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1. ATTENDANCE 
 

2. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES OF JANUARY 15, 2015 AND FEBRUARY 19, 2015 
 

3. HEARINGS 
 

A. * Z 15-04 Charles and Joan Garabedian (Property Owner: Charles and Joan Garabedian Irrevocable Trust), 
289 Dover Point Road (Tax Map L, Lot 48), located in the Low Density Residential (R-20) District, requests 
a variance from Section 170-24.C of the Zoning Ordinance to allow an accessory dwelling unit having an 
area of 1,350 s.f. and comprising 48% of the total floor area of the home, where accessory dwelling units are 
permitted to be no larger than 800 s.f. and may comprise no more than 30% of the total floor area. 
 

B. * Z 15-03 Karl Leinsing (Property Owner: The Leinsing Trust), 77 Spur Road (Tax Map L, Lot 15-D), 
located in the Low Density Residential (R-20) District, requests a variance from Section 170-12.A of the 
Zoning Ordinance to allow helicopter take-offs and landings in the back yard of the property. 
 

C. * Z 15-05 MCL Builders & Developers LLC (Property Owner: Mace Family Revocable Trust), 46 Back River 
Road (Tax Map I, Lot 6-C), located in the Medium Density Residential (R-12) District, proposes a seven (7) 
lot subdivision. Applicant requests a variance from Section 170-12.B of the Zoning Ordinance and the R-12 
District Table of Use and Dimensional Regulations to permit Lot 7 as depicted on the proposed subdivision 
plan to have a minimum front setback of 176.5 ft., in place of the required build to line of 27.5 ft., which is 
equal to the average front setback for all properties within the R-12 District within 500 ft. of the property to 
be subdivided. 
 

D. * Z 15-06 Richard and Abigail Lundborn, vacant lot on Gina Way (Tax Map G, Lot 12-B), located in the 
Medium Density Residential (R-12) District. Applicants propose to construct a single family home with an 
accessory dwelling unit. The R-12 District requires the new home to be located exactly 57 ft. from the front 
lot line (57 ft. is the average front setback for all properties within the R-12 District within 500 ft. of the 
property). Applicants request a variance from Section 170-12.B of the Zoning Ordinance and the R-12 
District Table of Use and Dimensional Regulations to allow the home to be located farther than 57 ft. from 
the front lot line.     
 

E. * Z 15-07 Richard & Abigail Lundborn and Joan & David Parent (Property Owners: Richard & Abigail 
Lundborn, vacant lot on Gina Way (Tax Map G, Lot 12-B), located in the Medium Density Residential (R-12) 
District, request a variance from Section 170-24.C of the Zoning Ordinance to allow an accessory dwelling 
unit having an area of 1,200 s.f. where accessory dwelling units are permitted to be no larger than 800 s.f.  
 

4. ADJOURN 
 
 

Persons with questions or interested in reviewing the meeting materials are invited to visit the Planning Department 
located in City Hall, open Monday-Thursday from 8:30 am to 5:30 pm. The meeting materials are also available on-
line at www.dover.nh.gov.  Follow us on Twitter @DoverNHPlanning and find us on Facebook at 
https://www.facebook.com/DoverNHPlanning.   

 

http://www.dover.nh.gov/
https://www.facebook.com/DoverNHPlanning
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1. ATTENDANCE 

Members Present:  Sam Reid (Chair), Otis Perry (Vice Chair), Frank Landford, Chris Prior, Bob Hall, Gary Green 
(Alternate), George Reagan (Alternate) 
 
Staff Present:  Timothy Corwin (Assistant City Planner), Tracy Smith (Recording Secretary) 
 
The Chair called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  He opened the meeting, introduced the Board and staff members to the 
audience, and described the process used to hear cases. 
 
2. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES OF DECEMBER 18, 2014 

B.Hall stated he had some changes to the previous minutes. The last item 3.D. has several areas that need attention, and 

should be reviewed again. There was discussion that C.Prior addressed regarding no special conditions on the lot that were 

not addressed, as well as, a natural alternative such as arborvitae is not mentioned either. Also regarding the first motion, he 

did not oppose the motion that he seconded.  

Motion: O.Perry made a motion to refer the December 18, 2014 Regular Meeting Minutes to the next meeting for 
approval.  Seconded by F.Landford.  Vote: U/A 
 
3. HEARING – CONTINUED  

A. * Z 14-32 John Pike (Property Owners: John E. Pike and Regina K. Pike), 2 Phillip Street (Tax Map A, 

Lot 16-B), located in the Medium Density Residential (R-12) District, requests a variance from Section 

170-33.A of the Zoning Ordinance to permit the installation of a fence having a height of ten (10) feet 

where fences may be no more than four (4) feet in height between the right of way and a parallel line with 

the front of the house and no more than eight (8) feet in height to the rear of the front of the house.  

Public Hearing Opened 
 
T.Corwin stated J.Pike was unable to attend, and he has withdrawn his request for a 10 ft. fence, and is requesting an 8 ft. 

fence instead. He further stated J.Pike has submitted new information with pictures. 

B.Hall stated he received the new information, but did not receive the documents from the previous meeting on this 

matter. Discussion ensued regarding deferring the application for later discussion. T.Corwin stated he would be willing to 

make the necessary copies of the documents to review later in the meeting.  

Motion:  F.Landford made a motion to defer the discussion to later in the meeting. Seconded by B.Hall. Vote U/A 

4. HEARINGS – NEW  

A. * Z 15-01 Dubois Family 2003 Revocable Trust, 80 Henry Law Avenue (Tax Map 22, Lot 3), located in 

the Urban Density Multi Residential (RM-U) District, proposes to construct ten (10) new residential units 

which will bring the total number of units on the property to twelve (12). The applicant requests variances 

from Section 170-12.A of the Zoning Ordinance and the RM-U District Table of Use and Dimensional 

Requirements to permit (i) twelve (12) residential units on the property where a maximum of four (4) units 

are permitted (by Special Exception approval from the Zoning Board of Adjustment), and (ii) to permit 
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the lot to have a minimum front setback of 20 ft., in place of the required build to line of 21.6 ft., which is 

equal to the average front setback for all properties within the RM-U District within 500 ft. of the subject 

property. 

Public Hearing Opened 
 
Kevin McEneaney, McEneaney Surveyor Associates, Inc. represented the applicant. He displayed plans for review 

clarifying that there are two applications. The property abuts the Cocheco Waterfront district and the central business 

district. One application consists of a potential three lot subdivision with four units on each of the three lots being a special 

exception. One criteria for each of the four units is that the open space is equal to or greater than the average open space 

within 200 ft. of the parcel. This requirement is met. The other requirement is to have two off street parking spaces.  

T.Corwin clarified if the applicant is granted the request under the Z15-01 variance, then the applicant would withdraw 

Z15-02. The preferred application of Z15-01 was confirmed by K.McEneaney. 

K.McEneaney continued that the parking requirement is met on both applications. He clarified the parking and density 

requirements and that they have been met. The preferred variance where they are asking for all 12 units on one lot with no 

lot lines, rather than go through the subdivision process. 

The preferred layout they are proposing is the 3 unit duplex buildings, which allows a better use of the property and view. 

The access of the property would be opposite Hanson Street. There will be sufficient parking of two spaces per unit with 

additional parking for visitors. He further added that these units are consistent with the neighborhood, and he believes 

there will be an enhancement in value due to construction. They are not exceeding their permitted density. He summarized 

the build to and setback situation on the property adding the lot is unique with frontage on two roads with front setbacks 

on both roads and a build to on both roads.  

F.Landford confirmed with K.McEneaney that units three and four do not have garages, and that these are two story 

buildings. The others are three story with garage and two floors of living. 

T.Corwin addressed the parking situation stating that under application one, the applicant is requesting a use not permitted 

in the zoning district. Three parking spaces per units is the parking requirement. If application one is granted, they would 

need a conditional use permit for parking from the Planning Board. In regards to the second application, the special 

exception is a permitted use and the parking requirement is two spaces per unit. Staff made a determination that two 

parking spaces per unit under the special exception for the parking would apply.  

K.McEneaney stated they are asking for a waiver to go from three spaces to two, adding that having to provide three is 

difficult to accomplish.  

Attorney Alex Nossif represented Paula Clark stating she is the only one to be impacted by the development adding her 

back view was an open view. As a result, she will be looking at the property from Henry Law Avenue, and would be 

surrounded on three sides. He further stated that this is a major change from what was once a single family home and a 

quiet property. She is also concerned about the effect this will have on her property, living wise. She will now have cars 

coming on Hansen Street producing traffic which will be at all hours day and night. Also, there is currently fencing on the 

property now which is owned by the Dubois family which is an unsightly chain link fence. P.Clark has reached out to the 

property owner, and they are willing do something. Vegetation was considered to hide the property; however, P.Clark is 
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asking they take down the chain link fence, and replace it with a 6-8 ft. fence abutting the perimeter of her property. 

T.Corwin: confirmed can have 8 ft. fence.  

Robert Cooke, 5 Rebecca Lane of Rochester who owns a unit in Cricket Brook, stated his major concern is the impact on 

the property values. He wanted clarification of the density and what is allowed, how this would impact the values of the 

surrounding properties, and a description of the units once completed. T.Corwin clarified the context of the second 

application stating the applicant is applying for special exception approval. Under this application, the applicant by right 

can subdivide the property into three parcels and put up units. It is an issue of layout. Discussion ensued regarding whether 

these changes would increase or decrease the property values, and that the Board would only consider this situation if it 

would decrease property values. K.McEneaney stated this would be a new construction with an attractive hardboard siding 

with brick structure in the downtown area. The plan is for the properties to be rentals, which will add to the value. He 

further stated the surrounding properties would enhance their properties because of this, and that it would not diminish the 

property value. 

K.McEneaney further discussed the screening of the P.Clark property stating they would prefer vegetative screening 

because it’s more attractive; otherwise, they would provide fencing on two sides, in the rear and the side. The rear had their 

garage encroaching on their property. The owner is not willing to fence in between the Dubois and the Clark house 

because there is not enough spacing between the two homes, and does not feel it should be required. The owners will 

entertain screening. The fencing would not be a chain link, but vinyl fence. The upper part of the rear property line could 

have a 6 ft. fence to accomplish the goal.  

A.Nossif stated that P.Clark wants a vinyl fence, not a wooden one. They are asking for 8 ft. in the rear and 6 ft. with a step 

down on the side. He further stated that they were concerned about the refusal to fence between the houses. They are 

requesting that they fence all three sides adding that the expense difference is minimal. 

K.McEneaney stated it is a foot or less between the property lines and would be difficult to maintain fencing between the 

houses. A.Nossif stated there is already an existing fence there, and is fine leaving that fence. P.Clark wants the screening. 

The fence can be put on her property. B.Hall questioned why the applicant is obligated to put up a fence when there is an 

existing fence. A.Nossif stated that the applicant was not obligated to put up the fence, but asked why P.Clark would 

approve of the variance if she is getting nothing for it. He further stated that there is a quid pro quo with every application. 

He also questioned how the Board would approve of the variance with an outstanding objection. Discussion ensued 

among the Board members regarding the fence. S.Reid stated that he was in favor of natural screening, but wants to leave it 

to the people or Planning Board. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 

T.Corwin stated that the abutter’s concern is relevant to the Board; evaluation of the five criteria. He suggested approval 

based upon the condition that the applicant shall provide an 8 ft. vinyl fence in the rear lot line of the abutter’s property 

and 6 ft. on the side lot line of the abutter’s property with a step down to accommodate sight distance, or as otherwise 

agreed to by both parties and approved by the Planning Board during site review.  

Public Hearing Closed 
 
Discussion ensued regarding a motion to approve and the details regarding the motion. 
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Motion:  B.Hall made a motion to approve based upon the following conditions that there would be an 8 ft. vinyl fence on 
the rear lot line and a 6 ft. vinyl fence along the east side lot line, being the driveway side of the property with a 
step down for sight distance, or as otherwise agreed to by the parties and approved by the Planning Board 
through the site review approval process. Also, the ultimate plan be substantial in conformity with the one that 
was presented. Seconded by C.Prior. Vote: 5/0 

 
B. * Z 15-02 Dubois Family 2003 Revocable Trust, 80 Henry Law Avenue (Tax Map 22, Lot 3), located in 

the Urban Density Multi Residential (RM-U) District, in the alternative, proposes to subdivide the 

property into three (3) lots, each containing a four (4) unit residential structure. The applicant requests 

special exception approval per Section 170-12.A of the Zoning Ordinance and the RM-U District Table 

of Use and Dimensional Requirements to allow four (4) family dwellings on each of the three (3) proposed 

lots. 

K.McEneaney stated he wanted to withdraw this application. 

C. * Z 14-32 John Pike (Property Owners: John E. Pike and Regina K. Pike), 2 Phillip Street (Tax Map A, 

Lot 16-B), located in the Medium Density Residential (R-12) District, requests a variance from Section 

170-33.A of the Zoning Ordinance to permit the installation of a fence having a height of ten (10) feet 

where fences may be no more than four (4) feet in height between the right of way and a parallel line with 

the front of the house and no more than eight (8) feet in height to the rear of the front of the house.  

Motion:  C.Prior made a motion to remove the item from the table. Seconded by O.Perry. Vote U/A 

T.Corwin explained that J.Pike regrets that he could not attend but had a commitment that was unavoidable, and wants to 

move forward with the application process.  

B.Hall stated his concern with the fact that no complaint had been made regarding the neighbor’s junk pile in the yard. He 

further stated that a natural barrier was mentioned and not considered as a solution to the situation, and that the applicant 

knew the condition of his neighbor’s yard when he built the addition. 

Discussion ensued regarding the neighbor at Long Hill Road and what his rights would be if he wanted to put up the fence. 

From this perspective, it was determined and agreed that the 8 ft. fence would be conforming if the neighbor built it up 

until the side of the house facing Phillip Street. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 

T.Corwin stated that the Planning Department supports the request as set forth in the staff memo. 
 

Public Hearing Closed 
 

Motion:  C.Prior made a motion to grant the variance to construct the fence that is 8 ft. in height to a point no closer to 
Phillips Street than is established by the location of the house on Long Hill Road. Seconded by O.Perry. Vote: 
5/0 

 
5. REVIEW OF ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT RULES OF PROCEDURE 
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T.Corwin reviewed and edited the latest draft of the Rules of Procedure with Anthony Blenkinsop, the City Attorney, prior 

to the meeting. He reviewed the following edits with the board for their review: 

Page 1, Article 2, Paragraph B on page 3 regarding site visits: T.Corwin stated the Board is requesting that applicants ensure 

authorization for them to enter their property; however, there could be a situation where the applicant would not allow 

them access. He further stated the City Attorney is concerned with the Board considering rejecting an application due to 

denial of access. He stated the Board could reject or table an application on the grounds of needing additional information. 

Also upon review with the City Attorney, T.Corwin suggested to strike paragraphs 1 & 2. Discussion ensued regarding the 

3rd paragraph which needs to be amended regarding site visits. T.Corwin stated, “Members could make site visits before 

the public meeting if authorized by the applicant”, could be left in the paragraph with that language.  

Page 4, Paragraph D: Regarding the Roberts Rules of Order: Delete “approved by the City Council”. 

Page 5, Paragraph F: Regarding the recordings of the meeting: The wording was incorrect. T.Corwin read the City’s Code 

from Chapter 5, 1, M to the Board. Discussion ensued to the wording for the Rules of Procedure to state, “See City Code”. 

T.Corwin confirmed the words Applicant and Board should be capitalized in the Rules of Procedure. 

Page 8, Paragraph 6: Specify that notices are sent by the Planning Department.  

Article 6 Paragraph B has a typo. The word chair should be plural.   

G.Reagan wanted to submit two changes for Page 6, Article 1: all that language has already been used and is repetitive. 

Could just use the first sentence. Also, Page 4, Paragraph 3, he was concerned with the process in determining an alternate.  

Discussion ensued regarding the process in choosing an alternate and the possibility of choosing the same alternate for a 

repeat case. It was determined to remove the coin toss from the Rules of Procedure.  

T.Corwin stated that he will make the necessary changes and will present a copy for their review and vote at the next 

meeting. 

6. ANNUAL ELECTION OF OFFICERS 

The Chair entertained nominations for Chair.   
 
B.Hall nominated Sam Reid for Chair.  There were no other nominations for Chair.  Seconded by C.Prior.  With 
a show of hands Sam Reid was elected as Chair of the Zoning Board.  Vote:  U/A 
 
The Chair entertained nominations for Vice Chair.  
 
B.Hall nominated Otis Perry for Vice Chair. There were no other nominations for Vice Chair.  Seconded by 
C.Prior.  With a show of hands Otis Perry was elected as Vice Chair of the Zoning Board.  Vote:  U/A 

 
7. ADJOURN 

Motion: O.Perry made the motion to adjourn at 8:50 p.m.  Seconded by F.Landford. Vote: U/A 
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1. ATTENDANCE 

Members Present:  Sam Reid (Chair), Otis Perry (Vice Chair), Frank Landford, Chris Prior, Bob Hall, George Reagan 
(Alternate) 
 
Staff Present:  Timothy Corwin (Assistant City Planner), Tracy Smith (Recording Secretary) 
 
The Chair called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  He opened the meeting, introduced the Board and staff members to the 
audience, and described the process used to hear cases. 
 
2. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES OF DECEMBER 18, 2014 AND JANUARY 15, 2015 

Motion:  O.Perry made a motion to approve the December 18, 2014 Regular Meeting Minutes. Seconded by B.Hall. Vote: 
U/A 

 
Motion: F.Landford made a motion to approve the January 15, 2015 Regular Meeting Minutes. Seconded by O.Perry. 
 
B.Hall stated that there were two items on the January 15, 2015 Regular Meeting Minutes that needed correction. On page 
3, he had asked the lawyer, Mr. Nossif why the necessity for the fence when there is an existing one already, and the lawyer 
replied that they wanted to get something out of it. B.Hall expressed concern about the possible repercussions of this 
comment. O.Perry confirmed that it is past 30 days, and therefore too late for any appeals. B.Hall stated that Mr. Nossif’s 
statement was dramatic and he would like it included in the minutes. Also on page 4, below the middle Motion, he added 
that his statement was not worded properly and he would like the sentences rewritten. 
 
Motion: O.Perry motioned to refer the January 15, 2015 Regular Meeting Minutes to the next meeting. Seconded by 
B.Hall. Vote: U/A 

 
3. CONSIDERATION OF RE-HEARING REQUEST FOR Z 14-32, JOHN PIKE, 2 PHILLIP STREET (TAX MAP A, 

LOT 16-B) 

T.Corwin gave an overview of the case and supplied an image showing the work already completed by the applicant. He 
stated that the rehearing request was submitted by the applicant to eliminate the previous condition of approval and to 
allow an 8 ft. fence to be located all the way to Phillip Street.  
 
B.Hall added that C.Prior had stated in a previous meeting that the applicant did not meet the variance criteria and that 
there is nothing unique about the property to allow the variance. He further added that the approval was given on the basis 
that the 8 ft. fence was aligned with what the neighbor at 57 Long Hill Road would be permitted to do by right. 
 
S.Reid confirmed with T.Corwin that if no new evidence was presented and there was no need to correct an error of fact 
or law, then the rehearing could be declined. 
 
C.Prior commented on the image provided by the applicant showing the new fence installation stating that it appeared as 
though the photo was not taken from the addition but from the upper floor on the other side of the house. He stated that 
the applicant’s original request stated the need of the fence pertaining to the view from the addition. He further added that 
it appeared as though the applicant had changed his perspective to any view shielding a view of the side yard from the 
house, rather than just the view from the addition. 
 



C ITY OF 

DOVER  

ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT - MINUTES 
 

 
Meeting Type: Regular Meeting 
Meeting Location: Council Chambers, 288 Central Avenue, Dover NH 03820 
Meeting Date: Thursday, February 19, 2015 
Meeting Time:   7:00 pm 

 

Document Created by:  Planning Secretary 2015.02.19_ZoningBoardofAdjustment.Minutes 
Document Posted on:  February 25, 2015                                                                              Page 2 of 2 

   

G.Reagan suggested that the applicant was trying to show with the photo the work he had already accomplished and that 
the project looks aesthetically disjointed.  
 
Discussion ensued regarding the height of the neighbor’s fence and why the neighbor was allowed a 6 ft. fence, and did it 
predate the 4 ft. regulation.   
 
B.Hall stated his concern that natural vegetation was previously suggested as an option which would not require a variance, 
but the applicant instead prefers a fence. He further stated that the debris in the neighbor’s yard had not been properly 
addressed as a zoning violation. 
  
F.Landford stated that there is no new information added by the applicant, therefore there is no need for a new hearing. 

 
Motion: F.Landford made a motion to deny the request for rehearing based on no new information given. Seconded 
by C.Prior.  Vote: 4/1 (opposed by O.Perry) 
 
O.Perry stated that there is an 8 ft. fence there that he could connect to that was not previously graphically portrayed. 
He stated he considers that to be new information. C.Prior stated that vegetation would solve the applicant’s problem. 
O.Perry stated that the applicant is not asking for vegetation, but a fence. 
 
T.Corwin suggested the motion reflect the Board’s decision on any errors of law. 
 
Motion: F.Landford made a motion to deny the hearing due to the fact that there was no new information and no 
error of law. Seconded by C.Prior.  Vote: 4/1 (opposed by O.Perry) 
 
4. REVIEW AND ADOPTION OF REVISED ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT RULES OF PROCEDURE 

S.Reid confirmed with T.Corwin that there were no new changes since the last meeting. T.Corwin clarified that the motion 
would be to adopt the revised Rules of Procedure and that it would be ratified by City Council.  
 
Discussion ensued that the draft was not dated. T.Corwin stated the Board could word the motion to refer to the draft 
included in the packet. 

 
Motion: O.Perry made a motion to adopt the revised Zoning Board of Adjustment Rules of Procedure as included in 
the packet. Seconded by B.Hall. Vote U/A 

 
5. ADJOURN 

Motion: O.Perry made a motion to adjourn at 7:21 p.m. Seconded by B.Hall. Vote: U/A 
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ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT –  STAFF MEMO (Z15-04) 

Application Type: Variance 

Applicant: Charles and Joan Garabedian 

Owner: Charles and Joan Garabedian Irrevocable Trust 

Location:   289 Dover Point Road (Tax Map L, Lot 48) 
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INTENT: The property is improved with a 
single family dwelling. The applicant proposes 
to use the walk-out basement, which has an 
existing kitchen, as an accessory dwelling unit. 
A variance is required to permit the accessory 
dwelling unit to have an area of 1,350 s.f. and 
comprise 48% of the total floor area of the 
home, where accessory dwelling units are 
permitted to be no larger than 800 s.f. and 
may comprise no more than 30% of the total 
floor area. 
 
UNITS PROPOSED: Two (one existing 
single family dwelling and one proposed 
accessory dwelling unit) 
 
AGENDA ITEM #: 3-A 
 
ZONING DISTRICT: R-20 
 
EXISTING LAND USE:  Single Family 
Residential   
 
PROPOSED LAND USE:  Single Family 
Residential with Accessory Dwelling Unit 
 
SURROUNDING LAND USE: Residential 
 
PREVIOUS ZBA ACTION: None 
 
PLANNING BOARD APPROVAL 
REQUIRED:   No 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  Application with 
photos, tax map, plot plan, tax card, and floor 
plan 
 
APPLICATION IS COMPLETE:  Yes 
 
NOTICES AS REQUIRED:  Yes 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  
The Planning Department 
recommends that the Board grant the 
variance.  
 
 
 
 
 

Summary of Request and Background  
 
The property is improved with a single family dwelling. The 
basement of the home is finished and includes its own kitchen, 
bath, bedroom, dining area, and living area. Although the applicant 
contends that these improvements received the appropriate City 
approvals and were constructed at the same time as the house itself 
in 1972, Inspection Services (the City’s building department) has no 
records of any permits issued for this property. It is staff’s 
understanding that the house has been occupied by the owners 
and/or members of the owner’s family since 1972 (according to 
Mrs. Garabedian, the house was built by her father), but that the 
downstairs unit has never been separately rented as an apartment. 
The property owners are now trying to sell the property, and would 
like to formalize what they believe they had all along: an “in law 
apartment” (recognized under the City of Dover Zoning 
Ordinance as an “Accessory Dwelling Unit”). However, the size of 
the basement unit exceeds the maximum size requirements set 
forth in Section 170-24.C of the Zoning Ordinance. Accordingly, 
applicants require a variance to permit the the accessory dwelling 
unit to have an area of 1,350 s.f. and comprise 48% of the total 
floor area of the home, where accessory dwelling units are 
permitted to be no larger than 800 s.f. and may comprise no more 
than 30% of the total floor area. 
 
Reason for Staff Recommendation  
 
It is not clear how the second unit was permitted since the property 
was located in the R-1 low density residential district at the time the 
home was constructed. To the best of our knowledge, the R-1 
District did not permit two family dwellings. Nevertheless, staff 
finds the property owners’ representations that all work received 
building permits to be credible. (Note that it is not unusual for the 
City of Dover – or most other New Hampshire communities for 
that matter – to no longer have records for permits issued prior to 
the 1990s.) Staff feels this is relevant in that it demonstrates these 
improvements have likely existed for over 40 years.  
 
In seeking City approval for an Accessory Dwelling Unit, the 
applicants were interested in retrofitting the basement to meet the 
requirements of 170-20.C and met with the Assistant City Planner 
and Building Official at their home to strategize options. However, 
given the existing layout, the only solutions involved organizing the 
space in ways that would render a significant amount of space 
unusable for the principal dwelling unit.  
 
Recommendation 
 
The Planning Department recommends that the Board grant the 
variance request. 
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289 Dover Point Road

1" = 250 ft

Property Information
Property ID L0048-000000
Location 289 DOVER POINT RD
Owner GARABEDIAN CHARLES & JOAN

GARABEDIAN CHARLES AND JO

MAP FOR REFERENCE ONLY
NOT A LEGAL DOCUMENT

The City makes no claims and no warranties,
expressed or implied, concerning the validity or
accuracy of the GIS data presented on this map.
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Cñty of Dover, IIew Hampshirc "'/'

ZONIIIG BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT APPLTCATTON
lAdo@: ÆæB\m20121

Offiæ Uæ Only Case #: DateReæived: ;, åi; l, ^, i.,, -
1ifrre RæiveÕoverAjer¡¿-lcs¡psl¡ir ¡Anror¡nt Paid: $ t3!L0O

APPLICÀI{T/ pROPERTY OWI|ER llt FOR}|ATIO]|

AprucANn CHARLES J. /JOAN E. GARABEDTAN Phone # 6O3-tA9-55A6

Address of Applicant: 289 DOVER POINT ROAD

E-Ma¡l Address: Mf gsvcoOgmai 1 . com

PROPERW OWNER (if dltrsart fron aWíian$z

Address: Phone #

E-MdlAddress:

PROPERTV/ PARCE L I lt FORüATIO lt

Ackl¡sss¡ 289 DOVER POINT ROAD

B6ef¡rectbnsFrNcLE STORY RANCH HOUSE LOCATED ON THE CORNER OF DOVER

POTNT ROAD AND PINEVIEW DRIVE. LAND SLOPED DOT{N ALLOÚÙTNG FOR
FrNr.qnnn wÀr.K ouT BÀSEMENT I|IHEN CONSERUcTEDT

Zonirg Distuict: Asses/s Map # Lo(s) # L-o048 +l
TYPE OF APPEAL: (Please dted( one)

from Section 

- 

of the Zoning ffinance

frtom Section 

-of 

the Zmlng ordlnanæ

per Secüon of the Zonlrg Ordlnanæ

regnrding Sectþn of the Zoniru Ordlnanæ

per Secüon of the ãÍrp Ordlnar¡æ

DESCRIBE BRIEFLY YOUR PI.ANS FOR THE PROPERW:

TO BE MORE THLN !!Ê OF TIIE TOTAL FLOOR SPACE. ASSES.qMFNT SHF:F:T .qHoT^tS

ENT)
WTLL BE USED AS A RESIDENCE
EGRESSES WTTH TT I S OTN DEDTCATED DRIVEVTAY FOR PARKIN

L/varnræ
Physical D¡sabil¡ty Varlanæ (RSA 674:33-V)

Spec¡alExæption

Appeal of Adminiffitue Decbion

Equitattþ Waiver

PTNEVIEI'I DRTVF: -
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VARIANCE REQUIREMENTS

THÍS SEC|TON îO AE AO'1PLETED BY UARIATIICE IIPPTICAT{N' OilLY

A. VarianæRequesH

A varianæ is reqnesed fi-r, s*tu^(Ð /P4/'¿,fcÈ*zoning ord¡nanæ to permt:

T

B. The F¡ve Vanjancê CriÞria (as sêt Íorth in NH RSA 6Za:33, I(b))

Please demonstrate complianoe with ttre following:

I' waiv¡qg the terms of the ordlnance will rþt be contrary to the public interest because:D INCTUDTNG
gEÇREÃ,froI_

ì1

197 0

2' Deviation from the sùict requirenrenb of the ordinance is cDnsi#nt with the spi¡it of üe
Ordinance because:

cr
E

FtcRE:SSllS

3. Granting the yariarrce r¡rould do subslantial justiæ because:
PROPERTY HÀS TWO BEDROOMS AND A FULL BATH ON THE GROUND LEVEL. THE
BASEMENT HAS ONE B

? BEnRoO¡4 v,rrTH TVûO B4THS ANp HAS BEEN LTSTED ON THE ASSEMENT Si¡EET
o

Ège3of8



4. The value of surounding propeÉy will not be diminished because:

THERE IS NO VTSTBI,E CTTANGE TO THE EXTERIOR OF THE PROPERTY" TIIE
PROPERTY IS TREED A,ND WELL LANDSCAPED VÙITII SHRUBBERY ARgUND TIIE
PERTMETER OF THE PROPERTY OF'FERTNG PRTVACY BOTH TO THE OCCUPANTS
AND NEARtsY NEIGHBOR
IJNCLE AND TTTE BASEME S SFìT UP AS À SITMMER KTTCH¡IN F'NR PARTTFS

NüTE: pleaæ æmpfete EITIdEñ parãgtapk 5"4 @R paragrapk Sñ, Staff recørnwaends t&yat
Y@tß üûwîp[ete ñ@rõgrapfs Sffi pMlV if VøsÃ fee{ y@M €aÊîrîst lîîeet th@ r@qsiirffiîerytg 6et f@rth û"sr

pãragrãpia SÃ"

54. Literal enforcement of Lhe provisions of the ordinance would result in an unnecessav hardsh¡p:

(i) The following special condit¡ons of the property d¡st¡nguish it from other properties ¡n the area:

THERE IS NO OTHER PRO
I¡AMILY MEMBERS TN MIND I'H¡\T COULD T'TTLTZE THE BASEMENT AREÀ IdITH
A

as¡d

(ii) No fair and substantial relationship exists betrrueen the general purposes ofthe ordinance
provision and the specific applicat¡on of that provision to the property because:

r¡q__LèIE€T_êÊEEE_gsEryT SHEET r,rST Í,HE DWELLTNG AS "rN-LÄW APARTMENT¡'
WTTHNOffiD

as¡d
(¡iD The proposed use is a reasonable one because:

FAMILY MENBERS WOUI,D NOT BE A LIABTLTTY, BUT ÃN EXTENSION OF
BLOOD RELATTONSHIP AND CÀR.ING CHTLDREN ^

0R.
If the criteria in subparagraph 5A above are not established, explain how, owing to special

of the property that distinguish ¡t from other propert¡es ¡n the area, the propeÌty cannot be
used in str¡Cc conformance with the ordinance. and a variance is therefore necessary to

enable a reasonable use of it:

Paqe 4 of &
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CITY OF DOVER  

ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT –  STAFF MEMO (Z15-03) 

Application Type: Variance 

Applicant: Karl Leinsing 

Owner: The Leinsing Trust 

Location:   77 Spur Road (Tax Map L, Lot 15-D) 

 

                                            S:\Department\Planning\Planning_Share\Zoning Administration\ZBA\2015 ZBA\2015.03.19\Staff Memos\Z15-03(3).docx 

INTENT: The property is located 
adjacent to the Bellamy River and is 
improved with a single family dwelling. 
The applicant requests a variance to use 
the back yard of the property for an 
accessory helicopter take off and 
landings use. 
 
UNITS PROPOSED: n/a 
 
AGENDA ITEM #: 3-B 
 
ZONING DISTRICT: R-20 
 
EXISTING LAND USE:  Single 
Family Residential  
 
PROPOSED LAND USE:  Single 
Family Residential with accessory 
helicopter take off and landing 
 
SURROUNDING LAND USE: 
Residential 
 
PREVIOUS ZBA ACTION: None 
 
PLANNING BOARD APPROVAL 
REQUIRED:   No 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  Application with 
supplemental materials; cover letter 
with accompanying materials from 
Myles and Elizabeth Bratter of 75 Spur 
Road  
 
APPLICATION IS COMPLETE:  
Yes  
 
NOTICES AS REQUIRED:  Yes 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  
The Planning Department 
recommends that the Board 
deny the variance request.  
 
 
 
 
 

Summary of Request and Background  

The property is improved with a single family home and is located adjacent to 
the Bellamy River with frontage on Spur Road. The applicant proposes to use 
the rear yard of the property for an accessory helicopter take off and landings 
use. “Helicopter take offs & landings” is a use permitted by Special Exception 
in the R-20 District. However, the property is ineligible for Special Exception 
approval because there is no location on the property that could meet Special 
Exception requirement “A”, set forth in the R-20 District Table, which 
provides that: “[t]here shall be a distance of one thousand (1,000) feet 
between any existing residential structure and any proposed helicopter landing 
pad.” Therefore, the applicant requires a variance to allow the helicopter use.  

Reason for Staff Recommendation  

The purpose of a variance is to provide a relief valve from the Zoning 
Ordinance where application of the Zoning Ordinance requirements would 
create an unnecessary hardship when applied to a particular property as a 
result of the unique conditions of that property. Because it relates to the 
unique conditions of a property, once granted a variance runs with the land 
regardless of changes in ownership and occupants.  

Although the variance standards have eased somewhat in recent years, an 
applicant must still provide some evidence that there is something unique 
about his property that distinguishes it from all other properties similarly 
zoned. Here, the applicant is using his property for a single family home, in 
addition to a home office. There is nothing unique about this property that 
would result in an unnecessary hardship and/or deny reasonable use if the 
requested variance were denied.  

The variance must also effect some reasonable use of the property. Even if 
the representations made by the applicant with respect to the safety of the 
helicopter use are taken at face value, a helicopter landing pad on an average 
residential lot in an average residential neighborhood is extremely unusual and 
luxurious. Rather than approving a deviation from the ordinance to allow a 
reasonable use of the property, the effect of a variance in this case would be 
to allow an extremely unusual and luxurious use.  

Because he cannot meet the special exception criteria, the applicant is 
essentially asking the Board to “spot zone” his property and to treat it with 
distinction, not because there is anything unique about the property, but 
simply because the current property owner enjoys flying helicopters. It is a 
request that is specifically tailored for the current owner and therefore, is not 
well suited for variance relief. 

Note that the applicant does have an alternative – he can petition the 
Planning Board pursuant to Section 170-53.C(3) of the Zoning Ordinance to 
amend the requirements for helicopter take offs and landings in the R-20 
District.  

Recommendation 

The Planning Department recommends that the Board deny the request.
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77 Spur Road 

1" = 250 ft

Property Information
Property ID L0015-D00000
Location 77 SPUR RD
Owner LEINSING KARL R TRUSTEE

LEINSING TRUST

MAP FOR REFERENCE ONLY
NOT A LEGAL DOCUMENT

The City makes no claims and no warranties,
expressed or implied, concerning the validity or
accuracy of the GIS data presented on this map.
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City of Doveç New Hampshire
ZONTNG BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT APPLTCATTON

fAdopted : AiüÍjFwFÐ zotz]

Ol'|îce Use Only C¿se #: Zl5:A3 Date Received: i:"t.¡i_+fl+g+.5_

ï me Receivedf¡ys¡,_Nsw_Ha¡{¡r€Éhirr.Amount Paid: $

APPLICANT/PROPERW OWNER INFORMATION

AppLIcANT. Karl R. Leinsing phone # 603-926-8216

Address of Applican¡' 77 Spur Rd', Dover, NH 03820

E-Mait Address: kleinsing@comcast.net

PROPERTY OWNER (if different from applicanQ:

Address: 77 Spur Rd., Dover, NH 03820

The Leinsing Trust, dated O5l26l2OOs

Phone # 603-926-9216

E-Mail Address: kleinsing@comcast.net

PROPERW/ PARCE L rN FORMATTON

Address: 77 Spur Rd., Dover, NH 03820

Brief Direct¡onr. From Dover Point Rd. take a left or right on New Bellamy Lane then

right on Spur Rd. and property is on the left.

Zoning District: R-20 Assessor's Map #

TVPE OF APPEAL: (Please check one)
X Variance

Lot(s) # 15D

from Section 17O-12'A of the Zoning ordinance

from Section _ of the Zoning Ordinance

per Section of the Zoning Ordinance

regarding Section of the Zoning Ordinance

per Section of the Zoning Ordinance

Physical Disability Variance (RSA 674:33-V)

Special Exception

Appeal of Administrative Decision

Equitable Waiver

DESCRIBE BRIEFLY YOUR PI.ANS FOR THE PROPERTY:
To perform helicopter (Robinson R¿14 Raven ll) takeoff and landings on thê backyard of 77 Spur Rd.
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VARIANCE REQUIREMENTS

THIS SECTION TO BE COMPLETED BY UARIAIVCE APPLIC/INTS ONLY

A. Variance Requested

A var¡ance is requested from Section(s) 170'12 A ofthe Zon¡ng Ord¡nance to permit:
Perform helicopter takeoff and landings on the property of 77 Spur Rd. w¡th the fottowing corìditions:

L Noti¡/ abutters ìn advance of takeoffs and landinqs ¡f

2- Perform hel¡copter oÞerat¡ons onlv between hours of 7am and

3. No flying ovêr abutters hom€s

(Note: Takeoffs and landings are permltled cunently with no restrict¡ons in the Bellamy River behind 77 Spur Rd. FAA and NH

DOI Aviat¡on Div¡sion have approved tâkeoffs/landings on 77 Spur Rd. adjacent to Bellamy River.)

B. The Five Variance Criter¡a (as set forth ¡n NH RSA 674:33, I(b))

Please demonstrate compl¡ance with the following:

1, Wa¡ving the terms ofthe Ordinance will not be contrary to the public interest because:
Hel¡coplers snd olher å¡rcrãft such as seâplanes are current¡V Þ€rûitted to tâkeoffand land in the Bellamv River. lhere is t¡ttle dtff€rence

bgtwoen performlng takeoffs and landings in lhe wateror on a boat in the water and perform¡ng lakeols and landings on adjacent property lhat
abuts the Bellâmy River. Takeoffs and landings will âlso occur on rare occasions and will not be performed da¡ly for commute to work

slnce land ownerworks from homo.

2. Dev¡ation from the strict requirements of the Ordinance is consistent wìth the spirit of the
Ordinance because:

nuisance on property w¡ll be no differentto nuìsance on walersnd at leâst one abulterwould prefêr to s€e landrnos and takeoffs on land

versus wêtêr as thêy p¡efer thal the river be free of addit¡onalmodes ol transporlât¡on. The R-20 zoning ordinance currenlly does allow

for helicopter tâkeoffs and land¡ngs under Special Exemplion, but has a 1000 foot requirement from res¡dential buildings that is cunenttv nol
able to be compl¡ed with when lânding in the Bellamy River

3, Grant¡ng the var¡ance would do substant¡al justice because:
At least two ofland owners would pref€r the performance of landinqs and lakeoffs on land âs oÞposêd to on the water that also Þrovides

additional restrictions (time ofday, no abuttor fìy overs, and prior not¡ficâtion) that do€s nol exist w¡lh lakeoffs and landings ¡n the water

Page 3 of I



4. The value of surrounding property w¡ll not be dim¡nished because:
There will be little d¡fTerênce as compared 10 aircrâft tâkeofls and occur in lhe BollamV River. HeliDads are ofl€n
associâled with hiaher value homes the â¡rcrâft âctlvity on lând ¡s betler than add¡tional unrestricted aclivity

on the water. Tâx cârd for 77 Spur Rd. currenlly indicates one abutler at 75 Spur Rd. ls a "junk yard neighbol.', therefore, value of th¡s

properly rs not likely to decreâse furlher under its current cond¡lion

IVOTE: pleaæ complete EfTHER pãrdgraph 5A OR paragraph 58. Staîf recommends that
you amplete paragraph 58 only íf you feel you @nnot meet the teguhemenE set forth ín
paragraph 5A.

54. Literal enforcement of the prov¡s¡ons of the ordinance would result in an unnecessarv hardshiø,

(¡) The follow¡ng special cond¡tions ofthe property dist¡nguish ¡t from other properties in the area:
Th¡s property is a walefront propêrty where takeoffs and land¡ngs are allowed in the water (Bellamy Rlver) which makes it unique to olher
property ¡n lhe R-2O zoning d¡stdct. This property has a large 150 x l50 foot open grass space wth no trees betwoen thê land ând the
water that provides a better ¡anding locâlion ând the restriclions placed on land¡ng on lhe land are preferablo to abuttors

and
(ii) No fa¡r and substant¡al relationsh¡p exìsts between the general purposes of the ordinance
provision and the specif¡c application of that provision to the property because:
Hel¡copter takeoffs and landings is currently a permitted use by speciâl exemption under the R-20 zoning ordinances. The only requirement

lhat is not sat¡slìed to obtain the Special Exemption ¡s the 1000 foot from âny reÊÍdenliâl struclurê- Th¡s requiremenl is

cunently nol met when a¡rcraft takeoff and land ín the Bellâmy River that abuts the subject property and hasn't been met for more than 1O

years. This var¡ance aOpl¡câtion â variance on this 1000 foot rêquirement forlhis such that ¡t can obtain
a special exemption as at least 2 of thê lând owners, Helipad distanc€ from abutter res¡dence at 83 Spur Rd. is 370 feet

and d¡stânce from abutter resldence at 75 Spur Rd. is 264 feel (see cPS measuremenls attached).

and
(iii) The proposed use ¡s a reasonable one because:

Both the FAA and lhe NH DOT Bureau ofAeronautics havo approved lhe land at 77 Spur Rd. as a safe location for helicopter takeoffs
and land¡ngs, Plêase reference ths two sìt€ approval c€rlilìcates attached to this application. Grant¡ng of this variance will also ¡mpose

add¡lional reslrictions thal do not exist with takeoffs and lsndings on the waler. This varÌanco request is ¡n an effort to compromise with

abut{ers at lhe request of at least o¡e abulter at 83 Spur Rd. Lând¡ng on land ¡s furlher away from the lrees across lhe river whÌch

allows approaches/dep8dures over the lrees and away from abUfers. Takeoff and landìngs on the water force an âpproach/depalure

ênd down the riverwhich w¡ll be closer lo âbulters

OR
58. If the criter¡a in subparagraph 5A above are not established, explain how, owing to special
cond¡tions of the property that distinguish ¡t from other properties in the area, the propefty cannot be
reasonably used in strict conformance with the ordinônce, and a var¡ance is therefore necessary to
enable a reasonable use of it:
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SIGNATURE PAGE

THTS SECTION OF fHE APPLICATION MUST BE COMPLETED BY ALL APPLICANTS

I, the undersigned Applicant, hereby cert¡ô/ that the information contained w¡th¡n this Applicat¡on is
complete and accurate, and I acknowledge that I have read and understand the Application
Instructions, which are set forth on the first two pages of this Appl¡cat¡on form.

..j: .a ) ...,. _: ,, D¡g¡tâlly-sigñed.by Karl R. Leinsing
..-:' .'*-. /-'-, -t' Dàter iois.o2.io 09:35:23 -os'ooi

S¡gnature of Applicantx

PROPERTY IDENTIFICATION SIGN
MUST BE POSTED ON THE PROPERTY
FOR THE 5 DAYS PRIOR TO HEARING,

FAILURE TO POST MAY RESULT IN
APPLICATION NOT BEING ACCEPTED.

) .. Digitally signed by Karl R. Leiñs¡ng
''' ...' Datei 2015.02.10 O9:18:20 -05'00'

AUTHORIZATION TO ENTER SUBJECT PROPERTY

I, and my successors/ hereby author¡ze members of the Dover Zonlng Board, Plann¡ng Department
and other pert¡nent City Departments and boards to enter my property for the purpose of
evaluat¡ng this applicat¡on, including pedorming inspections during the applicat¡on phase, post-
approval phase, construct¡on phase and occupancy phase. It is understood that these individuals
must use all reasonable care, courtesy, and diligence when on the property.

Signature of Property Owner: B:iy1äìfH:,ttã%i"tîtiåe Dare. Ozt 1 Ot2O1 s

S¡gnature of Ownerx

xBoth S¡gnatures Requ¡red
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Abutter #1:

John Bloom
83 Spur Rd.

Dover, NH 03820

Abutter #2:

Myles Bratter
75 Spur Rd.

Dover, NH 03820
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l-cdcral Aviâtion
Administration

November 20, 2014

TO:
Karl l{. Leinsing
Attn: Kârl R. L,einsing
77 Spur Rd.
Dover, NH 03820
kleinsing@comcast.net

RE: (See altached Table I þr reJerenced case(s))
DETERMINATION OF LANDING AREA PROPOSAL

'lable I - Letter Referenced Case(s)

Description: Rcsidential private heliport in backyard grass area that is 150 x 150 feet (100 x 100 foot FATO) at
77 Spur Rd., Dover, NH 03820 which also abuts Bellamy River. The landing area will be.just outside the class
I) airspace ofKPSM on the 360 radial. Pictures, maps, and plans are available.

We have determined that the proposed private use landing alea, will not adversely affect the sal'e aud efficient
use ofthe navigable airspace by aircraft, provided:

. All operations âre conducted in VF'R weather conditions.

. The landing area is limited to private use.

. All approach ând departure route helicopter operations are conducted in an area from 005 degrees
clockwise to 150 degrees and from I 85 clockwise to 330 degrees using the touchdown pad as the
center of a compass rose.

. A non-obstlucting wind indicator is maintained adjacent 1o the takeoff/landing âreâ.

. All local government approvals are granted.

Maintain radio communications with PSM tower wlrile in PSM Class D airspace.

Please notify the FAA within l5 days of cornpleting the landing area by callìng the F-AA Area Þ-light Sewice
Station (AFSS) servìng your landing area to let them know you are activating the landing area while the Airport
Mastel Record form is being processed. Please tell the Flight Service Station representative that you have
received an aeronautical determination from the F'AA, and supply them with the name ofyour landing area and
the coordinates.

ASN Prior ASN l-ocâtiorl Larlruoc
INAD83)

Longitudc
(N^D83)

AGI,
(Fcct)

AMSL
(Fcc$

¿Ul4-l\N11- /4)-NKA 43-09-06.59N 70-50-48.84W I tl

Page I of3



Please return the enclosed Airyoft Mastel Iìecord form to this office. When the processing of the Airpolt Mastel.
Record form is cornpleted, your landing area will have a site number and a permanent location identifier.
Indicate whether or not you would like to have your landing area shown on aerouautical charls. Chaúing also
depends on the amount of "clutter" already on tlìe charts near your site.

In order to avoid placing any unfair restlictions on users ofthe navigable airspace, this detennination is valid
until May 20,2016. Should the facility not be operational by this date, an extension ofthe detennination must
be obtaìned by 15 days prìor to the expiration date of this letter.

This dcterminâtion does not constitute FAA approval or disapproval ofthe plrysicâl developtnent involved in
the proposal. It is a detenninatiôn with respect to the safe and efficient use ofnavigable airspace by aircraft ancl
with respect to the safety ofpersons and property on the ground.

In rnaking this detel'mination, the FAA has considered matters such as the effeots the proposal would have on
existing or platrned traffic patterns ofneiglìboring airpoÉs, the effects it would have on the existing airspace
structures and proiected programs ôf the FAA, the effects it would have on the safety ofpersons and property
on the ground, and the effects that existing or proposed manmade objects (on file \¡/ith the FAA), and known
natural objects within the affected area would have on the airport proposal.

'Ihe F'AA cannot prevent the constfuction ofstructures neal an âirport. The airport environs can only be
protected thlough such nleâns as local zoning ordinances, acquisitions ofpropefty in fee title or aviation
easements, Ietters of agreement, or other means.

This determination does not preempt or \¡'iaive any ordinance, law, or regulation ofany other governmental body
or agency.

A general ordinance ofthe State ofNH provides that certain airport cônstructions or alterations require a written
permit priot to construction. The permit rnay be obtained from the NH Depaftment of 'franspoltation.

Enclosules:

. Airpor¿ Master llecord

Ifyou lrave any questions concerning this detennination contâct Tracey Mcinnis, (781) 238-7621 and/or
tracey.rncinn is(@faa. gov.

'Iracey Mcinnis
Specialist
NH DOT
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Bureau of Aeronautics

August 20,2014

Dear Mr. Leinsing:

On August 19,2014, the New Hampshire Department of Transportation, Bu¡eau of
Aeronautics conducted an initial inspection of Leinsing Heliport in Dover. The purpose
was to identify any aviation safety concerns and to document your proposed heliport's
conditions for the Bureau's records.

The inspection itself focused on your heliport's compliance with FAR Part 77,
"Objects AfTècting Navigable Airspace," and valious FAA Advisory Circulars. Please note
the items listed below are recommendations f-or improving the safety of your heliport and
in no way affect the status of your heliport registration.

Aircraft Operations

An FAA inspector will also perform an inspection of l,einsing Ileliport. The FAA
will then send you a report called a "Determination of Landing Area Proposal" and the
Bureau of Aeronautics will receive a copy. This report will list restrictions with regard to
flight operations at your heliport. You and all other users shall be required to comply with
these restrictions.

Design Helicopler

Based on your input, a Robinson R-44 was utilized as the design helicopter for
Leinsing Heliport. This helicopter has a rotor diameter (RD) of 33 feet and an overall
length (OL) of 38.25 feet.

Touchdown and Lift-Off (TLOF) Area

Based on the dcsign helicopter, the TLOF should be a minimum length and width,
or <liameter of 33 feet. We recommend the following:

o Mark the TLOF perimeter with a solid l2-inch white stripe and mark the center of
the TLOF with a standard "H."

Final Approctch ctnd Takeof (FATO) Area



I(ai l Lcirrsirrg
Leinsing Heliport
pàge 2 ofz

Based on the design helicopter and a TLOF wìth the ntinimum dimensions of33 feet, 1he

FATO should be a miuinturn length and width, or dianete¡ of57.38 Jèet centered oü the
I-LOF. There are no specific recommendations fot the TLOF ât this time.

Sq/èt1t l7s0

'Ihe Safety Area sulrounds the FATO. 'Ihe dimensions ofthe Safcty Area are dependent
on tbe helipoú markings- We reconluend the follorving:

6 lf only the FATO perimeler is marlced (with inlaid paving stones âs nentioned), the
Safety Alea sliould be a minimum lenglh and widtlì, or diameter of 87.3[ì íèçt
centered on the FA'|O.

Àliscellaneou,s

Since the approach/departure path follows a curved rorite along fhe course of re
liver, â¡ obstl'uction alaìysis for a standard straìght-in approach was not perfofl.ned. Vr'ilh
regard to ingless and egless from the heliport, you are required to corlply with the
lequirements and restriclions ofthe FAA inspector, once ìssued.

Il is recom¡nended that operations at the helipófl be linited to private rne, pr.ior
pennission lequired (PPR) duling clayime, visual rteteolological conditions (VMC) ancl
under visual flight rLrles (VFR) or as required by the FAA.

Conclusion

The items listed ilì this letter are reconmendations fol safe operations. Since
l,einsing l-Ieliporl wilì nol be a public-usc hclipolt 1ìrere are no nandâtory compliances in
Ìegards to lighting, nìarkings, surfaces, or lransitional surfaces. I'h¡rro arc currcntly no
mandatory changes or altcrations necÉssÍary for Sfate approval,

Bascd on out iuspection, the lJureâu of Aerolautics finds tlrat the sitc at 77 Spur
Road in Dover is adequate f'or the proposed heliport facility and we r.i,ill issue a Site
Certilicate fol the Leinsing l{eliport. Once wc receivc our copy ofthe F'AA
"I)etermination ofL,anding Area Proposal," we will contact you in tegald to issuing a New
I{ampshire Airport lìegistratiorì Cefiif icate-

Shouìd you h¿lve ar'ìy questions rcl¿ìting to the iuspection or âny otlÌer aviation
nalter, pleâ,se do lrot hesitåt€ to contâct nìe ¿ì1 (603) 271-1677 or ât rlÌunt@dot.state.nlì.us.

ta hunl
Aviatiolr Planner
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Airport Site Certificate

This is to certify t'ot l(allR. Leirsing

has nret fhe statutoty requirements of RSA 422:L6, pul.slrant to the Nerv
IJampshile Aelonautical Lau,s and the Rules of the DOT/Buleau of Aeronautics
regarding heliport site: LtrINSING HELIPAD

Located at: 77 SPIIR ROAD
DOVER, NH 03820

Coordinates: 43dee 9'.6.59" N 70deq50'48.84" W

This certificate is issued based on inlonnalion submitted dr,uing the site inspeclion and
appìication f'ol site approval, wlúch are rnade a part heleof as th<lugh wr'itten hercin and subject
1Ò the followiltg limitations:

COMMERCIAL'OPERATIONS PROIJIBITED
PRIOR PERMISSION REQUIRED

The cerliJic te renníns yalid for ten J'etrs ft'otn Íhe date of issua, or until issurtnce of tttt
Ait1toú RegistrttÍon C¿rûrtcatu, whichever cones JirsL

Certificate Number: 201401

Issued by: Tr¡c¡a L. Lambert
Adm¡nistrator,
Bureau of Àeronautics

Dated: August 21,2014







CITY OF DOVER  

ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT –  STAFF MEMO (Z15-05) 

Application Type: Variance 

Applicant: MCL Builders & Developers LLC 

Owner: Mace Family Revocable Trust 

Location:   46 Back River Road (Tax Map I, Lot 6-C) 

 

                                             C:\Users\gliddenj.DOVERNET\Desktop\Zoning Web Material\Z15-05.docx 

INTENT: The property is currently 
improved with a single family dwelling. The 
applicant proposes to subdivide the property 
into seven single family dwelling (7) lots. Per 
the R-12 District requirements, the homes 
must be located 27.5 feet from the front lot 
line of each lot. This “build to” line is equal to 
the average front setback of all properties 
within the R-12 District within 500 ft. of the 
subject property. The applicant requests a 
variance for proposed Lot 7 to have a 
minimum front setback of 176 ft., in place of 
the “build to” line of 27.5 ft. 
 
UNITS PROPOSED: One (1) existing single 
family dwelling plus six (6) new single family 
dwelling lots 
 
AGENDA ITEM #: 3-C 
 
ZONING DISTRICT: R-12 
 
EXISTING LAND USE:  Single Family  
 
PROPOSED LAND USE:  Single Family  
 
SURROUNDING LAND USE: Residential, 
Multi Family Residential  
 
PREVIOUS ZBA ACTION: H87-65: 
variance granted to allow subdivision creating 
a lot not meeting the required minimum 
frontage; H88-35: variance denied to allow 
subdivision creating three lots without 
frontage on a public street 
 
PLANNING BOARD APPROVAL 
REQUIRED:   Yes 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  Application with 
narrative, tax map, and variance plan 
 
APPLICATION IS COMPLETE:  Yes  
 
NOTICES AS REQUIRED:  Yes 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  
The Planning Department 
recommends that the Board deny the 
variance request.  

Summary of Request and Background  
 
The property is currently improved with a single family dwelling 
and detached barn. The applicant proposes to subdivide the 
property into seven single family dwelling lots. Lot 1, as depicted 
on the plan submitted by the applicant, will contain the existing 
home. In the R-12 District, principal buildings must be constructed 
at a “build to” line which is equal to the average front setback of all 
properties within the R-12 District within 500 ft. of the property to 
be subdivided. Here, the build to line has been calculated to be 27.5 
ft. The building envelopes for Lots 1-6 have been designed to meet 
this build to requirement. With respect to Lot 7, however, its 
building envelope is located at a significant distance from its 
gerrymandered frontage along the cul-de-sac of the proposed road 
(note that Lot 7 is proposed to be accessed by a driveway through 
Lots 5 and 6). To accommodate the Lot 7 building envelope, the 
applicant requests a variance for Lot 7 to have a minimum front 
setback of 176 ft., in place of the “build to” line of 27.5 ft. 
 
Reason for Staff Recommendation  
 
The purpose of a variance is to provide a relief valve from the 
Zoning Ordinance where application of the Zoning Ordinance 
requirements would create an unnecessary hardship when applied 
to a particular property as a result of the unique conditions of that 
property. Although the variance standards have eased somewhat in 
recent years, an applicant must still provide some evidence that 
there is something unique about their property that distinguishes it 
from all other properties similarly zoned. Here, there are no 
conditions that are particular to this property that would create an 
unnecessary hardship if the requested variance were denied.  
 
The variance must also effect some reasonable use of the property. 
Here, the applicant demonstrates that five (5) new single family lots 
can be created by right (in addition to retaining the existing single 
family home). It is understandable that the applicant desires to 
maximize the value of the property. However, in doing so, Lot 7 
has been designed with an absurd shape gerrymandered to meet the 
technical requirements of the Zoning Ordinance frontage 
requirement. However, the frontage provided defeats the spirit of 
the requirement since the lot’s home will still need to be accessed 
by a driveway through Lots 5 and 6.  
 
Note also that the overall buildability of the lot is questionable given 
the significant topographic features present (e.g. steep slopes). 
 
Recommendation 
 
The Planning Department recommends that the Board deny the 
variance request.
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Property Information
Property ID I0006-C00000
Location 46 BACK RIVER RD
Owner MACE JOSEPH E & PEGGY J T

MACE FAMILY REVOCABLE TRU

MAP FOR REFERENCE ONLY
NOT A LEGAL DOCUMENT

The City makes no claims and no warranties,
expressed or implied, concerning the validity or
accuracy of the GIS data presented on this map.

Parcels updated January 1, 2015



City of Dover, New Hampshire
ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT APPLTCATTON

[Adopted: August L6, 2012)

APPLTCANT/ pROpERTy OWNER INFORMATTON

AppLICANT. MCL Builders & Developers LLC c/o MichaelLefebvre phone # (978) 273-5945

Address of Appticant. 3 Sandpiper Lane, Seabrook, NH 03874

E-Mail Address: mclcontracting@comcast.net

Office Use Only Case #: zt5-05 Date Received:

Time Receíved:Amount Paid: $ ,,ffiJlflllffir¡,;^"c

PROPERTY OWNER

Address: 46 Back

(if different from applicanQ:

River Road, Dover, NH

Mace Family Revocable Trust

03820 Phone # (603) 767-9783

E-MailAddress:

PROPERTY/ PARCEL INFORMATTON

Address: 46 Back River Road

Brief Direct¡q¡s. âcross from Holiday Drive

Zoning District: R-12 Assessor's Map #

TYPE OF APPEAL: (Please check one)
X variance

Physical Disability Variance (RSA 674:33-V)

Special Exception

Appeal of Administrative Decision

Equitable Waiver

Lot(s) # 6-C

from Sectio n 170-12(8) of the Zoning ordinance

from Section _ of the Zoning Ordinance

per Section of the Zoning Ordinance

regarding Section of the Zoning Ordinance

per Section of the Zoning Ordinance

DESCRIBE BRIEFLY YOUR PLANS FOR THE PROPERTY:
Subdivide Tax Map I Lot 6-C, which is 3.716 acres, into one lot with the existing home and 6lots with single-family homes. Frontage will be provided

from a proposed city road. One lot requires relief from S€ction 170-12(B) Dimensional Requir€ments,in the R-12 Zone to allow the home to be built

farther away than the build to line.
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SIGNATURE PAGE

THIS SECTTON OF THE APPLICATTON MUST BE COMPLETED BY ALL APPLICAAITS

I, the undersigned Appl¡cant, hereby ceftiry that the information contained within this Application is
complete and accurate, and I acknowledge that I have read and the
Instructions, which are set fofth on the f¡rst two

IMPORTANT

PROPERTY IDENT]FICATON SIGN
MUST BE POSTED ON THE PROPERTY
FOR THE 5 DAYS PRIOR TO HEARING.

FAILURE TO POST MAY RESULT IN
APPLICATION NOT BEING ACCEPTED.

/)I 'ltf,\ (V0,4p-
sign*ufJ oYofo)rer*

*Both Signatures Required

AUTHORIZATION TO ENTER SUBJECT PROPERW

I, and my successors, hereby authorize members of the Dover Zon¡ng Board, Planning Department
and other pert¡nent City Departments and boards to enter my propefi for the purpose of
evaluating this application, including performing inspect¡ons during the application phase, post-

--*---- - appf€valphasereonstrudiençhase+nd-eeeupap6yphase-,It-is-understesdthatJàese individuals-- * .,"
must use all reasonable care, courtesy, and diligence when on the property.

Signature of Property Owner:

Page I of I



Introd uction

The properly subject to this application is located at 46 Back River Road and is depicted
on the City's Tax Maps at Map I, Lot 6-C (a portion of the tax map is attached hereto). The
property is located within the P'-12 Zone. The property is comprised of 3.716 acres, or 161,869
square feet. The parcel is unique, not only in its size, but also as to its shape. The parcel is a
long narrow lot with a signifrcant portion of the lot in the Conservatiorr Overlay District. The
narow parcel is approximately 175 feet in width.

The parcel contains an existing two-family house. The intent of the Applicant is to
subdivide the lot into seven (7) lots. A copy of a plan showing the proposed subdivision is
attached hereto. The newly created lots are intended to be used for the construction of a single-
family dwellings.

Within the Table of Dimensiorml Requirernents for the Low Density Residential (R-12)
District, there is a provision for new construction which requires a "build to line" that requires a
principal structure to be built "up{o" the line, as opposed to the traditional front yard setback,
that permits, but does not require, a structure to be built to that setback point. In this case,
pursuant to footnote 5 of the Table for the R-12 zone, the Applicant's engineer, Tritech
Engineering Corporation, has determined that the "build to line" is 27.5 feet from the proposed
road, Given the length of the property and the location of the proposed driveway, which is to be
a shared driveway, it would be impossible to "build to 27 .5 feet" of the proposed road. Rather,
the Applicant seeks to locate the house in a location on Lot #7 that is sensitive to the context of
the lot, which appears to be river fronted homes. Specifically, the Applicant seeks to locate the
home within the area designated as "Limits of Principal Structure Area", as depicted on the
proposed subdivision map. Thus the Applicant is seeking a variance from A¡ticle IV, Section
170-12(B) of the Dover Zoning Ordinance, which requires compliance with a build to line of
27.5 feet from the proposed road, as set forth within footnote 5 of the Table of Dimensional
Requirements for the Medium Density Residential (R-12) District, in order for construction to be
located within the area defined on the proposed subdivision plan, and depicted as the "Limits of
Principal Structure Area."



Variance Rcquirernents:

1. Providc Proof that demonstrates the variance will not be contrary to the publíc
intcrcst.

The Applicant respectfully submits that the proposed use represents a reasonable use of
the propefty in question. By pernritting the use, the public interest is served by permitting
orderly development in an area where such developrnent has already occumed, all of these
reasons are consistent with the purpose behind the Medium Density Residential District (R-12),
which provides for conventional single-family neighborhoods on lots not less than 12,000 square
feet. In addition, by allowing the location of the single-family residence within the "Limits of
Principal Structure A¡ea" the purpose of the "build to line" will be preserved, as the area
represents a context sensitive design, given the location ofthe Conservation Overlay District. As
such, the proposed use will not be contrary to the public interest, as the use will not "alter the
essential character ofthe locality." See Chester Rod and Gun Club. Inc. v. Town of Chester. 152
NH 577 (2005). Granting the variance will permit the location of a dwelling in the most
appropriate location, and, given the significant amount of natural buffering, would not threaten
the public health, safety or welfare.

2. Provide proof that demonstrates how a variance observes the spirit of the
ordinance.

The Applicant respectfully submits that if the variance was granted, the spirit of the
ordinance would be observed because the use in question would permit a use that is suitable,
considering the surrounding properties, and therefore result in an encouragement of the most
appropriate use ofthe land. In addition, by allowing the location of the single-farnily residence
within the "Limits of Principal Structure Area", the purpose of the "build to line" will be
preserved, as the area represents a context sensitive design, given the other waterfront homes
within the area. Further, the proposed use is consistent with the purpose behind the Medium
Density Residential District, which mainly is to provide for conventional single-family
neighborhoods on lots not less than 12,000 square feet.

To be contrary to the public interest or injurious to the public rights of others, the
variance must unduly and in a marked degree conflict with the ordinance, such that it violates the
ordinance's basic zoning objectives. See Chester Rod and Gun Club. Inc. v. Town of Chester.
152 NH 577, at 581 (2005). It is respectfully submitted, that given the fact that the Applicant
will maintain one shared driveway, the granting of the variance to allow for a relief frorn the
build to line, especially in light ofdre configuration ofthe lot itself, will not significantly conflict
or violate the ordinance's basic zoning objectives. Rather, the granting of the variance will
promote the ordinance's basic zoning objectives, by permitting the existence of a single-family
home on a portiorì of land that far exceeds the minimunr requirements set ftrrth within the
ordinance-



3. Provide proof that demonstrates lrow a variance will result in substantial justicc.

The grant of the variance would due substantial justice because it would allow the
Applicant's property to be utilized in a sirnilar fashion to other properties located within the area,
by allowing the location of a structure that would not impede the access to the site, and that
would be consistent with the context of the area, where waterfront hornes exist. See Nine v.
Chesterfield. 157 NH 361, 368 (2008). This test requires of the balance of the benefìt to the
Applicant versus the burden to the public. See Farrar v. Citv of Keene, 158 NH 684, 692 (2009).
In this instance, given proposed locatiorì of the structure and the buffering ofthe site, there will
be no burden to the public whatsoever. Accordingly, the benefit to the Applicant would exceed
the burden to the public, thus resulting in substantial justice being dorre.

4. I'rovide proof that demonstrates the variance rvill not diminish the values of thc
surrounding properties.

It is respectfully submitted that all of the surrounding properties have a value associated
with them that is premised upon the existence of the same type of buildings located upon the
Applicant's property. In this instance, the location of the structure in the area sought by the
Applicant will have no affect upon any abutter, with respect to its property, as the use will be
consistent with other uses in the near vicinity, and consistent with the existing zoning. In
addition, the lot is unique, as there already exists a significant amount of buffering on both sides
of the property.

5Ä, Provide proof that literal enforcemcnt of the provisions of the ordinance would
result in ân unnecessary hardship. Unncccssary hardship standards arc:

(Ð Spccial conditions of the property that distinguish it from other properties in the
area; and

As one can see from the enclosed tax map, the subject parcel in this case is significantly
different than the parcels that are located in the same vicinity. Most ofthe parcels are square in
shape, rather than the "long nanow" shape of the subject property.

(iÐ No fair and substantial relationship exists betwecn the gencral public purposes of
the ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision to the properfy; and

The general purpose of the ordinance is to promote orderly development and to protect
the health, safety and general welfare ofthe public. In this instance, the Applicant seeks locate a
single-family residence within the "Limits of Principal Structure Area." We understarrd, after
discussing the issue with the Planning Department, that the purpose of the "build to line" is
geared to context sensitive design, and, in this câse that context appears to [¡e river-fronted
homes. 'fhus, the purpose of the ordinance, and the specific restriction itself will be preserved
given the other waterfront honres within the area. Thus, the Applicanl respectfully submits thal
there is no relationshi¡: at all between the general publìc purpose of the ordinance, and the



specific application, which would require a structure to be built within the Neck, and to 27.5 feet
from the proposed road.

(iiÐ The pro¡rosed use is a reasonable one because:

The proposed use is reasonable because it provides for the location of the single-family
residence within an area that is "context sensitive," due to the Conservation Overlay District.
Also, there is no way for the Applicant to build to 27.5 feet from the proposed road, without
disrupting the access to the site.

58. If the criteria in subparagraph 5A above arc not established, provide proof that an
unnecessary hardship exists if, and only if, owing to spccial conditions of the property that
distinguish it from other properties in the area, the property cannot be reasonably used in
strict conformance of the ordinance and a variance is therefore necessary in order to
enable the reasonable use of it.

The Applicant respectfully submits that although it firmly believes it meets the criteria
under Subsection A herein, that the parcel is one of the most uniquely shaped parcels located
within the area. Given the shape of the lot, the Applicant cannot locate a structure to the "build
to line" without impacting the access to the lot, and ignoring the purpose of the "build to line,'
which is to preserve the existing design ofthe local, which in this case is homes built outside of
the Conservation Overlay District. Thus, the variance is therefore necessary in order to enable
this reasonable use ofthe property.
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CITY OF DOVER  

ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT –  STAFF MEMO (Z15-06) 

Application Type: Variance 

Applicant: Richard R. and Abigail P. Lundborn 

Owner: Richard R. and Abigail P. Lundborn 

Location:   Gina Way (Tax Map G, Lot 12-B) 

 

                                            S:\Department\Planning\Planning_Share\Zoning Administration\ZBA\2015 ZBA\2015.03.19\Staff Memos\Z15-06.docx 

INTENT: Applicants propose to construct a 
single family home with an accessory dwelling 
unit. The R-12 District requires the new home 
to be located exactly 57 ft. from the front lot 
line (57 ft. is the average front setback for all 
properties within the R-12 District within 500 
ft. of the property). Applicants request a 
variance to allow the home to be located 
farther than 57 ft. from the front lot line. 
Effectively, the variance would allow the 57 ft. 
measurement to be treated as a traditional 
setback instead of a “build to” line. 
 
UNITS PROPOSED: Two (one single 
family residence with an accessory dwelling 
unit) 
 
AGENDA ITEM #: 3-D 
 
ZONING DISTRICT: R-12 
 
EXISTING LAND USE:  Vacant 
 
PROPOSED LAND USE:  Single-Family 
Residential with Accessory Dwelling Unit 
 
SURROUNDING LAND USE: Residential  
 
PREVIOUS ZBA ACTION:  

 Z14-31 – variance granted to allow 
subdivision creating a lot not meeting 
the required minimum frontage 

 
PLANNING BOARD APPROVAL 
REQUIRED:   No 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  Application, 
subdivision plan, site sketch 
 
APPLICATION IS COMPLETE:  Yes  
 
NOTICES AS REQUIRED:  Yes 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  
The Planning Department 
recommends that the Board grant the 
variance request.  
 

Summary of Request and Background  
 
The property is a vacant lot with frontage on Gina Way, created as 
part of a two lot subdivision of 340 Washington Street, approved 
by the Planning Board in January. Previously the Board granted a 
variance to allow reduced frontage for the Gina Way lot (Z14-31). 
Applicants propose to construct a single family home with an 
accessory dwelling unit. The R-12 District requires the new home 
to be located exactly 57 ft. from the front lot line (57 ft. is the 
average front setback for all properties within the R-12 District 
within 500 ft. of the property). This is the “build to” line. Instead, 
applicants request a variance to allow the home to be located 
farther than 57 ft. from the front lot line. Effectively, the variance 
would allow the 57 ft. measurement to be treated as a traditional 
setback from which the house can be constructed at any distance,  
instead of a “build to” line which requires the home to be located 
at a precise location.  
 
Reason for Staff Recommendation  
 
Staff supports the request as the placement of the home at a 
distance greater than 57 ft from the front lot line is not inconsistent 
with how other homes in the area are situated. Specifically, the 
home at 10 Taylor Road is located approximately 110 ft from the 
front lot line and the home at 21 Taylor Road is located 
approximately 70 ft from the front lot. Most significantly, the 
proposed home will be located directly opposite the home at 6 
Gina Way, which is located approximately 100 ft from its front lot 
line.  
 
It is also reasonable to consider Gina Way a natural extension of 
the Taylor Road subdivision (P01-65). The approved plan, which is 
now vested, establishes a front setback for the Taylor Road 
properties of 30 ft. The proposed setback of 57 ft is arguably a 
marrying of the current “build to” requirement and the still-intact 
30 ft front setback requirement that is applicable to the Taylor 
Road properties.  
 
Recommendation 
 
The Planning Department recommends that the Board grant the 
variance request. 
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46 Back River Road 

1" = 250 ft

Property Information
Property ID I0006-C00000
Location 46 BACK RIVER RD
Owner MACE JOSEPH E & PEGGY J T

MACE FAMILY REVOCABLE TRU

MAP FOR REFERENCE ONLY
NOT A LEGAL DOCUMENT

The City makes no claims and no warranties,
expressed or implied, concerning the validity or
accuracy of the GIS data presented on this map.

Parcels updated January 1, 2015



City of Doveç New Hampshire
ZONTNG BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT APPLICATTON

[Adopted: August L6, 2Ol2J

APPLICANT/ pROpERTy OWlt ER r il FORMATTOI|

AppuCANT. Richard & Abigail Lundborn phone # 603-740-0810

Address of Applicant: 340 Washington Street, Dover, NH 03820

E-Mait Address : rrlundbo@myfai rpoint. net

PROPERTY OWNER (if different from applicant¡:

Address: Phone #

E-MailAddress:

PROPE RTY/ PARCET rN FORMATTON

Address: 340 Washington Street, Dover, NH 03820

Bfief DifeCti.nS: Ftot the intersection with Central Ave. head south on Washington St. Bear right at the intersection

with Arch St., staying on Washlngton, lun onto Tay'or Road Gìna Way will be on Rþht. The new lot the home will be on is at the ond of Gina way.

Zoning District: R-12 Assessor's Map # G Lot(s) ç 12-B(new lot)

TYPE OF APPEAL: (Please check one)
X Variance

Physical Disability Variance (RSA 674:33-V)

Special Exception

Appeal of Administrative Decision

Equitable Waiver

from Section 170-12(8)[5] of the Zoning ordinance

ftom Section _ of the Zoning Ordinance

per Section of the Zoning Ordinance

regarding Section of the Zoning Ordinance

per Section of the Zoning Ordinance

DESCRIBE BRIEFTY YOUR PtAl{S FOR THE PROPERTY:
As we disqlssod wtth ]rou in D€comber, Abbi and I along with h€r pargnùg ar€ going to build a home on a nervly subdiv¡dod portion of our prop€rty rsfersd

to in this application as Map G Lot 12-8. While wo*lng to satisfy tho conditions of the Notice of Decision for the Subdivision which was Conditionally

ApprovedJanuaryl5,20lS,thecalculationforthe'BuildtoLine'wasperformed. ltwasalsomadeclearuponreviewoftheordinancethat

both the House and åny Accassory Structuros, Garagos , sheds elc. would need to bs on the Bulld to Llne'. The new lot we will be bulldlrB on is 0.82 Acras in sÞo.

this is 3 times tho minimum lot size. placing all of the structures on th€ property on the front "Build To Linê" as required se€ms like a bad use of space.

We would like to be granted a variance to allow one structuro to be placed on the buíld to line; in our case we prefer that to be the Garage.



VARIANCE REQUIREMENTS

THIS SEC|IOT! TO BE COT.IPLETED BY UARTANCEAPPLTCANTS ONLY

A, Var¡ance Requested to 170-12(8), R-12 Frontage Requiremenr

A var¡ance is requested from Section(s) 170-12(8)[5] of the Zon¡ng Ordinance to permit:
A varianc€ iE requested to 170- 12(B )l5l ftredium Þ€nsity R6sfdenrial (R-12] Tahl€ front s€tbâck, which ls descnbed 6s a 'Burld lo Llns'for any structurc

The vadance requested would allow tho Acc€ssory Slruchrre, the detached Garage, lo be constructed on tho "Bu¡ld To L¡no" and the houss to
be bu¡ltwllhin lhe rema¡n¡ng buìld¡ng env€lops croâted by lhe bullding solbâcks and lhe "Build To Ling'. Wo would âlso liko to bo granted lhs lalitude lo conslruct

any fulure accessory structures, sh€ds, etc. w¡thìn tho rêmainlng avâ¡¡able building envelopo.

B. The Five Variane Cr¡ter¡a (as set forth in ilH RSA 674133, I(b))

Please demonstrate compliance w¡th the following:

1. Waiving the terms of the Ordinance will not be contrary to the public interest because:
Waiv¡ng the t€rms ofth6 Ordinanc€ will not bo contrary to th€ public intorost becauso Map G Lot 12"8 would be thê only ìot wihin 500.ft of its€lf thatwould

be required to have a structuro Accossory or Paimary acfually bu¡lt on the front setback regardless of sitê charâcterist¡cs (i.e. topogrâphy, v€getalion,

sxistonc€ ofwellânds or ledge) or preferenc€ oflho propgrty owner. Thê homês on Taylor Road ând Giha WÈy lhe newost subdiv¡s¡on ¡h ths 500-fr radius

ùsod to calculato lhe averêge fiont 'Build lo Line' ar€ built wilhin tho available building env€lopo creatod by tho sgtbacks. A numb€r of sheds êxist wlthin this

n€ighborhood, none of wh¡ch a¡€ on tho f¡onf "Bu¡ld To Linê", The r€st of thê nê¡ghborhood is compris€d of hom€s sotback from the front lot lino

5.5'll lo 375-ff+ w¡lh frpnt s€lb8cks êvsrywhsre ln bê¡¡6€n. Many of thêse p¡opêrllos håvê Accsssory skLrcluros as well, nono oflhese havlng lho same Êetbâck ro lhe front

property l¡ne as the other structures on the property.

2. Deviation from the str¡ct requ¡rements of the Ordinance is consistent with the spirit of the
Ordinance because:
Dev¡êl¡on fiom th€ strict oftho Ordinance ¡s coñsistsnt w¡th the spirjt oflhg ordinance bocaus€ no olher proporw in the 500-ft radius hâs had

to adhsre to a 'Bu¡ld To Line". Furlher, due lo the oxlrêmo lluxl¡âtlons in hont gclbacks ìn lhê 500-fl radìù9lo the proporty, lhÊ "Build To Lìns'w¡ll n€ed lo bc 57-fr

tho Mean front setback ¡n the aroa is approx¡mately 30 to 35-ft. The extr€me examples of lhe sotbacks msasured w€re 5.s-ft and 375-ft.

By r€qulring a front "Build To L¡ne" calculatod lo be 6ven largor than tho Moan, oach subsequenl now conshuction w¡ll be requirod to be oven

way that the "Build To Lìne' ¡s calculatod c!¡rently w¡ll not âllow this to occur. Aga¡n lhis is moot, because w¡thin 500-ft of tho prop€rty ¡n question

no othsr structu¡e has had to obsêrve a "Build To Line".

3. Granting the var¡ance would do substantial justice because:
Gmnting lhe variance would do substant¡âl Justico bêcá|lsê ¡t would allow the nsw lot (Map G Lot l2-8) tho freedom to havo tho slructures s¡tod upon ¡t

¡n a way similar to the way thê b'rild¡ngs have been sitêd on tho propêrties that suÍound it.



4. The value of surrounding property will not be diminished because:

Tho value oftho sunound¡ng propert¡os w¡ll not bê d¡minìshed becåuse, the proposed lot will bê occ'rpied by a l¡ko use, a residenca

Tho proposed lot willbê of moro thsn ample size underthê ordlnânce and any now structure will bo able to bo built w¡th¡n thê ordinanco's sotbaoks

¡ñ â mannor slmilâr lo th€ wav thê srirrôr¡nriino lñls wârÊ h ¡lt on

NOTE: pleaæ æmpleÞ EfTHER paragraph 5A OR paragraph 58, Staff ¡ecommends that
you @mplete paragraph 58 only if you fæl you annot mæt Ure ,eguiremenb æt forth in
Fragraph 5A,

54, Literal enforcement of the provisions of the ordinance would result in an unnecessaru hardshis.

(i) The following special conditions of the property distinguish it from other properties in the area:

MÊpGLotl2-Bls0.82Acres. ¡n zone R-12, parllculariy ¡n the socl¡on of town ¡nwhichwe reskle, th¡s isa rarity, MapG Lot 12-B has '10Gít of frontago

afrsr sublråc{ing the s¡de sotbacks, tho ava¡lâble frontage for slt¡ng a housê, in ouÌ câse a detached garage, sheds €tc. ¡s 70-ft. With 0,82 Acfes

ava¡labls to plac€ structur€s on, rêqu¡ririg all structures to be on one, 70-fl long line sêêms un-necessârily restrictivê.

and

(¡i) No fair and substantial relationshîp exists between the general purposes of the ordinance
provision and the specific application of that provision to the property because:

As stat€d abovo. ifthe "Bu¡ld To L¡ne" were to be adhered to as writtên, Map G Lot 12-B would be the only property w¡thln 500-ft of it that had to

uso a "Build To Lin6" vorsus a front setback that €stabl¡sh€s ono s¡d€ of an ava¡lable bu¡lding envelope. Thero is noth¡nq falr in mak¡ng ono

propsrty ownêr adhere to a rule that lhe sunou¡d¡ng 34 d¡d not havo to. No fair and 6ubstânt¡âl relêtioñship êx¡sts between the general

purpos€ of the ord¡nanca, to havs a consist€nt strê€tsc€p€ (one would assume), and tho spec¡fic appl¡cat¡on oftho ord¡nance

wi¡l only servê to and biggorlront setbacks/'Build To Lines", which one would presume Is not the lnt€nt oflhe ordinance

and
(ii¡) The proposed use is a reasonable one because:

Th€ propo6ed use ¡s reasonable becauso wo are willlng to place a structure, thê detachod garage, on lhs front 'Build To LInê". Wo aro r€questing

tha varianc.€ so that w€ do not havê to placo all of our struclures on thê front "Bu¡ld to Llno" as tho ord¡nanc€ is currently written. Coincidentally,

The face oftho carago would bo ln l¡no, roughly, w¡th tho home at 3 Gina Way f Gina Way were lo evor be cont¡nuod vla lhe Rlght ofWay wê

provlded to lh€ Cily as part ofth€ subdivislon, lhus maintralnlng a consist€nt streelscapo. Slnco no othor prop€rty ownerwithln 500-n has had to adhore lo the

"Bulld To Llne" at all, this is a v€ry reasonable attompt to sallsfy tho Intont of the ordinance w¡thout adhsring to lhe letter,

OR
58. Ifthe criteria in subparagraph 5A above are not established, explain how, owing to special
conditions of the property that distinguish it from other properties in the area, the property cannot be
reasonably used in str¡ct conformance with the ordinance, and a variance is therefore necessary to
enable a reasonable use of it:



SIGNATURE PAGE

THIS SECTION OF THE APPUC/ITTON MUST BE COI']PLMED BY ALL APPLICATVTS

I, the undersigned Applicant, hereby certifo that the information contained within this Appl¡cation is
complete and accurate, and I acknowledge that I have read and understand the Application
Instructions, which are set forth on the first two pages of th¡s Appl¡cation form.

IMPORTANT

PROPERTY IDENTIFICATION SIGN
MUST BE POSTED ON THE PROPERTY
FOR THE 5 DAYS PRIOR TO HEARING.

FAILURE TO POST MAY RESULT IN
APPLICATON NOT BEING ACCEPTED.

Signature of Owner*

*Both Signatures Required

AUTHORIZATION TO ENTER SUBJECT PROPERW

I, and my successors/ hereby authorize members of the Dover Zoning Board, Planning Deparünent
and other pertinent City Departments and boards to enter my property for the purpose of
evaluating this application, including performing inspections during the application phase, post-
approval phase, construction phase and occupancy phase. It is understood that these individuals
must use all reasonable care, courtesy, and d¡ligence when on the property.

r2 ¿,.s /
Signature of Propefi Owner: N l>&p) "-V- Date: 03t02t15

Signature of Applicant*
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CITY OF DOVER  

ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT –  STAFF MEMO (Z15-07) 

Application Type: Variance 

Applicants: Richard & Abigail Lundborn and Joan & David Parent 

Owners: Richard R. and Abigail P. Lundborn 

Location:   Vacant Lot on Gina Way (Tax Map G, Lot 12-B) 

 

                                             C:\Users\gliddenj.DOVERNET\Desktop\Zoning Web Material\Z15-07.docx 

INTENT: Applicants intend to construct a 
single family home with an accessory dwelling 
unit. A variance is requested to permit the 
accessory dwelling unit to have an area of 
1,200 sf where accessory dwelling units are 
permitted to be no larger than 800 sf. 
 
UNITS PROPOSED: Two (one single 
family residence with an accessory dwelling 
unit) 
 
AGENDA ITEM #: 3-E 
 
ZONING DISTRICT: R-12 
 
EXISTING LAND USE:  Vacant 
 
PROPOSED LAND USE:  Single-Family 
Residential with Accessory Dwelling Unit 
 
SURROUNDING LAND USE: Residential  
 
PREVIOUS ZBA ACTION:  

 Z14-31 – variance granted to allow 
subdivision creating a lot not meeting 
the required minimum frontage 

 
PLANNING BOARD APPROVAL 
REQUIRED:   No 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  Application, floor 
plans, elevations, RSA 674:33.V (see 
highlighted text on second page) 
 
APPLICATION IS COMPLETE:  Yes  
 
NOTICES AS REQUIRED:  Yes 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  
The Planning Department 
recommends that the Board grant the 
variance request.  
 
 
 
 

Summary of Request and Background  
 
The property is a vacant lot with frontage on Gina Way, created as 
part of a two lot subdivision of 340 Washington Street, approved 
by the Planning Board in January. Previously the Board granted a 
variance to allow reduced frontage for the Gina Way lot (Z14-31). 
Applicants propose to construct a single family home with an 
accessory dwelling unit. A variance is requested from Section 170-
24.C of the Zoning Ordinance to permit the accessory dwelling 
unit to have an area of 1,200 sf where accessory dwelling units are 
permitted to be no larger than 800 sf. 
 
Reason for Staff Recommendation  
 
The proposed 1,200 s.f. accessory dwelling unit will account for 
25% of the floor area of the home, less than the 30% maximum 
required by Section 170-24.C. The proposed unit, therefore, is 
consistent with the spirit and intent of the ordinance.  
 
The applicant admits there are no special conditions of the 
property that would create a hardship were the variance to be 
denied. Rather, the applicants rely on NH RSA 674:33.V which 
provides that a finding of hardship is not required “when 
reasonable accommodations are necessary to allow a person or 
persons with a recognized physical disability to reside in or 
regularly use the premises.” The applicants state that the additional 
square footage is necessary to provide a handicapped accessible 
bathroom and wider interior accessways, and that these are 
necessary to accommodate the needs of the co-applicants – Mr. 
and Mrs. Parent – as they “progress with their respective diseases.” 
Staff recommends that the Board make specific findings of fact 
with respect to the recognized physical disabilities that will be 
accommodated by the grant of the variance.  
 
Recommendation 
 
The Planning Department recommends that the Board grant the 
variance request. 
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Gina Way Lot G-12-B (prior to subdivision from 340 Washington Street)

1" = 250 ft

Property Information
Property ID G0012-000000
Location 340 WASHINGTON ST
Owner LUNDBORN RICHARD R

LUNDBORN ABIGAIL P

MAP FOR REFERENCE ONLY
NOT A LEGAL DOCUMENT

The City makes no claims and no warranties,
expressed or implied, concerning the validity or
accuracy of the GIS data presented on this map.

Parcels updated January 1, 2015



Ci:ty of Dovery New Hampshirc
ZONTNG BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT APPLICATTON

office Use only Case #: Z /5-0 7
ïme Rece¡ved: 

fuv"" friçr'v r f' rhrl)5lliri

APPUCÂ]{T/ PROPE RTY OWt{ E R I 1l FIORMATIOI{

AppLICANT, lchard & Abigail Lundborn, Joan & David Parent phone # 603-740-0810

Address of Applicant: 340 Washington Street, Dover, NH 03820

E-Mait Address : rrl undbo@myfairpoint. net

PROPERTY OWNER (if ditrerent from applicant):

Address: Phone #

E-MailAddress:

PROPERTY/ PARCET rN FORMATTO N

Address: 340 Washington Street, Dover, NH 03820

Bfief DifeCtiOnS: Ftot the intersection with CentralAve. head south on Washington St. Bear right at the intersection

with Arcf¡ St., staying on Washington, tun onto Taylor Road Gina Way will be on Rþht. The nelv lot the home w¡ll be on is at the end of Gina way.

Zoning District: R-12 Assessor's Map #G Lot(s) # ',2-B (new lot)

TYPE OF APPEAT: (Please check one)

Variance

Physical Disability Variance (RSA 674:33-V)

Special Exception

Appeal of Administrative Decision

Equitable Waiver

DESCRIBE BRIEFTY YOUR PTANS FOR T}IE PROPERW:
As we diecussed with you in December, Abbi and I along with her ps¡snts are going to build a home on a nôwly suM¡vkled pordon of our property refened

to in this application as Map G Lot 12-8. Unknown to us until after lhe suMivision, were the size limitations placed on Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU)

by170-24(C). 17G24(C) limitsthesÞeofanADUtoS0Gsf. Whilewecanmeetall oftheotherportlonsof 17ù24,wecsnnotmeet(C)whichlimitsthe

ADU'8 fooþrint. th€ ADU in our casa will bo 1200-sL The exlra 400-sf ís due to the fact thal the ADU is being purpose dosign€d to allorv my in-laws to r€ma¡n with

us all long as posslble. Joan and David's Master bath will be larger, the walking spaces are designed to be wid€r to allow for more accesslble access

from Section _ of the Zoning Ordinance

from Section 17o-24(Cl of the Zoning ordinance

per Sect¡on of the Zoning Ordinance

regarding Section of the Zoning Ordinance

per Section of the Zoning Ordinance

well into the future. We are requesting a variance to 17G24(C) in order to construct an ADU of 1200-sf.



VARIANCE REQUIREMENTS

THIS SECNON TO BE COMPLETED BY UARTANCE APPLICÁNTS ONLY

A, Var¡an@ Requested to 170-24(C), Accessory Dwellíng unit (s¡ze l¡mitations)

A variance is requested from Section(s) 170-24(c) ofthe Zoning Ordinance to perm¡t:
A vãrienc€ ls r€qu€sted to 170-24(C) Acc€ssory Dwolling ljnit6, limrting the ADU footprìnt to 800-si ln the attachod condttlon ths ADU cân b6 up to 30% oflhê

square footage of lhe total houso. ln our câse this can be sat¡sfiod just not the 80Gsf rsstrict¡on. We requêst a varianc€ to âllow us to

construct an ADU that is 1200-sf. The additional spac€ will allow for accomodat¡on of â lãrg€ Handicap Acc€ssibl€ Balhroom in the ADU as wsll as w¡der

acc€ss wavs lhrouohout the unit.

B. The F¡ve Var¡ance Crit€r¡a (as set forth ín NH RSA 674:33, I(b))

Please demonstrate compliance wÌth the following:

1. Waiving the terms of the Ordinance will not be contrary to the public interest because:
lhe t€rms of tho Ordinance will not be contrary to thê publlc inter€st bscause Map G Lot 12-B th6 lot upon which wê døsir€ to build the hom€ with lhe ADIJ

atlach€d !o it reEldês ¡n ân R-12 zone which allows forADU9. allolh€r portions oftheADU ordinanco can b€ met by oür proposal. The ADU 13 bing propos€d on a prop€rty

30% of the overall square footage of the home per 170-24(C). Tho ADU will hav€ å min¡mum of one dedicâted off-street ÞarkinO spaco per 170-24(D).

P€r 170-24(E)3 reslricllv€ cov€nant shall bs plac€d on lho propsrty lhat disallows it being condominiumlz€d or changsd from singis famJly dw€lllng ln som€ olhe¡ fâshlon

prior to Cerl¡fìcate of Occupancy; we will do lhìs. Per 170-24(F) lhe AOU and s¡ngle family dwelling u¡ll mLrst have ulililles on one meler, eleclrìc, waler etc.; they will.

2. Dev¡ation from the strict requ¡rements of the Ordinance is consistent with the spirit of the
Ordinance because:
D6vi6tion from lhe strict r€quiroments of the ord¡nahc€ ¡s consist€nt with tho sp¡rìt of the ordiñâncê becâus€, the ordinanco allows ADU'S. An ADU

Is what we proposê. lt can b€ presumed lhal ADU'S aro allowed for just thls scênario to allow ând in-law apartment. This ls what we propose and

inlaw or rath€r inlâws spalment. fhe construction ofwhich willallow Joan and Þavid to move in withAbbiand I, h€lp us €lsêand lovê ourchildr€n, their

grand-childron, Betty and Josêphinê, and in rêtum w¡ll allow Abb¡ and I to help David and Joan as they age and progrêss wilh their rospoctive

diseases and noed our h€lp

3. Granting the var¡ance would do substant¡al justice because:
Grsnling the vâriance would do substsntìal just¡ce beqrâse ¡t would allow my fam¡ly to construct thé home that we need to b€st serve us mov¡ng ¡nto the

futurê, a home that meêts thê intont oftho Dover ordinanco with rcgard to Ac¿êssory Dwelling Units ¡fnot tho naÍow of how that is to b€

accomplishgd with regards to sizo. Wg are w¡lling to placo thg covenant on the property lhat disallows conversion to condom¡n¡ums and have every

intention to share ut¡lities and meet all othêr facêts of thê ADU Ordinance outl¡ned ¡n 170-24.



4. The value of surrounding property w¡ll not be diminished because:

The valuo of the sunounding proport¡gs w¡ll not bo d¡m¡n¡shed bêcause, the proposed new home wìll be vatuable whon don6 and w¡ll l¡kely have
a hefty value alllts own. This w¡li ìn tum likely have a pos¡l¡vê effêct on lhe values ofthê surround¡ng proport¡es.

Antscdolally, lho vâlue of Map G Lot 12, our prop€rl, went up whon Taylor Road and G¡na Wây were bu¡lt. Thsreforo, ono would assumê a sim¡lar,

ut¡.¡t "r"ìiuit

NOTE: pleaæ æmplete EITHER paragraph 5A OR paragraph 58. Statrræmmends that
you @mplete paragnph 58 only if you fæl you cannot meet the ,eguiremenE set foÉh in
pardgraph 5A.

54. Literal enforcement of the prov¡sions of the ordinance would result in an unnecessary hardshiø

(i) The following special conditions of the property distinguish it from other properties in the area:
The property ¡n qusstlon Map G Lot 12-B (n€w lot from Map G Lot 12), doss not have any spsc¡al cond¡tlons dist¡nguish¡ng lt fiom othor propert¡es

in tho area thÊt are pert¡n€nt to teh variance bs¡ng roquestsd. fhs vârianc€ r€qussted would b€ just âs relevant on â different prop6ly bocâuso the

tho variance reques( ¡s nol one relatêd to frontâge, selbackg or physical charactor¡st¡cs of lhs property. Thê varianco is rglated to a zoning ord¡nanco

spocifrcelly relaling to the conslruclion of a build¡ng and th€ composition of said build¡ng s un¡ls and lheir 6ize. 1 7O-24(C) nolhing to do wilh tho propèrty tho

bu¡ld¡ñg w¡llresido on. The word¡ng ol17G24(C)would be a hardsh¡p to many, on any nunber of lots ¡n the c¡ty. The v¿riance ¡n lh¡s case wol¡ld not tg
necossary ¡f lhe pêriod at tho ond of th6 frst s€ntenc€ of 170-24(C) wsre teplâc€d with lhe word *o/'.

However, we âre choosing to exerc¡se RSA 674:33-V which relieves us of the need to prove hârdsh¡p in our particular case,
and

(ii) No fair and substantial relationsh¡p exists between the general purposes of the ordinance
provis¡on and the specific appl¡cation of that provision to the property because:

As stâtod abovo, there ¡6 no fair and subôtential relationsh¡p that ex¡sts botweon the general purpose oftho ord¡nanc€ provision and thê spec¡fic

applicâtion of lhat provision to tho proporty because it ¡s an ordlnac€ (hat does not dêÊl wl{h prop€rty. lt ls an ordinanco that dêafs w¡th the build¡ngs

that rêsidê on â ompertv snd how lhose builrlinos ârê cômoosod.

and
(iii) The proposed use is a reasonable one because:

Thê proposod use ¡s reasonable bôcausê it w¡l¡ bo a like uso to lhose suround¡ng ¡t, a ros¡denc€, further, thê Accessory Dwelling UnÌt ¡s allow€d ln

the Zone. As d¡scuss€d earlier ln lhg applicãtion wo are allowod to bu¡ld and ADU of 800'sf. Howêv€r, wê arê rêqusst¡ng a vsr¡anc€ to allow

the conslruction of a '1200-sfAÐU. The variance does lhe use, it does not allow for mors ADUS or do anyth¡ng other lhan allow for

a laroer ¡nlaw apartment (ADU)

OR
58. If the criteria in subparagraph 5A above are not established, explain how, owing to spec¡al
conditions of the propefty that distinguish it from other properties in the area, the propety cannot be
reasonably used in strict conformance with the ordinance, and a variance ¡s therefore necessary to
enable a reasonable use of ¡t:



SIGNATURE PAGE

THTS SECTION OF THE APPLICATTON MUST BE COMPLEúED BYALL APPLTCAflTS

I, the undersigned Applicant, hereby certifu that the informat¡on conta¡ned within this Appl¡cation is
complete and accurate, and I acknowledge that I have read and understand the Application
Instructions, which are set forth on the first two pages of this Application form.

IMPORTANT

PROPERTY IDENÏFICATION SIGN
MUSÏ BE POSÏED ON THE PROPERTY
FOR THE 5 DAYS PRIOR TO HEARING.

FAILURE TO POST MAY RESULT IN
APPLICATION NOT BEING ACCEPTED.

Signature of Property Owner:

Signature of Applicant*

Signature of Owner*

*Both Signatures Required

AUTHORTZATION TO ENTER SUBJECT PROPERTY

I, and my successors, hereby authorize members of the Dover Zoning Board, Plann¡ng Department
and other pertinent City Departmenb and boards to enter my propefi for the purpose of
evaluating this application, including performing inspections during the application phase, post-
approval phase, construction phase and occupancy phase. It is understood that these individuals
must use all reasonable care, courtesy, and diligence when on the property.

& ,.J,-,) !a, / *- Dare. 03i04/15
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