Town of Northwood
Planning Board

April 14, 2011

Chairman Robert Strobel calls the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  

PRESENT: Chairman Robert Strobel, Vice Chairman Tim Jandebeur, Selectmen’s Representative Robert Holden, Rick Wolf, Babette Morrill, Joe McCaffrey, Town Planner Elaine Planchet, and Board Secretary Lisa Fellows-Weaver. Alternate Victoria Parmele arrives at 7:04 p.m. 
VOTING DESIGNATION: Bob Strobel, Tim Jandebeur, Bob Holden, Rick Wolf, Joe McCaffrey, Babette Morrill, Victoria Parmele.
ABSENT: Herb Johnson and Alternate Pat Bell.

MINUTES: 

March 24, 2011

Mr. Holden makes a motion, second by Mr. Jandebeur, to approve the March 24, 2011, minutes, as amended as follows:

Page 7: typographical error

Page 12: Add: typographical error

Motion passes; 6/0/1. Mr. Holden abstains as he was not at the meeting.  

OLD CASE: 

CASE 09-14: Mark Lopez (Family Dollar), Rte. 202 & 9. Map 234; Lot 7; Sublot 2. Applicant is seeking a site plan review for construction of an 8,000 sq. ft. retail store to include Family Dollar. (Property currently owned by Beth Grimes, and Gregory Lalish.) Application accepted as complete on 2/25/10; 65 day 5/1/10. Continuances successively granted; to 3/24/11.

Chris Berry of Berry Engineering is present. 
Mr. Strobel states that there is a statute requirement for new materials to be in the office for 15 days. Mr. Berry states that he will not be providing any new materials tonight. Mr. Berry states that nothing has changed on the site plan since the last meeting. 
Mr. Berry states that he received a comment letter from Underwood Engineering on March 28. He explains that there are some items that he has alluded to during the last meeting. He states that he will revise the plans to better comply with the town’s regulations; however, there are some regulations that will require relief from the board before he is able to move forward with the project. He requests to review these items and get the board’s feelings before any more revisions are done. He states that most of the comments needing relief are relative to stormwater. 
Ms. Planchet states that this is the second review from Underwood, which was received March 28, after the board last discussed this case. She notes that the board just received this information this evening. She points out to the board that typically when there are engineering issues and if the applicant replies to those engineering comments in an engineering manner then the comments are also forwarded to the town’s engineer for their final comments for the benefit of the board. She adds that if the board decides to do this, additional funds will need to be provided for the escrow account before any review can begin. 

Mr. Berry states that a site plan was designed, provided to Underwood for review, and Underwood has provided a comment letter. He states that shortly after that the applicant and abutter entered into negotiations to change certain aspects of the site plan. He notes that the retailer also required that certain aspects of the site plan be changed. Mr. Berry states that he considers these changes large enough in scope to consider this not a new filing but a new plan with new elements. He states that many things on the site were changed and modified. Mr. Berry states that he did contact Underwood to inform them that he would not be answering all of the idiosyncratic questions on the prior plan because it is a new plan and should be treated as a new plan with a new scope. He states that it is standard practice to write back in a succinct format but in this instance they did not due to the changes. 
Mr. Berry states that Underwood has completed their second review on the new plans. He states that they have also submitted a secondary review and highlighted areas that they were remiss in answering.  Mr. Berry states he wishes to comment on this review at this time.  
He states that noted on the cover page is reference to a federal permit that is required. He states that he disagrees with Underwood and he will change the note on the plan to state that a PE will be responsible for the inspections of the stormwater pollution plan.  A discussion is held regarding who should be in attendance at the pre-construction meeting and the board agreed that the town’s code enforcement officer, who is also a PE, would attend as well as the planner if the schedule allowed. 

Mr. Berry states that he will add a revision block with new submissions with new dates. He adds that his understanding is that this is a new plan and everything that was previously submitted was dated 2009 so they have submitted a new date rather than a revision date with this new submission to the board.   

A discussion is held relative to the traffic patterns. Mr. Berry explains that the design vehicle has been modified from a WB50, which is a 50 ft. wheel base to a 67 ft. He explains that the entire site has been redesigned to accommodate that vehicle and Underwood’s comments references a small section of the hood that crosses the center line. He states that he can push the intersection back to a small degree or let NHDOT address the issue. He states he does not mind realigning the site. In addition, he also notes that when the truck turns south heading to the Rte 4 intersection, the truck will need to be in the wrong lane leaving the site. Plans are reviewed and general discussion ensues. Mr. Berry reminds the board that there is only one delivery to the store per week and typically the deliveries are in the morning before the store is open to the public. 

Ms. Planchet asks if the plan is for the truck to go the wrong way on the driveway or the highway. Mr. Berry replies that this is relative to the driveway. Mr. Berry states that when the truck leaves the site it sits in the right-hand turn lane to turn left which will allow the truck to turn left into the highway system. He asks for the board’s position on this issue. Mr. Berry states that this is typically how they have addressed this on other sites. Mr. Strobel asks if there is a right turning designation lane and if it is striped. Mr. Berry replies yes. Ms. Planchet suggests that the board see what the applicant is proposing and then obtain comments from the engineer. She notes that this is new information provided to the board tonight. Mr. Berry states that there may not be an issue with the turning path to the south which also was in the wrong lane. Mr. Wolf notes that the same issue is at the Irving station. 

Mr. Berry states that the well radius will be added.
Mr. Berry addresses the parking. He states that there is not enough parking on the site to meet the town’s regulations. He explains that historically they have asked for a waiver and the board has not acted on the waiver as of yet. Discussion ensues relative to the handicapped parking on site. Mr. Berry states that they have provided two spaces per ADA requirements with a van accessible area. He requests that the board address the parking issue. He notes that this is another judgment call that the board will need to make regarding this plan. Mr. Strobel states that it has been mentioned that the retailer’s analysis is that there is a lower requirement for parking. Mr. Berry replies that Family Dollar requires 20-25 spaces. Ms. Planchet states that the number of spaces has changed over time. Mr. Berry states that the requirement is for 32 spaces and they are proposing 28, with 2 being ADA accessible. He states that the applicant is 4 spaces shy of meeting the regulations. 
Mr. Berry further explains that the delivery truck blocks a few of the parking spaces that are being proposed to be used as employee parking. He states that this is a private site and Family Dollar does not have any problems with this proposal. He states that the board needs to decide on this item based on the fact that it is not permissible per the regulations. He notes that the truck delivers prior to the store opening and the regulations state that the delivery needs to be made during all hours of the store operations. He further explains that the reason that the employee parking area is proposed where it is, is so they can accommodate the truck coming into the site to the loading area with a full parking lot. He adds that there may be a 15 minute delay to any persons that are parked in this area while the truck is being unloaded. He states that these are employees of the store and functionally the shift of the person will be store hours while the truck could be there. He states that the ability for conflict is low specifically given the fact that the truck will be there before the store opens. Mr. McCaffrey states that this would only affect the employees in those spaces. 
Mr. Jandebeur asks about the flexibility of the time frame of the deliveries. Mr. Berry explains that Family Dollar does not load trucks and travel to store to store like other box stores. He states that these trucks are loaded and delivered to one store. He states that they can control the deliveries to the sites. He notes that should they need to deliver to a store while the store is open they can and they can deliver safely with the parking area full. 

Ms. Parmele asks if the parking requires a waiver due to the fact that the location is in the front rather than the side and rear. Ms. Planchet states that the regulations state to the extent possible and with this site to the rear of the building is in the wetland. Ms. Parmele states that she does not want it to appear that there is a precedence being set. Ms. Planchet states that it is clear what the preference is. 
Ms. Planchet states that there was a waiver request submitted for the parking dated November 23, 2009. She reads the request into the record and the applicant is now proposing 28 spaces with a required amount of 32 spaces. Ms. Morrill asks about the peak travel times. Mr. Berry states that the average amount of time in the store is 10 minutes. Ms. Morrill states that she does not feel that there would be a problem with the proposed 28 spaces. Mr. Strobel states that he recalls there being a discussion of an average amount of time in the store being 20 minutes.  

Ms. Planchet states that Underwood’s comments relative to parking were about the status and the basis for the determination of the minimum ADA spaces. She states that there are 2 handicapped spaces noted on the plan and there is no specific number required in the regulations.

Mr. McCaffrey states that there was a concern for maintaining aesthetics and he feels that the proposal is a reasonable use and with the fewer spaces the aesthetic issue will be achieved. 

Ms. Morrill asks if the board will be granting a waiver to remove the handicapped spaces. Mr. Strobel replies no. Ms. Planchet states that Underwood referenced the issue regarding the number of spaces required. 

Ms. Parmele states for all the reasons stated the proposed parking arrangement makes perfect sense for aesthetics and impervious surfaces. 

Mr. Berry states that in his response to Underwood he will explain that the retailer requires two handicapped spaces. Ms. Planchet confirms that per the site plan regulations the ADA requirements have been met. 
Mr. Wolf makes a motion, second by Mr. Jandebeur, to grant the waiver request for the amount of parking spaces from 32 spaces to 28 spaces, (Section IX(H)4-f). Motion passes unanimously; 7/0.
Grading and Drainage
Mr. Berry states he will provide a detail relative to the clean outs for the septic. 
Mr. Berry states that the system will be a closed drainage system. He states that they are proposing to collect the water on site and discharge to the NHDOT right-of-way. He adds that they are aware that they need DOT permission to do so. He adds that they will modify the pipe size accordingly. He adds that they will add an invert on the basins and modify as recommended by the engineer. 

Mr. Berry states that they can provide an easement to NHDOT if the engineer feels it necessary. He notes that he was cautious as to not putting any of the private infrastructure into the right of way for this reason. Mr. Strobel states that it is likely an archive on KimChris as opposed to NHDOT. Mr. Berry states that they designed the infrastructure for the two entrances into the KimChris Properties so they were able to begin their construction and grade appropriately and no barriers were being created in the future. He will modify the callouts to make the paving end at the boundary line and not construction.

As far as stormwater treatment, Mr. Berry states that there will be a few items modified on the plan. He explains that they were proposing a stormwater unit to clean the water to a certain efficiency on the downhill side of the detention basin. Underwood noted that this is typically used as pre-treatment, which is accurate; however, Mr. Berry states that they were trying to utilize the basins as full treatment. He states he will propose to modify the design to a style that is state approved with the efficiencies noted that are acceptable to the regulations and would be acceptable to Underwood. He adds that this chamber will be modified on the outlet to full treatment. 
Mr. Berry states that they are not modifying the infrastructure on the highway and will discuss this with the engineer. 
A discussion is held regarding the erosion control details. Mr. Berry states that there are redundancies due to the fact that there are many options to install aspects of erosion control. He states that there are different construction items and they are noted on the plan set. He states that the contractor goes through a construction sequence as they develop the site and will install accordingly. He states he will provide these comments to the engineer. 
Mr. Berry states that Underwood commented regarding the construction details and he will modify these details as recommended by the engineer. He adds that with the grass treatment swale it will be revised to show the limits of sod. 
Mr. Berry states that they will clarify the distances shown in reference to Underwood’s comments. He adds that they will review E13, E14 and E102 to make sure that the design intent is clear. He states they will remove the headwall as they are not constructing any. 
Mr. Berry states that one of the major water quality aspects of the plan is the infiltration basin that is adjacent to the buildings.  He states that this is capturing stormwater that comes off of the roof and that in this case, it is considered clean water since it is coming off an asphalt, shingled roof. He states that they are trying to re-infiltrate this into the ground. He adds that Underwood has requested the seasonal high water table to be delineated as well as the soil mapping used. Mr. Berry states that he will clarify these items.   
Mr. Berry refers to Section 2b and states that there will be some aspects of the plan that cannot meet the regulations. He states that peak rate control is one item. He explains that he is looking at how fast water erodes the surface of the earth and who will be impacted by the action. He states that in areas that they have determined that there will be an impact to a downstream abutter, KimChris Properties, they were able to use an infiltration basin to reduce the amount of peak rate runoff moving to the swale at KimChris Properties. He adds that they were also able to reduce the volume, which is a requirement noted in the regulations. 
Mr. Berry states that water on the rest of the site, specifically the entrance driveway, increases the amount of peak flow rate to the closed system that is in the highway system.  He states that the increase to that area is not harmful and that it will not erode or create impacts to the system. He states that there will be no flooding to the structure. Mr. Berry further explains the decrease rates over the next 50 year storms. He refers to the drainage analysis that was submitted to Underwood and to the board, and states that at this point there will be an increase of .5 cubic ft increase in these areas. He notes that he can improve the design; however, he is not sure if they can meet the regulations. He states that to improve the design he can drop the system deeper into the earth and put in additional basins to capture and store more water and release at a slower rate. He states that there is no way to capture all of the storm water at the site’s entrance. Mr. Berry states that this is a unique site as the highway is a cut. He states that he will be asking for a waiver. 
Ms. Parmele asks if Mr. Berry has spoken to NHDOT. Mr. Berry replies yes and states that he understands that the NHDOT feels that if the increase to the system does not have any impact it is fine. He states that they will do an analysis to make sure that there will be no flooding to NHDOT pipes and to the system. He adds that NHDOT will not grant a permit if they are not okay with the proposal. 

Mr. McCaffrey asks where the water is going. Mr. Berry explains that they are not directing flow in an area that did not have flow to begin with; they are increasing the flow in an area that had flow. Mr. McCaffrey asks if the NHDOT system is capable of handling the additional flow. Mr. Strobel replies yes and states that Mr. Berry has explained that there are various types of yearly storms from 2 years to 100 years. Mr. Strobel states that Mr. Berry has indicated that the system he designed will handle up to 70-80% of what the regulations are and the question is that the area can be improved to 90-95% but may not ever meet what the regulations require. Mr. Strobel adds that Mr. Berry has noted that this will not max out this system. 
Further discussion ensues relative to the drainage and the process for obtaining a driveway permit through NHDOT. 
Ms. Planchet states that the applicant must provide a written request for all waivers. She suggests that the applicant decide whether to submit a waiver; let Underwood review their request; and provide a recommendation to the board. 

Mr. Berry states that he is not asking for a waiver at this time.  He states that there are three requests that will be forthcoming to the board: one that deals with the two year storm event, one that deals with the ten year event, and one that deals with volume. He explains that he will redesign to the best of their ability, comment back to Underwood’s letter, then request the waiver in writing and send to Underwood as well. 

Mr. Berry continues to discuss Underwood’s review letter. He states that the drainage analysis doesn’t demonstrate a compliance with section 2, 3 and 6 as was previously addressed. Mr. Berry states that he will meet the town’s groundwater recharge requirements and he will explain in detail. Ms. Parmele asks if this was difficult to meet and Mr. Berry replies no and explains that this site has existing poor soils and the requirement for infiltration is also low. He adds that keeping the volume between 90-110% in this type of soil is extremely difficult. He adds that in better soils the requirement for recharge is easier and the requirement for volume is much easier to meet. He notes that the recharge is not that difficult to meet. He refers to the town’s regulations as being extremely well written and of high quality. 

Mr. Berry states that they will most likely need to request a waiver to the stormwater treatment, item (f) in the review letter. He explains that they will be able to capture a large percentage of the stormwater on the site and treat it to the efficiencies shown, 80% total suspended solids, 40% total phosphates. He adds that there will be sections that they will not be able to meet, the TSS removal, and the TP removal due to the entrance and interactions with the abutter. He adds that he will itemize the exact percentages of impervious surfaces they are capturing and treating, and the percentage they are not. Mr. Berry states that due to the cut slope in the site, they cannot send through a devise and treat. 
Mr. Berry refers to the Underwood Engineering review letter dated April 16, 2010 and the comment relative to the water usage. Mr. Berry states that all of the potable and domestic water is on the site and that there is 300 gpd proposed for usage. 

Mr. Strobel states that the loading dock item has been superseded with the March 2011 letter. Mr. Strobel refers to the April 16, 2010 letter relative to the inlet, item 1(d). Mr. Berry states that there was no inlet; there was a pipe that was terminated and there is notation relative to this. Mr. Strobel states that should be fine.  
Mr. Berry states that Underwood mentioned the operations manual for stormwater. Mr. Berry states that this will be developed and submitted with the plans for the next review. Mr. Strobel recommends adding some notation for the general maintenance to the plans.
A discussion is held regarding the 15 day time frame requirement for new materials. Mr. Berry states that this is the only community that he deals with to apply the 15 day time frame to each submission. Ms. Planchet notes that Underwood requires two weeks to review and reply. She adds that there are times when the 15 days is not held. Ms. Planchet states that revised plans must be revised, submitted, and allow time for staff and board members to review. She explains that this has been past practice of the board.
Lengthy discussion ensues regarding the requirements for information to be submitted to the town hall in a timely manner and continuing the case so that the applicant can pursue the project quicker. Mr. Wolf states that the town does not have a contract with Underwood anymore and a new firm was hired. Mr. Wolf states he believes that Underwood is dragging out the process. Mr. Strobel states that Underwood agreed to continue with the application and that all funds for reviews are provided by the applicant. Ms. Planchet states that Underwood has been working on the materials when received and they reply within a timely manner. Mr. Strobel agrees with Ms. Planchet. Ms. Morrill states that the board voted to allow Underwood to continue with this application. 

Discussion ensues as to possible dates to continue this case to. Mr. Berry provides a waiver request to continue the hearing to the May 12 meeting. Ms. Planchet states that should the board accept the continuance request, the board should motion to forward to Underwood, which will require additional escrow funds. She suggests that the board grant permission to Mr. Berry to deliver the information directly to Underwood rather than the mailing process through staff.  
Mr. Strobel makes a motion, second by Mr. Holden, to amend the ESR for an additional review, that additional documentation be forwarded to Underwood Engineering for review, and that the applicant be permitted to deliver new materials directly to Underwood, and to continue the case to May 12. Motion passes unanimously; 7/0. 

OTHER
Consideration of Alternate Position

Mr. Strobel states that there is one alternate seat available and that he would like to fill the vacant seat. Ms. Parmele agrees. Discussion is held. Ms. Planchet states that Adam Sprague received 10 write-in votes at the March elections. The board discusses Mr. Sprague’s past experience on the board. Mr. Strobel makes a motion, second by Mr. Wolf, to appoint Adam Sprague as an alternate member, with a term to expire March 2014. Motion passes unanimously; 7/0.  

Office of Energy & Planning Spring Conference - June 11.  

Registration packets are provided to members. Commitments to attend and preferences are received from Mr. Strobel, Mr. McCaffrey, Mr. Jandebeur, Ms. Parmele, and Ms. Morrill. 
Chair’s Items
Amend Rules of Procedure 
Mr. Strobel suggests amending the board procedures to prohibit hearing new cases after 10:00 p.m. Mr. Wolf states that the applicants have paid to be here and may have attorneys, surveyors, and engineers with them, which is an added expense. Ms. Planchet states that relative to new cases, the applicants have filed in a timely manner, found to be sufficient information to go forward to the board, notifications have been in the papers, abutters have been notified and may be present, and should the case not be heard there is no case to continue to another date. She suggests that another approach be that she continues to estimate time frames for the cases and the board make an effort to keep to the time frames. She states that it is a time management factor and adds that the board’s responsibilities are to review the materials and be familiar with the items prior to the meeting. 
Discussion ensues and Ms. Planchet provides an explanation of procedures and requirements for the public hearing, public meetings and notices.  She states it may be a possibility to continue deliberation of a case to another date and time to keep decision-making from going late into the night.
Review Roles of Planning Board - Quasi-judicial role for applications, legislative role, master plan, etc.

Mr. Strobel explains the jobs and duties of the planning board. He states that there can be no bias and members must recuse themselves if relevant.  He adds that he would like to begin working on review of the regulations and possible revisions which is the board’s legislative role. He requests that members review and choose an item of interest to begin to address. 

Geographic Information System (GIS) 

Mr. Strobel states that he has created interactive programs regarding the town’s maps. He suggests that the town could potentially adapt the information and use it for informational purposes. He states that here is no charge for this information, tax maps, soils, wetlands, etc. Ms. Planchet asks about the town relying on the information. Mr. Strobel states that this is strictly supplemental information. Further discussion is held regarding the accuracy of the information and the availability of the information. Mr. Strobel offers to assist staff with training and adds that additional training is available at UNH. Members express an interest and Mr. Strobel states he will look into this further. 

Planner’s Items
Ms. Planchet states that the Davlynn open space plans have been signed and were recorded at the registry of deeds today. 

Ms. Planchet explains a suggestion regarding case information. She adds that it is important for members to have all of the information on the regulations and for the members to know about the case. She asks if members would be interested in having the case information available to keep in the three ring binders in front of their regulations. No interest was expressed. Mr. Strobel mentions that there is information available at the Local Government Center website regarding “Jurors Standards”. 
Ms. Planchet states that she sent letters to applicants for cases 08-08 and 
09-07 seeking status and intentions and that the cases would be addressed at the April 28 meeting. 

Ms. Planchet states that since there was no planning board quorum present at the March 16 meeting with the highway advisory committee and Strafford Regional Planning Commission representatives, she has provided staff notes rather than minutes and they are in the board’s packets for review.  
Ms. Planchet states that she met with a representative from Strafford Regional Planning Commission and there will be an energy audit completed of the town’s buildings. 

Ms. Morrill asks if Ms. Planchet has been assisting the economic development committee lately. Ms. Planchet replies that there has been no request. 
ADJOURNMENT
Mr. McCaffrey makes a motion, second by Mr. Wolf, to adjourn at 9:35 p.m. Motion passes unanimously; 7/0. 

Respectfully submitted

Lisa Fellows-Weaver

Board Secretary 
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