail goes through the property?  John MacKenna – It is a year to year written lease.  Mary Kay Huntoon – It should be in the deed.  
Anita Griffin – Will the Board receive information from the Regional commission.  Would they evaluate or be able to provide feedback about the water shed?  Fritz Giddings – Some of the information will be in the application information provided but our regulations do not currently request more information.  Some towns do hydrogeolocial studies and what impact this would have on aquifers.  Anita Griffin – I read the brief proposal and it stated that traffic impact would be minimal.  I walk on North Wilmot Road and 15 new homes with 10 driveways onto North Wilmot Road will have huge traffic impact on this road.  Also does the Board intend to do a site inspection before approval?  Fritz Giddings – That will remain to be seen.  We have not discussed anything at this point.  Anita Griffin – Can we still send information to the Board in writing?  Fritz Giddings – Yes.
Fred Netrick – I drove from Church Place to Pocket Road and counted 5 houses and four driveways.  This project is a 300% more intense use of land in an area that has a lot of natural uses.  I recognize the applicant is following the regulations and is trying to maximize investment but this is a huge impact.  Margaret Campbell – I agree with Fred.  

Fritz Giddings we have three letters we would like to read into the minutes.

Public letters – Read by Fritz Giddings letter from Bob Bruce who lives on Richards Road.
Read by Lorrie Sliter from Michael Tolley – Green way trail

Read by Mary Kay Huntoon from Nola Aldrich
See the attached letters at the end of the minutes.
Jim Moody – I think a lot people didn’t expect that this meeting would get opened to the public, would they still be able to speak?  Fritz Giddings – There is something we may do.

Closed to the public at 8:30pm.
Fritz Giddings – There are requests from the Highway Department on culverts and paving roads.  There are recommendations from the Fire Department for cisterns along with the dry hydrant.  The issues with Richards Road are very important.  The State of NH has stated that each new resident creates 8 trips a day.  Based on the number of houses this will triple the traffic on the roads around this development.  The use on the road tends to chew up the road edges.  And there needs to be some serious consideration given to our Master Plan.  For the configuration of the lots, would it be possible for the developer to consider taking a huge chunk at the back of the lot as common land.  Each individual property owner would have access to this and it would buffer wildlife territory.  In Mr. Moody’s case it would prevent anyone from building half way up Pocket Road.  I think Richards Road needs a lot of attention and you will triple the traffic on it.  I drove up it and was surprised at how narrow the road is near the culvert that has been mentioned.  On North Wilmot Road the culvert down near the road is plastic and I don’t think you are going to drive a lot of weight over it.  As far as the discussions about water flow, the water is going to go in the ground and will raise the water table.  One of the reasons for the 25ft pitch back for driveways is due to the issues we had on Granite Road.  I really believe that this development will put more water onto the road.  The number of houses will put significant impact on the amount of work needed to the area.  Billy Hayes – Question on water dissipation.  You discussed low impact water runoff.  This is a dry well and is it part of the calculation that goes into the septic?  David Eckman – It needs to be separate from the septic.  The water goes into the area and then goes into the ground but it needs to be separate from the septic.  There is a 4ft separation between the runoff capture area and the septic.  We are a long ways from the septic areas.  Gavin Campbell – Everything is front loaded on these lots so you are going to have homes built on the street.  Have found building envelopes that work?  David Eckman - Yes. Gavin Campbell – When you clear for these lots you are going to lose a significant amount of the foliage did you calculate this into the rain runoff?  David Eckman – The lawns will help with the drainage and taking the roof runoff out of the equation helps a lot.  Gavin Campbell – Also have concerns with the traffic issues and comments from Bob Bruce need to be taken under consideration.  David Eckman – How many lots could be on Richards Road without creating significant issues.  Fritz Giddings – One but it is not up to me.  We need input from the Road Agent.  We need to take into consideration all town departments concerns and requests.  Mary Kay Huntoon – Are there any thoughts about the cisterns?  David Eckman – From engineering aspect, we know that 15,000 gallons is a standard.  We are working with the Fire Department and discussed sprinklers but the sprinklers did not change anything from the Fire Chiefs aspect.  Fritz Giddings – The concern is that sprinklers will not help with an outside fire.  The Fire Chief knows his equipment and what they can handle.  We also need to take into consideration how many years out will the pond not be able to provide you with water.  David Eckman – We can maintenance dredge the fire pond.  We have discussed having a homeowners association for the fire pond and any other things that make work well in an association.  Fritz Giddings – Then you could have the common land in the association that would help protect some items.  Appreciate your attitude to discuss with us some alternatives.  We understand that our ordinance says 150ft of road frontage and 2 acre lots but our Master Plan has made some statements and people here have made some statements about where the town wants to go with growth.  Maybe we could continue this hearing to next month to give the applicant an opportunity to sit down with David Eckman to discuss some of these things and would give you an opportunity to come in for an informational with the Planning Board.  Fritz Giddings – We will continue hearing and will still be open to public as well as to the Planning Board for discussion.  I also think that Betsy Forstoms’s comment on shared driveways is something that should be kept in mind.  Lorrie Sliter – You stated that the driveways naturally do not disturb wetlands.  Would shared driveways disturb the wetlands?  David Eckman – We could do some that would not disturb the wetlands.

Billy Hayes made a motion to continue the public hearing to May 3rd at 6:45pm at the Wilmot Town Offices, seconded by Gavin Campbell, all in favor.

5. Continued Public Hearing 6:45– Applicant, Scott’s Yard Care, is applying for a Site Plan Review on the subject property known as Map 11 Lot 44-12 located off Route 11.  Owned by Scott’s Yard Care, 29 Forest Acres Road, New London, NH 03257.

Susan Hankin-Burke – Your Town Attorney, Mark Puffer, thought that we should come back to the Planning Board about the buffer along Route 11 and side that abuts the Jewell property.  Fritz Giddings – Do you have a new map with the information that we asked for at the last hearing?  Susan Hankin-Burke – What new information.  Fritz Giddings – The setback lines showing 30 ft from Woodhill Drive and the 75 ft along the Jewell property.  Susan Hankin-Burke - The maps that you have showed what the Board had requested before the Board denied the application.  It shows a 30 ft buffer along the abutter side.  Fritz Giddings – We do not have the authority to waive the 75 ft buffer and if you are asking for a variance then you need to go to the Zoning Board of Adjustment (ZBA).  
Susan Hankin-Burke – For the record, I would like the letter from attorney, Mark Puffer dated March 23, 2010 read into the minutes.  
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March 23, 2010

VIA E-MAIL (shb@msbwnl.com)

Susan Hankin-Birke, Esquire

McSwiney, Semple, Hankin-Birke & Wood,
P.C.

280 Main Street, PO Box 2450

New London, NH 03257-2450

Re: Property of Scott Ellison, Lot 12, Ridgewood Subdivision, Tax Map 11, Lot 44-12

Dear Susan:

This follows your letter to the Wilmot Planning Board Chair dated March 19, 2010,
concerning the above-referenced matter.

We did discuss the Planning Board continuing the April 5, 2010, hearing without taking
any action. Upon further reflection, Ibelieve it would make sense for the Planning Board to at
least determine what the appropriate buffer strip depths will be for the areas adjacent to rights-of-
way (both Route 11 and Wood Hill Drive), before you seek a variance of the 75-foot buffer strip
to the rear of the lot. As we discussed, the Planning Board has no authority to vary the 75-foot
‘buffer strip to the rear, as that is a requirement of the Zoning Ordinance. Any such variance
would need to be granted by the ZBA. However, in accordance with the Ordinance, “the
Planning Board may consider reducing the minimum depth of the buffer strip between a building
and a public right-of-way to 30 feet.” Further, “buffer strips between a parking area and a public
right-of-way may be reduced to 50 feet .. "

Tt seems to me that before the ZBA can determine whether the required 75-foot buffer
strip to the rear of the property justifies a variance (.., whether the property may be put to a
reasonable use without the variance), only after the Planning Board has determined the
appropriate depth of the buffer strips along both Route 11 and Wood Hill Drive. Accordingly, I
am recormending that you appear before the Planning Board on April 5, 2010, for the Board to
make these determinations.

1do believe that in theory you can move forward with the appeal of the Planning Board’s
determination that the 75-foot buffer strip applies to Lot 12. Nevertheless, I would assume that
you would want to have such appeal and the application for variance heard by the ZBA
simultaneously.

Preti Flaherty Beliveau & Pachios pLLp  Attorneys at Law

w | TE 603.410.1500 | Fax 603.410.1501 | Mailing address: P.0. Box 1318 | Concord, NH 03302-1318
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Susan Hankin-Burke - In accordance with the zoning ordinance Article VII Cluster Subdivisions Section IV #7 Buffer Strips, the Planning Board may decide to reduce the minimum depth of the buffer strip between a building and public rights-of-way to 30 feet.  As I understand his letter, before the ZBA can determine the 75 ft buffer to the rear, the Planning Board has to decide on the appropriate depth along Route 11 and Woodhill drive.  Fritz Giddings – When you were here last time, we asked Bob Stewart to come back with a plan that shows the buffer along the Jewel property of 75 ft and the 30 ft along Woodhill Drive.  We did not request a buffer on Route 11 because of the topography of the lot and the fact that this is a commercial venture in the commercial district.   I’m not sure why you need a variance.  I can show you a map that has a buildable location on this lot.  If you want to go to the ZBA and challenge the setbacks, that is fine.  You don’t have what we requested so we don’t need you here tonight.  Susan Hankin-Burke – I’m not sure why your town council sent me to come back before the Board tonight.  Fritz Giddings – I had spoken with Mark Puffer and he thought you were under the assumption that there was a 30 ft setback around the entire lot.  I told Mr. Puffer that Woodhill Drive side of the lot was the only side with a 30 ft setback and that there is 75 ft buffer along the Jewell property.  We would appreciate it that you don’t come back before the Planning Board until you have a map that shows the buffer we are requesting.  Susan Hankin-Burke – I understood that Mark Puffer was saying that there is a question as to the buffers along Woodhill and Route 11.  From an email dated March 19th from Mr. Puffer there is a difference between the 75 buffer strip and the landscaping buffer and that the Board can determine the width of these buffers.  Fritz Giddings – You have confused two things.  The ordinance requires a 75 ft buffer strip.  Nothing can be built within the buffer, no buildings, parking, etc.  This is not to be confused with the vegetative buffer.  We had discussed the hopes that there would be some give and take in regards to the vegetative buffer.  We had discussed reducing the vegetative buffer so that instead of having the entire 75 ft vegetated we were looking at doing only 60 ft.  We want to see the 75ft line on the map.  Susan Hankin-Burke - This Board can reduce the vegetative buffer per Article VII Cluster Subdivision Section IV #7 Buffer Strip – “In the absence of existing vegetative cover, new landscaping shall be planned to buffer the cluster subdivision from abutting properties.  This landscaping buffer shall be of a size, type and spacing determined adequate by the Planning Board to screen and buffer buildings, parking areas and other structures and activities from neighboring properties and public rights-of-way and to otherwise establish a landscaped setting for development consistent with the surrounding community.”  If I understand this, the vegetative plantings shown on the plan is different from the 75ft buffer and if it runs into the parking then there is an issue.  Fritz Giddings – That is correct because nothing can be in the 75 ft buffer.  We had also discussed evergreens as screening.  Lorrie Sliter – Everything going on here tonight is a repeat of the Mar 1st meeting.  Susan Hankin-Burke – I received the letter from Mark Puffer to show up in front of the Board to clarify this information so that we can proceed to the ZBA.  Lorrie Sliter – Can an application go to the ZBA even if we have not denied the application?  Fritz Giddings – Yes.  Just to reiterate again, the Jewel property line is to show a 75 ft buffer strip that is to be planted.  The new plan will also show a 30 ft setback along Woodhill Drive and we had requested that the application show a singular use for the property.  Fritz Giddings – We have reiterated repeatedly that lot 12 not be used until approved and it continues to appear to be used.  Do we have any assurance from you that this will cease until the plan is reviewed?  Susan Hankin-Burke – We have material on the lot that has been present for some time.  Fritz Giddings – You cannot tell me that things have not been changed.  We want an assurance that this will stop.  There is an existing cease and deist on that lot to prevent this from happening.  This needs to stop.  Also when the bridge was approved on lot 1 we required significant information about the bridge and it was not to be built until we had all the needed documentation.  The bridge is all ready almost built and we have received nothing.  There are regulations in this town and your client needs to abide by them.   Susan Hankin-Burke – I will discuss this and look into it?  There were items on this lot 12 previously dealing with the DES reclamation.  Fritz Giddings – That is a weak excuse.  It was discussed last fall with Bob Stewart that there was one area the needed work and it would be done in one week and then we would receive a letter and that was 6 months ago.  Susan Hankin-Burke – At the last meeting we had provided to the Board the approval of the restoration plan.  Fritz Giddings – That was on lot one, we are discussing lot 12.  The area on lot 12 is what Bob stated would be completed.  There is no use for you to come back before the Board until all items we have asked for are on the map. Susan Hankin-Burke – My understanding is that there are things on lot 12 that are needed for the lot 1 work.
Gary Palumbo made a motion to continue the hearing until the ZBA has heard the case and they have a completed map and all DES information, continued to June 7th at 6:45pm, seconded by Lorrie Sliter, all in favor.

Lorrie Sliter – I would like it noted for the record that Mr. Ellision’s attorney was recording the meeting and she did not inform the Board that she was doing this.
Old Business
Billy Hayes – Why doesn’t anyone propose changing lot size and road frontage requirement?  Fritz Giddings – I applied for a grant through the Upper Valley Regional Planning Commission and we were approved to receive funds.  We are going to devote our workshops to reviewing our zoning. As we go further from services of the town and in looking at limited access areas, we are going to start to create zones with larger lots.
New Business

Fritz Giddings – I would like to ask that Mary Kay Huntoon recuse herself from this portion of the meeting.  Mary Kay Huntoon – As a member of the Board of Selectmen I refused the request by the Chairman of the Planning Board.  Emerson Colby - Only members of the Board can decide issues and no exeficio member has the same rights as regular board members.  Mary Kay – I am a voting member of the Board.

Fritz Giddings - I would like to ask the Board to review a letter I have composed regarding Scott’s Yard Care Map 11 Lott 44-1.  If these are positions that you don’t support please cross your name off and leave the letter.
Fritz Giddings – I came and wanted a cease and desist but the selectmen took a look that the decision stated that it was too vague.  Gary Palumbo – In the minutes it was stated that we needed a review of the bridge plan before it was constructed to be sure it was done properly.  Specifically it was an outside engineer that needed to review the plans before the bridge was to be built.  Rachel Ruppel – The motion in the minutes states bridge review which maybe vague but we did discussed throughout the minutes what the Board wanted for a review.  Mary Kay Huntoon – It is a vague comment that was made in the decision and it is difficult for the selectmen to act upon.  
Lorrie Sliter – I’m all for the point of this letter.  We are going to go over these applications with people and we need to have someone enforce what we do.  There is a little conflict here with the letter of decision says review of bridge to be properly constructed does not say what review is but if we can go to our minutes there are things in the minutes that can explain what we mean by review, but we need to make sure that we can use the minutes to fall back on.  Fritz Giddings – Keep in mind that Mark Puffer and Mary Kay Huntoon sat here at that meeting and neither one stated that we were doing anything incorrectly.  Lorrie Sliter – Fritz can you review with Mark Puffer that the decision can be backed by the minutes, and then we have something the Selectmen can use.  Emerson Colby – I think that in the future we need to have a review of what is being sent out.  If the selectmen see a notice and find that it appears that it doesn’t follow what we want then they need to contact the Board.  Lorrie Sliter – We can’t do that because we stated items at the meeting and we cannot change them without being in a public hearing session.
Rachel Ruppel – When you compare Gary’s motion to the notice of decision it is basically the same thing.  The Board in the future could write down the conditions and review them more thoroughly during the meeting.  Gavin Campbell – Would be good for us to review the language of the conditions before going out in notices.  Linda Scofield – Is setting conditions on applications common.  I thought we weren’t going to issue a site approval if there were conditions.  Fritz Giddings – We accept applications as complete with conditions such as the State Septic approvals.  We would also accept plans with conditions such as installation of cisterns or roads, etc.  Lorrie Sliter – We have every right to do a letter to the Selectmen in regards to this but I think we need some legal advice.
6. Meeting adjourned at 9:41pm.

Next meeting will be March 19th, 2010 at 6:30pm at the Town Offices. 

Tracy Jordan


Wilmot Planning Board 
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March 25, 2010

Mr. Fritz Giddings
Chairman

Planning Board
Town of Wilmot, NH

Dear Fritz:

I am writing to you with regard to the proposed development plan for Richards
Road. My wife and I have owned property on Richards Road for more than three years, and
recently, we have completed construction of a new house. We are the only residents on
Richards Road.

Soon after purchasing our property in 2006, I asked the Town Selectmen to erect
signs at the southern end of Richards Road warning of a potentially dangerous lack of sight
lines because of a sharp rise and fall of the road. The response was that any such signage
would be an implicit admission to a possible liability. Therefore, the Town would not erect
signs. Since then, I have posted my own signs in both directions warning of limited sight
lines. Over the past three years, my wife and I, despite great care, have had several near
head-on collisions at that site on the road with other drivers not so familiar with the hazard.
There is also a second blind hill (with a curve) further up the road that is at least as
dangerous.

If the proposed development is approved with several new driveways and a likely
significant increase in vehicular traffic, there almost certainly will be, in my opinion, motor
vehicle collisions. I ask that, if you approve the development, that you at least require
significant safety improvements to lower Richards Road, including changing the angle at
which it intersects North Wilmot Road, leveling the two hills to provide sight lines, and
widening the road to allow two vehicles to pass easily.

Separately, [ am concerned that lower Richards Road which, seasonally is very wet
and muddy, will be come more so if several new driveways are allowed to drain onto it and
at the same time there is a significant increase in vehicular traffic. Again, if you approve the
planned development, [ ask that you require major improvements in drainage. On the west
side of Richards Road, there are extensive wetlands and a running stream. Drainage is
barely adequate now. Additional run-off will create hazardous conditions.

Thank you for your attention to these matters. I would be pleased to show, in
person, to you and your Committee members the problems I have described above.

Sincerely yours,

Bob

Robert W. Bruce I
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Planning Board

¢/o Tracy Jordan, Planning Board Secretary
P.O.Box 72

Wilmot, NH 03287

RE: Proposed Subdivision on Richards and Kinerson Roads Property—March 1, 2010 hearing
Dear Members of the Planning Board:

My wife and I own the property at 69 Pinnacle Road which abuts the property that is the subject of this
public hearing. We regret that a planned trip to the West Coast conflicted with this hearing, and request
permission to have our objections which are summarized in this letter read into the minutes of the
hearing.

We bought the property at the end of Pinnacle Road in 2001 as retreat from our urban lives in Dedham,
Massachusetts and a place to enjoy the scenic beauty of the area and outdoor recreation. We were
attracted to Wilmot for its rural and small-town character, two features which we believe are at risk from
the proposed development. Our aim has been to preserve our tract of land to the south of Bog Mountain
as a refuge for wildlife and as a natural resource to be enjoyed by the community. In fact, one of our first
initiatives was to allow the Sunapee-Ragged-Kearsarge-Greenway trail to pass through our property.

We object to the plan to subdivide the old Bisaillon property which consists of a house and almost 50
acres into 15 buildable lots. A development of this size would increase traffic on North Wilmot Road,
encroach on the natural habitat of the wildlife that populate Bog Mountain and its environs, and destroy a
viewshed and natural terrain enjoyed by us and all who hike the Sunapee-Ragged-Kearsarge Greenway.

We also object to the proposed subdivision and development because it is at odds with the recently
adopted Master Plan. A town’s master plan reflects the vision, desires and concerns of a community. We
share the community’s vision of maintaining the rural, small-town character of Wilmot and its desire to
protect those features through planning and regulation of building. It is up to the Planning Board to
exercise its responsibility, and to help realize the community’s aspirations. How the Planning Board
treats this matter will have iremendous consequences for ihe wown. Allowing depariwes from the Master
Plan today will make it harder to say no in the future, and before long the character of the town will have
been changed.

In summary, we submit that the plan to subdivide this property into 15 buildable lots (1) will have
undesirable environmental, traffic and visual impacts, and (2) will undermine the aims of the town’s
recently adopted Master Plan.

Sincerely,

T A

Michael C. TAoll‘éy
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April 5fh Meéting at Town Officé re John McKennaIBisaiIIon
Property/Kinerson Road

1 message

Nola Aldrich <nola_aldrich@tds.net> Thu, Apr 1, 2010 at 9:29 PM
To: Town of Wilmot - Selectmen's Office <townofwilmot@comcast.net>

Because of iliness, | cannot be present during the above-referenced meeting. However, | wish to voice my strong
objections to John McKenna's 15-house development in this area. If possible, please forward this email to our
Planning/Zoning Board.

1. His action will destroy the rural character in that area of North Wilmot Road. Rooftops, not trees, would be
everywhere.

2. Increased traffic will make this winding, hilly road more hazardous especially in the winter months. Many a
time | have walked up this road and been approached by speeding vehicles on the blind curves

3. If you figure 4 persons per home, this increases Wilmot's population by 60, possible cars per family 2, total
extra cars would be 30.

4. This development would destroy wildlife habitat, such as wetlands, and Greenway bordering hiking trails.
There could be privacy/trespass concerns should hikers inadvertently get off a trail and end up in someone’s
backyard. A "shoot first, ask questions later" mindset perhaps would prevail.

S. In a few of Wilmot's North Wilmot Road areas, UPS delivery trucks will not go on any dirt road when road
conditions are questionable. Last year there were 6 or 7 instances when parcels were left at the Witmot Public
Library. A volunteer would call the recipient. If no answer or a message had to be left, it's questionnable as to
when pickup would be made. Can you imagine 15 homes having umpteen package deliveries in the Library? Our
library is NOT a post office or drop box location and should be respected as such, particularly during the
holidays. ~

6. If approval is given, what prevents Mr. McKenna from purchasing more "cheap land" in Wilmot and creating a
mini New London? Qut goes the middie class being neighborly; welcome to the snobby snowbirds. Can Wilmot's
small town infrastructure support a development of this size, much less more development at what price to the
environment and our quality of life.

Thank you for reading and thinking on my concerns. Wilmot Center's Village character should not be infringed
upon.

Cordially,
Nola Aldrich
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