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CITY OF CONCORD 

TRANSPORTATION POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF OCTOBER 22, 2026 

 
The Transportation Policy Advisory Committee (TPAC) met at 6:00 pm on October 22, 2026 

in City Council Chambers, 37 Green Street 
 

Members 
Present: 

Councilor Todd (Vice-Chair), Councilor Foote, Nicole Fox, Ian McGregor, Erika 
Rydberg-Hall, Councilor Schultz, Mickey Shoemaker, Craig Tufts 
  

Members 
Absent: 
 

Greg Bakos (Chair), Marcus Flynn, Chris Nadeau, Ganesh Sharma 

Guests: See sign-in sheet 
 

City Staff: Mike Bezanson (City Engineer), Karen Hill (Transportation Engineer), Alec Bass 
(Assistant City Planner – Community Planning) 

 
1.   Call to Order 

   Vice-chair Todd called the meeting to order at 6:04 pm.  
 

2.    Introductions 
 

3.   Approval of Minutes 
   Approval of Minutes – September 24, 2026 

On a motion made by Schultz, seconded by Shoemaker, the meeting minutes of 
September 24, 2026 were approved. 
 

4.   Public Comment 
    
5.   TPAC Referrals from City Council, Staff and Chair 

 a.  Referral from City Council regarding a proposed ordinance amending the Code of 
Ordinances; Title II, Traffic Code; Chapter 17, Vehicles and Traffic, Article 17-6, 
Miscellaneous Rules, by adding Section 17-6-12, Noyes Street and Cypress Streets - 
Restricted Access During School Drop-Off/Pick-Up Hours; together with a 
communication from John F. Weaver 
Hill provided a brief update from the Traffic Operations Committee (TOC) discussion. 
She explained that TOC did not recommend the ordinance as written but referred it to 
the City Solicitor for further analysis. She mentioned the Police Department had 
concerns about enforcement and TOC questioned whether or not an ordinance would 
be the appropriate mechanism to address the neighborhood concerns.  
 
Hill also confirmed the City Manager sent a letter to Concord School District (CSD) but a 
response had not yet been received. 
 
Jeanne Cusson, 5 Cypress Street, noted Councilor Todd’s concerns about enforceability. 
She explained that neighbors do not wish to overwhelm the Police Department and 
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believe that, with appropriate signage, most drivers would comply. She suggested that 
residents or Rundlett staff could address violations before involving the police as a last 
resort. She emphasized that pedestrian safety, rather than enforcement, is the 
neighborhood’s primary concern. She stated that she had submitted a safe alternative 
similar to the existing configuration and expressed concern about the anticipated 
volume of bus traffic in the neighborhood. 
 
Foote asked if she was able to speak and participate in School Board workshops? 
Cusson stated there were no workshops. They were only allowed to speak at some 
public hearings but there was no back-and-forth dialogue.  
 
Pat DeAngelis, 51 Noyes Street, questioned what recourse the neighborhood had other 
than an ordinance. She acknowledged TPAC’s understanding of the concerns and the 
City Manager’s letter but noted that no response had been received. She expressed 
disappointment with the October 5 School Board meeting and requested an alternative 
that would not use Noyes and Cypress Streets. She questioned the affordability and 
need for sidewalks without additional bus traffic, noted that a March 12 petition with 
75 signatures had not received a response, and expressed disappointment that the 
neighborhood had hired an attorney. She stated that while the neighborhood could 
accommodate teacher traffic, added bus and parent traffic could create unsafe 
conditions for children in the roadway. She indicated that residents were willing to 
revise the ordinance to address concerns, including enforcement. 
 
Foote asked her to clarify the purpose of the ordinance? DeAngelis said it is to keep the 
neighborhood safe and prevent unexpected parent traffic from using their 
neighborhood to bypass the main entrance. She also discussed a proposal to stagger 
bus and parent traffic to enter the driveway at different times.  
 
Foote questioned whether a no parking, stopping or standing ordinance would be 
simpler to address the concern. DeAngelis said yes, but in addition to the buses. 
 
The Committee discussed that it would need to go to the attorneys for review.  
 
McGregor expressed concerns about how the Noyes and Cypress restrictions could just 
push the traffic to the other college streets. He said Bow Street is a good example of 
that happening today and that it may have unintended consequences.  
 
Jim McConaha, 7 Cypress Street, encouraged members to review the concerns raised in 
July. He stated that the ordinance was intended to address safety concerns that 
residents had been unable to resolve with the School Board. Although encouraged by 
the City Manager’s letter, he noted that no response had been received. He expressed 
concern about increased traffic on narrow residential streets and the potential loss of 
mature trees if sidewalks were constructed. He questioned how the loss of 
neighborhood safety and character was being weighed against other project 
considerations. He urged the Committee to refer the ordinance for legal review, 
believing it could be revised to be enforceable and withstand legal challenges, and 
expressed concern about potential City liability if someone were injured. 
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Ari Pollack, attorney for School District, and Pam Walsh, Chair of School Board, came 
forward to answer some questions. Walsh passed out alternatives that have been 
considered and Pollack passed out RSA 47:17. 
 
Walsh mentioned that the board directed School District staff to communicate with City 
staff on the sidewalks. She recognized that they will not be able to please everyone. She 
said no matter what, traffic will be using City streets to get to the school, but the buses 
will stack on school property. She has concerns about pushing issues to other streets.   
 
She confirmed that alternatives are being discussed, including using the service road 
behind the school and only using the neighborhood to exit. She expressed issues with 
all alternatives and that the existing condition cannot be maintained. She mentioned 
that they can test alternatives once the school is open.  
 
Pollack stated that adoption of an ordinance of this nature would have a significant 
impact on the District’s investment. He mentioned that although it is under 
construction, it will not open until December 2028. Therefore, the City does not need to 
rush into emergency ordinances.  
 
He expressed that the ordinance as written basically says “everyone can pass but you”. 
He said experts are still looking at alternatives and the District is continuing to work 
with City staff to come up with the best approach. He felt that telling the District that 
we want your school but not your busses, is not functional.  
 
He questioned how the ordinance would function, describing an instance where a 
Police Officer would pull over a school bus full of students and ticket them for bringing 
them to school. He thinks we can all do better than that, and we should.  
 
He mentioned his handout of RSA 47:17, as it was the only authority cited. He said VII, 
use of public ways, dates back to 1800s, basically allowing the City to regulate its 
streets. He explained it is not broad, it does not mean do whatever you want. He has 
concerns regarding excluding school buses and parent transport, what’s next? delivery 
vehicles etc.  
 
He believes the solution is in collaboration, not threats about ordinances, litigation, etc. 
as litigation would be funded by taxpayers on both sides. He would like conversations 
to happen. 
 
Schultz discussed the complications between having the School Board and City Council 
as separate entities. She questioned whether the unique jurisdiction structure is 
complicating matters and suggests it needs careful study.  She is open to contributing 
and having further discussions.  
 
Walsh mentioned that she anticipates the School District contributing to sidewalks in 
some manner but that they are in the City’s master plan and the District is not in the 
business of building sidewalks.  
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Hill clarified that sidewalks on Noyes Street are in the City’s master plan but Cypress 
Street is not.  
 
McGregor asked about state building aid and how it would have required traffic 
separation. He asked whether they could get a waiver since it states it as a minimum 
standard, but other schools that were built have combined traffic patterns, he is just 
wondering if there is flexibility? 
 
Todd asked about the question of staggering times for drop-off? Walsh confirmed they 
have discussed it but there are complications with trying to govern human behavior, it 
adds complications with costs, and bus timing is tight between schools as buses are 
used by both. She also mentioned they do not want a bunch of students hanging 
around unsupervised during longer drop-off times. 
 
Foote revisited the question of state building aid and asked if they are working to build 
to those standards even if they are not getting aid?  Pollack said they want to remain 
eligible in case there is an opportunity for funding down the road. Walsh has trouble 
supporting a traffic pattern that the state says is unsafe.  
 
Marjorie Waters, 14 Noyes Street, appreciated Walsh’s interest in alternative ideas and 
wanting to work together. She said it is just unfortunate that the neighborhood has had 
to go to these lengths to get this to happen. She expressed that the neighborhood has 
been trying to communicate with the School Board all along, but feels as though it has 
not been returned. She mentioned her home is only 20 feet from the street, there are 9 
mature trees, fire hydrants, telephone poles, and any work or change in traffic will 
reduce the value of homes, adding 80 busses, too. She said she thinks about what it will 
be like for neighbors to try to enter and exit their homes during these times. She said 
there are 36 children living in the neighborhood and all children will be walking through 
bus traffic. She mentioned the safety of parents and students walking and the 
interruption of lives, weigh heavily on her heart.  
 
Todd asked in her ideal world going forward, what would she like to see happen? 
Waters was pleased to hear the District’s openness for discussion. Todd asked about 
outreach? Waters would like the School Board to reach out to the neighborhood group, 
sit down with them and discuss alternatives. She expressed they want the school in 
their backyard, they love children, but want it to be safe and not to impact their homes. 
She believes there are good people sitting at each table that care and she would like 
them to establish relationships of mutual respect to move forward. 
 
Jim McConaha returned to comment on the discussion of which entity would pay for 
sidewalk improvements. He noted that, although the City and School District have 
separate budgets, both are funded by taxpayers and questioned whether the 
distinction mattered to residents. 
 
Todd added that the City has two school districts which does add complications.  
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Discussion: 
Schultz expressed she was really glad to hear from the School Board and their lawyer, 
having left the original meeting questioning why they could not simply do what the 
neighborhood was asking. She said the School Board representatives have now 
provided more context. She stated she is inclined to make the neighborhood happy but 
also encouraged a meeting of minds to determine the preferred route. She does feel 
like the City could ultimately implement an ordinance.   
 
Foote reiterated his comments from a City Council meeting where he stated that we 
keep hearing safety concerns with the existing configuration, but he was not aware of 
any vehicle/pedestrian crashes or fatalities on site for the last 60+ years. He believes 
this to be a quality of life issue and safety concern for the neighborhood. He has seen 
other schools built and expanded over several years, and each one has traffic issues 
that the District has failed to address. He thinks we are creating a problem that doesn’t 
exist today. He added that it’s in the community’s best interest to not improve the 
streets, as there would be significant cost to construct sidewalks and the existing traffic 
pattern works. He feels that the City needs to bring the ordinance forward to protect 
the neighborhood, if there’s an agreement, then don’t follow through with 
implementing it.  
 
Fox asked if there are other similar restrictions at City schools. Hill mentioned there are 
parking, stopping or standing restrictions but none specifically restricting certain 
vehicles from traveling along the streets. 
 
There was a brief discussion about existing ordinances and vehicle restrictions 
elsewhere in the City.  
 
McGregor felt that an ordinance would be putting neighbors against neighbors and the 
alternatives have been looked at extensively by professional engineers. He explained 
there has been no professional engineering opinion that says anything different.  He 
agreed that no parking, stopping or standing in the neighborhood would generally be 
needed, but he wouldn’t recommend the ordinance as written to City Council as it 
could set a precedent. 
 
Tufts expressed that he is not ready to recommend the ordinance and hopes it wouldn’t 
come to this. He said there are always trade-offs, but questioned what is the best 
solution. He says he wants to trust the engineering experts as he hasn’t been truly 
convinced yet.  He mentioned that if we do need an ordinance, he doesn’t think it 
would be this one or up to this Committee.  
 
Rydberg-Hall would like to see the written response to the City Manager’s letter before 
making a recommendation. She mentioned there was some new information shared at 
the meeting, but not enough information to make a decision. 
 
Todd summarized elements to include in the report, the Committee was not interested 
in the ordinance as presented, was awaiting a response to the City Manager’s letter, 
and had discussed no-parking, no-stopping, or no-standing restrictions. 
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Fox made a motion to recommend to City Council that TPAC does not support the 
ordinance as written as it creates a new precedent for restrictions to users of a street, 
however they may recommend other ordinances, or ordinances that potentially include 
no parking, stopping or standing, and encourage further coordination between the 
School District/Board, neighborhood and City Council, seconded by McGregor. All in 
favor. The motion passed unanimously.  
 
Foote left the meeting at 8:09 pm. The meeting adjourned due to lack of quorum. 
Everything else was tabled to the next meeting.  
 

13.   Next Meeting   
With the next two meetings following on or near holidays, the Committee would like to 
consider November 24, 2026 or December 3, 2026, Hill will coordinate. 

 
Minutes prepared by Alec Bass and Karen Hill. 
 
 
 
































































































