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TOWN OF ALTON ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES
Thursday, September 4, 2025, at 6:00 P.M.
Alton Town Hall

REVISED MINUTES 11/3/2025

MEMBERS PRESENT

Tom Lee, Vice Chair

Tim Morgan, Member

Paul LaRochelle, Selectman’s Representative
Paul Monzione, Alternate Member

OTHERS PRESENT
Stephen Nix

Nicholas Buonopane
Rob Carpenter

Marc Deroy

Walter Borowski
Shawn Dunphey

Josh Thibeault

Lisa Nicastro

John Goodrich

Jason LaPlante

Alin Boldt

Dick Shea

Ryan Heath

Gary Walem

Thune Nalen
Maureen Kalfas
Maureen Pruka
Norma Ditri, Code Enforcement Officer

CALL TO ORDER
Vice Chair Lee welcomed everyone to the meeting. He stated that he is the Vice Chair and will be filling
in for Chair Rich. He called the meeting to order at 6:04.

APPOINTMENT OF ALTERNATES

Motion: to appoint Mr. Monzione as a member of the Board for this meeting.
Motion by Mr. Morgan. Second by Mr. LaRochelle. Vote was unanimous.
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Acting Chair Lee stated they have had some transcription problems in past meetings. He asked that the
Board members when they speak, to please preface it with their name first and that would make it easier
for the transcriptionist to enter the correct names.

STATEMENT OF APPEAL PROCESS

The purpose of this hearing is to allow anyone to serve an appeal to the Zoning Board of Adjustment to
present evidence for or against the appeal. This evidence may be in the form of an opinion rather than
established fact, however it should support the grounds that the Board must consider when making a
determination, Purpose of the hearing is not to gauge the sentiment of the public or to hear personal
reasons why individuals are for or against an appeal, but all facts and opinions based on reasonable
assumptions will be considered. In the case of an appeal for variance the Board must determine facts
bearing upon the five criteria as set forth in the state's statutes, for a special exception the Board must
ascertain whether each of the standards set forth in the Zoning Ordinance have been or will be met

INTRODUCTION OF BOARD MEMBERS

Acting Chair Lee introduced the Board members. Paul Monzione appointed for this meeting. Tim
Morgan committee member, Paul Rochelle Selectman and committee member and himself Tom Lee
Acting Chair along with Norma Ditri Code Enforcement Officer.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Acting Chair Lee asked Ms. Ditri if there were any changes with the agenda?

Ms. Ditri stated the copy of the agenda has Miramichie Hill Road as the first case, and that has been
taken off. That case is coming in October.

2" REHEARING
Case #725-15R Map 6 Lot 1 2" Rehearing for
Prospect Mountain Survey, Josh Thibeault and Shawn Eagles Way, Falcon Special Exception

Dunphey, Esq., Agents for Walter P. Borowski Living Drive & Osprey [Variances
Trust, Walter and Janice Borowski, Trustees Road IRural Zone (RU)

1. A Special Exception is requested for Article 600 Section 602.C.3 to permit an individual sewage disposal system
within the Aquifer Protection Overlay District.

2. A Variance is requested for Article 400 Section 452.A.1 to permit 57 manufactured housing units in a park
where only 28 are allowed per the rural zone density restrictions.

3. A Variance is requested for Article 300 Section 350.B.2.C to permit a new manufactured home to be 3.9 within
the 30 interior park setback.

Acting Chair Lee stated the first case for tonight will be a re-hearing. If the parties concerned with Case
725-15 would like to come forward please and just give the Board a moment to look over the
application.
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Acting Chair Lee stated he believed the Board did not have to go through the application process again.
This is strictly a rehearing.

Shawn Dunphey Attorney from Cronin, Besson and Zielinski stated he was here on behalf of Walter and
Janice Borowoski.

Acting Chair Lee stated this is a rehearing. The Board has heard the case before, without being
redundant and going through the entire case, he turned it over to Mr. Dunphey to explain his narrative
going forward for the re-hearing.

Mr. Dunphey said they were there for another rehearing request. This is the sixth meeting in a row that
this application has been before the board in some form. They are seeking approvals to permit Mr.
Borowski to provide two more houses in his existing manufactured housing community. One is inside
the aquifer zone, and one is not. Mr. Borowski has been attempting to build these two units since May of
2024. He submitted a building permit around that time. He didn't receive a response within a few
months, so he moved forward. He was told that he shouldn't have done that and immediately went and
tried to correct the issue by going through the permitting process. It was at that time that he was alerted
by town officials that his entire property file for the 55 manufactured home community had gone
missing. He spent time and money recreating the plans. After that was done, he was advised to go to the
Planning Board where he went for many meetings and was advised that he needed to come to the ZBA.

Mr. Dunphey stated he had reviewed the video from the Board’s rehearing request and heard the
discussions, and that there's an acknowledgement that the last meeting could have gone better. There
was some acknowledgement by Mr. Monzione that there should be discussion on whether this special
exception applies. It's been our contention through many meetings that it doesn’t, so tonight his intent is
to focus on that one issue in regard to the special exception.

Acting Chair Lee wanted to make sure they are talking right now about a special exception request for
Article 600, Section 602.C.3 to permit an individual sewage disposal system within the Aquifer
Protection Overlay District.

Mr. Dunphey said yes, and that they have raised in multiple of their submissions that this ordinance
provision doesn't apply to what they are doing. What they are seeking to do is to permit an individual
sewage disposal system within the aquifer protection overlay zone. The Zoning Ordinance provision
says on-site disposal of liquid or leachable waste by septic system receiving discharge other than that of
typical single-family domestic waste, are prohibited, unless a special exception is approved by the
Zoning Board of Adjustment. This is one septic system. It is completely separate from all the other ones
that are on the property. It is servicing one single home. This provision doesn't apply. He reviewed the
staff report, and it indicates that there is a two-acre requirement in the rural zone for a septic system. The
Zoning Ordinance provision for the rural zone states that it shall be available whether through septic
tanks, dry wells, leaching fields, or systems adequate under the rules and regulations of the New
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Hampshire Department of Environmental Services Subservice Systems Bureau. It does not mention a
two-acre minimum. It does not say that a septic system that is on a lot with other individual septic
systems should all be construed as one system and that's been their contention. He believes the term that
this is not a single-family situation was used, but if you look again to the Zoning Ordinance, it doesn't
use that terminology. It looks at the actual unit that they are requesting, and the agenda says individual
septic system. That is our contention tonight, and that's what he asked that the board make a
determination on.

Acting Chair Lee stated for the Board’s recollection, there's two properties that they are going to be
discussing tonight. This one is the one that you're asking for the special exception for the individual
septic.

Mr. Dunphey answered in the aquifer.

Acting Chair Lee stated this one is in the aquifer overlay. The other one is going to be different than this
one.

Mr. Dunphey stated they just need the density variance for the other one. The septic system doesn't need
this because it's not in the aquifer zone.

Mr. Monzione asked when you read this ordinance, where it says 'other than that typical of a ‘single-
family domestic waste, is that referring to the septic system? It says on-site disposal of liquid or
leachable waste by a septic system receiving discharge other than that typical of a single-family
domestic waste. Is that referring to the discharge or to the septic system? There are so many other septic
systems on this same land and that might make that atypical of a septic system receiving discharge. Are
you construing this ordinance as saying that the discharge has to be typical of a single-family domestic
waste, or whether it's the septic system that has to be typical of a single-family in order for the special
exception to apply?

Mr. Dunphey stated in this situation, the only unit that's before the Board is one septic system. He read it
as a septic system receiving discharge other than that of typical single-family domestic waste. They have

one unit that's used for discharge for single-family waste.

Mr. Monzione asked if all of the other septic systems on the same property do not impact this one that is
going to include the aquifer?

Mr. Dunphey stated that is their contention and the actual request that is written supports that.

Mr. LaRochelle asked how many other single septic systems are already in the aquifer protection
overlay?
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Mr. Dunphey answered there are currently 17.
Mr. LaRochelle stated there are 17 in that area. How many are there on the community septic system?
Mr. Dunphey answered there are 38 units on the community septic system.

Mr. LaRochelle asked if there are any specific reasons as to why none of these have been attached to the
community septic system?

Mr. Dunphey answered the community septic system, He believed from their expert, Josh Thibeault, at
one of the last meetings stated that it's about capacity, there's no signs of failure, it's still working
properly, that's why they're just leaving that as is, and trying to add in new updated septic systems.

Mr. Morgan stated Mr. Dunphey said he read the minutes of our last meeting and may have seen that one
of the things the Board had been requesting was some sort of a permeability study or something to show
that it would properly leach in the aquifer protection area. Why did they not bring that?

Mr. Dunphey stated because they are here tonight to get a determination on whether or not the Board
believes this ordinance applies. They have already filed with the court and are ready to let a judge
decide. The Board granted the rehearing, so that's what they wanted to present tonight.

Mr. Morgan asked you filed with the court to decide what?

Mr. Dunphey answered for this very issue, to get a judge to decide it. It has been stayed pending this
hearing.

Mr. LaRochelle asked according to what he just said, nothing has changed since the last time that they
applied?

Mr. Dunphey answered that is correct.
Mr. LaRochelle asked no other additional information or anything is in this case tonight?

Mr. Dunphey answered no, it's still their contention that this doesn't apply. And that's what they are
asking for a decision on.

Mr. Monzione asked if the aquifer that's involved in this special exception is the same aquifer that the
other 17 leach systems are using?

Mr. Dunphey answered it's the same aquifer. It's a very large aquifer.
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Acting Chair Lee asked one of the points of the last hearing was the back and forth over hydrologist
report. Mr. Morgan just asked if there's been any study or any follow up and if he heard correctly, no,
they are just trying to pursue this special exception as it stands on its merit and how they understand
how it's written up in the Zoning Board Ordinances?

Mr. Dunphey answered that is correct.

Mr. Monzione asked Mr. Dunphey if he thinks that if 17 other homes are putting waste in the aquifer
that that's not typical of the single-family domestic waste?

Mr. Dunphey stated that he doesn't think that's what the ordinance is asking for. He thinks they are
focusing on the one additional septic system. He noted the state has found that the septic load capacity
for this property is much greater than what they are asking. He thinks it's over 100 units is what they
believe this property can withstand with the amount of waste.

Mr. Monzione asked if it's determined that the special exception is needed because the language includes
this situation, because it's not typical of the single-family use, given that there are 17 other homes that
are using the same aquifer, then they would be prepared to present on the special exception and to take
the position that DES and their expert say it's okay even though there are 17 other units, is that right?

Mr. Dunphey answered right, they are here to get a determination on whether or not it applies.

Mr. Monzione asked in answer to the question, they wouldn't want to go forward if the Board said it
does apply, they don't want to have that hearing tonight as to whether they are entitled to it. They are
going to go forward with the court.

Mr. Dunphey answered if the board says it applies, they are presenting the same info, so it would be the
Board's discretion.

Acting Chair Lee asked if Mr. Dunphey had said documentation in regard to 100 units could handle the
load there?

Mr. Dunphey answered he did not have it with him.

Mr. Borowski stated that when they did the original plan they had to do a septic loading design for the
whole parcel. It was determined that the parcel could handle 451 bedrooms, which equates to 150 units.
They have 55 units there.

Acting Chair Lee stated that the Board was coming from the point of the aquifer is a very sensitive area,
and they want to make sure that it’s protected because they would have much bigger problems if it
wasn't.
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Mr. Borowski said he totally agrees and that's why they went to the state and their engineers determined
they can put an individual septic system on that parcel.

Acting Chair Lee asked if there was anything else of Mr. Dunphey and Mr. Borowski.
Mr. Dunphey said not on the special exception.
Acting Chair Lee asked if there was anything else from the Board.

PUBLIC INPUT
Acting Chair Lee asked if there was anyone from the public that would like to speak to the Board that's in
favor of this special exception? Please come forward.

Mr. Sample said he wanted to make one point. This is about the aquifer. Mr. Borowski has a community
water system. The water system is tested every month. If this park was damaging the water, it would
show up in a community water system. He's asking to add one building, it's already there because they
didn't tell him he couldn't have it before when he applied. The state has already approved it. The system
that he has there originally is for 90, which he hasn't put 90 people into, he's not overburdening the park.

Acting Chair Lee asked if there was anybody else that would like to come forward in favor of this
special exception? Seeing none. Hearing none. He asked if there was anybody in the public who is
opposed to this special exception? Please come forward.

Ms. Kalfas stated she lives on Church Street. She has followed this from the day that Mr. Borowski was
involved with Richard Bly putting that in. She believes it was set up as a community where people could
retire and live comfortably. The park cost has now precluded many people who are living there. With
utilities, park rent and taxes, you're looking at about $11,000 a year. That, to her, is a misrepresentation
of affordability. She has rental property, and her rental property is nowhere near that kind of cost.

Acting Chair Lee asked if there was anybody else in the public that is in opposition to this special
exception? Seeing none. Hearing none. Acting Chair Lee closed Public Input.
The Board went into non-public with legal counsel.

The Board returned from non-public.

Acting Chair Lee stated that Mr. Monzione was going to go through Article 600 Section 602.C.3
Mr. Monzione stated they were able to review the Article with Town Counsel. Their interpretation is that
the article is specifically applying to the liquid or leachable waste and so if the liquid or leachable waste
are not typical of single family domestic waste then a special exception is needed. If the liquid or
leachable waste is typical of single family domestic waste then a special exception is not necessary.
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All the information they have received allows them to conclude the liquid or leachable waste involved in
this septic are typical of single-family domestic waste and a special exception is not necessary.

Motion: in light of that interpretation of Article 600 Section 602.C.3 that the Board find for this
particular application of Case Z25-15R Special Exception, that the Special Exception is not
necessary under the Ordinance.

Motion by Mr. Monzione. Second by Mr. Morgan. Vote was unanimous.

Acting Chair Lee stated in regard to the variance requested for Article 400 Section 452.A.1 to permit 57
manufactured housing units in a park where only 28 are allowed for the rural zone density restrictions,
which was denied at the last meeting.

Acting Chair Lee asked what was the vote on that variance?

Mr. Dunphey answered that one was 4 to 1, in favor of denial.

Mr. Morgan asked Mr. Dunphey if he had the vote on the various criteria.

Mr. Dunphey said he had the notice of decision.

Acting Chair Lee stated he would run through the criteria and see if it matches up. It did match up.

Mr. Morgan proposed that the Board needed an opportunity to go back and read through the minutes of
that meeting and see what people's comments were with respect to the way they cast their ballots. And in
order to do that, he would ask that the Board continue this variance for a month to give them a chance to
do a little homework and find out exactly what the basis was for these conclusions.

Town Counsel spoke to this but was off microphone.

Mr. Monzione stated it is his recollection is that a lot of the findings of “No”, the criteria were not met
were based in large part on the aquifer issue. He believes now that the Board has made a determination
on that, it would be helpful to hear it again.

Acting Chair Lee stated Counsel wants to go forward with this variance.

Mr. Dunphey stated this variance is to permit 57 manufactured housing units where only 28 are allowed
under the current Zoning Ordinance. When this park was created, the Zoning Ordinance required one
acre for each lot. The variance will not be contrary to the public interest. It focuses on whether the
essential character of the neighborhood is changed or there's a threat to public health, safety, or welfare.
This is an existing manufactured community on 57 acres. They are requesting to add two more units
within the existing manufactured housing community. It will match the existing neighborhood. There
will not be any threat to public health, safety, or welfare. The request is in harmony with the spirit of the
Page 8 of 20



324  ordinance, the intent of the master plan. This is again within an existing, manufactured housing
325 community. It is already a part of this zone. It's near the high school and a few other commercial uses
326  and the master plan has noted a need for housing in Alton. Substantial justice will be done here. Mr.
327  Borowski is seeking to add 2 additional units for housing. There's concerns about rental prices and,
328  there's two ways of dealing with inflation, raise prices or increase the number of units. Mr. Borowski is
329 trying to maintain it by increasing the units by two. There will be no diminution in surrounding property
330  values because these two units are well within the existing community. The hardship 1s this property is
331  unique in that it was designed and laid out at a time when it would have been allowed to have these two
332  extra units. The proposed use is reasonable because of the existing nature of the property. And no fair
333  and substantial relationship exists between the general public purposes of the ordinance and the specific
334  application to the property because it is an existing community and it is large enough to support these
335  two extra units.
336
337  Mr. Morgan asked if Mr. Dunphey could address the Board briefly what he thinks the hardship is?
338
339  Mr. Dunphey stated under the hardship, they need to look at the unique characteristics of the property.
340  It's an existing manufactured housing community. It was designed at a time when this density would
341  have been allowed, one unit per one acre. It's 57 acres.
342
343  Acting Chair Lee asked if there were any other questions from the Board?
344
345 PUBLIC INPUT
346  Acting Chair Lee asked if there was anyone who would like to come forward in favor of this variance
347  request? Seeing none. Hearing none. He asked if there was anyone who would like to come forward in
348  opposition to this variance? Seeing none. Hearing none. He closed the public input.
349
350  Acting Chair Lee asked if there were any other questions from the Board?
351
352  Acting Chair Lee stated in regard to public interest, the variance will not be contrary to the public
353 interest. The Board agreed.
354
355  Mr. LaRochelle stated the request is in harmony with the spirit of the ordinance, the Zoning Ordinance
356  and the intent of the master plan and with the convenience, health, safety and character of the district
357  within which it is proposed. The master plan does look for the improvement of building and having
358  more buildings available for the public. Also, he thinks that because of the special exception and the
359  question of the special exception was also a factor in the decision of making the request not being in
360 harmony with the zoning and without the special exception, he believes it is in harmony. The Board
361  agreed.
362
363  Mr. Morgan stated by granting the variance, substantial justice will be done. In this case, the benefit to
364  the applicant outweighs any detriment to the people of the town of Alton. The Board agreed.
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365

366  Mr. Monzione stated the request will not diminish the value of surrounding properties. There's been no
367  evidence of any kind, whether members of the public or otherwise, that provide any basis for showing
368 that this variance will diminish the value. The Board agreed.

369

370  Acting Chair Lee stated in regard to hardship, for purposes of the subparagraph, unnecessary hardship
371  means that owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other properties in the
372  area. One, no fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public purposes of the

373  ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision to the property. That would be yes.
374  And the proposed use is a reasonable one. He believes that's a yes. The Board agreed.

375

376  Motion: to that the application of Case #225-15R for a variance from Article 452.A.1 be approved.
377  Motion by Mr. Monzione. Second by Mr. Morgan. Vote was unanimous.

378
379 NEW APPLICATION
Case #7.25-32 Map 9 Lot 33-2 Administrative Appeal
Paul M. Monzione, Applicant NH Route 11/239 Henry Rural Residential (RR) Zone
Wilson Highway

380 An Administrative Appeal is requested for Article 500 Section 520.E in reference to the Planning Board’s

381 interpretation of the two-year deadline in the Alton Zoning Ordinance and predetermination of the application

382  prior to hearing on 6/17/25.

383

384  Acting Chair Lee stated Case Z25-32, Paul Monzione applicant, map 9, lot 33-2, New Hampshire Route
385 11, 239 Henry Wilson Highway. It's an administrative appeal in the rural residential zone. Administrative
386  Appeal request Article 500, Section 520.E, in reference to the Planning Board's interpretation of the two-
387  year deadline in the Alton Zoning Ordinance and predetermination of the application prior to hearing on
388  6-17-25.

389

390  Mr. Nix stated he represents Paul Monzione and Mr. Monzione would like to request a continuance

391  based on the three-member board.

392

393  Acting Chair Lee stated s with any case, when the board only meets the minimal quorum of three people
394  an applicant can decide whether to hear the case or not and in this matter the applicant Paul Monzione
395 and his legal counsel would like to continue this case until there are more board members available.

396  Motion: to grant the application for continuance.

397  Motion by Mr. Morgan. Second by Mr. LaRochelle. Vote was unanimous.

398

399  Acting Chair Lee said this matter should be continued to the October meeting.
400

401  Ms. Ditri said she has Thursday, October 2nd as the next ZBA meeting.

402
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NEW APPLICATION

Case #7.25-33 Map 9 Lot 10 Special Exception
Apex Land Solutions, LLC Agent for Route 11/Henry Rural (RU) Zone
Sandstreet Investments, LLC Wilson Highway

A Special Exception is requested for Article 400 Section 401.D.14 to permit a Building Trade Shop.

Acting Chair Lee stated the next case to be heard is case is Z25-33, Apex Land Solutions, LLC agent for
Sand Street Investments, LLC. Map 9, Lot 10, Route 11, Henry Wilson Highway. It's a special exception
in the rural zone. A special exception is requested for Article 400, Section 401.D.14 to permit a building
trade shop.

Mr. Heath stated his name and said he is there on behalf of Apex Land Solutions as a partner and agent.

Motion: to accept the application for Case #7.25-33 as complete.
Motion by Mr. LaRochelle. Second by Mr. Morgan. Vote was unanimous.

Mr. Heath asked to clarify, He is starting with the trade shop. This is a joint site plan with two different
businesses, two different applications. First and foremost, these properties are both located just outside
the traffic circle, heading towards New Durham, on the right-hand side. They back the river heading into
New Durham. This one in is 1. 9 acres in size and is Lot 10.

The proposal in front of the Board is to put an HVAC business in, but the best application under the
table of uses fell into a building trade shop. This is an existing business in town that is losing their
location, they are trying to locate them within the same town that they reside in and service. The
business intends to use the location mainly for housing their work vehicles. The business has
approximately eight work vehicles. They want to use the garage. It's proposed to be a 50x70 garage and
it is to house things like duct work, boilers, PVC piping, all the parts and components that go along with
an HVAC business.

Mr. Heath proceeded to go through the criteria.
1) that the plot plan has been submitted in accordance with the zoning regulations. Yes, that it has been
met.

2) is the specific site in an appropriate location for this business. He believes it's a great location that is
serviced by a state highway, it's outside the village area, it's not in any compact residential area, most of
the neighboring residential areas are serviced by a different road like New Durham Road. A lot of the
abutter notices went across the river to Baxter Place, but it would remove the business environment
reasonably away from other residential areas.

3) Factual evidence is not found that the property values in the district will be reduced due to
incompatible uses. Being on Rt 11, I believe that that's a good stretch of road for a commercial
Page 11 of 20
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business as there's not very much residential housing on route 11.

4) There is no valid objection from abutters based on just demonstrable fact. I haven't heard from any of
abutters and there may be some here tonight.

5) there is no undue nuisance or serious hazard to pedestrians or vehicle traffic, including the location
and design of the access way and off-street parking. The plan is to have a shared driveway off Route 11.
They have been in conversations with DOT on preliminary discussions that access doesn't seem to be a
problem. But the point is to use one consolidated access for both businesses being presented so that it
reduces the amount of cuts, and improves sight line for pulling in and pulling out of Route 11.

6) the adequate and appropriate facilities and utilities will be provided to ensure the proper operation of
the proposed use or structure. It's proposed that these buildings will be serviced by a private septic
system and a private well. They have done a site assessment. There's a close proximity to the river that
backs those properties and puts it in the Shoreline Protection zone which will require a state Shoreline
permit. A preliminary assessment shows they have plenty of space and adequate room to make sure they
have the utilities, the parking, and the space for the business without impacting any of the Shoreline or
50 foot no impact area.

7) there is adequate area for safe and sanitary sewage disposal and water supply. It is a private well and
septic and the preliminary assessments show they have enough upland and building envelope there to
meet the criteria to get an acceptable septic system through the State and also a State Shoreline permit.
There are two test pits that were done when it was subdivided and at the time, the data was favorable.

8) proposed use or structure is consistent with the spirit of the ordinance and the intent of the master
plan because the master plan supports small business. This is an existing small business that is losing
their location and looking to stay in town to continue to service townspeople, local businesses and
surrounding areas. And the master plan promotes that. It also promotes it only in suitable areas where it's
not going to be a burden in the middle of a residential cul-de-sac or area congested by residential homes.
It removes it out of the area which is consistent with the master plan and it also is an increase in the tax
revenue where business commercial tax revenue doesn't draw on our services as much so it's more
revenue for the town coming in with business.

It is their intent with these buildings that they are going to be conventional stick-built structures. The
garage doors will be to the rear; the front of the buildings will have residential style egress windows.
The garage is designed to have 14-foot ceilings. They will have a floor truss system that's about 24
inches deep on the top and then there'll be attic trusses on the top. It will be below the 35-foot height
requirement. The building will be consistent with other residential structures in the area, preserving the
rural character of the community. They are also looking to put some dormers to break up the big
rectangle look of a garage. The buildings are 50’ x 70’ and 60° x 80°.
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Acting Chair Lee stated it's a large building. Mr. Heath mentioned storage of the HVAC equipment,
ductwork, et cetera. Is there actually going to be work taking place inside of it?

Mr. Heath answered no. The intent of it is that this business will book their clients and then respond to
the site. This site would be used more for a base of operation where their vans and their box trucks will
be parked. The employees will come in, park their personal vehicles. And then back into the garage, load
up with the daily supplies, and then leave for the day. Their trip generation would be minimal in
comparison to other large businesses that do in-house business. There might be an occasional client that
stops to book an appointment, but there will be no HVAC work being done on site.

Mr. Rochelle said everything that is fabricated is fabricated at the job location. The building is 50’ x 70°.
Is there going to be a second floor?

Mr. Heath answered yes, just an attic trust system. The plan right now is that the business is just looking
to use it for storage. It's not going to be finished space. It's just going to have subfloor on the attic so
there will be an L-shaped staircase from the base to get up to the storage but they're just going to use it
for dry storage up.

Mr. LaRochelle asked if the vehicles are going to be parked inside at night?

Mr. Heath answered yes, there is the potential that some of them will be loaded the night before and
housed inside. The building is mainly being used for larger boilers and equipment so it won't be fully
open for it. There will be a few that will be parked overnight but he will not be able to house all of his
vehicles in there, the L-shaped parking is designed so that we he can line his service vehicles up out
back and then stage them for the next day.

Acting Chair Lee asked if this area can handle the delivery of the HVAC, the tractor trailer, the driveway
can handle that?

Mr. Heath answered yes, absolutely the entrance coming off Route 11 has got to be designed by state
standards, which is a 50 foot right away. There will be two large parking areas that will surround two
sides of the building so there's plenty of turn around and a safe place for deliveries.

Acting Chair Lee asked in exiting that property is that a right turn only?

Mr. Heath answered that will be something that will be defined by the state. The intention would be that
it wouldn't be. But that would be something that they'll look at as to whether it's going to be right turn
only out of there or not.

Mr. LaRochelle noticed that there's a public10 foot right of way to the river, that's being relocated to
where the driveway area is, would people still walk between the buildings?
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Mr. Heath stated looking at the previous subdivision that was found to be designated on the property he
stated it is not in use. It's heavily wooded and treed. The idea was that it was roughly about 10 or 15 feet
from the location that it was depicted on the previous plan and they thought it made more sense that if
they are going to cut an access way into the parking that they should allow any foot traffic that should
want to use it.

Mr. Monzione asked how big a lot is lot 10?
Mr. Heath answered that Lot 10 is 1.9 acres.

Mr. Monzione asked the intention is that the aesthetic of that will be kind of residential looking. And the
parking of the vehicles is going to be primarily during business hours, but did you say around back?

Mr. Heath said yes, the way the design is, the heavy volume of parking is to the back on the riverside
behind the building. The building is set up conceptually, so the building is sheltering most of the
activities and the garage doors are designed to be on the rear facing the river.

Mr. Monzione stated there was some concern from conservation commission about a lot of it being
within the shoreline protection act, and you'll be working with DES on that.

Acting Chair Lee asked if there were any other questions from the board?

PUBLIC INPUT

Acting Chair Lee asked if there was anyone who would like to come forward in favor of this special
exception request? Seeing none. Hearing none. He asked if there was anyone who would like to come
forward in opposition to this special exception? Seeing none. Hearing none. He closed the public input.

DISCUSSION
Acting Chair Lee stated a plan has been submitted in accordance with the appropriate criteria in Article
500, Section 520.B. The Board agreed.

Mr. LaRochelle stated the specific site is an appropriate location for the use. It is off the main stretch of
the road, and it serves many commercial businesses in that area and very few residential homes. The
Board agreed.

Mr. Morgan stated factual evidence has not found the property value in the district will be reduced due
to incompatible land uses. There was no real testimony with respect to property values. What's proposed
is not incompatible with the area or the master plan. The Board agreed.

Mr. Monzione stated there is no valid objection from the abutters based on demonstrable fact. The Board
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did not here anything from the abutters when the matter was open to public input. The Board agreed.

Acting Chair Lee stated in regard to nuisance, there is no undue nuisance or serious hazard to pedestrian
or vehicular traffic, including the location and design of access ways and off-street parking. The
applicant noted about DOT approval for the driveway and he feels there is no undue nuisance. Mr.
Monzione stated he agreed but would request a condition that the applicant is going to require DOT
approval for the traffic coming in and out. The Board agreed.

Mr. LaRochelle stated adequate and appropriate facilities and utilities will be provided to ensure the
proper operation of the proposed use or structure. These will all be done by state and local enforcement

and codes. The Board agreed

Mr. Morgan stated there is adequate area for safe and sanitary sewage disposal and water supply. The
Board has been told by the applicant that they would have a private well and private septic. He would
ask the condition that they get DES approval because they're within the 250-foot shoreline setback. The

Board agreed.

Mr. Monzione stated the proposed use of structure is consistent with the spirit of this ordinance and
intent of the master plan. The ordinance does permit it by special exception and the intent of the master
plan addresses commercial development. This is close to the circle where there's a lot of other
commercial development going on, and he thinks it'll be a very consistent use. The Board agreed

Motion: that the Board approve Case #Z.25-33 from Article 400 Section 401.D.14, owner Sand
street Investments LLC and agent Apex Oil Solutions for the approval of the special exception
with the condition of the septic system approvals and highway approvals of whether it’s only a
right-hand turn or both left and right-hand turns.

Motion by Mr. LaRochelle. Second by Mr. Monzione. Vote was unanimous.

NEW APPLICATION

Case #7.25-34
Apex Land Solutions, LLC Agent for
Sandstreet Investments, LLC

Map 9 Lot 10-1
Route 11/Henry
Wilson Highway

Special Exception
Rural (RU) Zone

A Special Exception is requested for Article 400 Section 401.D.8 to permit an Automotive and Truck Repair Garage.

Acting Chair Lee stated this is Case Z25-34, Apex Land Solutions LLC agent for Sand Street
Investments LLC. Map 9, Lot 10-1, Route 11, Henry Wilson Highway, special exception in the rural
zone. A special exception is requested for Article 400, Section 401.D.8 to permit an automotive and

truck repair garage.

Motion: to accept the application for Case #7.25-34 as complete.
Motion by Mr. Morgan. Second by Mr. LaRochelle. Vote was unanimous.
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Mr. Heath stated a lot of this is repetitive, but he would hit the highlights and then answer any follow up
questions. The proposal is on map 9, lot 10-1. This lot is 3.7 acres. This was part of the initial wetland
and site survey that they did identifying the high-water mark from the river and also the runoff from
some cross drainage from Route 11, and what that does as far as wetland impact.

There is substantial upland to be able to suit the proposed conceptual of a 60' x 80' garage to be used as
an automotive and truck repair garage. This is another local business that is losing their location and is

trying to stay close to where they currently service and the customer base that they already have. They

believe that it is an appropriate location for the business, based on its proximity to the traffic circle. It's
being serviced by a state highway with breakdown lanes, a lot of straight visibility left and right.

It will be a shared access with the HVAC building. This building is 60" x 80'. This business will house
vehicle lifts inside. It will have the same 14-foot ceilings. There is going to be dry storage above with
attic trusses. They have to use floor truss system that's 24 inches deep to eliminate any kind of beams or
lally columns because they need the floor space for the lifts.

The notable difference would be obviously the type of business. This being an automotive repair garage,
there will be a bigger trip count which is the two combined together. They will have customer traftic
coming in. There will be more in and out of typical entry during the early mornings because most
customers are dropping their vehicles off. And then pickup is usually toward the later part of the day.
And the vehicles that will be on site, they have roughly four employees. This building is designed with
the majority of the parking behind the building and the service garage entrances will be to the rear. There
is one service entrance that is on a gable end, but there is nothing that would face the street side or Route
11 that would be viewed by passing traffic or tourists coming into the community.

The structure will look as residential as we can in its type of materials, its makeup. Again, some dormers
on the top to break up some of the shape and give a little more curb appeal. We're working with the
windows too, standard double hung again to add a little bit more residential feel from the front, impact
sort of sheltering the activities going on in the rear, height is less than 35 feet. The truss design is
roughly 24 inches engineered floor truss. And then there's an attic truss going on top. You'll probably
have probably a 7-12 pitch, at least at that point.

Acting Chair Lee said his biggest concern with it, is the vehicles. They have somebody towed in with a
transmission problem that's leaking everywhere. Antifreeze issues. We have a lot of contaminants from
vehicles. How is that going to be contained or managed?

Mr. Heath said a lot of that is all governed at the state level through the EPA. They're licensing as an
auto garage requires them to comply with those rules and regulations about appropriate storage of
hazardous materials, appropriate cleanup, appropriate notification should a spill occur. But most of that
oversight is at the state level through the EPA.

Acting Chair Lee stated a lot of these types of businesses suddenly become a used car lot with multiple
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vehicles being sold out front. That's not the intent here?

Mr. Heath answered no, not at all. He has the permission of the owner to discuss the business. To give
you an idea, this is Wayne's transmission. They're losing their location out front. And I bring that up
because I think it's important because it gives you a feeling of what you've seen for in and out traffic.
Also there is no intention to engage in any kind of auto sales or used car type of activity. They are
strictly maintenance and repair.

Mr. LaRochelle asked this being the 60' x 80' building, they'll have lifts inside, adequate lifts for doing
the work each day. Will anything be stored in there at the end of the day, at night, or will they remain
outdoors?

Mr. Heath answered there will be a large number of vehicles that aren't actively being repaired that will
be stored outdoors, but the idea and the design is to house four lifts. You can anticipate that most likely
at the end of the evening hours, most of those lifts will be occupied with cars that are disabled one way
or another under repair. There'll be enough storage in that building that they can house up to, roughly
about 10 vehicles. But definitely the designated workspaces is to be four lifts in there.

Acting Chair Lee asked if there were any other questions from the board?

Acting Chair Lee asked if there was anyone who would like to come forward in favor of this special
exception request?

Keith Chamberain stated he is an abutter to this property. It's the only buildable lot left as you go east on
Route 11. He is in favor of the application. It's a little conflicting to see a garage that could have
unreasonable hours, pneumatic equipment, make a lot of noise, clanging and banging. But there's quite a
distance between this proposed property and my lot, probably 300 feet. But to build a house there or to
sell the lot as a buildable housing lot to someone, they might not look at that as a positive. There's only
so many trees that can block the view, but they don't block the sound that much. But he is in favor of that
section of highway. The river and the highway have created an impossible situation for a commercial
business and the traffic circle is an ideal to place have your business close to. So he thinks it's a good
idea.

He didn’t attend the meetings where Gary Nadeau bought the property to the west of what Mr. heath is
proposing. But he's cleared two lots in there and has proposed 12,000 to 14,000 square foot businesses,
two of them. Ideally, the effect visually is going to be a commercial stretch of heavy-duty commercial
businesses. I understand that what Ryan has proposed are a little smaller, but they're still along the
commercial venture.

They're all going to be relatively high, relatively big and designed nicely so people driving into town are
going to see nice buildings before they see the welcome to Alton sign. A proposal needs to be approved,
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684
685
686
687
688
689
690
691
692
693
694
695
696
697
698
699
700
701
702
703
704
705
706
707
708
709
710
711
712
713
714
715
716
717
718
719
720
721
722
723
724

and something needs to be done with that intelligently and safely. We don't want to destroy the rural
character of this town, but somehow, we've got to get more tax dollars and provide more jobs for people.
For those reasons, I'm in favor of it, and I think it's a good idea. It looks really nice.

Acting Chair Lee asked if there was anyone who would like to come forward in opposition to this
special exception? Seeing none. Hearing none. He closed the public input.

DISCUSSION
Acting Chair Lee stated a plan has been submitted in accordance with the appropriate criteria in Article
500, Section 520.B. The Board agreed.

Mr. LaRochelle stated the specific site is an appropriate location for this use. The Board agreed.

Mr. Morgan stated factual evidence is not found that the property value in the district will be reduced
due to incompatible land uses. There hasn't been any testimony with respect to property values
changing, but this is an area that can be enhanced by commercial development. The Board agreed.

Mr. Monzione stated there is no valid objection from abutters based on demonstrable fact.

We did hear from an abutter who approved it. And there are some issues that were described by the
abutter. But he thinks those will be addressed by the planning board. And he thinks it's been described
here that the aesthetic of the buildings and so forth, similar to the prior one. There's no valid objection.
The Board agreed.

Acting Chair Lee stated with regards to nuisance, there is no undue nuisance or serious hazard to
pedestrian or vehicular traffic, including the location and design of access ways and off-street parking.
He thinks that area has to certainly come under conditions of the DOT, as we previously mentioned on
the past case based upon the location, but I don't feel there's any undue nuisance. The Board agreed.

Mr. LaRochelle stated adequate and appropriate facilities and utilities will be provided to ensure the
proper operation of the proposed use or structure. Again, this will be under permitted uses from the
building department, state, and town. The Board agreed.

Mr. Morgan stated there is adequate safe and sanitary sewage disposal and water supply. The applicant
has said they will have a well for water supply and on-site sewage. We just ask that they conform with
DES Shoreline setback requirements. The Board agreed.

Mr. Monzione stated the proposed use of structure is consistent with the spirit of this ordinance and the
intent of the master plan. He thinks the same reasons that he articulated with regard to the prior
application for special exception. The ordinance allows this under these circumstances, and the intent of
the master plan does include commercial development in the right locations. The Board agreed.
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Motion: to approve Case #7.25-34, Apex Land Solutions LLC agent for Sand Street Investment
LLC for special exception from Article 400 section 401.D.8 to permit the automotive and truck
repair garage.

Motion by Mr. LaRochelle. Second by Mr. Morgan. Vote was unanimous

PREVIOUS BUSINESS:
None

NEW BUSINESS

Mr. Monzione addressed the Board. I just want to make sure that if anybody has any issues with, you
know, it's awkward for me to be on the board and have an application pending before the board. And, of
course, | recuse myself and sit out there. If anybody, and the last time this came up, you know, I resigned
from the board because I didn't want to be in that legal situation. But if any board member has any
concerns or issues, you know, we can't discuss them privately. We can discuss it in a public session. I
just wanted to bring that up and I would be happy to recuse myself, step down, take a temporary leave,
or do whatever is appropriate given this difficult situation for me. I don’t want to make it difficult for
any of them. I just want to address that with you. I can't say this to you if I see you on the street or
whatever. It's my opportunity to mention that. And please, you know, let me know. If anybody has any
concerns or whatever about me being here, I will be happy to, you know.

Mr. LaRochelle said he recuses himself when it's necessary. He steps aside and I do not have any issues
with that.

Acting Chair Lee said he felt the same. But I feel very confident knowing you from the board and
respect you greatly that I also I'm very clear and non-biased in regard to I treat you like any other
applicant. I think I can speak for most of the board on that.

Mr. Morgan said I think it's a sensitive issue, but I agree with the rest of the board. I just think it would
be important for us to get this on the record when you come before the board. Otherwise, I'm fine.

Mr. Monzione thanked the Board.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Acting Chair Lee stated that there were numerous errors and discrepancies in the August minutes. Ms. Ditri suggested
that they postpone approval of the minutes and that she would listen to the meeting and go through the minutes to correct
some of the errors for the Board to review at the next meeting.

Motion: to continue the approval of the minutes of August 7th until the October meeting.
Motion by Mr. Morgan. Second by Mr. LaRochelle. Vote was 3-0-1. Mr. Monzione abstained.
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766 CORRESPONDENCE

767  Acting Chair Lee stated there was no correspondence.

768

769  ADJOURNMENT

770  Motion: to adjourn

771 Motion by Mr. Monzione. Second by Mr. Morgan. Vote was unanimous.
772 The meeting adjourned at 8:27 PM.
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