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Town of Sandown

Zoning Board of Adjustment
Minutes 09/30/10

Meeting Date: September 30, 2010
Type of Meeting: Regularly Scheduled

Method of Notification: Public Posting ~ Sandown Town Hall & Sandown Post Office;
Website and the Eagle Tribune.

Meeting Location: Sandown Town Hall

Members present: Chairman Steve Meisner. Vice Chairman Doug Martin, Ken
Sherwood, Curt Sweet, Alternate B.J. Richardson

Also present: Administrative Aide Bette Patterson

Absent: Steve Brown, Selectmen’s Liaison

Chairman Meisner opened the meeting at 7:08 p.m.

CASE 093010- 01 An application from Shawn and Nicole Freligh, Judith L.D. Crane, Chris
Spolsino and Sam and Lisa Mosto for rehearing of the Zoning Board of Adjustment decision
dated July 29, 2010 to grant a Special Exception to DHB Homes LLC to allow construction
of a three bedroom home with a one bedroom accessory apartment. The property is shown on
Map 11, Lot 10-2-7 on the Sandown Tax Map and is located at 42 Meadow Brook Crossing.
The property is owned by DHB Homes LLC.

Attorney Sumner Kalman, representing Shawn and Nicole Freligh, Judith L.D. Crane, Chris
Spolsino and Sam and Lisa Musto presented information packages to the board explaining
that they contain information on their objection to the granting of the special Exception
especially under Section 4. There is also a letter from Laurie Jordan a Real Estate agent, as
well as a subdivision plan which pertains to the zoning ordinance special exception section 4
and 5 which is relevant to the appeal.

Chairman Meisner stated that when the board voted to rehear this application it was specific
to Article 5, Section 4 of the zoning ordinance only.

Attorney Kalman asked the board to look at tab 2, a copy of the subdivision plan, and the lot
to look at is 10-2-7 which is the furthest lot from Odell Road and one would have to go the
entire length of Meadowbrook Road to get to that lot. There are 12 lots in the cluster, 7 lots
have been built one. Each of them are single family residential homes which is consistent
with what is allowed in this zone. The 8 lots have been sold and not built on. He stated he
believes the applicant has four lots which he purchased at the fore closure sale. This is the
first of the four lots that will not be part of the first seven homes that were marketed to those
home owners. He stated he represents four of the seven home owners.

Attorney Kalman stated a Special Exception gives an opportunity to do something in a
district or zone that is not allowed in that zone. The seven single family homes that are there
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satisfy the zoning ordinance and any other homes built in this subdivision as well meet the
zoning ordinance. He stated he reviewed the minutes because he was not at the meeting.
What struck him about this ordinance was that it is not limited to in law apartments, there is
no limit for square footage of the access apartment. The only limitation is that it be one
bedroom. There is nothing to say that the main house could not have one bedroom and the
accessory apartment could have one bedroom. There is no restriction on the percentage of
the house to be devoted to the accessory apartment. Four parking spaces are required and a
garage is preferred. Four cars representing separate family units unrelated presumably a
rental unit that is on this property which creates a certain flavor of the kind of development
that this occurs.

Attorney Kalman stated that he thinks that the crafters of the ordinance realized that there had
to be a safety net here and that is section four which reads the general requirements and that
is in the package given to the board. The Special Exception requirements read “must”. The
catch all here that gives the ZBA the opportunity to make sure that even though you do not
have many safe guards in section 4. As a safety net to make sure that any accessory
apartment is not going to bring about any detriment to property values in the vicinity. Our
clients are definitely in the vicinity and we have under taken the burden of establishing not
just their opinion as home owners in the areas, we have asked Laurie Jordon who was the
realtor who was originally involved in marketing this property. The simple question is
whether or not what the proposed accessory apartment is going to bring about any detriment
to property values in the vicinity or change the characteristics of this neighborhood. What we
submit to you is a letter dated September 29" from Laurie Jordon. She is here to explain this
letter to the board.

Laurie Jordon stated she is the original marketing realtor for Meadowbrook Crossing and she
has been selling real estate for 15 years. She was asked by the home owners to take a look at
this particular ordinance, section 4, relative to her opinion as to if this would have an effect
on their lifestyle. She stated her understanding is that it’s not limited to in laws which does
create the potential for the market for tenants which has an effect on market values in a
residential neighborhood. It turns into a situation that you could offer a multi family
dwelling in a single family neighborhood. There is a perception that when buyers want to
live in a single family residential neighborhood that they will maintain a certain flavor and
certain characteristics of the single family residential development. Not being limited to in
laws has an impact on it. The section that it’s not limited by square footage and the parking
requirements does change the perception of a single family residential neighborhood.

Ms. Jordon stated that she has worked with hundreds of buyers and if there is a single family
home and a neighborhood that you have mixed types of dwellings with accessory apartments,
not restricted to in laws, or duplexes, there is no question that a buyer is going to look at the
value differently. Single family neighborhood represents a certain quality of life and
characteristics of that neighborhood. Ms. Jordon stated her opinion is that since the
ordinance does not specify in law that without a doubt it will have an effect on a buyers
perception of buying into that neighborhood.

Attorney Kalman stated the letter speaks for itself. The question is not that what is being
built is worth less, it’s worth more, the question is whether building that type of accessory
apartment on the road in that subdivision will in any way diminish values. Article 5 save
“must not diminish property values in the vicinity...” The emphasis in on “must not” and
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that is what the folks in Sandown voted on when they approved Article 5. As a matter of law
there is a diminished property value in the vicinity of the single family home owners,
specifically the four of the seven. If there is any detriment you must refuse to grant the
special Exception because it’s directly contrary to the law. The ZBA is a quasi judicial
board, you are judges. Our position is that the law as the people in Sandown have voted, the
facts as they presented themselves to you and enhanced by Lori Jordon and the owners in the
cluster development that there would be a detriment to value in the vicinity and it does
change the existing, characteristics of the single family residential neighborhood. On that
basis we are asking the ZBA to do the right thing, analyze it and come to a conclusion that
the special Exception in this case is inappropriate.

Chairman Meisner read Article 5, Section 4 of the Sandown Zoning Ordinance.

Ken Sherwood asked Ms. Jordon if she was the agent for Riverbend Estates. Ms. Jordon stated
that she was for Glastombury Drive. Mr. Sherwood stated there are accessory apartments in this
area and he has not noticed that any property values have dropped because of it. He commented
that the ordinance requires single family homes that have accessory apartments do not have a
duplex look.

Ms. Jordon stated there is a perception that when a buyer goes into a cul de sac dead-end situation
that there is a certain character and flavor to that subdivision. Riverbend Estates is a very
different environment.

Ken Sherwood stated whether it’s a cul de sac or not, do you have any comps?

Ms. Jordan stated it’s very hard to qualify. It’s almost impossible to look at hard numbers.
Ken Sherwood stated that could be because there is not that much difference.

Ms. Jordon stated there have been very little values for comparisons over the last 6 months.

Ken Sherwood stated this particular house has a two car garage under and the driveway has space
for at least two additional cars.

Ms. Jordon stated I did not know it was not limited to in laws. An accessory apartment, from a
perception point of view, the buyers I have dealt with, an apartment that could be for rental.
Apartments change the flavor of the subdivision to more like a multi family unit as opposed to
single family units.

Ken Sherwood stated the purpose and objective of the accessory apartments are in the ordinance.
Mr. Sherwood read them. He stated he wished we had some hard figures to go on because you
could carry this to the extreme. In most situations in any neighborhood that would not result in
the detriment of property values because accessory apartments, in law or otherwise is allowed.

Attorney Kalman stated I have Town’s that have accessory apartments and they have a loss in
property values. The Town wrote the ordinance and it’s the town’s job to enforce it as it’s
written.

B.J. Richardson stated in the affidavit presented, it states that Ms. Jordan reviewed her file. He
asked for a copy of the covenants. He asked to your knowledge were these protective covenants
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ever introduced to the planning and/or zoning board for approval of the subdivision and was it
made a part of that binding development?

Ms. Jordan replied | cannot answer that question because | was not representing the building.
According to my records | understood that these were the covenants, documents from the builder
that were presented to the buying public.

B.J. Richardson stated you have no record of this being forwarded to the State.

Attorney Kalman stated this project has 12 lots. Would be more than 15 lots or fewer than 50 to
require attorney general approval. The covenants are not recorded and as stated in the minutes
it’s a civil matter. | have actually have one of the covenants signed by the owners at closing. It
was represented having restricted covenants in the Purchase and Sales. He would presume that
the builder’s intent was to record the document but the builder went bankrupt.

Doug Martin asked wouldn’t the restrictive covenants be required to be recorded?

Attorney Kalman stated they should have been recorded and they were not. He stated the
expectations of the people buying the houses were that there were restrictive covenants in place.

B.J. Richardson asked were you the closing agent and do your records show that at the closing the
restricted covenants were signed by the buyers at each of the closing for the individual
properties?

Ms. Jordan replied she was not the closing agent. Does not have anything in her files showing
that the restrictive covenants were signed at the time of closing.

Doug Martin stated the fact that the covenants were not recorded even though they may have
been presented to the buyers as a binding contract . the fact that the covenants were not recorded
puts this subdivision in the same category as every other subdivision without covenants. That
particular part should have been done and recorded by the representative to the buyers. My
opinion is that the covenants were presented and has no bearing on our decision.

Steve Meisner stated the covenants are not the issue. We are to look at Article 5 Section 4. The
applicant also talked about things like physical look of the neighborhood and when we first heard
the case we went through each one of those things one by one. We requested the builder move
the door from the front to the back to accomplish what the ordinance states. Looking at the
application and driving through that neighborhood with the homes that are there now, | cannot see
that there would be a big difference in the look of the houses, if any.

Ed Rosamilo, representing DHB builders and James Brooks Certified appraiser and real estate
broker.

Mr. Rosamilo stated that he sold these lots to DHB and counsel reviewed the protective covenants
and they were never recorded. In this case | do not think putting an accessory apartment would
really have any diminished value on the neighborhood. It’s hard to come up with comps that
show diminished value. The proposed apartment is for a mother in law to reside in.

Mr. Brooks stated the he has been a real estate broker and appraiser. There is very little evidence
to determine impact on value. Typically assessor apartments are built to the same quality of
construction and that does not diminish value. Not unusual to have parking for 4 cars. My
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opinion is that | have not seen in my years of Real Estate where an accessory apartment or in law
would become a detriment to value.

B.J. Richardson asked if you could do an approximation of how many appraisals you have done
over the years that were for an accessory apartment or in law?

Mr. Brooks replied a minimum amount, approximately 100 to 200. In the course of doing
residential appraisals we sometimes see accessory or in law in single family neighborhoods and
those comp sales are not precluded in a single family residential appraisal.

B.J. Richardson asked what would you say about an upscale neighborhood having accessory
apartment?

James Brooks replied it’s difficult to say, however, most often accessory apartments are located
in single family neighborhoods. He viewed three homes in Riverbend Estates and the appraised
value according to the Town’s records is $571,000, 512,000 and 525,000. He would consider this
upscale. There are 6 out there and | did not know they were there until | did the research.
Anyone interested in buying there would probably not be effected because you cannot see that
they are there

Danielle Bedard, an abutter, stated that it’s not that she would object to this family living there
but what may happen if they move. Anyone could buy it and rent the apartment. She stated she is
trying to prevent this from happening in the future.

Doug Martin stated we have to stay on the case which is value of the property.

There being no further abutter input, Chairman Meisner closed the public input section of the
hearing and opened the discussion to the board members.

Ken Sherwood stated this is not going to be a small house, it’s stick built and not everything out
there is, and it will probably be one of the most expensive houses on the street.

Doug Martin stated he has no doubt that the house will be assessed for more with the accessory
apartment. The house with an accessory apartment has more living space.

Board members reviewed the drawing again.

Doug Martin stated | have visited the neighborhood a couple of times. One issue is about parking
the four cars, making this look like a multi-family. He stated while driving around town and at
his own house there are four cars in the driveway now because he has two teenage kids that

drive. There are cars in driveways all over the town and four cars in one driveway is not out of
the ordinary. In this case they even have a two car garage. Each time Attorney Kalman is here we
learn something from him and I thank him for bringing to our attention that we may want to look
at the requirements for a special exception again. We have never had a zoning challenge on this.

Ken Sherwood stated | do not know of any accessory apartments that have caused a problem.
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Board members discussed that they may want to address the regulations with the Planning Board
regarding restricting accessory apartments to in law only or leaving the requirement as it is.
Members agreed that one of the strengths of the ordinance is that an accessory apartment must be
owner occupied so that ten years down the road an investor could not buy the property and rent to
two different occupants. The property must remain owner occupied.

Doug Martin pointed out that when getting a building permit, it must be recorded on the deed that
the property will be owner occupied. He also noted that in the Riverbend development there are
several homes with accessory apartments and you would really have to know which homes have
them because they are unrecognizable just by looking at them. He also stated that Mr. Brooks, an
appraiser that the bank uses, cannot come up with anything that shows a contrary impact to the
neighborhood and neither can anyone else. He stated Ms. Jordan has experience in the market
place but there were no facts and figures saying the use was going to go down in value.

Chairman Meisner stated the detriment to property values is an issue. This is a cul de sac. Wood
Duck Circle is a cul de sac and he knows of at least two other cul de sacs that the homes have
accessory apartments. On all of them you cannot tell that there is an apartment and in my opinion,
in my own experience, and | am not a real estate broker, | have not noticed any difference in the
value change. He has been looking at the drawing of the house that is going to be built and
cannot see where this would have an effect on the neighboring houses in relationship to esthetics.
The characteristics of the neighborhood is another issue. Anyone could have a lot of children and
six to eight cars in a driveway. In looking at the driveway that is proposed, the garage under and
the shape and size of the home, he did not see where this would impact the neighborhood. This
will be one of the bigger homes built but there may be larger ones built in the future. Parking
area is traditional.

B.J. Richardson stated that an earlier statement was that everyone has their own opinion,
however, the board has to go on the evidence presented. He stated he has not seen hard evidence
that would change his opinion that this lowers property values.

Curt Sweet agreed stating that there is not enough evidence that this would lower property values.

Chairman Meisner stated he wanted the public to know that the State supplies the board with a
book called the Board of Adjustment which is a guide for variances and special exceptions. In
that book on page 13 there is information on decreasing property values. Board members have
attended may seminars reviewing all the processes for both variances and special exceptions. He
explained that he reviewed the section on values and the State allows us to take the expert
information whether in favor or against an application and we, as a board have to figure it out.

MOTION: Ken Sherwood made a motion to reaffirm the granting of the Special
Exception for a three bedroom home with a one bedroom accessory apartment on Map
11, Lot 10-2-7, 42 Meadow Brook Crossing and deny the appeal of that decision which is
case 093010-01. B.J. Richardson seconded. Voted unanimously in the affirmative.

CASE 093010- 02 An application from James Ryder for a Special Exception as specified in the
Sandown Zoning Ordinance Article V, Part D, Section 5. The applicant is requesting permission
add a one bedroom accessory apartment. The property is shown on Map 5, Lot 22-3 on the
Sandown Tax Map and is located at 1 Rowell Lane.

James Ryder and General Contractor Dwayne Schofield, stated that they are requesting an
accessory apartment for Mr. Ryder’s daughter and husband. They are taking two bedrooms out
of the existing house and using them for the accessory apartment.
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Chairman Meisner read the following section from the Zoning Ordinance ARTICLE V SPECIAL
EXCEPTIONS.

Section 5 Accessory Apartment Ordinance

A. Authority

This section is enacted in accordance with the provisions of RSA 674:21, using the dwelling

unit definition as defined in Article Il, Section 15 (a) of this Ordinance.

B. Purpose
The purpose of the accessory apartment provisions is to increase housing alternatives while
maintaining public health, safety and neighborhood aesthetics.

C. Objectives

The objectives of this section are to:

1. Provide housing units in single family neighborhoods that are appropriate for different housing
demands.

2. Add more affordable rental units to the housing stock to meet the needs of small households,
both young and old.

3. Protect stability, property values, and the single family residential character of neighborhoods
by ensuring that accessory apartments are installed only in existing owner-occupied houses and
under such additional conditions as to protect the health, safety, and welfare of the public.

D. Definitions

Accessory Apartment: One apartment with cooking, living, sleeping, and sanitary facilities
provided it is located within a single family dwelling or in an accessory structure, and is
clearly subordinate part thereof, and has safe and proper means of entrance and exit, and
meets the requirements set forth herein. The apartment can only have one bedroom.
Chairman Meisner read the following requirements for a Special Exception and the answers
submitted by the applicant are provided below in italics.

E. Special Exception

A special exception allowing the installation of one (1) accessory apartment within a single
family dwelling or its accessory structure shall be issued by the Zoning Board of Adjustment
provided that all of the following conditions have been met:

1. The appearance of the building remains essentially that of a single family dwelling.

Yes the appearance will remain as a single family dwelling unit. The access to the apartment is
in the back. Chairman Meisner asked if from Rowell Lane would you see the door? Mr. Ryder

replied not really.

2. It shall be contrary to this ordinance to provide accessory apartment uses in duplexes or multi-
family dwellings.

Single family dwelling only.

3. The size of the accessory apartment shall not exceed the footprint of the existing single family
dwelling or accessory structure.

The apartment and existing house are approximately 1200 square feet. The apartment is smaller

7
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in square footage than the existing house.
4. One of the dwelling units must be owner occupied.
Owner occupied.

5. Off-street paved or gravel parking shall be provided for at least four (4) vehicles. Garage
parking is encouraged.

Off street parking for four vehicles is provided.

6. The structure and lot shall not be converted to a condominium or any other form of legal
ownership distinct from the ownership of the existing one family dwelling. The applicant shall
record with the Registry of Deeds a notice of the Special Exceptions, including conditions of
approval, in a form acceptable to the Board.

There will be no conversion to a condominium.

7. Prior to granting a Special Exception by the ZBA, the owner shall provide, as part of the ZBA
case file, the following:

a. The septic system shall meet the NH Water Supply and Pollution Control Division
requirements for the combined use.

The applicant submitted a septic design, however, it was not given to the building inspector. Mr.
Sherwood will find out where it is.

b. A floor plan of one-quarter inch (1/4") to the foot scale showing the proposed changes to the
building or accessory structure addition.

There is a floor plan. One bedroom in apartment, two bedrooms in the existing house. Mr. Ryder
did not have a copy of the floor plan to submit to the board.

c. A certified plot plan of the lot, with existing and proposed structures, parking, location of septic
system and well.
A copy of the plot plan is in the town office.

8. Separate controls for heating, cooling and electrical service shall be accessible in each unit.
(Amended March 14, 2006)

Separate heating and cooling as well as electrical service will be provided.

9. In accordance with Article Il, Part A, Section 2, no construction shall begin without first
obtaining a building permit from the Building Inspector. As part of the application for a building
permit to construct an accessory apartment, the owner shall provide the Building Inspector with a
copy of his/her Special 11 Exception granted under Section V. herein. There shall be no
construction of the accessory apartment until the Building Inspector has issued the proper
building permit.

10. Once any renovations or construction is complete, or the owner is ready to have a unit
occupied, a request must be made to the Building Inspector for 17 an Occupancy Permit. There
will be no occupancy of the accessory apartment until the Building Inspector has issued a
Certificate of Occupancy.
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11. A purchaser of a home that had a Special Exception granted for an accessory apartment who
wants to continue renting the accessory apartment must comply with all conditions of the
permit previously granted, as well as comply with any current building or life safety codes. Any
change to the prior conditions will require a new permit.

The applicant agreed to and understood items 9 through 11.

The Board discussed that a previously issued Special Exception or Variance was granted for a
business at this location.

Ken Sherwood stated that if this is granted the board needs to make sure that whatever conditions
may have been on a previous Special Exception or Variance is adhered to.

The Board discussed the fact that they do not have a complete layout of the building. The
applicant gave the board a drawing which they reviewed.

Ken Sherwood stated the accessory apartment is bigger than the existing house. The main living
area has to be bigger than the accessory apartment.

Chairman Meisner stated the drawing does not delineate the house from the accessory apartment.
His concern was that the drawing is a part of the file and it needs to be accurate.
Mr. Ryder offered to bring in a cleaner plan.

Ken Sherwood stated so long as they delineate the separate areas it meets the requirements of the
ordinance.

Doug Martin stated for the history of the file the plan does need to be better.
The board agreed that there should be a plan that is scaled and delineated properly.
Mr. Ryder stated that he has a septic permit that can be placed in the file and the plans are on file.

B.J. Richardson stated we may have erred in our original review of the application. He stated he
would like to see an as built in the file with a drawing of the addition to scale.

Mr. Ryder asked for a continuance to allow him the opportunity to submit the missing items.

MOTION: Ken Sherwood made a motion to continue this hearing to Thursday, October 28"
2010 at 7:00 p.m. Curt Sweet seconded. Voted unanimously in the affirmative.

Chairman Meisner stated that abutters will not be renoticed, however, they will have an
opportunity to speak at the next meeting.

CASE 093010- 03 An application from Raymond J. D’ Auteuil for a Special Exception as
specified in the Sandown Zoning Ordinance Article V, Part D, Section 5. The applicant is
requesting permission to add a one bedroom accessory apartment. The property is shown on Map
25, Lot 75 on the Sandown Tax Map and is located at 3 Main Street.

Chairman Meisner stated the septic approval is in the file along with a plot plan, floor plan of the
building and the board reviewed it.
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Mr. D’ Auteuil stated the first floor is the accessory apartment and the second and third floor are
the main home.

Chairman Meisner read the following section from the Zoning Ordinance ARTICLE V SPECIAL
EXCEPTIONS.
Section 5 Accessory Apartment Ordinance

A. Authority
This section is enacted in accordance with the provisions of RSA 674:21, using the dwelling
unit definition as defined in Article Il, Section 15 (a) of this Ordinance.

B. Purpose
The purpose of the accessory apartment provisions is to increase housing alternatives while
maintaining public health, safety and neighborhood aesthetics.

C. Objectives

The objectives of this section are to:

1. Provide housing units in single family neighborhoods that are appropriate for different housing
demands.

2. Add more affordable rental units to the housing stock to meet the needs of small households,
both young and old.

3. Protect stability, property values, and the single family residential character of neighborhoods
by ensuring that accessory apartments are installed only in existing owner-occupied houses and
under such additional conditions as to protect the health, safety, and welfare of the public.

D. Definitions

Accessory Apartment: One apartment with cooking, living, sleeping, and sanitary facilities
provided it is located within a single family dwelling or in an accessory structure, and is
clearly subordinate part thereof, and has safe and proper means of entrance and exit, and
meets the requirements set forth herein. The apartment can only have one bedroom.

Chairman Meisner read the following requirements for a Special Exception and the answers
submitted by the applicant are provided below in italics.

E. Special Exception

A special exception allowing the installation of one (1) accessory apartment within a single
family dwelling or its accessory structure shall be issued by the Zoning Board of Adjustment
provided that all of the following conditions have been met:

1. The appearance of the building remains essentially that of a single family dwelling.

Yes the appearance will remain as a single family dwelling unit. The access to the apartment is
on the side.

2. It shall be contrary to this ordinance to provide accessory apartment uses in duplexes or multi-
family dwellings.

Single family dwelling only.

3. The size of the accessory apartment shall not exceed the footprint of the existing single family

10
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dwelling or accessory structure.

The apartment size is smaller than the main home.
4. One of the dwelling units must be owner occupied.
Owner occupied.

5. Off-street paved or gravel parking shall be provided for at least four (4) vehicles. Garage
parking is encouraged.

Off street parking for four vehicles is provided.

6. The structure and lot shall not be converted to a condominium or any other form of legal
ownership distinct from the ownership of the existing one family dwelling. The applicant shall
record with the Registry of Deeds a notice of the Special Exceptions, including conditions of
approval, in a form acceptable to the Board.

There will be no conversion to a condominium.

7. Prior to granting a Special Exception by the ZBA, the owner shall provide, as part of the ZBA
case file, the following:

a. The septic system shall meet the NH Water Supply and Pollution Control Division
requirements for the combined use.

b. A floor plan of one-quarter inch (1/4") to the foot scale showing the proposed changes to the
building or accessory structure addition.

c. A certified plot plan of the lot, with existing and proposed structures, parking, location of septic
system and well.

8. Separate controls for heating, cooling and electrical service shall be accessible in each unit.
(Amended March 14, 2006)

Separate heating and cooling as well as electrical service will be provided.

9. In accordance with Article I1, Part A, Section 2, no construction shall begin without first
obtaining a building permit from the Building Inspector. As part of the application for a building
permit to construct an accessory apartment, the owner shall provide the Building Inspector with a
copy of his/her Special 11 Exception granted under Section V. herein. There shall be no
construction of the accessory apartment until the Building Inspector has issued the proper
building permit.

10. Once any renovations or construction is complete, or the owner is ready to have a unit
occupied, a request must be made to the Building Inspector for an Occupancy Permit. There will
be no occupancy of the accessory apartment until the Building Inspector has issued a Certificate
of Occupancy.

11. A purchaser of a home that had a Special Exception granted for an accessory —apartment who
wants to continue renting the accessory apartment must comply with all conditions of the

11
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permit previously granted, as well as comply with any current building or life safety codes. Any
change to the prior conditions will require a new permit.

The applicant agreed to and understood items 9 through 11.

Chairman Meisner noted that there are no abutters present.

MOTION: Ken Sherwood made a motion to grant a Special Exception to Raymond J. D’ Auteuil
for a Special Exception as specified in the Sandown Zoning Ordinance Article V, Part D, Section
5 to add a one bedroom accessory apartment. The property is shown on Map 25, Lot 75 on the

Sandown Tax Map and is located at 3 Main Street. B.J. Richardson seconded. Voted
unanimously in the affirmative.

Application Review(s) for October Meeting

Adjournment

MOTION: Ken Sherwood made a motion to adjourn. Curt Sweet seconded. Voted
unanimously in the affirmative. MEETING ADJOURNED AT
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