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Town of Northwood 

Planning Board

April 22, 2010


Chairman Bob Strobel calls the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m.  

PRESENT: Chairman Bob Strobel, Vice Chairman Herb Johnson, Roger LeClerc, Rick Wolf, Deborah Couch, Robert Press, Town Planner Elaine Planchet, and Board Administrator Linda Smith. Selectman Representative Alden Dill arrives at 7:05 p.m. Alternate Victoria Parmele arrives at 7:10 p.m. 
VOTING DESIGNATION: Bob Strobel, Herb Johnson, Alden Dill, Roger LeClerc, Rick Wolf, Deborah Couch, and Robert Press. Alden Dill at 7:05 p.m. Alternate Victoria Parmele at 7:10 p.m. 

ABSENT: Alternate Pat Bell

PUBLIC: Approximately 15 members of the public are present. 

MINUTES:

April 8, 2010
Mr. Strobel makes a motion to approve the April 8, 2010 minutes, as written. Mr. Johnson seconds. Motion passes unanimously; 6/0. 
VOLUNTARY MERGER
VM 10-01: Coe Brown Northwood Academy, 907 First NH Turnpike, Map 217; Lots 65 and 66; 35 Bow Lake Road, Map 218; Lot 1.
Rick Wolf recuses himself and leaves the table. 
Victoria Parmele arrives at 7:10 p.m. and is designated to vote on this case.

The board is provided with copies of the voluntary merger proposal. All necessary information has been received including all necessary fees. Ms. Smith reads the statute relative to the voluntary merger and states that the merger would alleviate any issues regarding setbacks. After review, Mr. Johnson makes a motion, second by Mr. Dill, to approve the voluntary merger of Map 217; Lots 65 and 66; 35 Bow Lake Road, Map 218; Lot 1. Motion passes unanimously; 7/0. 
CASE 09-08: Coe Brown Northwood Academy, 907 First NH Turnpike, Map 217; Lots 65 and 66; Dana and Cindy Davidson, 35 Bow Lake Road, Map 218; Lot 1. Applicants are seeking site plan approval to add an educational facility with proposed 1,500 +/- sq. ft.; to expand athletic fields; and to create access onto Bow Lake Road. Application accepted as complete on 7/23/09; 65-day 9/26/09. Continued to 4/22/10.

Geoff Aleva and Neil Repoza from Civil Consultants are present representing CBNA and Jim Colburn, President of CBNA trustees.

Ms. Planchet states that an email has been received from the Harvey Lake Watershed Association. She also states that staff has sought legal advice and has received a legal opinion.  

Bob Strobel reads an e-mail from Bob Charest, President of Harvey Lake Watershed Association, which notes concerns including wetland, drainage and snow storage issues.  Ms. Planchet states that she replied to Mr. Charest indicating that wetlands issues will be discussed at the zoning board of adjustment meeting on April 26. Mr. Strobel notes that many issues raised in the letter have been previously addressed and are available through the minutes. 
Mr. Aleva discusses points addressed in the e-mail. He explains that CBNA will be plowing snow and will be salting the area. He adds that they have received the Alteration of Terrain permit issued by the state, which addressed stormwater quality and quantity. He states that this project is not in the Harvey Lake Watershed and does not impact the Harvey Lake Watershed at all. He states that they are working within the Bow Lake Watershed and that all impacts from this project go to Sherburne Brook. He adds that they are working on a mitigation plan that has received preliminary approval from NHDES and that plan includes placing a 53 acre parcel adjacent to the Northwood Meadow State Park in conservation easement. The easement is in the Harvey Lake Watershed. Mr. Aleva states that they will be meeting with Bear Paw Regional Greenways to establish easement language. Mr. Strobel notes that the dividing line of the two watersheds is Rte. 4 and Mr. Aleva agrees. 
Additional discussion is held regarding plowing. Mr. Repoza states that the proposal is to plow the gravel way from the existing paved parking area to the baseball field and track. He states that this will not be plowed or maintained when there is snow on the ground as the area will not be used. Mr. Aleva states that now the snow is plowed to the edges of the pavement and this will be the process that continues; however, there is a stormwater maintenance plan that the academy will need to follow, which means that they must collect all of the sediment. He adds that there is some erosion that does occur and they are trying to address this and capture and stop it and will mitigate those impacts. 
Mr. Strobel states that he recalls that relative to centralizing the buildings, they are working on the master plan for the campus. 

Ms. Couch asks about the fertilizer for the fields. Mr. Aleva states that he will provide this information to the board. He does not believe it is anything of significance. He notes that any water that percolates through the ball field passes through an under drain system so there is some treatment there. Then when it is discharged it does pass through a treatment swale so any stormwater is treated through filtration through a sandy bed. Further explanation of the filtration system is provided relative to the sediments. 
Mr. Strobel asks if pervious pavement was considered. Mr. Aleva replies it was considered, but they determined that it is acceptable as a parking stall but not for a travelled way. He adds that they are not planning to expand pavement areas. 
Ms. Planchet states that at the last meeting a discussion was held regarding monitoring and the applicant was asked by the board to provide a proposal for a monitoring plan.   She states that the proposal was received and staff reviewed it.  She explains that when she and the board administrator considered possible implementation, they realized it was necessary to contact town counsel. The legal opinion is provided to the board and reviewed.  Mr. Johnson motions to make the legal documents public information. Mr. Dill seconds. Motion passes unanimously; 7/0. 
Further discussion is held.  Mr. Dill mentions that in some instances, wells are required to be monitored and results provided to the town.  Ms. Planchet states that in this case, there would be no specific action to take place as a result of the traffic data. 
Mr. Strobel explains that one issue discussed for this case and recommended by the town’s traffic engineer was monitoring traffic post construction. Mr. Strobel states that the legal opinion states that a monitoring plan is essentially not enforceable. 
Ms. Planchet states that the applicant had a traffic study done by a traffic engineer; the town through its engineering firm also had a traffic engineer review the traffic study and there were not any disagreements between the two traffic engineers. She states that these discussions relative to what if the traffic numbers are incorrect is a way that the board is stating it will ignore the expert opinions that have been obtained. 

Mr. LeClerc states that he recalls a discrepancy relative to the turning lane. Ms. Planchet replies that is correct and adds that town counsel states that the board would need to decide this; whether there will be 100 ft. lanes or 60 ft. lanes. Ms. Planchet notes that the town’s engineer recommended 100 ft. lanes and the applicant proposed to leave the lanes at 60 ft. Ms. Planchet adds that the town’s engineer had initially recommended monitoring and she asked a follow-up question about the parameters and results.
Mr. Johnson states he feels that this is a moot point because CBNA has agreed that if there are traffic changes they would go to 100 ft. lanes. Ms. Planchet states that there was that discussion and it is the board’s decision to follow the expert opinions received or not. She states that it is not moot as the decision has not been made by the board. Mr. Dill adds that he agrees with Mr. Johnson if there was a disagreement on that one item, he is willing to go with the 60 ft. turn lanes if the board can set a parameter and if it is not met then the board can adjust. Ms. Smith states that this cannot be done. Ms. Planchet asks if the board is going to follow the advice from the expert opinion which states that the traffic will be what it is which they think will not require anything other than what has been noted, or will the board ignore the expert advice. Ms. Couch states that both engineers have provided the same information and the board is concerned of the narrowness of the road and taking land from an abutter, which is not their land but they are using it as their property. 

Ms. Planchet states that if there are issues with the access road intersection with Bow Lake Road, the board cannot then decide to change the lanes. Mr. Strobel states that when the board discussed a monitoring plan the board was talking about many locations and the only disagreement or freedom that the board has, if accepting both engineer’s opinions, the only real decision the board has to make is relative to the turning lane length. 
Ms. Parmele states that the town’s engineer has suggested a monitoring plan and looking at the numbers.  Mr. Aleva states that both traffic experts agree on what will happen at the intersection, a reduction in traffic. He adds that the disagreement is the turning lanes’ length. He states that it is their opinion that the 60 ft. meets the standard now. He states that they have provided a report for provisions. Mr. Leclerc states that since the length is the only issue that it outstanding, he suggests 80 ft., which would not encroach into the abutter’s driveway, probably be less expensive, would have one to two more cars stacked, and perhaps would work. Mr. Press states that this would be a good compromise. Mr. Press asks about the busses from another town. Mr. Aleva states that adding additional structures in the future would require planning board approval. He further explains the traffic report noting the history of Rte. 4, which has been decreasing over the past few years. Additional discussion is held regarding monitoring. Ms. Planchet states that a monitoring plan could not be added as a condition of approval.
Ms. Planchet states that the board may be ready to make a decision on the proposed application and notes that the board membership has changed. She explains that there are members that are new and perhaps have not been able to review all of the materials. She points out that the members that do vote on the application have a responsibility to be familiar with all of the information and the file, to date. She states that it is acceptable for a member to abstain from voting on the application. 
Ms. Planchet explains that a conditional approval is a possibility.  She adds that the applicant has met with the conservation commission and will be meeting with the zoning board. Mr. Aleva states that the conservation commission has issued their comments on the special exception and they will be meeting with the ZBA on Monday. He adds that the final wetlands permit submittal will be reviewed by Dori Wiggin tomorrow, and the preliminary mitigation plan has been accepted by Lori Sommer. He adds that a land survey and easement language still need to be done and they hope to have a conditional wetlands permit soon. 
Mr. Dill asks why they are going to the ZBA. Ms. Smith explains that a special exception is necessary for the wetlands overlay district. She states that typically the planning board does not offer conditional approvals when a ZBA hearing is pending; however, in this case a special exception is being sought rather than a variance and the ZBA must grant a special exception if all criteria have been met. Mr. Aleva states that they are proposing to pave the parking lot near the track as opposed to it being left as gravel, which is why they need the special exception.   
Ms. Planchet states that the outstanding items are traffic, which includes the monitoring, distinct from the lanes and State of NH issues. Mr. Aleva states that an issue with NHDOT is the location for the illuminated school zone sign as it is being moved to the other side of Bow Lake Rd. Mr. Aleva adds that as far as the re-striping, he feels that NHDOT will recommend that it not be done as they proposed as the intersection could be restriped as shown on the original plan. Mr. Repoza states that they do not want the radius coming up Rte. 4; they would prefer to have it as it was, a wider radius. Ms. Planchet asks why it was proposed differently and Mr. Aleva replies to slow drivers down. He hopes to have a letter back from NH DOT soon; this plan has been reviewed by District 6 and traffic bureau in Concord.  He is not anticipating anything to come from NHDOT that would require revisions to the plans. 
Ms. Couch states that Coe Brown has decided to do the monitoring and the board could now accept this as a document, as a draft and she would like to have some changes made. She asks staff what their comments would be to edit the draft.  Ms. Smith states that this is not an enforceable document. Ms. Couch states that the board is willing to do this to make sure that this will work and it could be a good faith effort for the safety of the community and the board should take it as a final document. She feels that she is not comfortable giving a conditional approval as there are too many outstanding items. Mr. Dill states that they have agreed to monitor at scheduled times and it would be a benefit. Mr. Strobel states that the board cannot require monitoring; however, the applicant is willing to do monitoring and the board would like to see the results. 
Ms. Planchet states that her changes to the monitoring would be that changes should be up to the board not to the applicant. Mr. Aleva states that the entity that will recommend changes will be the traffic engineer and it is his duty to follow rules. He states that there is no control over the traffic engineer by the applicant. He states that it is his opinion that one traffic count session would be sufficient to show proper counts and he feels that they should be done between 9-12 months of completion of the road and when school is in session. He believes the 3, 6, and 18 months are excessive. 
Mr. Strobel asks if there are public comments. 

Mary Markum states that she is a realtor representing buyers who are interested in purchasing Map 218, lot 2. She asks if the wetlands impacts from the access road will affect 37 Bow Lake Rd. Mr. Aleva states that there would not be any additional drainage flow entering this property. Ms. Markum asks what the construction time frame of the access road will be and Mr. Strobel states that the applicant has requested that this be done prior to the fall school year. Ms. Markum asks what types of vehicles will use the access road and Mr. Aleva replies passenger vehicles for students.  Mr. Strobel states that it is his intention that there are no busses on the access road. Mr. Aleva states that a bus would be coming from the athletic fields and utilizing the access road; busses would not be used to drop off students for school or picking up students at the end of the day. The bus schedule will continue as it does now on the other side of Rte 4, at the main entrance. Ms. Markum asks if there will be parking allowed on the access road and Mr. Aleva replies no. Ms. Markum asks for information regarding the gate and Mr. Strobel replies that the gate will be locked from 10 p.m. to 6 a.m. unless there was an extracurricular activity going on. Ms. Markum asks about the summer months and Ms. Couch replies that if there were activities ongoing in the summer the access road would still be used. Ms. Markum asks about the proposed lighting on the access road and Mr. Aleva replies that there will be a sodium shoe box light at the intersection of the access road and Bow Lake Road, on a timer to run at the same rate as the gate. 
In addition, Ms. Markum asks about the intended use of the well on the recently purchased lot. Mr. Aleva explains that there is a potential that the well could be used for irrigation of the fields. Ms. Markum asks if anyone has checked how that may impact surrounding wells. Mr. Aleva replies that it is his opinion that there would not be any impact considering the fact that the well currently boils out of the cap. He is not sure if the well is a true Artesian well. Ms. Markum asks if the town will require this to be investigated and Mr. Strobel relies no. 
Mr. Dill asks Derek Severance how far the driveway is from the intersection and what the impacts would be to his property. Mr. Severance states that he would need to look at the tax maps for an accurate assessment for the location. 

A discussion is held regarding the busses on the access road. Mr. Dill requests that the applicant provide something to the board regarding bus usage on the access road. Mr. Aleva states that the access road will not be used for day to day student delivery or pick up. Ms. Smith asks if the turning radius has been reviewed for compliance with a bus radius and has Underwood Engineering looked at this. Mr. Aleva states that there is no difference for site distance needs for a bus or a car; it is usually based on speed and per the town’s ordinances it is 250’ for the speed on Bow Lake Rd. He states that the site distance far exceeds this. He adds that with a bus the site distance is further due to the height of the bus and can overcome a vertical curve situation. Mr. Aleva states that a turning radius provision was done to make the area wider to allow a larger vehicle to come in, fire truck, ambulance, etc. Ms. Smith asks if a bus was to come from the access road could the bus turn into half of Bow Lake Rd. without accessing the other side. Mr. Aleva states that it should be able to this.
Babette Morrill states that she would like the traffic monitoring completed three times instead of one. Mr. Johnson states that there is nothing the board can do to enforce this to be done. Mr. Dill states that perhaps the applicant could do the good neighbor thing and consider monitoring twice. Mr. Strobel states that traffic will shift to find the best method and the board needs to make sure that the counts are within that and give it a chance to stabilize before the counts are completed. He feels that twice would be sufficient. Discussion ensues regarding the time frames of 6 months and 12 months. Mr. Dill suggests a 6 and 12 month time frame. Mr. Aleva feels that the 6 and 12 month times are a reasonable request. 
A discussion is held regarding the gate. Mr. Aleva states that a note has been added to the plan regarding the gate time that it will be closed at 10 p.m. Further discussion is held regarding the streetlight. Mr. Aleva states that the shut off time is now noted to be midnight. Discussion ensues and the gate originally was to be open until midnight and the light was done on the same timeframe. Consensus was reached that the light will be shut off at 10:30 p.m. 
Ms. Planchet states that bonding still needs to be discussed along with the  yellow striping, and the right turn lane at 100 ft. or 60 ft. Mr. Strobel refers to the April 8 meeting minutes which note that there was a consensus of the board for 60 ft. striping.  Mr. Johnson makes a motion to set the right turn lane from Bow Lake Rd. onto Route 4 at 60 ft. and for CBNA to do a good faith effort at monitoring. Mr. LeClerc seconds. Ms. Smith asks if there is a mechanism in place which would allow Coe-Brown to negotiate for the footage to be larger after the planning board process is completed.  Mr. Aleva states that should a traffic study determine that this needs to be expanded and since it is a town road, then it would be addressed through the selectmen and highway department. Mr. Aleva states that a letter can be provided from the CBNA board of trustees that this is what they will do. Ms. Couch asks what the parameter is to extend this to the 80 ft. Mr. Aleva explains that if there is a decrease in the level of service based on a grade.  Motion passes: 5/2. Ms. Parmele and Mr. Press are opposed. 
Mr. Dill makes a motion, second by Mr. Johnson, for a double yellow line to be painted to 100 ft. as per NHDOT original improvements. Motion passes unanimously; 7/0.
Mr. Dill makes a motion for CBNA to establish an escrow account relevant to on and off site improvements for painting, and monitoring. Ms. Couch seconds. Mr. Dill amends the motion for CBNA to establish an escrow account for on and off site improvements. Discussion is held regarding on site improvements. Mr. Dill retracts his motion. Further discussion is held regarding the painting and the two signs on Bow Lake Rd. and the lighted sign on Rte 4. Ms. Smith states that the only items in the escrow account are items that would be done later on and the board could allow them to do a letter of credit for everything else. This way there is no confusion. Mr. Colburn states that CBNA will provide funding either annually or biannually to maintain the pavement markings. This will include the crosswalk, 100 ft. of double yellow, 60 ft. of lane line, and stop bar, and two arrows. Mr. Colburn states it is not CBNA’s prerogative to determine when it needs to be done. He states that at whatever point road agent Jim Wilson determines that this should be repainted, then CBNA will pay for that, indefinitely. He notes that it will be to the school’s advantage to maintain the appropriate paving marking at the intersection. Mr. Colburn states that it would probably need to be contracted out. 
Discussion ensues and Ms. Smith explains the process in that CBNA would be responsible for off site paving and enter into a contract with the selectmen for that agreement and it would continue with the trustees and selectmen. Mr. Colburn states that this is a town road and CBNA has no jurisdiction to decide when to do the paving. He explains that the offer is for CBNA to pay the costs of paving marking as determined by the selectmen or the road agent. He states that normally paving would be only once a year. He states that CBNA does not want to be responsible as to when it should be marked. Mr. Strobel makes a motion that the applicant establishes an escrow account to cover the costs of annual maintenance and upkeep of painting on Bow Lake Rd. Mr. Johnson seconds. Motion passes unanimously; 7/0. 

Bonding is also discussed and Ms. Smith reminds the board that it is important to bear in mind that the town does not have any control over the academy.  She states that in fairness to all other private entities that must provide letters of credit for site plan improvements, there should be something provided by CBNA for the improvements that are required, particularly on Bow Lake Rd at the intersection, the roadway, and the drainage. Mr. Aleva states that an estimate of costs typically would be provided by the contractor and then the engineer would review it or code enforcement. Ms. Couch motions to have Coe Brown provide a letter of credit in the amount to complete the access road, public safety, and drainage improvements based on an agreed upon figure by the town’s engineer. Mr. Johnson seconds. Mr. Aleva asks if this is the town’s process and Ms. Smith replies yes. Mr. Aleva asks if there are additional costs to the applicant for this review. Ms. Smith states that this has not been the case in the past. Mr. Aleva requests to speak to the contractor for CBNA. Ms. Couch amends the motion to be the cost of the access road and drainage improvements. Mr. Johnson seconds. 
Discussion ensues regarding the language for a condition.  Mr. Aleva suggests an amount of $300,000 for the road and drainage improvements. Ms. Smith explains that the likeliness that CBNA will not be able to cover these costs is minimal; however, in fairness they should provide a letter of credit and it should be at a reasonable amount. Ms. Couch amends the motion to have Coe Brown establish a letter of credit in the amount of $300,000 to the Town of Northwood. Mr. Johnson seconds. Motion passes unanimously; 7/0.

Mr. Johnson motions to approve all outstanding issues, pending NHDOT local and state approvals. Motion fails as no second is provided. 
Mr. Strobel states that he would like to have a good faith understanding that the applicant will do monitoring and provide a report to the town. 

Further discussion is held regarding the process of a conditional approval. Mr. Aleva states that for the next meeting he will provide a letter to the board and selectmen noting that CBNA will do monitoring.  
Mr. Dill makes a motion, second by Mr. Johnson, to grant a conditional approval based on the following conditions: 

All local, state, and federal permits be obtained;

ZBA case is approved or finalized;  

An escrow account is established; and 

A letter of credit be in place. 

Mr. Dill amends the motion for a conditional approval to include the following:

Streetlight to be turned off at 10:30 p.m.; and

Access road will not to be used for drop off or pick up of students by busses for day to day transportation. Amendment is seconded by Mr. Johnson. 

Ms. Smith states it was indicated by Mr. Aleva that NHDES was ready to give a conditional approval for the wetlands permit. The wetland permit is a requirement of, the special exception being granted by the ZBA. She asks Mr. Aleva what conditions are anticipated. Mr. Aleva states that the condition will be that the mitigation plan be finalized. He states that it is his understanding from Dori Wiggin that all of the proposed improvements with the wetland impacts are acceptable. He adds that the issues outstanding are with Lori Sommer who handles the mitigation plan with making sure that all of the land for the Mead lot is surveyed, the easement language is agreed upon, a boundary survey is done, etc. He feels that a conditional approval on the wetland impacts will be approved pending the mitigation plan being finalized within a determined time frame.

Ms. Smith states that there is a conditional approval noting all state permits and this will bump the project out further before construction can begin. Mr. Repoza adds that he has spoken to Ms. Sommer who indicated that as long as there is some proof that the mitigation plan is being put into place, then the timeline could be amended and the mitigation plan put into place. 

Ms. Planchet asks about the note on the plans which reference a revision date of 4/22/10. Mr. Repoza states that it refers to the changes in the project notes on the cover sheet.
Further discussion continues regarding the motion relative to the state approvals and how long the mitigation plan could take. Mr. Dill withdraws the motions. Mr. Johnson withdraws his seconds. 

Ms. Couch makes a motion, second by Mr. Johnson, to continue the case to May 13. Mr. Johnson seconds. Motion passes unanimously; 7/0. 

Mr. Strobel calls for a recess at 9:20 p.m.

Tim Colby asks about the planning board attendance relative to the CBNA 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 a 9,250 sq. ft. retail store to include Family Dollar and one rental unit. (Property currently owned by Beth Grimes, and Gregory Lalish.) Application accepted as complete on 2/25/10; 65 day 5/1/10.

Chris Berry of Berry Surveying and Engineering is present along with Mark Lopez. 
Mr. Wolf has returned to the board as a voting member. Mr. Johnson left at this time. 

VOTING DESIGNATION: Bob Strobel, Alden Dill, Roger LeClerc, Rick Wolf, Deborah Couch, Robert Press, and Alternate Victoria Parmele.  

Ms. Planchet states that the board received correspondence from an abutter’s attorney and copies are provided to board members. Ms. Planchet states that after receipt of this information she contacted town counsel. Mr. Berry asks about the process of another attorney contacting town counsel. Ms. Smith states that town counsel has been advised in the past, relative to planning board concerns, that they not accept or interact with other attorneys without the prior approval of planning board staff. Mr. Dill makes a motion, second by Ms. Couch, to accept town counsel’s email as a public document. Motion passes unanimously; 7/0. 

Mr. Berry states that they have designed a project and do not feel that they are blocking KimChris’s access to their easement. He states that prior comments were received from town counsel noting that because this issue is so subjective it is not the board’s decision to determine what functionally blocks access to this easement. He states that he has designed this project in a way that does not block the access.

Ms. Planchet states that the board has received Underwood Engineering’s review earlier this week. The traffic study has not been received to date. She adds that the 15 day time frame requirement for new information has not been met. 

Discussion ensues regarding the correspondence from town counsel and whether she was aware that there was a deeded easement involved.  Ms. Planchet states she will search to find the language provided to town counsel initially.  Ms. Couch asks why there is only access from this side and Mr. Strobel replies that the state does not want another curb cut. Ms. Planchet states that this was a part of the subdivision. 
Mr. Berry provides a revised picture of the proposed building with elevations. Sign details are also provided. Mr. Berry notes that the signs are internally lit and turn off around 8 p.m. and this detail has been added to the plans. A sample of the proposed façade is shown and examined by the board. Mr. Dill requests real stone and he notes the other buildings in the area. Mr. Strobel states that this area is designated in the Master Plan as the gateway to the community.
Language sent to town counsel is read by Ms. Planchet and discussion ensues relative to the deed language. Further discussion is held relative to the easement access to all parties. Mr. Dill makes a motion, second by Ms. Couch, to send the deed easement language to town counsel to confirm she has seen it and ask her if her opinion remains the same. Motion passes unanimously; 7/0. 

Mr. Berry states that he has received a letter from Underwood Engineering and he agrees with the items in the letter and will be making changes to the plan set to meet those recommendations.  He asks the board about Underwood’s comment regarding the safety of the sidewalk, which are required from boundary line to boundary line. He states that to accommodate this requirement, they have added a crosswalk to allow pedestrians to walk along the highway and pick up the crosswalk to the boundary line. He states that Underwood has indicated this would be an unsafe situation thus the sidewalk can be removed. Ms. Couch states that she would prefer to not remove a sidewalk as the sidewalk will continue on per the regulations. She asks if the intersection can be redesigned to be more pedestrian friendly. Mr. Berry replies that this cannot be done due to the curb cuts; however, perhaps a shorter section of sidewalk could be added along the driveway to move the cross walk away from the highway.  
Board members review the new building profile. Ms. Parmele states that she does not feel that the windows are proportional. Mr. Lopez replies that these are façade windows used to simulate transom windows. He states that real windows cannot be done given the design of the store and shelving.  Discussion ensues and the board requests that perhaps the façade windows could be more proportional. Mr. Lopez states that he would not have a problem with the request. He adds that they added a lot of windows on the sides to appease the abutters. He suggests doing half the amount of windows and double the size. Further discussion is held relative to the architectural design.. 

A letter of continuation is received for May 27. Ms. Couch makes a motion, second by Mr. Dill, to continue this case to May 27. Motion passes unanimously; 7/0. 
Mr. Press states that the windows are not functional; they are pictorial. He asks by what authority the board members review the architectural features of an application. Mr. Dill refers to the Site Plan Review Regulations section IX B on Architectural Design review.
Mr. Dill states that there was a committee formed regarding architectural regulations and the board has changed perhaps that a refresher course could be done relative to enforcement. Ms. Parmele states that town counsel was also present. Mr. Press requests copies of the minutes when town counsel met with the board relative to enforcing this section. 
OTHER:

Discussion of Members’ Ideas for Board Consideration/Subcommittees
Mr. Strobel asks for items that the board would like to consider for subcommittees as discussed at the previous meeting. He offers the idea to cover issues relative to water. Ms. Smith states that in the past, when subcommittees were formed there was little to no connection back to the planning board, ultimately resulting in frustration for both the subcommittee and the board. Mr. Strobel states that as chair he sees it is his responsibility to attend meetings with subcommittees and be the liaison. Mr. Dill notes that in the past subcommittee minutes were not consistent. Mr. Press states that information should be sent to the chair and distributed at a meeting. Ms. Planchet states that the chair does not have the authority to be a collector of and examiner of information; however, the board can vote to give the chair this authority. 
Ms. Parmele expressed concern and an interest in a subcommittee to work on a transportation corridor plan. Ms. Planchet mentions that the Capital Improvements Program has not been functional as the RSA’s describe it to be. She notes that this is designed to be done by the planning board, along with the budget committee and the selectmen. She adds that it has been 6 years since the Master Plan was updated and the recommended time frame for an update is 6-10 years. Ms. Planchet states that the Master Plan is solely the responsibility of the planning board per state statutes. She mentions that Workforce Housing is a state requirement that will need to be further addressed. Ms. Planchet states that the selectmen have established an Agriculture Committee and Mr. Dill states that Victoria Parmele expressed an interest and is on the committee. He adds that the initial focus will be on business and agriculture uses and the differences between state and town regulations. Mr. Dill states that the athletic fields committee is still working on phase two and in addition, a playground subcommittee is being formed to plan a playground on the same location. Mr. Dill adds that the selectmen are still working on the Woodman Park issues at Lucas Pond. Mr. Dill adds that there will be a future committee for the safety complex for the town and states that they will probably be looking for a planning board representative for that committee. 
Gulf Road Letter 
Mr. Strobel states that he has drafted a letter to the Highway Advisory Committee regarding an update on the Gulf Road access road. Mr. Dill states that he is currently looking at federal funding possibilities and has contacted state representatives about the concerns in this area. Mr. Dill motions to send the letter on behalf of the board to the highway advisory committee. Ms. Parmele seconds. The motion passes unanimously; 7/0.
Mr. Strobel states that he was approached by the Economic Development Committee to talk about long range items and potential developments. 
A letter has been received requesting appointment or reappointment of the town’s representative to the Strafford Metropolitan Planning Organization – Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). Ms. Couch makes a motion to recommend reappointment of Victoria Parmele to the TAC as the planning board representative. Mr. Strobel seconds. Motion passes unanimously; 7/0. 
Mr. Dill makes a motion to adjourn and Ms. Couch seconds. 
Mr. Press asks about the water subcommittee and septic systems. Mr. Strobel states that this subcommittee responsibility would be inclusive of septic systems. 
Motion to adjourn is accepted unanimously at 10:50 p.m. 
Respectfully submitted,

Lisa Fellows-Weaver

Board Secretary 
Official as of May 13, 2010

