MEREDITH PLANNING BOARD DECEMBER 11, 2007

PRESENT: Vadney, Chairman; Sorell, Vice-Chairman; Bayard, Secretary; Worsman,
Sel ect menods Rep. ; Kahn; Finer; Touhey
Development Director; Angela LaBrecque, Town Planner; Harvey, Clerk.

Finer moved, Worsman seconded, THAT THE MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 27, 2007, BE
APPROVED AS PRESENTED. Voted unanimously.

APPLICATION SUBMISSIONS

1. DEEP WATER MARINE MANAGEMENT, INC. i Architectural Design Review of
proposed improvements to an accessory structure, Tax Map U35, Lot 8A, located
on Lovejoy Sands Road in the Shoreline District.

Edgar 1 The applicant proposes to renovate an existing building to provide a family
recreation center for existing boat slip cu
aware, we have a pending Site Plan application on this matter. The application for
Architectural Design Review, building elevations and abutters list are on file. Filing

fees have been paid. | would recommend the application for Architectural Design

Review be accepted as complete for purposes of proceeding to public hearing and

this hearing be held in conjunction with the Site Plan application later this evening.

Finer moved, Bayard seconded, | MOVE WE ACCEPT THE APPLICATION FOR
ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN REVIEW FOR DEEP WATER MARINE
MANAGEMENT, INC. Voted unanimously.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

1. ROBERT HALE ANDREW & PHYLLIS ELDRIDGE TRUST 1 Continuation of
public hearings held on July 10 and August 28, 2007, for a proposed Major
Subdivision to subdivide 15.73 acres into 5 lots (3 ac. T 5.11 ac.), Tax Map S02,
Lot 1, located on Old Center Harbor Road in the Forestry/Rural District.
Application accepted June 12, 2007.

Carl Johnsoni Youodore familiar with this subdivisi
and | 611 be br i edardingnthe hogatioe anth ooafigurason of the

l ot s. It is on Ol d Center Harbor Road and
acre parcel of | and t h albtéssbdivisien. n Jhe p-toto p o s e d

residential subdivision lots will be serviced by individual driveways for 3 of the lots
and a common driveway that is servicing 2 of the lots. The Board has made a site
review of the project and is familiar with it. At the previous hearing it was
determined because of some specific drainage situations on this property that it be ‘15
reviewed by an engineer in terms of providing some type of drainage report 3
regarding the subdivision. That report was completed and submitted to the Board.
The portion of the presentation dealing specifically with the drainage report should
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be addressed by the engineer and he has not arrived yet. As you recall, we had
identified 5 buildable areas on the site and the site drains from the northeast to the
southwest. There is a ditch running along the northerly and southerly sideline of
Old Center Harbor Road and the question was if the sites are developed
individually, where will the drainage go, how will the drainage affect the existing
properties which are to the west and south of the subject property? One of the
things that we have done in discussions with the consulting engineer the applicant
hired and some of the comments made by the Board is to create a restricted cut
zone primarily on the western portion of the property that would limit cutting to
dead, disecasedanddangerous trees so what weov
subdivision application you can see here on the cross-hat chi ng of t
taken the westerly portion of the property and created what we call a restricted cut
zone and the restricted cut zone has a note saying that no vegetation of any kind
may be cut, removed, disturbed or otherwise altered from its existing natural state
as of the effective date of signature and approval by this Board and other boards
and the exceptions would be diseased, dying, hazardous trees, vegetation,
parasitic plants or vines that may be harmful to existing plants and vegetation, any
poisonous vegetation such as poison ivy and any non-native invasive vegetation
and thatdés wording we t oo khadresticted subzores. ot her
Basically, Itds going to be left in its na
intent of that is to increase the buffering capability on the westerly portion of the

property so any of the drainage that is going in there will be benefited by the fact

that youodll have the existingAsymantonedini on an
the previous presentation, there is an advantage that you can take using the
topography thatodés existing onhytoveetheentiiee and
property and ités a feature of the program
water and drop it on the property and based upon the topography, it will track

where the water goes to illustrate where potential drainage would end up if you

dumped it on the property. So what I h
i nformation off the plan and if you can sec¢
from the Board and from the members of the audience but essentially you make a

tick mark and the computer program shows where the water would drain out and

itéds i mportant because what it shows is froc
the water primarily drains into this wetland complex so it has the buffering

capability of that existing wetland benefitted additionally by the restricted cut zone

that wedbve put on the westerly portion of t
comes from Gilman Hill Road to service these two lots essentially creates a berm
by itself so with the development of this property, the drainage would hit the
roadway ditch, follow down the ditch and then enter into this wetland system which
also provides buffering capabilities. These two lots as you see because of the
topography, the drainage primarily goes down almost due south and enters into the
ditch line which is the ditch on the northerly section of Old Center Harbor Road and
that ditch is about 700-800 feet long before it hits the culvert which is the culvert
where the primary drainage from this site exits and goes to the properties that are

e don
he pl
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on the southerly part of Old Center Harbor Road all the way down to NH Route 25.

We actually did an analysis of the property on the southerly side of Old Center

Har bor thatdés owned by t he Caéanalgis, weddliabl e Ch
complete topography of that site, there were wetland delineations and we mapped

the drainages. Johnson pointed out the subject property that is the 5-lot

subdivision owned by the Eldridge and Andrew families, the ditch that comes down

the northerly part of Old Center Harbor Road,t he exi sting 150 cul v
underneath Old Center Harbor Road and what you can see is the water comes

from that culvert, enters into a drainage system, comes all the way down and

finally goes under NH Route 25 and exits on the other side of Route 25 and

continues on down so what you can see is the primary amount of drainage that

exits the Eldridge property comes onto the southern part of the property, is in a

well-defined drainage system and there are no structures, dwellings or

I mprovements existing on this | ot unt i | y C
house and on the other side of Route 25 are fields and there are no structures with

the exception of the structures that are on the corner of Quarry Road and Route

25. We did not have this drawing at the last meeting. | know John Edgar walked

down this entire drainage and took some photographs and we were trying our best

to explain how this system worked but | think you can see dramatically on this

drawing and this is on the ground mapping of the parcel and how the drainage

goes. | would like Kevin Leonard to give you a short presentation on what he did

to analyze the drainage and give you a brief analysis of what his thoughts are

regarding the property and the potential for additional drainage as a result of
development on the 5 lots. Kevin Leonard, Northpoint Engineering i As Carl had

indicated, he asked me to perform a drainage analysis on the property. As you are

probably aware, Gilman Hill drains kind of through the property down to Old Center

Harbor Road. Basically, the outcome of the analysis we performed and submitted

to the Planning Department is a major watershed comes through here, there are

two wetland complexes that drain through the property to a ditch ¢t
Center Harbor Road and a primary outfall off the property is this culvert which |
believe everyonebs aware of its | ocation.

and the numbers show that the existing conditions flow that comes through that

culvert overtops the road. Based on a site inspection and talking to Mike Faller,

we donot believe that really happens. Of t
they are sort of conservative ioraccouatther e anc
storage capacity of some of these wetl ands
not sure how long ago but logging was done on the property and some of these
areas have kind of become like wet meadows with cat-o-nine-tails, they have
storage capacity. @ We analyzed the post development conditions of the 5-lot
subdivision as you would expect an increase of runoff off the property converting a
wooded parcel to a typical lot development with homes, lawns, driveways and that
sort of thing and the analysis we submitted shows an increase in runoff to the
culvert in question. | guess we have a couple of thoughts on that matter, we
talked with Mike Faller regarding the possibility of a detention basin potentially in
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this vicinity that basically would collect the water in the ditchline, swing it off into a

bas in design right before the wetland, have an outlet structure and then

discharge it to basically the culvert the current flow is flowing through. That seems

like a lot of infrastructure to us for a 5-1 ot subdi vision. Mi ke
particularly excited about taking on a basin for a 5-lot subdivision and in talking

with the Planning Department, It wasnot an
we were contemplating other methods to see if we could mitigate this runoff and

there are potentially different ideas on ho

youdre aware o€tuthomwonedd hreeenro added as def
complex basically keeping that as an existing condition, a wooded forested

wetl and. I guess at t he moment webre ju
coming from and kind of work something out between the owner, Paul, and the

Board as far as what the appropriate action is as far as dealing with the runoff in

this location. Vadneyil 6 m a bit concerned about your ¢
it down to a short statement, it says you only believe your analysis when you agree

with it. Il s that what youdre saying?
message. Did | miss some of the words? Johnson i Mr. Chairman, | think the

situation can be further explained by understanding that when you do a residential
subdivision, you prepare topography for | ot
topography fo r detailed drainage analysis. I t 6s
drainage analysis being requested for resi.
some type of roadway access or major alterations of terrain. If you walk the site its
athousand feet from where this house is going to
|l ong way to go through the woods and grant
cutting and so forth but what Kevinds tryin
at the drainage. Thepr obl em i s you candét Jjust take a
either have to do a drainage analysis or you do nothing except guess so we did the

best with what we had with the exception of going out and doing incredibly

expensive detailed topography to try to get a handle on the drainage system. For

instance, this ditch that he mentioned on the northerly side of Old Center Harbor

Road, we have very rudimentary mapping from a drainage standpoint on that ditch
because we wereno6t doi ngandlysip wegwera gomyitfdror a d
lot sizing. We show the ditch because i tir@pertant in terms of getting a driveway

access and so forth so thereds certain idio
showing up on the topography to give you sufficient cause to be confident with

what the results are. Wedbre doing ehhe bec:c
asked, we werenot asked specifically to do
review and the minutes, we were asked to take a look at the drainage. We took at

|l ook at it and when | first called Kevin, h
run the numbers. The problem is when you run the numbers on this situation

being for certain storms and so forth, you end up with conservative numbers that q;
aretelling you the existing culvert righg t

know thatés not true because we have the Pu
experienced that culvert overflowing or having a consistent problem with that
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cul ver t aecalse thé drdinage ditbh that covers largely the entire length

of the frontage of this property has a capse
figure into the calculations so weoO=site usi ng
knowledge of the propert y and wedre wusing the informat.|
with Mike Faller and his history of that r
right, we donodot | i ke the results necessari.|l
those results may be overstating what the actual amount of drainage coming off

the property i s. Knowing that, wedve offer

help the situation in terms of having all of the vegetation on that portion of the

property remain intact and as | mentioned before, the great amount of drainage

thatdés going to be a result of developing t
going to be filtered into and buffered by this wetland before it gets to that culvert.

Does that help you a little bit? Vadney i A little bit, but your own words a moment

ago were that gully and the trench to the north side of the road has a water

handling capability that we have no way to take into account. JohnsoniT We donodt

have any way to take an account, we could go out and do a detailed drainage

analysis of that ditch to determine the capacity, we did not do that based on the

parole testimony that we have from Mike Fa
culvert. One of the additional things is if you saw the culvert, the way the ditch

comes in sometimes a ditch goes by a culvert and some water comes in from one

side and some water comes in from another,
occurs just westerly of the mguefis oifdld hras e
feet high which prevent s t Htehlineaunlessitgbesat 6 s ¢
up over the road and over the culvert from
i mportant because what web6re dembnotaiafat i ng
the water thatds c ¢isexieg into the eomplek li showat iyduc h
thatdés on the southerly siKahai @afl,th@drdwin@ent er
that you had, would you show me where the lot line is between Lots 24 and 26 on

the south side of Old Center Harbor Road. Johnson i If you could identify Lots 24

and 26, | 6d be happy Oneos Asiverd @hrigtidn €hurch and Ka h n
the other one is Bliss. Johnson i This is the lot line and remember when | put

names as abutters, they are not necessarily lining up with the lots. In other words,

the Bliss property doesndédt come halfway up,
they are on the southerly side of the road. Kahn 1 I take it the structures on that lot
are to the west of this wetland. Johnson i This is a stonewall that separates the
Calvary Bible property from the rest of the property. This stonewall shown going
off is the westerly limit of the Eldridge property. Edgar 1 Kevin, on this particular
topic given the analysis that you did, given your familiarity with the property and
recognizing the limitations of the analysis, do you have any opinions or insights as
to whether or not the subdivision would likely create some kind of a hazard to any
downstream properties? Given the limitations of the study and given what is
downstream and the downstream configuration and so forth, do you have any
opinions or observations as to whether or not the 5 lots will create or compound a
problem? Leonard i Ther eds a c o uipdte that. hThengjudy does | at

PageS



MEREDITH PLANNING BOARD DECEMBER 11, 2007

show an increase to the culvert. The increase is ordinary in my opinion to a typical

5-lot subdivision of this nature, | do believe the increase is overstated based on the

capability of the on-site wetlands as well as the storage capabilities of the ditch that

Carl spoke of and as depicted in the drawing of the Calvary Bible Church property,

t hereds a Substanti al parcel , I havenot w
I nspection of the survey t hadwet@archanndlas dor
which hedés highlighted there in blue and i
running off the property is running through that channel and down to Route 25.

Edgar i Mr. Chairman, with respect to the balance of the staff report, we had

essentially 2 issues and | think the issue of Gilman Hill Road was addressed at the

| ast hearing to everyoneds satisfaction t he
$10,000.00 to road improvements. Mike has reviewed the minutes and the

concerns that were raised about Gilman Hill and he has indicated he can widen

that about 306 or so, I t0s premised upon t he
side of the stonewall so when DPW does that work, the stonewall can be reset and

then the limited wideningcould occur . Il tds also premised
additional ROW via easement like we did on the Chase Road project so those are

flagged in the staff report as future conditions of approval. The drainage

information as Carl indicated, the Board had asked that the applicant have the
engineer | ook at that which they have done
trying to get a sense from the Board as to
opinion of Kevin that this is an ordinary increase, that the increase in his opinion is

overstated by virtue of the methodology or its limitations and that there is a
downstream defined channel as a receiving b
forward on that representation or not as the case may be so those are essentially

the two basic issues that we left off with the last time and this is your first
opportunity to have a discussion of that re
not an engineer and most of the Board are not engineers so this is your opportunity

to examine Kevin to see i f you feel t her ed:c
assessment to conclude that we should be al
there are some other suggested conditions such as State Subdivision Approval

which arerequreddue to the | ot sizing, thereds son
relative to shared driveway easements, typical things that we look for. According

to the Fire Chief, there had been discussions before about cisterns vs. sprinklers

and my understanding is they would be going the sprinkler route but at the end of

the day there needs to be a signoff by the Fire Chief on that aspect of it relative to

the State Fire Codes and then our standard language about pin placements.

Worsman i Did you say that you had not walked the property or you had not

walked the adjacent property? Leonard i | walked the entire parcel being
subdivided, | did not walk the property south of Calvary Church property.
Worsmani | 6m concerned because | omgissessvitht h

Pag%
D

drainage initially without any disturbance of land and | guess my concern is your
level of comfort that disturbance of this property is not going to cause a problem
going across Route 25 and ont ol Iftthiseverad ut t er
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larger subdivision based on my past experience with putting in roads and things
|l i ke that wedd be designing infrastructure,
drainage with detention basins and that sort of thing to mitigate the impact of a
larger subdivision. When you get into a situation like this where you have a
frontage | ot subdivision, youdre wusually 1
maybe contributing to some roadside improvements and that sort of thing. We
performed an analysis based on information that we have, the results of that
analysis are a couple things: (1) Based on the existing analysis, the existing
culvert is not taking all of the flow and (2) based on an inspection of that site and
talking with Mibel Favkeert hawetodoom@&t t he case
numbers say.  Then comparing it to a pre-development condition, you have a
peak flow and CFS and you calculate the same parcel of land with a developed
condition, the driveways, lawns, cutting and so forth and there is an increase in
flow. We did the two 10 and 25 year storm which is pretty ordinary for any

drainage analysis and the increases arenot
are that there are increases andnghdgtleet 6s wh
surface cover of a piece of land. | believe that the report is overstating the amount

that gets to that culvert because | donot t

the capabilities of the wetlands on the property to help hold back or mitigate
retaining some of that water as well as the ditch line that Carl spoke about has

some storage capability along that section
substanti al ditch and my model hasnot t ake
storage volume in that ditch, it acts as a de
the detailed survey that Carl spoke about to include that in the analysis at this point

in ti me. | f youdre |l ooking for me to mak

that based on the information we have today. My understanding just speaking with

Carl is that there were concerns from abutters from the properties to the West and

I donot believe the water from this prope
looking at the topography that Carl has and the wetlands on that property but there

will be more water leaving the property in a post development condition.

Worsman i That stands to reason but | guess my concern is the southeast section

of the property and l understand we may not have had an 1 ss
somet hing thatoés s-genristorms imtkedasted ydara and Re ad 0

a Board experienced some rather dramatic and we as a Town some rather

dramatic effects as a result of that and | just want to make sure we do not

exacerbate any of those situations. Vadney i Based on your recent statement,

ddlhearyou say that your <current mo d e | t hat
would be more flow at that culvert than the culvert could handle except Faller has

said itdbs never reached whataydou sgpd@ iLaohardi | s t h
That i s correct. When youdre modeling_a c
inlet control meaning the culvert can only take on so much water because the '\%
opening is only so big. The more storame

and then the less likely to overtop the road. A couple things with the model, the &

model is inaccurately reflecting currently the amount of storage in that ditch
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because we donot have topography t o model t h
overstating the amount of water that is actually coming down off the property

because of the storage capabilities of some of the wetlands on site. Vadney 1

That woul d suggest tspeculaing,dassgmeeyeu hadnal bigl 6 m
sponge up there so if you just look at the rainfall, the slope and the model says we

Sshould be seeing 20 CFS, wedre not seeing
soaking it up. When you r ealtéhn tyheu éerma @di n
see a whole bunch so I 6m very concerned by
a new model |, (b)) 1 dondét see how youbve cl
Am | mi ssing something? I f anyt hcouplg | 6 m
weeks ago. Fineri Wh a't |l 6m getting out of this 1is t
model , the culvert canot handl e what its g
increasing the flow isnbét going to make it

me. Johnson i Let me tell you a comment that was made by Paul Fluet, an

engineer, and | was discussing this specific situation and this conundrum of having

to perform a drainage analysis when all we were really asked was to look at the

drainage and | told him the situation that when you plug the numbers into the

model and the model 6s being overly conservVve
handle the flow. Paul said if you did that drainage analysis for the Town, it would

probably tell you that half the culverts in the Town are undersized. You know

thatds not the case because there may be a
not half of them. The problem is in the s
that tells us a number, we believe that number is overstated based on reality, the

reality being that Mike Faller knows to the best of his knowledge that the culvert in

there is properly sized and doesnodt over fl
amount of increase that results from the 5 home steson the 15 acres,
believe these 5 development areas are going to cause that culvert to top over,
thatdés the best we can do. Does the model
will the amount of flow caused by a post development situation cause that to be

worse, yes so that ends your confusion with the yes and no, the answers are both

yes. The two yes answers we donot believ
addition of the restricted cut zone and the capability of the wetlands in there
aready that arendét taken into consideration
retain the water make this way more complicated than it should be and the result is
t hat webre plugging in numbers that donodt

property. Bayardi Accor ding to what you had said bef
Lot 24, the Bliss property, sort of comes to a point with the point of the other

properties and you said there is a stonewall that separates it. This is the stonewall
thato6sttbé& thmi Caverly Bible property; t hel
immediately to the West of that wall. The Church property itself is undeveloped.

Bayard i There are two points of drainage, one of which is off to the West, does 0%

the one off to the East, drain onto a separate parcel first? Johnson, no. Bayard i 3

So that drains also onto the church property there? Johnson i Correct. This is

shown because thatoés the portion of the Chu
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view easementdtihhytttlse relt i inddge propert I
Bayardi And youdbre not anticipating that arti
any additional water going through that culvert. Johnsoni That 6 s correct .
i1 dm | ooking at drme inummegr swmeopi ni on, It
huge amount i n addition to whatos already
the report prepared for Paul. Did that report consider the no-cut zone, were those

numbers affected by putting in the no-cut zone? Leonard i At the time the report

was done, the no-cut zone was not proposed. When the no-cut zone was added

to the plan by Carl, we reviewed the no-cut zone and it has no impact on the

numbers in the report because we provided a post development condition showing

driveways, homes, limits of clearing and so forth and the areas of lot development

were shown on the plan like you would normally on any subdivision of land. Those

areas of development were not within the area of no cut so the no-cut zone has no

effect. Bayard i But you would anticipate that it would have some benefit in a

practical manner? Leonard i In a practical manner, of course, any preservation of

any portion of a parcel is going to guarantee that area cannot be cut and that the

forested condition which is good for runoff and the trees and so forth suck up the

water and that sort of thing is good for the runoff. Johnson- | tended to look at this

o <

at one point the situation thatodés very
Meredith for example is that there are plenty of areas of this size that are
undevel oped that has existing house | ots o

them but they have house lots and generally speaking as the lots get developed
one by one or even if they get developed simultaneously when the lots are 3 acres

insize,youdonodt generally get drai naigwulmveobl| e ms
extremely steep slopes which we donét, y ou
have massive amounts of alterations of terrain  whi ch you wonot ha:
thereds a | ot of factors that are complicat
steps and look at it from a practical standpoint and look at the 5 home sites on this

15 acres and the fact that we are restrictingthe west er n porti on. It 6s
uncommon to many of the devel op iguessvehatwe 6v e
webre being told is the conclusions youobve
are not affected by the no cut so what we have to conclude is the no-cut zone

doesndét i mprove the situation budutzong,itcanot

would only be worse. Is there anything we can do even a minor alteration or

something, | have something in mind, that would improve the situation more

without putting in detention ponds and things like that? The thought | had in mind

was if you took the driveway on Lot 3 and aimed it to the East, then the drainage

from that driveway would go in that first ¢
culvert. Johnson i One of the issues was originally before this project even got

going, Paul Eldridge met with Mike Faller regarding the driveway locations
because he wanted to minimize the dri V%Nay
primarily the reason why we have a common driveway servicing two lots. Would 3

it be a significant impact? The other issue that came up during the discussions

was trying to limit the headlights shining into the house t h adirécty across from
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the lot to the East from a vehicle that was exiting the property. Edgar i Kevin, one

of the things you and | had chatted about on the phone was whether or not there

may be any practical BMP6s that <could be |
that might enable us to get some of the roof runoff into the ground underneath the

frost and let it very slowly migrate down to those wetlands before they bleed out to

try to lessen the peak discharge without having to do that statistically which would

be difficult, but is there anything like that in that tool kit of low impact development

that would be practical and reliable knowir
would probably have some overstatement based on anecdotal information, wetland

storage and the ditch, given all of that, is there anything that could be done on

some of those properties that may lessen that peak flow that are not dramatic
things that arenot going to be scars on t
employed as lots are developed. Are there any thoughts on that aspect relative to

this proposal? Johnson i There is a method of collecting the roof runoff of the

dwel lings into a structure thatods similar i
but 1 tdéds a structure that tieakeosponehteftheoof r u
impervious surface of a development area and it infiltrates that water into the

ground in the areas where the seasonal high water table allows you to do that and

we 6d be willing to put a note onobehe pl a
constructed on this site would have a drainage structure of that type in those

building envelopes that allow it. In other words, if your seasonal high water table
happens to be 5 inches, you canot Infiltra
willing to put a note on the plan and have it part of the deed structure. That note

would go in coincidence with the restriction that each one of these properties has

to have the sprinkler system as opposed to the cistern. Vadney i Carl, do you

have any idea what the depth to ledge is? Johnson i The only thing we have are

the test pits and all of the test pits that were dug on the property indicate no ledge

66 or greater on all of the pits a signifioc
in the areas where we have the test pits. Vadney i Usually when you have a

wetl and | i ke that, the reason the wateros p
wondering how much infiltration youdbdre goin

Touheyi Therewasment i on of a berm just t,canydue Wes't
clarify that, is that a natural berm do you think that was put there to direct the

water? Johnsoni That 6 s a manmade situation create:
installed the culvert or upgraded the culvert. This is a fairly new culvert as a result

of road work thatdés been done recently but
prevent any water thatés coming down this
mouth of that culvert. Touhey i Could we then conclude that the rush of water

there is significant enough in a storm that it would even bypass that culvert without

that berm being there and that the berm was constructed there because of o
problems further to the West that resulted from that rush of water? They have had ‘15
problemsi n t he past with the roadway surfacero_c
right in what the Town was trying to do is to get as much water as they possibly

could to the South side of Old Center Harbor Road to prevent complicating those
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situations as you head further West. The majority of the problems based on the
abuttersodéd testimony and having driven up
than the frontage of this propertylOistoat 6
all ow Mr. Faller to apply that to porti
necessarily adjacent to this site. Touhey 7 Since you mention that $10,000.00, in

our previous discussions the money was first mentioned in terms of upgrades to

Old Center Harbor Road. | brought up to the group my concern over Gilman Hill

Road and the inability of two cars to pass with the addition of 3 homes accessing,

a shared driveway for obviously 2 and then the other single driveway. My concern

being that Gilman Hill needed to be widened at this point in time, | was certainly

pl eased that the developerés willing to pro
property line, I have felt and |1 6ve revisited the
convinced that the road work should be done now and $10,000.00 for any addition

of 30 to the wi dtabwetldswdakoh @d @entét Hdrdor RRaal & d

a pittance certainly wonot i Bhea brijihacamountn my r
discussed by Mike Faller with the client was $5,000.00 and as a result of the

increase in the scope of the work and the cost of materials, it was increased to

$10,000.00 so from the original start of the project which was a year ago to now,

the contribution haaffileabl gdur opitnidore saldad
enough or not but it has doubled. Edgar i Mr. Chairman, Mike has indicated from

his point of view with that cont+widbning i on he
up Gilman Hill and still have the ability to put additional gravel down on Old Center

Har bor Road. Obviousl vy, not as much bec
amount of money but he feels hedd be abl e
able to address some of the mud/gravel issues on Old Center Harbor Road with

that amount of money. Johnson i One of the reasons that Mr. Faller has

expressed an interest in a direct contribution vs. hiring somebody is that he can

make $10,000.00 go a lot further. He has to do improvements to that road on a

regular basis because of its nature so he would rather have the cash contribution

because you can get a lot more work from the Town than if you were to hire an

outside contractor to go out there and do the work. Mike seems to indicate that

that number is sufficient. Bayardi Loo ki ng at the plan thato

an
S W
ons

l ooki ng at Lot 4 and just the notational F
variance or an exception becausé& No,thérs i n a
are two wetland buffers shown onthep | an, one is a 7506 setbac
setback. The 756 setback which goes to t
system, the house can be within that -but <ca

designated wetland. Edgar i Mr. Chairman i 1 just took a look at the test pit data

and if you look at the lots on Gilman Hill which are further from the wettest site, the

uphill ones, and here again the test pits would be located at the optimum from the —i
designerb6s point of vieawnd yaaau‘ﬁrreeslp)e()d(tiin\ﬁé)layt
from top to bottom which arefairlytypgca
which is pretty good. When you get closertothe wetl and | ots 5 and 4,
180 which is not unusual b ot,tthe wdier faldevissal vy a's
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little higher as you get lower on the landscape so the ability to do that on the lower
ones may not be as readily achievable, but then again you have the benefit of
some of the no cutting as it relates to some of the surface flow. The only concern

|l 6d have on the 3 upper ones is there iIs soa
t hat might work and even i f we had fAor equ
get to the time weodre building illtandthere have
homeowner so ités not just completely there

as to how we handle that and if a little thought could go into that from a typical or

equivalence because they do need to sit out of the water table and if you have a
typical 46 catch basin going into 306 of sej
wor k. There may be something thatés more
along those lines to look at so | think that would be something that could be

examined a little more fully. If we rely upon that which | think is maybe a way out

of this conundrum that works for everybody, we would just need a little bit of

guidance. | 6m not talking about engineering the
know where the houses are going to go. Johnson i | did mention in the previous

presentation that there are limits that are established by reviewing agencies to

when you have to provide drainage calcul at
preserving downstream properties. The State of New Hampshire Alteration of

Terrain number is 100,000 sq. f1t. I f you d
required to apply to the State of New Hampshire, Department of Environmental
Services, for a Sit ges&pthan comechroiigh onmilot of Y «

these large subdivisions that have roads. There are other reviewing agencies that

go all the way down to 40,000 sqg. ft. of contiguous land disturbance; you o r e
required to file some type of review. Normally, if i tirdtlsat vicinity, they just shuffle

it on down the road because itds not significant eno
analysis. What we did to analyze this is we came up with areas that we feel

represent a very conservative, meaning bigger than probably is going to happen,

devel opment area for each one of these site
you have an acre of alteration of terrain on any one of these sites, the largest you

get i s I an acre which includes because t
driveway, the common driveway and the two lots that are serviced by it so you
dondt even get near the |l evel from which an

situation to provide drainage situations and the reason it is that way is because

generally speaking mo st of the time devel opment t h.
doesnot cause a drainage problem and that
portion closed at 8:04 p.m.

Kahn, I 61 1 make a motion but I 6m a little
in terms of some form of infiltration system or whatever it is you have in mind. N

Edgari Wi t h respect to that | anguage, We()r‘j t
and this is a new area for engineers, i €0 s
probably beento some of the similar training that w
the things the Universityods | ooking at so i
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ités evolving I just want to make sure we
may not be the rightone. We d6d be | ooking at perhaps the
engineer working on the project to submit some suggestions that could be made

part of the approval, we could handle it administratively and that would be noted

on the plan and as Carl had indicated it would be factored into the development
restrictions on the property similar to the no-cut zone and that kind of thing for

purposes of achieving infiltration to the extent feasible. We do have a higher

water table, we know the ones that we looked at, the technique that Jeff Burd and

Randy Shuey were talking about on the other project was a very simply gravel

berm infiltration kind of system and that was because they had a high water table.
Sometimes you have issues of frost and things like that and it may not work

perfectly all the time but at least during the rainier season when the frost is gone,

you have the benefit certainly not 12 months, but you certainly have some

benefits so it basically would be looking at that information being submitted, we

coud handl e it administratively and | wo ul
probably the 3 sites furthest from the wetland where that would be most practical.
Those are also areas wher e, to the extent

the views that we talked about at the last hearing, those would be the ones that
would have view potential so there would maybe be an added benefit of trying to
encourage some infiltration on those prope
canopy as much as you might otherwise. Worsman i Lou, before you start, John
on Page 7 of our packets in the second section regarding drainage and storm

water management , youbve and thereods a <co
appropriate time to incorporate drainage easements over proposed lots and that
could be done in conjuncti ohlf you gohtothehe 1706

subdivision plan and look at Lots 1 and 2, do you see the common driveway that
is coming just South of that lot line in between Lots 1 and 2, where that common
driveway intersects Gilman Hill Road if you recall in the site visit, there is a cutout
from the Gilman Hill drainage from up above this that comes down and right about
where that driveway stake was we have a cutout onto the property. In other
words the drainage comes down Gilman Hill and then vents out onto the property

and as a practical matter, thereds going
driveway to go in at that |l ocation but the
going to have, unless somethingwer e t o change that |1 0m not

hold to that current location, that drainage would dump out onto Lot 2 and the
point there being is that drainage could be managed so as to run sort of parallel to
the road as opposed to being angled right either at a house or a septic system.
That comment was speaking to the fact we h
to change it, Mike needs to be back into that loop. If we plan to modify it on the
property which I 6m sure wetZ:nmawrleebltodwm/ea;on@hov

restriction on it so they canét | ust fi"@)l
i We would be willing to issue whatever drainage easements to the Town are 3
necessary in conjunction with thegethat deni n

situation that Johndés speaking of i'S goi ng
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talking to Mike and what he intends to do with the drainage there, we would be

more than willing to issue whatever drainage easement the Town would need and

it will probably be relocated so | would say any of the lots that are on Gilman Hill

Road that would be encumbered by a drainage easement would have as

language in the draft deeds. That would address it and the point there is to make

sure the development proceeds smoothly without after-the-fact lots are conveyed,

houses are going up and we have an outfall pointed at a foundation or that kind of

thing. To the extent we are looking at any motion language, we would

i ncorporate as part o fof ROWeanyassaciatpdtd@ainagee of t |
easements. Bayardi Il n a number of developments wher
wetland areas and this sort of ties in with the drainage easement, we have

required that there be no building in the wetland buffers. Johnson i The only

thing | can mention there is it came up in a hearing previously a couple of years

ago and there was a | egal opinion and | 6m
t he attorney for t he devel opment , he bas
somebodyihs 1t o appeal to the Zoning Board,
appeal but you can make clear in the minutes of the subdivision approval is that

the building envelopes represented on the
enough in size that it would be extremely unlikely for the Zoning Board to grant

any relief to be into the wetland buffers and | think as we have gone along and

tried to develop these subdivision plans, we have really stayed away from these

very, very restrictive buffer areas and at a previous presentation | actually put up a

plan that highlighted the buildable areas and they are pretty significant on these

|l ots so | think i1t goes without saying the
approval and we all know about it, it would be extremely unlikely the Zoning Board

woul d grant any relief. They donot have
woul dndét i n thiils woauded. sayBayarics now in the

with me. Kahn i | think in view of the concerns we have about drainage here that
it would be entirely appropriate for us to condition it that there will be no building in
the wetland buffers and | intend to so move.

Kahn moved, Finer seconded, | MOVE WITH RESPECT TO ROBERT ANDREW
AND PHYLLIS ELDRIDGE TRUST, FOR A PROPOSED MAJOR 5-LOT
SUBDIVISION, TAX MAP S02, LOT 1, THAT WE GRANT CONDITIONAL
APPROVAL FOR THE SUBDIVISION SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING:

(1) NHDES SUBDIVISION APPROVAL IS REQUIRED AND SHALL BE
REFERENCED ON THE FINAL PLANS.

(2) RECORDING INFORMATION SHALL BE ADDED TO FINAL PLANS. THE
PROPOSED DRIVE FOR LOT 1 IS WITHIN THE PSNH EASEMENT AREA.
PSNH SHALL CONFIRM THAT THERE ARE NO CONFLICTS BETWEEN THE
PROPOSAL AND THE EASEMENT.

(3) THE PLANNING BOARD REQUIRES THAT THE APPLICANT PROVIDE A
$10,000.00 PAYMENT FOR ROAD CONSTRUCTION AND IMPROVEMENT AS

Pagel4
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AN OFF-SITE IMPROVEMENT AND THE PAYMENT SHALL BE MADE PRIOR
TO RECORDING THE FINAL PLANS.

4 A 176 EASEMENT FOR ROAD | MPROVEMENTS DEPI
AND THE EASEMENT FORM SHALL BE SUBMITTED FOR STAFF REVIEW
AND ACCEPTED BY THE BOARD OF SELECTMEN TOGETHER WITH ANY
MORTGAGE RELEASE, IF APPLICABLE.

(5 THE ROAD IMPROVEMENTS THAT WE ARE REQUIRING SHALL
REQUIRE CONCURRENT APPROVAL FROM THE BOARD OF SELECTMEN AS
THE BOARD OF SELECTMEN HAS TO AUTHORIZE IMPROVEMENTS TO A
PUBLIC ROW.

(6) EXISTING DRAINAGE INFORMATION SHALL BE ADDED TO THE
PLANS DEPICTING AN EXISTING DISCHARGE FROM THE WESTERLY SIDE
OF GILMAN HILL ROAD ONTO ONE OF THE PROPOSED LOTS AND IF THAT
IS TO CONTINUE, THERE SHALL BE A DRAINAGE EASEMENT OVER THE
PROPOSED LOTS WHICH SHALL BE SUBMITTED FOR STAFF APPROVAL.

(7) THE NO-CUT ZONE SHALL BE AS INDICATED ON THE PLANS. THE
NOTE SHALL BE MODIFIED ON THE PLANS TO STATE THERE SHALL BE NO
VEGETATION OF ANY KIND CUT, REMOVED, DISTURBED OR OTHERWISE
ALTERED FROM EXISTING NATURAL STATE AS OF THE DATE OF THIS
APPROVAL OF THE PLAN BY THE MEREDITH PLANNING BOARD.

(8) THE ENGINEER SHALL SUBMIT SUGGESTIONS TO BE HANDLED
ADMINISTRATIVELY AS TO POSSIBLE FEASIBLE INFILTRATION DEVICES
AND THIS SHALL BE NOTED ON THE PLANS AND HANDLED
ADMINISTRATIVELY.

(10)I N VI EW OF THE BOARDOGS CONCERNS REGARDI N
SHALL BE NO BUILDING IN THE WETLAND BUFFERS AND THIS SHALL BE
NOTED ON THE PLAN.

(11) FINAL PLANS SHALL BE SIGNED OFF BY THE FIRE CHIEF.

(12) DRAFT EASEMENT LANGUAGE REGARDING THE COMMON DRIVEWAY
SHALL BE SUBMITTED FOR STAFF REVIEW INCLUDING PROVISIONS FOR
PRIVATE MAINTENANCE. FINAL PLANS SHALL REFLECT THE EASEMENT
REQUIREMENT.

(13) THE SURVEYOR SHALL PROVIDED WRITTEN EVIDENCE THAT ALL
PINS HAVE BEEN SET PRIOR TO RECORDING THE MYLAR.

Voted 6-1 in favor of the motion.

2. DEEP WATER MARINE MANAGEMENT, INC.: (Touhey and Worsman stepped
down) Continuation of a public hearing held on October 9, 2007, for a proposed
Site Plan Amendment to create a family recreation facility in an existing building
for boat slip customers, Tax Map U351 8A, located on Lovejoy Sands Road in the
Shoreline District. Application accepted October 9, 2007.

Pagel5
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Finer made a motion that this hearing be tabled to next summer when the Bear
Island and other seasonal residents are in the area. No second. Motion failed.
Discussion occurred as to length of time allowed for a continuance. In the end,
the applicant moved forward with the public hearing. Carl Johnson i We have 2
applications before the Board, Site Plan Review and Architectural Design Review.
| do want to read into the record the letter from the Chairman of the Meredith
Planning Board dated a year ago November and signed by Herb Vadney (see
attached). At the first hearing we had a presentation which described the existing
building and the proposal is to take that building and do some improvements to it
as to the architectural plans that you have in your packet with a small rec room on
one end with a walkway, some restrooms and showers a recreation room in the
middle with a patioto theright-hand si de as youdre standing
the lake. We also have the architectural plans that are part of the package which
shows the general nature of the building materials and so forth to convert this

existing building from its current state i
conjunction with doing that, | was asked to take a look at the parking situation
because one of the thingsthatdt s happening is that there a

underneath the existing overhead portion of the building that will now be lost as a

result of that becoming inside space so what | did was look at the existing parking

situation and came up with a reconfiguration of the parking which does not

increase the amount of area that the cars are utilizing now but because over the

years cars were parked in kind of a helter skelter situation, the more efficient way

of putting the cars on the same amount of area results in more spaces so my note
thatds on the plan that says no increase |
say is that the numbers ar e makingabeltdryse i ncr e e
of the existing area and using it more efficiently. That being said, based on your

site walk you know that this is a graveled area, natural ground area in many cases

and there are several trees which were located by a previous plan of an existing

tree survey of the property and paskin@soe succ
thereds no net | oss of any of those exi sti
the original hearing is part of the plan that was submitted to the State and
received approval from the State of New Hampshire, Department of
Environmental Services, did include some additional plantings in front of the
building of native species and the two species to be added are Red Osier
Dogwood and Low Bush Blueberry. Currently as you know, the showers are
located in this portion of the existing showroom and they are to be relocated into

the proposed recreation area. The main thrust of our presentation is that this is

an improvement to an existing situation. It does not result in any more slips, it
does not result in any more traffic, it does not result in any more or intense use of
what i1 s there, itdéds just taking an exis
the building and on the docks and putting it inside of a safe and secure upgraded
building. We did take several photographs, the Board did go on a site walk but |
have some photographs that were taken from the water which you might not have

had the benefit to see. As you go down through these photographs, you can see

I N
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that they are taken from the water and they are basically illustrating that from the
water i1itdés very difficult to see the exist]i
anticipated cutting of any trees for the construction of the new building that
situation would remain the same. You can see the docks and the larger storage
buildings to the left and you can see on the first page directly behind the central
dock area is where the building is located and you can see the roofline through
the trees. These pictures were taken during the recent months so the vegetation
during the summer is actually a little bit more intense than the vegetation existing
there right now. There were a lot of comments made by the abutters to the

property that had to deal with matters redg
usage of the Town docks and so forth and again webre c
essentially a partial site plan of only t

renovation of the building here, connecting it to the new septic system and the
relocation of the showers from one building to another building. John Edgar has
prepared a staff review that highlights some of the issues and it would probably be
best at this time if the Chairman would agree to let John go down through some of
hi s comment s and then webd r g optake dny t o t h
questions from the Board or the public. Edgar i As a result of the last meeting
back in October | believe it was a request from the audience and an agreement by
the Board to incorporate the abutter correspondence or the file for that matter
from the 2006 proceeding which you have before you and we have in the file the
correspondence that goes with that. You also have as part of the correspondence
file, the new 2007 correspondence that has come in and we were working on
some staff comments during the day and things that had come in via e-mail up to
a given point in the day were incorporated into the staff report. We do have a
couple late entries that we put in a separate packet that had come in after the staff
report was generated and the Board has all that information and all that
information is in the file. We know from prior experience that the lot coverage in
the project is very tight and in terms of the zoning allowance and we believe we
may have gotten the verification from Carl but | think the adjustment to the parking
if 1 understood this correctly would not increase any lot coverage so | think we
would just need at some point a verification between the building being made
smaller, you look at the site plan the end to the right is being shortened up and
being replaced with a patio, there is a nub coming off the building away from the

| ake for a front portico. ltés not on the
the end of the day thatodés alkatteophpiassct ed ¢
beginning on Page 30 and recal l your site inspection

essentially a wash from a coverage point o
up pavement or compacted gravel itds proba

ot her but knowing wedbdre as tight as we Mx
not having any kind of a net gain in Id_g.!)
room for error on that one. The applicant provided us with a full size copy of the 3
plan that was part of the Shoreland Waiver. The Shoreland Waiver is a State

permit that allows for the reconstruction c

re
Cc
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protection zone. We would want to see in final plans where the actual
connections are in terms of electric, sewer and water. | think we may have made

the plan change at the last meeting regarding the sewer but essentially we have a
construction approval issued for a septic system on the property which is

referenced on the site plan and that is a 2004 approval. The 2004 approval had

conditions and it spelled out 25 employees, 25 overnight boat slips and then the

public restrooms and then it had gallons per day allowances for each of those

uses. In 2005 those plans were amended to show the connection of that septic

system to Building #4 which is the proposed rec center building. We do not have

an operational approval on file and | donot
if David is here or you want me to take a stab at that based upon our
conversation. Johnson i Mr. Chairman, we have some comments on that but if

we could wai't unt il | at eirTheveen@re manyaissdes e s st
raised back in October and one of the issues that was raised was whether or not

there be a fire suppression requirement given how the building might be rated.
Generally speaking, we d oteriorit floog glan kindmt o t ho
issues but if there was a water supply requirement associated with the sprinkler

system, sometimes that may affect the site plan in terms of where a tank or

something like that would be located. | know the Chief was reviewing the building

plans, the uses and went out to the site to kind of get a better feel for that and

webdbre awaiting his ¢ omme pldssfication ofthe bulNdimge t her ¢
because of the public assembly type of use as to whether or not t her eds a
sprinkler requirement. ltés not a thresho
not the project could proceed but it would be something that to the extent the well

or water supply requirements were to be outside of the building, we would need to

be able to visualize those on the site plan. Back in October we had raised the flag

about the right-of-way going to Tall Pines Condominium. There are several
correspondence items and | had suggested at the time that we get a copy of that

deed if i1itbés available to determine whethe
conflicts or practical conflicts between
nothing else, simply cross-referencing the fact that there is a right-of-way to the

adjoining property that would be applicable to this property. As Carl has
indicated, the ©plan has been reorganized
something the Board would have to evaluate. Carl, on the parking, | think we

looked at about 6 spaces in the carport during the summer months, does anybody
doubl e park those spaces. I f the answer
yes, we need to accommodate more than 6 in terms of the reorganization plan.

Johnson 7 There are a couple of previously existing double parking situations.

They are not there as a result of what we

made a new parking space by making a double parking space. Edgar i | 6 m o0
speaking in terms of the carport of the building. Johnson i The answer is there is ‘161
no net | oss of spaces as a result of |0%l'_5lng

reorganized the parking to be more efficient within the same area. Edgar i So the
efficiency of what wedve gained to gain ba
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for 6 more spaces or do we look for 11? In other words in the summer time when
cars are parked under the carport, is there any double parking at that specific

location? In other words, itéds one thing to say therebd

have to find homes for? Johnson i The answer is no. Edgar i We had talked
about the issues of lighting at the last meeting in terms of trying to make sure we
dondot i nadv eglateeonuplit hghtirgrwhich tisea typical requirement of
our non-residential projects. We talked a little bit at the last meeting to make sure
that to the extent there are fuel supplies outside of the building for purposes of
heating or running any appliances, that would have to be added to the plan and
signed off by the Fire Chief relative to any applicable NFPA Codes. We talked
briefly | think at the | ast meeting

there would be some provisions inside the building, is that correct and the reason
why these kinds of things might seem like short-hair issues is because we have a

tightsteand we canodt i nadvert emdunpstersistaowapifpr op an

they werendt antici pat e dsurethatwd t§ o thimktlyat
through as best we can so at the end of the day we know what the physical
changes are on the ground so if there needs to be any clarification, that would be
helpful as it relates to any solid waste that might come off the docks. | know it
was touched on in the minutes, Il  j ust
relates to erosion control, essentially it is my understanding or my assumption
there would be some foundati on wor Kinki
at its cl osest poi nt I tds about 9 fe
specific erosion control information. The State Shoreland Waiver just simply says
that the applicant would follow BMPGS
thi nk given the proximity of the build
certainly the applicantdés to make sur
to the upland portion of the property. We received the 2006 letters, the abutters
concerns are bulleted on Page 25 of the comment packet and as of 9:00 a.m. this
morning we had received 18 additional letters in addition to the 2006 material.
There is a summary here of what the opposition is and we also did receive 2
letters of support articulating in their opinion the improvements were beneficial to
the community,etc, so | 6m not going to go thr
the items. Another minor issue, we have a door exiting the building out toward
the lake side and my assumption is that would intend to connect to the dock that
runs parallel to the shore and | raise the question as to whether or not if we are
securing that stair connection to the shoreline, it probably requires a Dredge & Fill
Per mit unl ess t hayrofedbirgy it that mauld obvidteearneed for a
per mit. ltds not a big deal and |

about

we wal

donod

nvol v

et of
t hat

i ng t
e we

ough

reconstruction of t he buil ding, my guess

making that connection.  Mr. Chairman, the concerns that were raised we
arbitrarily categorized those in terms of environmental concerns, neighborhood
concerns, access and parking and then the issues that were spoken to at length
at the | ast meeting about whet her s tha
boating activity go beyond what is associated with a marina and become a yacht

C
(
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club or some ot her use so thatés kind of
associated with use issues. In summary, | think its important for the Board to at

some pointcompl ete the hearing process after we
are on the table and all of that information will be taken under advisement as a

practical matter. There are a series of underpinning legal issues that have been

raised and will probably be raised again this evening and | think it would be
appropriate for the Board prior to taking any action on the application to seek input

from Town Counsel on the legal issues that have been raised. Kahn i This goes

back to the letter you wrote last year and that is what is the scope of our inquiry

here? This is a site plan of this particular building. Edgar 1 | think the letter

basically says and here again that was preliminary and a pre-application but the

thinking at the time as | recall it is that it would be a site plan review limited to this
portion of the site with related i mpacts.
the property and deal with something that has nothing to do with this building but

to the extent there are bonafide concer ns associ ated with this
site plan review is all about is to try to evaluate what those impacts might be.

Kahni So wedére entitled to |l ook at the use of
would have. Edgar i The use of the clubhouse, yes. In terms of the core issue

is webre going from a storage facility to
under st and it t he understanding was t ha

associated with that adjustment in the use of that accessory structure. Vadney -

That is correct and when that letter came out a year ago, the discussion leading

up to it was we wanted to make sur e, based
want to reopen the main wounds of expanding boat storage and parking lot in

general way out behind the boat storage and all those places and the commercial

sales and the things that went with that. The specific focus was this building.
Thereds one or two words in that |l etter th:
based on the information reviewed, it does not appear to the Planning Board the

proposed recreation center is a change of use from a zoning perspective and as

we understood | think as a Board, | know | did personally, but | think as a Board

what we thought was going on out there was stuff we thought was within the

zoning. Since then, both the site walk and the discussions we had at the last

meetings here, there were some comments that at least give me pause on

wondering whether there are some issues that could be called a zoning issue,

things like the RV Water Park comments and things of that nature. Those |

suspect would start to infringe on that statement about zoning perspective but

from that standpoint I donoét f a&éetimehfe | eas
what was going on had been explainedt o us, | didnodét suspect
that have now been alleged by some of the abutters so | think covers all my

aspects and beliefs and understandings of that letter as we wrote it a year ago. o
Tostart some specific comment s, we o6 1 | b%tu
site concerns is just to the west is the Mason Marine loading area for the marine
construction company and there are trucks, small tractors, graders and all kinds of
things that go out there. They pass within inches of this building. | would say if

@©
o
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we were starting with a clean sl ate, we 6 d
youor e movi ng heavy e qui p memtyou iwvant then d out
pl ayground. Tomcarris & vBant torsee in@dme way answered and

justified. The other one | mentioned a bi

allegations and some evidence that there is a substantial and growing amount of
overnight camping on boats there and in the strict interpretation of our ordinance
t hat probably isnét all owed so thatods kind
want to see answered. Bayard i | do recall the gist of the letter we wrote was a
concern that this not reopen the site to review and that we start discussing parking

over here and selling a boat, these boats
t his, how come wedbre doing that and are th
are they looking to do the valet machine, all these other things that kind of got

stirred around the | ast ti me. Wedbre tryi.
i mpacts as opposed to the entire site. T

one could question any number of little things or large things but that was not
what we wanted to make the focus of this particular review. Dever i How many

boat slips do you have? Littlefield i 9 4 . What youdbre doing w
and showers iitodés all coming from your S h
Littlefield 7 Correct. Dever i | assume you already have a place to put trash.

Littlefield T Absol ut el y. Ther e 0 sforavergstipscusgomert ed tr
we have. Quite frankly, theredéds a stamp s

throw into the dumpsters. Dever - One of the issues | mentioned before was

having the grill that is presently on the dock would go up to this building and come

off the dock. Littlefield i Correct. My understanding is that the Fire Chief and the

State would like to see that. Littlefield - Absolutely. Kahn i It seems to me that

the issue is, obviously a lot of people here would like to see you wiped off the face

of the earth but short of that I think yol
question is what can you propose to limit noise? How can you propose to limit

this facility so it doeisActoal noisematctmedagildyeor noi s e’
noise in this room? Kahn i Act ual noi se so that peopl e
carrying on through the night. How can you deal with that? Vadney i From this

recreation center he means. Littlefieldi Shut down the public par
where your noise is and launching in the middle of the night. In all honesty and

l etds face it, t hilding eldwve thexe, & commeecial dusiadss. b

For some reason a lot of people here feel that this business was built to service

only island residents. I donodt under st an
attention many times at many different meetings. Ther e s a busi ness do
that runs from 7:30 in the morning until approximately 5:30 in the afternoon. |

A

donot t hi nk t hose ar e unreasonabl e hour s.

1919. Most of these homes that were built around this facility were built in the —i
606s, 7008s, 8 0 6 d thinkSsltoa of shatting do@roa0corneercial Y
facility which 1 think these people would like to see happen for some reason, | 3
think itdéds a very, very clean andhapwanf essi ¢

3 —.

not wh at I asked. Wh at I asked was | o)
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from 8:00 in the morning until 5:30 in the evening is not our business. Our

business is this building. What assurance can you give us, what proposal can you

make to see to it that this building does not increase noise in the evening, | think

that seems to be the biggest problem. Littlefield i OK. Kahn i | want to hear

how you can put limits on this building so it does not increase noise and

commotion in the evening.

Littlefieldi 1 guess the basics of it is youbre tal
people that may be outside and giving them an opportunity to go in side. The

things that are happening down there right

by this building, if anything, it will decrease. Kahn i Can | hold a birthday party

there, can | bring a band? Littlefield T Absolutely not. Kahn i What do you mean

absolutely not? Littlefield T Ther e has not been a band the
this facility, | would absolutely not allow a band there. Kahni So youdre goi n:
have a rule, no bands? Littlefield i If you need a written rule, you can have a

written rule. Kahn i What about a keg, can | open a keg at this place and invite

in all the folks from the docks? Littlefield 7 This is a sitting, resting, enjoyable

area, it is not a party area, itds not bei
of couches and a gas fireplace, they can bring a keg to their boat, any home on

this waterfront edge can bring a keg to their home
understand. You have condo associations. Kahni Ther eds more space
building than there is on a stern of a boat. Littlefield i The space in this building

I'sS approxi mat e-B0Psql60of tx. )2006 T(h30r0eds a | ot mo
very small area, | dondét understand why thi
of proportion. Kahn i Do you have any limitations on what happens on the

docks? Littlefield i Only the respect of each other. Written limitations, no. Kahn

i You might think about having some. Littlefield i If we need to put in some

written regulations, we will. | talked to the Chief of Police today and asked for

the last 5 years i n complx@usemeslastbyeans ofat She
call s at Shep Bareo2® dispached calls Tohmey faeility wut out as

burglar alarms. | have a very sensitive burglar alarm system in there of which

none of them were an active burglary. There was one car alarm system that had

gone off in the parking lot that they were called down to and in the area and

probably some of these people that are complaining about fireworks, in the area

not at my facility, somebody on Lovejoy Lane had called on a neighbor setting off

firewor k s . ltés a very close niche of peopl
may be. A |l ot of very good customers ther
had happened before | was there and | 6ve
there maybe once a year, but a live band is not allowed at my facility at this point.

We donodt have open parties at our facility
than the condo association next door may have nor your Town parking lot quite N
frankly which is so much of thei ssue here, iI's a traffi ccé S S
restrictions on people coming in and out of your parking lot during the evening and 3

|l 6m going to tell y ou t h eattee lagteneeting shouhe c 0 mn

how do | know what goes on down there at night, | go home. | actually own a






