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MINUTES 

GILFORD PLANNING BOARD 

MONDAY 

AUGUST 21, 2017 

CONFERENCE ROOM A 

7:00 P.M. 

 

The Gilford Planning Board met in regular session on Monday, August 21, 2017, at 7:00 p.m. in 

Conference Room A of the Gilford Town Hall. 

 

Chair Wayne Hall led the Pledge of Allegiance, welcomed everyone, read the rules of procedure 

and introduced Board members and staff. 

 

Planning Board Members in attendance were Chair Wayne Hall; Vice Chair Carolyn Scattergood; 

Secretary Richard Vaillancourt; Selectmen’s Alternate Representative Chan Eddy; Regular 

Members Richard Egan, William Johnson and Jack Landow; and Alternate Members Emily Drake 

and Isaac Howe. 

 

Also present was John Ayer, Planning Director and Sandra Hart, Technical Assistant. 

 

1. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 

1.1 ANDREW HOWE – Applicant proposes to host “farm-to-table dinners” and 

Agritourism activities at 285 Gunstock Hill Road on Tax Map & Lot #225-001.100 

in the Single Family Residential (SFR) Zone.  Site Plan Review.  Application 

#2017000259.  Tabled from the August 7, 2017 meeting. 

 

Motion made by C. Scattergood, seconded by R. Vaillancourt, to take the application off the table.  

Motion carried. 

 

C. Eddy and I. Howe recused themselves for this application. 

 

J. Ayer read a letter that was submitted by Patrick Wood of Patrick Wood Law Office, PLLC 

requesting to continue the application and re-open the public hearing. 

 

W. Hall said that the Board had already closed the public hearing.  J. Ayer said that we couldn’t 

reopen the public hearing at this time, but we could probably could after re-noticing the application 

at the applicant’s expense. 

 

C. Eddy, Chestnut Drive, said that it would stop the clock for the time being.  W. Hall said that 

would be because the applicant is requesting the continuance, so it would fall under a different set 

of rules.  J. Ayer said the Board has 65 days from the day the application is accepted as complete.  

He said the applicant can agree to allow going beyond the 65 days, but he’s not sure if that was the 

applicant’s intent.  J. Ayer said that it’s worth asking the applicant.  C. Scattergood asked if you 

can ask the applicant to wave the 65 days.  J. Ayer said that it is not an issue tonight since the 65 

days is not up until after the September 18th meeting, but the Board might need something in 

writing from the applicant at the next meeting if it can’t make a decision.  

 

W. Hall asked for a motion. 
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Motion made by R. Vaillancourt, seconded by R. Egan, to continue the application until the next 

Planning Board meeting on September 18th.  J. Landow asked what exactly they were requesting to 

be continued for. 

 

R. Egan said that at the last meeting we tabled it to get further information from town counsel, but 

by continuing this we would give him the opportunity to give us the clarification to the application. 

 

C. Scattergood said that she didn’t want anything new submitted.  J. Ayer said that they just want 

to restart what they have.  J. Landow said that we have discussed our concerns. 

 

J. Ayer said that it may be helpful to have Attorney Pat Wood explain the letter. 

 

W. Johnson asked if there was anything to talk about before we table it.  

 

J.  Ayer said that you might want to state in you motion that you need to re-notice. 

 

C. Scattergood said that the application has had ample time in front of the public and we’ve heard 

from the applicant a bunch of times, so how can it be so different to talk about again.  It’s just 

going to be more public input that we’ve already heard.  J. Landow said that he agreed, but he 

didn’t want to deny anyone the chance to speak either.  

 

W. Johnson said that he would like to move this forward.  

 

W. Hall said that he didn’t see enough information to continue. 

 

R. Vaillancourt revised the motion so as to get legal advice from our town counsel and to reopen it 

to the public and to get new information.  C. Scattergood was not happy with that motion.  She 

doesn’t want to open it back up.  

 

R. Egan said what if they continued only for the legal advice.  C. Scattergood said that she would 

be for it.  R. Vaillancourt agreed to that amendment.  Seconded by R. Egan   J. Ayer said that 

basically R. Vaillancourt’s motion was to get legal counsel for the next meeting. 

 

W. Hall asked for a vote.  Motion carried with J. Landow and W. Johnson abstaining. 

 

C. Eddy and I. Howe came back to the table to rejoin the Board. 

 

1.2  JAN FARLEY – Applicant proposes to amend the existing site plan for a Cottage 

Colony use by adding an eight (8) foot high fence approximately 20 feet in length 

along the property line in the northerly corner of the lot, replacing an existing deck 

with a pervious paver patio, removing an existing shed, installing a pavilion, and 

making other related site changes at 110 Scenic Drive on Tax Map & Lot #251-

030.000 located in the Single Family Residential (SFR) Zone.   Amended Site Plan 

Review.  Application #2017000332 

 

J. Ayer said that the application was complete.  Motion made by C. Eddy, seconded by C. 

Scattergood, to accept the application as complete.  Motion carried. 

 

Presentation 
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David Farley of Diversified Marine represented the owners Todd and Maureen Berkowitz of 110 

Scenic Drive.  He said that many of the structures had water damage and other issues from ground 

water and surface water.  He explained that they were going to reduce the amount of structures 

within the 50 foot lake setback area, and create reduced-impact patio area to replace the existing 

patio. 

 

D. Farley said that there was an outside kitchen area in a different location and he explained the 

patio would have a covered roof structure.  The structure will cover the patio where the kitchen 

area will be and the U-shaped polygon is the proposed fire place.  He said that there was an 

approved Shoreland Permit by Notification (PBN).  

 

R. Egan asked what was the reason for the fence and why are you actually putting one there. 

 

D. Farley said that he doesn’t know the history of the fence.  He said that there was an existing 

fence and there were two or three sections that were down, a couple of birch trees were growing 

there and he said he doesn’t know the reason for the fence being taken down.  He said that a 

cottage on the abutting property and cottages from this property are very close to the property line.  

He said he thinks the neighbors were trying to improve air flow since the fence is close to a 

window of the neighbor’s cottage. 

 

J. Ayer said that based on information in the files the fence was put up by the abutting property 

owners and was one foot in on the abutting property so those sections were taken down by that 

abutter. 

 

C. Scattergood said that this application indicates the removal of the existing shed.  D. Farley said 

that it’s the one closest to the abutter, and the proposal was to completely remove the pump 

house/shed structure.  D. Farley said that it had a water tank in there, but now they have a well to 

supply the water to the property. 

 

C. Scattergood said that we have identified the fence, the shed/pump house that will be removed 

and the patio, but where is the deck that you’re replacing and what are the other related site 

improvements. 

 

D. Farley said the primary improvement is the staircase to the dock, which he explained that the 

proposed staircase is smaller and more direct.  They have also proposed a pavilion which will be 

19’ x 13’ and will have four posts and a roof, but no sides.  The retaining wall is falling in, so we 

are repairing that and adding drainage to treat the stormwater. 

 

J. Ayer asked how many buildings are being removed.  D. Farley said that there would be a couple 

of storage sheds that will be coming out.  He said the primary shed was the pump house.  He said 

when they met with the person from DES (Department of Environmental Services) one of the 

goals was to reduce the number of structures near the lot. 

 

R. Egan asked about Article 9.  J. Ayer explained that a non-conforming structure can be allowed 

to stay and can be expanded in a conforming way, and it can be rebuilt after being destroyed.  This 

pavilion is a new structure that hasn’t previously existed.  He said if the Board wants to consider 

this a replacement of the pump house that may allow the pavilion to be built as long as it is more 

conforming than the pump house was.  It’s not clear if the Board has the ability to approve 

something like that.  They may need to go to the Zoning Board of Adjustment.  J. Ayer said that 
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the plan details are lacking a bit.  The existing building information is not clear and we really don’t 

know if what is proposed can be done or not. 

 

C. Eddy said that if you were just replacing a deck with another deck that would be fine, but you’re 

adding a pavilion that wasn’t there before.  D. Farley said that since they moved everything back 

20 feet, DES was fine with what they proposed, and he said they took the shed height and added 

that to the pavilion.  He said their goal was to try to comply and reduce. 

 

J. Ayer it is a good thing to reduce the impervious surface on the site since the Planning Board 

looks at lot coverage as well, but the bigger issue here is buildings within the setback and what the 

zoning ordinance allows when those are changed. 

 

J. Landow asked regarding nonconforming structures and Article 9 if the pavilion would qualify as 

not exceeding the dimensional size.  J. Ayer said the floor area within the setback could not 

increase, and the roof height is restricted too.  D. Farley said that the primary thing was the pump 

house, removing it and relocating it to another structure and to come back further from the lake. 

 

C. Scattergood said that her confusion here is that she doesn’t see any square footage of anything 

being removed and what is being replaced and it would be helpful for her to go see the property. 

She can’t tell from what she’s looking at and she has a real problem with that.   

 

D. Farley said that the pump house is half the size of the patio.  J. Ayer asked what the dimensions 

are.  D. Farley said the /pump house/shed is about 120 square feet and the pavilion is about 260 

square feet. 

 

W. Hall said that the patio will be pervious which has different criteria.   

 

D. Farley said that patio structure was moved back and has been enlarged and that was done by 

taking away the separate building and reducing the steps and staircase, so the overall footprint is a 

reduction. 

 

J. Ayer said that he thinks that the way it sounds is that the structure is more conforming by not 

being where it is currently, but relocating it and changing it to a pavilion is clearly a different kind 

of structure and unfortunately it is more non-conforming because it is larger than the previous 

nonconforming structure.  He then explained Section 9.3.2 and 9.3.3 of the Zoning Ordinance for 

everyone. 

 

C. Eddy said that there is no dimension on the plan.  He can see square footage on the existing 

structures but the only place he doesn’t see any square footage is on the proposed structures.  W. 

Hall said that the Board didn’t have copies of the PBN application or the approval.  J. Ayer said 

the other thing we need to know is the height of the pump house, because we have a limitation as 

to the vertical addition.  D. Farley said that they moved it up the hill further away from the lake 

and they will have to calculate it. 

 

Public Input 

W. Hall asked if any members of the public wished to speak. 

 

Alan Rose said that he is was present with his wife Janet and their family of 104 Scenic Drive 

and they have been there since 1966 and they love the lake.  He has never asked the Town of 

Gilford for anything for 50 years. 
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A. Rose said that the reason that they were here was because of conversations with his daughter 

who lives in one of their cabins with her four small children.  He said that she has had many 

conversations with the Berkowitzes and he introduced his daughter, Vanessa, to the Board.  

 

Vanessa Rose of 104 Scenic Drive said that she and her family think it’s important to be good 

neighbors, and they have never had a problem before.  She said that the camp is on the property 

line and three weeks ago early in the morning, a strange man was digging right outside her window 

and so she went to the neighbors to discuss what was happening.  She said her parents put in the 

fence years ago and they recently took some of it down to allow for better air circulation to the 

camp and to improve the view.  She said they asked the Berkowitzes to not put the fence back up.  

She said that Mr. Berkowitz responded by saying that they have spent an “astronomical amount of 

money” for the property so they will “do what they want”. 

 

V. Rose stated that the fence has been constructed and that the pump house had been removed 

and the project is fully under way.  She said that this morning workers at the Berkowitzes were 

spraying a chemical on the concrete forms to get ready for the patio.  She said they called the town 

to find out if they had a permit and they didn’t so David Andrade, Code Enforcement Officer, went 

out to take a look it.  She said Mr. Berkowitz said that they will put up the fence and they can sue 

him.   

 

A. Rose said that we have gone through the Zoning Ordinance and this is the first time we have 

done this, but one thing we learned is that there is a so called buffer requirement and it has to be 50 

feet and the structure has to be 50 feet from the shoreline.  The structure that has already been 

replaced is this wooden structure which he submitted a photo of it, so it is already non-conforming 

relative to the distance to the lake, and according to their reading it’s non-conforming in two 

respects.  A. Rose said that he spoke with the Shoreland people at the state about the Berkowitz 

project and they encouraged us to come tonight.  He explained that the existing deck was 648 

square feet and they proposed a 900 square foot pervious patio with a pavilion. So they are taking 

something that is non-conforming and adding a roof to it.  He said that the state told them they 

wouldn’t be able to go higher than 12 feet. 

 

A. Rose said that they are also concerned about nuisance. He said they know from the 

conversations they’ve had that there will be smoke, and one of the issues listed as a nuisance is 

smoke.  He said they are proposing a kitchen and added that there is no kitchen there now but there 

is a series of tables and now there is a gas line and wiring coming in.  There will be smoke.  He 

said the definition of nuisance includes items that are attractive to rodents so that is another 

consideration when you’re putting in an outdoor kitchen. 

 

A. Rose submitted photographs for the record of the work that was under way.  He said there 

were four employees there from Dawson Concrete setting up forms and pouring concrete.  He said 

he took a photo on Saturday and added that he hasn’t been on the property or measured the forms, 

but the area appears significantly larger than what was there – 600 square feet versus 899 square 

feet.  He said they had not heard about a fireplace going in until now because it wasn’t in the 

notice they received.  A. Rose said that they were awakened a week earlier at 6:15 a.m. by rocks 

being dumped and they went over and asked them to stop because of the time. 

 

A. Rose cited several sections of the Zoning Ordinance which he thought would apply, and asked 

the Board to deny the application. 
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Section 11.2 General rules for Special Exception 

Section 6.2 Nuisances 

Section 5.2.1 Island and Shore Frontage District 

Section 9.3.2 Destruction, Demolition  

Section 6.5 describes the 50’ screened buffer required 

 

Maureen Berkowitz, owner, lives at 110 Scenic Drive.  She said that the use of the property is a 

cottage colony, and prior to them owning it these units were rentals and grills were used outside 

the cottages.  She said the cottages on both sides of the property line are back-to-back and for years 

people could grill there if they wanted to.  She said they did comply with some of the Roses’ 

requests.  She said V. Rose’s kitchen it is very close to their patio, so the fence was for privacy.  

M. Berkowitz said they are really trying to improve the area so it’s not a nuisance but a nice 

improvement.  She said their back yard was like a sponge it was so wet, so this will improve it. 

 

Todd Berkowitz, owner, lives at 110 Scenic Drive, said that they aren’t trying to create a nuisance, 

but it has become this way with the neighbors.  He said they didn’t mean to cause any issue.  They 

got their PBN approval so they thought they were fine.  The issues started when they were trying 

to put the fence back up and they thought they were fixing it.  He said they invite the Board to visit 

the property.  They feel that they weren’t doing anything wrong.  T. Berkowitz said that they have 

called the police on the Roses and if the Roses go on their property again they will be arrested.  He 

said they will be moving up here full time at the end of the season so they are trying to make it an 

improvement for them. 

 

W. Hall said that they got the cart before the horse; they jumped the gun, so to speak. 

 

D. Farley said that basically the patio is the same as the deck and when they started this they had 

no idea that they needed site plan review.  He said they got the state permit, and they thought the 

Town and the abutters were notified as part of that process.  They thought they were doing 

everything right.  There’s no question we all love the lake and he said he is in the business of 

protecting the lake’s water quality.  He said the issue first came up because of the fence.  The 

Berkowitzes thought that it had just fallen down so they were going to replace it.  He said they 

didn’t know that it had been taken down. 

 

C. Scattergood said that they said they may make this a private residential use.  D. Farley said that 

it would be for their family.  D.  Farley said that the pervious patio is not the Town’s concern. 

 

J. Ayer said that DPLU initially got a call about a fence going up without a permit, so Building 

Inspector/Code Enforcement Officer David Andrade went out there.  When he went out there he 

realized that this is a cottage colony which would require site plan approval.  When the applicant 

came in with the application DPLU became aware of a pavilion roof, retaining walls, and a patio 

area.  At the meeting the drainage system was explained.  He said it has been a matter of the more 

we look the more we see that requires Town approval. 

 

W. Hall said that once they heard that they needed to come to the Planning Board everything 

should have ceased and it didn’t.  D. Farley said that they submitted a State permit through the 

Town and the abutters were notified.  He said they thought that would give notice to all parties of 

the project and if they needed additional reviews or approvals they would have been told so. 
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J. Ayer read the buffer requirements for everyone.  He said structures in the buffer could be made 

more conforming but couldn’t be made bigger in square footage or height beyond 1.5 times the 

height of the original nonconforming structure.  He also read the screening requirements. 

 

W. Hall said that this property has been in existence for a long time. 

 

C. Eddy said that looking at the drawings he can’t tell if the patio is within the buffer, and the 

cottage looks close.  D. Farley said that they moved everything to meet the requirements. 

 

C. Scattergood said that landscaping should appear on a plan as well.  D. Farley said that perhaps 

they should do some revisions to the plans. 

 

Edith Lambert of 112 Scenic Drive said that she’d been coming here for 70 years.  The 

Berkowitz’s are her 7th neighbors and they have always gotten along with all of them.  She said 

that the proposed pavilion roof going over a kitchen scares her.  She has no problems with the 

Berkowitzes.  She said that she did hear the noise of a cement mixer at 6:30 a.m.  She said they 

have 6 kitchens, so why do they need another one.  D. Farley said that this will be an outside 

kitchen. 

 

R. Egan asked if there is now a formal request for a change of use.  J. Ayer said that currently they 

are not renting the units, but they do not want to change the use.  D. Farley asked if they change it 

from a commercial use to a single-family use, if they sell it would they be able to revert the use 

back to commercial.  J. Ayer said it is a special exception in the zone so they would have to go 

back through the site plan process and back to the ZBA for the special exception. 

 

T. Berkowitz said that they don’t have renters, but they want the keep the use the same in case they 

decided to sell later on since the cottage colony use adds $300,000 to the property’s value. 

 

D. Farley said that the pavilion roof will be used during inclement weather. 

 

J. Landow asked if they had any plans to demo any of the cottages.  T. Berkowitz said that there 

are 40 in the family, so they come up and use all the cottages.  He said they want to fix them 

because the cottages are getting old, but they do not want to demo them.  It is highly unlikely that 

they would change the use to residential. 

 

C. Scattergood said that until such time for action on this, has the work stopped.  J. Ayer said that 

I’m sure the applicant and owners can hear the Planning Board’s comments and get the message to 

stop work there.   

 

D. Farley said it seems that no one was aware of having to come before the Planning Board for all 

of the work, so it sounds like they need to get additional information to the Board.  W. Hall said 

that the Board needs exact site plans because these will need to be recorded. 

 

Berkowitz said that he has an architectural engineer on site and can get the Board a new site plan.  

W. Hall said that if we do that we will need to table this to get that information.  J. Ayer read the 

site plan review regulations. 

 

J. Rose asked if this meant that the work will stop now and will the Board be going to go look at 

the property.  She said that the outdoor kitchen is not 50 feet from her property.  
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A. Rose said the proposed structure is entirely within the 50 foot buffer to the lake and the edge of 

the structure is no more than 10 feet from the lake. 

 

W. Johnson said if the pavilion height is limited to one-and-a-half times the original building 

height, and there is no building anymore, that is one-and-a-half times of what.  J. Ayer said that we 

would measure from the sill to the highest point of the pump house, but it’s not there so we may 

have to estimate unless someone has detailed information of the former pump house. 

 

D. Farley said the state requirement is to be set back 20 feet from the lake.  He said the patio is the 

same height as the original old deck was off the ground.  It’s the same height but further back from 

the lake because of the grade. 

 

C. Scattergood asked D. Farley how this would treat the water.  D. Farley said that the new system 

will replace old pipes.  He explained that it would treat stormwater runoff and would allow the 

water to become clean before it enters the lake.  It is a really good system for water quality. 

 

R. Egan asked if they have any pictures of the existing structures, because that would help us.  D. 

Farley said that they can provide them. 

 

With no further input, W. Hall closed the public hearing. 

 

2. ACTION ON ABOVE 
 

1.2 JAN FARLEY  

 

C. Scattergood said that one of the problems that she has with this is that things have gone on and 

they haven’t done it right, and the more it goes on the more unlikely it gets taken out.   

 

C. Eddy said that he has issues with incomplete information on the site plan amendment.  He said 

the Board understands the project that has been presented but it’s not on the plan for the Board to 

see.  He said the Board accepted the application as complete but now he doesn’t think it really is.  

J. Ayer agreed that details are missing, but said that an application is complete if there is enough 

information presented to discuss it in a public hearing.   

 

C. Scattergood said she would like to go see the property herself.  R. Egan said that if we hadn’t 

accepted this application as complete we wouldn’t have had this discussion and we would not have 

had this long list of things we need.  

 

J. Landow asked if a permit of some sort is required to set up forms and concrete.  J. Ayer said that 

we don’t require a permit for landscaping and a retaining wall is considered landscaping.  J. 

Landow said that this looks like more than a retaining wall; it looks more like a foundation.  J. 

Ayer said that it sounds as though it will be filled with crushed stone or a similar product. 

 

W. Johnson said the Board should come up with a list of things it needs.  C. Scattergood said an 

applicant usually asks for waivers from the things on the checklist that we don’t have, but there are 

no waivers requested. 

 

D. Vaillancourt said that this requires a site visit to grasp what is really going on here. 
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J. Ayer said that it appears that the applicant should not continue any work and the Board needs a 

building elevation. 

 

J. Landow said that it appears that the concrete forms are close to the lake.  C. Eddy said that if 

they made a mistake we wouldn’t know what that would be, because we don’t know what was 

there.  C. Scattergood said that we should table this and go as quickly as possible and maybe have 

with us information on what was there before.  J.  Landow asked what can be done in the mean 

time about stopping the work that’s going on.  J. Ayer said that this board can’t issue a cease and 

desist, but he will talk to D. Andrade about it.  C. Eddy said that cease and desist may cause more 

damage if we have them stop. 

 

W. Hall asked D. Farley if the concrete has been poured.  His concern is that he wants to make 

sure it is safe and there will not be an erosion issue.  D. Farley said that they filled the stone to 

grade.  W. Hall asked when they poured.  D. Farley said they poured today and the forms will be 

removed tomorrow. 

 

W. Hall said that there are still setbacks and buffers that the Board will have to deal with as well.  

C. Eddy said that they may have to go before the Zoning Board as well. 

 

C. Scattergood asked about the floor that will be filled and what is it going to be filled with.  D. 

Farley said that pervious pavers will be on top.  Discussion ensued. 

 

Motion 

Motion made by C. Scattergood, seconded by R. Vaillancourt, to table this application to the 

September 18, 1017 meeting, to hold a site visit prior to that date, and to have the applicant be in 

touch with J. Ayer as to the site plan details and information that the Board expects to see. 

 

W. Hall said that the site needs to be made safe without any further work to continue. 

 

J. Ayer said that we need height and square footage information on the pump house and proposed 

structures, photos of existing improvements, and how they will meet buffer requirements. 

 

Motion carried with all in favor. 

 

Motion made by R. Vaillancourt, seconded by C. Scattergood, to have a site visit on August 30, 

2017 at 4:00pm.  Motion carried. 

 

C. Scattergood asked if the neighbors would be allowed to attend.  J. Ayer explained that the site 

visit is open to the public, but it is private property.  He asked the Berkowitzes about that.  T. 

Berkowitz said that the Roses are not allowed on their property and if they go on it they will have 

them arrested.  He said others may be there but not the Roses. 

 

3. OTHER BUSINESS 

 

Voluntary Lot Merger – J. Ayer said DPLU had received a voluntary lot merger request from 

Shawn & Staci Walsh, Trustees of the Walsh Family Trust, for 32 & 34 Belknap Point Road, Tax 

Map & Lot #’s 242-201.000 & 242-202.000.  He said both lots have dwellings and normally the 

Board would require demolition of one of the dwellings prior to recording the merger, but DES is 

requiring the merger prior to issuing their Shoreland permit so the Board is being asked to 

accommodate the applicants.  He said they expect to have both houses removed within 30 days.  
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He explained that the garage out front will stay and they plan on building one house later on.  

Discussion ensued.  Motion made by C. Scattergood, seconded by C. Eddy, to authorize the Chair 

sign the document and do whatever is necessary to make this happen.  Motion carried with all in 

favor. 

 

Change of Tenancy – J. Ayer said he had received a change of tenancy/change of use request for 

a pawn broker at the old Moccasin Shop.  He said this site was last approved for an office and 

vehicle sales and the site plan said there would be no public access at that building.  He said it is 

going back to the original use, but the plan needs to be updated.  W. Hall agreed and said that they 

will need to modify the plan.  C. Scattergood said that she would like to ensure it doesn’t become a 

junk yard and would like to limit the outdoor vehicles and boats.  J. Ayer said he would let them 

know that a Planning Board review will be needed. 

 

Planning Board Training – J. Ayer said that before the next meeting on September 18, 2017 the 

town attorney will come to do some training and he asked what time everyone would like to meet.  

R. Egan asked if we could get reminders for that.  J. Ayer said he could do that.  After some 

discussion it was suggested to begin at 5:30. 

 

4. MINUTES  

 

July 17, 2017 

Motion made by C. Scattergood, seconded by R. Vaillancourt, to approve the minutes of July 17, 

2017 as amended.  Motion carried with C. Eddy and I. Howe abstaining 

 

August 7, 2017 

Motion made by R. Vaillancourt,  seconded by C. Scattergood, to approve the minutes of August 

7, 2017 as amended.  Motion carried with C. Eddy and I. Howe abstaining.  

 

5. ADJOURNMENT 

 

Motion made by R. Vaillancourt, seconded by C. Scattergood, to adjourn the meeting at 9:44 p.m.  

Motion carried with all in favor.  

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

Sandra Hart, Technical Assistant 


