TOWN OF HUDSON
Zoning Board of Adjustment

J. Bradford Seabury, Chairman Ben Nadeau, Selectmen Liaison

12 School Street * Hudson, New Hampshire 03051 - Tel: 603-886-6000 * Fax: 603-594-1142

HUDSON ZONING BOARD OF ADJUS:
MEETING MINUTES™

=

February 26, 2015

I. CALL TO ORDER

“of Adjustment to -nU on

i --'-"ésgj'own Hall _5"’"': nt. Chairman

Seabury then requested Clerk Dearborn to call the roll. Those T presgnt, along with various applicants,

representatives, and interested citizens, were,as follows:

Members
Present: Normand Martin, Donna Shil

Members
Absent:

Alternates ¢
Present:

II. SEATING OF. ALTERNATES AND ANNOUNCEMENTS

For the benefit of all attendees, Chairman Seabury noted that copies of the agenda for the meeting, as well as an
outline of the rules and regulations governing hearings before the Zoning Board of Adjustment, were available
at the door of the meeting room. He noted the outline included the procedures that should be followed by
anyone who wished to request a rehearing in the event the Board’s final decision was not felt to be acceptable.
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Chairman Seabury pointed out that the Board allowed rehearings only if collectively convinced by a written
request that the Board might have made an illogical or illegal decision or if there were positive indications of
new evidence that for some reason was not available at the hearing.

A 1,

IIl. PUBLIC HEARINGS OF SCHEDULED APPLIC,%TO SIBEFORE THE BOARD

1. Case 222-018 (02/26/15): Demoulas Super Ma
requests the following:

nkets, .;2_12 Lo‘véﬂi{‘égoad, Hudson,
g -:l'l~ '?' f‘-».

A. A Variance from the literal provisiouSk [Son Zoning Ordina c_gu}
Article VIII & IX of HTC §334-31(A) 3 inforder to permit the
following changes or uses: ’ '- /

v

n and expansiéniio

§334-31 — permit the alteratio a non-conforming
structure where a small porfi e wetland buffer
portion of the Wetland Cg i alteration and
expansion involves (1) a propg { asterly side of the

(1) additions *L‘ the existing structure (as detailed
d in the wetlahd buffer portion of the Wetland
{ arking spaces, parking areas,
ts'fo be located in the wetland buffer.
PArticle VIII & IX of HTC §334-31(A)

5ti0n from Article IX, §334-35 for the proposed

1 wetland?” buffer impacts to make the associated
,E the” parking areas, drive aisles, walkways, traffic
‘:;f:gt{gculation improvements and service entrances at the site with
npy i 'together with the possible future modest building
additions 1‘_nf’i’fcessiitatc wetland and wetland buffer impacts.
App\o'_ﬂ'-f.in'_ﬁ”'t':ély 3,800 square feet of the wetlands and approximately
47,221‘E§‘ﬁuare feet of the wetland buffer (including approximately
14,067(+/-) square feet of impact area existing on-site today) would be
impacted by the work. [Map 222, Lot 018, Zoned B; HZO Article VIII &

IX of HTC §334-31(A) & §334.35.]

Clerk Dearborn read aloud the posted notice, as recorded above.
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Ms. Davis stated that, for full disclosure, her brother-in-law was a manager at Market Basket and that her son
also worked at Market Basket on a part-time basis at this particular site.

Attorney Westgate replied that Ms. Davis’ relatives working at Market Basket had no bearing on this particular
case. £

1l
5=

that described the Wetland

Chairman Seabury stated that he had a report from the Conservation Comu
Buffer Impact Plan and the work to be performed in accordance with whalFWasiu
said with four members present there was a vote to forward it to { ;o o B
favorable recommendation with the following stipulations: : h

1. Construction and restoration shall comply with: BES i

2. During construction and restoration, erosion control
maintained to the satisfaction of the Town Engineer.

Chairman Secabury stated that the motion was m i members present having voted in
favor. o :

Chairman Seabury asked who was present to speak if
Attorney J. Bradford Westg@ ner & BennettaLLP, repres€nting the applicant, addressed the Board

1k ' es would walk through the existing conditions of
the site and the proposéd 1mpt he proposed change in the Lowell Road access to
the site and the three-wayviﬁ ic plated on Lowell Road as well as the on-site

improvements that lans depie j as done he would distinguish what elements of the
et the Wetland Special Exception and then walk through

re

. Nordstrom ssociates, Inc. addressed the Board and read aloud the titles of
plans sho [ first two pages was existing conditions plan, a wetland and wetland buffer
impact plan, g ; also a copy signed by Jim Maddox, Chairman of the Conservation
Commission, and lan entitled conceptual site layout plan.

Mr. Colburn started witli the efisting conditions plan. He said the existing site was approximately 14 acres in
area and that the buildin f was approximately 80,000 square feet in area. He said that the site was located
in the Business Zoning District and today the plaza consisted of Market Basket, the N.H. State Liquor Store, a
dry cleaner, a hair salon and a Rite-Aid Pharmacy. He also said that there was a 426 space parking lot on the
site. Mr. Colburn stated that there were two points of access to the site; one at Wason Road and the other went
out onto Lowell Road across from the southerly exit and entrance drive to Haffner’s Service Station.

Mr. Colburn said that they were present at this meeting because there was a joint effort between three
commercial property owners to construct a new signalized intersection along Lowell Road. He said that
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several years ago he and Mr. Tony Basso had designed and permitted an expansion project for the Fairview
Nursing Home which was located across the street and that project resulted in a remaining piece of vacant land
which was next to Haffner’s Service Station. He said that during the design of that project and the
considerations for the use of the vacant property the owners of Fairview had recognized the issues along Lowell
Road. He said that those issues were a result of the location of the Market Baskgtid rive as it relates on Lowell
Road to the southerly drive of Haffner’s and the heavy traffic congestion in al’outtef both of those sites and

the existing traffic flow along Lowell Road. He said that the accident I.s;fifr'_o' for that intersection showed

twelve accidents on average in a single year. He also said that there had been'
raised median strip down the center of Lowell Road in the area and thaffwould
traffic flow in and out of their site. Mr. Colburn stated that when Fai

16

mpact Market Basket’s site and
“eonsidering the use of their

kL

remaining vacant land the traffic on Lowell Road was a conside rat , ]
meet with their neighbors, Market Basket and Haffner’s anddttempt ith ayplan that would solve
issues for the group and that’s exactly what they did. He,gaid that Mr4Basso had helpedthém and engaged a
traffic consultant who performed a corridor study and dis€overed Solution to many of tHeSsues was that
a shared signalized intersection that will serve Haffner’s and"el fHlatfoer’s northerly driveway, Market
Basket would close their existing driveway and relocate it approXiit
will serve any future use of the vacant land owned by Fairview Nursi
conceptual plans with a traffic consultant and MigBasso brought those™plans to the Board of Selectmen and the
Board of Selectmen unanimously voted to accepitlig§esplans and authoriz Yr. Basso and the joint venture of

t Bn.of that signal. \HE further said that when Market
o consider the cost of the traffic signal

) waitl =l
improvement, the cost of their on-site improvemegs, au
building expansions as well. Heigidythat the intent ofithe

: 5 ARt iackle,
and egress to their site andﬂ,_pjéc':{cstrramu al

signal wasio help traffic flow and customer access
41 increase in customer base. He said that

the plan showed a comp}ﬁ :ly reconstrycle mid the overall number of parking spaces was 514. Mr.
Colburn stated that the"plan pteposed seyeral small buildi @.additions about 11,000 square feet to the north and

3,500 square feet to the east ¢ 5
the parking improyements the af ‘phc “was'consideringsd
on-site, the sitEHightingivo 1d be“'-éﬁ;pggved to LEDfixtures, new vide surveillance systems, site landscaping,

‘efeplle furtherysaid that those improvements necessitated the buffer and wetland

impacts# ting that there would, be 38,00 uare feet of wetland impact, 550 square feet to the east of the
buildiffo ity Jarger piece was Qa0 squaréiieet to the north of the building and 47,000 square feet of buffer
impact ‘@blburn stated thatithe applicant had sub-consulted the services of Stable Growth Environmental,

who was the Wetland consultant vm_ b delineated the wetlands in the first place. He said that they performed a

¥ssessment onithe existing wetland complex and found that there was a single continuous

____.‘-‘5" property which separated Market Basket from the Holly Lane Residential

wetland complex t _
£¢ also on the northerly border of the property. He said that the wetland was a

Development to the e Wil
product of stormwater flowsffom Holly Lane and points east of Holly Lane via sheet flow and concentrated flow
culverts under Holly Lang. He further said that there were two outlets to the wetland, one was under Hardy
Road and a second was at the northeast corner of the building. He said that both of those outlets were elevated
considerably above the actual water elevation so significant ponding occurred in the wetland on-site before the
water was outlet off. Mr. Colburn stated the function and evaluation assessment proved that the value of this
existing wetland was low. He said that there were thirteen criteria that were evaluated in terms of functions and
values and this particular wetland did not meet any of the values but it did result in the fact that the wetland did

e
Wl

e ——— e —————
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provide several functions which included flood flow attenuation, ground water recharge, sediment retention and
removal, and nutrient retention and removal. Mr. Colburn further stated that the proposal was to first reduce the

amount of stormwater that today entered a closed pipe system and flowed to the Town of Hudson’s Municipal
Separate Storm Source System which flowed directly into the Merrimack River so the overall acreage of the
impervious surface draining to it would be reduced and a portion of that stormwater would be redirected as well
as all of the stormwater generated over new impervious surfaces into one o:ﬁ%\j new stormwater treatment
facilities. He said the applicant was proposing a large subsurface detention af '51ﬁgﬁltrat1011 system under the
parking lot and an above water stormwater detention and treatment facili;ﬁis well so we would be able to
improve the stormwater quality directed toward the wetland and reduce anc f"i‘ﬁfﬁi{g}ye the stormwater quality and

S
LY

quantity discharged to the MS4 and further, to the Merrimack River. i;:‘ w:%-a _
‘u"‘.

=

i,
;-_.!.i:"' plan d]gﬁﬁ"%\ come forth without
1ad taken the conceptuafgan to the Planning
th of every parki -cg,_;,noling that
' d the standard for
He said the applicant wanted to
lead of 10° spaces and that would have
%. He further stated that unfortunately
would not be in favor of granting

_with the Hudson standard 10” x

Mr. Colburn, referring to another plan shown, said that the

o1y

Hudson’s parking space dimensions were 10° x 20’ anfl thathly
many other municipalities in the southern New Hampshire was®
see what the impact would have been if 9° spaces were proposcti
reduced the footprint of the impervious surfacg area by approximatelyi10s
the Planning Board had voted not to favor the altegnative plan siting thattt
a waiver from that site plan requirement and sﬁ‘? sestédythat we move forwg
20’ parking space layout and that was the plan tha was, bei '
November 12, 2014, the Hudson Planning Board ha
Adjustment, citing that the Planning Board concurr

Commission relative to the ngl} AdiSpecial Exceptio

\stating that ungé:gtthe Variance application, there were technically two
lical provision. Hesaid §334.31 of the Zoning Ordinance says that
building, strictly speaking cannot be added to, expanded to, or altered
.exified prior to the adoption of the Wetland Conservation

“Building was within the wetland buffer so technically the

building additions in a non-confon
without a Variance. Ie said tha‘tii
District plo%ﬁiﬂ‘éﬁ",abpui 600 feet” d" -
building m&_ﬁﬁon-oonfdi'miﬁg.‘-i_.q_day. ;3"\

A Gl

TV h ;
Attomafﬁ‘\?f@gﬁgate then read aloud from these

-

the record. &, Gk ¥ .

Attorney Wcstgaﬁ%’-‘iﬁ:ubmiimd andiread aloud a favorable analysis from Mr. Randy Turmel, a Principal Broker
with Keller-Williams Realty in Nashua, dated February 19, 2015. I don’t know if this was an e-mail or a
létter as I did not receive a copy so 1 called it a favorable analysis.

Attorney Westgate stated.that the Market Basket plaza was at first a significant developed retail property prior
to the adoption of the Wetlands Conservation District provisions. He said that secondly, it was at the
intersection of two roads; Lowell Road where there have been significant increases in traffic volumes over this
30-year period of time. He also said that thirdly, even though Market Basket would have liked to operate with a
parking space width standard that was more industry standard, that the Planning Board was inclined to stick
with the code provisions with a 10* wide space. He said although the property did have wetlands that the
function and values test indicated that the functions and values the property had were somewhat limited and
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primarily dealt with stormwater management elements but that it dovetailed into the improvements that we
would like to make.

Attorney Westgate stated that the analysis of the Lowell Road entrance change was such that this was the only
viable place to put the proposed new driveway along Lowell Road to allow for the 3-way access of Haffner’s,
the Fairview lot and the Market Basket Plaza. He said if that was the one place to put the new intersection and
the signalization then there was no reasonable alternative that would place it in adgther location that somehow
minimized impact in the Wetland Conservation District. &

~n

Attorney Westgate stated that the function value assessment indicated a limited functionality and that
report indicated that there were no fish in the wetland area and th life habitat was a limited
corridor because the developed area was limited. He also said tha,the'ih
Bureau was notified and had replied that they found no endan %@ﬁfé%e ]
o
Chairman Seabury asked if there were anyone else presgliiifw i
neutrally with regard to the application. No one else camé forward.

L,

Ms. Davis asked if the reconstruction of the st- yater system in the frontiv
Mr. Colburn replied that the system had recentl Abech iilt, He said t

[ it He further said that it served the industrial
oi’the industrial park and down to the

river.

&5 G 2

4 b |”’I‘ '.:'- o . .
Ms. Davis asked if the;gﬁ%.uld be any gfi}{lprovements onythe opposite side of the street at the Dunkin Donuts
and at Haffner’s. . i \ -

4! 1“;.

Mr. Colburn replied that as prﬂ:,tﬁa join ,%an wegéffort, Market Basket, Haffner’s, and Fairview; the
Haffner’s sitg: &1 ce wéﬁl‘d__.be reconst d so their existing stormwater improvements would be

aﬂili?f%ﬁ with the adjacent Burger King and Dunkin Donuts.

o

Ms. ':":" S icked 1}9 5o much water to the point where they lose parking spaces.

incipal Land eyor from Keach-Nordstrom Associates, addressed the Board, stating that
ater managefment would be provided where none exists. He also said that the flooding that
d to the project because they were not overtopping Lowell Road or surface draining.

i
"

"addition on the back of the building would be.

Mr. Tony BasSQy &
treatment and st
happened was not

Ms. Davis what the propo
Mr. Basso replied that he :believed it would have been the whole dairy section of Market Basket.
Ms. Davis asked if the existing loading and unloading dock would be changed.

Mr. Basso replied that it would not change. He also said that there was a beat up stockade fence that would be

replaced with an 8’ tall insulated barrier.
f
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Ms. Davis said that her concern was with the abutters in terms of whether or not the loading or unloading but it
sounds like it would not.

Ms. Davis asked if Mr. Basso knew how the proposed project would play into the gitoposed new fire STaiiGH:
'.'i"f LA

Pei-

project a couple of times and the

Mr. Basso replied that he had met with Chief Buxton regarding the proposed
proposed project was related to why he wanted to put the fire station therg 'J*-

X Ej:;h feet to the north and
that would bring it closer to the existing light or the piece of lafid hat the Warrant%Arti
build a $2 million fire station. &

Mr. Dearborn stated that Mr. Colburn had mentioned the entrance,wo Id be mo

Mr. Basso replied that there would not be a light at the fire stat 1. i
: S ,f'('.-"s:%i“"‘-_-. ’

)‘l" (1S . . . b
Mr. Dearborn asked how close the new entrance was going to b%ﬁ&g&'fﬁe existing light at Fairview Nursing’s
driveway. G

=igid
e THTEL
‘J‘-\v,_i.,\.

"\; I . ) . { . :
Mr. Basso replied that it would be about 1,000 feg “j,n);; Iampshire Drive. S8, o
"":-.-;l;lt a .,‘f_.-';"h % W

Mr. Dearborn asked Mr. Basso to explain what he eant “eonistruct a stabilized construction exit on Wason
Road.”

'C‘-"E S 4 g
'égnﬁ]:ié&i?éry erosion conttol method. ‘He said a stone entrance was placed and

Mr. Basso replied that ii‘gvafé‘?gl'li orar i
when the trucks were entéring it Wauiéﬁi”glban off their tirs so dirt would not be tracked so much into the road.

o

SIS e . ol
He further stated that whﬁiiit_]je-gntrancetwas paved it wou '@%&;gone.

sidejofitic wetland Was treed in.

Chairman Seabury ¢ Elé _ _where,_.t'l;’e, snow would be stored in the future since parking spaces would be in the
ﬁeld “"j . ‘-.—._‘:;,:-_.

Mr. Basso replied that they were going to have to dispose of the snow off-site. He further replied that whatever
they store in the parking lot would melt and go into the system and be treated as opposed to now where it went
off of that field into the wetland untreated.

Chairman Seabury stated that he felt 14 of the 88 new proposed parking spaces would be in the wetland buffer
and that was one of the reason’s a Variance was being requested. He asked why 500 parking spaces would not

be sufficient.
x
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Mr. Colburn replied that there was a code requirement for 499 spaces and that 514 were being proposed with 11
of them serving as a carriage corral which left 503 parking spaces which was 4 more than the code required.

f a.rking spaces up to 499.

P

-%
tail. He also said that all of it
He said the total added up

Chairman Seabury asked what the code requirement was that brought the number,

Mr. Basso replied that Market Basket required 1 space per 200 square feet
was 1 space per 200 feet except for the hair salon which was 3 spaces peti
to 499 parking spaces. 4

Mr. Basso replied that Market Basket was not reserving’
plan was the expansion.

Variance

Ms. Davis made a motion to approve the Var'tagc;é;‘ﬁt{a__\;allow for both th ation and expansion of a non-
conforming structure and to permit the additions of the'existir ¥proposed parking spaces to be
within the Wetland Conservation District. ® .

wa
!

w4
Chairman Seabury stated if a was granted *é.?;c‘ﬁi"ding to

included what the Board was

Chairman Seabury % i 1pu1ations to her motion.
Ms. Davis that S% 1' n anttoiadd any stipulations to the request for a Variance.

Ty

) 4
Ms. Davis, e‘“h hg on her moti ﬂg}:‘ tated that she felt the application had met all of the criteria for a Variance.
She said that she didinot feel it would diminish any surrounding property values, that the
. )
Jﬁ-"
i > 4
benefits of the expansion ‘were a benefit to the public and that substantial justice would be done to not only the

A

property owner but to the, urrounding community and the town as a whole.

Mr. Martin, speaking on his second, stated that he agreed with everything Ms. Davis had stated.

Chairman Seabury stated that he would reluctantly vote in favor of the request because he said he did not like
the idea of having parking spaces at the corner of the building in the wetland buffer. He said that once you set a
precedent and then add to it; it becomes much harder to say to that we do not think that it is good.
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Ms. Davis stated that the Board took each case on its” own merit.

Chairman Seabury stated that while he agreed with Ms. Davis, he said he felt it would have still put a lot of
pressure on the Board.

VOTE: Chairman Seabury asked Clerk Dearborn to poll the Board on the moti o_ﬁ-, '0 approve the request for a
Variance and to record the members’ votes, which were as follows: y

Ms. Davis To approve

Mr. Martin To approve

Ms. Shuman To approve

Mr. Dearborn To approve . 4
Mr. Seabury To approve &

Chairman Seabury declared that, there having been five votes 10” ]9

had carried.

Wetland Special Exception

Ms. Davis made a motion to approve the request ”'?e‘
stated below: \

1. - odffration el ith$\BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
; TION: A GUIDE FOR CITIZENS
itenmental Services — Current Issue.)

Ms. Davis ing on her motion, statecl that she felt the applicant met the criteria for a Wetland Special
Exception, the i i '_'__:_’\ to the permanent wetlands, there was a benefit to the general public,

alternatives would afféetithe p -o%ed light signalization and the improved traffic flow. She further stated that
she did not feel there wa asonable way to accomplish what the applicant was requesting without impacting
the Wetland Conservatio #District. Ms. Davis stated that she did not feel the application was based primarily
based on economic considerations and that there would be benefits to the town as well as the general public
with the improved traffic flow, the improved run-off water and the storm management system.

Mr. Martin, speaking on his second, stated that he agreed with everything Ms. Davis had said.

__—_—_—__——_—’_—4_9_-———_—_—————————-”—‘_____—__————
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VOTE: Chairman Seabury asked Clerk Dearborn to poll the Board on the motion to approve the request for a
Wetland Special Exception with the noted stipulations, and to record the members’ votes, which were as
follows:

Ms. Davis To approve
Mr. Martin To approve
Ms. Shuman To approve
Mr. Dearborn To approve
Mr. Seabury To approve '
. .
Chairman Seabury declared that, there having been five votg§§:t6* _élt‘afﬁrovc the reque a Wetland Special

Exception, with the noted stipulations, the motion had carried;'
-

B .
Chairman Seabury declared a break at 8:55 p.m., calling the mé’f; bb‘r,der at 8:59 p.m¢

2. Case 190-007 (02/26/15): St. Mary’s Bank (Sign ?-'3! — 3 Winnhaven Drive,
Hudson, requests a Variance from._the literal provi ‘#‘(g; of the Hudson Zoning
Ordinance Article XII of HTC § othitye the placement of the

=

tial buildings that are in
the Commercially Zoned District. Th ities are at 48 Lowell Road and 54
Lowell Road. [Map 190, Lot 007, Zoned A i

L Y ry asked Mr. D,?::}f atid explain why the matter was before the Board. Mr. Desmond
sapplicant was present simply because the proposed sign was within the 200-foot mark of two

ned to be residences.
R
Chairman Seabury askz’% yhoavds present to speak in favor with regard to the application.
Mr. Benjamin Barr, from ) Vatchfire LED Signs, addressed the Board, stating that Mr. Jason Gagnon from Sousa
Signs was also in attendance. He also stated that he was there to represent the applicant, St. Mary’s Bank.

Mr. Gagnon stated that the new proposed sign did follow St. Mary’s Bank new branding package for all of their
other branches. He said they wanted to add an EMC which was an Electronic Message Center. He also said
that the location of the proposed sign was within the setbacks of Winnhaven Drive and Lowell Road and the
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reason it was moving closer to the Winnhaven side was because of the visibility of the message center from
both ends of Lowell Road’s traffic both north and southbound. Mr. Gagnon said that the existing signage was a

little dated and did not follow the corporate branding. He said the new proposed sign would incorporate
modern technology in getting promotional material out onto the roadway, public service announcements such as
time and temperature, and products and services that were offered within the parcel. He also said that the
existing sign was a little bit brighter of a sign and the new sign would bring in a datker color contrast so just the

b

name would be lit. Mr. Gagnon said that one proposed location would be to gh;e}.ﬂ't'fiff ‘of the St. Mary’s sign and
said one of the structures that fell within the 200-foot radius& Ve

was a structure of a mixed
use/commercial/residential home that had some commercial uses and that .was one small out parcel that

g . ; A . . . . At . . ..
was being used as residential and it was primarily covered with foliage and trec ;?\st_)_l‘__the intrusion was minimal.

L

Mr. Gagnon stated that the primary location which fell within the _%%Oifdpt spectrum within the site line of that
sign would be identified in green which was on the monitor anddhatithe location as thesarea developed, could

have been used in both a commercial and residential manner #Fle said the last time 1h64-1j;ifépqrty was inspected

was in 2006 and that the property has sat dormant for a [Lq.;,_ljber of years. He further said hat was where the
applicant’s challenge came into play within the applicatio‘n.‘mﬁ :3. N :
Ay g Tl &7

= }_%

Mr. Gagnon then read aloud from the application for a Varianc%}iﬁz ,é{ﬁe record. He noted that the proposed

sign followed the square footage allowances and met the characterisﬁﬁsf‘ﬁg{ the parcel. He said that the proposed

y . . . . b : : .
sign would be in a mixed use commercial are ‘%__.I}gkthat the sign wou operate during business hours in

reference to the electronic portion of the sign. T\.*?L:éiﬁg .
b

l 5
Chairman Seabury asked how late the bank was opc;% - S ég.v
\ -« R
¢ Monday through‘Friday from(8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. and closed at 4:30
, x ¥

=Y

Mr. Gagnon replied that the houte
p.m. on Saturday. 4

Mr. Gagnon replied.
brightness oggg’e%?h

gn could be se
Nits woulds

be between 7 jé;gg 1,000 Butithat it would not exceed 1,000.
lf:_.]r' b 2 4

Chairfnan Seabury stated that -
lines and tﬁféé;ﬂéigcs Mr. Gagno%@g@lied thia
7N e

t was correct.

Mr. Nolin asked® g he would _%_?1 if the light were too bright and complaints were received. Mr. Gagnon
replied that typicallj‘ﬂ%@?gnk giﬂd be called and it could be corrected.

. W
Ms. Davis stated that sh%f-"fiifﬁr‘r‘ited it to be clear for the record that the only advertisement that could be on the

s

sign would have to do with St. Mary’s Bank or publicly supported information like the weather and time.
Mr. Gagnon replied that he understood that.
Mr. Martin asked which properties were located in the residential zone.

Mr. Gagnon replied that the properties were 48 and 54.

e ———— e
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Chairman Seabury asked if there were anyone else present who wished to speak in favor, in opposition or
neutrally with regard to the application. No one else came forward.

Mr. Dearborn seconded the motion.

Ms. Davis, speaking on her motion, stated that she felt the applicantiha
ordinance. She also said that she felt the signf#ould have minimal im n ,

VOTE: Chairman Scagl; _' ked Cle !& earborn to pollithe Board on the motion to approve the request fora
bers” votes, which were as'fo ows:

Chairman Seabury deblared that, flicre having been five votes to approve the request for a Variance, the motion
had carried. 7
Chairman Seabury stated/that Ms. Shuman had returned to her seat as a full voting member of the Board and
returned Mr. Dearborn to his seat as a non-voting alternate member of the Board.

M
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HUDSON ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT - Meeting Minutes
February 26, 2015

IV. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES

The following changes/edits were made to the meeting minutes of the January 22,2015, meeting minutes:

1. Page 3 —“2.3 acres” was changed to “.23 acres” — Shuman

2. Page 4 — “January 18, 2015” was added — Shuman

verbatlm.

Chairman Seabury seconded the motion.

r ]

6. Page 9 —“as amended}

.' :
h\‘; )

Ms. Davis's \ ,

M
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HUDSON ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT - Meeting Minutes
February 26, 2015

V. ADJOURNMENT

All scheduled items having been processed, Mr. Martin made a motion to adjourn the meeting.

Ms. Seconded seconded the motion.
VOTE: All members voted in favor. The motion passed unanimously.
Chairman Seabury declared the meeting to be adjourned at 10:11 pm.

Date: March 22, 2015

bury, Chairman

Recorder; Trish Gedziun

—__———-ﬁ_—_
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