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TOWN OF NEWMARKET, NEW HAMPSHIRE
TOWN COUNCIL WORKSHOP

NOVEMBER 20, 2013 

TOWN COUNCIL CHAMBERS

PRESENT:

Council Chairman Gary Levy, Council Vice Chairman John Bentley, Councilor Dan Wright, Councilor Phil Nazzaro, Councilor Larry Pickering, Councilor Dale Pike, Councilor Ed Carmichael

Town Administrator Steve Fournier

Council Chairman Levy called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m. followed by the Pledge of Allegiance.  He said he would like to start the meeting with public comment on anything but the Macallen Dam.
PUBLIC FORUM

Bert Allen of Smith Garrison Road spoke about DOT allegedly pressuring people to give up land for the Route 108 project. He said he had brought an engineer to speak on this subject.  Coleen Fuerst of Newmarket Road in Durham said the Route 108 project would raise the road 9.85 inches as she had indicated at an earlier meeting.  Since then, she had been invited to an Oyster River Advisory Commission meeting and found out that DOT had been issued a permit for shoreline impact from dredging and filling land.  She called DES, only to find that the permit had been issued in October and the 14 day period for public comment had been exceeded. As a member of the Durham Conservation Commission, she had intended to bring the issue to the next meeting.  She said that Newmarket’s Conservation Commission was meeting the same evening, and also intended to discuss the issue.  Since then DES had backed up and decided to allow public comments.  The DES application had included 20 questions that could be addressed pertaining to the road going through wetlands and the redirection of the water.  Since the project was slated to begin in April, she said there was little time to respond to the permit, and encouraged Newmarket’s Conservation Commission to get its comments to DES. She said comments were important, because the project could jeopardize those on the west side of the road, and increase the amount of water going down to the dam.  
Council Chairman Levy told Bert Allen that it was not necessary for him to introduce speakers, but rather people should be allowed to speak as they wished. Ed Portyrata of Exeter Road, Newmarket said he was surprised that Newmarket did not have a Veteran’s Day program and he had to go to Epping again.  He said he listens to Town Council meetings and he thought there was going to be a reduction in the tax rate, but instead there was an increase.  He wondered why more use of surplus funds had not been used and why the vote did not carry with a tie vote, especially since Councilor Carmichael had emailed his preference to use more of the surplus.  He was told that a Councilor had to be present to have a vote count.  He said that money was being wasted and questioned why more services weren’t being contracted out and why the town still had its own dispatch service, as he understood this would be free through Brentwood. Town Administrator Fournier said that his understanding was that Brentwood would have to cap this free service if a large town joined, and then have to charge.  Mr. Portyrata commented that Concord was sending costs to the towns, especially the costs of pensions.  He said the town had to start reducing the budget and taxes, and read from a list of salaries and other payments along with associated benefits, some of which he said led to higher pension amounts.  He referred to the results of a forensic audit which he said was a disaster.  Town Administrator Fournier said there were some issues that the town had addressed.  Mr. Portyrata said there was also a problem with the school and encouraged the reduction of expenses. 
Bert Allen commented on the powers of the Town Council as outlined in Section 8.4 of the Town Charter, and took exception to the Town Attorney’s opinion that adopting the study asked for in the petition for the Macallen Dam was a policy decision of the Council and it would not be bound by the results.  He stated that not all people were informed about the Attorney’s opinion and some had driven quite a distance to attend this meeting. 

Jim Dreher of Exeter Road in Durham said that he and Coleen Fuerst had met with Newmarket’s Conservation Commission the previous week, and the Commission had been given the same 20 questions from DES.  He said it was very important that Newmarket respond because the road project would affect the amount of water coming into town from raising the road level.  He said that if the project were done correctly and combined using the right size culverts along with somewhat increasing the level of the road, this would slow the rise of water, keep it lower and allow it to do down faster.  He suggested that Newmarket and Durham Conservation Commissions meet and perhaps hire a consultant to counter what DOT was doing. He said that he had a copy of DOT’s responses to the questions on the application and Newmarket’s Conservation Committee did also. He reiterated that the timeliness of the issue was important. Councilor Wright asked if DOT had given numbers for raising the level of the road that differed from the 9.85 inches.  Mr. Dreher said that at the first meeting with DOT, it had said the level would be increased from between 3 to 4 inches.  At the meeting in Newmarket, they had said it would be 4 inches.  Ms. Fuerst had acquired the plans and had calculated that the road would be 9.85 inches higher.  
As there was no further comment, Council Chairman Levy closed the Public Forum at 7:25.

LEGAL COUNSEL COMMENTS ABOUT DAM PETITION WARRANT ARTICLE
Town Administrator Fournier said that upon receiving the petition warrant article, the Council had 2 choices: either vote to schedule a public hearing or send it to Town Counsel for a legal review. The Town Council had decided to do both and had the legal opinion prior to this meeting.  He read the legal opinion from Town Attorney John Ratigan.  

“You have asked me to examine the 157 signature Petition that was recently received by the Town Clerk that requests the Petition be placed on the next Town Meeting warrant.

As you know, Newmarket’s charter form of government only authorizes two types of Petitions: Section 8.2 Initiative Petitions and Section 8.3 Referendum Petitions.  This Petition is neither, as it proposes an action (to put a warrant article on the 2014 Town Meeting ballot) which is not authorized by a Petition.  The Petition does not request of the Town Council ‘for passage or repeal of a particular measure set forth in the Petition.’ Charter Section 8.2A.
The Petition as presented may not be lawfully passed by the Council.  The Charter at Section 8.2. B requires that, ‘ if the measure may not be lawfully passed by the Council, it shall be returned to the Petitioners with an explanation.’ I suggest the explanation state that the Council has no authority under the Charter to accept a petition with 157 signatures to present an issue to Town Meeting.  There is no authority under the charter form of government to accept what, in effect, is a Petition Warrant Article.  The nearest equivalent is the Charter Section 8.3 Referendum Petition, which requires the signatures of 400 registered Newmarket voters and must be submitted within 30 days after an action by the Council on any measure or part thereof sought to be reconsidered. 
Of course, Charter Section 8.4 allows the Council, on its own motion, to submit any measure or proposition for repeal or amendment of a measure to the voters at any regular or special town meeting.

As to the two questions you asked:


1.  Can the Town Council amend the Petition to make sure the proper intent was there or do they have to


     Vote on the merits of the Petition as presented?


Reply:  The Council may not amend the petition; and, the Petition as presented is not a matter which the 
Council may lawfully pass.  We do not know if the signatories to the Petition would have signed it if it


Was written in any way other than presented.


2.  If the Council adopts the Petition and a study goes forward, what are the legal ramifications of the


     Outcome of the study?  To put it another way, if the study says that we must do X, Y, or Z, does the


     Council have to accept the outcome of the study?


Reply:  I assume that the Council will not proceed to adopt the Petition, but assuming the Council on its 
own initiative seeks to proceed with a study, in such an instance, the Council is not bound by any action 

recommended by the study. Such matters are policy choices, ones which the Council in its discretion is 
empowered to adopt or not.

Should you have any questions about this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me. John J. Ratigan”

CHAIRMAN’S COMMENTS TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

Council Chairman Levy said that based on the legal opinion from the Town Attorney, the petition was not something the Council could accept. He had discussed having public comment at the meeting with some of the Councilors and the Town Administrator, and he had no problem allowing this.  However, he asked that speakers limit their comments to 5 minutes each.  He said that nothing precluded an entity from conducting a 501C3 feasibility study or any study, and he had been told that there was no money being sought from the town.  He said the Council had no position to take at this point as it was waiting for the results of the Gomez and Sullivan report.  He said the report, which would cover some of the pros and cons of removing or partially removing the dam, along with some economic and socio-economics, would not be thorough enough for the Council to make decisions.  He said he would preface the public hearing by saying that the Council was happy to receive public input, but no one should expect the Council to take any action prior to receiving the results of the Gomez and Sullivan report.  He said there would be no Council action before the next election and there would be no warrant article on the March ballot. He did not expect any action for more than a year, as more information would be needed.  He said he stated this because he felt people were acting under a variety of assumptions, some of which were erroneous.
PUBLIC HEARING
Jim Dreher of Durham said that Council Chairman Levy’s comments were correct, and reiterated what he had said at the last meeting he had attended concerning the Macallen Dam.  He said that he, for one, did not understand the process, but it seemed the petition was not the right process.  He said  they had wanted to gather information, come up with alternative  recommendations and ask permission, as a common courtesy, to perform a study.   He said he had hoped that this would be an informational meeting, and said that Coleen Fuerst had prepared a presentation, but it seemed there would not be enough time at this meeting.  He said that the town owns the dam and if a 501C3 group comes up with a plan to use the dam for hydro-electric power, the Town’s contribution would be the dam. He said that the dam was once an asset to the town as it generated income from power.  He said this would be looked at to see if it was feasible to do this again and generate income that could be used to produce revenue for the town or to offset expenses for electricity. He said the study would take some time, but they wanted to come back with definite figures and details.  He added that they might find that it didn’t make sense to use the dam for hydro-electric power.  He said they had meetings scheduled with firms in the coming weeks, and the first thing they were asked was if the town wanted this.  He said there was a person with them who had experience with installing hydro-electric power.
Council Vice Chairman Bentley said he appreciated that Mr. Dreher said this request was a courtesy, but he couldn’t stress enough that the Council was in no position to do anything.  He added that anyone could do a study.  He believed that about two years previously, someone had looked into hydro-electric power and determined that it would not be cost effective.  He added that the Council could not determine if the town wanted this.  He said that they wouldn’t vote on the study, as anyone could do one.  Town Administrator Fournier said it was the Council’s pejorative to vote, as it seemed as if the group was seeking some sort of endorsement.  Leo Filion of Lafayette Ave. said he disagreed with the Town Attorney’s opinion that the Council could not accept a petition warrant article as he had put in 2 himself.  One article was to study Follen’s Brook and the other was to change the authority of the Capital Improvement plan from the Town Administrator to a committee. Councilor Nazzaro said he believed that the Attorney was saying was that the Council could not accept a petition warrant article, as such an article must go to Town Meeting.  Town Administrator Fournier said he wasn’t sure about the Follen’s Brook petition, but a petition warrant article could be written to amend the charter, as in the case of the CIP article, or for a financial recommendation.  Council Chairman Levy said that the previous warrant article was to raise money to study dam removal. Town Administrator Fournier said that Newmarket had a budgetary Town Meeting and all other items would come before the Council, although a charter amendment could go to Town Meeting by petition.  Council Chairman Levy read from the petition that stated, a study be done“in lieu of complete or partial dam removal”, and said that the Council had not taken a position on the dam at this point and hadn’t even seen the results of the current study.  
Bert Allen said the problem that was missed was accountability of government to the community. He said the petition was started because they could not count on the administration to know what their position was on the status of the dam.  He said a non-profit could save the town money, and there were other ways to fix the dam. He said there were 2 buildings near the dam that had little value, and perhaps they could be purchased to extend the dam.

Roger Lamson of Sutton, NH said he had 30 years experience in developing hydro-electric power.  He said he would synopsize the longer report he had prepared.  He said he was not sure what issue was being addressed, but wanted to point out the almost futility of developing the dam as a power source.  His understanding was there had been many studies in the past 30 years, and he had looked at the dam in about 1980 while studying at UNH.  However, he thought that since there had been no action, it must have been decided by other studies that it was uneconomical to develop the dam to which he agreed.  He said the town should ask why that was happening. He said that at one time the dam was the economic keystone of the community, but in 1955, when oil was below $2.00 a barrel, what he considered a bad decision was made to remove all the hydro-electric equipment from the dam.  Twenty years later, when the price of oil was much higher, it was not economically feasible to purchase and install new equipment.   The 100 year flood study brought up the subject of raising the maximum flow elevation and showed concerns about the type of flow.  The study said that the scenarios presented should not be considered predictions, but were plausible story lines that could happen.  He said this was not a forecast of runoff and not necessarily what would happen in the future.  He agreed that one cannot produce a study of the future until it happens.  However, he said many studies have pointed to the need for renewable energy, and the use of energy was increasing faster than the percentage of working renewable sources.  He said that the one critical thing that was happening with the dam was the proposed road project, as the road was really an extension of the dam. He said that if they removed the dam to solve flooding caused by the road, all they would be doing was destroying an energy source that they might need some day.  He added that if the dam was removed it could never be replaced, because of increased restrictions and increased population.  He encouraged the Council to have a study that would stress the positive, rather than the negative aspects of the dam. 
Bill Acieri of Newmarket thought it was good that the study of the economic feasibility of hydro-electric power at the dam could go forward, and understood that the Council could not take a position.  He said the original petition was to look at the effects of reducing flooding upstream, and hoped that the Gomez and Sullivan report would show if removing or modifying the dam would control flooding in the Twin Rivers, Salmon Street area. He said the Wright Pierce study had looked at this, but the findings seemed inconclusive.  Also, he said it was not clear if the bridge was a factor and they needed answers to those questions.  He felt the effect of the Route 108 project was a huge issue as it could lead to a potential increase in flooding and they needed answers before the project started.  He said the UNH flood study should help in getting answers.  
Coleen Fuerst of Durham said she would go over the conclusion of her presentation. One of the subjects she had covered was how the town could help with the proposed study.  She said that if the Council did not provide some endorsement it would diminish the effectiveness of the work they were trying to do.  She added that since the town owned the dam, its support was necessary if they applied for a source of funding or needed a preliminary permit at some time. She said there were developers who could go for a permit and lock in rights to the dam, putting the town in a battle over rights.  She said they wanted to be in a cooperative role with the town and wanted answers to the feasibility of hydro-electric power and possible alternatives for the dam that were not proposed in the Wright Pierce study.  She said such solutions as break away boards had been suggested at the June meeting, and other ideas had come up since then. She thought they needed a non-binding resolution supporting their efforts.  She said they had spoken with 2 firms that worked with hydro-electric power, and one was too big to consider a dam the size of the Macallen, and another was too small and an emerging company.  She said that the next day they would be meeting with a company they thought would be the right size and the dam fell within its scope. She said it would be nice to tell them the town was on board with what they were doing. She said the Council would have to approve any engineering plan or study that was done.  She said they were looking for some sort of standing with the town when approaching different entities.  She said they were doing the work because it was the right thing to do, and because the dam was an asset that should not be lost.

Councilor Carmichael asked if the group had a name.  Ms. Fuerst said they did not as they were waiting for a nod from the Council.  She said they were an informal group looking for alternatives to correct the dam deficiencies and put back the hydro-electric power if it made economic sense.  She said if it proved to be a money maker, the town would benefit as hydro electric power is more efficient than alternatives such as solar panels.  She asked that they be allowed to look into the possibilities and that they receive some sort of informal endorsement.  Council Vice Chairman Bentley said that as a taxpayer and a citizen he felt it would be a travesty if the dam were gone.  He cited the recreational uses of the river and said the dam brought income to the town businesses.  He said he had led the effort to have the title of the warrant article changed from the dam removal study to include other options.  He said there was a Dam Study Committee in town and he encouraged the group to attend and speak at its meetings.  
Leo Filion said for $100, anyone could put in an application to the Federal Regulatory Commission to hold rights to a dam, as had happened in 1979.  He said that would tie the town up for several years.  He said he did not know if the cost was still $100, but he thought the town should look into it to preserve its rights to the dam.  He said a 1980 study looked at hydro-electric power from the dam and based upon 12 cents a kilowatt hour, it was estimated that the dam would generate $300,000 of income a year.  He said the state was putting on a lot of pressure for the distribution of small energy units.  He said they could sell electricity when they weren’t using it, mostly on weekends. 
Dan Daley of South Main Street asked about the Dam Study Committee that Council Vice Chairman Bentley had mentioned.  Town Administrator Fournier said that this was the Macallen Dam Study Committee and was a sub-committee formed by the town. The minutes of its meetings could be found on the town web site, but the Committee had not met recently and he did not think it had scheduled its next meeting.  He said the Committee was waiting for the response from the Gomez and Sullivan study. The Committee had been formed in response to the warrant article that had been passed and were looking into all the options for the dam.  

Bert Allen referred to an article in “Fosters” about a town that had built a second Olympic-sized pool by putting in a petition and forming a 501C3. He said that a dam was an asset, much like the pieces of property the Council was looking at selling. He said the FRC situation was how Barrington wound up losing its dam. He said the dam belonged to the public, and if money had to be raised a 501C would mean that money did not have to be raised through taxation.
John Perry of Twin Rivers asked if the public could serve on the Macallen Dam Study Committee.  Town Administrator Fournier said the Committee was established after the passing of the warrant article to raise funds to look into removing the dam.  The Committee was made up of members from the Conservation Commission, Town Council and Planning Board all appointed by the Council.  To Mr. Perry’s question, he said the members had to be citizens of Newmarket, although there were some staff members and a NOAA representative who had sat in to help with interviewing engineering firms.  Mr. Perry said he did not think that they had discussed how removing the dam would affect Twin Rivers, and the 2008 FEMA report indicated that flooding would not change because of other structures such as the bridge, which in itself would create a dam.  He said in reference to a 100 year flood, control or repair gates would not be considered by DES as a solution because they were manually operated.   He said they were looking into an idea to make the gates non-manual. 
Lynn Durgan of Main Street, Newmarket said she felt the citizens concerns had been in the original wording of the warrant article, as Council Vice Chairman Bentley had said. She felt it was important that to the word “removal” they had added the intention of studying other alternatives for the dam.  She said that to study removal of the dam, they had actually hired a firm that could remove the dam, and naturally the firm would not want to keep the dam.  She said that Newmarket was going to need money to run the town, and if the property values of residents who live on the river go down, taxes would have to be redistributed to the remainder of the town who would see their taxes increase.  She said that the dam and the river were the heart of the town and the reason for the town’s existence because of the mills.  She thought that not only should they do an intensive environmental study, but also an in depth economic study.  She pointed to the attractiveness of Newmarket’s downtown and the number of people who visit, which helps local businesses.  She felt they had to be very careful to maintain the integrity of Newmarket, step back from the study that presupposes the dam will come down and consider other alternatives.  
Bert Allen said the two buildings next to the dam could be purchased to extend the width to 110 feet.  He said the Book Exchange was valued at $479K and paid $652 and the building on the other side was worth valued at $324,300 and paid taxes of $4,093.

As there was no further comment, Council Chairman Levy closed the Public Hearing at 8:13.

TOWN COUNCIL DISCUSSION ON THE PETITION

Councilor Pickering said there were two basic issues: flooding and the possibility of introducing hydro-electric power at the dam site.  He asked about the earthen berm that he was told DOT installed behind the Durham Boat Company in about 1985. His understanding was that the intent was to give Durham more water by blocking water near the Valentine Hill property.   Jim Dreher  said this came about in 1885, and the creek or now canal went back to the time when Valentine Hill was given the right to put in a creek or canal there in the 1620s. It was a natural spillway for the Lamprey River.  He said that in the 1800s when the mills were built, a berm was put in to direct water in the opposite direction.  He said there was a cement barrier that had tipped over when the trees came down during the Mothers’ Day flood, but that was not the only obstacle.  There also was a berm on Moat Road.  Councilor Pickering said it seemed that this exacerbated the problem in Newmarket, to which Mr. Dreher agreed.  He continued that in 1949, DOT put in a dirt road through the marsh, which through various repairs and repaving was now 3 feet above the grade line and that was what had created the dam.  He said all this was very clear on the FEMA map, and it showed that making the road higher forced more water to go into Newmarket.  
Councilor Nazzaro commented on remarks made that Wright Pierce had only given options of removal or partial removal of the dam. Then the Council had hired Gomez and Sullivan to look into those options which involved somehow lowering the dam.  He asked what it would take procedurally for the Council as a body to show support for an independent group to study alternatives.  Town Administrator Fournier said they could authorize him to write a letter or a Resolution.  Councilor Nazzaro noted that Attorney Ratigan said this would not bind them to anything and they could seek alternatives that might not decrease the size of the dam, and he would be in favor of either option that the Town Administrator had suggested.  Councilor Pike said he agreed that it would be good for a group to look at this and work with the Macallen Dam Study Committee.  He said he had not heard any Councilor say that he wanted the dam gone, and he would endorse and efforts to seek alternatives.  Council Chairman Levy suggested that Town Administrator Fournier give some background information, as the town had experienced significant flooding over the past decade, and the State had come in with recommendations to repair or find alternatives for the dam.  
Town Administrator Fournier said the town had received a letter of deficiency from the State Dam Bureau which meant the town had to begin addressing concerns with the dam.  He said that when NCDC sold the mills, Newmarket had taken over ownership of the dam.  He said that the reason that the word “removal” was used was that voters passed a warrant article to allocate $40,000 to study removal of the dam.  The town had received funds through a grant to assist with the study. However, the Town Administrator and Council at the time did not fund the warrant article. He stressed that it was not the Council that said it wanted to remove the dam, but a majority of the voters approved the cost of a study.  Council Chairman Levy said the voters wanted to know the ramifications of removing the dam.  Town Administrator Fournier agreed, and added that the thought at the time was that the money they had would be enough to do a complete study.  However, this was only a small portion of all the issues that had to be addressed.  He said the state had not given a time line for action to be taken.  Council Chairman Levy said that if they received the Gomez and Sullivan report in March, they still would not have enough information to make a decision.  He asked when the state might give the town a deadline.  Town Administrator Fournier said that it was unlikely that the state would give a deadline to remove or repair the dam, because it would put them in a position to fund removal or repair, and the state had no money to do this. He said if the state told them to remove or repair the dam, he would tell them that the town did not have the funds either.  He felt that if there was imminent danger the state would come down harder and faster, but he did not believe that was the situation at this time.  
Councilor Wright said he thought the state had given the dam a high hazard rating.  Town Administrator Fournier said the rating meant that if, not when, the dam failed there would be a large impact on property and loss of life. Lynn Durgan said she thought that if they were able to install non-manual flood gates that would put the dam into a lower hazard category.  Council Chairman Levy said the Gomez and Sullivan study was under way, but he had concerns with spending the money for this report as it would not address many of the issues that needed study. He said he didn’t have a problem with the Council getting additional information from a group.  He said that the Council at this point only had information from Wright Pierce that said the dam had to be lowered or removed, and Gomez and Sullivan was looking into those findings. He said there were assumptions and the Gomez and Sullivan report would be based on the pros and cons of either lowering or removing the dam.  The town did not have enough funds for the firm to study the economic and recreational  impact or to address other concerns that had been expressed.  He said they were in the preliminary stages and did not have enough information to make a decision.  He said he felt they were at a point when they could put on the agenda  the question of supporting a group to make it easier for them to seek 501C funding for a study.  
Councilor Nazzaro felt that if the  Council passed a resolution for a study, it would not be endorsing hydro-electric power or the results of the study, only indicating that the Council wanted more information.  Council Chairman Levy said he would be okay with that, but it really wasn’t necessary to authorize the group to do the study.  However, if the group felt a letter would help them, he didn’t think there was anyone on the Council who did not want more information.  The Council discussed whether a letter or resolution would be more appropriate.  It was suggested that the group come up with a name.  Town Administrator Fournier said eventually, when all was said and done, there would be a definitive warrant article initiated by the Council to raise and appropriate funds to either remove the dam, lower the dam or some other option.  In the case of citizens initiating a petition, there could be another warrant article to raise and appropriate funds for another option.  It was unknown if DES could turn aside a town vote if it was unacceptable to them, and Town Administrator Fournier would ask the Town Attorney if this could lead to litigation.  Citizens from Durham and Newmarket said the discussion had addressed some of their concerns. Town Administrator Fournier said he would be meeting with DES to let them know what the town was doing about the dam, but he said they were in the very preliminary stages. He was to prepare a resolution concerning the group study for the next meeting.  Coleen Fuerst said that DOT was to begin road work on April 1st, and would start in the area of the flow split.
TOWN COUNCIL TO CONSIDER ACCEPTANCE OF MINUTES

November 6, 2013 Business Meeting

Council Vice Chairman Bentley moved to accept the minutes of the November 6, 2013 Business Meeting.  Councilor Pike seconded.  There was no discussion.  Town Administrator Fournier polled the Council.  Motion passed 6 -0 -1, with Councilor Carmichael abstaining as he had been excused from the meeting.

November 9, 2013 Town Budget Meeting

Council Vice Chairman Bentley moved to accept the minutes of the November 9, 2013 Town Budget Meeting.  Councilor Nazzaro seconded.  There was no discussion.  Town Administrator Fournier polled the Council.  Motion passed 4 – 0- 3, with Council Vice Chairman Bentley, Councilor Pike and Councilor Carmichael abstaining as they had been excused from the meeting.
REPORTS FROM COUNCIL REP COMMITTEES

Councilor Pickering said that Town Administrator Fournier had presented an overview of the town budget to the Budget Committee.  Councilor Wright had been unable to attend the Planning Board meeting.  Councilor Pike said the group that had been present for the public hearing was circulating a letter through the Conservation Commission  asking for a 30 day extension on the Route 108 widening project.   Council Chairman Levy asked if the Council could have information in the next packet about the concerns of raising of Route 108.  Town Administrator Fournier said he had made copies of Coleen Fuerst’s report and they were put in Councilors’ mailboxes.  Councilor Carmichael said the Heritage Advisory Commission had met about the proposed improvements to the old railroad station.  The Commission had some suggestions about lighting fixtures and for keeping the historic look of the building. They passed the proposal back to the Planning Board. Council Chairman Levy said the Economic Development Committee would meet the following evening to go over the preliminary document from the consultant.  He asked that Town Administrator Fournier email the document to the Councilors after the meeting so that any changes or comments could ne annotated.  Town Administrator Fournier said the document would also be posted on the web site.  Council Chairman Levy said there were reports from committees included in the packet as well as a synopsis of Budget Committee meetings. 
CLOSING COMMENTS FROM COUNCILORS

Council Vice Chairman Bentley asked about the Thanksgiving dinner being sponsored by Jeremy’s again this year. Town Administrator Fournier said that Jeremy’s Pizza would be hosting the Fourth Annual Newmarket Community Thanksgiving at the Recreation Center.  Events would start at 11:00 on Thanksgiving Day with a free dinner served at 1:00 and a raffle at 3:00.  Information and sign-ups were posted on the town’s web site.  Council Vice Chairman said this was a great thing that Jeremy’s and all the volunteers were doing. 
Council Chairman Levy had noticed that the web site only had contact information for the Councilors and asked that either email addresses or phone numbers be included for all board members.  

ADJOURNMENT

Councilor Nazzaro moved to adjourn and Council Vice Chairman Bentley seconded.  Motion carried unanimously and the meeting adjourned at 8:45 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Ellen Adlington, Recording Secretary

2

