Wilmot Planning Board

Minutes August 2nd, 2010

Approved by the Planning Board at the September 13th, 2010 meeting

Planning Board Members Present:  Fritz Giddings (Chairman), Billy Hayes (Vice Chairman), Linda S Scofield (Secretary), Mary Kay Huntoon (Selectmen), Lorrie Sliter,  Gary Palumbo, Emerson Colby, Philip Nicholson (Alternate), Rachel Ruppel (UVLSPC) Absent: Gavin Campbell (Alternate) and Tracy Jordan (Secretary to the Board)
Meeting opened by Fritz Giddings 6:30PM.
1. REVIEW MINUTES of July 19th, 2010 meeting.  Changes –minor spelling and grammatical corrections.  

Emerson Colby made a motion to accept the minutes as amended, seconded by Billy Hayes, all in favor. 

2. CORRESPONDENCE

Letter from Planning Board to Select Board read by Fritz.  See attached.
3. Old Business. Discussion with Doug Rayno, Fire Chief.
Fritz Giddings: One of the discussions we had, had to do with real long deep lots and there was some discussion about maybe having the Fire Dept. get involved with the driveway process to make sure that if somebody builds a driveway 1500 ft long that you still have adequate access back and forth.  Is that OK?  Doug Rayno: Absolutely.  I met with Dag Lidbek regarding the lots at Kearsarge Woods which have very long driveways and very steep slopes going up the driveways and we talked about fire protection.  That’s the concern as far as the 1500 feet that would be required for the cisterns in the distance, because once we start doing  percentage of grades we end up with friction loss, so the 1500 ft doesn’t apply.  We do have one driveway that in the winter we can’t access because of the steepness.  Fritz Giddings: One of the things that Mary Kay brought up was to require sprinklers.  You still have to have a water source because you still need to be able to deal with fires outside, but the sprinklers might help.  Doug Rayno: In particular just individual residents  or in subdivisions?  FG: Well for instance in this subdivision we know there are steep slopes up there so there are going to be issues with this. 

On top of it the length of the road I think we figured was 2400 feet.  That was another thing we talked about, was limiting the length a dead end road in a subdivision. That something you would be in favor of?  DR: Yes, I’m supposed to get back to him because originally, I think I was on the Board at the time that that came up and there was discussed an access off of Morgan Lane in Sutton.  Sutton refused it. MKH: We told him to go back to Sutton.  DR: He brought that up and I wanted to talk to the Board about that because I guess with such a long road like that there only being one access in and out I thought that if something happens midway in that road and we have something going on  we have no access until that first scene is cleared up.  Obviously it becomes a financial issue for them to build another emergency access.  Have you looked at the regs from some of the other towns as far as their distances are concerned?  FG: The first thing that I come across regularly is that the road can’t exceed 1500 feet.  That’s going to be a little difficult here because there isn’t any place, if he put a brand new road in off Kearsarge Valley Road, where that fire lane was planned, by the time you get up in there he is going to be over 1500 feet.  MKH: But that was still an access out.  FG: That was not public, it was just an emergency access.  MKH: Which would have been gated and the Fire Dept would have had a key.  But for some reason Sutton was opposed to it.  I don’t really know why.  DR: What is the Board’s feeling on that?  I need to get back to him.  Personally as I just mentioned there is a concern.  I’m willing to work with everybody on that.  Should I approach him to find out what Sutton is interested in?  FG: Especially about that second access, where they stand on that now.  MKH: We need their input on it too.  FG: They will be notified as they are an abutter in the event that it ever gets to us again.  DR: I did talk with him on that.  He’s hoping for next year.  LSliter: But if they can’t get a second access what becomes a wide enough road?  DR: The road proposed would require two cisterns in there.  I told him with the cisterns we could make the areas of the pull-offs a little bigger to accommodate a truck at the cistern plus an additional truck and in between the two cisterns there would be another pull-off  for an apparatus to pull off to the side too.  FG: We already talked to him about the fact that  probably the first phase which exists now, that road is going to have to be widened.  You have to be able to get by coming both ways.  DR: Wouldn’t they be building this to town specs anyway?

LSliter: It becomes a different classification depending on how many lots . FG:  He’s adding more houses so it goes up a classification.  DR: It should be a regular two width road.  MKH: But the first one isn’t. FG: The first one’s tight.  I think it’s 18. The first one’s a local, but we want to go to a service.  Which means he does have to do work.  Two full lanes with shoulders.  DR: I’m going to notify him tomorrow and tell him he has to go to Sutton.  FG: I think he needs to start that process.  DR:  It’s been six years anyway.  

MKH: Can we go back to the Fire Dept and driveway permits please.  Do you want a representative of the FD to be included in signing off on every driveway permit?  DR: I guess something to do with the length and steepness, because some driveways are just cut and dried.  FG: I think the FD should look at all of them.  There’s an issue of them coming onto the road.  MKH: Some of them won’t be a problem, but who is going to determine which one is and I don’t want to put that on our road agent or the selectmen.  Emerson Colby: What’s the reporting process on his part…do we have to wait until the owner comes in, or does he send us something that says they’ve been to me and I’ve discussed it?  FG: Are you talking about the subdivision or the driveways?  EC: Driveways.  FG: That goes through the selectmen, but it is in our regulations.  MKH: Your regulations will have to be changed, but it will just be one more step.  LSliter: It would be good for you to get a copy of the minutes.   DR: I also don’t mind Phil representing the FD, he is one of the lieutenants.  He can’t make the ultimate decision, but there are some questions he could probably answer.  There was one other thing with a particular business in regards to access of FD trucks getting on to a property, which I would like to discuss with the Board before going on to the property.  FG: There will be some discussion of that when we come before item #5 of the agenda.  

4. Continued Public Hearing 6:45pm – 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.

John MacKenna: A simple subdivision is a house and two lots or a house and three lots?  FG: A house and two lots.  JM: I have two taxable lots.  Am I entitled to three lots on each one?  FG: I think the resulting number of lots is what would drive it.  Even though there are two lots of record, they are under the same ownership.  MKH: But they are separated by a road.  FG: I understand that.   LSliter: He would have to present them as two separate subdivisions.  MKH: Yes.  FG: He has one deed.  John, I think we would have to look into that, because it’s the same ownership, it’s a single deed.  North Wilmot Road is a prescription road, so you abut yourself in the middle of the road.  There are several issues that would have to be looked at to determine  this.  JM: That presents a problem.  What I can do is put three lots on each taxable lot.  FG: Do you have a sketch of how that would lay out?  JM: I do.  It is just a sketch.  You said I could have one lot on Richards Road?  FG: I recommended one lot. By law, you can have three.  As our ordinance is currently written, as long as you have 150 of road frontage and two acres of land you have created a legal lot.  JM: I realize that.  FG: One of the concerns is if you go back to the Master Plan of protecting the rural character of the town.  One of the other concerns that should be yours is at what point do we get to where we don’t require all of these road upgrades and rebuilding Richards Road, two or three cisterns and things like that.  It’s the economics as far as you’re concerned.  JM: You mention cisterns.  If you have three lots, do you need a cistern.  FG: I think is this case, yes.  Because if you’ve done three lots on each side, you’ve done six lots.  And in the neighborhood it’s created six lots.  JM: What if I do three lots on one side.  LSliter: Would have to ask Doug.  FG: We asked Doug to come to talk specifically how many lots before the second cistern kicks in.  If Doug would like to look at the sketch and make some recommendations.  I do know that this 1500 feet is a very important issue to the FD.  They can’t pump more than 1500 feet.  And if you put a cistern in the middle, I don’t know how much road frontage you have, but I don’t think it’s 3000 feet.  JM: But you do require that for three lots?  FG: Again, I think we would recommend that because it’s a total of six lots.  JM: It’s a total of three lots on one side of the road.  FG: And a total of three lots on the other side of the road.  JM: Forget the other side of the road.  FG: I can’t do that.  When Mr Vedoro came in we were very concerned that he took his road frontage and created four or five lots, but then left 150 feet that went down to 30 acres in the back and our concern was what are you going to do with the land in the back?  So we would probably have the same question for you.  If you develop one side of the road, we would ask you what are your plans for the other side.  And if it’s to create three more lots the total would be six lots, I think we’re within our rights to ask for the Fire Chief’s recommendation.  If he recommends a cistern, we would probably consider that.  JM: This is just a conceptual hearing, right?  FG: It can’t be because we’ve continued it.  JM: OK.  FG: But we’re going to give you a lot of leeway here in discussing this because I really wish you had come in back in the beginning to have this discussion.    JM: We went by the Master Plan and they said we don’t want any snob zoning.  I got very confused by it.  FG: One of the things we have to look at is the cost impact on the town of any development.  MKH: Let’s look at your sketch.  JM: OK.  Here’s North Wilmot Rd.  Here’s Richards Rd.  One lot with the house, approximately six acres.  One here next to Marshall’s, and one on Richards Rd.  MKH: Only one will be accessing Richards Rd.?  JM: That’s right.  MKH: We are talking only about one side of the road right now.  FG:  Keeping in mind the other side of the road.  LSS: That’s currently lot 6 of map 7.  MKH: Anyone else need to see the map?  FG: Tim, before there was going to be a lot of traffic down there and you had recommended upgrading Richards Rd.  Do you think that if he only puts one lot on Richards Rd. it would still be some requirement, but it wouldn’t be significant?  Tim Martin: Not with just one house lot down there.  MKH: Mr Bruce, do you have any questions?  FG: How do you feel about one house lot?  Is that a reasonable amount of traffic?   Robert Bruce: I think it’ important where the driveway’s going to be located.  Because as I’ve pointed out there’s both a blind hill and a blind curve.   MKH: But that would be Highway and Fire to make a decision on that driveway to make sure that it’s safe.  FG: Personally I think this is a much better presentation.  It’s going to cost you a lot less to do that than to go with all the lots that were on there.  LSliter: If John decides to come back to us and present this three lot subdivision, would he have to do a whole new application or can he do a revision to his original?  FG: Before you get to that point, let us check with the attorney about these two lots.  MKH: Can he come back in two or five years and subdivide this?  FG: I will tell you that we are discussing a change in our ordinance that won’t let you come back for a minimum of five years. And that’s the issue here.  If this is considered one lot and you create a three lot subdivision, you can’t come back for five years with another one because we want to avoid that three here, three here, three here and all of sudden we have a dozen lots up there and no cisterns.  So let me call the town attorney tomorrow.  LSliter: Instead of coming with three one this side and three on the other side, he may want to come to us with all six even though it puts him out of the minor, it’s still a lot of acreage and it’s something we may want to consider looking at.  FG:  Bottom line is we may have to ask you for a cistern with a total of six lots.  Doug, if we went with that three lot subdivision, would you want a cistern there?  DR: It poses a question because I brought this forward to the Board a couple of months ago it was for situations like this.  And right now if you do it for one you have to do it for them all to be fair.  FG: Not necessarily.  This is a unique situation where you have this total piece of land on one deed.  Yes it’s divided by the road.  Yes it’s two lots of record according to the town, but according to the deed it’s not.  MKH: If he didn’t own this (lot 18), there would be no question?  He wouldn’t have to put in a cistern?  FG: Yes, we wouldn’t deal with it.  DR: Then he’s only doing three lots…for now.  Then if this gets further subdivided we end up with a lot of building and no fire protestion.  FG: The only other thing I explored was escrowing at each subdivision.  LSliter: If he comes legally to us and does a subdivision of that side of the road as his application  we have to look at that.  FG: The requirement of paving from 4A to Eagle Pond Rd was a little over the top.   But there are issues with drainage that need to be addressed.  LSliter:  If the deed covers all of the property, this becomes a four lot subdivision.  It doesn’t matter what he does with that side, once he comes before us he has the five year wait before he can subdivide again.  FG: This is all speculation.  John came in with three lots and I think that is an attractive way to subdivide that parcel (map 7, lot 6).  I will contact the attorney and get the answer on this  for you.  We are not talking about the lot on the other side of the road today.  MKH: we can talk about that today if he wants to.  DR: I want to get something in place, but I want to be fair to everybody.  FG: Our subdivision regulations speak specifically that a minor subdivision doesn’t require the input of all these people.  I will get back to you as soon as I can.  I’d like to open this to the public now. Is there anyone  that would like to comment?  Betsy Forsham:  Could you give us a synopsis of what you just discussed?  FG: You saw the plan.  The proposal is perhaps for three lots on the parcel between North Wilmot Rd and Richards Rd.  The concern that the Board has is, because John owns it all, because it is all on one deed, does that in fact create a four lot subdivision, the fourth lot being the piece across the street.  I am going to talk to the attorney about how that handles.  One option is the piece with the house on it is a lot and the piece across the street is a separate lot.  And if we do a three lot subdivision on one, do we require the cisterns or road upgrades.  The other concern is what John is going to do with the other side of the road in the future.  And Doug had been in earlier this year to talk about the fact that as you go along with three lots here and three lots here and three lots here, all of a sudden you have twelve lots and no fire protection.  So I’m going to talk to the town’s attorney and get back to John on how he reads the situation.  Margaret Campbell: Is fire protection the only issue with the other lots?  FG: As presented, Tim Martin, our road agent spoke to the fact  that there’s probably not a lot that has to be done to Richards Rd.  He does not envision having to do anything with North Wilmot Rd.  This is why we have to consider the entire parcel, because down the road if he procedes with the lots off North Wilmot Rd,  then there has to be some road work and cisterns that has to be done.   So we need to find out how the attorney views that one deed, two lots of record.  Tim Martin:  I am concerned about the two culverts on Richards Rd.  FG: But it would be less than having to make that a two lane road.  TM: There is probably also a problem as you’re coming out of Richards Rd onto North Wilmot Rd.   Betsy Forsham: About that pond across the road.  Can that be used for fire protection?  DR: I don’t promote dry hydrants in ponds.  I would rather see cisterns.  Robert Bruce: As the sole resident on Richard Rd, I speak of the intrinsic danger of the road as it is now, even with the current amount of traffic.  It is highly critical where a driveway would be located.  I have written to you to suggest that if there is any increase in traffic, I think it would be of important consideration to perhaps level some of the blind humps in the road or increase the sight lines around the curve.  I have enough experience to know that it is dangerous and I would like very careful consideration given to that.  FG: John, in that regard, could you get together with fire and highway and on your plan, actually put the driveway on the plan. If you’re suggesting cutting some trees, Tim thinks you can improve a sight line just mark where that might be.  Mr Bruce: What is the width of the road.  When cars pass in opposite direction, they don’t pass easily.  One has to stop and move over.  LSliter: By our new standards, one to five housing units on a road only requires a 14 foot road.  FG: Anybody else like to speak to this issue?  OK.  I’ll close it to the public.  MKH made a motion to continue this hearing to Sept 13, 2010 at 6:45 PM.  Seconded by LSliter.  All in favor.

5. Continued Public Hearing 6:45pm – Applicant, Scott’s Yare Care, is applying for a site plan review on the subject property known as Map 11 Lot 44-1 located off Route 11.  Owned by Scott’s Yard Care, 29 Forest Acres Road, New London, NH 03257.
FG: At the last meeting where he got his conditional approval on lot 12, Scott indicates that he has everything on lot 1.  Basically on lot 1 we are looking for plans for the bridge, stamped by a certified engineer.  We told Scott they could be as built.  

Scott distributed copies of the bridge plans stamped and signed by Eckman Engineering, LLC.  

FG: Is this sufficient to meet the engineering requirements we have asked for?    Concerning the abutments (sheet 5), how do we know that they are 4 ½ feet down?  Scott Ellison: What’s that?  FG: The footing under the steel.  SE: He put a stamp on it.  FG: No, this is the design.  So the question is, is this adequate for the design process?  MKH:  Doesn’t this meet what we asked for as far as the design?  FG: That’s what we were after initially, was the design.  MKH: And this is the design.  Stamped by an engineer.  FG: Can we have a motion that this meets the design criteria we asked for?  EColby: So moved.  MKH: Seconded.  All in favor.  FG: How are we to know that you built it this way?  Just driving by, it appears you put those concrete blocks down, set the I-beams on them, poured concrete between the I-beams.  It does not appear that you went down this 4 ½ feet with those blocks.  SE: I did.  FG: Can you show us that?  SE: The only way I can show that is tear the bridge up.  FG: You can’t go down beside it?  Just get down to the bottom of where this footing is so that we can see that?   SE: Is it really necessary?  FG: Yes.  Bill Hayes: I don’t think it’s our responsibility to supervise the construction of Scott’s bridge.  GPalumbo: I’m in agreement with Billy.  We have how it should be built.  If something happens to the bridge, where someone’s hurt, and it wasn’t built to the specs, that’s on him, not on us.  That’s what our major concern is, that the town is not liable for any issues with this bridge.  LSliter: My only thing, under the construction notes, which releases us from liability.  Look at note 1, “THE ATTACHED PLANS DETAIL THE DRIVEWAY BRIDGE CONSTRUCTED….”  This is saying to me that Eckman Engineering is stamping and certifying this bridge as constructed.  FG: The plans also detail concrete bridge rail which you said you were going to put there.  SE: Yes.  LSliter: There is more work to be done.  To me, if they are willing to do this, stamp this and write this, that it’s as constructed, they are certifying he’s constructed it to these plans.  It says as constructed.  MKH: They’re on the line with Scott.  EC: Did Eckman come out and look at the bridge so that you could explain to them how it was put together?  SC: Oh yes, absolutely.  EC: So their design is originated with them looking at the bridge, understanding what you did and how you did it.  FG: Could David put something on here indicating when he visited the site?  SE: OK.  FG: I’d like to open this up to the public.  Any comments?  Doug, did you look at it as for fire access?   DR: As this is a new access to the property, I’m assuming it’s being built to town specs as far as being able to get in and out of there.  FG: There’s been some discussion that tractor trailers coming out have to turn right.  SE: All 18 wheels will bear right.  There will be a sign posted.  FG: Because to turn left you get too far across.  DR: A trailer would be off the bridge.  FG: This was put in so that tractor trailers could come off Ridgewood, dump their load and then go out instead of trying to turn around and go back out Ridgewood.  Is that right?   SE: that’s right.  DR: Just as long as if the other entrance is blocked, we can get in this entrance with emergency vehicles so that they can make that swing in there from their lane and not have to be in the opposite lane of traffic.  LSliter:  When Scott brought us his prior site plan, where are these details, as far as the driveway and the widths and all that?  FG: They were on the plan.   The issue was to make sure the bridge was going to stay there.  And we wanted an engineer to look at it.  Everything else about the lighting and curb cuts was on the original drawings.  We haven’t approved anything, we’ve just continued this.  Are we satisfied with this?    Can we take a quick review?  Scott, do you have a plan for your lot?  SE: I don’t with me.  BH: I thought this was the last thing in order to finalize that approval.  FG: We had given him conditional approval.  He had until October.  The bridge was the only thing on that conditional approval.  GP: I believe we approved everything, but then what stopped it was that the bridge was put in without the plan.  That’s why we are back here but I believe everything should have been approved already.  FG: I agree with you but I just want to make sure.  LSliter: The bridge was related to the cease and desist and not to the conditional approval.  Rachel Ruppel: Reading the conditions of approval from March 1st :  Bridge being identified as properly constructed; reclamation plan of this area completed to DES specifications; temporary structures and box trailers removed; plantings placed on the ground; sign to be removed from the Rt. 11 side; review of the bridge access by the town road agent; sale of mechanical items will not include automobiles; all items to be completed by October 1st.  FG: Where do you stand on the reclamation plan?   SE: As soon as I get the driveway out, I can finish.  FG: OK, we still need that, but you have till October 1st.  SE: If I don’t get it, I’ll come and tell you why.  FG: Has the Select Board issued a driveway permit for the end of the bridge?  MKH: Yes.  LSliter: I think we gave him the conditional approval in March and that was separate from this bridge issue, which became the cease and desist order and that’s the only reason he came back was for the bridge.  But the conditional approval stands until October 1st.   FG: The only thing left on this list is the letter from DES.  You have until October 1st to get it done and please keep us informed.    

6. Public Hearing – Applicant, Pierre Bedard representing Lee and Mary Kay Huntoon, are applying for a 3 lot subdivision on the subject property known as Map 13 Lot 4 located on Twist Hill Road.  Owned by Lee and Mary Kay Huntoon, PO Box 239, Wilmot, NH 03287.
Mary Kay Huntoon has recused herself.

Pierre Bedard: I’ve made one minor change based on the hearing last month and that is to show the Richard Lee house.  FG: We looked this over, there wasn’t any concern.  PB: These two are being merged into lot number two.  It was never a separate lot of record, so it’s not technically a merger.  Actually the deed has it a separate parcel, but it’s being merged on the deed.  LSliter: We asked MKH last time to identify the owner and use of the abutting property. A future house will be at the back of lot 3 and you will need a wetlands permit for whoever owns the lot.  MKH: No. It isn’t wetlands.  FG: We don’t have that in our regulations, so that’s up to whoever buys this lot.  PB: We’re showing the proposed driveway along the stone wall.  LSliter: The only other concern we had was the shared well.  FG: Yes, is that in the deed?  MKH: That’s the shared well deed, sharing the well between lots one and two.  FG: Any concerns or questions?  I’ll open it to the public.  (no comments) I’ll close to the public.  Checklist reviewed and is motion made to accept application as complete conditional on producing the driveway permit?   BH: So moved.  LSliter: Seconded.  All in favor.  FG: Now, is there a motion to approved the proposed subdivision, subject to the driveway permit being produced?      GP: So moved.  BH: Seconded.  All in favor.  FG: The driveway permit has been found.  LSliter: I make an amended motion to accept the application unconditionally.   BH: Seconded.  All in favor.  Mylar signed.   

7. Informational Discussion with John Lockwood from the Elkins Fish & Game.  
Emerson Colby and Billy Hayes are recused.  Phil Nicholson will be sitting in.  

John Lockwood and Mike Gelcius are representing Elkins Fish & Game.

FG: Elkins Fish & Game is applying for a site plan review.  Their intention is to alter the current shooting range a little bit, dress up the driveway, create a parking area.  JL: I have some drawings of proposed improvements to the shooting range and the bench.  This isn’t going to happen in the next six months to a year, this could be two to three years, but it’s like a master plan to improve the range, both for the club’s satisfaction and our neighbors’s as well.  We’d like to make it safer, quieter, possibly improve the parking by getting them off the street.  We talked about working on the driveway as the first part, but do all the construction at once.  (Site drawn on whiteboard)  Forty feet in from road on driveway is where we want to start the new parking area.  The dimensions approximately 20’x45’.  We are moving the gate in to beyond the new parking area.  Welded wire fence will extend 50’ out the left side of the gate and 250’ out the right side and them 50’ back from each side and five feet high, all within the setbacks.  FG:  All these will need to be on the site plan.  JL: (berm and bench described on whiteboard)  The existing land now slopes down to the berm.  Some of the gunfire from this bench hits here and ricochets.  In order for safety we need to regrade this flat.  Theoretically then all fire will hit the berm.  Mike Gelcius: There is also a sound issue. Sound experts advise that it will be lessened by flattening or even sloping upward.  We already put up baffles, but because the building is open it hasn’t had much of an effect.  JL: That flattening is one type of excavation we are planning.  The next part of that plan is to move the berm material back approximately 50’ and create a higher berm reusing the existing berm material, which will improve catching any shot.  This includes moving the shooting platform back the same distance toward the berm.  Nothing gets closer to the abutter.  That new shooting platform will sit on a new 15’x75’ concrete slab.  LSliter: Will  this new shed increase the volume of shooters?  JL: No, because the club has placed a cap on the number of certified members, now 135.  It will not increase the number of shooters at one time, because the range will not change in size.  The concrete slab is to be used as a base for a three sided shooting building.  In the long run later we want to enclose the three sides of the shooting bench with soundproofing material.  We can’t promise the neighbors anything, but we’re trying to make it quieter.  We’ve built the pergola for the baffle systems.  MG: The movement of the land, the berm, fencing, driveway work we were hoping to do as one project and possibly complete that in this calendar year; the slab in 2011, the building in 2012, based on finances.  FG: What does the state have to say about moving that lead contaminated soil?  JL: Timothy Drew at DES put me in touch with John Liptak who is in charge of waste management.  He said as long as the land on the property is being moved on the property and used for the same purpose  there are no requirements of EPA or DES for a permit.  I also checked with  Mr. Ridley Mock of DES in charge of terrain changes and told him we would be moving approximately 35,000 square feet.  He said anything under 100,000 square feet does not require a permit.  As long as it is maintained as a range no permits are required.  FG: Are there any wetlands on this property?  JL: As long as wetlands are not disturbed, or firing over wetlands we don’t need a permit.  FG: Apparently there has been some concern about hours of operation.  JL: Hours are posted at the range, one at the exterior and one interior.  FG: How do you enforce those?  JL: On weekends we have range monitoring.  We also have a range log which gives us some data that people were there or not there.  LSS: How do you secure the gate.  JL: There is a padlock and members have the combination.  LSliter: Will they have to come to us with a site plan?  Is this considered a commercial use?  FG:  It’s a non-residential use.  It’s an expansion of the land use.  When you make your application, regarding the manipulation of that berm that has lead in it we need something in writing from DES.  That’s a big concern, contaminated soil.  Mr. Guest: Among particular concerns is safety.  As it’s been described here today, I don’t think those questions are properly addressed.  And I proposed to either do it myself or if the club won’t sanction it, but I think it will, to have a NRA expert on ranges do an analysis.   I think these plans need to be presented at our club meetings.  So, I would like to know what the total process is.  This thing has a tremendous impact on the neighborhood and the neighborhood has grown.  People who live on Kearsarge Valley Rd. are impacted quite a bit by this.  When this berm is moved back 50’ it will take out trees.  I view this as an expansion of the shooting facility.  That remains to be seen.   I will make it my responsibility if the club doesn’t want to do it, to get the assessment of experts from the NRA.  I think there are a number of people in the club who have not been in the know on this situation except for what Charlie has said and he sent us good information, but I think there are a lot of issues which haven’t been covered and that there a number of members who are not  in agreement totally with  the proposal that’s being made.  I think it’s our responsibility to get the club together on these matters.    FG: In regard to this process this is an informational hearing and at such time that the club presents its formal application, the rest of your questions will be answered.  Carla Marshall: We have a written evaluation be the NRA.  We brought them in six or seven years ago to look at the range and  make recommendations because we have been looking forward at sound issues and the neighborhood and improve the situation.  FG: More specifically we are interested in hours of operation, safety issues, site plans, what you are going to move where, and how you are going to do it, DES approval.  But as far as internal issues it doesn’t have anything to do with us.  You might consider in your rules of procedure, your bylaws, putting some enforcement authority in there.  We are going to have to approve your hours of operation.  If they are violated, it jeopardizes the whole operation.  Carla Marshall: If we opt to do none of this, because the intent of this is to improve the range from a visibility angle from the neighborhood and from the sound.  If we do all this work to get it approved and you’re monitoring us more, aren’t we better off to say, just forget it?   FG: What I’m talking about is when you come for a site plan review and you’ve already tipped your hat because the pergolas, the baffles required a building permit, and were effectively an expansion of use.  MKH: It was to help silence for the neighbors, didn’t require a permit.   Carla Marshall: Are we smarter to stay put and not do things that are intended to improve things for the neighborhood because if we do that we are now opening ourselves up for more regulation by the town.  That’s my concern.  FG: You possibly are.  LSliter: It depends on what you present.  FG: What John pointed out were a lot of safety issues.  If you want to continue to operate the way you are, that’s fine.  I’d like to see a little safety improvement, but if you think it opens you up to the town’s jurisdiction more than you want, discuss this at your meeting.  Carla Marshall:  We did write a letter which is going to the neighborhood to explain what is going on and what our hopes are so that they will have accurate information about what’s occurring there.  
8. New Business

None

9. Meeting adjourned at 9:10pm.
Next meeting will be August 16th, 2010 at 6:30pm at the Town Offices. 

​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​

Linda S Scofield

Wilmot Planning Board 
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From:
Wilmot Planning Board

To:
‘Wilmot Select Board

Regarding the recent letter from the Select Board concerning a more uniform notification
of all Boards hearing schedules and the process to be adhered to for filing complaints
about adherence to subdivisions and site plan reviews approved by the Planning Board,
the Planning Board feels these are both reasonable requests and approve of this
methodology with a few codicils.

First the requirement to notify all Boards about specific public hearings is acceptable as
written. The Planning Board encourages this requirement and feels it will allow all Board
members to be informed of the issues before the Town and allow each member the
opportunity to attend and participate in any of the scheduled hearings.

The second requirement is acceptable with the addition that this method applies to all
Boards — Select Board, Planning Board, Zoning Board and Conservation Commission.
Additionally, the complaint process for the individual Boards will not preclude the right
of an individual who happens to be a member of a specific Board from filing a complaint
as an individual provided the individual does not, at any time during the complaint
process, represent themselves as a spokesperson for the specific Board with which they
are connected with.

If these requests are acceptable, please amend the Select Boards rules of procedure to reflect
these requests.

Thanks for your consideration on these matters

Respectfuily Submitted

The Wilmot Planning Board.

Unanimously approved by the Planning Board August 2, 2010.
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