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Case # 1046
Notice of Decision

You are hereby notified of the Decision in the case of:
Case : 1046: Dayton and Dianne Duncan, P. O. Box 835, Walpole, NH 03608. Property – 24 Beach Avenue, Rindge, NH 03461.  603-756-4567. Map 45, Lot 97: Variance application from Article IV, Section B-2 of the Rindge Zoning Ordinance to allow reconstruction of a single family dwelling on the present footprint which does not meet the 50 foot right of way setback that is required if rebuilding does not commence within one year of demolition.

Sitting on this case: Goodrich, Drouin, Breckenridge, Thomas, Stenersen

The Board found that:

1. The variance use would not be contrary to the public interest because: 

Extending the time frame for building in this case does not alter the character of the neighborhood or threaten the public’s health, safety, or welfare.

Vote:  Y          (All)                         N:                                           

2. Granting the variance would do substantial justice because: 

There is no loss to the general public in granting this variance and the date of reconstruction will be variable. 
Vote:  Y          (All)                         N:                                           

3. The variance would be consistent with the spirit and intent of the Rindge Zoning Ordinance because:

The delay in rebuilding will have no effect on the public health, safety, and welfare or the character of the neighborhood. 

Vote:  Y          (All)                         N:                                           

4. Granting the variance would not diminish surrounding property values because:

The delay in rebuilding will not affect the property values. 

Vote:  Y          (All)                         N:                                           

5. Special conditions do exist on the property that distinguish it from other properties in the area, such that literal enforcement of the ordinance results in unnecessary hardship.

Refer to 5a & 5b.
Vote:  Y          (All)                         N:                                           

5a. No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general purposes of the Zoning Ordinance provision(s) and the specific application of the provision(s) to the property because:

The surrounding properties have similar conditions and there’s no fair reason to deny the variance because it’s not an unplanned demolition that would require immediate reconstruction. Moreover, it’s reasonable to build again within the same footprint.  

Vote:  Y          (All)                         N:                                           

AND

5b: The proposed use would be a reasonable one because: 

Same as 5a.
Vote:  Y          (All)                         N:                                           

The Variance was granted because:

Marcia Breckenridge motioned to grant the variance because all five criteria have been met, Dave Drouin seconded. 
Vote:  Y          (All)                         N: 
Respectfully submitted,

Joseph C, Hill MD
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