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	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



1. [bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK5]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. [bookmark: OLE_LINK4]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.

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. [bookmark: _GoBack]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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