— TOWN OF ANTRIM BGARD OF ADJUSTMENT

"Mirutes for August 26, 1986 Case no.

" S ——

_2}. Variance

_ There was a hearing c¢f the Antrim Ecard of Adjustment on Tuesday,
August 26, 1986, at 7:30 p.m. at the Little Town Hall to consider the
recuest of Rcger Croteau for a variance to replace a store sign from

a 3'x 3' to a 3'x 4'; in accordance to Article IV, Section H? of the
Zoning Ordinance.

The roll call for the Board was as follows:

David Ferny, Chairman -present
Rcbert Flanders, Vice Ch. -present
Harvey Gocdwin -present
Ec Hemas -present
Mary Allen -present
Howard Humghrey, Sr., Alt. -absent:
Linda Lester, Alt. ~absent

Patricia Hemmcnd-Grant, Alt.-present

The Crairman called the hearing to crder at 7:35 p.m. and cutlined
the procedure that would te vsed for the hearing. The notice for the
hearing was read an¢ the Board sitting for this case was introduced:
David Penny, Ed Hemes, Robert Flanders, Harvey Goodwin, Mary Allen.

The Clerk then read the application for the variance. Notices were
sent Dy certified mail, return receipt requested; to the applicant and
.to the abutters. Notices of the hearing had also been sent to the Board
'f Selectmen, Town Clerk, Chairman of the Planning Board and Town Ccunsel;
—dand all members and alternates of the Board c¢f Adjustment. Public notices
had beer published in the Hillsbero Messenger on August 14, 1986 and
had been pcsted in twe public places in town.

The Chairman then read the sections of the Antriw Zoning Crdinance
concerning the variance reguested and Article VIII (e) 1,2.3. |

The Clerk read a letter written by an &butter, Martha Jennison.

in ogposition. Mrs. Jennison felt the sign would be a distraction and
wculd spoil the image of the cld building ‘

The applicant, Mr. Croteau.represented himself and requested @&
variance to replace his store sign fror a 3'x 3' to a 3'x 4", Mr. Croteau
explained that when he bought the store four years ago there wes a
3'x 4' sign by Cuke. He had asked Ccke to replace the sign in his neme
tut at the time Coke denied him because ¢f financial reasons. Mr. Croteau
feels the sign can not be seen from the road et night. He has twc spot
lights on the store now but feels the sign still {s not visible. The
sign would be a standard plastic Pepsi sign advertising Rcgerts Country
Store with a lighted syster set on a timer with no blinking lights,

Mr. Croteau#eels there is an unnecessary hardshipin that Pepsi dces not
make signs smaller than 3'x 4°'.
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The Board went into deliberstion at 7:40.
orn the gas Statiors being approved because they d

product.
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My,
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only size the venders mede and dealt Sstrictly in th
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Croteav was asked If he had checked into other signs that could
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Y where it was the
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: to put up 3'x 4 signs.
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mCtion was mcved by Ms. Allen and feconded by Mr. Hemas, “that

t a ¢ase for hardship has
demonstrated and further that granting the vy

b€ in harmony with the purpcse and intent of the variance."
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mCtion was pessed unanimcusly and the variance was denied.

Board preceeced irto their meefing.

The minutes from the
meeting were read and approved. :

Board went into discussion cencerning Ceniel ang Laura Grant

9C). The Board read the letter from the Town Ccunsel on the
of a terporary variance. The following Issues were then
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The following mction was moved by Mr. Gcodwin and seconded by. Mg,

"that the request for 4 variance from Article v, Section A.,1.a(5)(e)
)€ denied. The Bcard has not found 20y substantial difference in th
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fer 8 variance have nct been met. The changes made to the Froperty by
the applicant since June 11, 1985 d¢ not affect the set-back for which
“he original variance was denied.”

S

Respectfully submitted

Patricia Hamnond-Grant

from minutes Prepared by Debi Barr



