1 Stratham Planning Board Meeting Minutes
2 February 4, 2026
3 Stratham Municipal Center
4 Time: 7:00 pm
5
6 Members Present: Thomas House, Chair
7 David Canada, Vice Chair
8 Mike Houghton, Ex-Officio Select Board Member
9 Nate Allison, Alternate Member
10
11 Members Absent:  Chris Zaremba, Regular Member
12 John Kunowski, Regular Member
13
14 Staff Present: Vanessa Price, Director of Planning and Building
15
16 1. Call to Order and Roll Call
17
18 Mr. House called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm and took roll call.
19
20 2. Review and Approval of Minutes
21
22 A. January 21, 2026, Planning Board meeting minutes
23
24 Mr. Houghton made a motion to approve the meeting minutes from January 21, 2026. Mr.
25 Canada seconded the motion. All voted in favor, and the motion passed.
26
27 Mr. House appointed Mr. Allison as a voting member for this meeting.
28
29 3. Public Meeting
30
31 A. Eric Salovitch of Northam Survey, LLC (Applicant) for Towne Family Revocable Trust (Owner)
32 requests a minor subdivision application with waivers for the creation of two condominium lots
33 from the existing structure with no changes to the land area located at 6 Fifield Lane (Tax Map 6,
34 Lot 127), in the Residential/Agricultural Zoning District. Request for a 30-Day extension.
35
36 Ms. Price explained that the Applicant could not attend tonight’s meeting and sent a letter
37 requesting an extension to allow additional time to receive State subdivision approval. The State
38 has reviewed the submitted materials, but due to recent weather issues, the required site visit has
39 been delayed. It is anticipated that the site visit will be completed in the next few days.
40
41 There were no questions from the Board.
42
43 Mr. Houghton made a motion to open the meeting for public comment. Mr. Canada seconded
44 the motion. All voted in favor, and the motion passed. No members of the public spoke.
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Mr. Houghton made a motion to close the meeting for public comment. Mr. Allison seconded
the motion. All voted in favor, and the motion passed.

Mr. Houghton made a motion to approve the 30-day extension of the notice of decision of the
conditional approval subdivision application to obtain state subdivision approval for 6
Fifield Lane. Mr. Allison seconded the motion. All voted in favor, and the motion passed.

. 41 Portsmouth Avenue LLC (Applicant) and 41 Portsmouth Avenue Realty LLC (Owner) request

a Site Plan Review and Conditional Use Permit for a new 30,000 square foot auto dealership at 41
Portsmouth Avenue, Tax Map 9, Lot 4 in the Gateway Commercial Business and
Residential/Agricultural Districts. Request for a six-month extension.

Ms. Price explained that the conditional approval was granted on August 20, 2025, and the
Applicant is seeking an extension to meet the precedent conditions of the 120-day approval. A six-
month extension is requested while they work on responses to NHDES on the AoT permit
application and to submit a septic application after the AoT permit is granted.

Mr. Canada made a motion to open the meeting for public comment. Mr. Allison seconded
the motion. All voted in favor, and the motion passed.

Bruce Scamman of Emanual Engineering and James Verra & Associates spoke on behalf of the
Applicant. He reiterated what Ms. Price previously stated and added that on the night of the
approval, he explained to the Board that the State approvals would be lengthy, and they asked for
a one-year approval at that time.

Mr. Houghton made a motion to close the meeting for public comment. Mr. Allison seconded
the motion. All voted in favor, and the motion passed.

Mr. Canada asked if there is a site plan in the works for the Scamman property (57 Portsmouth
Ave). Mr. Scamman replied no. Mr. Canada noted that the property is being used for commercial
purposes and wondered if it needs a site plan approval. Mr. Scamman replied that he assumes it
has a commercial site plan with parking onsite. Mr. Canada questioned if the current parking lot,
as it is being used, is permitted. Mr. Scamman replied that there is a recorded site plan for a
business to operate there. Mr. Canada asked how many parking spots are on it. Mr. Scamman does
not know. Mr. Canada asked if there is a business operating there. Mr. Scamman replied that there
is not one open to the public to his knowledge. Mr. Canada asked Ms. Price her opinion if a site
plan is required and noted that just a parking lot is not allowed in the District. Ms. Price replied
there is a site plan on record, but not for the change of use. Mr. House stated that the property
which is the subject of this discussion, is not the property subject to the extension request.

Mr. Allison asked where the overflow vehicles are coming from. Chris Lane, the property owner,
replied that they are from the Volvo dealership and that they asked to park there in the winter while
they deal with snow removal. Mr. Lane stated he told them they could park there as long as they
were on the pavement, where there is parking, and it was clear to Volvo that they could not park
on the grass. Mr. Allison asked if it was temporary, and the vehicles will now be removed since
their parking should have been cleared of snow. Mr. Lane does not know if their area is clear of
snow. Mr. Allison asked what does Volvo do in a typical winter if that lot was not available.

Mr. Lane stated he does not know.
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Mr. Canada commented that a change of use requires a site plan and that a parking lot is not
allowed. Ms. Price agreed. Mr. Canada told Mr. Lane that this needs to be addressed.

Mr. House requested a motion on the agenda item.
Mr. Houghton made a motion to approve the six-month extension of the Notice of Decision

on conditional approval due to obtaining AoT approval for 41 Portsmouth Avenue. Mr.
Allison seconded the motion. All voted in favor, and the motion passed.

. Copley Properties LLC (Applicant) and Helen E. Gallant Revocable Trust of 1995 (Owner),

request for approval of a Residential Open Space Cluster Subdivision and Conditional Use Permit
for a proposed subdivision of 80 and 80R Winnicutt Road, Tax Map 14, Lots 56 and 57, Zoned
Residential/Agricultural. Request for a six-month extension.

Mr. Houghton made a motion to open the meeting to the public.

Ms. Price explained that the conditional approval is set to expire on March 2™ and the Applicant
requested an extension due to AoT resubmission requirements, wetlands permitting, and the need
to apply for septic approvals.

Mr. Canada seconded the motion to open the meeting to the public. All voted in favor, and
the motion passed.

Bruce Scamman of Emanual Engineering and James Verra & Associates spoke on behalf of the
Applicant. He reiterated that they are continuing to work on state approvals and are hoping to have
approvals within six months, but he does not guarantee that. Mr. Houghton asked if that is typical.
Mr. Scamman replied yes and certain groups are worse than others. He stated that DOT is usually
a longer timeframe; he has been working on a DOT permit in Brentwood for two years trying to
get approval.

Mr. Houghton made a motion to close the meeting to the public. Mr. Allison seconded the
motion. All voted in favor, and the motion passed.

Mr. Houghton made a motion to approve the six-month extension of the Notice of Decision
subject to a conditional approval of obtaining AoT approval for 80 and 80R Winnicutt Road.
Mr. Canada seconded the motion. All voted in favor, and the motion passed.

4. Public Hearing
A. Bruce Bisbano (Applicant) and Roger Groux, Thirty-Eight Portsmouth Ave LLC (Owner) request

for approval of a Site Plan Amendment for the existing Citizens Bank at 36 Portsmouth Avenue
(Tax Map 9, Lot 117) in the Gateway Commercial Business District. Proposed changes include
expanding the existing bank building by closing in the drive-through while retaining a drive-up
ATM, updated landscaping, and the conversion of one parking space into an EV parking space.
Continued from January 21, 2026.

Ms. Price briefly described the project. The Applicant has addressed several staff comments and
submitted five waiver requests. She noted that three of the waiver requests (checklist item E HISS
mapping, checklist item F test pits, and checklist item G7 2-foot topographic contours) need to be
reviewed by the Board before making a determination on application completeness.
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Bruce Bisbano presented the waiver justification. Regarding HISS mapping, he explained the
scope of the project is to infill under the existing drive-up canopy and there is no other work onsite.
They are not changing any of the existing asphalt grading with the exception of removing asphalt
at the existing drive-up area which is the extent of the excavation work. Regarding test pits, they
are not making any adjustments that require perc tests or test pits. Regarding 2-foot contours, there
are grade points on the drawings showing the scope and there are less than 2-foot contours in the
work area.

Mr. House asked for comments from the Board on the HISS mapping waiver. Mr. Allison stated
that it is a de minimis amount of disturbance on the site. Mr. Houghton and Mr. Canada agreed.

Mr. House asked for comments from the Board on the test pit waiver. Mr. Allison asked if they
are using the existing septic system and tank. Mr. Bisbano replied yes and the existing well. Mr.
House asked questions on the project design to confirm that there is no increase in water usage.
Mr. Bisbano described the changes as basically a reconfiguration of interior space to allow for
more accessible handicap restrooms and more space for customers queuing.

Mr. Canada made a motion to open the hearing to the public. Mr. Allison seconded the
motion. All voted in favor, and the motion passed. No members of the public spoke.

Mr. Canada made a motion that the Planning Board grant the waiver from Site Plan

Checklist item F (test pits) as specific circumstances relative to the site plan indicate that the

waiver will properly carry out the spirit and intent of the regulations by the following

findings of fact:

a. The granting of the waiver will not be detrimental to the public safety, health, or welfare
or injurious to other property and will promote the public interest;

b. The waiver will not, in any manner, vary other provisions of the Stratham Zoning
Ordinance;

¢. Such waiver will substantially secure the objectives, standards, and requirements of these
regulations;

d. A particular and identifiable hardship exists as neither a subdivision nor leach field are
being proposed as part of this project and therefore strict conformity to the requirement
would be unnecessary to the applicant and has no bearing on the expansion of the existing
building.

Mr. Houghton seconded the motion. All voted in favor, and the motion passed.

Mr. Houghton made a motion that the Planning Board grant the waiver from Site Plan

ChecKklist item E (HISS mapping) as specific circumstances relative to the site plan indicate

that the waiver will properly carry out the spirit and intent of the regulations by the following

findings of fact:

1. The granting of the waiver will not be detrimental to the public safety, health, or welfare
or injurious to other property and will promote the public interest;

2. The waiver will not, in any manner, vary other provisions of the Stratham Zoning
Ordinance;

3. Such waiver will substantially secure the objectives, standards, and requirements of these
regulations;

4. A particular and identifiable hardship exists as a leach field is not being proposed as part
of this project and the lot is served by existing sewer therefore performing test pits and
percolation tests to determine the area reserved for leach fields would be an unnecessary
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hardship to the applicant and has no bearing on the expansion of the existing building.

Mr. Canada seconded the motion. All voted in favor, and the motion passed.

Mr. Allison made a motion that the Planning Board grant the waiver from Site Plan

ChecKklist item G7 (2-foot contours) as specific circumstances relative to the site plan indicate

that the waiver will properly carry out the spirit and intent of the regulations by the following

findings of fact:

1. The granting of the waiver will not be detrimental to the public safety, health, or welfare
or injurious to other property and will promote the public interest;

2. The waiver will not, in any manner, vary other provisions of the Stratham Zoning
Ordinance;

3. Such waiver will substantially secure the objectives, standards, and requirements of these
regulations;

4. A particular and identifiable hardship exists as the site proposes no changes to the
current topography of the area associated with the 578 square-foot addition and the
landscape upgrades.

Mr. Canada seconded the motion. All voted in favor, and the motion passed.

Mr. House invited Mr. Bisbano to present the waivers for stormwater requirements and surveyor
requirements.

Mr. Bisbano presented the waiver request from Site Plan Regulations Addendum C, B.ii, waiver
option for small development projects. He explained that the proposed scope is removal of existing
asphalt and replacing the majority of it with an addition where the canopy was. Their civil engineer
performed calculations, and the impervious area was reduced thereby improving drainage. There
are no other adjustments to the grading of asphalt and all runoff will follow the same path that it
takes currently. He stated there are no problems with stormwater now and they will be improving
it.

There were no comments from the Board or the public.

Mr. Houghton made a motion that the Planning Board grant the waiver from the Site Plan
as specific circumstances relative to the Site Plan Regulations Section B.ii of Addendum C
(Stormwater standards) indicate that the waiver will properly carry out the spirit and intent
of the regulations by the following findings of fact:

1. The granting of the waiver will not be detrimental to the public safety, health, or welfare
or injurious to other property and will promote the public interest;

2. The waiver will not, in any manner, vary other provisions of the Stratham Zoning
Ordinance;

3. Such waiver will substantially secure the objectives, standards, and requirements of these
regulations;

4. A particular and identifiable hardship exists as the site projects disturbs less than 43,560
square feet; creating less than 20,000 square feet of new impervious surface; and do not
disturb land within 100 feet of a surface water body or wetland comprised of less than
5,000 square feet based on wetland delineation.

Mr. Canada seconded the motion. All voted in favor, and the motion passed.

Mr. Bisbano presented the waiver request from the Site Plan Regulations, Section 4.4.2, Surveyor
Requirement. He explained that the plans show existing conditions with property lines in blue and

zoning setbacks in red. The existing building and drive-up canopy are well within the setbacks,
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and they are not extending any closer to adjacent properties. For those reasons, they request a
waiver to not have the property surveyed.

Mr. Canada asked if it has been previously surveyed. Mr. Bisbano replied that they don’t have a
record of it and that the owner thinks he might have one. He added that the site plan matches up
well with the town’s GIS maps and they would be willing to perform a survey prior to issuance of
a building permit, but they couldn’t get it completed now and they are trying to get the project
completed before Labor Day. Mr. Canada stated that he doesn’t see the need for a survey since the
footprint isn’t really changing. Mr. Houghton and Mr. Allison agreed.

Mr. Canada made a motion that the Planning Board grant the waiver from the Site Plan as

specific circumstances relative to the Site Plan Regulations Section 4.4.2(a) (Surveyor

requirement) indicate that the waiver will properly carry out the spirit and intent of the

regulations by the following findings of fact:

1. The granting of the waiver will not be detrimental to the public safety, health, or welfare
or injurious to other property and will promote the public interest;

2. The waiver will not, in any manner, vary other provisions of the Stratham Zoning
Ordinance;

3. Such waiver will substantially secure the objectives, standards, and requirements of these
regulations;

4. A particular and identifiable hardship exists as an architect can sign off on landscape
plans and the minimal site expansion.

Mr. Allison seconded the motion. All voted in favor, and the motion passed.

Mr. Houghton made a motion that the Planning Board accept the application as complete.
Mr. Canada seconded the motion. All voted in favor, and the motion passed.

Mr. House invited Mr. Bisbano to present the application.

Mr. Bisbano described the architecture including the intent to blend new brick and wood trim to
match the existing and restoring some brick on the building. They will restore quite a bit of
woodwork due to rot and will replace roofing. The front of the building will stay the same. They
performed a lighting study and will install new lighting. Current conditions are dark in some areas,
and the bank tries to maintain two foot-candles within 50 feet of entrances and banking equipment.
Mr. Bisbano stepped through the details of the lighting.

Mr. Houghton asked if the lighting is dark sky compliant. Mr. Bisbano replied yes.

Mr. Bisbano described the internal changes and asked the board if there were any questions on
that. There were no questions.

Mr. Bisbano described the exterior changes and asked the board if there were any questions.

Mr. House asked for confirmation that they are basically matching all the existing materials. Mr.
Bisbano replied yes.

Mr. Bisbano briefly described the site plan overlay.

Mr. Houghton asked where the existing ATM is. Mr. Bisbano replied there is a remote ATM. There
are three lanes and it is in the third lane.
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Mr. Houghton asked Ms. Price if a waiver is needed because at one point drive-throughs were not
permitted in the Gateway District and questioned where this is a remodel, is one required for the
ATM. Ms. Price replied that a Conditional Use Permit is required for drive up ATMs, but because
they already have one, she does not think an additional CUP is needed. Mr. House added that it is
an existing condition. Mr. Houghton stated that he just wanted to insure technical correctness. Ms.
Price added that a new ATM that is not pre-existing would need a conditional use permit for a
drive-through ATM. Mr. Allison stated that what they’ve done is remove two drive-up lanes and
move the ATM further out from the building, so it’s really just a change in the location of the
ATM.

Mr. Bisbano continued presenting the site plan. They will install one EV charger. Mr. House stated
it looks like it is a good distance away from the building. Mr. Bisbano replied yes. Mr. House
stated that in the past the fire department was concerned with EV chargers close to buildings. Ms.
Price stated the fire chief had concerns initially and wanted it closer to the building, but there's
nothing in the fire code for them to be able to do that and he didn't have an issue overall for this
one.

Mr. Bisbano presented the parking, site circulation, and dumpster location. The bank was
concerned with the vendor accessing the dumpster. Mr. Bisbano presented an alternative location
and the travel directions and asked the Board for their thoughts on that. Mr. House stated that the
direction doesn’t concern him and stated that there must be fencing around the dumpster.

Mr. Bisbano presented the landscaping plan, fire truck analysis, and some lighting changes. Mr.
House asked if there will be lighting at the trash. Mr. Bisbano showed the light pattern for the
nearest fixture. Mr. House asked if that is one fixture. Mr. Bisbano replied yes. Mr. House noted
that is a lot of light for one fixture.

Mr. Bisbano asked for questions from the Board. Mr. Allison is pleased that they prepared a
lighting plan as it shows a good idea of the impact. Mr. Bisbano replied that there is a banking
regulation that requires a certain light level within the entrances for security.

Mr. House asked how big the logo is on the building. Ms. Price did not ask the Applicant that. Mr.
Canada noted for the record that just because signage is on the plan doesn’t mean it is correct with
respect to the Ordinance. Mr. Bisbano agreed.

There were no comments from the public or the Board.

Mr. Houghton made a motion to close the public hearing. Mr. Canada seconded the motion.
All voted in favor, and the motion passed.

Mr. Houghton made a motion that the Planning Board grant conditional approval for a Site
Plan Amendment for the existing Citizens Bank at 36 Portsmouth Avenue (Tax Map 9, Lot
117) in the Gateway Commercial Business District. The proposed changes include expanding
the existing bank building by closing in the drive-through while retaining a drive-up ATM,
updated landscaping, and the conversion of one parking space into an EV parking space. Mr.
Allison seconded the motion. All voted in favor, and the motion passed.

. Packer Brook Holdings LLC (Applicant and Owner) request for approval of a Site Plan and

Conditional Use Permits for a Mixed-Use Development. This development is to include a Light
Manufacturing Facility and proposed construction within the wetland setback. The project involves
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constructing a new 6,110 square foot office/shop for a residential contracting business. This
facility will be located behind an existing single-family residence, which will continue to operate
in its current capacity. The location is at 170 Portsmouth Avenue (Tax Map 17, Lot 86) in the
Route 33 Legacy Highway Heritage Zoning District.

Ms. Price explained that the Board’s materials include a staff review memo and meeting minutes
from the staff working group. The Applicant completed a preliminary consultation on September
17, 2025, and the application includes two waiver requests from HISS mapping and from parking
limitations in the Zoning Ordinance. Ms. Price does not believe a waiver from parking is the
appropriate process. She continued that NHDOT has jurisdiction for the road and regarding the
parking and access road around the building, she wants to make sure of the durability for fire and
delivery trucks. The Applicant will present the project to the Legacy Highway Heritage District
advisory committee next week. The Conservation Commission meeting was held last Thursday
and their comments are in the staff report. The Conservation Commission did not have issue with
granting the Conditional Use Permit but they did have some discussion about wetland mitigation
and they would like to see less impervious surface for parking areas. The project requires two
Conditional Use Permits, one for wetlands and one for the mixed-use development. Regarding
staff comments, the fire department requested that the plans be updated to include turning radii for
the Exeter and Portsmouth ladder trucks. The Heritage Commission chair has concerns with
impervious surface for parking. He had no problem with the architectural side views but there are
some architectural comments that will be brought up at the Heritage Commission in more detail.
Ms. Price stated the Board needs to review the waivers, determine application completeness, and
possibly refer the project to the ZBA for relief.

Mr. House requested a presentation on the waiver requests.

Eric Weinrieb of Altus Engineering introduced Chris Redmond and Jeff Stacy, owners of Packer
Brook Holding (property owner) and Mighty Roots (occupant). He presented the waiver request
from HISS mapping. The use is very small as far as septic system loading at 300 gallons per day.
They are not doing any work near or in the wetlands. They completed two test pits for the septic
system that were witnessed by Mike Cuomo and found exceptional soils and no seasonal high
water table. They also completed four more test pits for stormwater management and had similar
results where it is an excessively well drained soil, no water table, no evidence of water on the
entire site, so they believe it meets and exceeds the intent of the requirement for the waiver.

Regarding the parking waiver, Mr. Weinrieb believes there is a conflict in the regulations. He
described the parking as two unstriped stalls for the single-family residence and for the commercial
building there are three paved spaces for clients and handicap accessibility. They propose a lower
impact site design using gravel around the property. There are ten parallel areas for parking around
the building and seven head in for staff. The parallel parking are not striped but are called out on
the plans as parking. They are not designated parking spaces and being a gravel surface, people
don’t usually park efficiently. Because of that, they are showing more parking than what is
technically allowed. The spaces would be used only periodically when they have functions like
staff meetings. Mr. Redmond added that they have monthly meetings with all employees that is
about an hour long. Mr. Houghton asked how many people. Mr. Redmond replied right now they
have 17. Mr. Weinrieb stated if they narrow the lane around the building, there will be issues with
emergency vehicle access. He suggested that they could label that area as overflow and stated that
they don’t think they need a variance; that they are complaint, are providing a good use of the land
and are being respective of the environment.
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Mr. House asked Ms. Price to explain the requirements. Ms. Price stated the Site Plan Regulations
require spaces for single-family dwellings and sets a number of spaces needed per 1,000 square
feet of gross floor area for commercial uses. This project is approximately 6,000 square feet. Mr.
Weinrieb stated they used 6,107 in the calculation on Sheet C2. He suggested changing the label
designation to overflow area. The alternative is to narrow the gravel area around the building but
with snow piles, that will hinder emergency access. In warm weather they could park on the grass.

Ms. Price explained that per the Site Plan Regulations, two spaces per 1,000 square feet of gross
floor area is required for industrial use and for single-family use the requirement is two spaces per
dwelling unit. The discrepancy is that they are not providing adequate parking for the paved areas
and in Section 3.10.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, parking areas must be limited and sufficiently
screened and cannot exceed the minimum number required in the Site Plan Regulations by a factor
of more than 15% unless the Planning Board waives the requirement by determining that the
additional parking is provided in the form of overflow parking that is used only for Special Events
and/or unusual circumstances and includes a pervious surface treatment. She stated that the Board
needs to determine if the lack of striping and plan labeling allows the Board to waive the
requirements. Ms. Price and the Code Enforcement Officer advised the Applicant that they need
to seek relief from the ZBA because of the increase in the size of parking.

Mr. House asked if the residence is a single dwelling. Mr. Weinrieb replied yes, it is a single
dwelling. Mr. House asked if the parking for the commercial building must be paved. Mr. Weinrieb
replied that the Ordinance is vague and says there can be gravel surfaces and that is supported by
the Conservation Commission. Ms. Price added that there are minimum sizing and dimensional
requirements in the parking requirements. Construction requirements mention striping, grading,
loam materials, etc. It also states that the Planning Board may allow for gravel parking in certain
cases when considering the unique characteristics of the land, the proposed use, drainage, dust
control and if gravel parking surfaces promote and preserve the rural character of Stratham. Mr.
House asked if the tenant spaces can be gravel. Ms. Price replied it is not clear, but yes. Mr. House
summarized that they show three paved spaces in the front and seven on the north side of the
building and the rest could be lay down area. Mr. Weinrieb replied it is more like a driveway than
a lay down area as they don’t intend to store materials there.

Mr. Houghton stated that he agrees with the three plus seven spots and removing the lines around
the building.

Mr. Canada stated that he doesn’t have a problem with gravel parking spots if that’s the question.
Mr. House replied they have too many parking spaces per code. Mr. Allison clarified that the seven
gravel spaces will not be demarcated, it is just demonstrated on the plan how many vehicles they
could have assuming standard size, which they marked on the plan. Mr. Canada and Mr. Allison
agree with not showing the additional parking on the plan.

Mr. Weinrieb addressed screening of the parking from the street. He presented photos of the site
showing that they more than meet screening with existing conditions. Even with leaves removed
for the season, one can barely see the top of the hill where the building will be. Therefore, they do
not believe a waiver is required. Additionally, the location of the existing septic system makes
adding some landscaping difficult.

Mr. Canada commented that the existing vegetation needs to be added to the site plan if the intent
is to use it for screening.
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Mr. Allison commented and asked for confirmation that the new building is roughly 250 feet back
from the edge of the road. Mr. Weinrieb replied his notes have it at 240 feet from the street.

Mr. Houghton commented that traveling along Route 33 at 45 miles per hour, it won’t be seen in
his opinion. He is interested to hear an opinion from the Heritage Commission.

Mr. House asked that they bring a photo of the vegetation on one side of the driveway by the
neighbors.

Mr. Allison commented that Sheet C2 shows existing and proposed tree lines and there is quite a
bit of vegetation proposed to be removed, maybe 60 to 70 feet wide. Mr. Weinrieb replied that
when coming from the north towards the site, there is an abutting home and the angle to see into
the site is very acute. Mr. Allison stated that he was describing what he thinks will be seen from
the roadway and will be a clear shot after construction; that right now vegetation blocks off about
halfway in front of the proposed buildings. Mr. Weinrieb replied that he believes the tree shown
in the rendering is much more substantial, it’s a 20-inch maple with a much more substantial
canopy. Mr. Allison asked if they will install fencing to protect the tree during construction to
protect the root system. Mr. Weinrieb replied yes. Mr. Allison added that it should be installed out
to the drip line of the tree. The discussion on existing and proposed landscaping continued and Mr.
Weinrieb corrected himself that it is a 50-inch, not 20-inch maple tree and added that they have
proposed landscaping around the building.

Mr. House suggested that they add screening in one area near the residential parking and regarding
the building in the back, it seems sufficient. Chris Redmond stated that residential homes aren’t
required to screen their parking and questioned the requirement. Mr. House replied because it is a
mixed-use site now. Mr. Weinrieb asked if a 4-foot high fence would meet the intent. Mr. House
prefers landscaping and not a fence because it is more rural. He asked for input from the other
board members; they agreed. Ms. Price asked if that will affect snow storage. Mr. Weinrieb
believed for the most part the existing snow storage should be sufficient.

Mr. Weinrieb asked if they add the suggested landscaping for the residential parking, is a waiver
needed. Mr. House replied if they meet the zoning regulations then they don’t need the waiver.

Mr. House stated that the project will need to come back before the Planning Board after other
meetings. Ms. Price confirmed that the Heritage District Advisory Committee meeting is next
week, and she recommends that the project be reviewed by the Town’s engineering consultant.

Mr. House asked for Board comments on the HISS mapping waiver request. Mr. Allison stated
they completed soil logs and perc tests and found sandy material with fast perc rates. He agrees
with a waiver. Mr. Canada agrees that the soil tests are pretty good at the site and agrees with the
waiver but noted that he has a problem waiving the same requirement for every application. Mr.
Houghton agrees with the waiver due to there being an existing septic system and soil testing was
performed, but a brand new site plan with new construction would need it.

Mr. House invited members of the public to speak.
Mario I1zzo of 172 Portsmouth Avenue spoke against the project. He is worried about the valuation
of his property going down. He saw this happen to his dad who lost $200,000 from the sale of his

property in Massachusetts. He is also concerned about his water table because his well is in the
back area.
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Mr. Houghton noted that the public comment is general in nature and public comment is being
accepted for the waiver request only at this time. Mr. House agreed and asked Mr. Izzo if he has
any comments specific to HISS mapping. Mr. 1zzo replied he is against the whole project. Mr.
House explained they will leave the public hearing open and that the Applicant will come back to
the next meeting. Mr. Allison asked if Mr. Izzo could find someone who is knowledgeable in real
estate and come back to talk about property valuation. Mr. 1zzo replied okay.

Mr. House requested a motion on the waiver for HISS mapping.

Mr. Houghton made a motion that the Planning Board grant the waiver from Site Plan

Checklist Item E (HISS mapping) as specific circumstances relative to the site plan indicate

that the waiver will properly carry out the spirit and intent of the regulations based on the

following findings of fact:

a. The granting of the waiver will not be detrimental to the public safety, health, or welfare
or injurious to other property and will promote the public interest;

b. The waiver will not, in any manner, vary other provisions of the Stratham Zoning
Ordinance;

¢. Such waiver will substantially secure the objectives, standards, and requirements of these
regulations;

d. A particular and identifiable hardship exists as the soil report from the USDA NRCS
shows the identifications that only two types of soil on the site exist, Windsor loamy sand
and Deerfield fine sand, and both have the properties of an “A” hydrologic soil group.

Mr. Allison seconded the motion. All voted in favor, and the motion passed.

Ms. Price asked Mr. House how the Board would like to handle the parking waiver request that
was submitted. It was discussed and the Applicant requested to withdraw the waiver request from
Section 3.10.6.d.1 of the Zoning Ordinance as it pertains to surface parking areas.

Mr. Weinrieb asked if the third-party review automatically happens at this point. Ms. Price replied
that the Board will make a motion for that and Ms. Price will request a task order from the
consultant that she will forward to Mr. Weinrieb.

Mr. Weinrieb asked for a discussion on the wetlands conditional use permit and the location of
wetland buffer plaques. They propose them 50 feet from the wetland as portions of the existing
home and septic system are within 75 feet and therefore placement at 75 feet does not seem
appropriate. He added this was presented to the Conservation Commission and they did not have
an issue with it. The Commission asked that some additional areas be allowed to naturalize.

Mr. House stopped the discussion so that the Board can make a determination of application
completeness.

Mr. Canada made a motion to accept the application as complete. Mr. House seconded the
motion. All voted in favor and the motion passed.

Mr. House requested a motion for third-party engineering review.

Mr. Allison made a motion for third-party engineering review. Mr. Houghton seconded the
motion. All voted in favor and the motion passed.

Mr. House returned to the wetland signage discussion. Mr. Allison commented that a bioretention
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area is proposed within the 75-foot wetland setback and that area will require maintenance. Mr.
Weinrieb added that the disturbance is between 50 and 75 feet of the wetland and is an area that is
maintained today. He described the disturbance in detail. Mr. House asked if the existing septic is
within 75 feet. Mr. Weinrieb replied yes and that needs to be maintained to prevent woody
vegetation.

Mr. House asked the Applicant to locate Mr. [zzo’s well on the drawings. Mr. Izzo agreed to allow
access to his property to locate the well.

Mr. Canada asked if the Applicant would be willing to give the Town a historic easement on the
exterior of the existing home. Mr. Redmond replied it is a historic home with vinyl, so it has been
compromised already. If they do anything, they want to improve it. Mr. Canada suggested that he
will put the Heritage Commission chair in touch with the Applicant. Mr. Canada asked if they
would be willing to install a historic sign on the home. Mr. Redmond replied there is plaque on the
front door with the original owner’s name. Mr. Canada explained that the Heritage Commission is
installing new signs on historic homes with the date of the original build and would like to see one
of those on the home, and asked if they are amenable to that. The Applicants replied yes.

Mr. Canada commented that the design and materials for the proposed building does not conform
with the zoning. Mr. Redmond replied that they received some feedback on that and the shop
building will not be metal as originally proposed; they will use vertical wood siding. The office
building will be clapboards. Mr. House asked that they update the drawings to reflect that.

There were no further questions from the Board.

Mr. Houghton made a motion to approve a Conditional Use Permit for Section 11.6.1 for the
construction within the 50-foot wetlands setback for a disturbance area not to exceed 2,350
square feet. Mr. Allison seconded the motion.

The Board briefly discussed the Conditional Use Permit for the mixed-use development and
decided to wait for review by the Route 33 Heritage District Advisory Committee before taking
action on the application.

Mr. Houghton made a motion to continue the application for Tax Map 17 Lot 86, Mighty
Roots to March 4, 2026. Mr. Canada seconded the motion. All voted in favor, and the motion
passed.

Mr. House asked that the Applicant ensure that Mr. 1zzo is made aware of the date and time for
the Advisory Committee and Heritage Commission meetings.

5. Miscellaneous
A. Subdivision Regulations
Ms. Price explained that Mr. Allison provided some draft language for Board review regarding lot line
layouts. Mr. Allison presented his draft language and rationale.

6. Adjourn

Mr. Canada made a motion to adjourn at 9:29 pm. Mr. Allison seconded the motion. All voted
in favor, and the motion passed. All voted in favor, and the motion passed.
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