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                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         Town of Hebron

PO Box 188

Hebron, NH 03241

Phone: 603-744-2631

 hebronnh@metrocast.net
Hebron Planning Board 
APPROVED Minutes of Hearing 8/2/06
Members Present:   Chuck Beno (alternate), Dick Cowern (Selectmen’s rep), Tom Gumpp (alternate), Roger Larochelle (chair), Ellie Lonske (vice chair), Martha Twombly (alternate), and Sheila Oranch (secretary)

Others Present: Nancy Howard, Gerald Anderson, Marcia Anderson, Mark Hession, Patrick H. Wood (attorney), Barbara Delaney, Richard Delaney, Brian Vincent, Bill Nobles, Carmine Tomas (attorney) Jeff Hillier, Linda Hillier, Phil Twombly, Betsy Twombly, Roger LaFontaine, Corey Johnston, Katherine Keon, Anne Hill, Barbara Pape, Cynthia (Cindy) Matthes, Bill Thistle, Sue Thistle, Peter G. McGrath (attorney), Polly Alexander, Lee Alexander, Mark Coulson, Bob Martens, Sue Martens, Larry Kill, Jackie Tippett. 
Time Convened: 
7:00 PM
 Time Adjourned:
10:35 PM
Next Meetings:
8/21/06 workshop, 9/6/06 regular monthly hearing, 9/18/06 workshop 
Agenda Items:

1.  Approve minutes of  7/5/06
2. Administrative Matters

3. Continuance of Jaques ET AL subdivision and boundary adjustment applications 
4. Continuance of Ridgewater Commons Cluster subdivision application
5. Reconsideration of PEFF Corporation subdivision application for Whip-O-Will property Tax Map 5, Lot 5-2

6. Discuss road bonding for Hebron Country Estates
7. Any other matters that come before the Board
Roger Larochelle introduced the members of the Board and discussed hearing protocol. He reminded members of the public to sign in and when being recognized to state their names.
Minutes of 7/5/06 were reviewed and Curtis Mooney’s suggested corrections and comments were read by Ellie Lonske. Some technical terms were explained and typos corrected.
Chuck Beno moved/Martha Twombly seconded approval of the 7/5/06 minutes as amended. PASSED
Continuance of Jaques ET AL subdivision and boundary adjustment applications
Continuance to the next monthly hearing on 9/6/06 was requested by e-mail and granted.

Continuance of Ridgewater Commons Cluster subdivision application

Chuck Beno recused himself, as he is an abutter. Tom Gumpp stepped up as a voting member.
Richard and Barbara Delaney (developers), Corey Johnston (design engineer) and Pat Wood (attorney) were present to represent the project. Alan Barnard had sent notification that he would not be present due to a death in the family.

Roger Larochelle noted that on 7/6 and 7/18 additional information from Nobis Engineering had been submitted on behalf of the abutters. On 8/1/06 the Board received a letter from Paul Fluet, the engineer who has been engaged to review the drainage plan, and that material could not be discussed on such short notice. Roger Larochelle also noted that draft minutes of hearings are posted on the Town website www.hebronnh.org so they are available to the public. Martha Twombly asked if Roger Larochelle date stamps materials when they are received and he said he does. She asked if he notifies the Board members also, and he said that he has not but it should become a practice. Roger Larochelle said in the future the Board will require eight copies of all materials regarding cases. 
Bill Nobles said the drainage plan was incomplete so his team was unable to review it.

Roger Larochelle said the Board would circle back to that later.
Pat Wood said his team wanted to make a comparison of plans. They are waiting for a response from the Department of Transportation (DOT).

Roger Larochelle said the DOT had said the review could take 4-6 weeks to review the renewal of the driveway permit and the access from West Shore Road. 

Pat Wood displayed an illustration of the plan and explained the comparison chart and went down the points of difference. He explained how he had gotten the length of the road in the conventional plan, which is 4,150 feet without the loops. 

Ellie Lonske questioned whether point C qualifies as a cul-de-sac by any definition. If it is a curve, then the angle is extreme.

Roger Larochelle said the real question is about the length of the road, whatever you call that point. 

Ellie Lonske said the point is the distance from West Shore Road to the dwelling for safety and emergency services. 

Pat Wood said a dead end is a street without an exit. We have an exit—you can go left or right to get out. From there to point B is 2,150 feet.

Ellie Lonske said it is not a problem to point B. It is about the spirit and intent of the regulation. 

Richard Delaney said his impression is that the spirit and intention is to not have a dead end more than a half mile from another road. 

Roger Larochelle said the ordinance is unclear in that there is no definition as to what constitutes a dead end street. A road with one entrance is a dead end, no matter what shape loops it goes through.

Ellie Lonske said she will send a query to Plan Link about definitions of dead end streets. The fact that we don’t have a written definition of dead end doesn’t mean the Board has no authority. If you had a house on fire at point E, you would be way beyond the half mile limit.

Pat Wood said to keep in mind that this is not the proposed development. It simply shows that the land could support 21 lots, based on Hebron’s regulations and what has been approved in the past. 

Ellie Lonske said you still have to prove that you could build that imaginary development within the zoning regulations of the Town. That is the point of the exercise to justify the number of units.

Richard Delaney argued that it is not a dead end because you can get out several ways.

Ellie Lonske reiterated that because this is a hypothetical plan she could cut them some slack. She just doesn’t want anyone to think you could present a plan like that and have it accepted.

There was a series of back and forth comments for several minutes.

Pat Wood commented that Paul Fluet had made a principle point about whether standards would be different if the road were to be private or public. There should be no problem with it being private. 

Ellie Lonske said whether it is a public or private road, it has to comply with zoning ordinances.

Richard Delaney referenced several points in Paul Fluet’s report.

Roger Larochelle said the Board is not touching that report at this hearing because the materials had not been received in time for the Board members to review them.

Pat Wood said they need an understanding that the letter from Nobis Engineering is from a firm hired by the abutters group. The Delaneys had hired WAE Design and have now engaged North Point Engineering. They will be responding to Paul Fluet’s reports point-by-point but are not intending to respond to abutters’ engineers’ reports. 

Ellie Lonske said she understands why the applicants should not pay Paul Fluet, the Board’s appointed engineer, to review abutters’ engineers’ reports. If the abutters want a second opinion, they should pay for it.

Richard Delaney said the Board needs to understand that they cannot respond to Paul Fluet’s report by the 9/6/06 hearing unless the Board decides now whether the standards are equal for a public or private road. 

Pat Wood said they have engaged an environmental expert, Peter Cooperdock. Does the Board have an environmental expert with whom he should communicate to assure they are doing the right things?

Roger Larochelle said the Board will offer three experts from whom the applicant can select to review the EIS (environmental impact study).

Pat Wood suggested that Peter Cooperdock and whoever is chosen should review the concerns of the Board as to what is a reasonable report scope to respond to the Board’s requirement.

Richard Delaney said the issue is that they have presented to Peter Cooperdock the outline suggested in the Planning Board’s minutes and he says it is overkill. He will outline what is normally done. They will not schedule the environmental impact study until that review is done. 

Roger Larochelle said the Board set a framework of what it is looking for, as outlined in the minutes. Having a conversation is fine, but they are not going to turn it over to the engineers to decide.

Richard Delaney said that point is this environmental impact study is overkill. There have been many developments in town with more impact. Impact does not necessarily depend on slopes.
Roger Larochelle said the Board has outlined what it wants to see in the environmental review.

Richard Delaney asked what difference it makes if there are five-legged frogs on slopes rather than level areas.

Ellie Lonske said she would like to offer a middle ground—you have your expert present what he feels the review should include. The Board will convey that to the Town’s consultant to review whether anything should be added.

Roger Larochelle said give us a proposal for what your expert believes is reasonable and we can review it with our expert to determine whether it satisfies the Board’s needs.

Richard Delaney asked Roger to please reiterate why an environmental impact study is desired.

Roger Larochelle said the potential impact of this development is significant. We need a baseline of the current condition and assurance that development will not have an adverse effect. The drainage analysis does not address anything about the current condition of the land. Macro-invertebrates are a barometer of the health of the environment.

Richard Delaney said he can see two sides of the impact from engineering—wetlands and the lake.

Ellie Lonske said anything the expert does not think is relevant, he should state why.

Pat Wood said the Delaneys need to know before more time and money is invested in research or engineering if the Board feels that a plan with 19 clustered lots is possible. Should the road be designed to private or public standards? 

Roger Larochelle said they are not at that point in the discussion yet. He asked for public comments.

Katherine Keon said she was confused about which maps are what.

Roger Larochelle explained that first the developer has to prove how many units the land can support hypothetically in a conventional development.

Katherine Keon asked how long the proposed road would be.

Ellie Lonske said the regulations say you can’t have more units in a cluster than you could have in a conventional development. It is an exercise, not a proposal.

Bill Nobles introduced himself as an interested neighbor. He said he is willing to pay the Planning Board’s engineer to review the abutters groups’ engineers’ comments. They hired Brian Vincent to have another pair of eyes on a complicated plan—and he saw something that had been overlooked entirely. The curve coming in off West Shore Road is about 35’ in diameter and isn’t even close to Town standards for a road curve radius (reference SD-6.7). Cars may make it if they go very slowly but school buses, delivery trucks, vans, ambulances, fire trucks, etc. won’t make it. West Shore Road traffic speeds regularly hit 40 mph through that stretch and traffic turning off West Shore Road will be tempted to swing wide across the median line to make the turn. It would be a dangerous situation.
Lee Alexander discussed the concept of proving the land could support the proposed number of units.
Ellie Lonske said the Planning Board decides the size of the lots independent of how many acres may be up slope behind a development. 

Roger Larochelle addressed the question and said if there were another 200 acres, perhaps they could have 40 units.

Ellie Lonske asked Lee to clarify his question.

Lee Alexander said the town is just beginning to consider cluster developments and we need to establish procedures and standards.

Chuck Beno said we are discussing this with the underlying assumption that there are two acres of usable land on each of the lots illustrated in the conventional plan. Can this land actually support 21 dwellings, meeting all zoning regulations and road standards? He is not sure it has been proven that the lots would all prove out. He is asking the Board to take the time to do a proper evaluation.

Roger Larochelle said the applicants have provided a chart with amounts of usable land for each hypothetical lot. 

Ellie Lonske said she understands that Paul Fluet was going to review the engineering on the hypothetical plan and that the 5% of recreation land needs to be shown. 

Richard Delaney said that Leslie Boulton, the original engineer, had addressed the three concerns and sent her responses to the Board two weeks ago.

Ellie Lonske said she had not seen that yet. She said it is not that she is distrustful, just that she wants to have all the information they need.
Carmine Tomas spoke on behalf of the abutters group and said he needed to convey a little confusion. They had asked for materials in advance so they would have time to digest it before the next hearing. Now they are seeing new materials for the first time. He said they are asking the Planning Board not to make any decisions about the hypothetical conventional subdivision plan as they were not able to see the graphics in advance. Perhaps they could get materials directly from the applicant team to keep things timely. An approved DOT driveway permit is missing and they should not consider the application complete. There are serious safety concerns and the need to study the materials. He requested copies of the new materials to take away and study.

Pat Wood said they won’t have their engineer respond point by point to the abutters’ engineers’ concerns but if the Board feels they are valid concerns they should be addressed. 

Roger Larochelle said the only new material was Leslie Boulton responding to the Planning Board request for a map showing steep slopes.

Carmine Tomas said it would help to be clear about the process. Who do they need to talk to in order to assure the latest and greatest information?

Roger Larochelle said to contact him. He opens and dates the mail. 

Ellie Lonske said they may not have seen all the plans yet, but wouldn’t have the expertise to read them. That is why the Board requires an engineering review.

Richard Delaney said there is a difference between a review and a redo. To check all the calculations would essentially be doing them again.

Roger Larochelle said Paul Fluet needs specific instructions as to what to review.

Phil Twombly said as plans progress and in the future, because we don’t yet have cluster regulations, we have to do a lot of learning and establish procedures. Many communities have infrastructure such as sewers and town water, so clustering reduces service needs. In our case, when a plan comes in, instead of the Planning Board deciding lot areas each time we should have a minimum. 
Richard Delaney said the DES will be reviewing septic requirements.

Chuck Beno asked the Board to consider current road regulations against hypothetical plan roads.

Ann Hill said she had two points. 1) she thought Ellie Lonske was concerned about lot sizes on the comparison chart and wondered if that had been addressed; 2) much as she loves coming up to Hebron, she just heard that the DOT review of the driveway permit could take 4-6 weeks so there could be another hearing with nothing getting done. Will the case be continued to next month only to be continued again?

Roger Larochelle said it is frustrating to come back only to see a case continued but it may happen. There is no choice when more materials are needed, but some good work can be done meanwhile. 

Bill Nobles asked about Paul Fluet’s evaluation and if it will all be based on Alan Barnard’s survey.

Richard Delaney said the steep slopes survey was all done on the ground with scopes and the level areas were done by topo.

Roger Larochelle said the requirement is 2’ increments for the site plan and 5’ for subdivisions. There are two issues the Planning Board must weigh in on. As for private and public road standards, the Board is not ready to address that. The assumption on a subdivision is that it is built to Town Road standards regardless of ownership.

Martha Twombly said she would agree with that, especially where land will be developed over time. Customers will assume it is a Town Road unless there are very explicit covenants with the Deed.

Roger Larochelle said as for the number of units the Board would consider, Paul Fluet has not been asked to give an opinion about how many units the land would support.

Ellie Lonske said that she would want the Town’s engineer to validate the numbers.

Roger Larochelle said the Planning Board will request that Paul Fluet review the standard subdivision layout road design and number of units.

Pat Wood asked if Hebron Country Estates Phase III road plan could be sent also to show a precedent of a prior approved plan’s road. You have a regulation but no definition of a dead-end street. Asking Paul Fluet to review a road plan without reference to what has already been built is not fair.

Roger Larochelle said he will copy Pat Wood and Carmine Tomas on his letter to Paul Fluet. He asked if there were any further Board comments.

Ellie Lonske said she is not sure of the timing of Paul Fluet’s review of the abutters’ engineer’s review.

Roger Larochelle said before estimating any kind of continuance they would have to consider DOT timing for their review. He asked if Katherine Keon had e-mail so they could let her know.
Corey Johnston asked if since this is a renewal and the DOT approved it before, isn’t that grounds to go forward?

Richard Delaney said they don’t want to travel 400 miles for no reason either. But regardless of the DOT response, there is no reason to not move forward with other serious issues. 

Carmine Tomas said he wanted to reflect for the record that characterization of DOT approval as renewal is not accurate. The plan is completely new and they cannot assume approval. 

Roger Larochelle said they want the DOT approval and there are many aspects to the proposal. Prior to the next hearing they will know if they will be substantively addressing these issues. 
Richard Delaney said what they had submitted was a renewal application.

Pat Wood said he will send the Board a copy of what was sent to the State.

Roger Larochelle said they want all materials 14 days before hearings and want 10 copies of all inputs. The best form of knowing if they are going to be addressing issues is to contact the Board secretary, Sheila Oranch by e-mail or call 744-5036. He confirmed that all parties have the contact information. He then granted a continuance to the next regular monthly hearing on September 6th.
9:00 PM five minute break

PEFF Corporation subdivision application for Whip-O-Will property Tax Map 5, Lot 5-2
Bill Thistle, Sue Thistle and Peter G. McGrath (attorney) were present to represent the application. The Board was reminded that Alan Barnard had sent a note that he could not attend. Peter McGrath reviewed the contents of the application: it is a 19-acre parcel of land which they believe can support more than five lots in a conventional subdivision. It has no significant wetlands but some slope issues. They propose to take out a 15-unit motel and put in five single-family homes. This will reduce the load on the land and install modern septic systems, replacing 40-year-old systems. The only issue is that some places have 13.9% road grades. They will be asking the Planning Board to accept the application and then want to show the actual cluster plan proposal, which is even more environmentally friendly.

Roger Larochelle asked Chuck Beno to step back up to voting member and Tom Gumpp to return to alternate status. He said the application that has been submitted has to be ruled complete in order to decide if it can be accepted. Last month the Planning Board felt there was insufficient information to accept it. Now there is more information, plans both large and small to review but they are not yet discussing the merits of the plan. They went through the materials received and requirements for completeness: application and check, abutters were notified in July, notice was posted in three public places, a letter explaining the intention of uses, a letter from Northpoint Engineering discussing a waiver proposal for road grades.  Roger clarified that in the hypothetical conventional subdivision plan they would be requesting a road grade waiver. 
Ellie Lonske questioned the concept that if you are supposed to show a conventional plan that meets all Town regulations, of what relevance are waivers?

Peter McGrath said with 19 acres they could show many more lots with much more development work but they don’t want to actually do that. 

Ellie Lonske said the point is to show that they could build a conventional subdivision development that meets all the regulations.

Peter McGrath said we assume that if we were actually going to build a conventional subdivision we could get a waiver. 

Roger Larochelle said you two are getting into the merits of the plans but the question now is whether the application is complete.

Ellie Lonske said the rules say you have to bring in a subdivision design that meets all the requirements. You can’t prima facie say it will need waivers. That is my opinion.
Roger Larochelle asked if there was any input from the public.

Lee Alexander said he can see the drawing, but where is Route 3A in relation to that?

Peter McGrath showed where that is on the plan.

Ellie Lonske asked if they need at DOT approval.

Roger Larochelle said the Planning Board has not asked for DOT approvals to be submitted with applications. That is putting the cart before the horse. Do we need anything else?
Peter McGrath said the law says the Board only needs enough information to determine if it is a valid application. 

Corey Johnston said the Paul Sughrue plan didn’t have a DOT approval before acceptance.

Larry Kill said in his experience that was not required to consider an application complete.

Nancy Howard asked how abutters get notified.

Roger Larochelle said they are only notified of the first hearing and then have to follow the case.

Jerry Anderson introduced himself as an abutter. He said when he came for the informational presentation the Planning Board indicated it would be in touch with the Bridgewater Planning Board. Please keep in mind that there are serious water flow issues across town lines.

Roger Larochelle asked the will of the Board.
Ellie Lonske asked whether waivers are part of the merits of the plan. Roger said yes.

Martha Twombly asked at what point natural features get described. Roger said in the merits. 

Dick Cowern moved/Ellie Lonske seconded accepting the PEFF Corporation subdivision application for the Whip-O-Will property at Tax Map 5, Lot 5-2 as complete. PASSED
Roger Larochelle said now we can take further information about the plan. 
Peter McGrath passed the presentation along to Corey Johnston for engineering details. Corey said overall it is 19 acres and they are reducing the number of units, reducing the impact, traffic and safety issues. Statistics say with a single family home it significantly reduces usage. DOT regulations say it is less traffic. Engineering could tweak the plan more to reduce the road grades. 

Ellie Lonske asked how many lots you could have in a conventional subdivision with roads meeting all the zoning regulations.

Peter McGrath said they don’t know. The client never wanted that. 

Ellie Lonske asked them to show where the slope problems would be.

Corey Johnston said you have 19 acres, if you try to maximize development this might get six lots instead of five. If you had to re-engineer for slopes it would just mean more construction and more land disturbed, greater road cuts, more expense and separated garages up hill from the dwellings.

Ellie Lonske said if you could do that, that’s what you should bring to us, even though we know you don’t want to build that.

Corey Johnston said ASHTO guidelines for mountainous terrains say 15% for fewer than 400 cars a day is acceptable. If you want us to show 10% grades on all roads we can do that.

Ellie Lonske said then do it. All we need to see is that you could do it. The rules are very clear.
Peter McGrath said we can tweak that piece and come back next time.

Ellie Lonske said that is not just for this development but what we want to see for all proposals.

Peter McGrath said he wanted to change the page to the cluster development plan just to show it. They have talked to abutters, the condominium association president and some owners across the road. They are happy with the idea of sharing the beach with five families instead of an unknown number.
Chuck Beno asked about grades on the proposed road.

Corey Johnston said it is 10% down to 5% on a 480 foot road.

Chuck Beno asked what they plan to do with run-off from the development.

Corey Johnston said there is an area for a retention basin near the road and when the motel comes out they can improve on the current situation.

Peter McGrath said what it looks like is you go in and dip a little then go up and it flattens at the top.

Ellie Lonske asked about the average lot size if reduced from 2.0 acres of usable land. The Board will probably cut them some slack because the units are clustered but not totally ignore lot sizes. The limited common area must show setbacks, driveways, building envelopes, etc.
Sue Thistle asked the Planning Board to talk about what they are looking for.

Ellie Lonske said we have to see what the land is like.
Sue Thistle said they don’t want to come back and hear that what they propose won’t be acceptable.

Ellie Lonske said we don’t have a minimum yet. We need to see a proposal and react to it.

Peter McGrath said what’s often missed in discussion is that cluster development is a movement in the right direction. It is reducing impact on the land and the lake. Lot sizes (limited common area) will be small because we are clustering to preserve open land.

Roger Larochelle said because it will be a condominium development, we need conceptually what this cluster lot will be like.

Chuck Beno said you must have enough land for septic systems and wells.

Roger Larochelle said what they are saying is that it will be the size of the buildings and that is the size of the lots.

Ellie Lonske said we need to see the functional equivalents of lots. I understand the merits of cluster. 

Peter McGrath said these are very small limited common areas for each unit because they are clustered. We want to know if we come in with half an acre each, will that be acceptable.
Roger Larochelle asked if there were any public comments.

Jerry Anderson said that Peter McGrath said there are 15 units in the motel. He is only aware of 10. There are 10 renting units in the motel and he is not aware of any cottages. He hears there are 4.5 acres of unusable land. The former owner thought there was more than that but a lot of it is ledge and not usable. The whole issue of drainage is of concern. The speaker at the NLRA meeting on the watershed last evening gave a lot of information on runoff between developed and undeveloped land. There is a lot more to it than meets the eye. He also heard the condominium form of ownership phrase and is now confused. Kindly define. 
Roger Larochelle said usable land is discounting steep slopes and wetlands. Ledge is not relevant. About the run-off question, it is the custom of the Board to do a site walk and we will try to go after a rainy day. The form of application is for a cluster subdivision. The form of ownership is not relevant.
Ellie Lonske read from the letter of Tim Bates, the Town’s attorney, explaining how to think about limited common area in relation to lot size.

Cindy Matthes introduced herself as an abutter and asked about flow studies as they cross town lines and how that would work.
Roger Larochelle said Bridgewater is treated as an abutter. Regardless of town, you have to show there will be no net gain of water running off and no negative change in the quality of the water.

Peter McGrath briefly responded to public comments. He said he was born and raised in this area. The Whip-o-Will was 12 units and now one is the office. There were three cottages up back that are no longer lived in. They are going to improve on 40-year-old septic systems, will improve storm drainage. There is surely more run-off from an 11-unit motel than there will be from five homes with all the fancy modern engineering. The Thistles have lived here all their lives and do not intend harm. 

Roger Larochelle brought the discussion back to the Board.

Chuck Beno said he may have missed something but if he may suggest a question, the plans are starting with an approximate 600’ elevation and going to 900’. That is a 300’ difference in elevation and there appears to be no way to achieve 10% road grade for the conventional plan. He doesn’t want to see the applicants struggle if they cannot prove the conventional plan could meet all the zoning regulations for five units.

Corey Johnston said it would require substantial cuts, retaining walls, steps up to a garage or house.

Chuck Beno said he is not sure you can. If you can, more power to you.

Roger Larochelle said step one is proving how many lots this property can support based on our regulations. To grant a waiver for a hypothetical plan is to make a mockery of our regulations. You need to prove how many lots could be supported. We don’t know how much more straight forward it could be. All the benefits you cited for cluster development are why this Board enabled innovative land use. 
Martha Twombly said on both plans roadways are very close to boundaries. Is that normal?

Roger Larochelle said our building setbacks do not apply to roads, so roads could go right to boundaries. 

Chuck Beno said in that case with road standards for shoulders, banks and erosion control, you could impinge on abutters. 

Roger Larochelle said that’s why plans have to show specifics. You cannot use driveway standards for more than one house.

Roger Larochelle called for a motion to continue to 9/6/06.

Peter McGrath said they would accept a continuance to 9/6/06.

Martha Twombly moved/Ellie Lonske seconded continuance of the PEFF Corporation subdivision application for the Whip-O-Will property at Tax Map 5, Lot 5-2 to 9/6/06. PASSED
9:50 PM

Discuss road bonding for Hebron Country Estates

Larry Kill submitted copies of the State permits for the file. He asked if Bob Kline has been approved as the inspection engineer. Roger Larochelle clarified that Larry Kill is asking to confirm that the bond for Phases I and II have been released by the Selectmen. Dick Cowern said they have. The form of surety is through Andrews Construction to the Town for 110% of estimates for approximately 2 years.
Dick Cowern discussed how prices have escalated since last year and asked if they are still working in phases.

Larry Kill said yes, we go up to lot 5 and create the hammer head, can then occupy homes as it will be a legal road, then continue out and complete the next loop, again occupy homes and continue the next phase. 

Chuck Beno asked if 110% is the entire road or a phase.

Larry Kill said it is entire.

Roger Larochelle said over time it may change to there should be a time limit.

Larry Kill said after a year he will ask to release the completed portion. They are paying 4% on the bond and want to reduce that as quickly as possible. 

Chuck Beno asked if the Board hadn’t just required two bids from a prior developer.

Roger Larochelle said in this case the construction company, Andrews, is putting up the bond so they are guaranteeing the price.

Larry Kill said Andrews is top notch and you won’t get better.

Roger Larochelle said we are not privy to the construction estimate yet but can require 110% for a year.

Chuck Beno moved/Dick Cowern seconded setting surety for road bonding of Hebron Country Estates Phase III at 110% of the Andrews Construction bid subject to written confirmation of the price for one year. PASSED
 Roger Larochelle said the process is that the Planning Board needs a copy of the estimate, on letterhead. The rest is up to the Selectmen to approve the start of work. He asked if there were any thoughts about the review engineer.
Chuck Beno asked for and received confirmation that Robert Kline is still the Town’s engineer. 
Roger Larochelle confirmed that Robert Kline is approved as the review engineer.

Administrative Matters

Roger Larochelle said he had signed the Six Chimneys and A Dream plan. 

Roger Larochelle spoke with Mary Langer and she will be coming to the 9/18/06 workshop. 

A letter to Mike Ethier has been drafted with Martha Twombly’s input, and Roger now has to go over the details and process with the Selectmen. It is a high priority to establish an excavation permit process. There are questions between the Selectmen and the Planning Board and among the Selectmen about responsibility and authority. They need to go through the process to eliminate any ambiguity. 

With no further business and hearing no objections, the chairman adjourned at 10:35 PM.
SUMMARY OF MOTIONS:
Chuck Beno moved/Martha Twombly seconded approval of the 7/5/06 minutes as amended. PASSED
Dick Cowern moved/Ellie Lonske seconded accepting the PEFF Corporation subdivision application for the Whip-O-Will property at Tax Map 5, Lot 5-2 as complete. PASSED
Martha Twombly moved/Ellie Lonske seconded continuance of the PEFF Corporation subdivision application for the Whip-O-Will property at Tax Map 5, Lot 5-2 to 9/6/06. PASSED

Chuck Beno moved/Dick Cowern seconded setting surety for road bonding of Hebron Country Estates Phase III at 110% of the Andrews Construction bid subject to written confirmation of the price for one year. PASSED
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