Town of Northwood
Planning Board

June 23, 2011

Chairman Robert Strobel calls the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  

PRESENT: Chairman Robert Strobel, Vice Chairman Tim Jandebeur, Selectmen’s Representative Scott Bryer, Herb Johnson, Rick Wolf, Joe McCaffrey, Town Planner Elaine Planchet, and Board Secretary Lisa Fellows-Weaver. 
VOTING DESIGNATION: Bob Strobel, Tim Jandebeur, Scott Bryer, Joe McCaffrey, Herb Johnson, and Rick Wolf. 
ABSENT: Babette Morrill and Alternates Victoria Parmele, Pat Bell, and Adam Sprague.

MINUTES:
Mr. Bryer makes a motion, second by Mr. Johnson, to approve the June 9, 2011, minutes, as amended, as follows: 
Page 3: Delete …unduly; Replace: …undue…  

Page 8: Delete: …of… 
Motion passes; 6/0.  
NEW CASES: 

Case 11-06: Chris and Amy Sporcic, 983 First NH Tpke. Map 217; Lot 10. Applicants seek minimal impact site plan approval for change of use for retail business. (Property currently owned by Stewart and Gloria Smith.)

Mr. Strobel states that an email was received by the applicant requesting to withdraw the application and that written documentation for this request was received June 13, 2011.  

Mr. Johnson makes a motion, second by Mr. Jandebeur, to accept the letter of intent to withdraw the application. Motion passes unanimously; 6/0.

Case 11-07: Stephen Rowland Revocable Trust, 783 First NH Tpke. Map 222; Lot 47. Applicant seeks to subdivide 2.381 acres from existing 10.671 acre lot. 

Jason Hill from Holden Engineering is present representing Mr. Rowland. 

Ms. Planchet states that a waiver request has been submitted for 2 ft. contours. Mr. Hill adds that it is a partial waiver request for the rear of the project. Mr. Johnson makes a motion, second by Mr. Bryer, to accept the application as complete. Motion passes unanimously; 6/0.
Mr. Strobel reads the abutters list. There are no abutters present. 

Mr. Hill provides an overview of the project. He explains that the proposal is for a two lot subdivision. He states that this tract of land is a result from a 2003 subdivision. He states that the lot totals 10.6 acres off of Harmony Road and Rte. 4. and that the back portion of the lot is a perennial stream and there is also a large wetland area. He adds that the proposal is to subdivide 2.3 acres from the 10.6 acres and then the antique shop will be on its own land.  

Mr. Hill states that they originally proposed a common driveway but that after some research, they determined that the new lot would be eligible for its own driveway off a state highway and have revised the plans to eliminate the shared driveway and propose a new single driveway. 
Mr. Hill states that the existing lot already has a well and septic system and they have a well and septic for proposed locations for the new lot. 
Mr. Hill states that he is expecting the driveway permit next week along with the state’s subdivision approval, which is required for the new lot.  He states that state subdivision approval is not required on the remainder lot as it is over 5 acres. He adds that there was a test pit done and the soils are suitable for disposal. He adds that they are not requesting any zoning reliefs.  

Mr. Hill states that he is asking for a partial waiver for the 2 ft. contours as it is in the wetlands and a flood plain. He adds that this is a non-buildable area, and he believes that enough topo information has been provided to show that the lot meets all of the requirements. Mr. Hill states that he believes that the request is an unreasonable request to impose on the applicant.

Mr. McCaffrey asks why the change in the driveway. Mr. Hill states that last year they approached the state and provided information. He states that when applying for the state permit and resubmitting the subdivision plans it was noted that there was an error made. He states that if there is 500 ft. of frontage or more there can be two driveways. He explains that the sight distance exceeds the 500 ft. when a minimal of 400 ft. in each direction is required. Mr. Hill explains that the state frontage requirement is based on the entire lot as it was back in 1971; he explains that if there was more than 500 ft. of frontage in 1971, then it is eligible. He states that it is more desirable for a separate driveway. 

Mr. Strobel asks if the sight distance was measured. Mr. Hill replies that it was measured and they used the NHDOT required heights and setbacks. Discussion ensues regarding the note relative to sight distance and the measurements. Ms. Planchet refers to Note 25 on Sheet 2 which references the sight distances.  

Further discussion is held regarding the plan. Ms. Planchet states that it appears that some of the lines appear to be very similar and questions the actual property line. She suggests that this be amended. Mr. Hill agrees.   

Mr. Strobel states that a note regarding a fire pond within a mile has been indicated. Mr. Hill states that he spoke with Mr. Wakeman who was going to send a letter to the board. He adds that the fire department did not have any other comments. Mr. Jandebeur asks if the pond has water in it year round. Mr. Hill states that it is a dug pond and he believes that there is water in it year round. 
Mr. Hill states that he will clear up the legend.

Ms. Planchet notes that the Daugherty map and lot number are incorrectly noted. Mr. Hill states he will correct this. 
Mr. Hill states that he will add the existing driveway for the garage. Mr. Strobel requests that the proposed lot lines be added to the plan for the new lot. 

Mr. Strobel refers to Note 9 regarding easements on the property for the well. He adds that the well for lot 47-1 has not been determined. Ms. Planchet reads that there is a well head easement noted on the plan. Mr. Hill states that he will clarify the note regarding any easements. 

Mr. Hill states that the monuments will need to be set and need to be added to the plans.

Mr. Hill states that he will add the driveway for map 242, lot 47. He adds that Note 25 will be clarified regarding the driveways for lot 47, 47-1, and 47-2. He adds that all driveways meet the requirements and have been measured. 
Mr. Hill states that there were no other comments from the state subsurface division relative to the proposal. He adds that NHDES will be checking the test pit and subsurface did not have any other comments. He adds that he has spoken to Jim Driver from NHDOT and he expects to have the driveway permit mid-week next week. 

Mr. Bryer makes a motion, second by Mr. McCaffrey, to grant the partial waiver to section 4.10(B)(1)(b) from showing 2 ft. contours. Mr. Bryer states that this is being requested because much of the lot is not proposed for development and covered with wetlands and that the applicant has indicated that this is not a reasonable request. Motion passes unanimously; 6/0. 

Mr. Strobel opens the public portion. With no comment, he closes the public portion for this case, for tonight.     

A discussion is held regarding approving the subdivision plan tonight. Mr. Strobel states that there are many items that need to be added to the plan and then the burden would fall on town staff to verify that the conditions have been met. He recommends that the case be postponed to the next meeting. Lengthy discussion ensues as to discretion items and the judgement call staff would need to make on the plan. Mr. Hill requests a conditional approval. Discussion is held about whether or not to grant a conditional approval at this meeting. Ms. Planchet adds that conditions are numerous and that would make for a cumbersome notice of decision. She suggests that the board continue the case to the work session. After discussion, the consensus of the board is to agree and allow the applicant time to revise the numerous items. Mr. Jandebeur makes a motion, second by Mr. Johnson, to continue this case to July 14. Motion passes unanimously; 6/0. Mr. Strobel states that it is always better for the board to make the decisions rather than town staff. 

Case 11-08: Garry and Sandra Barnes, 398 Jenness Pond Road. Map 102; Lot 29. Applicants seek to subdivide 36.79 acres into three lots; 2.05 acs.; 12.01 acs.; 22.72 acs.  

Mr. Strobel states that since the work session on June 9, no new information has been received for this application. He states that the board will need to consider whether the information that has been provided is sufficient enough for the application to be considered complete. Ms. Planchet suggests that the chair ask if there is any new information available, which may help the board determine if the application is complete and can move forward. She notes that staff has not reviewed any new information and cannot make any recommendations.  

Tom Brouillette is present along with Mr. Barnes and Mr. Bassett. Mr. Brouillette states that they are requesting a waiver of the 5 ft. contours on the entire parcel that is larger than 10 acres. He notes that the contours are shown in the buildable area of the lot.  

Mr. Brouillette states that plans have been revised to address most of the issues noted from the TRC meeting. He states that additional topography has been completed. He adds that the wetlands have been delineated on the plan by a wetlands scientist and he will add his stamp to the plan.  
Ms. Planchet states that the board must decide if the application is complete or not before discussions can be held. She adds that the board also needs to consider the 15 day time frame for new information with opportunity to review. 
Ms. Planchet states that at the work session there were some items that were identified that were not on the plan. She states that some of those items may need ZBA approval since the requirements are in the development ordinance to require that overlay districts be shown, that a wetlands scientist stamp be included for wetlands delineation, etc. She explains that there has been a change in the state law where the planning board cannot require the applicant to go before the zoning board first. Ms. Planchet states that for the planning board to accept the application as complete, the board needs to decide if these items are outstanding or not. She adds that as far as the other items added since the work session, if the board can accept the application as complete based on what was previously provided, then this could be considered as additional information. She states that it is important that the board make a determination of whether or not the application is complete or not before going into detail. She explains that if the  board cannot move forward because the information just presented is what makes this application complete, since no one has had time to review and comment on it, including the abutters, then the board must tread cautiously.  

Mr. Brouillette states that he has contacted the wetlands scientist, Jamie Long, who has flagged the wetlands and he will have the plans stamped. He adds that additional wetlands were delineated on the 12 acre parcel and 22 acre parcel. Mr. Brouillette adds that the test pit information for test pits 5 and 6 will be added to the plan. 
The board reviews information presented this evening. 

Mr. Strobel states that there are agricultural soils of statewide importance in the overlay district indicated on the plan and he asks where it is delineated. Mr. Brouillette shows the board the agricultural soils and states that the overlay district map shows a small area on this parcel about the size of a dime. He adds that he has done the best he can do with the information available. He adds that he believes that the agricultural soils area totals between 25 and 30%, which will affect whether or not the subdivision will require an open space development. He notes that the open space concept was a comment by the board administrator. 
Ms. Planchet asks the applicant to consider whether he would want, if the percentage of agricultural soils were to require the proposal to be an open space subdivision, the larger lot could be considered as an open space lot and the two other lots would then share an equal proportion of that land. Mr. Barnes replies that he intends to take the 36 acre lot with a single family dwelling on it, sell 12 acres to his daughter, and subdivide out 2 acres for the house lot, and keep the 22 acres for himself. Mr. Barnes replies that he is not a developer and just wants to sell some of his land to family. He adds that this is a process that he is required to go through to accomplish the subdivision. Ms. Planchet states that the percentage of the agricultural soils needs to be determined. 

Discussion ensues regarding open space requirements and the process. Ms. Planchet explains that the lot itself now is more than 20 acres so if more than 25% of that 20 acres is agricultural soils, the ordinance states that the development of the 20 acres requires an open space design.  She states that should the applicant not want to propose an open space design subdivision, they can go before the zoning board of adjustment (ZBA) and ask for a variance. Ms. Planchet states that the board needs to determine if more than 25% of agricultural soils exist on the lot. 
Mr. McCaffrey asks that if there is more than 25% ag soils, is there any more bearing on this being a buildable lot? He asks why the board should have that concern. Ms. Planchet explains that the ordinance requires that if there is a subdivision of more than 20 acres and more than 25% of the land is agricultural soils, the open space is required.  
Mr. Bryer suggests that the applicant should apply to the ZBA. Mr. Johnson states that the applicant needs to determine the percentage of the agricultural soils. Ms. Planchet reminds the board that the board needs to decide if the answer to the agricultural soils percentage is information that is necessary to determine tonight if the application is complete or not. Mr. McCaffrey states that  he does not think so. 
Mr. Wolf states that if the board approves the subdivision, that does not make the lot an approved buildable lot. Mr. Bryer states that it would be an approved buildable lot for only one house and the applicant would not be able to further subdivide without coming back to the board. 
Mr. Strobel reviews the plan and staff review notes and states that the following items have been covered:  conservation overlay district is delineated on the back of lot 29, note 5; overlay districts have been delineated, note 7; title block has been included; and, driveways are noted.
Ms. Planchet states that, in her opinion, the remainder of the TRC review items do not rise to the level of making the application incomplete. Mr. Strobel states that the only other outstanding item is the agricultural soils percentage. Mr. Jandebeur states that it is the responsibility of the applicant to provide that information. Mr. Bryer agrees and asks what else is necessary to make the 

application complete. Ms. Planchet replies whether the agricultural soils are more than 25%; if it is the proposal would need to be an open space proposal and since this plan is not, then it wouldn’t be complete.

Mr. Brouillette points to the area on the overlay map and states that the area is 36 acres and the pink area is agricultural soils. Mr. Strobel asks if it is 20%, 22%, or 28% as this will really affect the property. Mr. Brouillette states that he is not able to determine this off the town’s map that is used to make the decisions. Mr. Strobel states that this is provided by the town and the soils map from GRANIT, the GIS program. Mr. Brouillette states that this is the NH GRANIT map and the national resource conservation service scale is not any better. Mr. Bryer asks if a soil test needs to be done for the determination. Ms. Planchet states that she is not sure how the determinations are done as she is not a surveyor, and refers the applicant to other subdivisions where soils designations have been done.   
Mr. Brouillette states that the percentage of agricultural soils on the property is 23%. Ms. Planchet asks if he is willing to put that opinion in writing with his surveyor stamp on it. Mr. Brouillette replies that he is.
Mr. Johnson makes a motion, second by Mr. Bryer, to accept the application as complete. Mr. McCaffrey states that the lot is easily qualified on one house and that the possible issue is if the larger parcel would be subdivided and the proposed design would need to be open space. He states that one house does not require open space. Mr. Johnson states that if the percentage is wrong, the applicant can go to the ZBA. Motion passes; 5/1. Mr. Strobel is opposed. 

Mr. Strobel reads the abutters list and opens the public hearing. Abutter present is Douglas Briggs. 
Mr. Barnes explains that the proposal is to subdivide a 36 acre lot into 3 parcels. He states that there is one existing single family dwelling and that one parcel will be 12 acres, which will be sold to family; the lot with the existing house will become two acres, which he plans to retain; and the third lot will be 22 acres, which he also intends to keep in its undeveloped, as is condition.  
Mr. Strobel states that revised plans were received tonight with updated information. 

Mr. McCaffrey states that he does not see any issues and asks the board for their comments or concerns. 

Mr. Strobel asks what changes would need to be made if it were determined that the percentage of agricultural soils were more than 25%.  Ms. Planchet states that the town has indicated in approving the ordinance that agricultural soils is something to be protected so that there would be land placed in open space, which would mean that there would be no development on that portion.  Mr. Strobel states that based on the existing site, the house would be in the front and there is no planned development in the back. He asks if it were to be that an open space design were required, could a line be added to delineate the back land where the agricultural soils are and in the future there could not be any further development without going to the ZBA. Ms. Planchet states that the open space section does specify the minimum size of the open space to be required and that it be held in common ownership by the owners of the lots in the subdivision and should be protected. Mr. Barnes states that he is not intending to have any common ownership and the speculation that the board is mentioning is not his intent. Ms. Planchet states that the board needs to determine if the applicant must appear before the ZBA. 

Mr. Jandebeur states that if Mr. Brouillette provides a stamped letter stating the area is 23%, then the board can move forward. Mr. Brouillette states that he feels that the ordinance does not really address this issue; this is not a large development and that is what the ordinance was written for. 
Mr. McCaffrey makes a motion, second by Mr. Johnson, to approve the application. Mr. Strobel states that per procedures the new information was just received tonight and there has been no public review or town staff review. Mr. Bryer states that the board can postpone for two weeks. Mr. McCaffrey states that the board has not mentioned any major concern or requiring major modifications. Mr. Bryer states that he has no problems with approving the subdivision now; however, he adds the board did just get the information tonight and perhaps staff and the public should have time to review the information. Mr. Strobel states that he too would like time to review the information further and this is not good practice for the board. Mr. McCaffrey withdraws the motion based on the 15 day stipulation and that the board must maintain consistency. Mr. Johnson withdraws his second.

Mr. Strobel opens the public portion for comment. 

Ms. Planchet explains that as staff to the board she has a responsibility to review the application in line with the regulations and she has not had the opportunity to do that with this plan. She states that she is not comfortable recommending anything for this case as she has not done a review of the new information. 

Mr. Strobel asks the applicant if an additional 15 days would impose a hardship. Mr. Bassett states that he feels that this has taken longer than what it should have for such a simple project. 

Mr. Johnson makes a motion to continue the case to July 14. No second is provided. Motion does not prevail.

Abutter Mr. Briggs states that he agrees with the fact that this is a simple subdivision and the agricultural question should be addressed and discussed in the event that there is an additional subdivision to the larger lot. He does not have any objections and he requests the board approve the project in the shortest period of time possible. 

With no further comment, Mr. Strobel closes the public portion of this case for tonight. 
Mr. Bryer asks what precedent is the board setting if the board were to approve the case tonight. Mr. Bryer states that he does not see why waiting for review of staff is necessary. He states that he does not know what will change the board’s decision.

Mr. Strobel references the conservation easement noted. Mr. Brouillette states that the easement was not completed. 

A discussion is held regarding additional items that need to be addressed to be considered as conditions of approval. Items are as follows: 
1. Lot numbers to be changed on the plan so that remaining lot with existing house be retained as Map 102/Lot 29; new lot of 22+/- acres to become Lot 29-1, and the 12 acre parcel to become Lot 29-2.
2. Sight distances for driveways to be added to the plan.
3. Wetlands Scientist stamp for wetlands delineation to be added to the plan.
4. Results for Test Pits 5 and 6 to be added to the plan. 
5. Note to be added to the plan stating the percentage of the lot which is in the Agricultural Soils Overlay District with agricultural soil of either prime or of statewide significance. 

6. All local, state and federal permits to be obtained. 

Mr. Bryer makes a motion, second by Mr. McCaffrey, to approve the application, with the conditions discussed.    

Ms. Planchet asks if the setback lines are delineated for all lots and wetlands. Mr. Brouillette replies yes. 

Waiver:

Mr. Strobel reads the waiver submitted for the 5 ft. contour intervals to be shown on the subdivision plan. Mr. Johnson makes a motion, second by Mr. McCaffrey to accept the waiver request. Mr. Strobel states that the backland will not be developed, where this applies. Motion passes unanimously; 6/0.
Motion passes unanimously; 6/0.

Mr. Barnes thanks the board for granting the waiver and for the board’s due diligence and approving the plan.

Mr. Strobel calls for a recess at 9 p.m. Session resumes at 9:12 p.m.  

Case 11-09: Frederick Vega, 1505 First NH Tpke. Map 108; Lot 3. Applicant seeks site plan approval for dental practice, wellness center, and rental apartment.  

Jacki Arzilli is present representing Dr. Vega, along with Eric Reid, contractor. 
Mr. Strobel states that no new information has been received. 

Mr. Johnson makes a motion, second by Mr. Wolf, to accept the application as complete. Mr. Reid provides the board with new plans and the board takes a few minutes to review. Mr. Strobel notes that there is an extensive list of waivers requested.  
Mr. Johnson states that this is already an approved site with the difference that the last business had the apartment use removed. Mr. Strobel replies that that is correct and adds that the proposal now is to add the apartment back in. He notes that he did have discussions with town staff regarding the minimal impact site plan; however, because there were two changes of use proposed, the rental of the apartment and office space for dental and wellness, the minimal impact would not apply.  Mr. Johnson states that basically there are no changes proposed other than the apartment use. Mr. Strobel states that it is a change in use application.
Mr. McCaffrey mentions the lighting waiver request, VII(B)(5)(s). Mr. Reid states that there are two telephone poles existing that they are now proposing to add lighting to. Mr. McCaffrey states that the item should be considered. Ms. Planchet explains the waiver request process. 

Motion passes; 5/1. Mr. Strobel is opposed. 
Mr. Strobel reads the abutters list. Abutters present are Mr. & Mrs. Clement Hartley, property owners, and Frank Moriarty. Mr. Strobel opens the public hearing for this case. 

Abutter Mr. Moriarty expresses concern with his right of way. He notes that there is a plan showing a fence across the easement. Mr. Reid replies that the fence is the existing fence that stops at the easement. 
Mr. Moriarty asks about the reconstruction of the building. Mr. Reid states that the entrance will now be the front of building. 

Mr. Moriarty asks if the existing sign will change and he explains that there is a sight distance issue for them, which could be a potential problem when leaving the site. Mr. Reid states that they may need to reposition the sign differently to alleviate this issue. 

Additional discussion is held regarding the parking area. Mr. Reid states that there is 736’ available for parking. Ms. Planchet states that if parking will occur in the eastern area of the site then the entire parking lot area should be shown. 

Ms. Arzilli states that they have a purchase and sales agreement through June 29. She states that they are proposing to change the entrance to the front of the building, there is already sufficient parking already approved for the site for over 100 spaces. She states that the use is going from an antique center to a professional building.  She explains that they currently need to update and need new technology and are unable to accomplish this in the existing building so are forced to come to the board and request a change of use. 

Further discussion is held regarding the location of the sign. Mr. Wolf asks if the sign meets the current regulations. Ms. Planchet replies that the issue could be addressed with a sign permit from the building department. 

Ms. Planchet notes that there was a variance approved with conditions for the lots. Ms. Arzelli replies that following through with the variance is not something they would want to do. Mr. Hartley states that this is something he was going to do but that the merger was never filed with the registry so he understands that it reverts back to the original state. He adds that this was due to the economic state. Ms. Planchet states that the parking may be an issue regarding the tracts. 
Mr. McCaffrey states that it is a legitimate concern for the sign if the sign blocks views. He suggests raising the sign or attaching it to the building. Mr. Reid states that the bottom is 2 to 3’ and the top is 10’. Ms. Arzilli states that these requests are a doable situation.

Mr. McCaffrey discusses the parking on the east and whether or not cars would be backing out on to Rte. 4. A discussion is held and Mr. Jandebeur replies that there is 50’ before you get out onto Rte 4. Mr. Johnson asks if the spaces are marked. Mr. Reid replies no as the area is gravel. Mr. Strobel suggests that the spaces on the overflow be angled. 

Ms. Arzilli states that this is a rough draft plan to make sure that there is an approval for the change of use before they create a final plan. Mr. Wolf states that the state may make the owner close up some of the areas of the parking area. 
Mr. McCaffrey mentions lighting and glare broadcasted from the lights and questions returning to using the existing street light poles on the property. Mr. Strobel notes that there are lighting requirements in the regulations. Mr. Johnson makes a motion to approve the waiver requests. Mr. McCaffrey states that this is a request on the waivers and he states that he would prefer to not approve the waiver for lighting. Mr. Strobel states that the applicant has requested a waiver; however, the board does not need to approve the waiver. Mr. Strobel expresses concern with the circulation plan of the interior of the lot. Mr. Reid replies that the whole front is a walkway. Ms. Arzilli states that the walkway has always existed in that location. Mr. Wolf seconds. Mr. Strobel states that through discussions the circulation plan exists on the property and he is okay with the waiver request.  

A discussion is held regarding the existing fence as mention by the abutter. Mr. Reid states that this is the existing fence and stops at the easement. Ms. Arzilli states that there is an easement to pass through the property. 

Mr. Johnson makes an amendment to the motion to not grant the waiver request for V(B)(8). Mr. Wolf seconds the amendment. Mr. McCaffrey mention the waiver for lighting VII(B)(5)(s), as he feels that the lighting should be provided on a plan or provide a cut sheet.  

Mr. Strobel asks if there is any landscaping proposed between the abutters. Mr. Reid states that there is an existing buffer and they are not proposing to add anything additional.  
Additional discussion is held regarding the parking. Ms. Strobel states that this is a gravel parking lot. He states that what is required is that the site meets the regulations. He states that the board does not have any enforcement capabilities. Ms. Planchet states that the code enforcement officer enforces the site plan. Mr. McCaffrey suggests angled parking spaces and discussion ensues. Ms. Planchet states that the applicant needs to show all parking for all of the uses proposed. She adds that the applicant can add signs. Mr. Reid states that another option could be that the staff parking area is on the east side of the lot and only clients park on the west side and the west side could be repaved.  

Ms. Planchet confirms the number of bedrooms in the apartment. Ms. Arzilli replies that it is a 2 bedroom apartment. Ms. Planchet states that all three of the uses need to be added to the plan. Ms. Arzilli explains that the spa use is a technique to relax patients and is a part of the dental uses.  Ms. Planchet asks if other customers besides those there for dental appointments would be able to use the spa.  Ms. Arzilli replies that yes, they could.    
Mr. Reid notes that the hours of operation need to fixed on the plan to be 8 a.m. to 8 p.m. and that the word “lot” needs to be changed to “space” for the parking size.
Amendment passes unanimously; 6/0.  

Motion passes unanimously; 6/0

A discussion is held regarding possible conditions for approval. Ms. Planchet states that they have received a request from Mr. Hartley, the current property owner, with a request for a condition that the change of use not go into effect if the property is not sold to Dr. Vega.  
The consensus of the board for conditions are as follows: 
1. All Local, state and federal permits be obtained; and,

2. All building permits (building, sign, electrical, mechanical, and plumbing) to be obtained prior to beginning of each phase of work; and, 

3. NHDOT change of use driveway permit be obtained, if required by the state; and,

4. Word on 6/23/11 plan to be changed to Parking “Space” rather than Parking “Lot” regarding size; and,  

5. All three uses to be identified on the plan: dental office, spa and two bedroom apartment; and, 

6. Parking spaces on east side of lot to be delineated as angled configuration; and, 

7. Abutters names to be added to the plan; and, 

8. Pavement boundary and right of way along Route 4 to be shown on the plan; and,  

9. Hours of operation to be amended and shown to be 8 a.m. to 8 p.m.  

       Monday through Saturday; and,

10. Change of use to take effect after the date of property transfer and 
 
successful recording at the Rockingham County Registry of Deeds; the 
Change of use shall be valid only if the title to the property is 
transferred to Dr. Vega.

Mr. Johnson makes a motion, second by Mr. Bryer, to approve the application with the discussed conditions. Motion passes unanimously; 6/0.

Mr. Johnson left at 10:30 p.m.  

OTHER:

Letters of Interest: CIP Sub-committee

Mr. Strobel indicates that two letters of interest were received for the CIP sub-committee, from Hal Kreider and Mark Boucher. Mr. Bryer makes a motion, second by Mr. Jandebeur, to recommend Hal Kreider and Mark Boucher as members to the CIP subcommittee. Motion passes unanimously; 5/0.

Draft Subdivision Application Checklists 

The board agrees to postpone checklists to July 14. 

Consideration of Revisions to Rules of Procedure for Alternate Members s

Mr. Strobel states that he and staff have discussed proposed wording to address alternates in the board rules of procedure.  The board will discuss at the next meeting.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Jandebeur makes a motion, second by Mr. Bryer, to adjourn at 10:34 p.m. Motion passes unanimously; 5/0. 
Respectfully submitted,
Lisa Fellows-Weaver

Board Secretary 
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