
 

Stratham Planning Board 

AGENDA 

August 17, 2022     

Stratham Municipal Center 

Hutton Room 

Time: 7:00 PM 
 

The public may also access this meeting at the date and time above using this conference call 

information. Please dial 1-800-764-1559 and input 4438 when prompted for a user pin/code. Please 

follow the Chair’s instructions delivered at the meeting in order to register comments during the public 

meeting. 

If at any time during the meeting you have difficulty hearing the proceedings, please e-mail 

mconnors@strathamnh.gov. 

1. Call to Order/Roll Call 

2. Approval of Minutes: 

a. August 3, 2022 Planning Board Minutes 
 

3. Public Hearing: 

 

a. Tulip Tree, LLC (Owner), Kyle & Sophie Saltonstall (Applicants) - Request for approval of a 

site plan amendment to allow for modifications to the landscape plan associated with an 

event venue, non-profit lodge, and private school use at 61 Stratham Heights Road (Tax Map 

5, Lot 81) approved by the Planning Board on March 6, 2019, Zoned Residential 

Agricultural. 

 

4. Public Meeting: 

a. InvestNH Grant Opportunities Discussion 

b. Open Space & Connectivity Plan Update 

c. Discussion of potential 2023 zoning amendments 

d. Discussion of method of distributing Planning Board materials 

e. Miscellaneous Community Planning Issues 

 
5. Adjournment 

 
Full text of the agenda and related information can be found on file with the Stratham Planning 
Department and posted on the Town website at https://www.strathamnh.gov/planning-board . All 
interested persons may be heard. Persons needing special accommodations and /or those interested in 
viewing the application materials should contact the Stratham Planning Department at (603) 772-7391 
ext. 180. 

 
 

mailto:mconnors@strathamnh.gov
https://www.strathamnh.gov/planning-board
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 1 
Stratham Planning Board Meeting Minutes 2 

August 3, 2022 3 

Stratham Municipal Center 4 

Time: 7:00 pm 5 

 6 

 7 

Member Present: Thomas House, Chair 8 

   David Canada, Vice Chair 9 

Chris Zaremba, Regular Member 10 

 11 

Members Absent: Mike Houghton, Select Board’s Representative  12 

Pamela Hollasch, Regular Member  13 

John Kunowski, Alternate Member 14 

 15 

Staff Present:   Mark Connors, Town Planner  16 

  17 

 18 

1. Call to Order/Roll Call  19 

  20 

Mr. House called the meeting to order and took roll call.   21 

 22 

2. Approval of Minutes  23 

a. July 13, 2022 24 

The approval of minutes from July 13, 2022.  Mr. House made a motion to approve the meeting 25 

minutes. Mr. Canada seconded the motion. All voted in favor. 26 

 27 

3. Public Meeting: 28 

 29 

a. Update on Transportation Planning Priorities including proposed NHDOT Route 33 30 

Improvements 31 

 32 

Mr. Connors presented the topic. An NHDOT engineer attended the Select Board meeting on 33 

August 1, 2022 and explained the proposed Route 33 improvements. The project extends for 34 

about 2 miles from just east of the tech college to Winnicut Road in Greenland. NHDOT would 35 

like to take the existing 2 lane road and convert it to a 2 lane road with a center turn lane, reduce 36 

the lane widths from 12 feet to 11 feet per lane, and add a 12 foot center turn lane for the entire 37 

length with no added green space. The shoulders would be reduced from 10 feet to 5 feet. The 38 

road is due for reconstruction, so NHDOT needs to update the pavement anyway. NHDOT’s 39 

concern is that when turning left off the road in this section, vehicles drive onto the shoulder to 40 

go around a turning vehicle which puts pedestrians and cyclists in danger. NHDOT also believes 41 
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that being a high speed road, the shoulders will never feel comfortable even at the existing 10 42 

feet width, so they could be reduced. Mr. Zaremba commented that he does not agree with 43 

NHDOT on the shoulder width comment. NHDOT will commission an engineering study for the 44 

speed limit. The Town has received numerous complaints from residents in Pheasant Run 45 

regarding the speed limit being too high at 50 mph. The speed limit drops to 40 mph closer to 46 

Stratham Hill Park.  47 

 48 

NHDOT committed to holding a public hearing in Greenland or Stratham. Mr. Connors 49 

suggested targeted advertising of the hearing to the list of property owners used for the rezoning 50 

project in that area as they will be most affected. NHDOT implied that the Select Board must 51 

endorse the project and Mr. Connors would like clarification from NHDOT if that is the case. He 52 

believes the Select Board would like to see mitigation for pedestrians and cyclists before 53 

supporting the project. David Moore, the Town Administrator, has talked to the State about 54 

getting a beacon signal for pedestrian crossing over Route 33 near the tech college. The NHDOT 55 

engineer suggested that the Town apply for separate grants for the pedestrian and cyclist 56 

mitigation. NHDOT will schedule the public hearing in about a month.  57 

 58 

Mr. Connors presented an update on the NHDOT Ten Year Plan.  The Regional Planning 59 

Commission heads a Transportation Advisory Committee comprised of town staff (e.g. Planners 60 

and DPW directors). The TAC is seeking new projects to add to the Ten Year Plan. The Long 61 

Range Transportation Plan is a Master Plan for transportation projects, not engineered or 62 

budgeted, but projects the towns are interested in. Stratham has seven projects in the long range 63 

plan and as part of this process, Stratham nominated a new project: the Portsmouth Avenue 64 

pedestrian/bicycle improvement project in the Gateway District. Two projects from Stratham 65 

(the new Portsmouth Avenue pedestrian/bicycle project and the Stratham Circle reconstruction 66 

project) were in the final 15 projects that were reviewed by the TAC to determine which projects 67 

would receive a preliminary engineering with cost estimate, which is required before getting 68 

listed in the Ten Year Plan.  The Portsmouth Avenue project was chosen by TAC to move 69 

forward.  70 

 71 

Mr. Connors suggested that the Town’s zoning should be updated to include a driveway design 72 

that is more pedestrian friendly and presented examples of suggested improvements.  73 

 74 

b. Source and Stormwater Protection 75 

 76 

Mr. Connors presented the topic. The planning staff researched ways to enhance drinking water 77 

source quality and stormwater quality in Stratham. The Town is required to protect stormwater 78 

quality through the MS4 permit issued by the US EPA. The RPC submitted to the Town a review 79 

of the existing Aquifer Protection District Zoning District Overlay and suggested a considerable 80 

increase to the district boundary. That idea is being set aside for now.  81 

 82 

Mr. Connors presented a comparison of Stratham’s stormwater regulations to other towns. 83 

Stratham’s requirements are comparably lenient with regards to the size of the project subject to 84 

the stormwater regulations. The Town should also consider updating the inspections and 85 

maintenance requirements to clearly shift the burden to the landowner from the Town.  86 

 87 
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The planning staff researched ways to enhance drinking water quality and recommend increasing 88 

the setback between a well and septic system to 100 feet from 75 feet.  The Town needs to 89 

demonstrate under the MS4 permit that we are taking steps to control nitrate contamination and 90 

this is one way to do that along with requiring enhanced nitrogen treatment in septic systems 91 

within 500 to 1,000 feet of a nitrogen-impaired waterbody.  92 

 93 

This topic will be tabled until a future meeting with a larger Planning Board attendance. 94 

 95 

c. Sign Ordinance Revisions Workshop 96 

 97 

Mr. Connors will draft changes to the ordinance for the Planning Board to review. Based on the 98 

Planning Board’s input from the previous discussion on this issue, no significant policy changes 99 

to the Town’s requirements are anticipated, but there will need to be some significant changes to 100 

the language of the Ordinance to comply with the caselaw established as a result of the Reed vs. 101 

Town of Gilbert Supreme Court decision. This topic will be tabled until a future meeting with a 102 

larger Planning Board attendance.   103 

 104 

d. Miscellaneous Community Planning Issues. 105 

 106 

The Select Board voted to move forward in the process to accept the 18 Jana Lane parcel 107 

donation.  The Town will need to hold two public hearings and Mr. Connors anticipates the 108 

process for this will be completing in approximately three months.  109 

 110 

Mr. House asked about the RPC Regional Housing Needs Assessment. Mr. Connors said he 111 

participated in the municipal workshop last week and that it went well. It was interesting to 112 

hear other towns’ perspectives on this issue and how they are approaching and addressing 113 

housing challenges. He said that Exeter was critical of Stratham and some of the surrounding 114 

communities, including North Hampton and Newington, for not having enough affordable 115 

housing and for not doing more to encourage it. Mr. Connors said that in his opinion it is not so 116 

much the zoning, but the lack of water and sewer infrastructure to support affordable housing 117 

that stymies efforts to create more affordable housing in Stratham. Mr. Connors noted that all 118 

of the new large workforce housing development in Exeter are serviced by public water and 119 

sewer. He indicated that the issues associated with the proposed Stoneybrook Lane 120 

development can be frustrating because it’s an example where Exeter controls the provision of 121 

water and sewer service to the development and therefore has a significant amount of leverage 122 

over the development. Exeter could require the development to include a minimum number of 123 

workforce housing units in order to be served by water and sewer infrastructure, but that has 124 

not been pursued. 125 

 126 

The next Planning Board meeting is August 17, 2022. Mr. Connors said that depending on 127 

applications if there was the ability to cancel one of the September meetings, they would 128 

explore that. 129 

 130 

Adjournment: 131 

  132 

Mr. Zaremba made a motion to adjourn at 8:08 pm. Mr. Canada seconded the motion. All voted 133 

in favor and the motion was approved. 134 
 135 



 

 

 TOWN OF STRATHAM  
Incorporated 1716 

10 Bunker Hill Avenue ∙ Stratham, NH 03885 

Town Clerk/Tax Collector 603-772-4741 

Select Board/Administration/Assessing 603-772-7391 

Code Enforcement/Building Inspections/Planning 603-772-7391 

Fax (All Offices) 603-775-0517 

 

 

TO:      Planning Board Members 
 

FROM:  Mark Connors, Town Planner 

   

FOR:   July 13, 2022 
 

RE:       Site Plan Amendment application, 61 Stratham Heights Road
 

  

 

Background Information: 

On March 6, 2019, the Planning Board approved a site plan to allow the construction of site 

improvements to support an event venue at 61 Stratham Heights Road. On March 26, 2019, the 

Zoning Board of Adjustment approved a special exception to operate the event venue then 

classified as a ‘non-profit lodge’ and ‘private school.’ The use operates out of a barn on the 

property and the improvements included a driveway, parking lots, and landscaping, among other 

features. 

The site plan that the Planning Board approved included a row of 35 arborvitae trees adjacent to 

one of the parking areas. Although at one point the landscaping was installed, it appears many of 

the trees died and no longer exist.  

On February 25, 2022 and May 2, 2022, the Code Enforcement Officer mailed the property owners 

letters noting that the site was not operating in conformance with the approved site plan due to the 

absence of this landscaping. The Code Enforcement Officer’s letter of May 2, 2022 provided the 

property owners a deadline of June 15, 2022 to install the landscaping or to submit an application 

to the Planning Board requesting an amendment to the site plan. The applicants have chosen the 

latter option and an application was timely submitted. 

On July 7, 2022, the applicants submitted a request that the application be postponed to August, 

noting that they are expecting a baby this month. Since the application was already publicly 

noticed, the Board will need to vote to postpone the application to a date certain and that will serve 

as the public notice. 

 

Application Information: 

The applicants are requesting that the landscaping in question be replaced, as a short-term measure, 

with eight rows of sweet corn that they have already planted. The Saltonstalls have not provided a 

plan or photographs of the corn so it is difficult to visualize what they are proposing, however staff 

will attempt to visit the site to take photos in advance of the Planning Board meeting. The 

applicants have indicated that they are working with engineers and landscape architects to develop 

a more comprehensive site management and landscape plan “that will far exceed the intent of the 
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original site plan and Stratham’s site plan regulations.,” however they have not provided a 

timetable for when the plan will be completed or when it will be submitted to the Town for review. 

Further, the applicants note the cost of installing landscaping and the fear that new landscaping 

will not survive. The applicants have also included a letter from a landscape architect, who requests 

“some time to consider the appropriateness of the proposed buffer in relationship to the other needs 

of the farm, the opportunity to entertain alternatives, and (at a minimum) the ability to delay any 

evergreen planting(s) till the fall to increase the chances of success.” 

In the application, Mr. Saltonstall notes that the original intent behind the landscaping was to 

“shield the Cooper residence [abutters to the use] from nuisance noise and light emitted from usage 

of our eco-parking area.” 

The Coopers have indicated that noise emitted from events and other disruptions associated with 

the use is a continuing nuisance. They have submitted a letter opposing the applicants’ request 

which is included in the Planning Board packets. 

 

Staff Recommendation: 

Staff does not believe corn is a reasonable alternative to the more comprehensive landscaping that 

was included in the approved site plan. It is important to note that the Town did not develop the 

landscaping plan; the applicants developed the plan likely with some input from abutting property 

owners. The Town is merely enforcing the approved site plan the applicants developed. The Town 

would welcome the opportunity to review a revised landscape plan, but the applicants have not 

provided one, only the promise to submit one at a later unspecified date. It could be years before 

one is submitted. It has been nearly five months since the Town first formally notified the 

applicants of this compliance issue. Staff believes that should have provided sufficient time for the 

applicants to develop and provide the Town a revised plan.  

New Hampshire provides a good climate for a wide diversity of landscaping provided adequate 

site preparation is made, irrigation is installed, and that the plantings are maintained. The 

applicants have not provided any technical exhibits to indicate why the land is not appropriate for 

landscaping.  

Because the applicants have not provided a viable revised plan, staff would recommend that the 

Board deny the request for an amendment to the plan and uphold the original site plan but provide 

the applicants a 60-day window in which to make the improvements. However, staff would 

recommend that the Board provide the applicants some additional flexibility and allow for some 

minor revisions to the landscaping plan at the discretion of the Town Planner if a certified 

professional develops an alternative plan that meets the intent of the original landscape plan (see 

language of Condition #1). 

 

DRAFT MOTION: 

I move that the Planning Board deny the request for a site plan amendment because the request is 

not in conformance with Section 5.2 of the Stratham Site Plan Regulations. Further, the Planning 

Board directs the Code Enforcement Officer to enforce the approved 2019 Site Plan for 61 

Stratham Heights Road, but to withhold enforcement action for a period of 60 days to allow the 

applicants the opportunity to bring the property in compliance. This decision is subject to the 

following condition: 
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1.) The Town Planner may approve minor revisions to the approved landscape plan, at his 

discretion, if a certified professional provides written justification for the revisions and if the 

revised plan is consistent with the purpose and intent of the approved landscape plan. 

 

 

 



























































Dear Stratham Planning Department and Planning Board, 
 
As an abutter at 9 Orchard Hill Road, I am writing to you to address the request for amendment 
to the site plan at 61 Stratham Heights Road property. Firstly, I would like to say that we would 
welcome any improvement to the plan that improves shielding, both of unsightly view, light 
and noise pollution. However, I do not see a concrete proposal here. 
 
I would like to point out the original site plan was sorted out between abutters and the 
Saltonstalls over three years ago and was a result of attending multiple meetings of the 
planning board as well as multiple mediations between the abutters and the Saltonstalls. The 
trees required by the site plan have been out of compliance for the past two years. Now that 
they are finally being forced to address it, you are asking us to come to another meeting to 
discuss changing the plan with no clear proposal and no timeline. 
 
The former residents abutting at 55 Stratham Heights Road chose to move specifically because 
of their dissatisfaction with the parking lot and associated zoning changes. The berm with more 
mature trees protecting 55 Stratham Heights Road are still in place, shielding that abutting 
property. That property also has two additional buildings shielding their home. 
 
We wanted the berm to continue along the north side of the applicant’s parking lot as well but 
only having the trees as a shield was a compromise. Perhaps if the berm was installed, all the 
trees shielding our home would have lived. Nonetheless, the trees should have grown several 
feet by now and actually be to the point where we wouldn’t have to see an 80 car parking lot 
from our bedroom window. 
 
Please see my key points below. I will reference the Site Plan Review Application page numbers 
if possible: 
 

1. On pg#2. Suggesting why the trees died or that they can’t be replaced, is unfounded 
personal conjecture. At the very least an arborist should have been consulted. Maybe 
the addition of a berm, or simply moving the trees a few feet away from the edge of the 
parking lot may have been the solution. 

2. On pg#3. The specifics of the original site plan was created by the applicants, not forced 
on them by either the abutters or the planning board. The only direction from the 
planning board was that a berm and trees be added to shield the abutters.  

3. On Pg#4. There was no “high quality property management plan” mentioned until now. 
In fact, when we very politely asked when they were going to replant the trees (last 
summer), they told us they didn’t have to and that they planted some nice sunflowers 
there instead. They also suggested that if we were to pay to replant the trees, they 
would consider it. The only reason they are addressing this now is because the town is 
forcing them to. 

4. Also on Pg#4. How does this “very special space” benefit our town far into the future 
and what does that have to do with shielding a parking lot? This parking lot only benefits 
the applicants. 



5. On Pg#6. Corn is not an adequate replacement for maturing pine trees, which was the 
long-term goal. Corn will never grow tall enough to shield our second-floor bedroom 
windows from the parking lot, however, trees will. Corn provides no acoustic barrier and 
dies in the fall. Usage of the parking lot is not seasonally restricted. 

6. Also on Pg#6. It is untrue to categorize this as “an ongoing conversation between my 
family, our abutters, and the Town of Stratham”. We are the only abutter that is no 
longer shielded and any attempt with a conversation has been rebuffed as mentioned 
above. 

7. In general, the corn or the sunflowers and the “40’ of existing trees” that supposedly 
shield our abutting property are nearly all deciduous and are scant protection in 
September and October when the majority of their events take place. The only non-
deciduous trees shielding us are evergreens that we personally added to our side of the 
property at significant expense. Also, the 40’ of existing trees and brush can simply be 
removed at the whim of the applicants. A fact that was made painfully plain to us when 
prior to their first big event last year, they cut down a significant portion of the shielding 
brush so that they could put up puptents for their guests. There is nothing in the site 
plan keeping them from developing and changing the landscape along our property line 
at will. Is the planning board willing to restrict the applicants from removing any more 
trees or brush from along the property line? 

8. The un-numbered pages providing photographs of sight lines from a distance in the 
showing the leaf-heavy foliage of spring/summer give a pointedly one-sided seasonal 
snapshot of the situation. Additionally, the sight lines (shown as and blue and green 
arrows) are separate from the parking lot and have no bearing on the discussion. 

9. The map showing the trees on the north side of the parking lot is from Google and is not 
from October of 2021, but from October of 2020, you can check it with Google Earth. 
Although the applicants may have grabbed the screen shot in October of 2021, the 
arborvitaes were removed prior to the 2021 season, making this current summer (2022) 
the second year the parking lot is not following the site plan. 

10. The visual showing noise from the barn doors (regardless of being acoustically 
inaccurate) have no bearing on the parking lot site plan. 

 
In summation, this has been an ongoing issue that needs action. The trees have been absent 
since 2020. No substantial effort has been made to address it, in fact just the opposite. The 
applicant’s request has no concrete plan and no timeline with which to be held. The amount of 
time and effort that the applicants are requiring of abutters and board members to attend 
additional board meetings, review additional proposals and mediate them is a frustrating waste 
of everyone’s time. If they want to implement a “high quality property management plan” then 
let them do so after they have made their parking lot compliant. 
 
My final question is this. The site plan approved by the Planning Board in 2019 made the use of 
the parking lot contingent on the installation of the trees and a berm. Why are they being 
allowed to use this parking lot for two years out of compliance? From our point of view, making 
sure that there are trees to shield their neighbors from the nuisance of the parking lot is the 
absolute minimum that they could have done, and they haven’t. 



 
Thank you to the Stratham Planning Department and Planning Board for your time and 
attention. We appreciate your ongoing patience, time and effort to attempt to resolve this 
issue. 
 
Regards, 
Joshua & Kimberly Cooper 
9 Orchard Hill Road 
Stratham, NH 03885 







 

 

 TOWN OF STRATHAM  
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TO:       Planning Board Members 
 

FROM:  Mark Connors, Town Planner 
   

FOR:   August 17, 2022 
 

RE:      Potential 2023 Zoning Amendments  

  

 

Although it may not feel particularly imminent, the season for proposing revisions to the 

Zoning Ordinance for the 2023 Town Ballot is approaching. The Planning Board can start to 

hold public hearings on proposed zoning amendments as early as early November 2022 and 

must complete the process by late January 2023 at the latest in order for proposed amendments 

to be considered for the March 2023 Town Ballot. 

 

If Planning Board members have any ideas for amendments to the Zoning Ordinance, it would 

be helpful if those could be brought up over the next approximately 30 days so that staff can 

begin the process of proposing re-writes to the Ordinance language and to allow for adequate 

time so that the language can be comprehensively reviewed by the Board. 

 

Below staff has offered a couple ideas for different amendments based on previous discussions 

with the Board or common public sentiments that have been offered. 

 

1.) Automobile Dealerships Use: A common comment among some townspeople is that 

Stratham has “too many” automobile dealerships. The Portsmouth Avenue corridor in 

the Gateway Commercial District is home to automobile dealerships for Nissan, 

Honda, Subaru, Porsche, BMW, Audi, and a used car dealership selling various makes 

and models. Certainly auto dealerships are one of the most common and visible 

commercial uses in Stratham. One advantage of car dealerships is that they don’t tend 

to have significant water and waste-water needs, so the lack of public infrastructure in 

Stratham has not restained their growth here. 

 

However, they do have some shortcomings. Auto dealerships tend to include large 

surface lots for displaying and storing vehicles. Car lots (excluding buildings) have low 

assessed values so they do not generate significant tax revenues. On a per-acre basis, 

when factoring in the car lot areas of these uses, dealerships tend to be lower 

commercial tax generators. Additionally, some consider large dealerships to be 

unattractive aesthetically.  

 

The Town currently permits automobile dealerships by Conditional Use Permit in the 

Gateway District. The Board could consider limiting auto dealerships only to parcels 

where they currently exist in Stratham or could make them a prohibited use altogether. 
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This would require any proposals for new dealerships or expansions of existing 

dealerships to be approved for a zoning variance. Alternatively, the Board could leave 

the status quo in place. There are pros and cons to the various approaches that staff will 

discuss with the Board. 

 

2.) Gateway District Setbacks and Access Management Standards: The Town currently 

allows for zero-distance front setbacks along Portsmouth Avenue in the Gateway 

District. This became a subject of discussion during the approval process for Optima 

Dermatology. Although the addition of more dense and engaging development is 

desired in the Gateway District, more sidewalks, pedestrian facilities, street trees and 

other landscaping feature is also helpful to creating a more active and pleasant 

environment. Staff would be supportive of a front setback in the range of 15-30 feet to 

allow these facilities to be installed in the front setback areas. 

 

Recently, there have been more extensive discussions regarding improving pedestrian 

and bicycle conditions along Portsmouth Avenue. One mechanism to improve these 

conditions is to limit the number of driveways or access points that direct traffic off the 

main thoroughfare as these present more conflict points for cyclists and pedestrians. 

The Board could update the Gateway Standards to require certain geometric standards 

for new driveways to make them more pedestrian- and cyclist-friendly, to discourage or 

further restrict new driveways, or to require shared driveways when an existing 

driveway is located in close proximity. 

 

3.) Residential Buffer for Professional/Residential zoned properties bordering 

residential uses: The Professional/Residential District includes a footnote in the Table 

of Dimensional Regulations that requires a 100-foot front setback, 50-foot side and 

rear setback when a commercial use there abuts a residential use or residential zone. In 

the case of the Sweet Dreams Bakery at 100 Portsmouth Avenue, this requirement 

places all of the existing buildings within the setback district.  

 

This requirement, particularly as it relates to the front setback, appears overly 

restrictive and staff would recommend the Board revisit so as not to discourage 

redevelopment opportunities along the corridor. 

 

4.) Zoning Amendments necessary to address new state legislation: The State 

Legislature has approved some fairly significant land use reform legislation this 

session particularly related to land utilized for religious uses. Staff will present these 

legislative changes to the Board as well as potential means to address the new laws. 

 




