TOUN OF EAST KINGSTON- NEW HAMPESHIRE
ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MEETING MINUTES
MARCH 2. 2009
7:00 PM

AGENDA

Member s Attending: Chairman John Daly, Vice Chairman Catherine Belchawid Ciardelli
Alternate Members: Paul Falman
Also present: Applicants Mrs. Diana Whitmore
Attorney John Ratigan, representing Mrs. Whitmore
Abutters  Mr. & Mrs. Brad Reardon, 98 Depot Road
Mrs. Nancy Hinz, 76 Main Street

Mr. Daly opened the meeting of the East Kingstonidg Board of Adjustment (ZBA) at the Pound Schddl,
Depot Road on March 26, 2009 at 7:00 PM.

Public Hearing 09-02 — Warren and Diana WhitmoreP& Depot Road (MBL 04-02-11). The applicant is
seeking a use variance from Article XVI for a busies in a residential zone.

Mr. Daly opened this public hearing and acknowletigiat Mrs. Whitmore was in attendance. Also in
attendance was Attorney John Ratigan, from Donahueker & Ciandella, who will be representing Mrs.
Whitmore for this public hearing. Mrs. Whitmorehisfore the Board tonight on an application fosa uariance
to operate  a business in a residential zone.

Mr. Daly reviewed procedures for the hearing. Kieed abutters to be recognized before they spakécan
address the Chair directly. He also asked thatstete their name and address for the record.

Mr. Daly inquired who would be speaking; Mrs. Whitra indicated Attorney Ratigan would speak. Atéyn
Ratigan introduced Mrs. Whitmore. He asked Mrsitdibre to explain what her plan was. Mrs. Whitmsaéd
that she has been an administrative assistanOfge8rs and was looking for a way to stay homeeand some
income. She has four dogs of her own and sometitefor a friend’s dog. Her plan was to rearetitg cellar
in her house, sectioning off two areas, install tleggie doors in the garage doors, and build twprdas out
from the garage doors. This would allow room f@o tdogs. She has asked for the variance for thoge as she
often watches a friend’s dog as a favor and watttedake sure she was covered for that additiongl ddne
friend’s dog is kept in the house with her own dagghey all get along.

She had been before the Planning Board for a haewgation and as her proposal did not meet tredlistiteria,
she was denied. She was now before the ZBA tarohtaariance.

Since her house does not face the road as sugbrdpesed runs and the garage doors are at thefrée
portion of the house that faces the road. Mr. Balmoted it appeared those garage doors weresiblevfrom
the road, and Mrs. Whitmore confirmed that factr. BDlaly asked if you could even see the house ftumroad,
and Mrs. Whitmore answered you could barely s@etite winter and when there were leaves on tlestrgou
could not see it at all.



Mrs. Whitmore said there was room for approximagetars to park in her driveway area, but at tlesgnt time
it was muddy. She and her husband had intentibgsaweling the driveway, or perhaps paving ithe future to
make it more accessible.

Mrs. Whitmore stated that there is %2 an acre ardh@dhouse that is presently fenced in for her dags. She
had spoken to her neighbors, the people on théemhist, and no one had any objections to whatpshposed.

Attorney Ratigan referred to the letter he had sethe Board, and also the submitted a letter faomal estate
broker, Nancy C, Dow, who has experience in evalgdarger dog daycares and the impact on propaityes.
Ms. Dow did not see any impact to the surroundieg@ @nd as the application was for 3 dogs, didaateive
any diminution of the surrounding property values.

Attorney Ratigan reviewed that in looking at the taaps, there were a number of lots in the ardzatieaold
historic lots that are relatively long and narrawsize and shape. This neighborhood has at tisemtréme and
has had for a long time various animal uses hapgenhlso someone in the neighborhood has geesehwhn
make quite a lot of noise. This neighborhood isju@ as opposed to other neighborhoods as it hasish
animal activity.

Attorney Ratigan also asked the Board to constieneeds of the community. There were many fagiligh
dogs who go on business trips or who have a faitlrilgss that could benefit from a service such as.M
Whitmore proposes. This proposal would fit thedseef occasional use.

Attorney Ratigan noted that the home occupatios dsenot anticipate every type of need. The Toasdeter-
mined that child daycare is acceptable and théddfat would go along with that. Mrs. Whitmorgisoposal
would only have at most 3 clients at a time, nolynathly two, and there would be only a modest aniaxin
traffic attached to that service. Unlike for aditeonal daycare, in this case it would be very sual that all 2-3
clients would be picking up or dropping off at s@me time. There would be negligible impact. Hnéa is on
one of the busiest streets in Town, and is in ghimrhood that already has a lot of existing, distadd animal
uses. He opined that the proposed caring for 8¢ dits in with that neighborhood.

Attorney Ratigan does not feel there will be anyidution of property value, and that the spirit amgnt of the
ordinance and the public interest standards obtmance are met since this proposal would nobhghahe
intent of the property or the neighborhood in amywFrom a substantial justice aspect, where somisoasking
for such a modest use, there is no public intehedtis served in denying the use when the impaititbe
negligible, if at all. On the contrary denying tie, for those who have dogs and might need a pielsoard a
dog that would be well cared for a short periotiroE, would not be in the public interest.

Mr. Daly asked Attorney Ratigan to address the $tapdissue.
Criteria 3. Denial of the variance would result innnecessary hardship to the Owner because:

a. the zoning restriction as applied to the propermygérferes with the reasonable use of the property,
considering the unique setting of the propeit its environment,

This area along Rt. 107 is unique as there are nuengy narrow historic lots, a high concentratidranimal
uses (both farm animals and breeding animals),wikiniot like most neighborhoods and is an existisg) of
the land, which makes this area unique. Attornatigan understands that normally the uniqueneiss is
reference to the physical characteristics of tlip@rty and what it is that sets if off from eveigththat
surrounds it. He opined that there had not bemasa that addresses the issue of looking at uréggenom
the perspective of what is going on in the neighbod and he does not think looking at it that veay i
impermissible. The dropping off of animals woulat be inconsistent with a high traffic road. More
importantly, there are a lot of animal uses goingrothe neighborhood and this proposal is notrissient
with those uses. He realizes the proposed usedwmilbe appropriate in other areas, such as te ag
restricted developments, where the houses are tigsther.
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Attorney Ratigan feels that the zoning restrici@rapplied to the property interferes with the aeable use
of the property considering the unique settinghef property in its environment.

b. that no fair and substantial relationship exists trgeen the general purposes of the zoning ordinance
and the specific restriction on the property.

Attorney Ratigan noted the general purpose of timéng ordinance i&o preserve and improve the
attractiveness of the Town of East Kingston asralyuesidential and farming community and to coot its
desirability as a place in which to live and do imess and to promote the health, welfare, morals,
convenience and safety of its citizen3.0 provide a needed use in this Town where thene isuch use,
considering it is only a few animals added to aaaf Town that already has many animal usesnibtis
inconsistent with that. He opined that those psepdo not seek to restrict this type of use. &hsposes
are aimed at rural, residential farming, and tihigopsed use is consistent with that. Nothing psegowill
danger the health, welfare or safety of anyone.

Attorney Ratigan feels there is no fair and subtinelationship between the general purposesefoning
ordinance and the specific restriction on the prpe

c. the variance would not injure the public or privatéghts of others.

Attorney Ratigan does not see any public or privigets that are implicated by the request and éfiere
there is no injury.

Mr. Daly commended Attorney Ratigan for his creisitiin his written submission in reference to grieemse
gases. He asked why the information about Hiddaliotw Farm was included. Attorney Ratigan knew the
Board was familiar with the uses, but he thoughtas illustrative of the fact that there are fargnirses in the
neighborhood. What they were speaking to wasehabilitation of some space in the existing basénaen
change to the garage doors and a couple of cimkimltig runs.

Mr. Daly stated that East Kingston’s ordinancemiid treat dogs as farm animals. Mrs. Belcher tnetked
with the state and said the state did not clarifg=das farm animals either. She had also cont&iRlin regard
to kennels, and this proposal does not fit intodtikeria for a commercial kennel. She was tryimginderstand
how to look at it. It was not agricultural, evdrtigh Attorney Ratigan states it is similar to griaultural use,
but it is not a commercial use either. A home petion can be a business but not a commercial use.

Mr. Daly clarified that it is a commercial use séndrs. Whitmore intending on charging for her seegi and
opined looking at it as a home occupation only sgme confused the issue.

Mrs. Whitmore noted that there was no restrictistioshow many dogs she could own; she could hawdn if
she wished. She had done some research and toairith¢re were 604 dogs registered in East Kingston

Attorney Ratigan explained that the reason he hadacterized the variance as a home occupaticecause the
definition of a home occupation‘ia professional or service occupation... carried énatm the home which is
clearly accessory and subordinate to the residénsa ...” He thought it was a more specific way to apprdach
rather than just calling it commercial.

Mr. Falman asked if Mrs. Whitmore planned on amyage, and she answered she did not. She planned o
performing her service for friends, family and bgra-of-mouth. She had gone to the Town Clerk'sc@ffo
inquire how many dogs were in East Kingston; tlveeee 604. She had thought she might send poss tard
the dog owners.

Mr. Falman wondered if would constitute an invisibbme occupation since there would be no signyamd
could not see if from the road; Mrs. Belcher vexdfit was still a commercial as she would be hapiagng
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clients coming to her house. Mrs. Whitmore askédwould make a difference if she arranged tdpip the
dogs and not have people come to her house, anihfsamed it would still be classified as a busmésa
residential district as she would be compensatetidoservices.

Mr. Ciardelli commended Mrs. Whitmore for “doingethight thing” and coming to the Zoning Board foet
variance.

Mrs. Belcher was having a problem with the hardshiigria and if they were met with this applicatioShe was
trying to understand what made their explanatiohasfiship meets the state’s definition. She pdiotg that
Attorney Ratigan appeared to have flipped the exgilan around and described that the unique slepeftied
the proposal. Mrs. Belcher wanted to know howztwing ordinance interfered with the reasonableafiskee
property. Attorney Ratigan had described the rmighood as being “unique”; Mrs. Belcher stated tvapted
to know what was unique about this particular plarce

At a previous variance hearing, Mr. Ciardelli haxgd the question “Why would be say yes to thisgeto
have this business and say no to their neighb@i®t is the same question | am asking you. Whdiffisrent
about her property that is different from her néigis that would allow us to say yes?

Attorney Ratigan stated that any more case law doeeequire because you have an existing usesgbthperty,
therefore you cannot satisfy this criteria. MrlyDiaterjected it does not say any use. Mrs. Betdffirmed it
does not say any other use, it says why is thigddferent. Attorney Ratigan stated that most sasdress the
unique setting of the property in its environmevttat is unique about the physical characteristidgheland that
distinguish it from other properties. Althoughikaot aware of any case that has come up that ¢dd&ut the
unique setting in a different context, he doesthioik the words prohibit that.

Attorney Ratigan stated you could look at it imterof neighborhoods; you can take an area of Towln@ok at
certain characteristics. The Town Center Distfmtexample, has different characteristics thdnepareas of
Town. He feels you can also recognize that thexenaighborhoods in Town that are different fromeot
neighborhoods; therefore there is a reasonabls Emsmaking a distinction. If he were seekingtpport a
decision based on this criteria, he would talk alvdhat is different. He would note that are lalggs that are
long and narrow, there is still some farming arot af animal husbandry uses going on, and howithdifferent
that the property along Route 125 or the Town Qebistrict. It is different from the neighborhodthkt is the
elderly housing development. He thinks therensasonable basis for making such a distinction.

Mrs. Belcher read from the handbo®ather than having to demonstrate that there isamgtreasonable use of
the land, land owners must now demonstrate thatgbtiction interferes with their reasonable udaiwe
property, considering its unique setting. The mssst be reasonable. The second part of thiss@atsome way
a restatement of the statutory requirement thatele something unique about this property and itrdaes not
share the same characteristics as every other ptpe the zoning district. The facts of the cazakes a
conclusion that the zoning restrictions may intexfeith the proposed use of the property, yet thay not
support a conclusion that the ordinance interfeséth the reasonable use of the propertyhile its size may
make it uniquely appropriate for the business, thddes not make it unique for zoning purposes.”

Attorney Ratigan stated that the cases this ischaseare cases in which the applicant failed toatestrate there
was something unique about the property, eithegiggahically or physically, about the land thatidigtiished it
from others, or they have demonstrated it. He doéshink the court has been asked to look atratbpects of
whatenvironmenmeans. He opined that the wanmavironmentid not mean single lot; if it meant single logyh
would have written single lot. Therefore it mustdbmething else. They are making their caseahkatnviron-
ment is something other than the lot. Mr. Dalyifiled it was the “unique setting of the propentyitis environ-
ment.”

Mr. Falman referred to page 16 in the handbookeunesonable use which staté8he ZBA must consider the
surrounding environment, which includes an evabratif whether the applicant’s proposed use woltierdhe
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essential character of the neighborhood, becausénipact of the character of the neighborhood itz to the
analysis of the use variance.”

“Put another way, whether the proposed use of tlope@rty is reasonable will depend to a larger degom the
setting that surrounds the property. For exampbmiapplication is seeking a use variance to aloopig farm
in a residential neighborhood, the ZBA may wellaode that the proposed use of the property iseasonable
considering the unigue setting.”

Attorney Ratigan explained that not every housthéneighborhood could accommodate the easy tranafimn
of the basement area to facilitate this use amttommodate the two proposed runs that are ndilevisiThe
runs would be in the area between the two slopestbar side of the driveway and for the most paten. The
topography of the house differs from the neighbbhs. Whitmore’s house is up high and neighboriogdes
are down low. This makes it different from thegidiors in environment.

Mr. Ciardelli agreed the land from the road sloppdo where the house is located, and that thewsdy goes
back quite far and the house is mostly hidden fvgaw, even without foliage. It also appears thsra lot of
vegetation around the house, as per the Googlé Rture he was looking at.

Mr. Ciardelli asked what size of the proposed mrosld be and were they proposed to be made of dimkin
fence? Mrs. Whitmore answered the size was 5’ wid@’ long and they would be chain link fencinglr.
Ciardelli asked about her own 4 dogs; are theums? Mrs. Whitmore stated they had the run ofyérd, which
is fenced and there is a doggie-door for them irdivéng room. She would have the runs from thexga doors
for the boarding dogs, as they might not get alitl her dogs.

In looking at Article XVI, paragraph C.6. of therhe occupation ordinance which statédshome occupation
must not offend by emitting smoke, dust, odorgngias, fumes, light, or refuse mattelt. Ciardelli noted that
the only thing he says that came close was thegssie. How was she going to handle the noise?

Mrs. Whitmore answered that at the present time hstdl her 4 dogs and one that was a friends, tfabof 5
dogs. She asked her neighbors about noise anthgaakd none of them said there were any probisitis
barking. Most of the neighbors also have dogs.

Mr. Daly asked if Mrs. Whitmore had ever gone te 8electmen, and she stated she had not. Shelyaoken
to the Planning Board, where she was denied. Bbteher asked why she did not file for an appeadrhinis-
trative decision, and Attorney Ratigan stated is after the 30-day time period. Mrs. Belcher stabey could
have argued whether it fits as a home occupatiosusehaving to meet the hardship criteria. Evendh it is
not listed on the home occupation list, it haghadl characteristics of one; it sort of meets tivécaljural piece,
day cares can be noisy also, etc.

Mr. Daly asked if there were any more questionthéoapplicant from the Board. Mr. Falman askecfarifica-
tion since she had mentioned 3 dogs, but the ajait only stated 2 dog runs. Was she applyingwordogs or
three? She answered it was for 3, only because/atoles one dog for a friend, and did not wartt ihvinterfere
with the proposal for the two dogs. Mr. Falmaplained that one of the fears of allowing a varaigthat once
the door is opened, if this is successful, would gften come back for 10 dogs? He stated she wmadd to be
clear on what her long-term intentions were. Shted it was to board two dogs in kennels and ‘e fsethird
that got along with her dogs and would be in hendéavith her dogs; she only has space for two rivis.Daly
stated that since she would be charging to “boalidhree dogs, she was in actually asking for pesion for
three dogs. The semantics of how she placed thasruw to her.

Mr. Daly recognized there were abutters presenteskdd if they would like to speak.
Mr. Brad Reardon, 98 Depot RoadMr. Reardon did not have a problem with what Ni#hitmore proposed

to do; he has farm animals on his property. Htedtthat if the runs she was talking about werestranted
property, he had no problem with them. He walhidto make sure Mrs. Whitmore would ensure thésdog
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vaccinations were up-to-date in case they got dhese were his only two concerns. He noted thatduld
have to walk to the top of his orchard to evenvgeere these runs are proposed. He has dogs toatoms bark.
Mostly they only bark when someone comes up theedidy.

Mrs. Whitmore noted that when you start a busitikeghis, the first thing you need to do is toeintiew people
and get the medical records for the dogs and matieetkeir shots are up-to-date. That is part efptocedure.
Mrs. Belcher noted that if the variance were tgtanted, and Mrs. Whitmore went back to the Plagnioard to
work out details, one of the things they might liegjis an annual inspection by the Animal Contréficer. Mr.
Ciardelli noted it seemed that Mrs. Whitmore waesponsible person both with her own dogs andri@rd’s
dog. Mrs. Whitmore stated she did go to her dbeeighbors and asked if they would sign a statethat they
did not have a problem with her proposal. She siibdthat statement to the Board.

Mr. Daly asked if she was planning any other changéher property other than the dog runs. MrsitMbre
answered that the only other thing they would beglcs to clean up the driveway somewhat to makeaite
drivable; either put more gravel or pave it. Aha svould be doing that if it were a business orhwene.

Mrs. Nancy Reiss, 76 Main StreeMrs. Reiss stated she has been an East Kingssadent for years and had
watched how these things evolve. She is concesitbchome businesses in East Kingston; but is etseerned
with people making a living. She did not thinkttiraa rural, quasi-suburban community, that thaety make a
distinction between animals (dogs) and animalsr(fiag). There are more people working out of theimes,
and Mrs. Whitmore had made a good point about &@4 ¢h Town. It would be good to have the busirsbss
proposes in Town, and in Mrs. Reiss’s opinion #lfied as an invisible business as it would naivglirom the
road and would not have any signs. It would be tedseep Mrs. Whitmore in her home, give some inepamd
help the people in Town. She would like to ses b& legal so a variance is not an exception.

Mrs. Belcher explained that there is a provisiothienhome occupation ordinance that states thainBsses that
can demonstrate they do not create any traffigjalisr other impacts on the neighborhood (othemtlizose
impacts from the residential use of the propertgy e exempted by the Selectmen from these pagptid-
cedures by virtue of being “invisible This would be an option for Mrs. Whitmore. Mr. fean had also
wondered if Mrs. Whitmore had been to the Selectmen

Mrs. Reiss noted it was not very clear just whatpdures a person should follow; she offered abd#finition
or progression of the processes might be necessémyDaly thought perhaps some information to eféct
posted on the website could be helpful, and ndtatitome occupations have always been confusingjlftre
Town Boards.

Mrs. White observed that she had not directly Mvbitmore to the Board of Selectmen; she had nowknio
was on option. She had been directed that it metxdbe on the list or indirectly related to th&.li Then if it
was on the list, it is decided whether it is inbisior not. If it is not on the list, its not apped. Mrs. Belcher
noted that Article XVI.E.11. staté®ccupations not listed above that are of a simiteature, and only if the
Board of Selectmen finds that the occupation ntbetprovisions of this section.”

Mr. Daly offered that the Board could table therimgpand Mrs. Whitmore could go to the Selectm&hen she
would not need a variance. If the Selectmen refiis@e could come back to this Board. Mrs. Whitenasked
if the ZBA made a decision to not grant the varegmeould she still have the option of approachimgBoard of
Selectmen. Mr. Daly stated she would. He expththat she could not come back to the ZBA unleseetivas
something new. Mrs. Whitmore decided to continité #ihe ZBA tonight.

Mr. Daly closed the hearing to the public, so tlwail could deliberate. The members of the pubdided to
leave, and Mr. Daly explained that they could stagl hear what the Board had to say.

The Board reviewed the criteria.
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Criteria 1. Would there be diminution of the valugf the surrounding property as a result of the gréng of
this variance.

Mr. Falman stated in looking at the setting of pineperty and the surrounding properties, the locaif
where the runs are proposed, the explanationteatlbsest neighbor would need to go to great lhexigt see
anything, and the letter from the real estate bretating in her opinion it would not affect propevalues,
he did not believe there would be any diminutioswfrounding property values. Mr. Ciardelli, Mral and
Mrs. Belcher agreed.

Mrs. Belcher, Mr. Ciardelli, Mr. Daly and Mr. Falmaall concluded that thereould notbe any diminution
of property values. The vote wagwlould no)) and 0 would). The Board voted 4 to O that the critesias
satisfied.

Criteria 2. Granting the variance would not be cwary to the public interest because:

Mr. Ciardelli did not believe that granting thisrieace would be contrary to the public interestauese it
could provide a low-key service to the communityewéhthat are a lot of dogs, the change would not be
noticeable, and there are already a number of idoifpe neighborhood. Mr. Falman, Mr. Daly and Mrs.
Belcher agreed.

Mrs. Belcher, Mr. Ciardelli, Mr. Daly and Mr. Falmadetermined that granting the variamezuld notbe
contrary to the public interest. The vote wasvduld no)) and 0 (vould). The Board voted 4 to O that the criteria
wassatisfied.

Criteria 3. Denial of the variance would result innnecessary hardship to the Owner because the zgni
restriction as applied to the property interferegthwthe reasonable use for the property, consideyithe unique
setting of the property in its environment such tha

Mr. Daly opined that the zoning restriction aspgphes to the propertgtoes nointerfere with the reasonable
use of the property. In Mr. Daly’s opinion, thésenothing about the property that is unique. Atey
Ratigan himself had stated that the property wgis#y of the properties in that neighborhood. Mgslcher
agreed. She thought that the unique slope ofihyeepty added to the benefit to the proposal, mihdt
necessarily make the property unigue in itself faomg other property around it. Mr. Ciardelli agteéVr.
Falman agreed, but also did not think Mrs. Whitmugeded to be before the ZBA for a use variance; he
thought she should go to the Selectmen. He ophetardship criteria was a difficult one for aqmar to
meet for what could be an everyday occurrencerfgrasident could have for additional dogs on their
property. He does not think the hardship critexiapplicable for what she was applying for.

Mrs. Belcher, Mr. Ciardelli, Mr. Daly and Mr. Falmaconcluded that denial of the variameauld notinterfere
with the reasonable use of the property. The wate 4(would no) and 0 Would). The Board voted 4 to 0 that
the criteriawas notsatisfied.

Attorney Ratigan asked if they could withdraw tipglication so they could go to the Selectmen. Dly stated
they could withdraw it or table it. Attorney Radignoted that they might need some more informdtéfare
they would proceed.

Mr. Daly made a MOTION to table this public hearfiog a period of 60 days, pending further inforraatfrom
the applicant. The Board agreed.

Attorney Ratigan wanted Mrs. Whitmore to approdahBuilding Inspector and ask about if what she was
proposing was a home occupation. Mrs. White stdtetiwhat Mrs. Whitmore was asking for was notlamnlist,
and that was what the Planning Board went by. Dty said there was more to it than what the omtiea
allowed.
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Mrs. Belcher stated it appeared that the Plannivgr@®had not considered #11, which states thaeiPfanning
Board cannot make the decision, then the Selecarethe ultimate deciders of whether it fits in Hoaing. If
they say it doesn't, you can go for an appeal.

Attorney Ratigan asked if the Selectmen would leeptitoper place to go after the Building Inspecod Mrs.
Belcher stated that she felt they should go diyectthe Selectmen. Mr. Daly suggested since teng not
positive who should be the next one to approacis, Mthitmore should call the Building Inspector asd if she
should apply to him or directly to the Selectméfirs. Belcher stated that ultimately the Selectmerntlae entity
to decide if what she wants to do fits into anjiofme occupation categories. Mrs. Whitmore mighitvta go to
the Selectmen and ask for the Building Inspectattond the meeting. Attorney Ratigan decided theyld go
to the Selectmen.

Mr. Falman asked why Mrs. Whitmore’s applicationl lzesked for a variance from Article XVI.E, whickeahe
definitions of a home occupation. Attorney Rati¢i@d made the decision to apply for the varianaeuthat
article as the Planning Board had told Mrs. Whitenwhen she applied through then that she was ribein
correct place, that she needed relief and to gloet@oning Board.

Attorney Ratigan and Mrs. Whitmore thanked the Bdar their time.

Other Board Business

Mr. Daly noted that the cell tower issue is comliragk before the ZBA to produce a written decisiattiw 30
days from the date of the received notice. Thdlysubmit their decision to the parties and it rémsao be seen
where it will go from there.

Mr. Ciardelli will put together a draft decisiontWiPeter Loughlin and the Board will meet to goravat a
public hearing. The court is not involved at allhe two parties will be noticed and may attend,rbay not give

input. The Board will deliberate and decide if thaft decision is acceptable, and if so, it wélfinalized to be
distributed to the parties.

The meeting was adjourned at 8:30 PM.

Respectfully submitted,

Barbara White
Recording Secretary

John Daly
Chairman One small change made on page !
April 23, 2009.
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