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Background and Qualifications: Wendy Hersom

Q. Please state your name.

A My name is Wendy Hersom.

Q. Please describe your official capacity in the Town of Whitefield?
A | am the Chair of the Board of Selectmen.

Background and Qualifications: Frank Lombardi

Q. Please state your name.

A My name is Frank Lombardi.

Q. Please describe your official capacity in the Town of Whitefield?
A | am the Chair of the Planning Board.

Purpose of Testimony

Q. What is the purpose of this prefiled direct testimony?

A. Our testimony is being presented on behalf of the Town of Whitefield, and
specifically its Board of Selectmen and Planning Board. Our testimony is for the purpose of
explaining that the Northern Pass Project would unduly interfere with the orderly development of
the region because it would not be consistent with Whitefield’s land use goals and policies,
would adversely affect the local economy, community services and infrastructure of Whitefield,
and would adversely affect tax revenues and property values.

It is anticipated that further testimony on additional issues such as natural resources, historic
sites, aesthetics and the public interest will be provided by the current deadline of December 30,

2016.
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Concerns of the Town of Whitefield

Q. Has the Town submitted any previous information and concerns regarding
impacts of the Project the Town to the State of New Hampshire?

A. Yes. The Whitefield Planning Board submitted a letter to Martin Honigberg,
Chairman of the NH Site Evaluation Committee on September 8, 2015. See Appendix A to our
testimony. The letter explains that the proposed overhead transmission line would have a severe
adverse visual effect on the town and the area, and that the Project is not consistent with the
Town’s Master Plan. The letter asks that the entire Project be buried.

Q. Has the Town submitted any previous information and concerns regarding
impacts of the Project the Town to the Federal government?

A Yes. The Whitefield Board of Selectmen submitted a letter to Brian Mills, Senior
Planning Advisor of the Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability (OE-20), US
Department of Energy, on October 9, 2013. See Appendix B to our testimony. The letter
explains that, while the Selectmen are concerned that the long term reliability and security of the
energy infrastructure in the area be maintained, they are also concerned about maintaining the
area’s tourism economy. With the loss of the paper mills and furniture manufacturing in western
Coos County, the area is more dependent than ever on its natural scenic beauty to maintain
tourism. The letter asks that the entire Project be buried and details particular areas of concern.
The letter also raises concerns about the property taxes to be paid by the Applicants in light of

PSNH’s (now Eversource’s) history of continually challenging municipal utility assessments.
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Q. Would the Northern Pass Project be consistent with Whitefield’s planning
regulations?

A. No. Northern Pass Transmission proposes to build a private commercial
development in the Town of Whitefield which would measure 10.4 miles long, approximately
150 feet wide, and up to 120 feet tall. In reviewing the Northern Pass Transmission Line as
proposed by the Applicants, entirely above ground through the Town of Whitefield, the
Whitefield Planning Board finds this power line project to be inconsistent with the Absolute
Criteria set forth in the Town’s Comprehensive Development Guide (which functions as the
Town’s zoning ordinance, adopted in accordance with RSA Chapter 675). See Appendix C to
our testimony. These Absolute Criteria lay out the standards by which the Planning Board
decides whether or not a project is appropriate for our Town. If a given project does not meet the
expectation of even ONE standard on this list, the development is not approved. As proposed,
the Northern Pass Project fails to meet a long list of the standards in our Absolute Criteria.
Therefore, if this project were brought before the Whitefield Planning Board, the Board would
likely deny it due to the following criteria conflicts:

A. Municipal Master Plan — Northern Pass does not fit within the Whitefield
Master Plan and its vision for the future of our town.
B. Conflicts — Northern Pass has conflicts with surrounding land uses in the

town. These conflicts have not been effectively mitigated in Northern Pass

Transmission’s proposal.
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C. Scenic Roads — The Planning Board has concerns regarding views from
scenic roads that would be negatively impacted. Northern Pass Transmission has
not analyzed which scenic roads in our town would be affected by this project and
how these effects would be mitigated.
D. Utilities — the Planning Board has concerns regarding the negative effects
that the construction phase and the ongoing existence of this project would have
on water supply, drainage, fire protection, electricity, and streets/pedestrians.
Northern Pass Transmission has not provided information to us regarding these
issues.
E. Emergency Access — The Planning Board has not been presented with
adequate information regarding how the accessibility of emergency services
would be managed during the construction phase of this Project.
F. On-site Water — Tower footings would be built in wetland areas, affecting
drainage in surrounding areas and on private properties. The Planning Board is
concerned about additional impervious surfaces.
G. Geological — There are concerns regarding steep incline areas in the Town,
deed restrictions of residents, and poor soil. The Planning Board would ask to see
soil studies for the placement of these large footings.

H. Topography — With towers up to 120 feet tall, no vegetation would be able

to mitigate the height of this Project.
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l. Flora and Fauna — The Planning Board would request that Northern Pass
Transmission present an official letter from NH Fish and Game stating that no
flora or fauna are in jeopardy along the route through our Town.
J. Historic Preservation — The Project is proposed to be built just north of our
historic village and Town Common. The Project would mar the view of the
historic Mountain View Grand Resort from many viewpoints in our Town while
damaging the scenic view from the historic hotel itself.
K. Fragile Areas — The Project would be located close to many delicate areas
in Whitefield, including multiple lakes, animal habitats, Forest Lake State Park,
Pondicherry Wildlife Refuge, and other ecologically and recreationally sensitive
areas.
L. Air Quality — The Planning Board has great concern regarding the air
quality during the construction phase of the Project. The Planning Board would
question the methods of blasting, erecting towers, construction vehicles and
helicopters, and generation of dust, dirt, fumes, gases and other hazards, and the
dangers these might present to residential properties, animal habitats, vegetation,
and soils in close proximity.
M. Water — with large footings being built, many streams and wetlands would
be impacted. This would cause runoff and diversion of water.

N. Noise — there is great concern regarding noise during the construction

phase of the Project. Blasting, helicopter use, and construction traffic would all
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be taken into consideration under our ordinance. The Applicants would be
required to prove that these noises would be within the national standards, and
that they would adhere to strict hours of work according to the Town ordinances.
There are also concerns regarding helicopter use and construction vehicles in the
maintenance of the lines for the duration of the Project’s existence.
0. Glare and Heat — Large metal towers would have glare from the sun in
locations where it crosses multiple roads in town. The Planning Board would also
question how ice and snow would affect these cables and towers, and the glare
caused by these weather conditions. In addition, the Planning Board would
request studies regarding the heating up of high tension lines.
P. Lighting — what kind of lighting, if any, is used along the power lines and
at the substation? With the substation close to Route 3, could such lighting be a
hazard to drivers and cause light pollution to neighboring homes?
Q. Natural Compatibility — The design and arrangement, and sheer size, of
the Project would not be in favorable relationship to the existing natural
topography, natural water bodies and courses, existing desirable trees, exposure to
sunlight and wind, or views.
R. Setbacks — the elements of the Project are located and designed so that

they are in violation of the Town’s 25-foot setback as measured from the property

lines of adjacent properties.
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S. Traffic — the Planning Board would ask to see plans for how traffic would
be safely and conveniently dealt with during the construction phase of the Project,
both on- and off-site. This would include construction traffic as well as
residential and business traffic.
T. Entrance/Exit — The Planning Board would request plans for entrance and
exit points of access and how the Applicants would minimize traffic congestion
during the construction phase and the duration of the Project’s existence. With a
maximum of two accesses allowed for an applicant under the Guide, could the
Project be safely constructed under that constraint?
U. Bufferyards — Would the Applicant be providing a fall zone buffer area, a
visual and sound buffer, and a fire barrier? As property lines currently exist close
to where the towers would be constructed, the buffer is not sufficient.
V. Building Height — the Project is in extreme violation of this standard.
Building height restrictions are a maximum of 35 feet in Whitefield and 25 feet
along Mirror Lake. Due to the size and stature of this Project alone, it likely
would be denied by the Planning Board if it were to come before it.

Is the Northern Pass Project consistent with the Whitefield Master Plan?

No. The Whitefield Planning Board uses the Master Plan as a guide for

development. The Master Plan was designed by the residents of Whitefield as a vision for how

they would like to see Whitefield grow and develop in the coming years. See Appendix D to our
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The Applicants propose to build 10.4 miles of overhead power lines through Whitefield, and the

manner in which they plan to do so does not fit with the Master Plan. As proposed, this Project

is inconsistent with the Whitefield Master Plan in the following respects:

A.

Economic Base — Whitefield is a town that is economically delicate, and the
construction of this Project would put undue strain on the Town’s economic
development and on the retention of current economic flow. The Project would
negatively affect the attractiveness of the Town to new businesses and would
causes existing businesses to struggle, and ultimately perhaps to leave Whitefield.
Population — the population of Whitefield is aging. The Town hopes to attract a
younger generation of families and young people to the Town. This Project
would negatively affect the attractiveness of the Town to new residents and would
potentially cause current residents to leave the Town.

Tax Base — Tax rates in Whitefield have been unstable in recent years, and the
Project would have a negative effect on the tax rate in two ways. First, PSNH
(now Eversource) has a long history of seeking tax abatements, and there is great
concern that this would be the case once the Northern Pass Project is constructed.
Second, there would most likely be a number of residents seeking abatements for
their property tax assessments due to the negative impact of the Project on their
property values. This would bring the Town’s tax revenue down.

Natural Resources — There are many water resources located near the proposed

power line route. These areas provide habitat for crucial wildlife and vegetation.
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To prevent cumulative negative impacts of development of surface water quality
and habitat, it is necessary to keep land disturbance to a minimum, disturbing only
if absolutely necessary, and minimizing impact. As the Northern Pass Project is
an elective project rather than one necessary to maintain reliability, it would be an
unnecessary detriment to these areas according to the Master Plan.
Scenic Resources — Whitefield has a variety of scenic resources, including both
natural and historic areas and important views along main roads such as Routes 3,
116 and 142. The Project would cross directly overhead above all three of these
roadways, each point in close proximity to our historic village. In addition, the
Project would scar every one of our most scenic vistas in Whitefield. These
scenic views and gateways are of great significance to residents and visitors to our
Town and community. The Project is proposed to run entirely overhead through
Whitefield, and in the locations that the Applicants have chosen, the Project
would be a great detriment to important scenic roadways and views in Whitefield.
Cultural and Historic Resources — Whitefield possesses a “village atmosphere,”
and community character is important to the Town. The Town works to maintain
a beautiful Town Common, and with the Project’s power lines proposed to circle
the village and cut through views in every direction, residents and visitors would
not be able to enter or exit our village without viewing or passing directly

underneath the power line. This would greatly damage the community character

and beauty of the Town of Whitefield.
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Special Land Uses — Mountain View Grand Resort is a major employer for our
area and draws tourists to our community. What makes it so spectacular is the
beauty of its surroundings. With the Project proposed above ground in and near
Whitefield, it would be a major detriment to this important landmark.
Development Limitations — Development opportunities in Whitefield are limited
by steep slopes, wetlands, and poor soils. These are of great concern with respect
to the Project’s tower construction. Flooding due to water displacement from
tower footings would also be in question.
Future Land Use — The results of the 2007 Master Plan Survey (reported in the
Master Plan, see Appendix C to my testimony) indicate that residents favor the
land use patterns promoted by the Comprehensive Development Guide. As
proposed, the Northern Pass Project is in stark discordance with this Plan and its

goals.

Would the Project unduly interfere with the orderly development of the

Yes. The Applicants propose to build 10.4 miles of overhead high tension power

lines through Whitefield, cutting through every significant view point entering or exiting our

village, and changing the overall character of the Town for people traveling, visiting, and

residing in Whitefield. The Project would unduly interfere with the orderly development of our

Town and the region. There are many residents and visitors who live and vacation by our lakes

and along our rivers, use our lands and waters for recreation, and have businesses in our village.
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The Project would be a turnoff for development by private individuals and commercial interests
alike. The attractiveness of our Town would be impaired by the construction of the overhead
power line, and the erection of the proposed towers would reduce opportunities for private
property development by those interested in settling here, and for prospective entrepreneurs
looking to start businesses in our community. In addition, this Project would negatively affect
existing long-term businesses which rely on tourism and employ local people — most particularly
the Mountain View Grand Resort, as well as other restaurants and small businesses in and around
our village. The Project will deter — not encourage — economic growth. We already struggle to
keep businesses here, and this would put our head under water. In addition, the destruction of
views would cause property values to suffer, causing a decrease in the Town’s tax base and a
decrease in revenue due to tax abatements likely to be requested by the owners of residential and
commercial property.

Q. How would the Project affect the economy of the region?

A. The Project would be an adverse influence on the economy of the Town of
Whitefield. With 10.4 miles of overhead lines proposed, the Project would most certainly have a
negative effect on the Town’s already delicate economic situation, first during the construction
phase, and then for the duration of the Project in the Town. Specific areas of concern are
tourism, recreation, and employment. Whitefield has many natural resources which draw
visitors to our town. In essence, why should they choose Whitefield with its 10.4 miles of

enormous towers and power lines when they could go elsewhere? We depend on these natural

resources for the flow of economic activity, overall wage base, wealth and spending in the
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region, and general economic stability. The reduction of property values would be a strain on the
Town as well. With so many households along the proposed route and within view of the
towers, Whitefield could expect many tax abatement requests due to property devaluation. This
would put undue stress on the financial situation of the Town and negatively impact the
resources and efficiency of the Town government. The overall tax revenue would be expected to
suffer.
Q. How would the Project affect the community services and infrastructure of
the Town?
The Town has concerns regarding the impacts the project would have on Whitefield’s
roads, community services, sewer and water system, and electrical infrastructure. With 10.4
miles of overhead lines to be built, there would potentially be a large impact in these areas during
the construction phase. Our roads would be heavily used by construction equipment and
vehicles, causing our Town to perform costly repairs. With the hazards of such a massive
electrical construction project underway for an extended period of time, our Fire and Rescue
crews should be expected to receive additional calls during this phase, as should the Police
Department for traffic-related needs. As the Applicants propose blasting for tower footings, our
already delicate sewer and water system could be at risk. There are also concerns regarding
working in close proximity to the Town’s existing electric infrastructure. Damage caused during

construction, power outages for our residents and businesses, and potential fire hazards are all

risks that we see with this Project. After the construction phase is complete, there would still be



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

Prefiled Testimony of Wendy Hersom and Frank Lombardi
Docket 2015-06
November 15, 2016
Page 13
dangers of having high tension DC power lines and towers located next to our existing AC power
lines.
Q. How would the Project affect the Town’s tax revenues and property values?
A. Whitefield would have the most overhead lines of any municipality along the
proposed Project route, with 10.4 miles of high tension power lines running alongside properties
of residents and cutting through the scenic views of countless homes and properties. As an
initial matter, while the Project may provide some additional tax base for our Town at the outset,
Eversource (formerly PSNH, and one of the members of Northern Pass Transmission) has a long
history of seeking tax abatement and other tax relief from the Town of Whitefield. If the
abatements are granted, the tax revenue decreases. If the Town defends its assessments, it is
forced to spend large amounts of money to do so. Therefore, the promise of future tax revenue is
largely illusory. Second, the negative tax impacts on surrounding properties would likely offset
any additional Northern Pass tax payments, as loss in tax value from properties along the route
would decrease the tax revenue for the Town. With residential and business properties likely
being valued at a lower rate due to their close proximity to high tension power lines, property
owners could be expected to seek tax abatements, and future assessed values may be lower than
they are now. Any tax revenue received by the Town from the Applicants would be immediately
offset by these reductions. We are also concerned about other homes and businesses which are
not along the route, but which may be negatively affected by the general loss of character of the

area from the Project, therefore further diminishing our tax revenues.

Q. Has the Town Meeting taken action regarding the Project?
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A. Yes. Atthe March 2016 Annual Meeting, the Whitefield Town Meeting
approved a warrant article articulating its opposition to the Project as proposed because it would
be constructed overhead rather than underground. See Appendix E to our testimony.
Q. Have residents expressed other concerns to the Site Evaluation Committee
regarding this Project?
A. Yes. Please see the September 8, 2015 petition submitted by the Whitefield
community to Martin Honigberg, Chairman (Appendix F to our testimony) and additional
correspondence from community members to state agencies (Appendix G to our testimony).

Q. Does this end your testimony?

A. Yes.
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WHITEFIELD PLANNING BOARD
56 LITTLETON ROAD
WHITEFIELD, NH 03598

September 8, 2015

Martin Honigberg, Chairman
Site Evaluation Committee

¢/o Public Utilities Commission
21 S. Fruit Street, Suite 10
Concord, NH 03301-2429

RE: Proposed Northern Pass Transmission Project
Mr. Honigberg:

The Whitefield Planning Board has great concern regarding the effect that the proposed Northern Pass
Transmission Project would have on our town. We respectfully request that if Northern Pass is to move
forward, the Site Evaluation Committee require the transmission lines to be buried in Whitefield, where
Whitefield would be adversely affected —just as they are proposed to be buried in other towns in our
region.

Whitefield has the most overhead mileage of any town on Northern Pass’ proposed route, crossing 10.4
miles of the town’s views and village. The transmission towers as proposed would range up to 100 feet
high, well above both the tree canopy and the wooden poles on the existing transmission right-of-way.
This major power line would cross directly over three main roadways and cut across scenic views from
Routes 3 and 116. The visual impact would be severe, as one will not be able to enter Whitefield without
seeing the lines. As such, the project would adversely affect large swathes of the town's visual
landscape, the central historic and business district, and significant natural and preserved areas.

This transmission project does not fit with Whitefield’s Master Plan, and there is no doubt that new
transmission lines of this scope and scale will negatively affect the orderly development of Whitefield
and the region, private property values, business prospects, and economic development.

The Whitefield Planning Board believes the adverse impacts of Northern Pass can be largely avoided if
the transmission lines are buried in Whitefield. We respectfully request equal treatment — that is, line
burial — with other towns where burial has been proposed.

Sincerely,

The Whitefield Planning Board
/% /’I//%

g WV Kw‘*g
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Office of Selectmen

Town of Whitefield, N.H. 03598
“Heart of the White Mouniains”

I 603/837-2551
October 9, 2013

Brian Mills, Senior Planning Adviser

Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability (OE-20)
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W,

Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Mr. Mills:
Subject: Northern Pass Proposed HVDC Transmission Line EIS Comments

The Whitefield, N.H. Board of Selectmen and the Whitefield Planning Board offer the following
comments as you begin to prepare the Environmental Impact Statement as part of the NEPA
pracess for the Northern Pass. The Selectmen are concerned that the long term reliability and
security of the energy infrastructure in our area be maintained. However, we are also most
concerned that our fragile tourism economy of narthern New Hampshire not be adversely
impacted by the above ground transmission line. We have lost our paper mills and furniture
manufacturing in western Coos County, and we have to rely more than ever on the natural
scenic beauty of our area and tourism, such as offered by our Mountain View Grand Hotel in
Whitefield.

We ask that consideration be given to burying the entire HYDC through Whitefield.
Specifically:

1. Just north of Whitefield Village the proposed overhead HVDC line will require multiple
structures (DC608 through DC614) which will be located a short distance, and either side, of
major primary State highway Route 3 and nearbly residences. Multiple structures are required,
because the existing PSNH substation is in the middle of the existing 115kv ROW., Also, these
structures will be up to 115 feet tall versus 55 feet for the existing pole structures. Such a
scenario will make for a terrible aesthetic gateway to our Village and the Mountain View Grand
Hotel.
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2. The Mount Washington Regional Airport in Whitefield serves the local tourism economy and HJ [ *"*J?f/
the Mount Washington and Mountain View Grand Hotels. The Airport Commissioners and FAA

are planning a 1000 foot runway extension to accommadate jet and commuter air traffic with a

5000 foot runway, The existing 115 kv transmission to the west and north of the Airport are 55

feet high. How will the proposed 90 foot HVDC towers in this ROW affect the safety of the

Airport?

3. The proposed HVDC line will run throu_gh the-ﬂgndicherry National Wildlife Refuge in
Whitefield. Pondicherry is designated a National Natural Landmark by the National Park Service

because of its wetlands and diverse bird life. )

4. The HVDC will cross Route 142 and be very close to subdivisions on either side of Route 142.
How will the higher transmission towers affect local property values?

5. The proposed 90 foot tall tower {versus the existing 55 foot tall poles) HVDC line would run
just to the west and parallel the entire length of Burns Lake and many lakeside cottages and run
in the valley between Dalton Mountain and Kimball Hill, an important local scenic area.
Likewise, the HVDC would cross the Forest Lake State Park road and run to the east of Forest
Lake. Not only do the local folk, but tourists value the natural scenic values of the area.
Reviewing the visual simulation at Burns Lake and from the Forest Lake Road, the PSNH
monopole option offered would appear to be much more aesthetically attractive than the truss
towers, however, clearly the buried HVDV alternative is the better choice for Whitefield.

Finally, we recall pictures of the 100's of miles of transmission towers taken down by the
Quebec ice storm of 1998. Will not buried lines be more secure and reliable than overhead? We
also ask why can the proposed buried 300 miles HVDC Hydro Quebec be so much less expensive
in New York State than that estimated for underground by Northern Pass in New Hampshire?
The proposed HDVC line through Whitefield is in the valley and low lands where a review of
USDA soils maps indicates deep soils to depth with minimal ledge.

While not an aesthetic or environmental concern, we asked PSNH two years ago in Whitefield
how will the proposed HVDC line be depreciated and over what time period? PSNH has had a
history of continually challenging municipal utility assessments, and PSNH has been unable to
give an estimate of how depreciation expenses would be determined.

We thank you for your consideration of our above concerns, and we ask to be included in the
mailing list as the EIS is being developed. Qur email address is townofwhitefield@ne.rr.com.



Sincerely,

Whitefield Board of Selectmen

QA Al

Wendy Hersom Duane Hall Mark Lu‘{‘I{in
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WHITEFIELD COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT GUIDE
INTRODUCTION

The need for some type of guide for development in Whitefield has become apparent in view of the great
increase in the number of subdivisions in the last 15 years. Historically, patterns for logical and
reasonable types of development occurred naturally, without guidance, due to the common cultural
concepts of residents. Today, the diversity of culture as well as affluence and mobility of individuals have
contributed many diverse and often conflicting goals to the development process.

Pressures currently being placed on Whitefield's limited resources and New England village character
cannot be accommodated indefinitely without efficient guidance. As has been documented in numerous
studies sponsored by private industry and government alike, uncontrolled sprawl development is the most
expensive form of growth in terms of economic costs, environmental costs, natural resource consumption,
and personal costs. This added expense is particularly significant for that share of the total costs which is
likely to be forced onto local government and ultimately the taxpayers. These same studies indicate that
better planning and guidance will reduce these costs, especially those borne by the general public through
taxes.

In looking for a mechanism to guide growth in a direction which will not destroy the rural village
character prized by town residents and visitors alike, several goals were pursued. First, those involved in
the process felt that it was important that the effort to guide development should be an extension of being
"good neighbors". This came about from witnessing how zoning in neighboring towns was setting
neighbor against neighbor and planning board against developer rather than creating a process where
individual and collective development goals were aired in a forum that promoted discussion and mutual
cooperation. Most importantly, with the results of traditional zoning creating endless strips of
characterless commercial development and checkerboards of residential subdivision regardless of existing
landscape, an approach was sought which would reward creativity in striking more of a balance

between growth and community character preservation, Finally, recognizing that every parcel of land and
development have unique characteristics which need to be worked with on a case by case basis, a
method to guide development was sought which would examine the MERITS of a proposal rather than
rubber-stamping regulations to be followed within a few broad categories of uses.

The Whitefield Comprehensive Development Guide has the advantage of utilizing performance standards
to assess the merits of each proposal on an individual basis. These performance standards allow any
mixed uses that are "good neighbors", characteristic of the more traditional patterns of development at
work in Whitefield forming the basis of its New England village character. The Guide contains a number
of absolute standards that must be answered yes or no if they apply to the development. The guide also
has a point system involving optional standards that makes it flexible and creative in meeting the
collective community goals that the residents generated through the Community Attitude Survey for the
Whitefield Master Plan. Rather than dividing the town into rigid zones where certain uses are
concentrated, this guide recognizes the natural tendencies of neighborly mixed uses and meshes numerous
criteria to create protection from unwanted nuisances.

The Whitefield Development Guide serves under New Hampshire law as a municipal zoning ordinance
with all associated advantages and without the undesirable effects seen in other towns. With the existence
of this Guide, the town is enabled to attend to other concerns which it would not be able to otherwise




address. A Capital Improvements Program is one of these needed concerns which would be able to be
implemented to plan for growth and regulate town expenditures and plans for public facilities to serve it.

The Whitefield Development Guide is the culmination of a 4-year process of writing a Master Plan and
developing the performance standards, This Guide will provide for the controlled development of
Whitefield for years to come.




WHITEFIELD COMPHREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT GUIDE

L Title:
This ordinance shall be known, cited, and referred to as the
"Whitefield Comprehensive Development Guide".

IL. Purpose:
The purpose of this Guide is to improve and protect the public health, safety and welfare:
encourage flexibility and creativity in the appropriate and wise use of land; to create a tool
to better enable the town government to meet the demands of an evolving and growing
community; to assure the proper use of natural and historic cultural resources; and to
preserve existing community character to the extent possible while allowing for
development and a reasonable return on holdings.

III.  Authority:
This Guide is adopted pursuant to the authority
conferred by NH RSA 674:16,17,18,19,21 and is adopted in accordance with the
provisions of NH RSA 675:3,7. A determination by a court that any section or part of this
Guide is illegal or unconstitutional shall have no effect on the enforcement of any other
section or part. Repeal or invalidation of this Guide or any portion hereof does not
abrogate or annul any Development Permit, Occupancy Permit, any other lawful permit, or
any casement or covenant hereto.

IV.  Administration and Permits:
The Whitefield Planning Board shall be responsible for the daily administration of the
Comprehensive Development Guide, including attendant subdivision regulations,
according to the authority conferred by NH RSA 674:21-I1. This RSA also confers the
authority to grant permits to the administrative officer (Selectmen), which will grant a
"Development Permit" to an application which passes the standards contained in the
Development Guide and an "Occupancy Permit” to certify that all standards approved have
been met before the project is put into use. Decisions delegated to the Planning Board shall
be directly appeasable to the Superior Court pursuant to NH RSA 677:15.

The Development Guide Board of Adjustment shall have the authority of and function as
the Zoning Board of Adjustment which shall be established according to NII RSA 673:1-
IV and 673:3-I1. The Board of Adjustment shall consist of 5 members and up to 5 alternate
members who shall be residents of the town. The town shall be authotized to appoint
members and alternates as needed according to NH RSA 673:6. The Board of Adjustment
shall hear administrative appeals involving the reasoning behind a decision of the Planning
Board not to accept an application, but not the appeal of the decision itself, as well as a
variance from the strict application of any of the criteria, pursuant to NH RSA's 674:33 and
676:5. The Development Guide Board of Adjustment also may grant a special exception to
the Absolute Criteria listed below if doing so would be harmonious with the general
purpose of this ordinance and a literal enforcement of the Absolute Criteria, in the Board's
judgment, would be considered an illogical or unfair criterion under the special
circumstances presented by the particular application for permit, pursuant to NH RSA
674:33-1V.




Existing lots of record that are substandard in size at the time of adoption of the
Development Guide shall be exempt from the lot size requirement ONLY for single family
dwellings of up to four (4) bedrooms that conform to the remaining Development Guide
criteria where no public harm will result. Uses existing at the time of adoption that do not
conform to the Development Guide criteria shall continue unless the activity causes public
harm.

V. Process:
General: The criteria that must be addressed are contained in the following sections. The
specific criteria, which a development proposal must satisfy, are dependent upon the type of
land use being proposed. The Whitefield Comprehensive Development Guide divides all
land uses into the following categories:

I. ABSOLUTE Ciriteria for All Development
A. Commercial ACTIVITY
B. Industrial ACTIVITY
C. Extraction of Resources, Salvage, Junkyards ACTIVITY
D. Residential ACTIVITY

Every single or mixed land use development activity must satisfy the criteria in the "ABSOLUTE Criteria
for All Development” category (summarized in the "Absolute Criteria for All Development Chart"
following that section). In addition, each use must satisfy all applicable criteria of the appropriate
ACTIVITY category of which it is a part, which include relative criteria that add to the flexibility of

the Guide (summarized in the "Point Charts" following each section). The Planning Board may determine
that a criterion is irrelevant and does not apply to the proposed development,

Types of Criteria: The Whitefield Comprehensive Development Guide contains two types of review
criteria: numbered and lettered criteria. Numbered criteria are absolute requirements each development
must satisfy before approval can be granted. Found both in the "Absolute Criteria for All Development”
and ACTIVITY sections, these include assuring community character compatibility and compliance with
official plans and Policies, minimum public facilities standards, resource protection, environmental
standards and site design. Each of the applicable numbered criteria must be answered YES before
approval can be granted.

Lettered criteria are relative "points" that make the Guide flexible and negotiable in character. Each
development must achieve a specified minimum percentage of these criteria. The lettered relative criteria
are located at the end of each ACTIVITY section and focus on location as well as design of a project.

Evaluation: The performance of a particular development plan shall be evaluated as follows:

Absolute (Numbered) Criteria: Each of the numbered criteria on the "All Development" and
appropriate "Activity" section charts is answered YES, NO or NOT APPLICABLE. A NO answer
to any of the applicable numbered criteria will automatically exclude the development from
further consideration. A criterion is considered to be applicable if it is reasonably capable of being
applied to the development.

Relative (Lettered) Criteria: The development plan is evaluated against each of the applicable
lettered criteria and assigned a SCORE. A criterion is considered to be applicable if it is
reasonably capable of being applied to the development. Several criteria are applicable to any




development proposal and are pre-checked on the relevant chart. The numerical SCORE is
assigned based upon he following:

YES (1) = for an adequate job of implementing the criterion.

VERY WELL (+2) = for an excellent job of implementing the criterion or for doing the best job
possible, given the constraints and opportunities of the site.

NO (0) = for no effort or failure to implement the criterion.

Each lettered criterion has been pre-assigned a MULTIPLIER, which determines the relative
importance of the criterion to the other criteria. The meaning of each MULTIPLIER is as follows:

5- indicates that the criterion is of exceptional importance.
4 - indicates that the criterion is very important.

3- indicates that the criterion is important.

2- indicates a criterion of normal importance.

I- indicates a minor criterion.

The points earned for each criterion are the product of multiplying the SCORE times the
MULTIPLIER. The MAXIMUM POINTS POSSIBLE in each chart are added together and the
POINTS EARNED are added together to get TOTALS. By dividing the TOTAL POINTS
EARNED by the TOTAL MAXIMUM POINTS POSSIBLE, the PERCENTAGE EARNED is

determined.

The PERCENTAGE EARNED must be at least the minimum percentage specified for that
ACTIVITY category.

V1. Development Criteria:

VIIL.

Absolute Criteria for All Development and Activity Criteria are listed on
the following pages.

Procedures:
A development shall be processed in three stages: A conceptual review, preliminary
plan, and final plan. A preliminary master plan is required at the preliminary stage
of the development proposal, if multiple lots and phased development occur
according to criteria in the Guide. The concept plan is the applicant's impression of
the anticipated pattern of development for a particular parcel of land that is
expressed graphically and from which a preliminary or preliminary master plan is
developed. The purpose of the preliminary master plan is to establish general
planning and development control parameters while allowing sufficient flexibility
to permit detailed planning at the time of development. The preliminary plan shall
generally specify the uses of land and layout of the landscaping, circulation and
buildings. The final plan is the site specific development plan which describes with
reasonable certainty the type and intensity of use for a specific parcel or parcels of
property, upon which Development Permits are issued and shall require detailed
engineering, design review and approval.




a. Conceptual Review:

1.

This is an opportunity for applicants to discuss requirements, standards, and policies that
apply to development proposals. Major problems can be identified and solved before a
formal application is made.

The general outline of the proposal, evidenced schematically by sketch plans, shall be
submitted by the applicant and reviewed by the Planning Board, Thereafter, the Board
shall furnish the applicant with comments, including appropriate recommendations to
inform and assist the applicant prior to preparing the components of the application.

A CONCEPTUAL REVIEW IS OPTIONAL FOR ALL DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS.

b. Preliminary Plan:

1.

Upon completion of the conceptual review meeting or as a first step in the application
process, a preliminary plan shall be submitted to the Planning Board in sufficient time to
allow for proper review and notice (by the first Monday of the month preceding the month
of the Planning Board Meeting). If the project is to be developed over time in two or more
separate preliminary plan submittals, a preliminary master plan shall also be required (see
below). After the application has been reviewed and a decision is made concerning
whether sufficient information has been submitted to reach a decision as to whether or not
the applicable criteria of the Guide are met by the proposal, the matter will be placed on
the agenda for the appropriate meeting of the Planning Board.

Proper legal notice in newspapers of general circulation, public places and to abutters
according to NH RSA 675:7 shall be given.

The Planning board may approve, disapprove, or approve with conditions the proposed
development. Approval of a preliminary plan shall not constitute final approval of the final
plan; rather it shall be deemed an expression of approval of the layout and densities
submitted on the preliminary as a guide to the preparation of the final plan.

c. Preliminary Master Plan:

1.

A Prel