Wilmot Planning Board

Minutes September 20th, 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), Billy Hayes (Vice Chairman), Linda Scofield (Secretary), Lorrie Sliter, Emerson Colby, Mary Kay Huntoon (Selectmen), Gary Palumbo, Philip Nicholson (Alternate), Rachel Ruppel (UVLSPC) and Tracy Jordan (Secretary to the Board) Absent: Bill Woodger (Alternate)
Meeting opened by Fritz Giddings 6:30PM.

1. REVIEW MINUTES of September 13th, 2010 meeting.  Changes – Letter from Tim Martin for the MacKenna subdivision is a corrected letter.  Comments regarding the library sign were from Kendel Currier.  Public comments regarding the MacKenna subdivision were from Anitra Griffin.  Other spelling and grammatical items.  Mary Kay Huntoon made a motion to accept the minutes as amended, seconded by Billy Hayes, all in favor.   
2. CORRESPONDENCE
Disk from Upper Valley Lake Sunapee Regional Planning Commission regarding workforce housing. 

2010 – 2011 Handbooks – How many books?  Planning Board needs 2.
Letter from John MacKenna withdrawing application and requesting refund of per lot fee.

Application from Scott’s Yard Care – Scheduled for November meeting regarding ZBA granting him permission to sell cars.  Lorrie Sliter – Wasn’t there going to be an appeal by the Selectmen regarding the ZBA decision?  Fritz Giddings – An appeal of a ZBA decision can be taken to the selectmen by an aggrieved party and the Planning Board is not an aggrieved party.  This looks at a small part of the application and does not open the whole site plan again.  There is a display area and we need to work from what was approved.
Fritz Giddings – There is a procedural issue which Linda would like to address to the Board.  Linda Scofield – I saw the site plan application from Scott’s Yard Care and realized that the form does not have a date on it.  I think it would be helpful if it was dated.  Fritz’s objection is the 30 days which starts when we receive and application and not when they fill it out.  Gary Palumbo – The bigger applications it may be helpful.  Mary Kay Huntoon – Do you want the receipt date on every page?  Linda Scofield – Pages get separated and then it makes it hard to know what goes together.  Mary Kay Huntoon – If you want every page stamped, they can do that in the office they just need to be told.  Billy Hayes – That would be helpful because then you would know where the pages belong.  Mary Kay Huntoon – I will ask the office when anything comes in to stamp all the  pages.
Fritz Giddings – I want everyone to weigh in on this.  All of our applications don’t have a line for the applicant to put a date on it.  Right now when an application comes in Angela stamps the first page.  Some people feel every page should be stamped date received.  Not sure a date from the applicant is needed.  Lorrie Sliter – If there is a package why do they all need to be stamped?  Fritz Giddings – The applicant can date it and turn it in several weeks later and then claim that we did not act on the case in a timely manner.  Lorrie Sliter – It doesn’t hurt to over stamp an application.  The timing starts when it is received at the office.  Mary Kay Huntoon – If the abutter list is not here then that needs to be stamped when received and then the time frame starts.  Lorrie Sliter – Sometimes drawings would not come in with an application and the need to be stamped because they need to be available to the public.  Fritz Giddings – There is nothing in the RSA that requires the plans be presented before the hearing.  If we are going to do this we should stamp every page, maps, etc.  We should have a stamp so that we can stamp items as we receive them.  Mary Kay Huntoon – I will have a stamp ordered for the Board and will ask the staff in the office to stamp every page.
Fritz Giddings – Just a reminder to the Board that Angela works for the Selectmen not the Planning Board.  If there are Planning Board issues please do not take them to her as she has a lot of work.

3. NEW BUSINESS
4. OLD BUSINESS

Review of regulation changes per Rachel Ruppel
Fritz Giddings – We need to add one change we forgot that has to do with Driveway Permits.  We need to put in the language that approval from Road Agent, Police Chief and Fire Chief will be required.  Then on the application we need to have a place for everyone to sign.  The wording on the application is that the approved permit is only good for a year so we should to add that wording to the driveway regulation as well.  Any permit granted for a driveway must be completed one year from the date of signing by the Selectmen.  Lorrie Sliter – Did we do anything with the driveway permits that would make it so we don’t take over a road if there is nothing built on the road?  Fritz Giddings – The town had to vote on taking over a road and approved it.  Mary Kay Huntoon – Now the selectmen accept them and we wouldn’t accept a road with nothing on the road.  Fritz Giddings – There is language in the Sutton regulations that 75% of the area needs to be developed before they will consider taking the road over as a town road.  I tried to bring this up some time ago.  Mary Kay Huntoon – I don’t think people thought that it would happen and it has.  Lorrie Sliter – If we use 75% then what needs to be on the road?  Fritz Giddings – We need to have built homes.  It would be up to the homeowners to cover the cost of maintenance until the road meets the requirement.  We went over this with Lunt because we made him put language in the deed on who maintains the road.  If this had been in effect when Mr. Feins came in then the town would not have accepted the road in his development.  In the future, I don’t want to see the town maintain a road that no one lives on.  We could do 50% or any number Sutton’s language was 75%.  Rachel Ruppel – This would be subdivision. 
Motion
Emerson Colby made a motion to add the following language, 65% of lots fronting on the newly created road within the subject subdivision are to be occupied within a permanent structure prior to consideration by the applicable town board for acceptance of the road by the town, seconded by Billy Hayes, all in favor.  

Fritz Giddings - We will go through these one at a time in an orderly manner.

SITE PLAN REVIEW REGULATIONS
A. Purpose: Update language on granting waivers to reflect changes to state law RSA 674:44, III(e)

Section IV – General Procedures, Item D (following #4)


Replace existing language with the following: 


“Waivers may be granted for any portion of the regulations. The basis for 
any waiver granted by the Board shall be recorded in the minutes of the 
Board. The Board may only grant a waiver if the Board finds, by majority 
vote, that:


1) Strict conformity would pose an unnecessary hardship to the applicant 
and waiver would not be contrary to the spirit and intent of the 
regulations;


2) Specific circumstances relative to the subdivision, or conditions of the 
land in such subdivision, indicate that the waiver will properly carry out 
the spirit and intent of the regulations.”

Discussion

Mary Kay Huntoon – Waivers are granted by the Planning Board?  Fritz Giddings – During the process we might waive paving roads for example.  Rachel Ruppel – This is a waiver for Site Plan for Planning Board only.  Mary Kay Huntoon – It should say that waivers granted by Planning Board.  Fritz Giddings – Only the Planning Board can grant Site Plan anyway.  Rachel Ruppel – We do need to change in number two where is says subdivision to site plan.

Motion

Gary Palumbo made a motion to accept the amended language for waivers to be added to the Site Plan Regulations, second by Lorrie Sliter, all in favor.
SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS

A. Purpose: Remove differentiation of major and minor subdivisions

1. Section III – Definitions (SBD-6)


Remove definitions of Major Subdivision and Minor Subdivision


2. Section V – Subdivision Review Procedures, A.1.4 Conceptual Review 


(SBD-8)


Remove the phrase “Determining the proposal to be a major, minor or 


technical subdivision”


3. Section V – Subdivision Review Procedures, G.1 Expedited 



Review (SBD-11)


Remove reference to minor subdivisions from the expedited review 


process.


4. Section V – Subdivision Review Procedures, G.3 Expedited Review 
(SBD-11)


Remove reference to minor subdivisions from waiver of plat requirements.


5. Section V – Subdivision Review Procedures, H.3 Public Hearing (SBD-
11)


Remove reference to minor subdivisions with regard to non-requirement 


of public hearing.


6. Section V – Subdivision Review Procedures, G.3 Public Hearing (SBD-
11)


Remove reference to minor subdivisions from waiver of plat requirements.

Discussion

Fritz Giddings – Does our ordinance still contain a definition of subdivision?  Rachel Ruppel – Yes.  Mary Kay Huntoon – Are the requirements all for major?  Fritz Giddings – The requirements are the same for all subdivisions.  Rachel Ruppel – Just to be clear on a technical subdivision of land – it is subdividing into two lots or sites to convey one part to a parcel that currently exists.  If you have a technical subdivision you can expedite it faster than other subdivisions.  Fritz  Giddings – We were trying to eliminate a minor subdivision.  Technical subdivisions I think are what we used to call annexations or lot line adjustments.  I’m more comfortable with this being a lot line adjustment and not using the term technical subdivision.  Lorrie Sliter – We need to still have lot line adjustments and annexations.  

Emerson Colby – How does a developer pick up on all this?  Fritz Giddings – We offer office hours to go over applications.  Mary Kay Huntoon – If we remove minor and major are we still covered with just subdivision?  Rachel Ruppel – Yes you are because of the definition of subdivision.  Lorrie Sliter – Should we include annexation or lot line adjustment.  Fritz Giddings - Then add to include lot line adjustments and annexations.  Rachel Ruppel  – I’m going to recommend you don’t do that because section 2 talks about the  applicability and it takes care of those there.  Lorrie Sliter – Do we feel that because that is there people would understand that it is part of subdivision?  Fritz Giddings – If people choose not to get help from us to understand the regulations that is not our issue.  People need to take advantage of office hours or preliminary hearings.  Billy Hayes – Is Romeo Dubreuil helping with this?  Fritz Giddings – That is part of his job description to assist applicants but he needs to be asked.  Emerson Colby – If Romeo works for the Selectmen and they should make the assignments because he can’t have 30 people ask him.  Fritz Giddings – The necessary thing to understand is that Romeo is just one step.  Instead of taking up all his time, he should recommend that people take advantage of the Planning Board preliminary process.  
Motion

Billy Hayes made a motion to not have language regarding technical subdivision in the subdivision regulations, seconded by Gary Palumbo, all in favor.  
Lorrie Sliter made a motion to accept the removal of major and minor from the subdivision regulations as amended, seconded by Gary Palumbo, all in favor.
B. Purpose: Update language to reflect new state law requiring notification of dam owners (RSA 676-4)

1. Section V – Subdivision Review Procedures, I.1 (SBD-11) 


Add the following language:  “For proposals near rivers and streams and 
downstream of a dam, notice is also required for the owners of the 
upstream dam and the Department of Environmental Services Dam 
Bureau.”

2. Section VI – Submission Requirements, B.5 (SBD-13)


Add the following language: “Names and addresses of upstream dam 
owners and the Department of Environmental Services Dam Bureau, if the 
proposal is near a river or stream and downstream of a dam.”

Discussion

None

Motion

Lorrie Sliter made a motion to accept the language for notification of dam owners, seconded by Billy Hayes, all in favor.

C. Purpose: Remove language on fee structure from text of subdivision regulations; instead, text will refer to the fee structure listed on the Application Fee Form.

1. Section V – Subdivision Review Procedures, J.2 Fees (SBD -12)


Replace existing language with “Application fees and abutter notification 
fees are due upon formal submission of the application. Recording fees are 
due upon the approval of the application. These fees are itemized on the 
Application Fee Form available at the Town Office and are payable by 
cash or check payable to the Town of Wilmot.”

Discussion

None

Motion

Linda Scofield made a motion to remove the language on fee structure and replace with the proposed text, second by Gary Palumbo, all in favor.

D. Purpose: Establish lot configurations standards to discourage long, narrow lots inconsistent with the Master Plan goal to remain a “rural residential community with uncrowded and quiet living conditions.”

1. Section VII Subdivision Design Standards – A.1 Lots (pg. SBD-17)

Add the following text: “The depth of any lot shall be no more than four 
times its street frontage.”

Discussion

Linda Scofield – This didn’t say this it was for residential district only.  Rachel Ruppel – No because it is for all districts.

Motion

Gary Palumbo made a motion to accept the language for the lot depth ratio, seconded by Emerson Colby, Vote 4 in favor, 3 opposed. 

E. Purpose: Update language on granting waivers to reflect changes to state law RSA 674:36, II(n)

1. Section XII – Administration, section D. Waivers, #2 (SBD-23)


Replace existing language with the following: 


“2. Waivers may be granted for any portion of the regulations. The basis 
for any waiver granted by the Board shall be recorded in the minutes of 
the Board. The Board may only grant a waiver if the Board finds, by 
majority vote, that:


1) Strict conformity would pose an unnecessary hardship to the applicant 
and waiver would not be contrary to the spirit and intent of the 
regulations;


2) Specific circumstances relative to the subdivision, or conditions of the 
land in such subdivision, indicate that the waiver will properly carry out 
the spirit and intent of the regulations.”

Discussion

None

Motion

Lorrie made a motion to accept the language for waivers, seconded by Linda Scofield, all favor.
F. Purpose: Define “dead-end road” and the maximum length of a dead-end road to codify the maximum length of road based on current fire-fighting capacity.

1. Appendix A – Road Design Standards – Item 10. Dead-End Roads (pg. SBD-28)


Add the definition for a dead-end road as “A dead-end road has a single 
common ingress and egress from a road.”


Replace 10.b with “The maximum length of a dead-end road shall be 
fifteen hundred (1500) feet.”

Discussion

None

Motion

Lorrie Sliter made a motion to add the proposed definition of a dead end road, seconded by Emerson Colby, Vote 6 in favor 1 opposed.
ZONING ORDINANCE 
A. Purpose: Promote lower-density development by increasing the road frontage requirement for a lot from 150 feet of frontage to 200 feet of frontage in the Residential District. This codifies the Master Plan goal to remain a “rural residential community with uncrowded and quiet living conditions.”

1. Article III, Section VI (ZO-8)


Remove references to the Residential District from Item 2.


Add a new item after Item 2 with the following text: “Building lots for a 
single-family dwelling unit or other allowed use in the Residential District 
shall have a minimum of 200 feet of frontage on a roadway.”

Discussion

Linda Scofield - Why do we need to say for a single family?  Rachel Ruppel – That is the way it is worded now I only changed it from 150 feet to 200 feet.  We don’t need to have single family in there if you would like it taken out.  Lorrie Sliter - Where did you get the language for the purpose stating “rural residential community with uncrowded and quiet living conditions?”  Rachel Ruppel – It is the exact wording from the Master Plan.  You need to make a connection between the changes and the Master Plan.  Fritz Giddings – We have gone over these several times. 

Motion

Gary Palumbo made a motion to accept the change for road frontage from 150 feet to 200 feet, seconded by.  No one seconded the motion.  Fritz Giddings – Everyone voted on this at the last meeting.  Just take this out completely.  

Fritz Giddings left the meeting.
B. Purpose: Protect wetlands and steep slopes by removing these areas from lot density calculations in the Residential District. This would codify the Master Plan goals to “maximize protection of natural resources” and to “balance landowner rights and the public interest.”

1. Article III, Section VI (ZO-8)


Remove references to the Residential District from Item 2.


Add a new item after Item 2 with the following text:


Calculation of Minimum Lot Size for Residential District:


It is the intent of these regulations to limit development density on parcels in the 
Residential District on which sensitive features and critical natural resources are 
located. To achieve this intent, minimum lot size shall be calculated based upon 
the total amount of developable land area found on the pre-subdivision parcel. 
The developable area shall be determined by subtracting the area of steep slopes 
and wetlands, in whole or in part, from the land area that can be counted toward 
the density calculations. The total developable area shall be based upon the 
formula described in Table 1. 


Determination of developable area only applies to the proposed creation of new 
lots or to the determination of density if more than one dwelling unit, other than 
an accessory unit, is desired on the lot. It does not apply to the use of pre-existing 
parcels for single or two family dwellings or other nonresidential uses that 
otherwise meet the minimum requirements of the zoning ordinance.


For single-family dwelling units and other allowed uses, the minimum lot size 
shall be one (1) dwelling unit for every two (2) acres of developable area. For 
two-family and multifamily dwellings (not to include accessory dwelling units), 
an additional one (1) acre of developable area will be required per additional 
dwelling unit. Multi-family dwelling units will require site plan review by the 
Planning Board in additional to a building permit.


Table 1: Determination of Developable Area
	Physical Features on the Parcel
	Developable Area Adjustment*
	Example for 100-Acre Parcel

	Rights-of-Way, Utility Easements, etc. *
	Deduct 100%
	1 acre ROW 

(1 acre removed from developable area)

	Water Courses and Waterbodies
	Deduct 100%
	1 acre pond

(1 acre removed from developable area)

	Wetlands
	Deduct 50%
	6 acres wetlands 

(3 acres removed from developable area)

	Steep Slopes
	Deduct 100%
	5 acres steep slopes 

(5 acres removed from developable area)

	All Other Land
	no deduction
	87 acres of other land 

(0 acres removed from developable area)

	TOTAL FOR EXAMPLE PARCEL
	90 acres of developable area


* The area to be used for existing or proposed road right-of-way, utility rights-of-way, drainage features or structures such as swales or retention ponds or other areas not incorporated in individual lots shall be excluded from the acreage figure used in the density calculation.

** In instances where two or more features overlap, the deduction is only made once for a given portion of the lot. The highest applicable deduction is made.


Discussion


Lorrie Sliter - Is any of this new?  Rachel Ruppel – Just developable area.  Linda 
Scofield – This talks about pre-subdivision parcels.  Aren’t we interested in what 
we end up with not what we start with?  Don’t we apply this to the lots that are 
created?  Lorrie Sliter – We need to start out with the entire piece of land.  Linda 
Scofield – So if someone has 50 acres and they want to subdivide off 2 lots and 
have they steep slopes and wetlands but most is of that is on the part that they 
don’t want to subdivide what happens?  Aren’t we just interested in the part that 
they want to develop not the whole piece?  Lorrie Sliter – How does this apply to 
each individual lot I think is Linda’s question.  Linda Scofield – If a lot has 5 
acres of steep slopes and the part you want to subdivide off is in the steep slopes 
you are not taking 100% of that lot but of the whole piece of land.  Rachel Ruppel  
– We can clarify the language.  Each lot needs two acres of developable area.  
Lorrie Sliter – But you need to look at the entire lot before subdividing.  Mary 
Kay Huntoon – If lot one has a lot of steep slopes then it may need 6 acres in 
order to become a legal lot under these regulations but lot 2 could end up needing 
only 2 acres.  Lorrie Sliter – Someone has 26 acres wetlands applies to the whole 
lot and 
then to each new lot being created.  Mary Kay Huntoon – Someone has 26 
acres, they could only have 13 lots but then they need to look at how many acres 
the lots need to be based upon what wetlands or steep slopes they have.  Lorrie 
Sliter – Then they need to do it twice.  Billy Hayes – An engineer is going to take 
a map with steep slopes and wetlands and will look at it to see how they can get 
the configuration they want for a development based on the regulations.  Last 
week when we discussed the percentages we decided on 100% for steep slopes 
and 50% for wetlands.  My understanding is that wetlands would be regulated by 
the state.  Mary Kay Huntoon – Not for lot size.  Billy Hayes – If the purpose is to 
make land that will be developed more friendly to conditions we have and the 
state is all ready monitoring the wetlands then steep slopes is what we have left to 
work with.  Lorrie Sliter – When they go into a wetland mapping the state will 
determine what can happen in the wetlands.  Emerson Colby – If what you just 
said is the case, didn’t we say last time you can’t build only on a certain slope.  
Why do we need this?  Mary Kay Huntoon – We have a lot in town that has flood 
plain and wetland and a very small area to build, but with these regulations would 
not be a legal lot.  Emerson Colby – For the past lots like what you talk about we 
need this but going forward we don’t.  Billy Hayes – We are trying to go with the 
Master Plan so we don’t have those situations.  Linda Scofield – My original 
question shouldn’t we look at what is created and not what we start with?  Mary 
Kay Huntoon – A lot needs to have 2 acres of buildable area but the size of the lot 
could end up being 20 acres to get the 2 acres of buildable depending on the land.  
Billy Hayes – This addresses our issue of reasonable land use.  Lorrie Sliter – My 
only concern is that so much of Wilmot is steep slopes and wetlands.  Are we 
going to force areas to have 5 acre minimum?  Mary Kay Huntoon – But only in 
areas that really need a 5 acre minimum.  Lorrie Sliter – I think instead of 100% it 
should be 50% of steep slopes.  Gary Palumbo – We all ready voted for this last 
week.  Not sure what else we have to discuss.  Thought we moved forward.  
Lorrie Sliter – We have not voted on this to go to public hearing.  Gary Palumbo – 
To emphasis why Fritz left, is because we have been talking about these items for 
months and seem to have the same comments and questions every time.  Lorrie 
Sliter – This is a huge issue for the town.  This is one of the biggest changes since 
the Master Plan.  Gary Palumbo – We go over the same thing each meeting.  
Linda Scofield – Are the Rights of Ways, etc new from the chart?  Rachel Ruppel 
– This is land area that is why we have that in there.  Linda Scofield – Utility 
easements – If we eliminate 100% on some lots that could take away the entire 
lot.  Lorrie Sliter – Where did this come from?  Rachel Ruppel – The whole 
language came from a model ordinance that was developed.  These pieces have 
not had same attention as steep slopes and wetlands.  Lorrie Sliter – Aren’t water 
courses and water bodies part of wetlands?  Billy Hayes – They are different.  
Linda Scofield – They have a different definition.  Emerson Colby - If you have a 
pond and it is an acre then you need 1 to 1.  You can build on a pond.  Rachel 
Ruppel – Watercourse are not a big deal in Wilmot but there are a few areas it 
does come into play.  Lorrie Sliter – Those are taken out anyway.  Linda Scofield 
– We need some wording that what we end up with is a 2 acre developable lot.  
Rachel Ruppel – That is in there.  Lorrie Sliter – should the ROW and utilities be 
changed?  Gary Palumbo – Is this the high suspension lines?  Lorrie Sliter – Yes 
and there is a 75 ft setback on either side.  Mary Kay Huntoon – Could we just 
remove that piece?  Lorrie Sliter – Is it standard to have that as a part of this?  
Rachel Ruppel – There are just a couple of towns that do their density like this.  In 
Wilmot ordinance for cluster subdivisions any ROW does not count right now.  
Linda Scofield – If town has an ROW through a property is the owner still taxed?  
Mary Kay Huntoon – He is taxed on the land as he owns the land.  The town just 
has a right to pass.  Emerson Colby – Doesn’t the state have regulations?  Mary 
Kay Huntoon – The example on the chart is for a 100 acre parcel.  Linda Scofield 
– But if there is a 2 acre parcel what happens?  Lorrie Sliter – The wetlands and 
steep slopes is what we have talked about and this is the first we have talked about 
these other items.  On a water course or body you can’t build on it but why take it 
out?  Rachel Ruppel – What if you have a 1 acre of pond and 1 acre of buildable 
can you call this a buildable lot?  Now you have changed the requirement to only 
1 acre of buildable.  Lorrie Sliter – This is developable lot and you can’t develop 
on a pond so you would need 3 acres.  Mary Kay Huntoon – I’m thinking about 
the Piper Pond area.  Lorrie Sliter – Are we covered if we take out those will this 
cover us on the developable if there is a pond?  Rachel Ruppel – I’m hearing you 
want to take out the ROW and utilities as they should not be a deduction.  
Minimum lot size is based on developable land area.  I think it clarifies it to take 
them out that they can’t be included.  Lorrie Sliter – If you have 2 acres with a 
one acre buildable this will force it to a 3 acre lot.  Does everyone want to leave 
steep slopes as 100%?  Emerson Colby – I would leave it.  I don’t like leaving 
wetlands at 50% as the state will take it all out.  Rachel Ruppel – This is lot size 
the state stipulates where driveway, septic and building can be related to wetlands.  
Billy Hayes – I think it should be 100% for wetlands.  Lorrie Sliter – By changing 
it to 100%, it can’t go toward the acreage.  Billy Hayes – You can’t use the land 
in the wetlands anyway.  Emerson Colby – If you have all kinds of money you 
can build on a steep slope but if you are average you can’t.  Where does that leave 
us?  Lorrie Sliter - We are trying to have affordable lots for people.  Linda 
Scofield – Just because we take out 100% of steep slopes it doesn’t mean they 

can’t build on it.  Lorrie Sliter – Do we want a change?  Gary Palumbo – I will 
vote for 100% on both steep slopes and wetlands.  

Motion


Emerson Colby made a motion to change the wetlands from 50% removed to 
100% and leave the rest as they are presented, seconded by Linda Scofield. Vote 4 
in favor 2 opposed.  

Lorrie Sliter made a motion to accept the calculation of Minimum lot size for 
residential district as amended, seconded by Emerson Colby. Vote 4 in favor 2 
opposed.
C. Article XIII – Definitions (ZO -23, 24)


Add the following definitions of steep slopes, waterbody, watercourse and 
wetlands.

a. Steep Slopes: Areas with greater than 25% slope over elevation changes greater than 20 feet

b. Waterbody: Any natural or artificial collection of water, whether permanent or temporary. (Rachel’s note – may want to limit to permanent waterbodies)

c. Watercourse: Any natural or artificial stream, river, creek, d itch, channel, canal, conduit, culvert, drain, waterway, gully, ravine or wash in which water flows in a definite direction or course, either continuously or intermittently, and has a definite channel, bed, and banks and includes any area adjacent thereto subject to inundation by reason of overflow or floodwater. (Rachel’s note – may want to limit to permanent streams)

d. Wetlands: An area that is inundated or saturated by surface water or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal conditions does support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.


Discussion


Rachel Ruppel – Under b. waterbody  I made a note that you may want to make 
this for only permanent.  Linda Scofield - How is it temporary?  Rachel Ruppel – 
A drainage pond would be an example of temporary.  I also put the note under c. 
watercourse as well to limit to only permanent.  


Motion


Lorrie Sliter made a motion to accept the definitions for steep slopes, waterbody, 
watercourse and wetlands as amended, seconded by Mary Kay Huntoon, all in 
favor.
D. Purpose: Clarify language regarding buffer strip requirements in Cluster Subdivision regulations

1. Article VII, Section IV (ZO-13)


Replace the phrases “new landscaping” and “landscaping buffer” with the 
phrase “vegetative screening”

Discussion

Linda Scofield - Is there any place we clarify the height of vegetation?  Rachel Ruppel – No it is to the discretion of the Planning Board.  
Motion

Lorrie Sliter made a motion to accept the language clarification or buffer strip requirements in Cluster subdivision regulations, seconded by Linda Scofield, all in favor
E. Purpose: Protect the water, wildlife and historic resources of Kimpton Brook through an Overlay District. This would codify the Master Plan goals to “maximize protection of natural resources.”

1. Establish Article XVIII: Kimpton Brook Conservation Overlay District as follows:


Purpose: The purpose of this overlay is to protect the public health, safety 
and general welfare by guiding the use of land areas proximate to Kimpton 
Brook in Wilmot. It is the intent that this article shall:

1. Protect sensitive water resources, wetland areas, and wildlife habitat along Kimpton Brook;

2. Protect historic mill sites along Kimpton Brook;

3. Preserve and enhance the aesthetic values associated with Kimpton Brook;

4. Prevent damage to structures and properties caused by inappropriate development on the streambanks of Kimpton Brook.


Applicability: The special regulations of this overlay district are in 
addition to the regulations of the underlying zoning district.


Overlay District Boundaries: The Kimpton Brook Overlay District extends 
100-feet from the normal high-water mark of Kimpton Brook along its 
course from the western town boundary of Wilmot to the eastern town 
boundary of Wilmot.


Structure Setback:  Structures and parking areas shall be set back 100 feet 
from the normal high water mark of Kimpton Brook. Culverts, bridges and 
other stream crossing structures and roads, driveways, and utilities are 
exempt from the 100-ft setback. No more than one (1) driveway access 
crossing Kimpton Brook shall be permitted per existing lot of record. 


Natural Buffer: Within 100-feet of the normal high water mark of 
Kimpton Brook, existing natural vegetation should be maintained as a 
buffer where possible. Clear-cutting of timber and other land clearing, 
except for the construction of driveways, roads, and utilities, is not 
permitted within 100-feet of the normal high water mark.

Discussion

Lorrie Sliter – Does this prevent normal maintenance to clear trees for the aesthetics?  Say someone has a nice lot and they have a mess of tress and want to take out a few, can they do that per the Natural Buffer description?  Linda Scofield - What does the state regulate?  Rachel Ruppel – The Shoreland act does not apply to Kimpton brook.  Linda Scofield – Why are we only doing only Kimpton brook?  Rachel Ruppel – Fritz was the primary motivator.  Lorrie Sliter - I think it was because of the Mill sites.  Cascade does not have any monumental or historical items.  Billy Hayes – Does it go from one town line to the other?  Rachel Ruppel – Yes it does.  Linda Scofield – Under the structure setback there is one driveway per existing lot of record.  If you have a lot that is subdividable can you only have the one driveway?  Lorrie Sliter  –Someone has 10 acre is there only the one driveway?  Rachel Ruppel – Only what exists now.  Back to the trees- we could put something in there specific to maintenance.  Phil Nicholson – Could we give a size?  Nothing over a certain diameter can be cut.  Lorrie Sliter – We can just say anything 4 inch in diameter and smaller.  Mary Kay Huntoon - But what if you have a dead tree but it is 6 inches?  Rachel Ruppel – Do we want to put in a certain size a certain number of square feet?  You need a way that it is clear but not too onerous.  Linda Scofield – What about necessary maintenance for safety and esthetics?  Mary Kay Huntoon - Who will determine esthetics?  Lorrie Sliter – Is there a reference we could put in here to the DES a definition of what can be cut?  Rachel Ruppel – I’ll look into that.  Not sure DES is the best but I know that there are other towns with language.  Linda Scofield – How about without permission from the Planning Board.  Lorrie Sliter  – It would need to be the permission of the Selectmen.  Mary Kay Huntoon – We can’t regulate everything.  Can we approve all but that and see what Rachel will come up with.  Rachel Ruppel – Maybe you should just take out the second sentence.  

Motion

Lorrie Sliter made a motion to accept the Overlay District for Kimpton Brook as amended, seconded by Linda Scofield, all in favor.
Rachel Ruppel – We need to schedule a public hearing on these changes.  Lorrie Sliter – Let’s have these on the Nov 1st schedule at 6:45pm and then Scott’s Yard Care can be scheduled at 7:15pm.
3. Meeting adjourned at 8:30pm.

Next meeting will be October 1st, 2010 at 6:30pm at the Town Offices. 

Tracy Jordan


Wilmot Planning Board 
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