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Town of Fitzwilliam 

Zoning Board of Adjustment 

June 13, 2023 

 

ZBA Members Present: Dan Sutton, Chair; Susan Massin, Vice Chair; Susan Silverman; Coni Porter (remote); 
Jason Drew, Alternate; Susan Irvings, Alternate; and Nancy Carney, Selectman’s Representative.  
ZBA Members Absent: Bill Pine.  
Staff Present: Lori Nolan, Land Use Coordinator.  
Guests Present:  Christine Ivory; Jeffrey Ivory; Braedon Wilson; Nicole Wilson; Dave Streeter; Peter Greenan; 
Barbara Granahan; Kevin Woolley; Cindy Woolley; Kristine Nolan; Robert Nolan; Dennis Berard; Ann Berard; 
Stephanie Scherr (remote); Josh Joslyn; John Noonan; Chris Swiniarski; and Thomas Lally. 

Call to Order: Chairman Dan Sutton called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM and held roll call.  

With the absence of two members (Porter was observing only and not participating), alternates Jason Drew and 
Susan Irvings were seated as voting members. 

Public Hearing  
Case #23-07: Jeffrey and Christine Ivory appeal for a Variance under Article 8, Section 127-36 to permit 
construction of an addition with a 30 feet front setback where 75 feet is required at 29 Carlotta Road. [Map 13, 
Lot 4-2 – Rural District] 

Sutton welcomed Jeff and Christine Ivory to the meeting. The LUC confirmed that abutters and the public were 
properly notified on May 31, 2023. Christine Ivory explained that they have a house on Carlotta Road, which is a 
private gravel road. The house was built with only a 30 foot setback from the road. The proposed addition, to be 
located on the side of the existing house, would be built about 35 feet from the road. The Board reviewed the 
plot plan and proposal. Ivory explained the propane tank is located behind the house and the ground is not level 
in this area. The septic system is located on the other side of the house. The Board did not feel there was a need 
for a site walk. 

Massin moved to close fact finding and move to deliberations. Sutton seconded. Motion passed 
unanimously.  
Yes: 5 [Sutton; Massin; Silverman; Drew; Irvings]; No: 0; Abstained: 0 

Sutton moved to adopt the following findings of fact. Massin seconded. Motion passed unanimously.  
Yes: 5 [Sutton; Massin; Silverman; Drew; Irvings]; No: 0; Abstained: 0 

1. Applicant proposes to build a 14x20 foot single-story addition, which will be attached to the existing 
house behind an existing deck; 

2. A variance is needed because the front of the house is 30 feet from the road and the proposed addition 
will be approximately 35 feet from the road at its closest point; 

3. The proposed location is the only practical location due to the well, septic system, and stone walls; and 
4. No abutter or other objections were received. 

The Board then deliberated on the criteria for a variance. 

Criterion #1: The variance will not be contrary to the public interest; and   
Criterion #2: The spirit of the ordinance is observed. 

Findings: The Board found the proposal is for a minimal addition to an existing house which is built close to the 
road. There are no wetlands on the property. The Board received no abutter or public comment and concluded 
that the requested variance will not be contrary to the public interest and does not violate the spirit of the zoning 
ordinance. 

Sutton moved that the granting of the proposed variance would not be contrary to the public interest 
and that the spirit of the ordinance would be observed. Irvings seconded. Motion passed 
unanimously. 
Yes: 5 [Sutton; Massin; Silverman; Drew; Irvings]; No: 0; Abstained: 0 
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Criterion #3: Substantial justice is done. 

Findings: The Board found the existing house to be small, which prohibits having overnight guests. The 
proposed addition would provide full use and enjoyment of the property with no evidence presented of any 
harm to the public. 

Sutton moved that substantial justice is done. Massin seconded. Motion passed unanimously.  
Yes: 5 [Sutton; Massin; Silverman; Drew; Irvings]; No: 0; Abstained: 0 

Criterion #4: The values of surrounding properties are not diminished. 

Findings: The Board found the existing house to be a small house in a rural area. The proposed addition will 
be a small, one-story addition and will improve this property value. No evidence was heard to the contrary. 

Sutton moved that the values of surrounding properties are not diminished. Massin seconded. 
Motion passed unanimously.  
Yes: 5 [Sutton; Massin; Silverman; Drew; Irvings]; No: 0; Abstained: 0 

Criterion #5: Literal enforcement of the ordinance would result in an unnecessary hardship because no 
fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public purposes of the ordinance provision 
and the specific application of that provision to the property.  

Findings: The Board found strict enforcement of the setback requirements would preclude any enlargement 
of the existing structure. Given the dimensions of the property and the location of the existing structure, the 
Board found that there is no fair and substantial relationship between the general public purposes of the 
zoning ordinance and the specific application of the front setback provision of the ordinance to Applicants’ 
property. Consequently, the Board concluded that denial of the requested variance would result in an 
unnecessary hardship and that the proposed addition is reasonable. 

Sutton moved that no fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public purposes 
of the ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision to the property. Massin 
seconded. Motion passed unanimously.   
Yes: 5 [Sutton; Massin; Silverman; Drew; Irvings]; No: 0; Abstained: 0 

Therefore, the Jeffrey and Christine Ivory appeal for a Variance under Article 8, Section 127-36 to permit 
construction of an addition with a 30 feet front setback where 75 feet is required at 29 Carlotta Road. [Map 13, 
Lot 4-2 – Rural District] was approved, subject to no conditions. 

Public Hearing   
Case #23-08: Barbara Granahan appeal for a Variance under Article 8, Section 127-36 to permit construction 
of a covered screened porch with a 12 feet side setback where 20 feet is required at 43 White’s Grove. [Map 7, 
Lot 7-35 – Rural District] 

Sutton welcomed Barbara Granahan to the meeting. Sutton confirmed with Granahan that she is a friend of his 
sister.  However, he said that he has never met Granahan and that neither he or his sister have any interest that 
could be affected by this case. Therefore, he said that he did not see any basis for recusing, but he asked if 
anyone thought otherwise, and there was no response.  The LUC confirmed that abutters and the public were 
properly notified on May 31, 2023. 

Sutton confirmed that the land is owned by the Pelkey’s while the building(s) are owned by residents, and he 
noted that the variance application has appropriately signed by both Pelkey and Granahan. Granahan explained 
that she would like to build a screened porch on the side of the property. She stated that this is the only reasonable 
location as she is taking advantage of an existing exterior door while the opposite side of the house contains the 
shower and access to the septic. The septic is located behind the house. 

Silverman moved to conduct a site walk on Friday, June 16 at 10:00am. Sutton seconded. Motion passed. 
Yes: 3 [Sutton; Massin; Silverman]; No: 2 [Drew; Irvings]; Abstained: 0 

Sutton moved to continue the public hearing until July 11 at 7:00pm. Silverman seconded. Motion passed 
unanimously. 
Yes: 5 [Sutton; Massin; Silverman; Drew; Irvings]; No: 0; Abstained: 0 
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Public Hearing  
Case #23-10: Braedon and Nicole Wilson appeal for a Variance under Article 8, Section 127-36 to permit 
construction of an addition with a 38 foot setback where 75 feet is required at 30 Bowkerville Road. [Map 41 Lot 
2-1 – Rural District] 

Sutton welcomed the Wilsons to the meeting. The LUC confirmed that abutters and the public were properly 
notified on May 31, 2023. The applicants’ builder, Dave Streeter, presented the case, stating that they are 
proposing an L-shaped wrap-around porch to the front and side of the house. The dimensions would be 8x27 
feet and 8x10 feet. The porch would be 38 feet to the road at its closet point. Streeter felt the porch would dress 
up the house nicely. Robert Nolan lives two doors down and is in favor of the proposal. He felt there would be no 
impact to the neighborhood. 

Sutton moved to close fact finding and move to deliberations. Irvings seconded. Motion passed 
unanimously. 
Yes: 5 [Sutton; Massin; Silverman; Drew; Irvings]; No: 0; Abstained: 0 

Findings of Fact 

1. Applicant proposes an 8x10 foot and 8x27 foot L-shaped wrap-around open deck on the side and front 
of the existing house, which will be 38 feet from the road at its closest point; 

2. There is an existing covered porch on the rear of the house, which precludes construction of the deck in 
that location; and 

3. No abutter or public objection was received. One abutter was heard in favor. 

Criterion #1: The variance will not be contrary to the public interest; and   
Criterion #2: The spirit of the ordinance is observed. 

Findings: The Board found that the proposed deck would have no impact on the road or the character of the 
house and the surrounding neighborhood. The proposed deck will not impair sight lines, and no objections were 
received from abutters or the general public. 

Sutton moved that the granting of the proposed variances would be not contrary to the public interest 
and that the spirit of the ordinance would be observed. Massin seconded. Motion passed 
unanimously. 
Yes: 5 [Sutton; Massin; Silverman; Drew; Irvings]; No: 0; Abstained: 0 

Criterion #3: Substantial justice is done. 

Findings: The Board found that the proposed deck would be a benefit to the property owners. The Board did 
not receive any objections from abutters or the general public. The only abutter responding to the variance 
application was in favor. 

Sutton moved that substantial justice is done. Massin seconded. Motion passed unanimously.  
Yes: 5 [Sutton; Massin; Silverman; Drew; Irvings]; No: 0; Abstained: 0 

Criterion #4: The values of surrounding properties are not diminished. 

Findings: The Board found that one abutter was in favor of the proposed deck; while the builder is a known 
and competent builder. The Board received no evidence of any potential harm to the public. 

Sutton moved that the values of surrounding properties are not diminished. Massin seconded. 
Motion passed unanimously.  
Yes: 5 [Sutton; Massin; Silverman; Drew; Irvings]; No: 0; Abstained: 0 

Sutton moved to reopen the public hearing to obtain additional information about the lot. Massin 
seconded. Motion passed unanimously. 
Yes: 5 [Sutton; Massin; Silverman; Drew; Irvings]; No: 0; Abstained: 0 

Streeter explained that the front of the house features the sun all day. There is a large abutting house located on 
the other side of the wood line in the back of the house and sitting on a lot that has frontage on Bowkerville Road 
on both sides of Applicants’ lot.  Streeter felt the porch location will dress up the house and increase property 
values. 

Sutton moved to close fact finding and continue with deliberations. Massin seconded. Motion passed 
unanimously. 
Yes: 5 [Sutton; Massin; Silverman; Drew; Irvings]; No: 0; Abstained: 0 
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Sutton moved to add the following to the Findings of Fact. Massin seconded. Motion passed 
unanimously. 
Yes: 5 [Sutton; Massin; Silverman; Drew; Irvings]; No: 0; Abstained: 0  

4.  Location enables better view of undeveloped natural neighborhood without having to look at abutting 
houses, will improve the appearance of the house, and will allow enjoyment of the sun. 

Criterion #5: Literal enforcement of the ordinance would result in an unnecessary hardship because no 
fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public purposes of the ordinance provision 
and the specific application of that provision to the property.  

Findings:  The Board found the proposed deck to be a fairly de minimis structure. The Board further found 
that Applicants’ property has a highly unusual configuration in that it is bounded on three sides by another 
lot with a residential structure immediately behind their dwelling, such that the only location for a deck 
allowing privacy and a view of the neighborhood’s natural surroundings is on the front of the dwelling. Given 
unusual and distinguishing nature of the property, the Board found that there is no fair and substantial 
relationship between the general public purposes of the zoning ordinance and the specific application of the 
front setback provision of the ordinance to Applicants’ property.  Accordingly, the Board concluded that denial 
of the requested variance would result in an unnecessary hardship and that the proposed deck is reasonable. 

Sutton moved that no fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public purposes 
of the ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision to the property. Massin 
seconded. Motion passed unanimously.   
Yes: 5 [Sutton; Massin; Silverman; Drew; Irvings]; No: 0; Abstained: 0 

Therefore, the Braedon and Nicole Wilson appeal for a Variance under Article 8, Section 127-36 to permit 
construction of an addition with a 38 foot setback where 75 feet is required at 30 Bowkerville Road. [Map 41 Lot 
2-1 – Rural District], has been approved subject to no conditions. 

Public Hearing  
Case #23-11: Thomas Lally appeal for a Variance under Article 6, Section 127-16.1 to permit construction of 
an addition located within 100 feet of a prime wetland and 75 feet of a wetland at 77 Scott Pond Road. [Map 16, 
Lot 3 – Rural District] 

Sutton welcomed Thomas Lally and Josh Joslyn, agent with GRAZ Engineering, to the meeting. The LUC 
confirmed that abutters and the public were properly notified on May 31, 2023. Joslyn presented stating that they 
are proposing to remove the foundation of an old wood shed and replace it with a three bedroom addition. The 
house would then have four bedrooms, as the existing house will have one bedroom. The addition will be 84.4 
feet to the pond. There will be work done to the dam, but NH Dams is handling that portion, which will include 
designing a new auxiliary spillway. Massin asked about the timeframe for the dam work. Lally was unsure but 
indicated that NH Dams is working with the State and that there is a site walk scheduled for some time in July. 

Peter Greenan, neighbor on Johnson Road, asked if the spillway will be on the east or west side. Lally explained 
that the State has requested another auxiliary spillway by the causeway, which should stop the overtopping. 
However, there will be no change in water levels. 

The Board requested a site walk and asked that Conservation Commission schedule the walk. 

Sutton moved to continue the public hearing until July 11 at 7:20pm. Massin seconded. Motion passed 
unanimously. 
Yes: 5 [Sutton; Massin; Silverman; Drew; Irvings]; No: 0; Abstained: 0 

Public Hearing  
Case #23-09: Spear Realty (Roy Serpa) appeal for Variances under Article 5, Section 127-14 and Section 
127-19 to permit construction of a coffee shop with 33% open space where 35% is required; 48 feet of front 
setback where 50 feet is required; and allowance of a drive-up facility as an accessory where drive-up facilities 
are not allowed at 13 and 19 NH Route 12 South. [Map 34, Lots 28 and 29 – General Business District] 

Sutton welcomed John Noonan, Fieldstone Land Consulting, and Attorney Chris Swiniarski, Devine Millimet law 
firm, to the meeting. Swiniarski presented the case stating they are requesting three variances – dimensional 
variance, prohibition of drive-thru, and open space requirements. Sutton requested and Attorney Swiniarki agreed 
to file an amended application with the agent authorization completed and signed. Sutton explained that the 
previous case (Case #22-13) proceeded almost to deliberations, but the drive-thru prohibition was raised and the 
application was ultimately withdrawn. 
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Swiniarski explained that the two existing lots would be merged and that the new merged lot will be improved as 
the amount of pavement would be reduced, there would be no more parking in the Route 12 right-of-way, a new 
attractive building would be built, and the lot will be less non-conforming. The current location for this business 
has a drive-thru and they will continue to utilize the same customer base. The current location has a tight queuing 
line with four to five cars maximum. This has never been an issue with cars backing up onto the roadway. 
Silverman felt that traffic patterns do not allow for certain turns on/off to Route 119 but it happens constantly. 
Swiniarski recognized this and stated the new location will be designed better and will provide for more queuing 
of cars. Silverman also felt that the sight lines on Route 119 are not good. Swiniarski stated that sight lines will 
be significantly improved at the new site. 

Swiniarski stated that for criterion 1 and 2, the proposal is just three feet short of the required setbacks, only 
lacking 2% open space, and drive-thrus are allowed for banks. This proposal will not cause any traffic issues and 
will be a vast improvement from the current setup. For criterion 3, this is a balancing act. The store is designed 
to have a small footprint and cannot be smaller due to branding and the running of a restaurant. The drive-thru 
is key and a significant benefit to customers as the business is providing a service that is wanted. Swiniarski did 
not find any public benefit to prohibiting drive-thrus at restaurants. If there is any potential harm, it would be 
negligible. For criterion 4, Swiniarski felt it is subjective. This is a commercially zoned property, in which restaurant 
use is allowed. The redevelopment of an unused lot will be a benefit as a blighted property is not good for the 
neighborhood. Sutton agreed that the dimensional and open space variances are relatively minor hurdles to get 
over. However, the drive-thru is a big hurdle. The town legislature, through Annual Town Meeting, specifically 
excluded drive-thrus for restaurants which are only permitted in a small area of town.  

Swiniarski felt that this case should be interpreted as a whole. There is evidence that the biggest concern to 
drive-thrus is traffic. A secondary concern is to prohibit fast-food restaurants through the prohibition of drive-
thrus. In 1987, drive-thrus were not necessarily like today. However, it is a significant part of this business and is 
a realistic use. Silverman felt it was problematic to claim that the town needs a drive-thru. The entire lot will be 
almost entirely paved. Route 119 to the lot is also very steep with trees. John Noonan stated that the review with 
NHDOT for roads will come during site plan review. The grades and sight lines are part of NHDOT review. They 
require less than 2% grade/slope at intersections. Massin asked about the driveway to Crossroads (the adjacent 
business). Noonan indicated it is approximately 80 feet away. The current easement line will remain, but the 
current grade is 8%. They will be restricting access to the lot and the pavement in the right-of-way will be removed. 
Silverman asked about run-off issues. Swiniarski explained that this will be discussed during site plan review. 
However, this business will use the same customer base as the existing business. The queuing area is there 
only if needed. 

Sutton asked if Roy Serpa owns the Dunkins located on Route 202 at NH 101 in Peterborough. Swiniarski was 
unsure, but did not think he did. Sutton then discussed that case and noted that the Peterborough ZBA had 
expressed reservations about allowing a drive-thru which is also prohibited by their zoning ordinance and that 
the Dunkins at that location opened and continues to operate today without a drive-thru window.  Massin asked 
if this project would move forward without a drive-thru. Swiniarski was unsure without talking to his client, but felt 
it is very imperative to their business. Noonan stated that Dunkin’s corporate headquarters require drive-thrus on 
new construction buildings. Drew asked Swiniarski for his definition of a fast-food restaurant. Swiniarski theorized 
that it meant McDonald’s or Burger King. He did not feel that Dunkins should be considered fast-food. Several 
Board members indicated that they saw no meaningful distinction between Dunkin’s and these examples of fast-
food restaurants. Swiniarski addressed criterion 5 by stating that Dunkins business model will not work without a 
drive-thru. It is not viable at this location or any suburban location without a drive-thru. 

Dennis Berard, abutter, asked if Dunkins will use water from the Village Water District. Kevin Woolley, abutter, 
questioned whether the Water District can even handle more customers. Noonan stated there is a well on site 
currently, and there is potential to drill a new well. Septic will most likely be under the parking lot on the Route 12 
side. The stormwater management plan will also be addressed during site plan review. 

Cindy Woolley, abutter, stated that she had been advised by the manager at the current Dunkins location that 
traffic averages approximately 100 cars per day. Swiniarski stated that he can provide a traffic study. Massin 
asked if they considered having egress on Route 12 only. Noonan stated that this proposal splits the traffic 
volume and is the safest option.  Kevin Woolley had concerns about traffic backing up on Route 119. He 
disagreed with Swiniarski’s assessment about the current drive-thru. There are issues now. The person who 
bought the property purchased it knowing there are issues and knew the limitations. The owners are creating 
their own hardship. There has been no attempt to clean up the property since purchasing it in 2021. This proposal 
will alter the essential character of the neighborhood as the north side contains four historical residential 
properties. The noise and added traffic, plus pollution will create a nuisance. The prior use of the proposed 
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property was residential and an antique shop. The proposed entrance will face his house. They will open at 
4:30am, which will affect his health and safety. It will also diminish his property values. Woolley then showed the 
Board photos showing the proposed property from his property and how the new location will have no buffers. 
Drew asked for the proposed hours. Swiniarski said he will get them to the Board. Cindy Woolley stated the 
current hours are 5:00am to 7:00pm. 

Stephanie Scherr, abutter, stated that this proposal is clearly fast-food. She will encounter headlights in her 
windows. Crossroads is quiet but she can smell their product. She is anticipating a higher volume of cars, which 
will increase the traffic flow. She can hear the current Dunkins, especially when the leaves fall when she is 
standing in the back portion of her property. The proposed location will allow her to hear the business from her 
bedroom. It will affect her quality of life. The traffic already backs up at the intersection and this will only make it 
worse. Scherr had concerns about use of a private well as she was unsure how it would affect the aquifer in 
regards to quantity and quality of water. The residential houses in the immediate area will be affected negatively 
by sight, sound, and smell. 

Berard commented that the Town voted and reaffirmed a prohibition of drive-thrus. He felt it was not right to ask 
five Zoning Board members to overturn the wishes of the Town. 

Sutton suggested to the Applicant and Abutters that it would be very helpful to the Board if evidence such as real 
estate studies were submitted since the issue of effect on property values has been raised.  He also stated that 
it was late and that the Board was unlikely to be able to complete deliberations so that a continuance to allow all 
interested parties time to submit additional evidence would not unduly delay adjudication of the case.    

Sutton moved to continue the public hearing until July 11 at 7:40pm. Massin seconded. Motion passed 
unanimously. 
Yes: 5 [Sutton; Massin; Silverman; Drew; Irvings]; No: 0; Abstained: 0 

Motion for Re-Hearing   
Case #23-04: Peter and Shelley Greenan 

Sutton welcomed Peter Greenan to the meeting and stated that the Applicants’ request for rehearing on the NOD 
denying their application for a variance was before the Board. Sutton then reviewed the six points raised in the 
request for rehearing (“RFR”). 

1. Although Applicants did not specifically raise RSA 674:39, it was appropriate for the Board to consider 
this provision because Applicant’s did assert that their right to develop the property in question had 
vested under NH law and 674:39 addresses vesting. Additionally, the Board also considered Applicants’ 
claim based on “common law vesting” and found that such vesting had not occurred. Sutton stated that 
he believed that the Board had correctly decided the vesting issue in accordance with NH law including 
Dow v. Town of Effingham, 148 NH 121 (2002) and that and the arguments now raised in Point 1 of the 
RFR are disagreement with the Board’s application of the law to the case and do not establish a basis 
for rehearing.  

2. Applicants’ reference to “Section 8” of the Zoning Ordinance which addresses general uses appears to 
be a mistake as that provision has no applicability to this case.  Sutton stated that Applicants appear to 
be referring to Section 127.34 which does permit building on pre-existing non-conforming lots; however, 
Applicants lot does not meet the applicable dimensional requirements referenced in Section 127.34.B.  

3. Their hearings before the Board were not “unfair” as alleged in the RFR, and there was no 
“predetermined outcome” as allegedly demonstrated by the “board’s pre-established ‘findings of facts’ 
before the hearings started.” Sutton pointed out that the hearing ran over several meetings which 
provided Applicants with an opportunity to submit evidence and that proposed findings of fact were 
drafted in advance of the final Board meeting based on the evidence submitted at prior meetings. 
Moreover, the findings were amended based on comments by Applicants and were adopted by the 
Board only after fact-finding had been completed.   

4. This point simply asserts that the Board’s denial of the requested variance was incorrect and provides 
no basis for rehearing as it fails to demonstrate why the decision was incorrect.   

5. Applicants correctly state that the Board did not specifically address “CONSTITUTIONAL TAKING OF 
PROPERTY” or “INVERSE CONDEMNATION.” However, such considerations are implicitly part of the 
variance analysis, and there was no error in the Board’s failure to specifically refer to these legal 
doctrines by name. 

6. The Board did not close any meeting without having first allowed Applicants a full and fair opportunity to 
present their evidence and arguments. Sutton noted that the Board had reopened fact finding on multiple 
occasions over the extended course of the case to permit Applicants to be heard with additional 
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information. Sutton asked Greenen to identify any evidence that he had not been able to submit. 
Greenan did not identify any such information.    

However, Greenan stated that he disagreed with the Board’s decision based on current law and not law as it 
stood in 1959. He felt there was substantial development that occurred between 1959 and 1987. Sutton 
responded that when looking at the record for evidence of substantial improvements, ZBA has to look at what 
was undertaken by the original subdivision owner who did nothing more than stake out the subdivision lots and 
construct a rudimentary unpaved  road to access the lots. Sutton concluded that it was his opinion that Applicants, 
while clearly in disagreement with the Board’s decision on their application, had not identified any error by the 
Board, offered any new relevant and material evidence or otherwise demonstrated any basis for rehearing.  

Sutton moved to deny the re-hearing request based on the foregoing. Massin seconded. Motion passed 
unanimously.  
Yes: 5 [Sutton; Massin; Silverman; Drew; Irvings]; No: 0; Abstained: 0 

Review of Minutes 

Deferred until the July 11 meeting. 

With no further business to discuss, Sutton moved to adjourn the meeting. Irvings seconded. Motion passed 
unanimously. 
Yes: 5 [Sutton; Massin; Silverman; Drew; Irvings]; No: 0; Abstained: 0 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:48pm. 

 

Respectfully submitted 

Lori Nolan  
Clerk/Land Use Coordinator 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Minutes approved as written on July 11, 2023. 


