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TOWN OF RAYMOND 
Planning Board Agenda 

February 04, 2021 at 7:00 p.m. 
Electronic Zoom Meeting  

 

Public Announcement 
If this meeting is canceled or postponed for any reason the information can be found on our 

website, posted at Town Hall, Facebook Notification, and RCTV. * 
 

1. Public Meeting 
Due to the COVID-19/Coronavirus crisis and in accordance with Governor Sununu’s Emergency 
Order #12 pursuant to Executive Order 2020-04, this Board is authorized to meet electronically. 
The public has access to contemporaneously listen and participate in this meeting through the 
website address: https://zoom.us/j/99429059850 or by dialing the following phone 312- 626- 
6799 or 646- 558- 8656 The required meeting ID is 994 2905 9850. 

 

We are encouraging residents who wish to speak during Public input or have questions under the 
Citizens questions portion of the agenda to submit them via email to sgardner@raymondnh.gov 
by 02/04/2021 at noon. 

 

For problems, please call 603-895-6405 or email at: communication@raymondnh.gov. 
The virtual meeting will also be simulcast for viewing purposes only on Raymond Community 
Television Channel 22 and streamed live at: https://raymondtv.viebit.com/ 
 
a) Application #2020-011: An application for a subdivision has been submitted by Roscoe 

Blaisdell for property identified as Raymond Tax Map 8 Lots 36 and 37, located at Bald 
Hill Rd., Raymond NH, 03077 within Zone B. The applicant is proposing to subdivide the 
lot into 37 building lots and 1 open space lot.  
NOTE:  The property proposed to be subdivided is shown on the town tax maps as two 
lots.  There is a pending legal action regarding that designation.   

 
 

2. Approval of Minutes 
 

• 01/14/2021 
• 01/21/2021 

 
3. Public Comment 

4. Other Business 
 Staff Updates  
 Board Member Updates 
 Any other business brought before the board 

• Adjournment (NO LATER THAN 10:00 P.M.) 

mailto:%20sgardner@raymondnh.gov
mailto:%20sgardner@raymondnh.gov
mailto:communication@raymondnh.gov
https://raymondtv.viebit.com/
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TOWN OF RAYMOND 
Planning Board Agenda 

February 04, 2021 at 7:00 p.m. 
Electronic Zoom Meeting  

 

 
 
 
 

Planning Board Meeting Dates 2021  
Submittal Deadline for Completed Application & 

Materials 
Planning Board Meeting Dates (1st & 3rd Thursdays 

of the Month) 
 

January 14, 2021 February 04, 2021  

January 21, 2021 February 18, 2021  

February 04, 2021 March 04, 2021  

February 18, 2021 March 18, 2021  

March 04, 2021 April 01, 2021  

March 18, 2021 April 15, 2021  

April 01, 2021 May 06, 2021  

April 15, 2021 May 20, 2021  

May 06, 2021 June 03, 2021  

May 20, 2021 June 17, 2021  

June 03, 2021 July 01, 2021  

June 17, 2021 July 15, 2021  

July 01, 2021 August 05, 2021  

July 15, 2021 August 19, 2021  

August 05, 2021 September 02, 2021  

August 19, 2021 September 16, 2021  

September 02, 2021 October 07, 2021  

September 16, 2021 October 21, 2021  

October 07, 2021 November 04, 2021  

October 21, 2021 November 18, 2021  

November 04, 2021 December 02, 2021  

November 18, 2021 December 16, 2021  
 
 

 
 



 

 

CONSERVATION COMMISSION 
MEMO FOR BALD HILL 

 

 
 

  
 



   

RAYMOND CONSERVATION COMMISSION 
4 EPPING STREET, RAYMOND, NEW HAMPSHIRE 03077 

(603) 895-7017 

 
 

 

 

 

January 25, 221 

 

 

 

 

TO:  Raymond Planning Board 
 

RE:  Bald Hill Road – Tax Map 8, Lot 36 & 37 – Conservation Subdivision 

 

The Raymond Conservation Commission reviewed the plans with the applicant for the above 

project on January 20, 2021 and conducted a site walk on January 17, 2021.   

 

Tax Map 8, Lot 36 is listed on the town tax map as owned by the Town of Raymond.  During a 

conservation commission review of all town-owned properties in 2019, the following was 

documented for Tax Map 8, Lot 36: 

 

This property is listed in the Masterplan for conservation and included in Green Infrastucture in 

the town's 2010 Open Space Plan.   In the NH Wildlife Action Plan, the property is ranked as 

Highest wildlife habitat in the state and region with some supporting acreage.   Fordway Brook 

runs along the western boundary and the property is included in the NH Coastal Watershed plan 

as supporting landscape for both Fordway Brook Headwaters and Lower Fordway Brook Focus 

area.   The property is close to and east of the Town of Chester Muriel Church property and 

close to the town's Fox Run Road property.  Protecting this property adds wildlife habitat and 

recreation to the southwest section of Raymond. 

 

The conservation commission supports the concept of a conservation subdivision on these 

properties versus a traditional subdivision.  The development of a conservation subdivision 

versus a traditional subdivision reduces road length which decreases the amount of impervious 

surface area. This subdivision should reduce lawns, protect wetlands, and help maintain a 

valuable wildlife corridor. The developer supports habitat improvement which in turn supports 

wildlife diversity.  

 

The board also has the following comments: 

 

1. Recommend that the homeowners have access to the conservation land for passive 

recreation with a restriction on OHRVs. 

 

2. If Mr. Blaisdell retains the ownership of the open space section, the board recommends 

that a third-party hold a conservation easement to ensure conservation management in 

perpetuity.  

 



   

RAYMOND CONSERVATION COMMISSION 
4 EPPING STREET, RAYMOND, NEW HAMPSHIRE 03077 

(603) 895-7017 

 
 

 

 

3. Recommend that the wetlands be reflagged in the area near the development as the 

delineation was unclear. 

 

4. Recommends that the planning board confirm the wetland delineation by a third-party 

wetland scientist to a avoid a conflict of interest. 

 

 
5. Recommends that the lots are developed in a way to preserve the natural trees and 

vegetative buffers on the lots to keep the integrity of the natural area. 

 

6. The board supports Mr. Blaisdell’s suggestion to construct a Blanding’s turtle habitat 

where appropriate in collaboration with NH Fish & Game. 

 

Thank You, 

 

Raymond Conservation Commission  
ConsComChair@raymond-nh.com 
conscomchair@raymondnh.gov 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CC:  Roscoe Blaisdell 

mailto:conscomchair@raymondnh.gov
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 1 

Present –  2 

TRC Board Members: 3 

Paul Hammond – Fire Chief 4 

Michael Labell – Police Chief 5 

Stephanie Gardner – Planning Technician 6 

Greg Arvanitis – Building Inspector 7 

Steve Brewer – DPW Director  8 

 Dubois and King Engineer: 9 

Ross Tsantoulis – Dubois and King Engineer 10 

 Circuit Rider: 11 

Glenn Coppelman – Circuit Rider 12 

 Applicant 2020-011: 13 

Roscoe Blaisdell – Applicant and Owner 14 

Christian Smith – Applicant Engineer 15 

 16 

Meeting called to order @ 1:00 PM 17 

Application #2020-011: An application for a subdivision has been submitted by Roscoe Blaisdell for 18 

property identified as Raymond Tax Map 8 Lots 36 and 37, located at Bald Hill Rd., Raymond NH, 03077 19 

within Zone B. The applicant is proposing to subdivide the lot into 37 building lots and 1 open space lot.  20 

NOTE:  The property proposed to be subdivided is shown on the town tax maps as two lots.  There is a 21 

pending legal action regarding that designation. 22 

Christian Smith from Beal’s Associate introduced himself as representing Roscoe Blaisdell.  23 

Mr. Smith shared his screen to show the revisions they made on the plan addressing the Dubois and 24 

King comments. He showed where they added more of a swale at the entrance which comes down and 25 

ends up in a level spreader and a developed area buffer for treatment of the small section of just over 26 

200 ft of roadway which will ultimately drain into the fire pond. Out at the cul-de-sac end of the road, 27 

they have pulled back the surface sand filter per Dubois and King’s request. They added the 28 

specifications for the materials that go in the pond. They have eliminated the long culvert that ran down 29 

to a drainage manhole and provided an open swale from the outlet at the center of the cul-de-sac. In 30 

addition, they have provided an access road, shown with dashed lines, so that maintenance can be done 31 

on the pond in the forebay per request of Dubois and King. Not much has changed on the westerly road 32 

entrance. They had a treatment swale proposal. They added where there will be necessary culverts 33 

within the swale for each of the driveway cuts. The bioretention pond has moved closer to the end of 34 

the cul-de-sac, but due to slope issues, they were unable to remove the pipe and put in the open swale. 35 

They continue to pipe that out. They have added an access road to use for maintenance. 36 

Mr. Brewer commented that the TRC is not the same as the Planning Board and he recommended the 37 

applicant start by going over the yield plan and how they got to the current submission. 38 
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Mr. Blaisdell said that the town has had his plans for over 2 weeks. 39 

Mr. Brewer said they have had a chance to look at it, but they have not received a presentation from the 40 

applicant explaining the project. 41 

Mr. Blaisdell said that to create an open space subdivision, you need to find out haw many lots could be 42 

created with a conventional subdivision with at least 2 acres of land and fitting squares that are 43 

buildable. He said on sheet number 2 he shows 2 cul-de-sacs, and he can prove out 37 lots. That is how 44 

he came up with 37 lots.  45 

Mr. Brewer asked if the applicant wanted to go through the comments from the Board one at a 46 

time or review the project and then go back and make comments.  47 

Mr. Blaisdell said that Dubois and King made a review letter, and they have the answers to their 48 

letter. He said that Mr. Smith can go through each item. 49 

Mr. Smith said that he believes Mr. Brewer wants to make TRC comments which are going to be 50 

presented as they go through the plans and are not identical to Dubois and King comments. 51 

Mr. Brewer said that he is thinking that not everybody is up to speed. They have had time to look 52 

at the drawings and read the Dubois and King letters. It would be helpful to make sure everybody 53 

is on the same page. Dubois and King wrote a letter, then Mr. Blaisdell and company responded, 54 

then Dubois and King has written a follow-up review letter. In some cases there are points of 55 

discussion with additional points of discussion with the engineering and with the Yield plan and 56 

other things. Mr. Brewer said he is trying to figure out if they are going to get to the end of the 57 

meeting and the Board has issues, if they would rather talk about the issues along the way. 58 

Mr. Blaisdell suggested that they go over it item-by-item. 59 

Mr. Brewer asked the applicant if they want to address the Yield Plan issues while they are on the 60 

topic of the Yield Plan. 61 

Mr. Blaisdell said yes. 62 

Mr. Brewer said he will turn it over to Dubois and King to discuss the content of their most recent 63 

letter as it relates to the Yield Plan.  64 

Ross Tsantoulis introduced himself. He said he worked closely on the documents. Mr. Tsantoulis 65 

said he will go through the second review letter starting with item 1: 66 

1. “It appears that the existing conditions topographic information is based on LiDAR 67 

data, and not ground survey, and it does not appear to be at a level of accuracy 68 

suitable for construction. We recommend that the applicant provide ground 69 

topographic survey at a level of detail necessary to confirm that the propose 70 

horizontal and vertical geometry can be constructed and tie into existing elevations as 71 

depicted on the design drawings.” 72 
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Mr. Blaisdell said the base is LiDAR, but the areas where development is happening, he went out 73 

and did topography. Along Bald Hill Road, some of the topography did not show the ditches, so 74 

he shot all that and the sight distances. He personally spent many days out there doing 75 

topography and his shots vs. LiDAR were generally within half a foot or exact. Mr. Blaisdell said if 76 

he topo-graphed the entire site by himself, he would not be as accurate as the LiDAR because he 77 

is not taking shots every 3 feet. All areas of importance were physically surveyed by himself.  78 

Mr. Smith confirmed that includes the wetlands as well. 79 

Mr. Blaisdell said he went out and located all the wetlands. He flagged them and located them. 80 

Mr. Tsantoulis said they internally reviewed the LiDAR source and they also looked at in terms of 81 

the contours presented and generally speaking, the contours seemed to mimic the survey 82 

produced. He said that in the areas that are proposed to have cut-fill and alterations that the 83 

proposed grades and existing grades, they want to make sure there is not a deviation that would 84 

result in perhaps a difference horizontally or vertically and potentially impact easements, 85 

grading, permits and potentially come within the described buffers as well. 86 

Mr. Brewer asked if Mr. Smith can send a copy of the shots so they can look at them. 87 

Mr. Smith said he can send it. 88 

Mr. Brewer said so they can all agree that everything is within a few inches so that they are all on 89 

the same page.  90 

Mr. Tsantoulis moved on to Dubois and King review letter comment 2: 91 

2. “We recommend that the applicant provide wetland delineation documentation and 92 

wetland flag numbers on the existing conditions plan to confirm that the wetland 93 

delineation is complete.” 94 

Mr. Tsantoulis asked if they have a delineation report that accompanies the work that they did in 95 

the past in the field. 96 

Mr. Blaisdell said that he did not make a report, but he had a soil/wetland scientist do all the soils 97 

and go along the entire property and along the wetlands. He made a report which they have. 98 

Mr. Tsantoulis said they do have the report, he asked that they receive a copy of the survey data. 99 

He said it would be helpful if that includes the wetland flags. 100 

Mr. Brewer said that when he walked out there, there were not a lot of flags.  101 

Mr. Blaisdell said that he flagged it 3 years ago and he had some obvious delays which seem like 102 

they are all over now. He said it seems like everything is settled with town boundary lines. He said 103 

he basically flagged every 30 ft. He said there is nothing happening on most of the project within 104 
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150 feet of the wetlands. He said the wetlands are basically in the back of all the lots. The only 105 

area that they might be close is the road to the left where there is a wetland maybe 50 feet.  106 

Mr. Brewer asked if Mr. Blaisdell took shots on the flags he did a few years ago. 107 

Mr. Blaisdell said he did. 108 

Mr. Brewer said that those shots should be on the worksheet that has all the shots. 109 

Mr. Blaisdell said that is correct. 110 

Mr. Brewer said when he walked out, he did not see a lot of flags and there was nothing indicating 111 

other than the obvious on the ground.  112 

Mr. Blaisdell said they are all flagged with numbers on them, A1, A2, A3. He said they were 3 years 113 

ago. The only areas that they are doing any work near it is the road to the left. The fire pond could 114 

be within 50 feet of the wetlands. He said other than that nothing is happening anywhere near the 115 

wetlands. Which were all flagged by himself and were all located by himself and he put them on a 116 

plan.  117 

Mr. Blaisdell said that Conservation Commission has walked the property. 118 

Mr. Brewer asked if they were able to make sense of where the edges are on the plan. 119 

Mr. Blaisdell said there were a couple of places where they were wondering about, but he showed 120 

them where the knot was still there, but basically, it is a continuous wetland, and you can follow 121 

the edge of it. Most of the flagging is there and you can see the knots. It is obvious what is wet and 122 

what is not.  123 

Mr. Brewer said maybe with the worksheet he can go back out and it will make more sense. 124 

Mr. Tsantoulis said while they are on the Yield Plan, it may make more sense to go over those 125 

comments. He moved on to Dubois and King review letter comment 7: 126 

7. “Sheet 2 of 18. Yield Plan. There appears to be one or more parcels which may not have 127 

adequate buildable area in consideration of the minimum setbacks and minimum 25’ 128 

wetland setbacks. We recommend that the applicant revise the yield plan to show 129 

buildable areas that are within the required setbacks and confirm the number of parcels 130 

that can be yielded from the site.” 131 

Mr. Tsantoulis said there were a few areas where the buildable areas were exceeding the 132 

setbacks. It was difficult to determine if the site, based on that requirement, was able to meet the 133 

number of lots being shown.  134 

Mr. Blaisdell confirmed that Mr. Tsantoulis was saying that some of his blocks were within the 135 

setbacks. He said he can move those blocks if he must. 136 
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Mr. Tsantoulis asked Mr. Smith if the latest Yield Plan was on the screen share. 137 

Mr. Smith said that it may not be, it was the most recent one he had in his PDF files. 138 

Mr. Tsantoulis said he could share his screen instead. Mr. Tsantoulis started sharing his screen. 139 

Mr. Tsantoulis showed an example of where the buildable area exceeds the setback. 140 

Mr. Blaisdell said that is not the requirement. He said 2 years ago with the Capone subdivision, it 141 

was decided if the squares are within the lot and not in the wetlands, then they are acceptable. 142 

He said he has an approved plan and that is the way it was done.  143 

Mr. Tsantoulis said he cannot speak to previous decisions. 144 

Mr. Blaisdell said the way the rules are written it is unclear, but Ernie Creveling and the Planning 145 

Board came up with as long as the square fits somewhere on the lot. He believes that the property 146 

line setback can be right on the property line, that is the way it was decided, and he would say 147 

almost every lot would fit within the property line setback. The rule that has been accepted and 148 

used by the town is the way he has it. There may be two lots that he needs to change the square, 149 

the one that Mr. Tsantoulis showed and the one all the way to the right, he would need to move 150 

the square a little bit. He does not think that is necessary though. 151 

Mr. Tsantoulis moved on to Dubois and King review letter comment 8: 152 

8. “Sheet 2 of 18. Yield Plan. Subdivision Regulations Section 5.6.E.3. specifies a maximum 153 

distance of the throat of the cul-de-sac to the nearest intersecting street of 850 feet. The 154 

proposed yield plan shows two cul-de-sacs that exceed the maximum allowable length of 155 

850 feet. We recommend that the applicant revise the yield plan to show the number of 156 

allowable lots to be calculated under conventional subdivision, subject to the same 157 

subdivision regulations.” 158 

Mr. Tsantoulis said the Yield Plan shows two cul-de-sac’s that exceed the minimum length.  159 

Mr. Blaisdell said going back to the Capone subdivision, they made a 3000-foot road which was 160 

acceptable by the Planning Board. He said maybe you need a waiver, but he can show all the 161 

plans where it was acceptable. 162 

Mr. Brewer said with the Capone subdivision, the length that it was, was because it was a 163 

subdivision that was repackaged from a previous subdivision where the frontage lots were sold 164 

off. He asked if the approval of the road was unique to Capone. 165 

Mr. Blaisdell said no, he had sold the lots off in the front and he had a choice of building an 800-166 

foot road with 4 lots. He did an open space and bought the lot behind and used all the land 167 

behind to get 12 lots in front.  168 

Mr. Brewer asked if it went in further than 800 feet.  169 
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Mr. Blaisdell said it did. He said it was around 2500 feet. 170 

Mr. Coppelman said that it may be the case and the Planning Board maybe issued a waiver on it, 171 

they would have to make a judgement on this project as well. 172 

Mr. Blaisdell said the Planning Board did not even consider a waiver for the Capone subdivision. 173 

He showed them a plan with a road 2000 – 3000 feet long, he showed how many lots they could 174 

get and there were no issues with it.   175 

Mr. Brewer said that it still seems to be an open question before the Planning Board. He said the 176 

wrinkle is that having it based on a cul-de-sac of 850 probably changes the lot count and it would 177 

change a lot of things going forward if the Planning Board felt that the Yield Plan should be based 178 

on the 850 ft length. It is a fundamental wrinkle that needs to be decided upon by the Planning 179 

Board before they go too far.  180 

Mr. Blaisdell said he disagrees with Mr. Brewer. He said it was okay a few years ago and he could 181 

look at other plans that show a Yield Plan where they are not going to build it, with a road over 182 

2500 ft long. It would be a waiver; it would not need Zoning Board approval.  183 

Mr. Brewer said they can figure out how to word it when they make a motion.  184 

Mr. Tsantoulis said lastly on the Yield Plan, he saw the proposed number of lots at 38. Regarding 185 

comment number 9 on the Dubois and King review letter: 186 

9. “Sheet 2 of 18. Yield Plan. The yield plan shows a maximum number of parcels of 37, 187 

however the proposed subdivision shows 38 parcels. We recommend that the applicant 188 

revise the drawings to reflect the proposed number of parcels that can be yielded after 189 

addressing comments 7 and 8.” 190 

Mr. Blaisdell said that is correct, he will be losing one lot at the end of the road to the right. He 191 

said he will be getting rid of that lot. When he counted, he mis-counted. There will be one less lot. 192 

The last lot on the cul-de-sac to the right will become part of the open space. 193 

Mr. Tsantoulis said those were the comments that Dubois and King had on the Yield Plan. He said 194 

he could go through the sheet one-by-one or he could go over the comments he has from Dubois 195 

and King.  196 

Mr. Brewer recommended they go in order of Dubois and King comments.  197 

Mr. Tsantoulis said the next comment is number 3 on the Dubois and King review letter: 198 

3. “No design information is provided for the proposed driveway culverts. It is unclear if 199 

they are constructable. We recommend that the applicant provide inverts, slopes and 200 

lengths for all driveway culverts required, in accordance with Subdivision Regulations 201 

5.2 K. Additionally, the proposed contours to not depict the driveway grading. We 202 

recommend that the applicant revise the plans to depict driveway grading in 203 
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accordance with Road Construction Standards Section 11. Lastly, we recommend that 204 

a ditch line profile be added to the roadway profiles to confirm that the proposed 205 

open drainage ditch system is adequate. 206 

Repeat Comment. The applicant has stated that the minimum size and length of 207 

driveway culverts are noted, however a design has not been provided. We recommend 208 

that the applicant revise the plans to show detailed driveway culvert design that 209 

demonstrates that the proposed grading supports future installation of the culverts 210 

and provide necessary cover, and a future condition that meets the intent of the 211 

drainage ditch system.” 212 

 213 

Mr. Tsantoulis said to further clarify, based on their understanding and experience, they think 214 

that it is imperative that any driveway culvert needed is designed as the regulations suggest. That 215 

has a future condition where a driveway is installed without a proper culvert. It is their opinion 216 

that what is on the plans is not sufficient.  217 

Mr. Smith said that it is not a problem and they can add that. 218 

Mr. Tsantoulis moved on to Dubois and King review letter comment 4: 219 

4. “The proposed driveways shown on the plans are less than the required 14’ in width. 220 

We recommend that the applicant revise the plans to show 14-ft wide driveways in 221 

accordance with Road Construction Standards Section 11.4.” 222 

Mr. Smith said that is no problem. They can change the 12-foot driveways to 14 feet. 223 

Mr. Brewer asked Mr. Blaisdell if it is his intent to make the roads private. 224 

Mr. Blaisdell said he would like the roads to be public, but after speaking with Mr. Brewer he does 225 

not think that will happen. 226 

Mr. Brewer said that is true. He said as they have with the recent subdivisions over the years, a lot 227 

of the drainage facilities and things like that have also become managed by the homeowners. The 228 

town would not issue driveway permits on private roads. The Planning Board still requires the 229 

driveways to be 14 feet wide, but they would not be getting into all the driveway permit stuff as he 230 

develops the lots.  231 

Mr. Tsantoulis moved on to Dubois and King review letter comment 5: 232 

5. “We recommend that the applicant define the necessary proposed drainage and 233 

grading easements for all drainage features, roadway grading, shared private drives, 234 

and fire ponds located outside of the Right-of-Way in accordance with Subdivision 235 

Regulations 5.2 W. 236 
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Repeat Comment. The applicant has stated that the easement data is ongoing, and 237 

that final data will be on the final plans. We recommend that the applicant provide the 238 

final proposed easement data on the plans for the Town Engineer’s review.” 239 

Mr. Blaisdell said that makes sense.  240 

Mr. Smith said he checked their inspection and maintenance manual is written that the intent is 241 

that the homeowners or the association will be responsible for the maintenance of the 242 

stormwater structures including the BMP treatment ponds, swales etc. with giving the town the 243 

right if those are not being maintained properly, the town can go in and then invoice the 244 

homeowner’s association for any maintenance they undertake.  245 

Mr. Brewer said that sounds more or less consistent with what was done on Kendall Drive and the 246 

Overlook off Lang Road. All of that is part of the HOA documents.  247 

Mr. Tsantoulis moved on to Dubois and King review letter comment 6: 248 

6. “We recommend that the applicant provide cross sections of all proposed streets at 249 

fifty-foot station intervals and at all catch basins or culverts, showing all areas to be 250 

disturbed for the construction, existing grades, proposed sub-grades, proposed final 251 

grades, and all utilities and other structures in accordance with Subdivision 252 

Regulations 5.5 C. Repeat Comment. We recommend that the applicant indicate 253 

where the proposed electrical utilities are to be placed in accordance with Subdivision 254 

Regulations 5.5 C.” 255 

Mr. Smith said they will add those, that is not a problem.  256 

Mr. Tsantoulis said they already discussed 7-9 on the Dubois and King review letter, he moved on 257 

to Dubois and King review letter comment 10: 258 

10. “Sheet 2 of 18. Yield Plan. To comply with the “no loss” requirement indicated in 259 

Article 2.9 of the Zoning Ordinance, we recommend that the proposed yield plan indicates 260 

a potential location for new wetland creation.”   261 

 Mr. Tsantoulis said if the Yield Plan would require wetland impacts due to driveways or other 262 

grading, then it should be noted on the plan. He understands that is just the Yield Plan, but that is 263 

the interpretation of the article.  264 

Mr. Blaisdell said he is looking at the Yield Plan and there are 0 wetlands touched on the Yield 265 

Plan.  266 

Mr. Tsantoulis said an example appears to be parcel 6 and potentially 7 where the buildable areas 267 

are located behind the wetland finger.  268 

Mr. Blaisdell said there is a 40-foot-wide area where you can drive from the front to the back. He 269 

said there would be no wetland impact there. 270 
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Mr. Brewer asked about number 3. 271 

Mr. Blaisdell said there would be no wetland impact there. He said they are two different 272 

wetlands and there is a logging road in between them. You can get from the front to the back 273 

without touching the wetlands.  274 

Mr. Brewer said what he is saying is that what is graphically depicted does not show the logging 275 

road that would validate the fact that there is no impact.  276 

Mr. Blaisdell said it is a logging road that he noticed, but Mr. Brewer may not notice. He said there 277 

was a trail through there, it starts and disappears, but the wetland dilatation shows a 40-foot gap 278 

of dry land from when they farmed it. Those two wetlands are not connected.  279 

Mr. Tsantoulis said he appreciates the clarification. He moved on to Dubois and King review letter 280 

comment 11: 281 

11. “Sheet 7 of 18. Surface Sand Filter. The plans indicate that one test pit was performed 282 

within the footprint of the proposed sand filter. We recommend that the applicant 283 

perform an additional test pit in this area so that the field investigation meets the 284 

minimum number of tests required as defined in the NH Stormwater Manual, Volume 2, 285 

table 2-2.”  286 

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Blaisdell if he can do that.  287 

Mr. Blaisdell said he can get the machine back out there. 288 

Mr. Tsantoulis moved on to Dubois and King review letter comment 12: 289 

12. “Sheet 9 of 18. Bioretention Pond. The plans indicate that one test pit was performed 290 

within the footprint of the proposed bioretention pond. We recommend that the applicant 291 

perform an additional test pit in this area so that the field investigation meets the 292 

minimum number of tests required as defined in the NH Stormwater Manual, Volume 2, 293 

table 2-2.” 294 

Mr. Smith said what Mr. Blaisdell does is a Musa Meter test and he does three or four of those and 295 

then averages it. 296 

Mr. Blaisdell said he will do another pit on each of the ponds.  297 

Mr. Brewer commented that in the past they have required cisterns. He would like to know where 298 

the Fire Chief stands on that. He asked if Mr. Blaisdell has a test pit in the fire pond to see the 299 

seasonal high water.  300 

Mr. Blaisdell said he does have that, and the water table is about 6 inches. He is adjacent to a very 301 

poorly drained soils. He said this is the perfect spot for this. He said he spoke with the Fire Chief 302 

and he would prefer to have a cistern because he said the fire ponds are drying up this year. He 303 
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investigated other fire ponds and they are not as deep or as big as the one they are proposing. He 304 

said the gallons of the pond would be 115 or something which would be 4 or 5 times the size of a 305 

cistern. The gallons per a cistern would be about 30 thousand, but the pond would be 115. 306 

Mr. Brewer confirmed that Mr. Blaisdell is confident that the fire pond is substantial. 307 

Mr. Blaisdell said that when he uses the auger, he hits a water table.  308 

Mr. Tsantoulis moved on to Dubois and King review letter comment 13: 309 

13. “Sheet 9 of 18. We recommend that the applicant provide a riprap lined channel to 310 

protect against erosion along the downstream side of the proposed emergency spillway.” 311 

Mr. Smith said there is no objection to that.  312 

Mr. Tsantoulis moved on to Dubois and King review letter comment 14: 313 

14. “Sheet 9 of 18, we recommend that the applicant provide the minimum compaction 314 

requirements for the proposed gravel access road.” 315 

Mr. Blaisdell said the detention ponds are built by heavy equipment, they will not be having some 316 

pickup truck driving back and forth that has 12 inches of gravel, it is going to be built and still 317 

going to have a lip on it. He said he can see having a workable road to build it, but to make a 12 318 

inches thick gravel road when they need to maintain it once every 10 years which will be 319 

maintained by an excavator, not a pickup truck. He said he does not see the need for it, but his 320 

engineer may feel differently.  321 

Mr. Brewer said other gravel roads in other recently approved subdivisions for the same purpose 322 

did. The mucking out of the BMP’s may include the need for a dump truck. He said he thinks the 323 

12-inch cross section is real and it is consistent with what was required elsewhere.  324 

Mr. Tsantoulis said there may be a solution less than 12 inches of gravel, however, they are trying 325 

to protect the interest of the residents.  326 

Mr. Blaisdell said they can drive an excavator in and muck it out and dump it outside the area. He 327 

said he owns an excavator and knows how to use them, so he does not foresee trucks needing to 328 

be driving. He said he thinks a 12-inch gravel road is over the top, but he will discuss it with his 329 

engineer. He said they will make a good packed down road, but not necessarily purchasing 12-330 

inch gravel. 331 

Mr. Smith said they will make the compaction 95% proctor at minimum regardless of the final 332 

proposal.  333 

Mr. Tsantoulis moved on to Dubois and King review letter comment 15: 334 

15. “Sheet 14 of 18. The proposed fire pond scale is incorrect. We recommend that the 335 

applicant revise the scale so that the proposed grading can be confirmed. Additionally, we 336 
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recommend that the applicant provide detailed modeling of the fire pond as part of the 337 

stormwater analysis, including an overflow weir in the event that the fire pond is 338 

overtopped during peak rain events. This is of particular concern considering the 339 

proposed fire pond’s location immediately adjacent to the wetland.” 340 

 341 

Mr. Tsantoulis said he is curious what the thought process is with the discharged water from the 342 

site as it enters the pond. Mr. Tsantoulis said Mr. Blaisdell mentioned that it is adjacent to an 343 

existing wetland. Mr. Tsantoulis asked in a large storm event, how does having the fire pond 344 

adjacent to the wetland affect it.  345 

Mr. Blaisdell said it will maintain the same level as the other wetland. It is not adding or taking 346 

away from it. It is not connected to it on the surface.  347 

Mr. Brewer said if the Fire Chief were willing to do that, would the creation of the fire pond over 348 

the years create a wetland and would it become a regulatory wetland.  349 

Mr. Blaisdell said it would. 350 

Mr. Brewer said it would have another 25-foot setback once it crossed that threshold.  351 

Mr. Blaisdell said as soon as you dig a pond, it becomes a wetland. They will be building on the 352 

other side of the lot away from this area. 353 

Mr. Tsantoulis said going back to comment number 15, they would prefer that a formal response 354 

is given to that.  355 

Mr. Tsantoulis moved on to Dubois and King review letter comment 16: 356 

16. “We recommend a “step” transition between the existing Bald Hill Road roadway 357 

material and the material of each of the proposed roadways. The step transition should 358 

consist of 12-inch-long step into the existing Bald Hill Road roadway for every material 359 

course commencing at the existing Bald Hill Road edge-of-pavement. 360 

Repeat Comment. It does not appear that this detail has been added in the revised plans.” 361 

Mr. Smith said if it is not on the plan, he will make sure it gets on the plan.  362 

Mr. Tsantoulis moved on to Dubois and King review letter comment 17: 363 

17. “Plan and Profile sheets. We recommend that the applicant revise the plans to show 364 

proposed underdrains on the profile in all cut conditions. 365 

Repeat Comment. There are still proposed areas where the roadway will be in a cut 366 

section that may necessitate the need for underdrain. The applicant has stated that based 367 

on test pit data, it does not appear UD’s will be necessary”. We recommend that the 368 
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applicant provide documentation to support this, or otherwise provide underdrain. We 369 

recommend that this is resolved during the engineering review phase and not left for 370 

future field determination.” 371 

Mr. Smith said he can look at the water tables which will have some cut in them and try to decide. 372 

He said as soon as they break into the grounds in New Hampshire, they find areas that need 373 

underdrains that they did not think would. He said obviously they will be making some tweaks in 374 

the field during construction. He said it was no problem.  375 

Mr. Brewer said with regards to the well locations, there are a handful of well locations that 376 

exceed the limits of the property. He said he thinks that if the well radius overlaps the road it 377 

could expose it to road salts and chlorides is probably not a good idea. He asked Mr. Smith when 378 

he sited the wells, did he decide the locations where there was a likelihood of good water or 379 

wherever they fit.  380 

Mr. Blaisdell said he sited the wells. He said a septic system cannot go within 10 feet of a property 381 

line so when he goes to State subdivision approval, he is allowed to have his well radius go up to 382 

10 feet beyond the property line. If he had it go further, he could make an easement. He knows 383 

where the septic can go so, they could make an easement if they are necessary. He said he is 384 

allowed to have wells closer to the road overlap. The water is coming from 600-feet underground, 385 

they are not dug wells.  386 

Mr. Brewer said there is one on the road to the left that overlaps the town right-of-way by about 387 

half, which does not seem like a good idea. He said there is another one that overlaps the road. 388 

He said there are a couple of others as well. 389 

Mr. Blaisdell said for State subdivision approval they need to show a 4000 square foot area and 390 

his well radius cannot be within that area. When he is trying to site things for subdivision, it is 391 

tighter to fit things. When is comes time for septic design, a septic system will be less than a third 392 

size of the 4000-foot area, he would be able to move the well closer. He said this is a state issue 393 

and if he satisfies the State for the subdivision, when it comes time for septic, they can put it 394 

wherever. These are areas that physically work, it may not be where the septic and wells are 395 

going to go. Mr. Blaisdell said what he is showing is all approvable by the State DES. He said he 396 

just must show one place the septic works on the lot. There are a lot less constraints when he 397 

submits the final septic plan to the State.  398 

Mr. Brewer asked why he does not put all the wells on the lots. 399 

Mr. Blaisdell said some of them are tighter to move, but he could try. He said the lot on the left he 400 

could move the 4K area and make it 90° to the road. He said this is just something that works with 401 

the State, we do not know what will really happen. He said he could move a couple of them. He 402 

said the one on lot number 8 that is tighter for him to move, but he could make an easement for 403 
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it. Right now it works for the State. He said it is generally not something the town is concerned 404 

with. He said once it gets through the Planning Board it will go to the State subdivision approval. 405 

Mr. Brewer said that the porkchop lots have a driveway corridor that abuts Bald Hill Road. The lot 406 

is in the back. As it relates to the town road, it would be preferable to separate the driveways. The 407 

town tries to get 100 feet between driveways. He said he thinks he could do it if he puts one 408 

driveway corridor on one side of the lot and the other driveway corridor on the other side and 409 

give it a lot separation.  410 

Mr. Blaisdell said he could make one common driveway and eliminate one. He said he does not 411 

see an issue having the driveways 20 feet apart, but if a common driveway will eliminate one 412 

driveway and it will only be common for 150 feet or so.  413 

Mr. Brewer said maybe a common driveway solves it. Mr. Brewer said the lot at the end seemed 414 

steep.  415 

Mr. Blaisdell said it is not that steep, he was standing there a week ago. He said he can move the 416 

4K area, but it is not anywhere near 25%.  417 

Mr. Brewer said it looked steep on the topographic.  418 

Mr. Blaisdell said the State is going to look at it. He said in reality the septic will not be part way up 419 

the hill, it will be less than a third the size of that rectangle.  420 

Mr. Brewer asked where he was on the State permits.  421 

Mr. Blaisdell said as soon as they know where they are with the town, they will go for the permits. 422 

The subdivision takes about a week and a half. Septic gets approved within an hour. He said he 423 

would get site specific stated which he would say they are probably taking about 2 months.  424 

Mr. Smith said that was a good estimate.  425 

Mr. Brewer confirmed that they mean AoT when they say site specific. 426 

Mr. Smith said that was correct, alteration of terrain was formally site specific.  427 

Mr. Hammond said he would like to start with the street signs. The street signs need to go up as 428 

soon as the buildings start to get built. The contractor needs to reach out to the postmaster 429 

because she has concerns.  430 

Mr. Blaisdell said the postmaster has the plans and he expects to hear from her soon.  431 

Mr. Hammond said that they did discuss the fire pond and cisterns. As he pointed out to Mr. 432 

Blaisdell, New Hampshire is in an abnormally dry drought and reached a severe drought level if 433 

not an extreme drought level last summer. Over the last 20 years, New Hampshire has been in an 434 

abnormally dry drought for 12 of the last 20 years and is now 13 of the 21. That brought up the 435 

conversation of cisterns which hold 30,000 gallons of water. They are also recognized by ISO 436 
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which would give the homeowners in the area an insurance break. They do not tend to recognize 437 

the dry hydrant ponds due to the fact of the icing over and the droughts. That is all reference in 438 

NFPA 1142 which is a water supply for suburban and rural fire fighting. It also gives the authority 439 

having jurisdiction the ability to determine if there is an adequate and reliable water source there. 440 

He said he has a concern, he knows the water table is right there and there is plenty of water 441 

there, but if they do not maintain the dry hydrants which they generally do not get maintained, 442 

they silt back in. He said he believes it is ridge berry soil which tends to silt back in. He said the 443 

cistern, or the fire pond needs to the be property of the homeowner’s association as they have 444 

done with past properties over the years.  445 

Mr. Blaisdell said there is a cistern 600 feet from the property on Fox Ridge Road. He asked how 446 

often they actually use a cistern or fire pond.  447 

Mr. Hammond said whenever an area needs water. He cannot give a definitive answer to that, it 448 

could be twice a day or once a year. The one around the corner is only 10,000 gallons. That would 449 

not be enough for his situation. The properties on his subdivision are a lot closer together and he 450 

would need more water than the 10,000 that is around the corner.  451 

Mr. Blaisdell said they have 115,000 gallons in the fire pond. He said he cannot see it drying up. He 452 

said it will be three times the water and worst-case scenario that is one or two months it might 453 

not be filled. A pond that may be used once every 5 years. There are two other fire ponds in the 454 

area.  455 

Mr. Hammond asked Mr. Blaisdell if he has seen the other fire pond. He said it is all silted in 456 

because nobody is maintaining it.  457 

Mr. Blaisdell said he measured, and it is only 6 inches deep. He said they could dig theirs 2 or 3 458 

feet deeper. Right now it is 8 feet deep now. He said he cannot imagine it drying up. 459 

Mr. Hammond said he could not imagine any of the other ones drying up either, but they did. He 460 

said he is looking out for the well-being of the citizens in the area. He said he would feel bad if he 461 

did not do his due diligence.  462 

Mr. Blaisdell said he could make them better than the others.  463 

Mr. Coppelman asked if the homes were sprinkled, would that change the cistern requirement. 464 

Mr. Hammond said they discussed that as another option, the builder can do that.  465 

Mr. Blaisdell said the cost of that is more, 466 

Mr. Brewer asked in terms of the deeper fire pond, does he know how shallow the ledges are. 467 

Mr. Blaisdell said for him to dig 15 feet to prove the ledge is that deep. He said he would like to 468 

make a landing for turtles, and they need to have a big open area with sunlight from all directions 469 

from spring to October.  470 
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Mr. Brewer said if there was some resolution of the fire pond if it were deeper, it sounds like it 471 

could be a problem if you cannot go that deep it could be a problem.  472 

Mr. Blaisdell asked what depth would satisfy people. 473 

Mr. Hammond said the depth is not the issue, because it will silt back in like the rest of them. He 474 

said the water is not reliable. It is better than nothing, but a cistern is a lot better because it is a 475 

proven water supply. You know you have 30,000 gallons. He is leaning toward the cistern. He is 476 

fine with sprinklers too, but his last choice would be the fire pond. 477 

Mr. Blaisdell if it is practical to seal the pond with fabric. 478 

Mr. Smith said fabric is not the answer because you would prevent water from flowing into the 479 

pond too. There are flocculants that can be sprayed on the soil to make it less permeable. There 480 

are things that can be done. He said they have done this for homeowners who want a water 481 

feature in their yard, and they have dug, and the water would not stay in the pond. A landscape 482 

engineer sprayed a flocculant spray on the soil above where the water was sitting, and it fills the 483 

fine pores and the void spaces. There are certainly things that can be done to address that.  484 

Mr. Blaisdell said they will let the Planning Board make the final decision.  485 

Mr. Hammond said Mr. Blaisdell said the Capone subdivision was a 3000-foot road, but the 486 

property is only 1700 feet deep. 487 

Mr. Blaisdell said it was longer than the road he is showing, because he has two different 488 

properties. 489 

Mr. Hammond said he wanted to clarify that the TRC did not approve a 3000-foot road.  490 

Mr. Blaisdell said that was to show how many lots you can create. 491 

Ms. Gardner opened the public comment session and read comments from Ken Pannico. 492 

 Mr. Roscoe said the town attorneys do agree that it is his property as do 3 different land 493 

surveyors. They will be making a Quitclaim deed. The litigation is 99% over. On the 2-acre lot, you 494 

need to have Yield Plan showing the normal lot size that is required, so that plan shows 2-acre 495 

lots. When you do an open space, then you can make smaller lots. These are all an average acre in 496 

size. He said these will all satisfy the state subdivision too.  497 

Mr. Brewer asked if the quitclaim deed that is being created will mimic the barring’s and distances 498 

and boundary of the larger parcel as you have depicted it on the Yield Plan.  499 

Mr. Blaisdell said he does not know. They are drawing something that his attorney will look it 500 

over.  501 
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Mr. Brewer said in order to get resolution is slightly different or very different from the boundary 502 

that the Yield Plan is based on then it could modify some of the calculations. He said he was 503 

curious if he knew about what shape it was going to take when it is all settled.  504 

Mr. Blaisdell said he assumes they are going to say we will give you any of lot 36 that we used to 505 

claim.  506 

Ms. Gardner closed the public comment session and asked the Board if there were any additional 507 

comments. 508 

Mr. Brewer said he believes they covered all the concerns, but there are still pending issues. He 509 

said he would like to continue the meeting.  510 

Ms. Gardner made a motion to continue application 2020-011 to February 9th at 1 PM and Mr. 511 

Brewer seconded the motion. Ms. Gardner took roll call. 512 

Mr. Brewer: Yes 513 

Mr. Hammond: Yes 514 

Mr. Labell: Yes 515 

Ms. Gardner: Yes 516 

Mr. Arvanitis: Yes 517 

 518 

Mr. Smith asked for a copy of the minutes.  519 

Mr. Blaisdell and Mr. Smith left the meeting.  520 

Ms. Gardner said that a resident asked if the TRC would start broadcasting the TRC meetings on 521 

RCTV. She asked what the Board thought of this. 522 

Kevin Woods entered the meeting and explained why he thinks TRC should be broadcasted on 523 

RCTV while they are zoom. 524 

The Board decided to continue discussing broadcasting the meetings to RCTV at the next TRC 525 

meeting on February 9th.  526 

Ms. Gardner made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 2:49 PM and Mr. Labell seconded. Roll call 527 

vote was taken. 528 

Ms. Gardner: Yes 529 

Mr. Labell: Yes 530 

Mr. Hammond: Yes 531 

Mr. Arvanitis: Yes 532 

 533 

The meeting was adjourned at 2:49 PM. 534 
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January 25, 2021

Ms. Stephanie Gardner
Planning Technician
Town of Raymond
4 Epping Street
Raymond, New Hampshire 03077

Subject: Map 8 Lot 37 – “Conservation Subdivision, Bald Hill Road”
Engineering Review

Dear Ms. Gardner:

As requested, we have completed our review of the plans and materials submitted for the above
referenced project.  The plan set by Blaisdell Survey and Beals Associates PLLC consisted of 18 sheets
with an October 2020 date, and a revision date of January 7, 2021.  The submission also included a
Drainage Analysis by Beals Associates PLLC with an October 2020 date, and a revision date of January
7, 2021. The following were comments noted during the review.

1. It appears that the existing conditions topographic information is based on LiDAR data, and not

ground survey, and it does not appear to be at a level of accuracy suitable for construction. We

recommend that the applicant provide ground topographic survey at a level of detail necessary to

confirm that the propose horizontal and vertical geometry can be constructed and tie into existing

elevations as depicted on the design drawings.

2. We recommend that the applicant provide wetland delineation documentation and wetland flag

numbers on the existing conditions plan to confirm that the wetland delineation is complete.

3. No design information is provided for the proposed driveway culverts. It is unclear if they are

constructable. We recommend that the applicant provide inverts, slopes and lengths for all

driveway culverts required, in accordance with Subdivision Regulations 5.2 K. Additionally, the

proposed contours to not depict the driveway grading. We recommend that the applicant revise

the plans to depict driveway grading in accordance with Road Construction Standards Section 11.

Lastly, we recommend that a ditchline profile be added to the roadway profiles to confirm that the

proposed open drainage ditch system is adequate.

Repeat Comment. The applicant has stated that the minimum size and length of driveway

culverts are noted, however a design has not been provided. We recommend that the applicant

revise the plans to show detailed driveway culvert design that demonstrates that the proposed

grading supports future installation of the culverts and provide necessary cover, and a future

condition that meets the intent of the drainage ditch system.

4. The proposed driveways shown on the plans are less than the required 14’ in width. We

recommend that the applicant revise the plans to show 14-ft wide driveways in accordance with

Road Construction Standards Section 11.4.
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5. We recommend that the applicant define the necessary proposed drainage and grading

easements for all drainage features, roadway grading, shared private drives, and fire ponds

located outside of the Right-of-Way in accordance with Subdivision Regulations 5.2 W.

Repeat Comment. The applicant has stated that the easement data is ongoing and that final

data will be on the final plans. We recommend that the applicant provide the final proposed

easement data on the plans for the Town Engineer’s review.

6. We recommend that the applicant provide cross sections of all proposed streets at fifty-foot

station intervals and at all catch basins or culverts, showing all areas to be disturbed for the

construction, existing grades, proposed sub-grades, proposed final grades, and all utilities and

other structures in accordance with Subdivision Regulations 5.5 C. Repeat Comment. We

recommend that the applicant indicate where the proposed electrical utilities are to be placed in

accordance with Subdivision Regulations 5.5 C.

7. Sheet 2 of 18. Yield Plan. There appears to be one or more parcels which may not have
adequate buildable area in consideration of the minimum setbacks and minimum 25’ wetland
setbacks. We recommend that the applicant revise the yield plan to show buildable areas that are
within the required setbacks and confirm the number of parcels that can be yielded from the site.

8. Sheet 2 of 18. Yield Plan. Subdivision Regulations Section 5.6.E.3. specifies a maximum distance
of the throat of the cul-de-sac to the nearest intersecting street of 850 feet. The proposed yield
plan shows two cul-de-sacs that exceed the maximum allowable length of 850 feet. We
recommend that the applicant revise the yield plan to show the number of allowable lots to be
calculated under conventional subdivision, subject to the same subdivision regulations.

9. Sheet 2 of 18. Yield Plan. The yield plan shows a maximum number of parcels of 37, however the
proposed subdivision shows 38 parcels. We recommend that the applicant revise the drawings to
reflect the proposed number of parcels that can be yielded after addressing comments 7 and 8.

10. Sheet 2 of 18. Yield Plan. To comply with the “no loss” requirement indicated in Article 2.9 of the

Zoning Ordinance, we recommend that the proposed yield plan indicates a potential location for

new wetland creation.

11. Sheet 7 of 18. Surface Sand Filter. The plans indicate that one test pit was performed within the
footprint of the proposed sand filter. We recommend that the applicant perform an additional test
pit in this area so that the field investigation meets the minimum number of tests required as
defined in the NH Stormwater Manual, Volume 2, table 2-2.

12. Sheet 9 of 18. Bioretention Pond. The plans indicate that one test pit was performed within the
footprint of the proposed bioretention pond. We recommend that the applicant perform an
additional test pit in this area so that the field investigation meets the minimum number of tests
required as defined in the NH Stormwater Manual, Volume 2, table 2-2.

13. Sheet 9 of 18. We recommend that the applicant provide a riprap lined channel to protect against

erosion along the downstream side of the proposed emergency spillway.
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14. Sheet 9 of 18, we recommend that the applicant provide the minimum compaction requirements

for the proposed gravel access road.

15. Sheet 14 of 18. The proposed fire pond scale is incorrect. We recommend that the applicant

revise the scale so that the proposed grading can be confirmed. Additionally, we recommend that

the applicant provide detailed modeling of the fire pond as part of the stormwater analysis,

including an overflow weir in the event that the firepond is overtopped during peak rain events.

This is of particular concern considering the proposed firepond’s location immediately adjacent to

the wetland.

16. We recommend a “step” transition between the existing Bald Hill Road roadway material and the
material of each of the proposed roadways.  The step transition should consist of 12-inch long
step into the existing Bald Hill Road roadway for every material course commencing at the
existing Bald Hill Road edge-of-pavement. Repeat Comment. It does not appear that this detail
has been added in the revised plans.

17. Plan and Profile sheets. We recommend that the applicant revise the plans to show proposed

underdrains on the profile in all cut conditions.

Repeat Comment. There are still proposed areas where the roadway will be in a cut section that

may necessitate the need for underdrain. The applicant has stated that based on test pit data, it

does not appear UD’s will be necessary”. We recommend that the applicant provide

documentation to support this, or otherwise provide underdrain. We recommend that this is

resolved during the engineering review phase and not left for future field determination.

If you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Very truly yours,

DuBOIS & KING, Inc.

Jeffrey A. Adler, P.E.
Sr. Project Manager
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From: Roscoe Blaisdell
To: Steve Brewer; Stephanie Gardner
Date: Friday, January 29, 2021 11:06:36 AM
Attachments: Mica Drive 2 YIELD rev2.pdf

Steve:
This is the final yield plan for the approved Capone subdivision. It was originally brought up by
Dubois & King that the squares should not be in building setback areas. We discussed this with
Ernest Creveling and he said the squares can go right up to the edge of wetlands and lot lines and
that is what was approved by the planning board. This plan also shows the proposed road going
through wetlands and having a length of around 1800' to the end. The board grants waivers to road
length as they did with the Chandler subdivision.
Roscoe
 

Total Control Panel Login

To: sgardner@raymondnh.gov
From: rblaisdell1@comcast.net

Remove this sender from my allow list

You received this message because the sender is on your allow list.

mailto:rblaisdell1@comcast.net
mailto:sbrewer@raymondnh.gov
mailto:sgardner@raymondnh.gov
https://asp.reflexion.net/login?domain=raymondnh.gov
https://asp.reflexion.net/address-properties?aID=44164447896&domain=raymondnh.gov
https://asp.reflexion.net/FooterAction?ver=3&un-wl-sender-address=1&hID=47787683789&domain=raymondnh.gov







From: gcoppelman@gmail.com
To: rtsantoulis@dubois-king.com; Paul Hammond
Cc: Stephanie Gardner; Steve Brewer
Subject: RE: Mica Drive Plans (Capone Family Trust)
Date: Wednesday, January 27, 2021 8:13:40 AM

Good morning all:
 
Thanks for passing along this info.  I would agree with the comments below.  If, in fact, an
error was made on the Mica Drive project, the Planning Board is not obligated to repeat that
error on future projects, and should not do so.
 
Best,
 

Glenn
 
Glenn Coppelman
RPC Consultant Circuit Rider Planner
108 Exeter Road
Kingston, NH  03848
 
603-770-5355
 
 
 

From: Ross Tsantoulis <rtsantoulis@dubois-king.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2021 8:04 AM
To: Paul Hammond <phammond@raymondnh.gov>
Cc: Stephanie Gardner <sgardner@raymondnh.gov>; Steve Brewer <sbrewer@raymondnh.gov>;
gcoppelman@gmail.com
Subject: Re: Mica Drive Plans (Capone Family Trust)
 
All :
 
DuBois & King agrees. 
 
On Wed, Jan 27, 2021 at 7:59 AM Paul Hammond <phammond@raymondnh.gov> wrote:

I believe Mica Drive to be an oversight not an exception and should not become a baseline for
projects moving forward.
 
Paul Hammond
Fire Chief, EMD
 

mailto:gcoppelman@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=866bd7340b6d4abaa0bfba47ffae36a9-Guest_b7cc0
mailto:phammond@raymondnh.gov
mailto:sgardner@raymondnh.gov
mailto:sbrewer@raymondnh.gov
mailto:phammond@raymondnh.gov


Phone: 603-895-3321
1 Scribner Road, Raymond NH 03077
 
 

From: Steve Brewer <sbrewer@raymondnh.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2021 4:30 PM
To: rtsantoulis@dubois-king.com; Stephanie Gardner <sgardner@raymondnh.gov>
Cc: Paul Hammond <phammond@raymondnh.gov>; gcoppelman@gmail.com
Subject: RE: Mica Drive Plans (Capone Family Trust)
 
It appears that the yield plan was based on a plan that did not meet the requirements of a
conventional subdivision.  The Planning Bd may have had a good reason or may have made a
mistake.  It would seem that two wrongs don’t make a right.
Stephanie please review the history with Chris and see what she recalls.
 

From: Ross Tsantoulis <rtsantoulis@dubois-king.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2021 2:45 PM
To: Stephanie Gardner <sgardner@raymondnh.gov>
Cc: Steve Brewer <sbrewer@raymondnh.gov>; Paul Hammond <phammond@raymondnh.gov>;
gcoppelman@gmail.com
Subject: Mica Drive Plans (Capone Family Trust)
 
Stephanie,

FYI, here are the plans for Mica Drive, referenced by Mr. Blaisdell, which is for the
Capone Family Trust.
 
The yield plan is on Sheet 2.
 
Ross
 
--
Ross Tsantoulis, PE
DuBois & King, Inc.
15 Constitution Drive, Suite 1L
Bedford, NH 03110
Phone 603-637-1043

--
Ross Tsantoulis, PE
DuBois & King, Inc.
15 Constitution Drive, Suite 1L
Bedford, NH 03110
Phone 603-637-1043

Total Control Panel Login
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mailto:sbrewer@raymondnh.gov
mailto:rtsantoulis@dubois-king.com
mailto:sgardner@raymondnh.gov
mailto:phammond@raymondnh.gov
mailto:gcoppelman@gmail.com
mailto:rtsantoulis@dubois-king.com
mailto:sgardner@raymondnh.gov
mailto:sbrewer@raymondnh.gov
mailto:phammond@raymondnh.gov
mailto:gcoppelman@gmail.com
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TRC WETLAND DISCUSSION 
AND MATERIALS 

 

 
 

  
 



Iarnary,202l

Dear Sirs:

In April of 2018, I performed a wetland delineation at Raymond Tax Map 8 lot 37 (also
shown incorrectly as lots 37 and 36). Wetland flags were placed at each angle point of the
edge of the wetlands, at approximate 30' intervals. It was delineated on the basis of
hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology in accordance with the
techniques outlined in the "Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual, Tech
Report Y-87-1", March, 2018. The hydric soil component was determined by using the
"Field Indicators for
2017. These wetland

Sincerely,

Roscoe Blaisde11
LLS, Wetland Scientist

were
Hydric Soils In New England, Version 4", datedMay,
then physically located in the field.

No.lG{

T"





From: Steve Brewer
To: rtsantoulis@dubois-king.com
Cc: Stephanie Gardner
Subject: FW: survey point exhibit
Date: Thursday, January 28, 2021 12:08:12 PM
Attachments: NH-1338 Survey Point Exhibit.pdf

Ross,
These are the ground survey shots taken by Roscoe.  Please review and let me know if you believe
the discrepancy between plotted contours and actual field shots is significant.
Also appears that no shots were  taken in the area of the drainage basins or fire pond.
Steve
 

From: Christian Smith <CSmith@bealsassociates.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2021 4:39 PM
To: Steve Brewer <sbrewer@raymondnh.gov>; Roscoe Blaisdell <rblaisdell1@comcast.net>
Cc: Scott Cole <SCole@bealsassociates.com>
Subject: survey point exhibit
 
HI Steve, please find the survey point exhibit plan attached as requested. We did not have Roscoe’s
wetland points as he sent us an existing conditions plan with just the wetland line delineation work.
Roscoe will forward you the wetland points under separate cover. I wanted to give you the entire
property on one plan sheet, so you will have to zoom in on the PDF to be able to read the point
descriptions (at least I did).Thank you.
 
Christian
 
Christian O. Smith, P.E.
Principal
 
Beals Associates, PLLC
csmith@bealsassociates.com
 
Stratham, NH Office
70 Portsmouth Avenue
Stratham, NH 03885
Tel:   603-583-4860
Fax:  603-583-4863
Cell: 603-234-2180
 
Land Planning  Civil Engineering  Landscape Architecture 
Offices in Boston, MA and Stratham, NH     
 
The Information contained in the email is confidential and intended for the individual or company named above. No Drawings
issued electronically shall be used for construction purposes.  All electronic media is provided out of courtesy only and may
not be used for publication, distribution or adaptation without express written consent from Beals Associates, PLLC.
 

Total Control Panel Login

To: sbrewer@raymondnh.gov

From:
csmith@bealsassociates.com

Remove this sender from my allow list
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From: Steve Brewer
To: Roscoe Blaisdell; Stephanie Gardner
Cc: rtsantoulis@dubois-king.com; gcoppelman@gmail.com; Paul Hammond
Subject: Wetlands
Date: Friday, January 29, 2021 7:21:04 AM

 
Roscoe,
Thank you for providing the wetland flagging points.  I have not walked the entire site.  I did see this area along the road, behind the wall that appears to be pretty wet.
Steve
 
 

 
Stephen Brewer
Town of Raymond, New Hampshire
Director of Public Works
 
Office:  603-895-7035
   Cell:  603-365-7134
 

mailto:sbrewer@raymondnh.gov
mailto:rblaisdell1@comcast.net
mailto:sgardner@raymondnh.gov
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WENTWORTH RESIGNATION 
LETTER 

 

 
 

  
 



To the Raymond Planning Department and the Residents of Raymond, NH, 

I have served on this board for several years and have now come to a crossroad in my career. My job is 

now taking on a more in-depth capacity. It is, therefore, much to my dismay, time for me to step aside as 

a member of this board. 

Hopefully, another resident is willing to take an active role in helping to direct the Town of Raymond in a 

productive and progressive direction. I believe, through this board’s efforts, we can integrate old town 

charm, business, and industry into a harmonious location to work, live, and raise families. 

Perhaps in the future I will be able to return to this board, but for now my time has come to an end, 

Bob Wentworth 



 

 

PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 
 

 
 

  
 



 

1 

Planning Board Draft Minutes 1 

January 14, 2021 2 

7:00 PM 3 

Zoom Meeting  4 

 5 

 6 

Planning Board Members Present: 7 

Jonathan Wood (Chairman) 8 

Gretchen Gott 9 

George Plante (Selectmen ex officio) 10 

John Beauvilliers 11 

Kendra Ferm 12 

Brad Reed 13 

Paul Lynn (Alternate) 14 

 15 

Planning Board Members Absent: 16 

Robert Wentworth 17 

 18 

Staff Present: 19 

Glenn Coppelman - Circuit rider  20 

Stephanie Gardner - Planning Technician  21 

 22 

Pledge of Allegiance 23 

 24 

Application #2020-012: A preliminary application review for a site plan has been submitted by 25 

Jones and Beach on behalf of Mareld Company for property identified as Raymond Tax Map 28 26 

Lot 4-12 & Map 29 Lot 2, located at 4 Freetown Rd., Raymond NH, 03077 within Zone C1. The 27 

applicant is proposing to depict a conceptual commercial development with associated parking. 28 

 29 

Joseph Coronati of Jones and Beach informed the board that Charles Denault was in the 30 

meeting. Mr. Denault is from the Mareld Company. 31 

 32 

Joseph Coronati: “This property you have been driving by it for decades. It is the property on the 33 

corner of Center Street and Freetown Road. The field, they do a great job mowing it annually. In 34 

order to entice potential tenants and develop the property which is sort of an odd shape. It has 35 

lots of road frontage. But then we have to look at access. So we surveyed the property. We 36 

have had the wetlands delineated. We have done test pits on the land. I was surprised to find 37 

that the majority of test pits were more than passing depth to ledge. So it is certainly 38 

developable land. With the wetlands on the property we would have to do some sort of wetlands 39 

crossing to develop it commercially. So you should be looking at the existing conditions plan 40 

that is on the corner of Freetown Road and Center Street.  The property consists of a couple 41 

different parcels. The first plan that you come to in the set is a fairly intense commercial 42 

development. Conceptual showing commercial buildings and how they could be laid out. We 43 

have been in discussions with DOT district 5 about curb cuts. They were not very receptive to 44 
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any curb cuts anywhere on Freetown Road. That requires us to have basically aloof our access 45 

to property off Center Street. When I submitted this, I did talk to public works one comment he 46 

made was maybe have a curb cut off Otter Road for fire safety. The tricky part with this site 47 

other than the access is lot lines. What the Mareld Company was thinking initially was that they 48 

would like to subdivide the property into individual lots and then obtain permits for a common 49 

access driveway similar to what we have across the street at Essex Commons. “ 50 

 51 

Ms. Gott: “How close does your property go to that light? Is it opposite the light? Does it stop or 52 

is it a little bit short?” 53 

 54 

Joseph Coronati: “Well we are sort of right in the middle. If a car wanted to cross, they could go 55 

right across to our development.” 56 

 57 

Mr. Coppelman: “Would there be any benefit to doing this as a condominium set up?” 58 

 59 

Joseph Coronati: “That is certainly a potential way to do something like this. What we were 60 

looking at was trying to get the highest and best use. The individual lots are a lot easier to 61 

finance through a bank. They are easier to tax from the town's perspective.” 62 

 63 

Mr. Beauvilliers: “I was wondering how you compensate for the loss of wetland?” 64 

 65 

Joseph Coronati: “We have to either come up with a no net loss of wetlands and we could either 66 

create those wetlands on the property which we have room to do, or if the town has a mitigation 67 

bank.” 68 

 69 

Ms. Gott: “Regarding the lot itself it is probably 3 feet above the road now?” 70 

 71 

Joseph Coronati: “Yes, I would say at least if not more.” 72 

 73 

Ms. Gott: “So how much of that are you planning to bring down? It is not going to be level with 74 

Center Street is that correct?” 75 

 76 

Joseph Coronati: “That is correct. That is one of the benefits of having a curb cut further down 77 

the road. So we are going to work with the grades as much as we can.” 78 

 79 

Ms. Gott: “I heard you say there will be a septic system for each building on site?” 80 

 81 

Joseph Coronati: “Yes, we looked at it to make sure that would work.” 82 

 83 

Mr. Reed: “What are your plans to buffer this from the residences all around it?” 84 

 85 

Joseph Coronati: “The residences are commercial zoned along with us. So I believe we do not 86 

have to comply with the standard buffering requirements that you have when you have a 87 

commercial development next to a residential zone, but we would certainly be willing to do 88 
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something behind these buildings for fencing or plantings. One of the nice things that naturally 89 

occurs is the stream that runs behind these lots means that all of these lots never really cut the 90 

trees.” 91 

 92 

Mr. Wood: “So Joe you are going to go to Tech Review.” 93 

 94 

Joseph Coronati: “One thing I will mention was the total wetland impact. With this wetland 95 

impact this is ninety-seven hundred square feet of wetland. It is just under 10,000 square feet.” 96 

 97 

Mr. Wood: “Charles Proulx has his hand raised.” 98 

 99 

Charles Proulx: “I just wanted to introduce myself. I am the abutter and I live at 20 Otter Road. 100 

So I am a direct abutter. All that land belonged to my grandfather Tom Welch. At this point I am 101 

ambivalent about it. I got the certified letter. I read lot 4 through 12, why does it say lot 4 through 102 

12? “ 103 

 104 

Mr. Wood: “When you are looking at the map it says lot 28-4. What that means because of the 105 

density of the lots in this area the town broke up tax map 28 into 4 pieces.” 106 

 107 

Motion: 108 

Mr. Wood made a motion with regards to application 2020-012 a preliminary application for a 109 

site plan.  Ms. Ferm seconded the motion. A roll call vote was taken. The motion passed 110 

unanimously with a vote of 7 in favor, 0 opposed and 0 abstentions.     111 

 112 

Gretchen Gott - Yes 113 

George Plante -Yes 114 

John Beauvilliers - Yes 115 

Kendra Ferm - Yes 116 

Brad Reed - Yes 117 

Paul Lynn -Yes  118 

Jonathan Wood - Yes  119 

 120 

Approval of minutes: 121 

 122 

Motion: 123 

Mr. Beauvilliers made a motion to accept the minutes of December 17, 2020 as corrected.  Ms. 124 

Ferm seconded the motion. A roll call vote was taken. The motion passed unanimously with a 125 

vote of 5 in favor, 0 opposed and 0 abstentions.     126 

 127 

Gretchen Gott - Yes 128 

George Plante -Yes 129 

John Beauvilliers - Yes 130 

Kendra Ferm - Yes 131 

Jonathan Wood - Yes  132 
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 133 

Staff update: 134 

 135 

Poll: Regarding the 2021 calendar does the board like what it sees? 136 

 137 

John Beauvilliers - Yeah it is a work in progress, and it can be changed any time.  138 

Kendra Ferm - Good. 139 

George Plante - I am good with that.  140 

Brad Reed - gave a thumbs up. 141 

Paul Lynn - sounds good to me. 142 

Gretchen Gott - It is ok with me knowing that there may be changes. 143 

 144 

The poll passed unanimously. 145 

 146 

Ms. Gardner: “Kendra and Bob are up for re-election. If you want to re-elect you can go to town 147 

hall between January 20th and January 29th.  Tuckaway Tavern asked about setting up a 148 

function tent on the front lawn. He said it would not increase capacity at all. We were just 149 

wondering if you wanted to have them go to TRC for a minor site plan.” 150 

 151 

Mr. Wood: “That would be appropriate.” 152 

 153 

Ms. Gott: “I do have some concerns. We already have a significant traffic/parking problem there. 154 

They have been under parked there for a long time. That piece of land that they use outback. 155 

Who even owns that land? I think that there are parking issues on that site. I think we should 156 

look at this and find out what their plans are and how they plan to accommodate the extra 157 

people and parking. I for one would like to see them come in and have them talk to us about it.” 158 

 159 

Mr. Plante: “I believe the property where they park across outback is owned by George Veneer, 160 

who owns Ben Franklin’s Plaza and I believe he does have interest in Tuckaway.” 161 

 162 

Mr. Wood: “The plan is to send them to TRC and then have them come to us.” 163 

 164 

Poll: The plan is to send them to TRC and then have them present their plan to us. 165 

 166 

John Beauvilliers - yes, we should get more information. 167 

Kendra Ferm - Yes. 168 

Brad Reed - Can we confirm that this has nothing to do with Covid a lot of businesses are really 169 

hurting right now. 170 

George Plante - I do agree with Brad but I do want to know what is going on. 171 

Paul Lynn - recused. 172 

Gretchen Gott - Yes. 173 

Jonathan Wood - Yes. 174 

 175 
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Mr. Wood: “Stephanie if you could let them know that they have to go to TRC and then they 176 

come before us for an amended site plan.” 177 

 178 

Board Member Reports: 179 

 180 

Mr. Plante: “First I wanted, I just remember that I did see that where Bobby Marcott is probably 181 

going to be on that show with Guy Fieri and I wonder if that has anything to do with that. At our 182 

last board meeting we approved two warrant article protests to counteract article 3 and 4. We 183 

are going to do deliberative live. We got a few donations for the Police and Fire and from the 184 

State of New Hampshire. The Chadwick’s donated $200 to the Fire Department and the Police 185 

Department. “ 186 

 187 

Ms. Gott: “Who is our rep for zoning these days? Also Rockingham Planning, Glenn was there a 188 

meeting last night?” 189 

 190 

Mr. Coppelman: “There was, and it is the first meeting that they have had in a couple of months. 191 

There was no guest presentation. There was an update on the work plan going forward for this 192 

year. They introduced a new staff member. They talked about a new website coming down the 193 

road. Every two years there is Federal money that comes through DOT here in the State and 194 

planning commissions are involved in helping get the money out and get projects in line. It is 195 

called the Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP). “ 196 

 197 

Ms. Gott: “Is that something that Cons Com could use for Cassier or Dearborn or Flint Hill? 198 

Could Cons Com apply for that?” 199 

 200 

Mr. Coppelman: “The person to talk to at RPC would be David Walker or Scott Vogel.” 201 

 202 

Motion: 203 

Mr. Beauvliiers made a motion to adjourn. Mr. Wood seconded the motion. A roll call vote was 204 

taken. The motion passed unanimously with a vote of 7 in favor, 0 opposed and 0 abstentions.     205 

 206 

Gretchen Gott - Yes 207 

George Plante -Yes 208 

John Beauvilliers - Yes 209 

Kendra Ferm - Yes 210 

Brad Reed - Yes 211 

Paul Lynn -Yes  212 

Jonathan Wood - Yes  213 

Respectfully submitted, 214 

 215 

Jill A. Vadeboncoeur  216 
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Planning Board Draft Minutes 1 

January 21, 2021 2 

7:00 PM 3 

Zoom meeting  4 

 5 

 6 

Planning Board Members Present: 7 

Jonathan Wood (Chairman) 8 

Gretchen Gott 9 

George Plante (Selectmen ex officio) 10 

Brad Reed 11 

Paul Lynn (Alternate)(Seated) 12 

 13 

Planning Board Members Absent: 14 

Robert Wentworth 15 

Kendra Ferm 16 

John Beauvilliers 17 

 18 

Staff Present: 19 

Glenn Coppelman - Circuit rider  20 

Stephanie Gardner - Planning Technician  21 

 22 

Pledge of Allegiance 23 

 24 

Application #2020-011: An application for a subdivision has been submitted by Roscoe 25 

Blaisdell for property identified as Raymond Tax Map 8 Lots 36 and 37, located at Bald 26 

Hill Rd., Raymond NH, 03077 within Zone B. The applicant is proposing to subdivide the 27 

lot into 37 building lots and 1 open space lot. 28 

NOTE: The property proposed to be subdivided is shown on the town tax maps as two 29 

lots. There is a pending legal action regarding that designation. 30 

 31 

Ms. Gardner: “At the Planning Board meeting on November 30th the Planning Board made a 32 

motion to have the applicant to go to TRC prior to the Planning Board and the TRC meeting is 33 

scheduled for January 26, 2021. So Rosco requested to continue the Planning Board meeting to 34 

February 4, 2021 and he gave a 60-day extension.” 35 

 36 

Motion: 37 

Mr. Reed made a motion to continue application 2020-011 until February 4, 2021 at 7:00 pm 38 

and that we grant a 60-day extension.  Mr. Wood seconded the motion. A roll call vote was 39 

taken.  The vote was 4 in favor, 0 opposed, and 1 abstention.       40 

Jonathan Wood - Yes 41 

Gretchen Gott - Yes 42 

George Plante - Abstain 43 

Brad Reed - Yes 44 
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Paul Lynn - Yes  45 

 46 

 47 

 48 

Public comment:  49 

 50 

Kevin Wood: “I had a conversation with Stephanie earlier in the week about posting documents. 51 

In order to be transparent we should not only post agendas but other documents as well. So I 52 

would like to encourage the board to discuss posting those documents that go along with the 53 

agenda on the support documents area of the town website.” 54 

 55 

Ms. Gardner: “If the board would like me to start doing that I can do that.” 56 

 57 

Mr. Wood: “We could post the packets as they are submitted to the board members. “ 58 

 59 

Ms. Gott: “I would also like to suggest that a packet needs to be put in a planning board folder 60 

and ask if the library would have that for people to access.” 61 

 62 

Mr. Wood: “Stephanie, at your discretion chat with the library and see if they can do it and if not 63 

keep a packet at the planning office.” 64 

 65 

Ms. Gott: “I think it would be good to have it on RCTV if possible.” 66 

 67 

Poll:  For approval to have the packets at the library or planning office. 68 

 69 

Jonathan Wood - Yes 70 

Gretchen Gott - Yes 71 

George Plante - Yes 72 

Brad Reed - Yes 73 

Paul Lynn -  Yes 74 

 75 

Staff update: 76 

 77 

Ms. Gardner: “Just a reminder for Kendra and Bob that they are up for reelection. Anyone who 78 

wants to run can come into the town hall from today until January 29th and see the town clerk.  79 

And those are two 3-year terms.” 80 

 81 

Board member updates: 82 

 83 

Mr. Plante: “We did vote in an in-person deliberative session, this time around. They have a 84 

plan in place that will help. There are three zones, so it will be in 3 different rooms, to people’s 85 

likings. We have a red room where you must wear a mask at all times. There is also an orange 86 

room where it will have to wear your mask if you are up and about if you are sitting and can 87 

maintain 6 feet you don’t have to wear your mask. Then there is also a green room where 88 
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people that can’t wear a mask or have that medical card that says you cannot wear a mask, 89 

there is also that room. “ 90 

 91 

Mr. Plante: “I also wanted to add we also approved two protest warrant articles against article 3 92 

and 4. “ 93 

 94 

Mr. Coppelman: “Just so that everyone who is on the call hears it we got into a discussion about 95 

TRC and there was a question about when does something go to TRC and when does it not. I 96 

wanted to make sure the board knew that the town’s regulations require when an application is 97 

submitted to the Planning Department that once the zoning determination is made that it first 98 

has a public hearing at TRC and once TRC is done with it has a public hearing at the Planning 99 

Board.   It is a regulation so the Board can waive it and make changes if they wish.” 100 

 101 

Motion: 102 

Mr. Reed made a motion to adjourn. Mr. Plante seconded the motion. A roll call vote was taken. 103 

Jonathan Wood - Yes 104 

Gretchen Gott - Yes 105 

George Plante - Yes 106 

Brad Reed - Yes 107 

Paul Lynn -  Yes 108 

The motion passed unanimously with a vote of 5 in favor, 0 opposed and 0 abstentions.  109 

 110 

Respectfully submitted,  111 

 112 

Jill A. Vadeboncoeur 113 

 114 

   115 

   116 
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