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Town of Hollis 

7 Monument Square 
Hollis, NH  03049  

Tel. 465-2209 Fax. 465-3701 
www.hollisnh.org 

HOLLIS PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 1 
August 16, 2022 – 7:00 PM Meeting - Town Hall Meeting Room 2 

 3 
 4 
MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING BOARD:  Bill Moseley, Chair; Doug Cleveland, Vice Chair; Chet 5 
Rogers; Julie Mook; Benjamin Ming; Virginia Mills; David Petry, Ex-Officio for the Selectmen; Alternate 6 
Members: Richard Hardy; Jeff Peters; Mike Leavitt. 7 
 8 
ABSENT:  Richard Hardy; Jeff Peters. 9 
 10 
STAFF:  Kevin Anderson, Town Planner & Environmental Coordinator; Mark Fougere, Planning Consultant. 11 
 12 
 13 
1.  CALL TO ORDER – 7:00 PM.  B. Moseley led the group in the Pledge of Allegiance. 14 
 15 

B. Moseley stated that the voting members will be the Regular members at this meeting.   16 
 17 

 18 
2.  AMENDMENT OF PLANNING BOARD MINUTES: 19 
 20 

Amendment of June 21, 2022 meeting minutes.  K. Anderson stated that there was an omission in the 21 
Non-Public Section of the minutes from the June 21, 2022 meeting.  He has added the information, and 22 
sent it to Planning Board members for review.  The omission had to do with which members made 23 
motions and seconded them.  Motion to accept the amended minutes of the June 21, 2022 meeting – 24 
motioned by V. Mills, seconded by B. Ming; motion passed.   25 

 26 
 27 
3.  APPROVAL OF PLANNING BOARD MINUTES: 28 
 29 
 July 19, 2022:  Motion to approve – motioned by J. Mook, seconded by C. Rogers; motion  30 
 passed. 31 
 32 

Non-Public Session minutes, July 19, 2022:  J. Mook pointed out that V. Mills was not present at that 33 
meeting, but is listed as being present.  That change has been noted.  Motion to approve the minutes as 34 
amended, and to keep the minutes sealed in accordance with RSA 91-A:3, II(1) Legal – motioned 35 
by J. Mook, seconded by D. Petry; motion passed.   36 

 37 
 38 
4. DISCUSSION AND STAFF BRIEFING:  39 

 40 
a. Agenda Additions and Deletions:  M. Fougere stated that the first case on the agenda, File 41 

PB2022:009 – Design Review will need to be continued until the September Planning Board 42 
meeting as Staff is still reviewing the plans.  Also, File PB2022:012 – Lot Line Relocation has 43 
been withdrawn by the Applicant, and they do not wish the case to be heard.  Staff has had verbal 44 
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communication with the Applicant to that effect, and are anticipating and will pursue written 45 
communication, in addition, for documentation.   46 

 47 
b. Committee Reports:  none. 48 

 49 
c. Staff Reports:  Zoning Determination: Age Restricted Housing.  B. Moseley stated that this 50 

stems from the couple of Non-Public Sessions that the Board has held during previous recent 51 
meetings, including meeting with Town Counsel Attorney Chris Drescher on July 19, 2022.  B. 52 
Moseley read the Staff Report, as below: 53 

 54 
To:  Hollis Planning Board 55 
From:  Mark J. Fougere, AICP Town Planner 56 
RE:  Approved Petition Zoning Article; Amendment Six 57 
Date:  July 26, 2022 58 
 59 
As the Board may recall, Mr. Garruba filed a zoning petition article (Number 6) this past year. 60 
A public hearing was held on the proposed amendment and the question was placed on the 61 
2022 zoning ballot. Against the recommendation of the Planning Board, Hollis voters 62 
approved the zoning change in March. 63 
 64 

AMENDMENT (6) ARE YOU IN FAVOR OF ADOPTION OF AMENDMENT (2) 65 
AS PROPOSED BY RESIDENT PETITION FOR THE TOWN OF HOLLIS 66 
ZONING ORDINANCE AS FOLLOWS: 67 
 68 
SECTION XXI: DEFFNITIONS  For the purpose of this ordinance, certain terms or 69 
words used herein are defined as follows: 70 
 71 
SUBDIVISION: The division of a lot, tract, or parcel of land into two or more lots, 72 
plats, sites, or other divisions of land for the purpose, whether immediate or future, of 73 
sale, rent, lease, transfer, condominium conveyance, or building development. It 74 
includes a re-subdivision and, when appropriate to the context, relates to the process 75 
of subdividing or to the land or territory subdivided. The division of a parcel of land 76 
held in common and subsequently divided into parts among the several owners shall 77 
must be deemed a subdivision. The division of land for the purpose of developing 78 
Housing for Older Persons or other development types of more than one dwelling 79 
unit on a single lot must be deemed a subdivision. 80 
 81 
NET TRACT AREA: The net tract area of the parcel is determined based on the pre- 82 
development conditions by subtracting the total area calculated for wetlands, surface 83 
waters including man-made surface waters, hydric soils, flood plain, road rights-or-84 
way, and altered/unaltered slopes greater than 25% from the total (gross) tract area. 85 
 86 
SECTION IX: GENERAL PROVISIONS 87 
 88 
0. DETERMINATION OF DENSITY FOR CONDOMINIUM DEVELOPMENTS. 89 
The number of permissible dwelling units in a condominium subdivision shall be the 90 
same as that which would be applicable for a conventional subdivision of the 91 
contemplated housing type. Similarly, any buildings proposed to be built as part of a 92 
Housing for Older Persons development or any other type condominium 93 
development, shall be required to demonstrate compliance with the Building Area 94 
requirements set forth herein. It is required that each building must have an 95 
exclusive non-overlapping building area in order to demonstrate compliance. 96 

 97 
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Attorney Drescher has reviewed the adopted changes outlined in amendment 6 and has 98 
significant concerns as they relate to the amendments adopted to Section 0. The intent of this 99 
section was to require a building area (100 x 200) for each proposed age restricted home 100 
similar to the requirements of a conventional subdivision. Attorney Drescher believes that 101 
when reading the Housing for Older Person's ordinance as a "whole", the intent was to 102 
provide relief from standard zoning requirements and therefore they are not considered a 103 
"conventional subdivisions". The Older Person's ordinance includes specific Purpose 104 
statements and Standards that exempt Older Person's developments from many of the 105 
standard requirements of a conventional subdivision. 106 
 107 
Given these substantial flaws, it is Attorney Drescher's opinion that the amended provisions 108 
in Section 0 are unworkable, vague, and ambiguous and therefore unenforceable. Should any 109 
Older Person's application come before the Planning Board, the new requirements outlined in 110 
Section 0 should be ignored. 111 

 112 
B. Moseley commented that the zoning ordinance was approved by a 70% vote in 2017.  The 113 
amendment would only have applied to new projects, and would not have applied to the Toddy 114 
Brook project which was submitted prior to the proposed amendment.  The Planning Board can 115 
only enforce legal actions, and the Board therefore consults with Town Counsel whenever there is a 116 
question.  The Board wants to do whatever it can to keep the Town from going into litigation.  117 
Therefore, the Board cannot do anything, or support anything, that the Town Counsel cannot defend.     118 

 119 
d. Regional Impact:  none. 120 

 121 
 122 
5. SIGNATURE OF PLANS:  123 

  124 
 None. 125 
 126 
 127 
6. CASES:  128 
 129 

a.   File PB2022:009 – Design Review:  Proposed development of an existing 41.16 acre gravel pit on 130 
Depot & Rideout Road into a Major HOSPD Subdivision with 13 single family lots, Owner: 131 
Douglas A. Orde, Applicant: CFC Development, Map 9 Lots 47, 48, & 51, Zoned R & A and 132 
Recreation.  Continued Board Discussion. 133 

 134 
As M. Fougere mentioned above, this case is to be tabled until the Board’s September meeting. 135 
 136 
Motion to table File PB2022:009 until the next Planning Board meeting, September 20, 2022 – 137 
motioned by D. Cleveland, seconded by C. Rogers; motion passed unanimously.  138 

   139 
 140 

b. File PB2022:013 – Final Review: Proposed development of an existing 45.16 acre parcel located at 141 
79 Witches Spring Road into a Minor Subdivision with 3 single family lots, Owner: Marie 142 
Chamberlin, Applicant: Fieldstone Land Consultants, PLLC, Map 46/52, Zoned R & A. 143 
Application Acceptance & Public Hearing.  144 

 145 
K. Anderson stated that the proposed final application is to subdivide Map 46 Lot 52 into three 146 
residential lots.  The existing parcel is 45.16 acres in size, and has 2,427 feet of frontage on Witches 147 
Spring Road.  The subdivision will result in three lots, ranging from 10.1 acres to 22.5 acres.  The 148 
eastern boundary of this property used to be the former Mooar Hill Road, which was discontinued by 149 
Town Meeting in 1954.  We are in discussion about this, but the Applicant has agreed to note the 150 
public’s right of access over the old right-of-way that leads to Town conservation land on the south 151 
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side of the property.  The Applicant is requesting a waiver from Section IV.1 subsection F, 152 
Additional Studies.  Additional studies would be drainage, wildlife, traffic, etc., which really 153 
wouldn’t apply in this circumstance.  The Applicant is requesting the waiver as part of his due 154 
diligence.  Additional studies are typically required for major subdivisions of six or more lots; 155 
however, the Board does have the authority to ask for additional studies.   156 
 157 
Motion to accept the application – motioned by D. Cleveland, seconded by V. Mills; motion 158 
passed unanimously.   159 
 160 
M. Fougere pointed out, as mentioned by K. Anderson, that this site is bounded by the old Mooar 161 
Hill Road which was discontinued in the 1950s.  Near to it is a 78-80 acre parcel of land that is 162 
owned by the Town.  Under statute RSA 231:43, when a road is discontinued by Town meeting vote, 163 
properties that have used that road for access retain easement rights.  It is Staff’s position that access 164 
rights are available over the right-of-way leading to the property that the Town owns.  They are 165 
requesting that a note be added to the plan stating this.  In talking to one of the surveyors this 166 
afternoon, however, the surveyor had concerns about adding such a note to the plan, and wanted to 167 
see a legal opinion relative to the matter.  Based on his own knowledge and background, and case 168 
law into which he has looked, M. Fougere does believe that the Town has access rights – and it is 169 
important to place such a note on the plan so that any future owner of the lot that abuts the former 170 
Mooar Hill Road does not put up a fence or something to block that access, leading to conflict.  It’s 171 
an important issue to flush out at this point.  B. Moseley concurred.   172 
 173 
Applicant: John Lefebvre, from Fieldstone Land Consultants.  Stated that he is here to present a 3-lot 174 
minor subdivision for Tax Map 46, Lot 52 on behalf of their client, Marie Chamberlin.  The total 175 
area of the parcel is 45.16 acres.  They have around 2,500 feet of road frontage.  The property is 176 
located at 79 Witches Spring Road, and lies within the residential and agricultural zone.  The 177 
minimum lot size for conventional lots is two acres, with 200 feet of frontage; 1.5 acres of the two 178 
acres needs to be contiguous acceptable land.  The minimum building setbacks include 50 foot front, 179 
35 foot side and rear, and 100 feet for wetlands.  All proposed lots exceed the minimum size for 180 
contiguous upland soils exclusive of wetlands, ledge, group 4 soils, and slopes greater than 25%.  181 
Buildable areas, 4k boxes, and proposed wells have been shown on the plan.  All driveways 182 
presented either meet or exceed the minimum required site distance.  The nearest fire suppression 183 
resource is a cistern, located 1,600 feet east of the parcel on the northerly side of Witches Spring 184 
Road.   185 
 186 
M. Fougere commented that the Fire Department reviewed the plan, did not have any comments, and 187 
concurred that no cistern fee would be needed.   188 
 189 
J. Lefebvre stated that as part of this plan they are requesting a waiver from Section IV.1 subsection 190 
F, Additional Studies.  This section of the regulation is noted to apply to major subdivisions with six 191 
or more lots; because the checklist does not differentiate between major and minor, and due to the 192 
large size of the parcels proposed, they ask the Board to consider the waiver.   193 
 194 
J. Lefebvre mentioned that they have received some Staff Report comments outlining a few issues, 195 
which he will go through.  The question was raised regarding a wetland area on proposed Lot 46-52-196 
1.  One of Fieldstone Land Consultants’ senior wetland scientists went out and re-reviewed the area.  197 
He noted that they have to review the wetland for the criteria identifiers present per the Army Corps 198 
of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual, along with the Northeast Regional Supplement.  There 199 
were not the proper indicators in this area.  The soil is sandy, gravelly soil, excessively drained, and 200 
above the water table.  It was also mentioned that there is a potential ephemeral stream that comes 201 
down the side of the property; when they delineated the wetlands, they did not see an active 202 
ephemeral stream.  There are no setbacks for an ephemeral stream, they did not include it on the plan, 203 
but nor did they see it present when they did the fieldwork.   204 
 205 
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J. Lefebvre  stated that another item brought up by Staff is that a buildable area needs to be shown 206 
on proposed Lot 46-52; they have now added that buildable area.  It was also pointed out that the 207 
gross area and dry area shown on proposed Lot 46-52 appeared to be flipped; that was a mistake in 208 
which the wet area had been deducted from the overall parcel and not from the proposed parcel, and 209 
has now been revised.  Staff had additionally noted that the buildable area on proposed Lot 46-52-2 210 
appeared to contain slopes in excess of 25% – they have now moved the buildable area box to a 211 
different location on the plan.   212 
 213 
Another point by Staff was that the driveway plan and profiles need to be submitted for the lots; J. 214 
Lefebvre stated that two of the driveways are already present on these lots – one of them serves the 215 
existing house.  The other, long driveway shown on proposed Lot 2 was actually built by the State of 216 
NH when they were constructing Route 101: they used is a gravel access haul road, and it has been 217 
in place for years.  It meets the requirements for safe site distance.  They would like to utilize those 218 
two existing driveway locations.  The third driveway location would be on proposed Lot 1.  There 219 
are gentle slopes onto this lot, and great visible site distance in both directions.  They do not feel that 220 
there is a need for a plan and profile for that driveway location – it would be a short driveway, just 221 
coming into the spot where they’re building.   222 
 223 
J. Lefebvre stated that test pit data was missing for Lot 46-52-1.  He stated that they did do test pits 224 
with Tom Mercurio, as well as additional test pits on Lot 2; the septic designer who witnessed the 225 
test pits left for vacation this past Friday, took the book with him, and they were not able to put the 226 
notes together – so while they have performed test pits, they are not currently on the plan. 227 
 228 
Staff had mentioned that clarification needed to be made regarding notes 5 and 18 on the plan.  J. 229 
Lefebvre said that the two notes describe different things – they note that the boundary is the result 230 
of a survey performed by their office; they also note that the contours are the result of Lidar.  It was 231 
in fact only the boundary that was determined by Lidar, and not the boundary and topography, as 232 
originally on the plan, so J. Lefebvre has now made that correction to the plan.   233 
 234 
J. Lefebvre acknowledged that note 11 on the plan needs to be revised to state “All lot corner 235 
monuments shall be set prior to recording”.  That correction has now been added to the plan. 236 
 237 
Staff asked the Applicant to provide documentation for the right of way granted to Michael Glover 238 
as stated in note 14 on the plan; J. Lefebvre brought that documentation, as on the last page of the 239 
current Deed, to this meeting for Staff and the Board to review. 240 
 241 
J. Lefebvre stated that they have now added the block for the owner’s signature on the plan, as 242 
requested.  On the final plan there will be an owner’s signature. 243 
 244 
J. Lefebvre stated that those were the notes he received from Staff, and asked for Board comments 245 
and questions prior to addressing the issue of the former Mooar Hill Road. 246 
 247 
B. Moseley asked Staff about the point regarding the potential ephemeral stream, as above.  K. 248 
Anderson stated that he found it to be very obvious when he was on site, and he thinks that it should 249 
be noted on the plan.  It does not have setbacks; it is not a wetland.  Ephemeral streams do not 250 
intercept seasonal high water – however, it is a feature which is important to the area.  The fact of 251 
the ephemeral stream led K. Anderson to question whether there was a wetland down at the 252 
intersection of Mooar Hill Road and Witches Spring Road: the Applicant has indicated that there is 253 
not a wetland in that area, and K. Anderson is satisfied with their explanation. 254 
 255 
Regarding the remainder of the Staff comments to the Applicant, K. Anderson said that they do all 256 
seem to have been addressed.  The building boxes have been shifted to areas in which they are 257 
compliant.  The plan notes have been corrected as requested.  In terms of the driveway plan and 258 
profiles, he believes that it is up to the Board to make that determination.  It is a requirement to show 259 
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plan and profiles for each lot – while it might be obvious that these are going to be pretty flat, that is 260 
the Board’s decision to make.   261 
 262 
In terms of the test pit data, K. Anderson pointed out that it is a requirement that they be on the plan.  263 
If they were in fact witnessed by Tom Mercurio, then the test pits will be compliant.  Without the 264 
data in front of us, though, we cannot verify anything about them. 265 
 266 
M. Fougere mentioned that one of the things that will need to be addressed is rural character, and the 267 
Rural Character Ordinance, in terms of what type of provisions are going to be proposed for the 268 
properties – be it a no-cut buffer along the street, or plantings, or other provisions.   269 
 270 
C. Rogers asked for clarification as to where the driveway is located on proposed Lot 1; it was 271 
shown to be in the middle of the lot.   272 
 273 
D. Petry stated, with respect to Lot 46-52, that there is already an existing house on the lot; why did 274 
they show another buildable area on that lot?  J. Lefebvre answered that it was shown because it is 275 
required by the checklist.  D. Petry then asked if there is any further subdivision planned for these 276 
three lots.  J. Lefebvre answered that no, there is not; they simply have to show buildable areas on 277 
the lot.  D. Petry said that we therefore need a note on the plan stating that there is no further 278 
subdivision allowed.  J. Lefebvre asked why that note would be appropriate, and D. Petry answered 279 
that we could have a situation in which the application is approved as a minor subdivision and later 280 
becomes a major subdivision.  For a major subdivision, there are open space requirements.  We want 281 
to make sure about the intent for this area: is the intent to further subdivide this, later on?  J. 282 
Lefebvre stated that there is no intent to subdivide this, further on.  D. Petry pointed out that in that 283 
case there should be no issue with adding the note to the plan.  J. Lefebvre stated that there is an 284 
issue, as that would be taking away the owner’s right to subdivide in the future, should they want to.  285 
D. Petry stated that open space requirements may then play into this. 286 
 287 
M. Fougere stated that the concern is that, under our ordinance, a major subdivision of six lots or 288 
more is required to be a HOSPD.  What has happened in the past is that large parcels have been 289 
chipped away at in small increments to avoid that requirement.   290 
 291 
J. Lefebvre suggested putting a note on the plan stating that any further subdivision resulting in six 292 
lots or greater would be considered a major subdivision, so that that is noted on the plan – but to 293 
disallow that subdivision would be taking away their rights in the future. 294 
 295 
D. Petry stated that further subdividing the property would impact the ability to meet the open space 296 
requirements.  He wants to make the applicants aware that if they decide to further subdivide in the 297 
future, they’re going to have to meet the new requirements.  J. Lefebvre stated that he would be 298 
happy to put that note on the plan. 299 
 300 
B. Moseley concurred that that made sense – they won’t be able to just subdivide blindly. 301 
 302 
Regarding the Mooar Hill Road situation, J. Lefebvre stated that before getting into a debate about 303 
what rights exist, where, and how, he would like to present a possible solution for both interests.  304 
What he was asked to add was that the public has the right to pass and re-pass over the former 305 
Mooar Hill Road right of way.  Mooar Hill Road was discontinued in 1954.  There is a statute that 306 
says that should you need to have access to your property, and that was your form of access, the 307 
discontinuance cannot take away your right to access.  To say that the public has the right of access, 308 
however, they do not believe is true.  If they add a note to the plan stating that the public has the 309 
right to use that access, and the Town then sells their parcel of land, would the public still have the 310 
right of access?  The answer is no.  What is true, and what they could add as a note, is that private 311 
rights may exist for the former Mooar Hill Road right of way, per the RSA.  They do not want to add 312 
an easement, as it would be accepting liability on the property.   313 
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 314 
J. Lefebvre further stated that if the Town was to use the former Mooar Hill Road access they would 315 
be using it as an entity – using it as a form access to their property, not as a form of recreation in a 316 
public trail.  So, if they say that private rights may exist for the former Mooar Hill Road right of way, 317 
per the RSA, he believes that that would cover the interests of both sides. 318 
 319 
M. Fougere read RSA 231:43, paragraph III:  “No owner of land shall, without the owner’s written 320 
consent, be deprived of access over such [discontinued] highway, at such owner’s own risk.”  The 321 
concern is that we do not want the owner of proposed Lot 1 to one day decide to put a gate across 322 
that would prohibit access.  Per K. Anderson’s walk of the site, it does appear that it has been used 323 
by the public to gain access to the open space that is out back.  M. Fougere suggested that legal 324 
counsel should weigh in on the issue.  His concern is that the public should not be denied access to 325 
that land, which was either donated to or purchased by the Town.   326 
 327 
B. Moseley suggested that a course of action would be to have the Applicant submit in writing their 328 
proposed language for the note, and Staff would have Town Counsel review that note.  M. Fougere 329 
agreed; in the language proposed, he is concerned about the word “may”.   330 
 331 
J. Lefebvre stated that this subdivision is not going to change any rights – they’re not proposing any, 332 
and they are not taking any away.  If the Board is concerned about the owner being aware of rights, 333 
their proposed note covers that.  The Applicant, on their part, does not want that area being used as a 334 
trail head, and having the public park there.  That’s not what the RSA allows.  Additionally, if 335 
easement access is granted, they can only grant it on their half of the former road – so people could 336 
only walk on one half of the road, and not the other.  People using the access would construe the 337 
land to be public in areas where it is private.  There would be so many issues that to state that the 338 
public has access, he feels, would require a legal opinion.  He also feels that a lawyer would be 339 
stumped, and that the issue would have to go to court – and he doesn’t know if such a consideration 340 
is really applicable to this case.  B. Moseley pointed out that it’s applicable to the case if the Board 341 
says that it is applicable, and the Board agreed in general with having Town Counsel weigh in on the 342 
situation. 343 
 344 
M. Fougere added that, from a legal standpoint, they do not need to add a note.  The public has the 345 
right to use the entire old right of way, not just on the Applicant’s side, but on the abutter’s side as 346 
well.   347 
 348 
J. Lefebvre pointed out that no similar action was taken in regard to earlier abutting subdivisions, 349 
also along the former Mooar Hill Road.   350 
 351 
Public Hearing. 352 
 353 
Joe Garruba, 28 Winchester Drive.  Stated that he felt that review of the plan set by Staff was done 354 
very well, and appreciated details brought up by K. Anderson.  Stated that he himself reviewed the 355 
plan just after the deadline for submittal of materials, which was three weeks ago.  Sitting in the 356 
audience at this meeting, however, he noticed a new plan set being handed out, an easement 357 
document and a legal position for the roadway being handed out, which he as a member of the public 358 
was never given a chance to see.  With the deadline for submitting materials having passed – 359 
especially for a final application such as this one – to hand out important documents right at the 360 
meeting indicates that those documents need to be made available to the public, and this Public 361 
Hearing needs to be continued to the next Planning Board meeting so that everyone has a chance to 362 
review all materials.  J. Garruba also approved of the decision to consult with Town Counsel on the 363 
current case. 364 
 365 
Applicant rebuttal: John Lefebvre, from Fieldstone Land Consultants.  Stated that the additional 366 
documents he supplied at this meeting were documents he had been asked to supply: a copy of the 367 
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deed, which was cited on the plan, and a copy of the abutting subdivision plans as they may have 368 
additional merit to this case.  There was nothing secret.   369 
 370 
Public Hearing Closed. 371 
 372 
Comments from the Board: 373 
 374 
D. Petry stated that, relative to the comments made, as is the Board’s practice, even though there 375 
may not be another Public Hearing on a case, the public is always is invited to send e-mails or letters 376 
to the Board for additional comment.  Even though a Public Hearing may not be extended, that does 377 
not mean that the public cannot have input regarding an application.   378 
 379 
B. Moseley brought up discussion point issues for this application, starting with rural character 380 
regarding the two potential new properties, and asked if the Board wanted to impose a no-cut buffer 381 
of any sort. 382 
 383 
J. Mook stated that in general she would say yes regarding a no-cut buffer, but that it is hard to say 384 
without having seen the property.  B. Moseley answered that there is always opportunity for a site 385 
walk.  J. Mook further mentioned the ephemeral stream noted by K. Anderson, as well as landscape 386 
elements that the Board tends to notice on site walks – such as rock walls, and the old trees R. Hardy 387 
is able to point out.   388 
 389 
The Board generally concurred with J. Mook. 390 
 391 
D. Petry pointed out that a site walk would be appropriate especially because the application was 392 
sent to Final Review without Conceptual or Design Review.  This could have been avoided had there 393 
been some earlier discussions.   394 
 395 
B. Moseley asked if meeting at the site at 5pm prior to next month’s Planning Board meeting, 396 
Tuesday, September 20, would give the Board enough time to view the area.  K. Anderson said yes, 397 
but pointed out that particularly on the Mooar Hill Road side the foliage is extremely thick.  It will 398 
be hard to see much of the land without making way through heavy brush.   399 
 400 
M. Fougere asked what specifically the Board would like to see on the site walk; J. Mook responded 401 
that they’d be looking for how much of a set back or no-cut buffer might be needed, and if are there 402 
other elements of the site that should be noted.  K. Anderson stated that rural character can be dealt 403 
with from the Witches Spring Road side, if that is the Board’s main concern.  M. Fougere added that 404 
the Board could meet at the Mooar Hill Road side, and the Applicant could flag the driveway 405 
locations so that the Board could see where they’d be.  B. Moseley added that he’d like to see the 406 
ephemeral stream, as well.  407 
 408 
The site walk was set for 5pm, Tuesday, September 20.  The Board may park along the wide grass 409 
shoulder on the south side of Witches Spring Road. 410 
 411 
Regarding other items that will need to be resolved, B. Moseley pointed out that the Board will need 412 
the test pit data; the driveway plans and profiles will need to be submitted before the next meeting; 413 
the Board will need to review the ‘no further subdivision without meeting the open space 414 
requirements’ note; Town Counsel’s advice will be sought regarding the former Mooar Hill Road 415 
and access, as above. 416 
 417 
Motion to table File PB2022:013 until the next Planning Board meeting, September 20, 2022, 418 
at which the site walk will be discussed – motioned by D. Petry, seconded by D. Cleveland; motion 419 
passed unanimously. 420 
 421 
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 422 
7.  OTHER BUSINESS:  423 
 424 

Master Plan – Survey Questions. 425 
 426 
B. Moseley recommended that discussion of the Master Plan be kept to no more than one hour per 427 
meeting, in the interest of time and so that the Board does not get worn out or burned out with it.  He 428 
also suggested that we begin with the old Master Plan questions and review those before moving into the 429 
new questions that Board members have submitted.   430 
 431 
K. Anderson stated that this is a living document, and we will try to make edits as we go through it.  432 
There is no reason for all issues to be answered tonight.  We will start with the questions from 2016, and 433 
strike out those that are irrelevant – questions that deal with the school system, for instance, as they can 434 
send their own questionnaire.  He also pointed out that we do want people to answer these questions, and 435 
when they get cumbersome people are less likely to want to be involved.   436 
 437 
M. Fougere pointed out that the questions from 2016 were very similar if not identical to the questions 438 
from the major Master Plan update in 1998.  The thought at the time was to see how much opinions had 439 
changed from 1998 to 2016.  These questions have been around for awhile, and some are rather obvious.  440 
Everyone knows that one of the most important things in Hollis is rural character, so a question about 441 
rural character is unlikely to gain us any insight; in every survey that’s been done, rural character has 442 
come in at the top of importance to residents. 443 
 444 
D. Petry added that starting with the existing questions and then supplementing them makes sense.  445 
We’ve had a lot of turnover in Town since 1998.  People may or may not still think that rural character is 446 
the most important thing; certainly, the school system is.   447 
 448 
K. Anderson asked if D. Petry felt that questions regarding the school system should be included; D. 449 
Petry stated that it’s obvious that people move to this Town for the school system.  The second most 450 
important thing may be rural character, and the set-up of the Town.  The challenge we’ve had is that a lot 451 
of the people who have moved into Town have moved into new developments – which kind of goes 452 
against rural character.  We need to make them aware that we have a Rural Character Ordinance, and ask 453 
if they want to see it tightened up, or if they want to see it changed at all.  D. Petry further pointed out 454 
that there are two distinct groups in Town: one has been here for a very long time, with a lot of farmers.  455 
Some farmers have elected to subdivide their land, and some have not.  This Town would not have 456 
grown to where it is now without some subdivision by farmers.  He believes that we have done a really 457 
good job of controlled growth in our Town, and he would not want to see anything that would impact 458 
continued maintenance of two-acre minimums.  Part of the challenge is that there is a balance – if we get 459 
too restrictive, to the point at which personal property rights are impacted, we will see a lot of people 460 
submit subdivision plans for fear of their rights changing.  He believes that that is what has been 461 
occurring over the last five years.  We have to be careful; there is a delicate balance here, with what we 462 
need to do in our Town.  He would like the questions we ask to ferret out whether that is true or not.   463 
 464 
D. Cleveland stated that we need to look at what the purpose is; what are we trying to do, here?  This is 465 
the Master Plan for the Town, and we want the opinion of the Town’s residents as to areas or things that, 466 
principally, the Planning Board might have an interest in or control over, as well as other Town Boards 467 
and Committees.  There are a lot of questions in the previous survey that he believes we can delete, that 468 
are either no-brainer questions or questions that people don’t care about – so why ask the question?  We 469 
can streamline the survey in that way. 470 
 471 
Old Master Plan questions. 472 
 473 
1.  Who is the respondent, male or female? 474 
 475 
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The Board in general felt that this question was irrelevant. 476 
 477 
B. Ming pointed out that this question included a second column regarding household size; do we want 478 
to continue to include that information?  D. Petry said that if there is not a question specifically about 479 
household size, we can add that.  Question 24 does ask about the number of children in the household, 480 
which may cover the issue. 481 
 482 
It was agreed to strike Question 1. 483 
 484 
2.  How many years have you lived in Hollis?  0-2, 3-5, 5-10, 10+.   485 
 486 
It was agreed that there is a need for this question.  B. Moseley stated that this information will definitely 487 
help to interpret the data.  J. Mook added that this also lets us know if these are newer residents who are 488 
more interested in urban issues, or not. 489 
 490 
3.  How long do you expect to reside in Hollis?  Less than 10 years, or greater than 10 years. 491 
 492 
It was agreed to strike question 3. 493 
 494 
4.  What reason would make you leave Hollis?  Change of job, retirement, cost of living, children will be 495 
out of school, other. 496 
 497 
Most of the Board felt that this question provides valuable information.  D. Cleveland stated that the 498 
previous results of this question showed percentages that were relatively even across the board, so it may 499 
be helpful in that regard.  J. Mook stated that for each question being considered, she asks what we are 500 
going to do with the answer.  What information does it give us, in order to make some decision?  M. 501 
Fougere concurred, and added that the whole point of these questions is for guidance, particularly on 502 
land-use issues.  Every question needs to be considered thoroughly in order to get answers to questions 503 
that the Board has.  J. Mook asked what we might get from the answers to this question – what does this 504 
help us to determine?  B. Ming answered that if people would leave Town because of retirement or cost 505 
of living, it indicates that it’s too expensive; if they would leave Town because their children are out of 506 
school, it indicates that there isn’t enough value.  D. Petry added that the survey is not just for creation of 507 
ordinances; it’s for facilities, it’s for infrastructure.  It’s to decide what to do.  The fourth item in this 508 
question is the main reason why people leave Town: their children graduate from high school, and they 509 
leave.  They sell their house.  It happens all the time, and the turnover is incredible.  And the expectation 510 
of the new residents moving in, wanting services, is increasing.  As a Selectman, some of the requests 511 
that he gets are pretty amazing: trash pick-up, streetlights throughout the entire Town, sidewalks 512 
throughout the entire Town.  J. Mook stated that she does not object to leaving this question in, but we 513 
have to ask how we are going to use the data – and that applies to every question.  D. Cleveland added 514 
that it is interesting to see the answers to a question like this; it’s interesting information to have.  V. 515 
Mills agreed, and stated that it may be interesting to compare answers to this question, now, to previous 516 
answers – she thinks we’re going to see some changes.   517 
 518 
5.  What is your age? 519 
 520 
It was generally agreed that this is a relevant question. 521 
 522 
6.  The things I like most about living in Hollis: geographic location, rural lifestyle, school system, 523 
shopping opportunities, housing availability and cost, outdoor recreation opportunities, access to open 524 
space for recreation, other. 525 
 526 
J. Mook stated that we should have a question like this, but figure out exactly what that question should 527 
be later on in this process as there have been some suggestions.  We should keep this question, but it 528 
needs further work.  D. Cleveland suggested that the eight categories given in this question could be 529 
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streamlined.  J. Mook suggested that, in regard to rural lifestyle, maybe we could be more specific.  K. 530 
Anderson stated that questions such as this seem entirely too complicated.  “Do you think Hollis has 531 
enough recreational opportunities?” would be a question.   532 
 533 
7.  The things I dislike most about living in Hollis: its growth rate, loss of rural lifestyle, the school 534 
system, its road conditions, lack of shopping opportunities, lack of recreation and entertainment, lack of 535 
housing at reasonable prices, lack of public transportation, other. 536 
 537 
B. Ming stated that he liked K. Anderson’s note on question 6: make each item its own question, with 538 
approve or disapprove, yes or no answers.   539 
 540 
As with question 6, it was agreed to keep this question but fine-tune it. 541 
 542 
8.  Check the response which best reflects your opinion regarding the amount of each of the following 543 
housing types in current housing supply: single family on two acres, single family on less than two acres, 544 
one- and two-bedroom apartments, three- and four-bedroom apartments, duplexes, elderly housing, 545 
mobile homes, rental homes. 546 
 547 
The Board generally agreed that this question is overwhelming; it’s too much in one question.  Perhaps it 548 
should be a question about lot size.  J. Mook pointed out that a question regarding senior living would be 549 
important.  In general, it was agreed that this question should be reworked, and should not be included in 550 
this form. 551 
 552 
9.  Which statement best expresses your opinion of the following: light industrial development, 553 
residential growth, commercial growth – too fast, about right, too slow, don’t know. 554 
 555 
B. Ming stated that the growth question is important, but he doesn’t know if this is the right way to ask it.  556 
D. Cleveland pointed out that, looking at the results of the last survey, “about right” was almost 557 
overwhelmingly the most common answer.  In general, the Board concurred that they would like to 558 
make this question simply about growth. 559 
 560 
10.  How do you feel about the Town encouraging expansion of the following commercial activities in 561 
Hollis: supermarket, grocery/convenience store, banking, restaurants, hardware store, medical services, 562 
dental services, entertainment, computer software/services & communications, light industry, home 563 
businesses, child/elder daycare, other. 564 
 565 
D. Petry stated that he would change the way we’re asking this question, to say ‘Do you feel that the 566 
following categories or activities are sufficient?’, and then have them answer yes or no.  He does not feel 567 
that we should be encouraging expansion.  B. Moseley stated that if we look at the question, if people 568 
answer that they encourage the expansion of medical services, what role does the Planning Board have in 569 
that?  We have a role in that we make sure that there is suitable space available for it, but how would we 570 
bring in more doctors?  We don’t have a lot of control on these specifics.  M. Fougere added that we 571 
provide for the zoning to allow it to happen.  J. Mook mentioned that respondents on the previous survey 572 
indicated that restaurants have the highest inadequate supply, in Town.  She does think that the Planning 573 
Board can impact whether restaurants can be in Town, due to septic and other issues.  If there are things 574 
that the Planning Board can do, then maybe adding some questions to follow up with that would be 575 
appropriate.  D. Petry stated that the thing that has changed from 1998 and 2016 is the technology for 576 
septic systems – that has changed a lot, so if someone really wanted to invest on putting a restaurant in, 577 
they probably could do it now, without issue.  Buckley’s put a café in, where there had been a bank.  A 578 
restaurant could have gone in where the surgical facility went in, in the former Harvest Market.  He does 579 
not think that we’re precluding it – it’s a matter of whether there are enough potential customers to make 580 
it viable.  J. Mook stated that the Master Plan is also a vision, and the community’s vision may include 581 
restaurants.  Residents might not be able to open a restaurant, but they’d like to go eat in one.  She added 582 
that in general she doesn’t like this question, but there is some information that we did get back from the 583 
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last survey.  B. Mosley stated that he’d like to look at it from the standpoint of what we can provide to 584 
support certain things, but to get specific on some of these items is moot.   585 
 586 
In general, it was agreed to rewrite this question in more of a yes/no format. 587 
 588 
11.  Would you be in favor or improved wireless telecommunications service in your area of Town, even 589 
though a cellular tower or other structure may be visible from your property? 590 
 591 
The previous response to this question was relatively evenly split, with 52.19% answering yes and 592 
47.81% answering no.  D. Petry pointed out that this question was asked before we had the second cell 593 
tower in Town.  There are not many dead spots in Town.  We also already have a wireless tower 594 
ordinance; he does not know if there is a value in asking this question.  Technology is changing, too, so 595 
the signals have gotten a lot stronger than they used to be.  D. Cleveland pointed out that with the results 596 
on the previous survey split so closely, this is clearly a controversial issue.  M. Fougere stated that what 597 
surprised him regarding the application on Howe Lane was the number of people who showed up in 598 
favor, who wanted it. 599 
 600 
In general, it was agreed to strike question 11. 601 
 602 
12.  Which of the following types of renewable energy would you consider installing on your property: 603 
rooftop solar systems, ground mounted solar system, wind turbine.     604 
 605 
M. Fougere pointed out that we now have an ordinance that impacts this question.  In general, the Board 606 
did not see a need for this question.  J. Mook stated that there can be questions about solar energy, but 607 
not this one. 608 
 609 
It was agreed to strike question 12. 610 
 611 
13.  Would you be in favor or a larger scale ground mounted solar energy system being permitted in 612 
Hollis with approval of the Planning Board? 613 
 614 
M. Fougere mentioned that there is one on Ridge Road which is hardly visible.  J. Mook stated that with 615 
government credits for solar energy, it’s going to be part of our future whether we like it or not.  D. Petry 616 
stated that he thinks this question should stay in, because if the majority of the people say “no” then it 617 
supports our position on what we have been doing.  J. Mook pointed out that in the last survey, 71.39% 618 
said “yes”.  D. Petry added that that was six years ago, however.  K. Anderson stated that, in his opinion, 619 
people’s responses indicated that yes, they want to have solar panels – but not in their backyard.  D. 620 
Petry stated that maybe we need to reword this question.  D. Cleveland agreed that a lot of these things 621 
depend upon how you ask the question.   622 
 623 
It was generally agreed to keep this question, but to reword it. 624 
 625 
14.  How do you rate the following services/facilities in the Town of Hollis: police protection, fire 626 
protection, emergency ambulance services, preserving scenic roadsides, summer road maintenance, 627 
winter road maintenance, winter snow removal, recreational facilities, public library, Planning Board, 628 
zoning enforcement, traffic flow/control, solid waste disposal, recycling facilities, general government 629 
(Town Hall). 630 
 631 
D. Petry stated that he feels that this question is valuable; B. Moseley and K. Anderson stated that they 632 
believe it is too complicated.  K. Anderson stated that we are inviting a person to answer these questions 633 
in their free time, and there are 15 different boxes on this question alone to think about and rate.  D. 634 
Petry stated, though, that people in Town sometimes have strong opinions; this is one question that he 635 
believes they would take the time to answer, and it would be good to know where we stand on a lot of 636 
these items.  If we don’t ask this question as part of this process, it should probably be asked as part of a 637 
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Select Board process.  J. Mook asked, as above, what we are going to do with the answers once we get 638 
them.  In concurrence, K. Anderson asked how the Planning Board is going to regulate police protection, 639 
for instance.  B. Moseley agreed; it may be a good question in general, but how does it affect the 640 
Planning Board?  This has not been the case in previous responses, but suppose one of the listed services 641 
comes back rated poorly?  What would we do with that information?  D. Petry responded that we’d send 642 
that information to the Select Board, for them to deal with.  He reiterated that he believes the question 643 
does need to stay in the survey.  D. Cleveland agreed with D. Petry – a lot of these questions don’t only 644 
pertain to the Planning Board, but may be important to other Boards or Committees in Town.  D. Petry 645 
added that questions like this could be important for future planning, expansion, infrastructure, facilities.  646 
J. Mook pointed out that the response regarding preserving scenic roadsides was less satisfactory – so 647 
some of these items point to things that the Board can impact.   648 
 649 
It was generally agreed to keep the question but edit/fine tune it. 650 
 651 
15.  When weather conditions warrant, would you prefer the Town adopt the use of road deicing agents 652 
which are more environmentally friendly than rock salt?   653 
 654 
B. Moseley asked what the history behind this question was – had other deicing agents been used in the 655 
past?  D. Petry answered that many of the approved subdivisions were approved with the use of no salt, 656 
only sand, as a deicing agent, due to concerns over the water supply and the environment.  Therefore, 657 
some subdivisions are sand only – but then you get an ice storm, and the residents get upset because the 658 
roads are too icy, and they only have sand on them.  It’s a situation in which you have to weigh what was 659 
required, versus safety.  D. Cleveland added that another problem with sand, in his own personal 660 
experience, is that when they sanded the road he lives on, by spring it almost looked like a dirt road 661 
because there was so much sand on it.  In such a case, the sand gets into the lawn, killing grass, and so 662 
on.  He pointed out that the alternative to using rock salt, aside from sand, is to use calcium chloride and 663 
other chemicals – but it’s a lot more expensive.  Do the taxpayers want to pay the extra cost?  J. Mook 664 
and B. Moseley answered that that is in fact a follow-up question that was asked.  J. Mook pointed out 665 
that if you have to balance such costs against educating your children here in Town, there are a lot of 666 
balls in the air.  When it comes to voting at Town Meeting, they make their priorities something different 667 
than the roads.  It’s hard to know how to act on these things, when it comes to spending the money.  B. 668 
Moseley asked if this is more of a DPW/Selectmen question?  D. Petry answered that he thinks it had to 669 
do with what we were going to require in subdivisions.   670 
 671 
It was generally agreed to strike question 15, as well as the follow-up question 16. 672 
 673 
17.  How important to you is the preservation of the following Town resources: agriculture, groundwater 674 
supply, wetlands, wildlife habitat, forests, open fields, historic sites, conservation land, scenic roads, 675 
greenway/trail system. 676 
 677 
It was generally indicated that respondents found all of the questioned elements very important.  J. Mook 678 
stated that the Board tries to preserve all of them to the best of its ability.  K. Anderson pointed out that a 679 
lot of these elements are regulated by the State, outside of the Town’s jurisdiction.  D. Cleveland 680 
mentioned that he wouldn’t even ask the question because it’s a no-brainer.  C. Rogers stated that it 681 
should be asked in the context of whether residents would support preservation of these elements if it 682 
incurred a tax increase, and indeed, that is the next, follow-up question. 683 
 684 
It was generally agreed to strike question 17. 685 
 686 
18.  From question 17 regarding the preservation of Town resources, would you be willing to have local 687 
taxes used to help preserve that resource? 688 
 689 
D. Petry stated that he thinks that this question should be kept, but reworded.  A lot of these things we 690 
can’t do without land purchases, or tighter zoning, or whatever.   691 
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 692 
It was agreed to keep question 18, but reword it. 693 
 694 
19.  From question 17 regarding the preservation of Town resources, would you support changes to the 695 
Town’s zoning ordinance that would help to preserve the resource? 696 
 697 
M. Fougere pointed out that our zoning covers almost every one of these issues, already.  D. Petry stated 698 
that Town voters are blindly doing this now, based on petitions that they don’t understand and that are 699 
written very poorly – as opposed to the Planning Board addressing those issues the right way, and 700 
vetting them.  It was generally pointed out that on the last survey, answers were overwhelmingly “yes” 701 
in every instance.  J. Mook stated that there may be questions we can ask that are more specific to some 702 
of these issues. 703 
 704 
It was generally agreed to strike question 19. 705 
 706 
20.  Rating Hollis Primary School: school building and facilities, teachers/administrators/staff, quality of 707 
education. 708 
 709 
K. Anderson mentioned that this and the next few questions have to do with evaluating the schools; do 710 
we want to go through these?  B. Moseley asked whether the school system itself sends out a survey.  J. 711 
Mook said that they have, but she wasn’t sure how recently.  B. Moseley said that he struggles with this 712 
being on the Master Plan.  Do we want to leverage our survey, or encourage the school system to be 713 
proactive and do a survey of their own?  J. Mook asked whether we’re going to go to the School Board 714 
with our survey results and say, for instance, that respondents don’t like the teachers?  However, 715 
knowing how many kids are in a household impacts our future.  D. Petry pointed out that this is a way to 716 
get independent opinions on these factors in a manner that doesn’t come from the schools; he is inclined 717 
to keep these questions.  J. Mook stated that a lot of people responded that they don’t know, because 718 
they don’t have kids in school.  You lose a third of the population, who doesn’t even answer the question.  719 
D. Petry indicated, however, that those people are paying taxes, so they have a right to decide for 720 
themselves whether to answer – they should at least be aware.  J. Mook responded that they’re aware but 721 
they’re not judging the quality, which is the question.  D. Petry reiterated that he thinks it’s good to get 722 
an independent survey on these items.  J. Mook wondered if there was a better question that we could 723 
ask.  D. Petry asked if this is in fact done from the standpoint of facilities planning, as to whether there 724 
are enough facilities or not?  B. Moseley said that he would feel better if it took that stance more clearly.  725 
Right now, this is just a regular moratorium question on the school system.  D. Cleveland stated that 726 
personally he would ask a more generic question about the quality of the schools.   727 
 728 
D. Petry stated that question 24, Indicate the number of children in your household who are enrolled in 729 
each grade, according to the type of school, should be kept as that is information that we need.  The 730 
Board generally agreed.  M. Fougere pointed out that we already have the answer to this question as 731 
there is an enrollment census done every October.  We know how many kids are in each grade, including 732 
those who go to private school – the School Board needs to know where every child is, whether public, 733 
private, or home-schooled.   734 
 735 
Regarding questions 20-23, B. Moseley asked if a more generic question would be “Was the school 736 
system a driving factor in your moving to Hollis?”  It was generally agreed to substitute that draft 737 
question, at this stage, for questions 20-23, and to keep question 24 for now. 738 
 739 
25.  Which statement below best expresses your opinion?  (Note Town services are currently 26.59% of 740 
the total property tax bill; the county tax rate is 5.45%.)  Check one box only: I feel that our property 741 
taxes should be reduced even if it means greatly reduced municipal services, I feel that our property 742 
taxes should remain the same even if it means slightly reduced municipal services, I feel that our 743 
property taxes should be increased only enough to maintain existing levels of municipal services, I feel 744 
that our property taxes should be increased in order to improve municipal services, Don’t know/no 745 
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opinion. 746 
 747 
J. Mook said that the trend, looking at the data, is to keep taxes at the same level or lower them.  K. 748 
Anderson suggested asking something like “Do you feel your taxes are being utilized for the municipal 749 
services you are receiving?” instead.  B. Moseley concurred – make it a much more straightforward 750 
question.  J. Mook asked, however, what if respondents answer “no”?  What do we do with a “no”?  D. 751 
Petry stated that these such questions are more relevant to the Select Board, and the Budget Committee, 752 
than they are to the Planning Board.  B. Moseley asked, if we get the information in this form, what we 753 
would do with it.  D. Cleveland answered that he didn’t think we would do anything with it; these 754 
questions are answered at the Town Meetings and School District meetings every year, with the warrant 755 
articles.  J. Mook suggested that more direct questions, such as “Are you willing to spend more to 756 
purchase conservation land?” could be proposed.  She also pointed out that responses are going to 757 
depend on the state of the economy – people are going to respond to their current environment.  D. 758 
Cleveland pointed out that the reason Hollis looks the way it does is that residents have voted in favor of 759 
the Town purchasing significant amounts of conservation land in the past, which has been shown to be 760 
beneficial.  B. Ming concurred that that context was important: not just asking if residents want to spend 761 
money on conservation, but showing the money that was spent in the past, and what the result has been.  762 
It helps to illustrate why to support such purchases in the future.   763 
 764 
It was generally agreed to revise question 25, to make it more specific to what the Planning Board has 765 
direct control over, and/or streamline the question toward procurement of conservation land. 766 
 767 
26.  Which statement below best expresses your opinion?  (Note school services are currently 67.96% of 768 
the total tax bill.)  Check one box: I feel that our property taxes should be reduced even if it means 769 
greatly reduced school services, I feel that our property taxes should remain the same even if it means 770 
slightly reduced school services, I feel that our property taxes should be increased only enough to 771 
maintain existing levels of school services, I feel that our property taxes should be increased in order to 772 
improve school services, Don’t know/no opinion. 773 
 774 
K. Anderson stated that he personally would like to re-write this question to say “Do you realize that 775 
70% of your taxes go to the schools?”  The results from the 2016 survey showed that most people were 776 
in favor of reduced taxes, or increasing them only enough to maintain existing levels of school services; 777 
more respondents were in favor of reduced taxes than were in favor of any increase.  J. Mook stated that 778 
this is what Town Meeting is for – where residents may debate, and get explanations or justifications for 779 
items.  B. Moseley said that he would strike the question, because we have the School Board meetings 780 
regarding these issues.   781 
 782 
It was generally agreed to strike question 26. 783 
 784 
The final question, 27, “Please outline any issues, concerns, or other comments you may have relative to 785 
living in Hollis”, was an open question for any further input from respondents.   786 
 787 

 788 
ADJOURNMENT: 789 
 790 
Motion to adjourn at 8:56pm – motioned by C. Rogers, seconded by V. Mills; motion passed unanimously. 791 
 792 
 793 
    Respectfully submitted,  794 
    Aurelia Perry, 795 
    Recording Secretary. 796 
 797 
NOTE: Any person with a disability who wishes to attend this public meeting and who needs to be provided with reasonable 798 
accommodation, please call the Town Hall (465-2209) at least 72 hours in advance so that arrangements can be made.  799 


