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  TOWN COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES 
Wednesday, September 24, 2014 

CALL TO ORDER 
Chair Sullivan called the meeting to order at 6:32 pm.  
 
ROLL CALL – ATTENDANCE   
Donald Winterton, Nancy Comai, Todd Lizotte, James Levesque, Adam Jennings (arrived 6:35 pm), 
Robert Duhaime (arrived 6:38 pm), Susan Orr (arrived 6:42 pm), David Ross, Chairman James Sullivan, 
Dr. Dean E. Shankle, Jr. (Town Administrator) 
    
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
SPECIAL RECOGNITIONS 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

a.  Public:   September 10, 2014 
J. Levesque motioned to accept the public minutes of September 10, 2014 with edits.  Seconded 
by T. Lizotte   
Vote unanimously in favor.  

b.  Non-public:   September 10, 2014 
T. Lizotte motioned to accept the non-public minutes of September 10, 2014.  Seconded by A. 
Jennings. 
Vote unanimously in favor.   
 
AGENDA OVERVIEW 
Chair Sullivan provided an overview of tonight’s agenda. 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 

a. Town Discontinuance of a portion of Industrial Park Drive 
J. Sullivan:  “This is a public hearing to consider the request of General Electric Aviation for the land 
located at Industrial Park Drive, Map 18, Lot 43, the applicant requests to discontinue a portion of 
Industrial Park Drive in the area of land owned by the Central Water Precinct to the intersection of Lehoux 
Drive.”  I now declare the hearing open.  We have a representative here from General Electric.  Once the 
presentation is made, we will open it for public comment and Council questions.  We will close it after the 
second public input. 
 
Dave Coburn, Project Leader, General Electric:  With me I have Nick Golon from TF Moran, Ron Bretton 
from GZA and Brad VanMagness (GE Finance site leader), Susan Maquette (GE EHS leader), and 
representatives from DRED – Commissioner Jeff Rose and Cindy Harrington who have been a great 
help.  We are a manufacturing shop for GE Aviation.  We’ve been in Hooksett for 50 years as a satellite 
site to facility in Lynn, MA.  The plumbing on the exterior of jet engines, the rotating structures made of 
metal, are made here in Hooksett.  We make 3 prime components with 100% US content.  Our sister 
plant provides million dollar plus pieces of equipment to manufacture parts.  We are here to show you a 
proposal for expansion.  There are multiple product lines produced by GE to support aviation.  We have 
an opportunity to manufacture the next generation of these products here in Hooksett.  American airlines, 
European airlines are placing billions of dollars of orders.  There is a lot of competition in this business – 
Saffran in Rochester, NH; factories are popping up all over the country to support these product lines.  
Our workforce is maturing and GE could lose 300-400 employees in the next 10 years due to retirement.  
The current product lines in production are aging and being phased out, even commercial lines are 
degrading.  We are looking to improve our worksite here in Hooksett, backfill the employees we are losing 
and secure a location to produce these products for many years to come.  These jobs are well-paying, 
approx. $15,000-$20,000/year more than the average Hooksett salary.  Hooksett was the first site to put 
these into production, and that makes us the leader to maintain this work.  We currently occupy two 
facilities in Hooksett on Industrial Park Dr (#30 and #31).  We are looking to add on to #30.  We follow this 
process for expansions across the GE Corporation.  We have looked at options to create space needed 
to make these products, and this proposal is the most cost effective while fulfilling our needs.  It’s about a 
$6M construction project, all inclusive.  To satisfy the requirements, we need a 15-month cycle to get the 
project completed to begin production in 2016.  We are looking for a discontinuance of a portion of 
Industrial Park Dr and a part of Lehoux Dr.  We did confirm that the Town of Hooksett does own the 
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property.  Discontinuation starts at the property line between 30 Industrial Park Dr and the Central 
Hooksett Water Precinct and the other end is at the intersection of Industrial Park Dr and Lehoux  Dr – 
approximately 57,000 sq ft of land.  We would add a 55,000 sq ft addition to our facility (275’ x 200’).   We 
would have a cul de sac to maintain access to our neighbor behind us and we would create a fork at the 
intersection of Lehoux Dr to feed into a visitor parking lot and current facility.  We are looking for a general 
agreement to move ahead with our plans.  We have met with appropriate groups and know what the 
requirements are. 
 
J. Sullivan:  The public is invited to come up for comments. 
 
M. Miville, 42 Main St:  I’m in support as GE has always been a good neighbor.  I have 2 questions.  Isn’t 
Petersbrook Field back there and how does that affect citizens?  Are there any plans to mitigate the traffic 
impact?  Thank you. 
 
D. Coburn:  Petersbrook crosses Industrial Park Dr and along our property line.  We are working with TF 
Moran to evaluate requirements for a wetland setback.  Our impact is not part of our plan, as we believe 
there is space.  We are cutting off one of the two feeders in the back.  We spoke to Chief Bartlett and he 
felt the impact would be minimal, but we will do a study.  We don’t anticipate peak volume at any time that 
the citizens would be enjoying those fields. 
 
Dave Campbell, Attorney for Manchester Sand & Gravel, an abutter:  Manchester Sand & Gravel favors 
the expansion of GE Aviation.  It’s good for Hooksett, NH, and the state of NH.  We have a mutual 
interest in the mitigation of the traffic.  When this is done and we are developing the industrial land on the 
west side, we don’t want the last tenant left holding the bag for light at the intersection.  Our sole concern 
is the traffic.  What is the long term effect of shutting off this entrance and forcing all traffic out through 
one hole?  We have a Master Plan in effect for over 10 years, including residential, industrial and 
commercial.  When exit 10 is fully developed, we have 850,000 sq ft left for development.  We sold a 
150,000 sq ft building to Huttig and Blue Ribbon.  The undeveloped section in the middle can hold up to 
850,000 sq ft. in 88 acres.  Beyond Huttig there is room for another 75,000 sq ft.  We don’t want to be in a 
position where as we develop, it’s going to be too expensive for anyone to come in.  I think GE should 
have to pay some sort of fee, determined by the Planning Board.  They may have vendors come in and 
want to establish a location nearby.  We have worked closely with the town to make all this work and I 
don’t want us to shoot ourselves in the foot by shutting this down and impacting traffic.  We ask that you 
consider this issue, as we are going to present this to the Planning Board. 
 
J. Sullivan:  At our last meeting, it was discussed that there was a possibility of placing a light at the south 
end of Industrial Park Dr.  There was an agreement in the making that each business would be 
contributing a portion of money to the light based on the size of the building ($1/sq ft).   
 
D. Campbell:  When you close that road down, we need to calculate the long term effect so it isn’t a 
simple calculation. 
 
N. Comai:  Can we get clarification from Mr. Coburn on the shutdown of that portion of Industrial Park Dr? 
 
D. Campbell:  I mean shut down to through traffic.  It will be a cul de sac. 
 
D. Coburn:  Central Hooksett Water out to Hooksett Rd will still be accessible. 
 
N. Comai:  You mentioned that the gated portion could be used for an alternate route for traffic. 
 
D. Coburn:  Yes you can go around the facility.  It wouldn’t be a primary access point but would still be 
accessible. 
 
N. Comai:  If the rest of the land is developed, there may be another way to build another road.  I think 
there may be a solution later on. 
 
D. Campbell:  The only other access is Legends Drive.  Commerce Dr can go all the way around.  It 
needs to be looked at by the traffic engineers to see what the effect will be if we close that section. 
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D. Winterton:  When we talk about a traffic light, are we talking about a light or complete re-doing of 
Hooksett Road (hourglass)? 
 
D. Campbell:  There already is a problem there, as evidenced by the traffic officer there every day.  There 
is also a cost associated with that which will go up over time.  We have a tentative formula that didn’t 
include shutting off a through avenue. 
 
D. Winterton:  In your traffic study, I know it will be hard to speculate impact, but will that study the 
potential of an 850,000 sq ft facility that might impact Hooksett Rd? 
 
N. Golon:  We are not in a position to say how the traffic will work.  It’s a bit speculative to figure out the 
impact.  We are tasked per town regulations to make sure we have the correct evaluation.  I’d like to 
acknowledge that this is an important point, but we don’t have the correct people here to address that. 
 
D. Winterton:  It would be good to have some numbers on what eventually it may cost to put in the traffic 
light and if we could have help as to what you think a fair share for future developers may be. 
 
D. Coburn:  We are prepared to collect data to present to the Planning Board and what impact this will 
have.  We reached out to Chief Bartlett to help us with the detail officer so there are many solutions 
available. 
 
D. Campbell:  Shutting that down will have some impact; what that impact is will have to be determined by 
the traffic study.  Retail can absorb much more of the infrastructure cost than industrial can. 
 
S. Orr:  The most appropriate route out for any business in the undeveloped section would be out through 
Legends Dr where there is already a light. 
 
D. Campbell:  A Water and sewer line is already at the far corner and is ready for a big box.  There is only 
so much you can do before it becomes economically not viable. 
 
S. Orr:  To get in and out, you need a driveway.  In terms of employees, customers, etc could they easily 
put a driveway to come out on a road that already has a light at an existing intersection? 
 
D. Campbell:  I don’t think the Planning Board would let us just put in a driveway.  Those 88 acres is 
almost a mile across. 
 
R. Duhaime:  This is what the town wants.  The addition is a no brainer.  Brox is on the other side.  Did 
you sell them another lot of land for access? 
 
D. Campbell:  We sold a section to Brox as a buffer to their quarry.  Until the quarry is exhausted, they will 
not tie in yet.  Long, long term that will be great.  In the next 5-15 years, the through traffic will come out 
via one hole. 
 
R. Duhaime:  Funneling by McDonald’s will be 2 lanes all the way to Legends Dr. and that traffic 
improvement makes it harder on another one.  We can trust the Planning Board to address that issue. 
 
T. Lizotte:  That horseshoe was completed before GE came in?  This infrastructure was put there 40-50 
years ago.  If they are looking to maintain current personnel, they are asking for space.  I don’t see a 
huge impact on traffic.  The fill you have taken out of Petersbrook – I don’t know what has to be done to 
put a road in down there.  I’d hate to jeopardize this by saying GE has to pony up something for a type of 
mitigation if the net effect is only 20 additional employees over a 10-year period. 
 
D. Campbell:  This land has been excavated already. 
 
T. Lizotte:  We don’t know what is going to happen 20 years from now.  You have a vision and you work 
up to that vision.  GE employs nearly 800 people in town – We have a lot of people retiring and selling 
homes.  If we are talking about 350 new employees coming in with high tech manufacturing skills, you 
have to find a balance.  I’d like to hear more about the $1/sq ft because GE was very open to participating 
in that. 
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J. Sullivan:  Clearly there is a benefit to this expansion.  Development does impact other development.  
We need to indicate whether we would consider discontinuing the road before they can proceed.  They 
can’t go to the Planning Board if we would not give this consideration.  I was looking at the road in front of 
the PSNH property. 
 
D. Campbell:  That is an old haul road that PSNH cut off. 
 
J. Sullivan:  I’m going to read a letter from the public send to JoAnne Duffy.  “Dear Jo Ann Duffy, This 
letter is a written protest to the discontinuance of a portion of Industrial Park Drive from land owned by the 
Central Water Precinct to the intersection of Lehoux Drive. The developments have been increasing the 
road traffic on the entrances to the park. Closing the north entrance would reduce the ingress and egress 
points by half and will double the traffic at the South entrance. This is more than just a driveway to GE 
property; this is access to the industrial park. Back in 2004 when we developed the property we were told 
a traffic light would eventually be installed at Hooksett Road. This has never been installed. We think a 
traffic study should be done and would like to be informed of the results.  Our tenant, Huttig Building 
Products for whom the property was built, has expressed to us their concerns about the proposed 
changes negatively impacting their operational efficiencies.  H T Bussmann Ill Managing Member BGH 
Hooksett LLC”   
 
J. Duffy, Town Planner:  The Planning Board had the opportunity to hear the GE conceptual plan at their 
last meeting.  They were very much in favor of the discontinuation.  They voted unanimously.  I just want 
to say that if the Council would have some confidence in the Planning Board, they will be looking carefully 
at the traffic study submitted by TF Moran and will be taking their advice if there would be any impact.  
There is roughly $172 in the kitty for the proposed light.  I didn’t see any written agreement that was 
procured between the town and Manchester Sand & Gravel.  There was $1/sq ft imposed on 2 
businesses before we had roadway impact fees.  I have asked the town attorney if we are able to ask for 
another number based on a verbal agreement now that we have roadway impact fees.  The department 
heads and the Planning Board are very much in favor of this discontinuation.  Once the traffic study is 
completed, we can work out the future roadway. 
 
Jeff Rose, Commissioner of DRED:  I am here in support of this proposal.  To have a world class 
company like GE Aviation to make a strategic investment in NH and Hooksett is a unique opportunity.  
There are many locations in which they can make this strategic investment with 80 other worldwide 
locations, but they chose Hooksett.  We heard about the number of jobs that will be open through natural 
attrition and we are working on addressing the workforce needs.  We are working on branding Hooksett 
and NH as a hub for aerospace.  We are excited for the potential this brings not only to the state of NH 
but to the town of Hooksett. 
 
Jill O’Connor, Plant Manager for Old Castle:  My main concern is truck traffic.  There are between 20 and 
125 trucks/day.  When you leave our facility and go north, it’s safer for them.  If they come out the other 
side, making the left hand turn is extremely dangerous.  I’m concerned about the safety – it’s a lot of truck 
traffic.  There are other locations down there; it’s not just our place.  We are all open during the same time 
– that is a lot of traffic.  It’s a small area for a truck to pull out into.  Cars flying up over the hill aren’t going 
to see the truck until the last minute.  I think the traffic study is imperative. 
 
Al Demers, owner of 1356 Hooksett Rd: GE supports a lot of small businesses in Hooksett and 
throughout the state.  I don’t want that to fall by the wayside.  It’s not just the employees.  I am in favor it.  
They are a big factor in the community – they are part of our livelihood also. 
 
Dennis Sweeney, Blue Ribbon owner:  We have been a neighbor since 2004.  We are here to support the 
project but are concerned about traffic.  I make our trucks use the north entrance to get out.  We ask the 
Council and Planning Board to consider the safety of our employees, customers and neighbors. 
 
J. Sullivan:  We will keep this public hearing open until after our second public input.   
 

b. Proposed Amendment to Town Ordinance #00-31 Solid Waste 
J. Sullivan:  We will move on to our next public hearing.  The purpose of the public hearing is to adopt 
proposed amendment to Town Ordinance #00-31: Solid Waste. This notice is per Chapter 231: 132-A of 
the NH Revised Statutes annotated, and section 3.6 of the Hooksett Town Charter. The full text of the 
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proposed amendment is on file with the Town Clerk and via www.hooksett.org for your inspection.  I now 
declare this public hearing open. 
 
D. Boyce, Superintendent:  The only change is to include mandatory recycling of cardboard at the facility.  
The town makes money on this and can be separated on site.  Any other changes were just for 
clarification. 
 
T. Lizotte:  I like this and the fact that we are addressing this on town property.  I think town property is 
our property and we can make the rules on it.  Let’s hopefully put this through and see how this expands 
and makes life easier for the department at the facility. 
 
J. Levesque:  I’m on the Transfer subcommittee.  Cardboard is a problem at the facility.  There is no 
reason people can’t comply.  I think it’s a good move. 
 
A. Jennings:  People are putting cardboard in the trash right across from the recycling facility? 
 
D. Boyce:  Yes because it doesn’t have to be recycled.  We don’t pick through the trash but if we see 
some, we do walk it over. 
 
J. Sullivan:  We will close this public hearing at the next public input. 
 

c. Town Acceptance of NHDOT funds estimated at $560,000 for Village (Lilac) Bridge 
Stabilization  

J. Sullivan:  “The purpose of the public hearing is to accept NHDOT funds estimated at 
$560,000 for the Village (Lilac) Bridge Stabilization per RSA 31:95-b, III (a). Documentation is available 
for viewing in the Administration Dept.”   I declare this hearing open. 
 
Dr. Shankle:  Everyone is aware that the bridge has some issues.  We had an engineer put together an 
RFP.  They are due back Friday, 9/26.  We don’t know what the exact amount is but we want to keep this 
moving.  The state has an aggressive schedule they are holding us to.  They had a pre-bid meeting on 
9/3 and they are hoping that the contract can be awarded by 10/1 which requires a special meeting.  They 
would like the work to begin on October 6.  You have to agree to receive money – the town will front the 
money and the state will reimburse as quickly as possible.  We are trying to keep this moving as quickly 
as possible 
 
J. Sullivan:  It doesn’t state the amount in the public hearing notice.  We are indicating a possible 
acceptance of $560,000.  If that figure is higher, would that require another hearing? 
 
Dr. Shankle:  Yes but it would give us some time.  This is what they have committed to this project so far. 
 
J. Sullivan:  Instead of specifying a dollar amount, can we state 80% of the state allotted money?  
Christine is shaking her head yes. 
 
N. Comai:  Does that mean we still have to have a special meeting next Wednesday or can we solve it 
now? 
 
Dr. Shankle:  No that meeting would be to select a contractor and we don’t have all that information yet.  
We will know by Monday if we will have a special meeting and it will be posted if needed. 
 
D. Ross:  My concern revolves around “eligible” and the “Process for State Bridge Aid Municipality 
Managed Projects” document.  I haven’t read through it.  Is there any potential for the state to default on 
this?  Is there any guarantee? 
 
Dr. Shankle:  The $560,000 is guaranteed but whether or not we get any money, we still need to do these 
repairs.  They are committing to $560,000 at this point and we are hoping the bids come in line. 

 
CONSENT AGENDA 

a. Verizon Wireless Zone:  $600 to Family Services 
T. Lizotte motioned to accept the consent agenda as written.  Seconded by R. Duhaime. 
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Vote unanimously in favor. 
 
Dr. Shankle:  this money is actually for gift cards for the employee picnic.  They asked Joy at Family 
Services if there was something they could do for employees and they came up with these gift cards. 
 
TOWN ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT 

 David Scott was here and talked about the Main St. Bridge a while back.  Here is an email I 
received from him.  “Dean, when Jason and I were at the Town Council meeting on August 13, I 
was asked how long each phase of construction would last. I replied that the Contractor could get 
the work done in 2 months per phase for a total of 4 months.  Today, I was in a meeting with Paul 
Metcalf from NHDOT’s Bureau of Construction. I mentioned that I had said the work could be 
completed in 4 months, and Paul said that schedule could be too aggressive. His reasoning is 
that one of the purposes of the project is to repair deterioration in the bridge deck. However, the 
extent of this work is unknown until the asphalt is removed from the top of the deck. Therefore, 
our contract will allow the Contractor to have access to the bridge, restricting traffic to one lane of 
alternating two-way traffic, from April through October.  I apologize for speaking too soon. David 
L. Scott, PE In-House Design Chief Bureau of Bridge Design – NHDOT”  I will send this to the 
school district so they are aware of the impact. 

 
T. Lizotte:  This is when they spoke to the 8 week timeline if they closed the bridge altogether.  Since the 
bid packages haven’t come out, can we consider this option now?  If the state says 16 weeks is 
aggressive, I don’t know that it will be done by October.  They said if they can’t reduce traffic by 35% they 
might have to close the bridge anyway. 
 
J. Sullivan:  They aren’t sure how long it will take until they remove the decking.  If they are less 
aggressive on the initial phase, will we be closed for 8 weeks?  They still won’t know the extent of the 
damage until they remove the decking. 
 
Dr. Shankle:  I can ask them if the offer to close the bridge altogether is still on the table, how long they 
think that will take. 
 
S. Orr:  I see your point.  My concern is I don’t think closing the bridge is ever the answer.  If we close it 
we are dealing with full closure for an undetermined amount of time.  This way we still have one lane 
open.  If they need more time than expected, they need to take the time to make it safe.  Keep one lane 
open and do the job.  I don’t want to ask about full closure; that is opening another can of worms again.  
Let them continue as is and keep one lane open. 
 
A. Jennings:  They are saying they need the whole construction year from April to October.  I’d rather 
have assurance they will be done during the summer and not interfere with school and bussing. 
 
D. Ross:  If I recall, we were not in favor of closing the bridge and I am absolutely not.  If we need to get 
across the bridge, I stand strongly in favor of keeping at least one lane open.  If for nothing else, we have 
a fire station right there. 
 
J. Levesque:  That is also my point.  That is the only access for the fire station.  If we close it what’s to say 
they are going to do it faster?  People will find alternate routes around.  I think we should leave it alone. 
 
J. Sullivan:  We should make a motion because if we are not inclined to close the bridge, we don’t want to 
ask Dr. Shankle to ask them if the option still exists. 
 
T. Lizotte:  When they first came here, they stated it would be guaranteed 8 weeks with full closure then 
said 16 weeks with one lane.  Now they are saying 28 weeks potentially.  Then they came back with a 
special traffic pattern and now we are talking about safety issues.  I didn’t recall them bringing up any 
major safety issues; since it shifted to 28 weeks, I would say maybe we should find out if the closure for 8 
weeks is still on the table since the 16-week option is not viable.  Is there something critical with the 
infrastructure that led them to that timeline? 
 
R. Duhaime:  I’d love to have more information from the DOT, if we can get them to come back and 
present any new information. 
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N. Comai:  What would it take for them to figure out what is wrong with the decking?  Why can’t they 
assess the situation first then come back to us with a more accurate timeline?  Can we ask you to find out 
how long it will take them to assess the situation? 
 
J. Sullivan:  I’d prefer to proceed with our initial plan.  If it will take longer than expected, then so be it.  
But should Dr. Shankle inquire about this option? 
 
D. Winterton:  I would like them to come here and provide us with more information.  How can they 
budget for 14 weeks and now it will take twice as long?  I’d like to know the budgeting process. 
 
S. Orr:  It is useful to ask them to come back to explain the change in the timeline and why it’s different.  
I’d be against closing the bridge; if they want to give us a proposal that’s fine.  I’d lead with why the 
budget changed and see what the process was. 
 
J. Levesque:  They really won’t know what they are dealing with until they pull the deck up. 
 
J. Sullivan:  It looks like we want to ask you to have them come back and address the change in the 
timeline. 
 
Dr. Shankle:  I will email him tomorrow and ask them if they can come back with an update on the 
changes.  One more thing before I continue; I think the Planner said $173 was in the kitty for the traffic 
light, but I think she meant $173,000.  And I want to express my appreciation for the Commissioner 
coming down tonight. 
 
T. Lizotte:  Regarding the bridge, I’d like to have the DOT announced as a public hearing.  We just spent 
Old Home Day talking about a 14-week closure.  I’d like to check the record to see what the original 
motion was regarding the time of the closure. 
 

 I went to the International City Managers Conference; it was very practical given the things we 
are doing with performance measures.  I wrote about that last week. 

 Town & City Magazine – I write an article every two months.  This was is about Bedford and the 
technology they are using.  This was written under the guise of NH Local Government Information 
Network which I helped found in 2000. 

 We are moving forward with Old Town Hall; the contract with the architect was tweaked and Leo 
is working with them on that. 

 We are in the process of 3 negotiations. 

 Kathie Northrup has ordered the POW chair to put in Veteran’s Park; we are thinking if it comes in 
to do something on Veteran’s Day.  We are working with the gentleman who came in on the 
design. 

 Old Home Day was great; good weather, good food, we had 3 booths together:  Town, Heritage 
Commission and Community Profile. 

 
D. Ross:  I would hope that the maintenance of this building would be put higher on the list:  ceiling tiles 
and leaks.  I want to make sure it was brought up to be addressed. 
 
Dr. Shankle:  Leo has gotten bids but we have put things on hold due to the bridge.  We know we have 
things we need to take care of. 
 
D. Ross:  They make ceiling tiles that are not affected by water, even for on a temporary basis.  They are 
called Melt Away, and they won’t sag or fall through.    
 
PUBLIC INPUT:  15 Minutes 
None 
 
NOMINATIONS AND APPOINTMENTS 
None 
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SCHEDULED APPOINTMENTS 
a. Community Profile Steering Committee – Mark Miville 

M. Miville:  JoAnne Duffy is here as the Advisor to the committee, as well as Carolyn Cronin.  There was 
an effort by the Council to establish community involvement.  We have partnered with UNH Cooperative 
Extension and they are using their expertise to help us establish a new event that hasn’t been done since 
2001.  We are asking the citizens to gather together on November 7 & 8 to share ideas on what 
Hooksett’s future should look like.  We are asking all ages and demographics to attend and have a say on 
what their ideas and opinions are.  Some may go into the CIP, some will go into the report we will put 
together.  It begins on Nov 7 from 5:30 pm – 9:00 (CMS Cafeteria):  11 components will be discussed for 
community improvement.  Once ideas are shared, they will be written down and we will break out into 11 
subgroups based on individual interests to examine the issues.  We are looking for 22 people to volunteer 
– 11 facilitators and 11 scribes.  You will be trained by the UNH team and will facilitate the meeting.  After 
the break out discussions, the following morning the lists would come back to the larger group and would 
prioritize the lists.  The entire report will include all ideas; however we will prioritize by needs and wants to 
go into the Master Plan.  The Committee is organizing right now.  We are figuring out what our budget is; 
we are not spending a lot of money, mainly on printing of the flyers.  We spent time at Old Home Day 
talking to people and handing out flyers. Our biggest challenge is getting people to sign up.  We would 
like people to RSVP by November 1 to help determine the amount of food.  We are reaching out to the 
School District for involvement.  We hope to live stream these meetings as people have expressed 
interest in texting their opinions.  UNH Cooperative will be videotaping the meeting, but it will not be live.  
We hope to send home flyers with students.  We have 2 students on the Committee responsible for 
reaching out to the youth in town.  Businesses are crucial to this also.  We are soliciting donations for 
food and gift certificates for door prizes and raffles.  They were receptive to that for promoting their 
businesses.  We are looking into road signs and putting in letters to the editor in the Banner.  We are 
reaching out to grocery stores, churches and businesses to put on bulletin boards.  I am booked to be on 
the Rich Gerard at large radio show to promote this.  Child care will be available; the Cawley Key Club will 
be there.  Transportation would be available if needed, but we haven’t established a plan for 50 people.  
We can handle 3 or 4 people who need a ride.  We would need a school maintenance person for both 
days which will be the most expensive thing.  We are trying to get some more visibility on the town 
website at this point.  We wanted to ask about the Town Newsletter – not sure when the tax bills go out.  
We have a Facebook link – Hooksett’s Future Through Community Profile.  The email to RSVP is 
hooksettsfuture@gmail.com.  If someone can’t come, we’d still like their input and will accept their input 
via the Facebook link or the email.  We would like the RSVP’s by November 1 so we can prepare.  This is 
a positive event to bring the community together.  It’s a function of the Planning Department and Town 
Council (subcommittee); organized effort at community outreach and what the town should be in the 
future.  A successful community event is when everyone who wishes to participate in the process that 
culminates in a wide range of ideas that make Hooksett a better town. 
 
R. Duhaime:  I was there in 2001; we filled the library and there were hours and hours of people voicing 
their opinions.  It would be great to revitalize that kind of interest again. 
 
M. Miville:  If someone thinks their opinion isn’t important and they get in front of others, they find that 
there are many more that agree with them. 
  
J. Sullivan:  Any other comments on the discontinuation of Industrial Park Drive?  Seeing none, I will 
close this public hearing.  The next step is to wait until our next meeting to approve, or we can waive 
rules. 
 
OLD BUSINESS 

a. 14 – 068  Discussion Town Discontinuance of a portion of Industrial Park Drive 
Dr. Shankle:  I’d suggest that if you’d like you can do this as we did Edgewater Dr.  They will be aware 
this will be an approval with conditions.  I can come back at the next meeting with a draft motion including 
your conditions.  I think they are pretty simple but what I noted are:  a clear Planning Board approval of 
the overall plan and a traffic mitigation plan.  If there is anything else, please let me know and you can 
debate it next time. 
 
N. Comai:  The mitigation traffic plan – does that include the potential of an hourglass or some type of 
plan for traffic alleviation or is it just in the park? 
 

mailto:hooksettsfuture@gmail.com
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Dr. Shankle:  My feeling is that is up to the Planning Board.  They may want to close that section anyway 
if they do put in a traffic light.  The traffic study will look at that and the Planning Board will make a 
recommendation. 
 
N. Comai:  No matter what we decide, the Planning Board needs to review objectively with or without our 
consent I say the Planning Board either allows it or not regardless. 
 
Dr. Shankle:  In my opinion this gives the Planning Board much less direction than Edgewater Dr.  This 
says you won’t approve it unless the Planning Board approves it and comes up with a traffic mitigation 
plan. 
 
D. Winterton:  My suggestion would be eliminate the Planning Board coming up with a traffic mitigation 
plan.  We don’t need multiple requirements – it should come back here to us.  They need to have an 
answer so whatever we need to do to get them moving forward.  They would get my positive vote. 
 
R. Duhaime:  It gives them more time to develop their plan and give us more info before we vote. 
 
D. Ross:  My concern would be that the left hand turn needs to be signalized because of the amount of 
traffic that is there.  There is a lot more traffic than there used to be.  It’s already a problem and 
dangerous.  Without that turn around, we have to consider their concerns as well. 
 
D. Winterton:  I would echo that.  I’m not sure it’s always the responsibility of the tenants to provide the 
traffic light.  We are in charge of public safety.  I think it would be prudent to find out what the cost would 
be to put a traffic light in there.  We have impact fees we need to use.  The concern we have heard all 
night is about public safety.  GE has stepped up for their employees and public safety and I commend 
them for that.  They are willing to help.   
 
Dr. Shankle:  The best place for those discussions is Planning Board.  The state of NH came here and 
said how important this was and what a great project this was.  The road is a state road, not a town road.  
What has to be done there is up to the state.  Now that they have encouraged you to move forward with 
the project, maybe there is some buy in there. 
 
J. Sullivan:  Hopefully we can work with the Legends access to the south.  You will need more than 2 
entrances with all that undeveloped land.  GE may be the catalyst but to get other developers, you are 
going to need a traffic light.  They are willing to contribute to that.  Our job is to do this and let the 
Planning Board do theirs.  I think it will succeed.  We want to remove one of those caveats based on Mr. 
Winterton’s suggestion. 
 
D. Ross:  How soon do they need an answer from us as opposed to us saying it will be discontinued for 
their planning purposes? 
 
D. Coburn:  By January 2016 we need to put machines in.  If we break ground in April, that gives us 
sufficient time.  I want to leave here tonight drafting a note to get to the Planning Board in 30 days. 
 
J. Sullivan:  If we believe it’s acting prudently, but urgently, we can waive the rules to vote tonight.  Will 
that cause a detriment to the process?  At the most, it would be 2 weeks from tonight. 
 
T. Lizotte:  I think all indications were we trust Planning.  They want an indication that if the plan was 
approved by Planning, we would discontinue the road.  I think we should waive the rules. 
 
T. Lizotte motioned to waive the rules regarding the Discontinuance of a portion of Industrial Park 
Drive public hearing.  Seconded by D. Ross. 
 
T. Lizotte:  Planning will end up going through the process and there are plenty of public hearings and 
forums.  They want a general feeling we are in support of this.  I’d assume GE is the anchor of this 
industrial park and as a major employer, we should allow them to expedite through the planning process. 
 
D. Ross:  I don’t think that 2 weeks will be a showstopper.  I think we are setting a bad precedent by 
waiving the rules too easily on big decisions.  Give time to other abutters – they should have time in the 
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next 2 weeks to voice their opinion.  We should give them the option since I don’t think we heard from 
even the majority of abutters. 
 
R. Duhaime:  Since they have to come back, there is no reason to hold them up.  If there were no 
conditions, we should wait 2 weeks.  Since they have to go to the Planning Board and still come back for 
approval, I don’t see the benefit in making them wait another two weeks. 
 
D. Ross:  My intent is to go ahead and discontinue the road after they go through Planning.  In 2 weeks 
I’d be inclined to vote to discontinue the road. 
 
N. Comai:  The majority seemingly is concurring to move in that direction so I don’t see the point in 
waiting.  And if it’s such a bad thing to waive the rules, our next special meeting is next week not in two 
weeks.  I’d like them to leave here tonight with some consensus from this group.   It is a state road so the 
state will have to fix the safety issues this may present.  We are trying to move things forward so why hold 
up the progress? 
 
J. Duffy:  The next Planning Board meeting is on 10/6; they plan to submit for the 10/20 meeting but the 
deadline for that meeting is 10/1, which is only seven days from now.  They need to have their 
engineering completed by 10/1. 
 
A. Jennings:  If we can wait until next week’s special meeting to allow the abutters to come in. 
 
Roll Call 
R. Duhaime – Yes 
S. Orr – Yes 
D. Ross – No 
J. Levesque – Yes 
A. Jennings – No 
N. Comai – Yes 
D. Winterton – Yes 
T. Lizotte – Yes 
J. Sullivan – Yes 
Vote 7-2 in favor. 
 
D. Winterton motioned to support the discontinuation of a portion of Industrial Park Drive as long 
as the following conditions are met:  the plan is approved by Planning Board and all approvals are 
received by the applicant by June 15, 2015.  Discontinuation will come back to this Council for a 
vote.  Seconded by T. Lizotte. 
 
D. Winterton:  If the applicant should have a delay before various boards and things should get pushed 
back, this discontinuance will be voted on by this board; after June 15 it might be a different board and 
have to start over again.  It’s just insurance that this board finishes what was started. 
 
T. Lizotte:  All we are doing is indicating our support once all the proper steps are followed. 
 
J. Sullivan:  If we weren’t inclined to discontinue that world close the door to them.  This allows them to 
continue. 
 
Roll Call 
N. Comai – Yes 
D. Ross – Yes 
A. Jennings – Yes 
S. Orr – Yes 
R. Duhaime – Yes 
T. Lizotte – Yes 
J. Levesque – Yes 
D. Winterton – Yes 
J. Sullivan – Yes 
Vote unanimously in favor. 
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5 Minute Recess 
 

b. 14 – 065  Discussion Proposed Amendment to Town Ordinance #00-31 Solid Waste   
J. Sullivan:  On public hearings 7b and 7c, since there aren’t any changes I’m going to ask we wait the 
two weeks to vote.  This gives us an opportunity to make any tweaks to the ordinances as a result of our 
discussion, as long as it doesn’t substantially change the original ordinance.  Seeing no further public 
comment, I am officially closing the Public Hearing on 00-31. 
 

c. 14 – 066  Village (Lilac) Bridge Update 
J. Sullivan:  We will hold off on the final vote on the Lilac Bridge until our next meeting.  The meeting 
potentially scheduled for October 1, if it is a scheduled meeting, it should only be on the topic of the Lilac 
Bridge and precludes discussion on anything else.  I’d ask to schedule a special meeting on Oct 1 at 
6:30pm to be chaired by Mrs. Comai as I have to be somewhere else.   
 
D. Winterton:  Is there a potential for quorum issues? 
 
J. Sullivan:  No.  It should be a short meeting to discuss the contract bids. 
 

d. 14 – 070  Readopted Investment Policy 
N. Comai motioned to approve the amendments to the Town of Hooksett Investment Policy as 
presented and include the policy in the Administrative Code.  Seconded by T. Lizotte. 
 
N. Comai:  On page 4 the correct verbiage has been added and I am happy with what was submitted. 
 
Vote unanimously in favor. 
 

e. 14 – 071  2015-2016 Budget Goals 
Dr. Shankle:  We talked about different possibilities and we’d like clarification on what you are looking for.  
Do you want to enhance services or level services?  Is there anything else you want to add?  Last year 
you asked us to keep services stead and keep costs down as much as possible.  Do you want to keep 
that? 
 
J. Sullivan:  On page 2, is bullet “d” what the motion was similar to?  Which of these bullets is close to 
what we did last year? 
 
Dr. Shankle:  I think closer to “b.”  “Construct budgets that provide a cost effective government to achieve 
level or enhanced services.” 
 
R. Duhaime:  Are we motioning to present a balanced approach to the budget?  Is that how I’m reading 
this? 
 
Dr. Shankle:  We are talking about the operating budget.  We think we can keep this fairly flat.  The issue 
is the warrant article – we have 3 unions we are negotiating with.  The only salary increase is if we put 
something in for non-union. 
 
N. Comai:  Is this an appropriate time to add the stipend for the Budget Committee if we want to do that?  
We were trying to level the playing field with staff that comes in for these meetings.  I’d like to figure out 
the weeks that Budget Committee is in session and give them $28.50/week to make it fair. 
 
J. Sullivan:  We need to look at stipends for all committees; I’d like to ask the Town Administrator to come 
back with a proposal on what would be an appropriate stipend for the Budget Committee in line with what 
other committees receive.  The Council is the only one established by the Charter that would be paid. 
 
A. Jennings:  Can we use the sheet Katie created and list all the stipends for all committees and if there is 
or isn’t so we can have all the information in front of us for comparison. 
 
D. Ross motioned to construct budgets that provide a cost effective government to achieve level 
services.  Seconded by T. Lizotte. 
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D. Ross:  I don’t want to enhance them at this point; people aren’t ready to spend more money. 
 
Vote unanimously in favor. 
 
NEW BUSINESS 

a. 14 – 075  June 30
th
 Quarterly Report 

C. Soucie:  This is the end of the 2014 fiscal year and these numbers are a result of the audit we had in 
September.  We underspent the total operating budget by $350,000 (about 2%); we collected an 
additional $1M more than expected.  We are trending within the 3-year history.  Assessing is returning 
money due to professional services as well as a bit of the reassessment.  Family Services and 
Community Development are returning funds; Recycle & Transfer is returning due to employee turnover. 
 
D. Winterton:  Page 2, we have approved budget and then made budget transfers – wouldn’t we make 
the budget transfers and adjust the budgets so the percent expended comes out to 100%? 
 
C. Soucie:  We did budget transfers and we tried to make up for all the shortfalls but you can see 
Administration overspent by $1782. 
 
D. Winterton:  After the budget transfers?  Would it be appropriate or inappropriate to see the final 
expended number off the original approved budget? 
 
C. Soucie:  Yes, after budget transfers.  The budget is a plan set 16 months in advance.  Expenses go 
into line items which are appropriate for them.  That’s why you get over and under budget transfers.  We 
do budget transfers and we still get negatives, we are spending money until the third week of July for 
these budgets.  That’s why they are close but not exact. 
 
D. Winterton:  How well did we do approving a budget as to what it really was?  Obviously Public Works –
if you have huge snow storms and approve $2.6M but they spend $2.8M, we missed by $200,000.  
 
C. Soucie:  That is why we show the original and transfers and the ending budget.  Somebody could look 
at the original budget, do the math and know where we left off. 
 
T. Lizotte motioned to extend the meeting for15 minutes to 9:45.  Seconded by D. Winterton. 
Vote unanimously in favor. 
 
C. Soucie:  Budget transfers are in the Charter but the State of NH doesn’t require it. 
 
Dr. Shankle:  We were working off default budgets for these 3 years. 
 
C. Soucie:  Page 3 – Administration came in at 100% due to budget transfers (investments in software - 
$26,000, legal services for $86,000 – less than previous years; Little Angels settlement $14,000).  Fire 
Rescue – came in on budget; Public Works overspent in 3 areas:  road salt (number of storms with ice 
and rain) - $86,000; vehicle maintenance ($100,000); and building maintenance.  They had some savings 
due to employee turnover but we transferred in $138,000 from Police to cover these items.  Recycle & 
Transfer came in at 93%; we transferred funds to offset some other Public Works overages.  Tipping fees 
came in at $330,000 spent – even to prior year.  They will see new savings from the new wheelabrator 
contract.  Police was 95% spent; savings came from employee turnover.  We transferred $138,000 on top 
of what they didn’t spend.  Revenues:  Motor Vehicles came in at 119% over budget ($447,000); interest 
and penalties were $11,000 over budget.   
 
D. Winterton:  Motor Vehicle registrations – was it personal or fleet or trucks? 
 
C. Soucie:  I don’t know.  Building permits was up $30,000 mainly due to the new state liquor stores.  
State revenue is level.  Other revenues collected an additional $500,000.  Revenues went up $1M; 
budgets returned $350,000 which all goes to the fund balance. 

 
b. 14 – 076  Signing of MS-535 

C. Soucie:  The numbers tie back to page 1 of the quarterly report. 
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T. Lizotte motioned to authorize the Chair to sign the 2014 MS-535 Financial Report of the Town, 
City, or Village District Budget on behalf of Council.  Seconded by A. Jennings. 
 
C. Soucie:  On page 7 of the report (total General Fund Expenditures).  We budgeted $40,254,760 and 
we spent $40,215,023.  If you look at the staff report, those numbers are represented there.  If you take 
out the county payment, school payment, capital reserves and the warrant articles, it comes down to the 
general operating budget of $14M which is what we reported on the quarterly (as well as the actuals).  
The same thing with page 11 on the revenue side.  We reported collecting $4,318,000 as our estimated 
budget.  The actual revenues were $41,231,902; the majority of that difference is property tax.  The staff 
report shows the differences to equal with the quarterly report.  On page 14 it talks about our fund 
balance.  Account 2535 Unassigned Fund Balance had a beginning balance of $3.1M, and we will end 
with $4.4M which is the difference between revenues and expenses that we did not spend.  The fund 
balance is not cash, but is made up of cash, uncollected tax bills and other liabilities.  It’s computed once 
per year at the end of the fiscal year.  It can be used to reduce the tax rate, fund emergencies or to fund 
different warrant articles. 
 
J. Sullivan:  Is there something that determines an emergency?  The state said the bridge is an 
emergency.  Can we use this toward that as a source to fund our 20%? 
 
C. Soucie:  Yes.  There is a process to follow in order to spend it. 
 
Vote unanimously in favor. 
 

c. 14 – 077  Fund Balance – apply to tax rate and readopt policy 
C. Soucie:  Fund balance increased to $4.4M; as of 6/30/12 we were at $3.1M, 7.8% of unassigned fund 
balance.  I can’t tell you what percentage the $4.4M is because I don’t have the school or county 
information; but if we were at 7.8% last year, another $1M should bring us to that 8% benchmark. 
 
N. Comai:  So this means we have another $1M that we could potentially put back into the tax rate? 
 
J. Sullivan:  We want to have a motion to approve the policy not the actual assignment of the fund 
balance. 
 
J. Sullivan motioned to amend the Town of Hooksett’s Fund Balance Policy as presented and 
include the policy in the Administrative Code.  Seconded by T. Lizotte. 
 
J. Sullivan:  The only change is to remove the line stating, “This target balance should be achieved 

over the next five years.” 

 
S. Orr:  When we started this we were at a low number around 3%.  We added that line in so we could 
move it back up.  By removing that verbiage, do we risk that we are going to let it go below a certain 
amount? 
 
C. Soucie:  Every year you look at this policy and make amendments as needed.  I recommend you give 
the Town Administrator the right to apply anything over 8% to the tax rate.  Next year if we fall below 8% 
we can add that line back in. 
 
D. Ross:  A lot of this money is not recurring revenue, only a one-time thing. 
 
J. Sullivan motioned to extend meeting 15 minutes to 10:00.  Seconded by T. Lizotte. 
Vote 8-1 in favor. 
 
Vote unanimously in favor (of amended policy). 
 
N. Comai motioned to offer Dr. Shankle and Christine Soucie the opportunity to apply fund 
balance over 8% to offset the tax rate.  Seconded by D. Ross. 
 
J. Sullivan:  If we decide to use part of it for the emergency, we can use the 8% and take a portion to help 
if the Administrator feels that is the proper way to do it. 
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Roll Call 
A. Jennings – Yes 
J. Levesque – Yes 
D. Ross – Yes 
R. Duhaime – Yes 
S. Orr – Yes 
D. Winterton – Yes 
T. Lizotte – Yes 
N. Comai – Yes 
J. Sullivan – Yes 
Vote unanimously in favor. 
 

d. 14 – 078  Risk Assessment Questionnaire 
J. Sullivan motioned to approve the Risk Assessment Questionnaire.  Seconded by D. Winterton. 
Vote unanimously in favor. 
 
C. Soucie:  New this year, the auditors require the Board to sign off on the management letter saying we 
are engaging them in the audit.  Dr. Shankle signed, I signed and they are asking the Chair to sign on 
behalf of the Board. 
 
T. Lizotte motioned to authorize the Chair to sign the Management letter for the auditor on behalf 
of the Council.  Seconded by A. Jennings.   
Vote unanimously in favor. 
 
SUB-COMMITTEE REPORTS 
T. Lizotte:  Nothing to report. 
 
A. Jennings:  Nothing to report. 
 
S. Orr:  Nothing to report. 
 
N. Comai:  Nothing to report. 
 
J. Sullivan:  Heritage weekend is Oct 17-19; we have activities and we have the marker dedication of Mt. 
St. Mary’s on Sunday at 2 pm.  Councilor Lizotte will be speaking on behalf of Council.  We are selling the 
Mt. St. Mary’s items and the funds will go to Old Town Hall preservation.  This is the third in the collection.  
There is an Old Town Hall and the proceeds go to the Old Town Hall preservation.  There is also a 
Robie’s Store item and those funds go to the Robie’s Preservation Commission.  We have a Sister who 
taught at Mt. St. Mary’s speaking and the former president of NH College, Mr. Shapiro, will be speaking.  
He purchased Mt. St. Mary’s for NH College.  The back reads, in part, “When that campus was closed, 
the college offered to give the main building to the town, but the Council declined the offer.”  But we did 
accept the library.  Old Town Hall restoration is ongoing. 
 
D. Winterton:  Planning discussed a simple condo conversion at East Point Dr; everything was going 
smoothly until somebody stepped up suing them for non-compliance and we immediately tabled it.  We 
turned down a request for a day care center on the Dube property on Londonderry Turnpike.  I think we 
did a nice public service to two naïve ladies who were getting in over their heads. 
 
D. Ross:  Nothing to report. 
 
J. Levesque:  Recycle committee met last night.  I didn’t attend but I spoke to Diane and they discussed 
town ordinance on cardboard recycling. 
 
J. Sullivan:  I signed some deed waivers that Council gave the Chair authority to sign.  I wanted you to 
know I did that. 
 
T. Lizotte:  Conservation Commission is having a dinner on 10/24 at 6:30pm at SNHU dining facility.  
Invitations are going out.  It is $24/head for dinner but is to go over what has been achieved in terms of 
meeting the goals of the 2004 Master Plan for Conservation.  We are looking for participation. 
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PUBLIC INPUT 
None 
 
NON-PUBLIC SESSION 
NH RSA 91-A:3 II (a) The dismissal, promotion, or compensation of any public employee or the 
disciplining of such employee, or the investigation of any charges against him or her. 
 
NH RSA 91-A:3 II (c) Matters which, if discussed in public, would likely affect adversely the reputation of 
any person, other than a member of the public body itself. 
 
J. Sullivan motioned to enter non-public session at 9:57pm. Seconded by J. Levesque. 
 
Roll Call 
T. Lizotte - yes 
D. Ross-yes 
R. Duhaime- yes 
A. Jennings - yes 
J. Levesque- yes 
D. Winterton- yes 
S. Orr- yes 
N. Comai -yes 
J. Sullivan- yes 
Vote unanimously in favor. 
 
D. Ross motioned to extend the meeting from 10:00pm to 10:10pm.  Seconded by T. Lizotte.  
Vote unanimously in favor. 
 
D. Ross motioned to exit non-public at 10:07pm. Seconded by D. Winterton.  
Vote unanimously in favor. 
 
J. Sullivan motioned to seal the non-public minutes of 9/24/14.  Seconded by A. Jennings.  
Vote unanimously in favor. 
 
J. Sullivan motioned to adjourn at 10:07pm.  Seconded by A. Jennings.  
Vote unanimously in favor. 
 
NOTE 
Attached is an overview sheet of the Town Council reading file material, documents referred to in 
tonight's meeting minutes, and ancillary documents that the Town Council Chair has signed as agent to 
expend as a result of the Council's prior approval of the documents. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
 
Tiffany Verney 
Recording Clerk 
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