TOWN OF SPRINGFIELD

2750 MAIN STREET | PO BOX 22 | SPRINGFIELD, NH 03284
PHONE (603)763-4805 | www.springfieldnh.org

PLANNING BOARD MEETING MINUTES
Thursday, June 18, 2026, 7:00 p.m.
Springfield Memorial Building

NOTE: The following minutes are in draft form. They are subject to review and approval by
the Planning Board at a future meeting. Changes may be made prior to final approval.

PRESENT:

Tanner Jacques — Chair

Steve Dzubak — Vice-Chair

Mike Howard — Member

Ken Jacques — Member

John Trachy — Member

Tim Josephson — Upper Valley LSRPC
Tim Bray — Zoning Coordinator

Jen Roberts — Ex Officio

AGENDA:
1. Appointments:
e  7:05 p.m. Select Shepherds — Continuation
of Site Plan Application Hearing 5/21/2026

2. Review of May 21, 2026, Minutes

3. UVLSRPC - Family-based Child
Care Outreach & Capacity Project

ABSENT :

Darrin Patten — Member 4. Review of Zoning Ordinance for

2026 edits

ALSO PRESENT:
Attorney Sheridan Brown, Jill Hastings, Justin Hastings, Sgt. Ryan Gamble, Steve Piispanen, and Renee Theall UVLSRPC

o The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chair Jacques. The Board members
introduced themselves to the audience.

e Chair Jacques moved to enter nonpublic session pursuant to RSA 91-A: 3, 11 (1) at 7:01
p.m. John Trachy seconded the motion. Chair Jacques voted aye, Vice-Chair Dzubak
voted aye, Ken Jacques voted aye, John Trachy voted aye, and Jen Roberts voted aye.
Member Mike Howard joined the nonpublic session after the vote had taken place.

e At 7:17 p.m. Ken Jacques moved to exit the nonpublic session and seal the minutes. Jen
Roberts seconded the motion. Chair Jacques voted aye, Vice-Chair Dzubak voted aye,
Ken Jacques voted aye, John Trachy voted aye, Mike Howard voted aye, and Jen Roberts
voted aye.

e At 7:18 p.m. Chair Jacques reopened the public hearing for the Select Shepherds site plan
application. Chair Jacques stated that there was an objection before the Board regarding
whether members of the Board should recuse themselves. After speaking with Town
counsel, the Board decided that recusal was not necessary and the hearing would
continue as scheduled. Chair Jacques also noted that because public comment remained
still open for this hearing, the Board would limit public comment to seven minutes per
individual. Chair Jacques also asked that public comment be pertinent to the application
and hearing before the Board and that all questions be directed to the Chair.

o Chair Jacques noted that at the end of the May 21, 2026, hearing, the Board was
discussing potential noise issues and the definition of adult dogs. The application
provided a document outlining potential conditions for site plan approval. Chair Jacques
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asked whether Board members had additional questions for the applicant after further
reviewing the application.

Chair Jacques asked Attorney Brown whether the location referenced in the application
was the best location for the structure, as recommended by Mr. Bodwell, the expert
acoustician. Attorney Sheridan Brown affirmed that the location shown on the plan
allowed for the greatest setback from the property lines and took advantage of the heavily
forested vegetation buffer. The goal was to situate the building to take advantage of the
buffer, with the enclosed sides of the building facing the other direction. Chair Jacques
asked Attorney Brown whether an earthen berm for additional buffering had been
considered or whether it would be an after-the-fact consideration when testing ambient
noise. Attorney Brown stated that an earthen berm would be an after-the-fact
consideration and that Mr. Bodwell was confident that the sound-absorbing panels would
achieve the desired mitigation of ambient noise. Attorney Brown stated that the proposals
included in the application were different options that could be used as an overall
approach to mitigate ambient noise as needed. Vice-Chair Dzubak reconfirmed that the
openings to the runs faced northwest toward the forested areas of the property. Attorney
Brown confirmed that the runs would face the forested areas and the runs would include
side skirts to help mitigate sound. Chair Jacques clarified with Attorney Brown that there
were kennels for dogs and an additional outdoor run and that these outdoor runs would be
paneled with noise-buffering material. Attorney Brown confirmed that the open runs
would have top and bottom screens to help mitigate sound.

Chair Jacques questioned whether lighting would be on all night. Attorney Brown
responded that outdoor lighting would be motion-activated and down-shielded. Chair
Jacques clarified with Tim Bray that the allowable sign dimensions under Springfield’s
Site Plan Review Regulations, Section 5, were no greater than 12 square feet. Chair
Jacques questioned whether snow removal would be required in the play yard or whether
other significant snow removal would be required for the operation. Attorney Brown
responded that no snow removal would be required in the play yard and that no
significant snow removal would be required for the operation other than snow-blowing
walkways. Chair Jacques questioned whether an increase in traffic volume was
anticipated. Attorney Brown stated that no change in traffic levels was anticipated
because the operation would not have visitors coming to the kennels for sanitation and
dog-health reasons. Placements were often made before pups were born, with off-site
visits for those placements. Chair Jacques questioned whether refuse is still being taken
to the dump if it’s double-bagged. Attorney Brown confirmed that refuse would be taken
to the dump and that, if this changed the applicants would contract with a private hauler
to remove it.

Chair Jacques asked the Board whether it had any remaining questions for the applicant.
Tim Bray, Zoning Coordinator, asked whether, if the application were approved, the plan
included in the application was one he could cite for the zoning permit. Attorney Brown
replied that the plan labeled “Appendix C: Sketch of Building Locations” showed the
proposed building location. Chair Jacques noted that the proposal before the Board
defines adult dogs as dogs 16-weeks or older. The ZBA decision did not include a
definition of adult dogs verus younger dogs, but the minutes of the ZBA decision meeting
referred to adult dogs. John Trachy noted that the discussion about dogs was premature
and should occur during the deliberative session. Attorney Brown stated that in a
transcript created from his recording of the ZBA meeting, using Al, the terms “dogs” and
“adult dogs”, were used interchangeably because no one raised a concern that puppies
would be noise-generating or create any other impact on the neighborhood. The
applicants proposed as conditions (Appendix D), that no more than 15 adult dogs (dogs
older than 16 weeks) and 12 puppies (dogs younger than 16 weeks) be kept on the

property.

Chair Jacques opened the floor to public comment. Mr. Steven Piispanen noted that the
minutes of previous ZBA hearings stated that the applicant would obtain a pet vendor
license. Mr. Piispanen cited NH RSA 436:99 (Diseases of Domestic Animals,
definitions), which defines dogs as any male or female K9, sexed or neutered. Mr.
Piispanen pointed out that this RSA does not distinguish between puppies and dogs. Mr.
Piispanen also questioned what the structure would be made of: wood, concrete, or steel.
Chair Jacques responded that the plans provided showed that the structure would be



wood-sided, and that this could be made a condition should the Board proceed to
approval. Mr. Piispanen questioned the flooring type, because the application to the EPA
stated that the floors would be mopped, while the application to the Planning Board
stated that the floors would be gravel and concrete. Mr. Piispanen also questioned how
discharged water would be filtered through an on-site septic system if the wastewater was
to be mixed with wood shavings and taken to the transfer station for disposal. Mr.
Piispanen stated that he believed this defeated the purpose of the DES instructions. Mr.
Piispanen stated that he saw no drainage going to the septic system on the plans. Mr.
Piispanen also stated that he believed allowing a business to be built, would not conform
to the neighborhood. Mr. Piispanen noted that Section 9 of the application stated that
prospective buyers would arrive at the business site, while Attorney Brown had earlier
stated that there would be no visitors to the site. Mr. Piispanen provided the Board with a
written copy of all his concerns as an abutting landowner (Appendix A). Mr. Piispanen
stated that if the permit were approved, he would be dispute it legally.

Chair Jacques asked Mr. Piispanen what building material he would prefer and why. Mr. Piispanen
stated that concrete would be preferable because it would last forever. Mike Howard noted that if
the Board were to condition this, it would be because a particular building material affected the
neighbors. If a building material made a difference in the distribution of sound, that could be added
as a condition, however durability alone could not be made a condition. Mr. Piispanen questioned
whether the expert acoustician had provided input on building materials and their impact on noise
mitigation. Chair Jacques asked Attorney Brown about the materials used for the flooring. Attorney
Brown stated that the building would have a full concrete pad and possibly additional non-porous
vinyl flooring for the dogs’ comfort. Attorney Brown stated that with respect to the NH DES
permit, the reference to discharge into the existing septic system was to shampoo, water, etc. from
washing dogs. The waste had been presented to DES as being absorbed into wood shavings,
bagged, and disposed of at the transfer station. Chair Jacques asked what construction material was
intended for the building. Attorney Brown stated that the intention, if approved, would be to work
with the expert acoustician to determine what the most cost-effective material that would achieve
the presented noise limits. The outdoor structures would be covered with mass-loaded vinyl. Sound
mitigation would result from the building site, the use of mass-loaded vinyl, vegetation, and other
factors.

Chair Jacques noted that Attorney Brown had stated that there would be no visitors coming to the
kennel and asked whether visitors would be coming to the property itself. Attorney Brown stated
that the application spoke for itself; the applicants did not intend to have the public come to their
kennel for sanitation and health reasons. There might be a very small number of people invited to
visit the property, but this would occur infrequently, if at all. Chair Jacques asked Attorney Brown
what municipal requirements were needed to obtain a pet vendor license. Attorney Brown stated
that certification of municipal approval was required. Chair Jacques clarified that this would mean
full site plan approval.

Attorney Brown pointed out that the discussions throughout the January 7, 2025, and January 27,
2025, ZBA meetings, concerned a maximum of 15 adult dogs and that the conversation was clear.
The applicants have presented a good-faith proposal to the Board, and part of the error in the
minutes occurred because there were several interruptions. Attorney Brown stated that the totality
of the conversation was clear as to what approval was sought regarding the number of dogs.
Regarding training, the applicants would train their own dogs on the property, but would not train
dogs for the public, any public training would take place off-site. Attorney Brown also noted that
vegetation had been proposed along the back side of the building. Although not an expert, Attorney
Brown did not know whether this would help with sound mitigation, but he noted that planting in
this area could obstruct visual sight lines and that roots could cause issues in the septic area.

Chair Jacques closed the floor to public comment. John Trachy moved to close the public hearing
and move to deliberation. Jen Roberts seconded the motion. All Board members voted aye.

ZBA minutes from September 3, 2024, January 7, 2025, and January 27,2025, were provided to the
Board. Board member John Trachy provided the Board with documents titled “Findings of Fact —
Select Shepherds, LLC — 06182026 (Appendix B) and “Site Plan Conditions — Draft Commercial
Dog Kennel- Select Shepherds, LLC et al” (Appendix C). John Trachy also stated that the State
now mandates that planning boards prepare individual findings of fact. Tim Bray clarified that the
document reflected John Trachy’s interpretation of the findings of fact. Vice-Chair Dzubak asked
whether the Board had had enough time to read the documents John Trachy had provided. Mike



Howard stated that the issue of the definition of a dog and how the kennel would be populated
hinged on a careful reading of the ZBA minutes and should be treated as a separate issue; the Board
should not vote until that issue had been addressed. Mike Howard also stated that the issue of how
trees should be handled would be outside of the Planning Board’s scope. The Board discussed
verifying with the State the number of dogs transferred in a year and using that information as an
enforcement record for any conditions regarding the number of dogs transferred. Tim Bray asked
whether the documents John Trachy had provided were to be used as a guideline for writing
conditions or simply as general discussion among the Board. Tim shared that he had concerns
about some of the proposed conditions in the documents. Tim stated that he felt the document titled
“Findings of Fact’ was salted with opinion and matters outside the Planning Board’s jurisdiction.
Vice-Chair Dzubak asked John Trachy whether he could clarify his concerns so the Board could
draft conditions if it moved forward. John Trachy stated that the document provided was a list of
his concerns. Vice-Chair Dzubak stated that he echoed what Tim Bray had said: the document
extended beyond facts and into areas outside the Planning Board’s purview, including enforcement
mechanisms of the Select Board and, through the Select Board, the Health Officer and Zoning
Coordinator. Vice-Chair Dzubak stated that the Select Board was the Town’s governing body and
could enforce or decline to enforce violations, because enforcement was outside the Planning
Board’s scope. Mike Howard stated that the documents provided were a personal list of concerns;
most were good concerns, but what he asked of John to distill them into a set of conditions the
Board could vote on. John Trachy stated that the other document provided was a list of suggested
conditions. Mike Howard stated that he was uncomfortable voting on something that was largely
personal rather than the opinion of the Board and that exceeded the Board’s mandate; much of the
content did not require a vote and was already implicit in the application. The Board reviewed the
proposed conditions document circulated by John Trachy. Tim Josephson clarified that findings of
fact must be centered on how the application meets or does not meet the Town’s regulations. The
findings must be complete so that a reviewing court knows the reasons for the Board’s decisions
and so that, if the Board denies an application, the applicant has instructions regarding the time to
appeal.

Chair Jacques polled the Board to determine whether it could move forward with approval subject
to conditions. Board members stated yes that they believed they could move forward with approval
subject to conditions. Chair Jacques asked the Board to review the health and safety issues,
residential issues, and recommended highest-priority conditions set out in John Trachy’s document
and to identify conditions on which the Board could agree and any additional conditions others
might consider appropriate. Chair Jacques reviewed page 7 of the document “Site Plan Conditions
— draft’, under the “Health and Safety” section. Jen Roberts noted that septic approval was granted
by DES and that she would not want to challenge anything DES had already approved. Tim Bray
noted that the septic system was not part of the application before the Planning Board because DES
had already considered it; the applicants were not going to tie into the septic system, and refuse
would be absorbed in shavings, bagged, and removed from the site. Tim Bray noted that the
Planning Board had no oversite of an existing septic system. Vice-Chair Dzubak clarified that the
applicant had a DES permit and had provided MSDS sheets for the cleaning products. He stated
that solid waste from the facility was a different issue and that it would be appropriate for the
Board to discuss conditions concerning how long solid waste could be held at the facility; however,
any condition concerning a possible failure of the septic system was an issue for the Health Officer.

Mike Howard proposed a condition requiring as-built plans to be submitted to the Planning Board
so that the Board could confirm that the construction complied with the site plan conditions. The
Board discussed requesting building plans before authorizing the Zoning Coordinator to issue a
zoning permit rather than requesting an as-built plan after the construction was completed. The
Board also discussed recording the ZBA conditions on the plan. John Trachy expressed the opinion
that the Board should have the full history filed and recorded at the Sullivan County Registry of
Deeds. Tim Bray shared that the former Town Administrator had explained to the Board the types
of records that could be recorded at the Registry of Deeds. The types of documents that could be
recorded there would be provided to the Board at the next meeting.

Chair Jacques moved the conversation to Section B, Scope of Approved Use and Dog-Count
Limits. The Board discussed receiving clarification from the ZBA on the special-exception
conditions as they related to the number of dogs and puppies. Mike Howard stated that it was not
clear from the ZBA minutes whether the discussion concerned dogs and puppies or only adult dogs,
and it was unclear how to obtain ZBA clarification. Vice-Chair Dzubak stated that the decision
should be made by the Planning Board because the application before the Board. John Trachy
stated that he did not think it was in the Planning Board’s best interest to alter what the ZBA had



already decided and that this was a ZBA issue. Vice-Chair Dzubak asked John to clarify what he
was proposing. John stated that he proposed to send the matter back to the ZBA for clarification if
the applicant did not agree to a condition limiting the total number of dogs on the premises to 15.
Mike Howard pointed out that the Board had not heard testimony about how much noise puppies
made, or why puppies should not count in the 15-dog limit. Mike also stated that it was clear to him
that puppies would not make much noise and did not have loud voices and that he would be more
comfortable with clarification from the ZBA concerning its intent. Jen Roberts stated that this was
discussed at the last meeting and that puppies were not allowed outside; they were kept inside and,
did not touch the ground until after receiving all their shots at 12 weeks old. She stated that the
puppies were kept inside the house and, therefore, would not contribute to outdoor noise levels.
Chair Jacques questioned whether the Planning Board had the authority to usurp what the ZBA had
decided and whether, if it was a specific condition, the Planning Board had the ability to do that.
Tim Bray explained that the special exception was the permit to run the business and that the site
plan review involved conditions placed on that permit. The permit was for 15 dogs; unfortunately,
the discussion of puppies was silent in the decision. Mike Howard noted that the applicants were
bending over backwards and that he felt the Board should do the same, at least to learn the ZBA’s
intent. Vice-Chair Dzubak asked how many days the Board was into the application. It was noted
that the application had been accepted at the previous month’s meeting, so the Board was 30 days
into its review. Vice-Chair Dzubak stated that his preference was to obtain a legal opinion on the
number of dogs, the language, and the ZBA permit, then return next month; with the remaining
time the Board could move other issues forward.

The Board discussed other possible conditions concerning lighting, signage, traffic, waste removal,
and the submission of an as-built plan upon completion of construction. The Board outlined a
lighting condition requiring dark-sky compliance, down-shielded and motion activated lights, and
no direct lighting leaving the property. The Board outlined a signage condition requiring no lights
on the sign and a maximum size of 12 square feet. The Board outlined conditions for parking and
visitation, including visitation between 8:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. and off-street parking. The Board
stated that it was comfortable with the applicant’s proposal for weekly waste removal. The Board
outlined an acoustics condition requiring post-construction test results from the acoustician at the
property line. Tim Bray asked the Board to request construction drawings for Planning Board
review before the Board authorized the Zoning Coordinator to issue a zoning permit.

Ken Jacques moved to continue the Select Shepherds hearing to the next meeting on July 16, 2026,
at 7:05 p.m. Mike Howard seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

John Trachy moved to accept the minutes of May 21, 2026. Mike Howard seconded the motion.
The motion passed unanimously.

Renee Theall of the Upper Valley Lake Sunapee Regional Planning Commission presented
the pilot project that it was working on regarding home-based and family-based childcare.
The UVLSRPC had identified several communities, including Springfield, where home-
based and family-based childcare was needed. UVLSRPC was looking to engage planning
boards and community stakeholders and conduct an audit of zoning ordinances and site
plan regulations to ensure they were consistent with applicable RSAs. The pilot project
was funded through October, and Renee asked whether the Planning Board would be
interested in participating. Renee shared that Springfield was in the middle of the pack
regarding regulations for home-based childcare. Springfield had revised the site plan
requirement to a conditional use permit for home-based businesses, which was allowed but
has been identified as a barrier, together with the floor-size restriction of 1000 square feet
under the current site plan review regulations. There was also an outdoor area limit, which
was needed for home-based, family-based childcare. These were opportunities to update
regulations to help reduce barriers.

Chair Jacques introduced the list of Zoning Ordinance conflicts and cleanup items
compiled by John Trachy. John Trachy noted that some changes could be made by the
Board, while others required approval at Town Meeting. Tim Bray asked that
administrative rules for the Planning Board be compiled for consideration at the next



Town Meeting, specifically including a time limit for public comment so that expectations
would be clear to the public.

e Chair Jacques adjourned the meeting at 9:45 p.m.

Submitted by: Emily Rogers, Administrative Assistant
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TOWN OF SPRINGFIELD ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
P.O.BOX 22 2750 MAIN STREET NOTICE OF DECISION
SPRINGFIELD, NH 03284

PHONE: 603 763 4806

Re: Zoning Board of Adjustment Case:

Sue-Ann, Audrius Kazenas, and Select Shepherds, LLC
373 Hogyg Hill Rd, MAP 10, LOT 098-189
HEARING DATE: October 8, 2024, January 7, 2025, January 28, 2025

You are hereby notified that the request for a Special Exception from Articte 3, Section 3.12 of the Springfield Zoning
Ordinance from Sue-Ann, Audrius Kazenas, and Select Shepherds, LLC to use their properly to as a location from
which to Breed, Kennel and Sell/Transfer dogs has been GRANTED pursuant to the plans and descriplions
presented at the hearing by an affimative vote of all five members of the board with the following conditions:
1: The applicants shall keep no more than fiffeen (15) dogs on their property.
2: The applicants will transfer no more than thirly (30} dogs in a 12-month period.

3: The applicants shall house their dogs in a structure designed with an expert acoustician to mitigate potential noise.
A portion of the structure shall be fully enclosed, and said structure, along with accompanying mitigation measures
{e.g. siting, earthen berm, fencing} shall reduce peak noise levels measured at all points of the applicant's property

line to at or below ambient noise levels in the Hogg Hill neighborhood.
4: The applicants shall altow their dogs outside only between the hours of 8am and 8pm, except for individual
bathroom breaks.

The application met all 5 criteria required for a special exceplion as defined in Section X1, 11:42 of the Springfield

Zoning Ordinance.

After hearing testimony from the applicants in regards to the indoor facility, the board felt that the application met the
criteria for granting the special exception. By housing the dogs in individual runs, the high peak noise that is created
currently by moving the dogs from their current kennels to the home will be eliminated. The board decided that the
noise mitigation measures planned by the applicants would sufficiently keep the noise at or below the ambient level in
the neighborhood. The board also felt that with no third-party dogs coming onto the property for training or boarding,
there would be no increase in traffic in the neighborhood and limit the chances that the applicant's dogs could be

/btfv 7/ /W
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Tanner Jacques, Chairman 1/3125

Nole: The Selecimen, any party to the action, or any person directly affected has a right to appeal this decision. See New
Hampshire Revised Statutes Annotated, Chapter 677, avaitable at the Springfield Town Office or at gencouri.state.nh.us. 1f you
wish to appeal, you must act within thirty (30) days of the date on this notice. The necessary first step before any appeal may be
aken o the court, is to apply to the Board of Adjustment for a rehearing. The motion for rehearing must set forth ali the grounds on
which you wiil base your appeal. This notice has been placed on file and made available for public inspection in the records of the
Zoning Board of Adjusiment.



PUBLIC HEARING TESTIMONY & ADMINISTRATIVE INQUIRIES

In Re: Selact Shepherds LLC - Continued Site Plan Review Hearing
Date of Hearing: June 18, 2026, 7:05 p.m.

Submitted By: Steven Piispanen, Direct Abutter {287 Hogg Hill Road)
To the Members of the Springfield Planning Board and Town Counsetl:

For the record, my name is Steven Piispanen. i am a directly affected abutter to this proposed
commercial project. | am submitting these eight specific inquiries into the permanent public record
tonight. Each of these questions falls strictly within the "four corners” of a New Hampshire Site Plan
Review, which legally mandates this board to evaluate public safety, traffic, parking staging, structural
design, environmental maintenance, compatibility with the neighborhood, and compliance with binding
zoning conditions.

QUESTION 1: Procedural Retevance of Public Safety, Commercial Traffic, and Parking Capacity

To the Chair: At the May 21 meeting, when | attempted to inquire about traffic and vehicle accumulation,
it was suggested that it was not a relevant question at that exact moment. However, we are now in the
active review phase of the finalized site plan map and narrative. Therefore, the timing is entirely relevant
to address parking and traffic constraints.

To the Board: Under Section #4 of the submitted application packet, the applicant explicitly states that
the proposed use will generate minimal traffic, and asserts that the current driveway can "easily
accommodate at least six vehicles." Furthermore, Section #9 explicitly details that "prospective buyers"
will be arriving at this business on-site.

The Inquiry: Because the applicant has formally entered this "6-vehicle capacity" claim into the public
record to secure your approval, this board is legally obligated to verify its real-world accuracy. How many
vehicles are parked on that property at most during any given day? If the property’s standard residential
vehicles, personal trucks, and commercial equipment already take up those 6 spaces over the course of
a day, where exactly are these "prospective buyers” supposed to safely pult in and park?
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To the Chair: Section #10 explicitly states that "no new parking spaces are proposed" and "no pavement,
walks, steps, or curbing are proposed.” If the appticant's designated driveway is already hit with peak
residential usage during the day, this plan provides zero safe visitor staging, Will any of these spaces be
designated as ADA handicap accessible for visiting clients or inspectors? If the applicant refuses to atter
the existing residential layout to safely accommodate commercial public traffic, this board cannot
legally rule that the site plan provides safe or adequate vehicle parking.

QUESTION 2: ADA Accessibility, Public Accommodation, and Pathway Compliance

To the Planning Board: Under the standard criteria for site plan review, this board must evaluate whether
the site provides safe and adequate pedestrian and vehicular access for the public. The applicant’s
submittal explicitly notes that visitors and customers will be arriving at this business on-site. However,
the application packet simultaneously states that "no changes to pavement, parking, or pathways" are
proposed for the property.

The Inquiry: If this application is approved, will this new commercial structure and the business entity
itself be required to be fully ADA (Americans with Disabitities Act) compliant? If so, how can this board
legally approve a commercial site plan that does not depict a single ADA-compliant parking space, an
accessible route, or a stabilized pathway from the vehicle staging area to the kennel structure? If the
applicant is not altering the existing residential pathways or paving to meet federal and state
accessibility mandates for arriving customers, this site plan is fundamentally incomplete and cannot be
approved as presented.

QUESTION 3: Core Structural Materials, Visual Contradictions, and Future Noise Amplification

To the Board: A planning board cannot properly evaluate or enforce noise mitigation if the core structurat
design and construction materials of the facitity remain an unverified, "either/or" guessing game. Section
#10 of the application states that the kennel will sit upon a "poured concrete or gravel pad." This exact
contradiction is repeated on page 39 under the Waste Management section. Furthermore, the applicant
has included a reference photograph of the proposed facility in the packet.

The Inquiry: Looking directly at the applicant's photo, the depiction shows what appearstobe a
traditional wooden structure sitting cleanly on top of a poured concrete pad. Is the kennel to be builtas a
wooden structure as visually represented to this board, or will it be constructed out of entirely different
materials—such as a prefabricated metal structure engineered to merely look like or sit on the
dimensions shown in this photo?

To the Chair: The distinction between wood siding and a metal shell, or a gravel floor versus concrete,
drastically dictates the acoustic profile of this building. if the floor is gravel, itis a physical and sanitary
impossibility to mop it as described in the applicant's wastewater layout, If the floor is concrete and the
shell is metal, these hard surfaces create a massive megaphone effect, accelerating interior decibel
reverberation from barking dogs. Because the ZBA mandated a structure that reduces peak noise to at or
below ambient levels, this board cannot legally approve a site plan where both the foundation material
and the physical framing materials are left completely unresolved and open to bait-and-switch

maodifications post-approval.
QUESTION 4: Adherence to ZBA Conditions, Pet Vendor License Verification, and May 21 Precedent
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To the Board: | am aware of the strict "four corners" rule of site plan review. if there is any attempt to shut
down this question tonight as a "zoning-only matter," | direct the board's attention to its own official
meeting minutes from May 21, 2026. At that meeting, this planning board and the applicant’s counsel
openly debated dog counts, structural occupancy, and animal definitions on the record. By actively
deliberating these details during active site review, this board has firmly established the precedent that
compliance with the dog cap is relevant to this site plan. You cannot legally decouple the number of
animals on-site from the structural footprint, waste output, and noise engineering designed to hold
them.

To the Chair: The ZBA Notice of Decision, Condition #1, explicitly mandates: "The applicants shall keep
no more than fifteen (15) dogs on their property." As documented in the January 27, 2025 ZBA minutes,
the applicant used their commitment to state oversight as a core justification for approval:

“The applicants intend to obtain a Pet Vendor license as required pursuant to RSA 437:1, IV, because
their belief that state oversight of their activities have benefits including reassurance to neighbors, the
Town, and potential clients that best practices are followed at the applicants’ kennel.”

The Inquiry: It has now been nearly a year and a half since the applicant stated on the record that they
intended to obtain this mandatory state license. Has the applicant applied for and actually received this
Pet Vendor license from the State of New Hampshire? If so, where is the license documentation within
the current site plan application packet? If they have not received it, why is this commercial enterprise
actively operating and selling animals in the interim?

To Town Counsel: At the May 21 meeting, the applicant's counsel argued that animals under 16 weeks
old should be completely exempt from the 15-dog limit because they are housed indoors. However,
under the very statutory framework the applicant cited (NH RSA 437 and NH RSA 436:99, 1), New
Hampshire law defines a dog as “any canine animal, male or female, sexed or neutered.” State statutes
and pet vendor regulations do not recognize age-based exemptions or separate categories for
"adolescent inventory." Because the applicant is currently proposing to house 14 additional adolescent
dogs on-site beyond the 15-dog cap, they are actively violating the strict terms of their ZBA Special
Exception. By what statutory authority is this board reviewing or considering the approval of a site plan
layout that deliberately violates a binding ZBA condition and the very state statutes the applicant
promised to follow?

QUESTION 5: The Waste Disposal and NHDES Registration Conflict

To the Board: The applicant has submitted a state environmental registration letter from NHDES, whish—

can-be-foundinfite-1000047221-2:jpg. This document explicitly regulates how the commercial
wastewater generated by this kennel must legally be handled.

To the Chair: Look directly at Condition #1 of that permit. it mandates that this registration is valid "only
with infiltration into an on-site septic system." Discharging this commercial wastewater into an
approved, on-site septic system is a strict, non-negotiable requirement of their environmental permit.

The Inquiry: In direct contradiction to this mandatory state requirement, page 38 of the applicant’s own
site plan submittal explicitly states the kennel will have "NO FLOOR DRAINS." Instead, they state that all
chemical and biological wastewater will be mopped up, poured into plastic trash bags filted with wood
shavings, stored on-site, and hauled away.



To the Board: The applicant is trapped in a complete operational contradiction. If they do not have floor
drains hooked up to a septic system. If they throw this wastewater into trash bags, they are operating
entirety outside their environmental approval. This board cannot approve a commercial site plan where
the applicant's chosen waste disposal method directly violates the foundational requirements of their
own state environmental permit. How can this site plan be considered safe, adequate, or legally
complete?

QUESTION 6: Contflict of Interest and Structural Lack of Noise Enforcement

To the Board and Member Steve Dzubak: Evaluating the history of site compliance is standard practice
during site review. | have an official letter from the Town of Springfield dated December 22, 2025, signed
by Steve Dzubak as Chairman of the Board of Selectmen, acknowledging an active noise complaint | filed
against this very property. It is a matter of record that Member Dzubak sat on the ZBA panel that heard
this application, acted as the executive selectman receiving my noise complaints, and is now sitting on
this Planning Board overseeing the site plan review.

The Inquiry: If the town’s current enforcement mechanism for ongoing noise disruptions while the site
plan is pending consists of merely "reaching out to the abutter” with no resolution, what concrete
assurance does this board have that any future structurat noise conditions will actually be enforced by
the town? Under NH RSA 673:14, land-use board members are strictly disqualified from sittingon a
board if they are not totally indifferent or if they have acted in a manner that compromises their judiciat
neutrality. Given this paper trail proving an absolute, mutti-layer conflict of interest under New
Hampshire statutory law, will Vice Chair Steve Dzubak recuse himself from tonight's vote, oris the
Planning Board intentionally moving forward with a disqualified member to invite an immediate judicial
appeal?

QUESTION 7: Expert Design Verification, May 21 Meeting Admissions, and Lack of Structural Guarantees

To the Planning Board: As a land-use board, you are legally restricted from approving a site plan that fails
to meet or actively sidesteps the binding criteria laid down by the Zoning Board of Adjustment. | direct
this board's attention to the official ZBA conditions, which explicitly mandates:

"The applicants shall house their dogs in a structure designed with an expert acoustician to mitigate
potential noise. A portion of the structure shall be fully enclosed, and said structure, along with
accompanying mitigation measures (e.g. siting, earthen berm, fencing) shall reduce peak noise levels
measured at all points of the applicant's property line {o at or below ambient noise levels in the Hogg Hill
neighborhood.”

To the Chair: At the May 21 meeting, as documented in the town's official draft minutes, [ voiced direct
concerns that the neighborhood was being used as “guinea pigs” because of the lack of pre-construction
sound guarantees. In response, Board Member Mike Howard stated on the record that “noise levels
would be checked after the facility is built and that, if the facility does not meet the required level, the
applicants would make additional improvements to achieve compliance.”

The Inquiry: This statement is now a matter of permanent public record. By what planning or statutory
authority is this board contemplating an approval based on retrofitting a commercial structure after the
fact? If this structure was truly "designed with an expert acoustician” to meet the ZBA mandate before
construction, why is that expert, R. Scott Bodwell, completely unable or unwilling to issue a professional
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'+ éngineering guarantee right now that this currently submitted layout will successfully hit those noise

thresholds on paper?

To the Board: The applicant's own narrative explicitly mirrors Mike Howard's admission, stating that other
measures will be implemented “as necessary after the structure is in place.” This is a blunt
acknowledgment that the current design is an unverified gamble. This board does not possess the legal
authority to approve a commercial site plan under the specutative hope that structural noise failures can
be patched over after a facility is already built in the middle of a residential neighborhood.

QUESTION 8: Property Deed Restrictions, Neighborhood Character, and Conflicting Abutter Land Use

To the Planning Board: Under New Hampshire land-use law, a primary objective of Site Plan Review is to
ensure that a proposed commercial use is fully compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and will
not layout-wise impair the harmonious, permitted development of adjacent properties.

To the Chair: The underlying property deed for this parcet explicitly restricts development to a residentiat
home only. When | purchased my directly abutting property at 287 Hogg Hill Road, | did so under the
reliance of these residential protections, with the explicit intent to construct a personal home. That
home is currently in active architectural design.

The Inquiry: At the May 21 meeting, Board Member Mike Howard explicitly stated on the record that
“noise levels would be checked after the facility is built” and that further structurat mitigation woutd only
occur if the operation failed post-construction. By approving a site plan for an unverified commercial
kennel structure right next to a planned, restricted residential site, this board is actively impairing my
statutory right to build and enjoy a home on my own property. How can this board legally rule that this
commercial site layout is "compatible with the neighborhood character” when the applicant's deed
forbids the use, and the board's own members admit that the sound footprint won't even be measured or
guaranteed untit after the commercial structure is built?

Submitted for the Record by:
Steven Piispanen

Signature: __..c o / >~ Date: june 18, 2026

Sent via the Samsung Galaxy S22 5G, an AT&T 5G smartphone
Get Outlook for Android

From: Town Administrator <admin@springfieldnh.org>

Sent: Monday, 08 june 2026 14:45:17

To: Steven Piispanen <steve @piispaneninc.com>; Zoning Coordinator <permits@springfieldnh.org>

Cc: hgreenslade@dwmlaw.com <bgreenslade@dwmlaw.com>

Subject: Re: Request for Formal Administrative Clarification, RSA-91-A Request, and Notice of Disqualifying Conflict of
interest

Mr. Piispanen,

In response to your 91A request of:



Findings of Fact — Select Shepherds, LL.C - 06182026

1. The application before the Planning Board is for site plan approval for a commercial dog kennel
use on the applicant’s property.

2. The property is located in a residential neighborhood, and the Board has considered the
residential character of the surrounding area in reviewing the site plan impacts.

3. The Zoning Board of Adjustment granted a special exception allowing the property to be used
for breeding, kenneling, selling, and transferring dogs, subject to conditions.

4. The Planning Board is not reconsidering whether the special exception should have been granted.
The Board’s review is limited to site plan impacts and to ensuring that the site is developed and
operated in compliance with the ZBA special exception, the zoning ordinance, and the Town’s
site plan regulations,

5. The ZBA special exception includes a condition limiting the property to no more than fifteen
(15) dogs.

6. The ZBA special exception includes a condition limiting the applicant to no more than thirty (30)
dog transfers in a 12-month period.

7. The ZBA special exception requires the dogs to be housed in a structure designed with an expert
acoustician to mitigate potential noise.

8. The ZBA special exception requires the structure and accompanying mitigation measures to
reduce peak noise levels measured at all points of the applicant’s property line to at or below
ambient noise levels in the Hogg Hill neighborhood.

9. The ZBA special exception limits outdoor dog activity to the hours between 8:00 a.m. and 8:00
p.m., except for individual bathroom breaks.

10. The site plan application proposes a new enclosed kennel structure approximately 20 feet by 60
feet, together with attached runs and related noise-mitigation measures.

11. The application proposes to rely on existing vegetative screening and additional sound-
mitigation measures, including sound-absorbing panels and possible related fencing, siting,
berming, or other mitigation.

12. Because the site is located in a residential neighborhood, noise from barking, group dog releases,
outdoor activity, cleaning activity, vehicle arrivals, and other kennel operations may affect
neighboring properties if not clearly limited and controlled.

13. The Board finds that post-construction acoustic verification is necessary to determine whether
the constructed kennel and related mitigation measures satisfy the ZBA property-line noise
condition.
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Findings of Fact — Select Shepherds, LL.C - 06182026

14, The Board finds that complaint-triggered acoustic testing is necessary because actual dog
behavior and kennel operations may differ from projected conditions after the kennel begins
operation.

15. The Board finds that the term “dogs” in the ZBA approval must be clear and enforceable for site
plan purposes. Puppies, juvenile dogs, newborn puppies, and litters may create noise, waste,
odor, health, traffic, and neighborhood impacts similar to adult dogs.

16. Unless and until the ZBA issues a written clarification or modification, the Board finds that the
fifteen-dog limit should be administered as a fifteen-canine limit, counting adult dogs, juvenile
dogs, puppies, newborn puppies, and each puppy in any litter.

17. The Board finds that records of dogs on the premises, births, deaths, transfers, and transfer dates
are necessary to verify compliance with the fifteen-dog limit and thirty-transfer annual limit.

18. The application describes dog-washing water, bowl-cleaning water, cleaning practices, wood
shavings, solid waste, and waste disposal. These activities have potential site-plan impacts
relating to septic capacity, groundwater, wells, runoff, odor, pests, and public health,

19. The Board finds that professional confirmation of septic and wastewater capacity is necessary
because the proposed kennel use is in addition to residential use of the property and may involve
dog washing, bowl washing, cleaning water, disinfectants, hair, solids, urine, fecal material, and
peak occupancy by adult dogs and puppies.

20. The Board finds that no fecal waste, bedding, shavings, hair, solids, unapproved disinfectants,
kennel floor washdown water, or contaminated runoff should be discharged to the ground,
stormwater system, roadside ditches, wetlands, abutting properties, or any unapproved disposal
system.

21. The Board finds that a written solid-waste management plan is necessary to address daily and
weekly waste volume, sealed storage, odor control, pest prevention, disposal frequency,
emergency overflow, and confirmation that the receiving facility to be used will accept
commercial kennel waste.

22. The Board finds that solid kennel waste, contaminated bedding, and food storage can create
odor, flies, rodents, wildlife attraction, and nuisance conditions if not stored and removed

properly.

23. The Board finds that lighting controls are necessary to protect neighboring properties from glare
and light trespass and to preserve the residential character of the neighborhood.

24. The Board finds that existing forested buffers and screening are material elements of the
application because they help reduce visual impacts, noise transmission, and the commercial
appearance of the use.
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Findings of Fact — Select Shepherds, LLC - 06182026

25. The Board finds that no material clearing, thinning, relocation of screening, or alteration of
vegetation relied upon in the application should occur without further review because such
changes may increase visibility, noise transmission, light trespass, or neighborhood impacts.

26. The Board finds that all visitor, customer, delivery, and service vehicles must park on-site to
avoid road-shoulder parking, queuing, traffic conflict, or commercial traffic impacts inconsistent
with the residential setting,

27. The Board finds that the approved use should not expand into boarding, daycare, grooming,
public training, retail pet services, keeping or training third-party dogs, or general public
visitation without further Planning Board review and any required ZBA approval.

28. The Board finds that vaccination records, sick-animal isolation procedures, escape-prevention
measures, bite-response procedures, fire/life-safety review, and emergency contact information
are reasonably related to health, safety, animal control, and neighborhood protection,

29. The Board finds that inspection access, annual certification, and a complaint log are necessary to
make the site plan approval enforceable and to allow the Town to verify compliance with dog-
count, transfer, noise, waste, lighting, screening, and health/safety conditions,

30. The Board finds that the conditions of approval are necessary to protect public health, safety,
groundwater, neighboring residential properties, quiet enjoyment, neighborhood character, and
the enforceability of the ZBA special exception and Planning Board site plan approval.

31. Subject to the conditions precedent and conditions subsequent adopted by the Board, the Board
finds that the site plan can be approved in a manner that addresses the identified site-plan
impacts and preserves the residential character of the surrounding neighborhood.

32. Failure to comply with the conditions of approval may result in zoning enforcement, referral to
the ZBA where the special exception is implicated, and/or further Planning Board review.
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SITE PLAN CONDITIONS - DRAFT
Commercial Dog Kennel — Select Shepherds, LLC et al

Revised June 18, 2026

This is a working list of possible site plan conditions for Planning Board consideration.
The Board should tailor the final conditions to the site plan regulations, the evidence in
the record, the ZBA special exception, and advice from Town counsel.

Under New Hampshire site plan authority, conditions should be tied to site plan impacts
such as health, safety, drainage, groundwater, pollution, noise, fire safety, traffic,
aesthetics, screening, and neighborhood compatibility.

Conditions precedent are items to be completed before final plan signature, issuance of
any required zoning or building permit, certificate of occupancy if applicable, or
commencement of use.

Conditions subsequent are ongoing restrictions and safeguards that apply after approval
and during operation.

Key Record Points

* The ZBA special exception approved the use for breeding, kenneling, selling, and
transferring dogs, subject to conditions including: no more than fifteen (15) dogs on
the property; no more than thirty (30) dog transfers in a 12-month period; an
acoustically designed structure and mitigation sufficient to keep peak property-line
noise at or below ambient neighborhood levels; and outdoor dog activity only between
8:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m., except for individual bathroom breaks.

» The site plan application describes a 20-foot by 60-foot enclosed kennel structure,
attached runs, screening by existing vegetation, sound-absorbing panels, and possible
additional noise mitigation.

» The application also describes no floor drains, wood shavings to absorb liquid animal
waste, bagged waste stored in secure receptacles, weekly disposal at the Sunapee
Transfer Station, and NHDES approval or registration related to dog-washing and
bowl-cleaning water.,

* Important untesolved issues include septic capacity, the maximum total number of
adult dogs, puppies, litters, and total canines; solid-waste storage and disposal;
transfer-station acceptance; ambient-noise verification; post-construction acoustic
testing; operating records; stormwater and runoff protection; lighting; health and
safety controls; and future expansion,
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SITE PLAN CONDITIONS - DRAFT
Commercial Dog Kennel — Select Shepherds, LLC et al

I. Conditions Precedent

To be satisfied before final site plan signature, issuance of any required zoning or building permit, certificate of
occupancy if applicable, or commencement of the approved kennel use, as applicable.

A. Final Plan and Record Documents

1. Conformed final site plan. The applicant shall submit a revised final site plan showing, at minimum; the kennel
building, attached runs, fencing, sound panels, berms, waste-storage area, driveway, parking, exterior tighting, well,
septic components, drainage direction, proposed grading or pad, setbacks, vegetative buffers, and any proposed sign,

2. ZBA conditions shown on the final plan. The final site plan shall include a note reciting the ZBA special exception
conditions, including the fifieen-dog lmit, thirty-transfer annual limit, acoustically designed structure and

mitigation, property-line noise standard, and 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. outdoor-dog limitation, except for individual
bathroom breaks,

3. Recording of approval and conditions. The Notice of Decision and final approved site plan, including atl
comtinuing conditions, shall be recorded in the Sullivan County Registry of Deeds and maintained as a public fand-
use record so that future owners, Town officials, and enforcement personnel can identify the limits of approval.

B. Scope of Approved Use and Dog-Count Limits

4. Clarification of maximum canine connt. Before final approval or operation, the applicant shall either: (a) stipulate
in writing that the ZBA's fifteen-dog limit includes all canines on the premises; or (b) obtain written clarification
from the ZBA as to whether puppies and retained litters count toward the fifteen-dog limit. Unless and until the
ZBA issues a written clarification or modification, the final site plan shail state that no more than fifteen (13) total
canines may be present on the property at any one time. For purposes of this approval, "canines" includes adult
dogs, juvenile dogs, puppies, newborn puppies, every puppy in any liller, dogs temporarily present, returned dogs,
visiting dogs, borrowed dogs, and any third-party dogs. Puppies and litters are not exempt from the fifteen-dog limit.

5, Operational statement and no expanded commercial use. The applicant shall submit a written operational
statement confirming that the approved use is limited to the keeping, breeding, sale, and transfer of the applicant's
own dogs. The approval does not include boarding, daycare, public training, grooming, retail pet services, or
keeping, training, breeding, handling, or temporary housing of third-party dogs.

C. Wastewater, Septic, and Solid Waste

6. Licensed septic and wastewater review. The applicant shall submit a report from a New Hampshire-licensed septic
designer or qualified wastewater professional confirming that the existing septic system is adequate for the residence
plus the kennel use at peak occupancy. The report shall address dog washing, bow!l washing, cleaning water,

disinfectants, hair, solids, urine and fecal waste handling, and the maximum number of adult dogs, puppies, litters,
and total canines.

7. NHDES scope confirmation. The applicant shall provide the Board with the applicable NHDES approval,
regisration, or written confirmation that the proposed wastewater handling method covers the actual kennel use,
including dog washing, bowl washing, cleaning methods, and use of the existing septic system, [f NHDES approval
is limited or conditional, the applicant shall comply with all NHDES requirements before operation.

8. No-floor-drain and no-unapproved-washdown certification, Final building plans shall confirm that kennel floors
have no {loor drains and that feces, shavings, bedding, hair, solids, unapproved disinfectants, kennel floor
washdown water, urine, and contaminated runoff will not be discharged 1o the ground, stormwater system, wetlands,
roadside ditches, abutting properties, or any unapproved disposal system. Dog-washing water and bowl-washing
water may be discharged only as expressly approved by NHDES and the septic designer,
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9. Solid-waste management plan. The applicant shall submit a written solid-waste management plan estimating daily
and weekly waste volume, storage method, container type, odor control, pest control, pickup or disposal frequency,
emergency overflow procedure, and responsible operator. Waste-storage containers shall be sealed, covered, animal-
proof, and shown on the final site plan.

0. Transfer-station or disposal-facility acceptance. The applicant shall provide written confirmation from the
receiving facility that it will accept bagged commercial kennel waste, including wood shavings contaminated with
animai waste, and shall identify any required handling conditions. Any material change in waste-disposal method,
disposal frequency, waste-storage location, or receiving facility shall require prior Planning Board review and
approval, or review and approval by the Planning Board's designated agent if authorized by the Board.

D. Noise, Lighting, and Site Mitigation

11. Final acoustic mitigation plan. The applicant shall submit a final acoustic mitigation plan prepared or certified by
the applicant's acoustician showing the building design, run orientation, enclosure details, sound panels, fencing,
berms, vegetation, door and window openings, ventilation, and any other features necessary to meet the ZBA
property-line noise condition.

12. Independent acoustic review. Before commencement of kennel operation, the applicant shall pay for an
independent acoustic review by a qualified consultant selected by the Town. The review shall determine whether the
final building design, run orientation, fencing, sound panels, berms, vegetation, ventilation, doors, windows, and
other mitigation measures are reasonably capable of meeting the ZBA condition requiring peak property-line noise
from the kennel use to remain at or below ambient neighborhood levels.

13. Post-construction noise-testing protocol. Before operation, the applicant shalf submit a noise-testing protocol
identifying property-line measurement locations, ambient baseline method, equipment standards, weather
limitations, operating conditions during testing, and reporting format,

14, Exterior lighting specifications. The applicant shall submit fixture cut sheets showing that all exterior lighting is
fuil-cutoff, downward-facing, motion-activated or timed, and arranged to prevent glare or light trespass onto
abutting properties,

E. Fire, Life Safety, Licensing, and Pre-Operation Inspection

135, Fire, life-safety, and emergency plan. The applicant shall obtain any required fire, building, or life-safety
approvals and shall provide an emergency plan addressing fire response, animal containment, animal evacuation,
escape prevention, and emergency contact information.

16, Pet vendor license or written exemption, Before operation, the applicant shall provide a copy of any required
New Hampshire pet vendor license or written documentation that such license is not required for the approved
operation.

17. Pre-operation inspection. No kennel operation under the site plan approval shall begin until the Zoning
Coordinator, Health Officer, Fire Chief, or other designated Town official confirms that required site improvements,
building placement, waste-storage arrangements, lighting, fencing, screening, and acoustic measures have been
installed as approved.
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I1. Conditions Subsequent

Continuing conditions after approval and during operation.
A. General Compliance

1. Compliance with ZBA special exception and site plan approval. The kennel shall comply at all times with the

ZBA special exception and the Planning Board site plan approval. Any conflict between conditions shall be resolved
in favor of the more restrictive condition.

2. No change or expansion without review. Any increase in dog numbers, annual tfransfers, building size, run area,

outdoor dog area, parking, lighting, signage, customer visits, or services offered shall require prior Planning Board
review and any required ZBA approval.

B. Dog Numbers, Transfers, and Records

3. Maximum number of adult dogs, puppies, litters, and total canines, No more than fifteen (15) total canines may
be present on the property at any one time unless the ZBA issues a written clarification or modification. For
purposes of this approval, the fifteen-canine limit inciudes all canines present on the property at any time, including
adult dogs, juvenile dogs, puppies, newborn puppies, each puppy in any litter, dogs owned by the applicant, dogs
temporarily presem, returned dogs, visiting dogs, borrowed dogs, and any third-party dogs. Adult dogs, juvenile
dogs, puppies, newborn puppies, and each puppy in any litter shall count individually toward the fifteen-canine
limit, A litter may be kept on the property only if the total number of adult dogs, juvenile dogs, puppies, newborn
puppies, and all puppies in the litter does not exceed fifteen (15). No canine shall be excluded from the count untess
the ZBA issues a written clarification or modification.

4. Transfer Hmit, No more than thirty (30) dogs may be sold, placed, transferred, or otherwise conveyed from the
property in any roliing 12-month period.

5. Daily kennel census, The applicant shall maintain a daily kennel census showing the number of adult dogs, juvenile
dogs, puppies, newborn puppies, litters, and total canines present on the property. The census shall be retained for at

least three (3) years and made available to the Zoning Coordinator or other authorized Town official upon
reasonable request.

6. Records. The applicant shall maintain records of dogs on the premises, births, deaths, transfers, dates of transfer, and
destination or recipient information sufficient to verify compliance with the fifteen-dog and thirty-transfer limits.

Records shall be made available to the Zoning Coordinator or other authorized Town official upon reasonable
request.

7. Annual certification, The applicant shall file an annual certification with the Town by January 31 of each year
confirming compliance during the prior calendar year with dog-count, transfer, waste-management, wastewater,
vaccination, licensing, noise, lighting, screening, and complaint-fog conditions.

C. Operating Limits

8. No boarding, daycare, public training, or third-party dogs. The approved use does not authorize boarding,
daycare, grooming, public training, retail pet services, or the keeping, training, breeding, handling, or temporary

housing of third-party dogs. Any such use shall require prior Planning Board review and any required ZBA
approval.

9. Visitor limitation. Customer visits shali be by appointment only, limited to prospective buyers or persons directly

connected to the approved kennel use, and shall accur only between 8:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. No general public
visitation is permitted.
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10. Commercial activity hours. Customer visits, deliveries, waste removal, contractor visits, service calls, and other
kennel-related commercial activity shall occur only between 8:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m., except for emergencies. This
condition does not prohibit ordinary residential activity unrelated to the kennel use.

11. Outdeor dog hours. Dogs may be outside only between 8:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m., except for individual bathroom
breaks. Group outdoor release, training, exercise, or cleaning activity outside quiet hours is prohibited.

D. Noise Control

12, Noise compliance. Peak noise from the kennel use, measured at any point on the applicant's property line, shall not
exceed ambient neighborhood levels, as required by the ZBA approval.

13. Post-construction acoustic test. Within forty-five (45) days after commencement of kennel operation, the
applicant shall provide a post-construction acoustic report prepared by a qualified professional confirming
compliance with the ZBA property-line noise condition. Testing shall be conducted under normal kennel operating
conditions and shall include property-line measurements at locations approved by the Town.

14. Complaint-triggered acoustic testing. Upon receipt of either two written noise complaints from separate
households within a thirty-day period, or one complaint corroborated by a Town official, the Town may require
additional acoustic testing at the applicant's expense. If testing shows noncompliance with the ZBA noise condition,
dogs shall be kept indoors, cutdoor activity shall be restricted, or other interim controls shall be imposed until
corrective measures are completed and compliance is demonstrated.

15. Maintenance of acoustic features, The kennel structure, enclosed portion, fencing, sound panels, berms,
vegetation, doors, windows, and other acoustic measures shall be maintained in good condition. They may not be
removed, reduced, relocated, or materially altered without Planning Board review.

E. Wastewater, Septic, Solid Waste, Odor, and Pests

16. Wastewater restrictions. No feces, shavings, bedding, hair, solids, disinfectants beyond those approved, kennel
floor washdown water, urine, or contaminated runoff shall be discharged to the ground, stormwater system, roadside
ditch, wetlands, abutting properties, or septic system except as expressly approved by NHDES and the septic
designer. Dog-washing water and bowl-washing water may be discharged only as expressly approved by NHDES
and the septic designer.

17. Septic maintenance, The applicant shall maintain the septic system in accordance with the designer's
recommendations, including inspection and pumping records. Any septic failure shall require immediate cessation
of kennel wastewater discharge until repaired and approved. The Springfield Health Officer shall be promptly
notified of any septic system failure.

18. Solid-waste storage and disposal. Kennel waste, contaminated shavings, bedding, feces, and related materials
shall be placed in sealed, covered, animal-proof containers and removed from the site at least weekly, or more ofien
if needed to prevent odor, pests, runoff, wildlife attraction, or nuisance conditions.

19. Waste-storage location and maintenance, The waste-storage area shall be shown on the final site plan and shall
be maintained in a manner that prevents odor, pests, wildlife attraction, runoff, leakage, and access by animals.
Waste containers shall be sealed, covered, animal-proof, and located away from property lines, wells, drainage
ways, and abutting residential uses to the extent practicable.

20. Change in waste-disposal method, Any material change in the waste-disposal method, disposal frequency, waste-
storage tocation, or receiving facility shall require prior Planning Board review and approvai, or review and
approval by the Planning Board's designated agent if authorized by the Board.

21. Odor and pest control. The kennel shall be operated so as not to create detectable off-site odor, flies, rodents,
wildlife attraction, or other pest conditions. Food, waste, and bedding shall be stored securely.
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22. Stormwater and runoff protection. The applicant shall maintain grading, vegetation, and drainage so that
contaminated runoff from the kennel, runs, waste-storage area, or cleaning areas does not reach abutting property,
wells, wetlands, surface waters, roadside ditches, or drainage ways.

F. Health, Safety, and Animal Control

23, Vaccination and veterinary records, All dogs shall be kept current on rabies vaccination and all other
vaccinations or veterinary requirements imposed by applicable law, license, or permit. Puppies shall be vaccinated
as age-appropriate. Records shall be maintained and made available to the Town upon reasonable request.

24. Sick or quarantined animals. The applicant shall maintain a procedure for isolating sick animals and responding
to suspected contagious or zoonotic disease, including prompt veterinary care and compliance with any applicable
state or local health requirements.

25. Escape prevention and bite response. Fencing, gates, doors, and runs shall be maintained to prevent escape. The
applicant shall maintain an incident-response procedure for escaped dogs, bites, attacks, or other public-safety
incidents.

26. Cleaning products and hazardous materials. Cleaning products, disinfectants, medications, and similar materials
shall be stored, used, and disposed of in a manner that protects groundwater, seplic systems, animals, emergency
responders, and abuiting properties.

27, License and permit compliance. The applicant shall maintain all required state licenses, registrations, permits, and
approvals in good standing., Any expiration, suspension, revocation, enforcement action, or material violation

relating to a required license, registration, permit, or approval shall be reported to the Zoning Coordinator within
five (5) business days,

28. Emergency contact and response, The applicant shall provide the Town with the name and telephone number of a
responsible person who can respond to escaped dogs, noise complaints, edor complaints, waste-storage issues,
lighting issues, or other site-plan compliance matters. Contact information shall be kept current at all times. The
responsible person shall respond promptly to urgent public-safety or animal-control issues.

29. Incident reporting. Any dog escape, bile, attack, confirmed rabies exposure, suspected zoonotic disease outbreak,
fire, seplic failure, hazardous-material spill, or other event affecting public health, safety, groundwater, or
neighboring property shall be reported promptly to the appropriate Town official.

G. Residential Neighborhood Protection

34, Lighting, All exterior lights shall remain downward-facing, shielded, and directed away from abutters, Lighting
shall be adjusted so that it does not shine onto neighboring properties. Exterior lighting shatl be motion-activated,
timed, or otherwise limited to security and emergency needs.

31. Signs, No illuminated sign is permitted unless separately approved. Any sign shall comply with the zoning
ordinance and the approved site plan.

32. Vegetative buffer and screening. Existing forested buffers and screening relied upon in the application shall be
maintained. No clearing, thinning, cutting, relocation of screening, or alteration of vegetation that materially
increases visibility, noise transmission, light trespass, runoff, or the commercial appearance of the use shail oceur
without prior Planning Board review and approval.

33, Parking and traffic. All visitor, customer, delivery, and service vehicles shall park on-site. No road-shoulder
parking, queuing, or regular commercial traffic inconsistent with the approved site plan is permitted.

34, Residential character and neighborhood protection. The kenne! shall be operated in a manner that preserves the
residential character of the neighborhood. Noise, odor, waste storage, lighting, signage, parking, traffic, outdoor dog
activity, and visual impacts shall be controlled in accordance with this approval so that the use does noi create a
persistent off-site nuisance or materially increase impacts on abutting residentiat properties.

Page 6 of 8 DRAFT — FOR DISCUSSION ONLY Revision 06182026



SITE PLAN CONDITIONS - DRAFT
Commercial Dog Kennel — Select Shepherds, LLC et al

H. Monitoring and Enforcement

35, Town inspection access. Upon reasonable notice, the Zoning Coordinator, Health Officer, Fire Chief, or other
authorized Town official may inspect exterior site-plan features, waste-storage areas, lighting, buffers, parking
areas, and records relevant {o site-plan compliance.

36. Complaint log availability. The applicant shall maintain a written complaint log identifying the date, source,
nature of complaint, response, and corrective action taken, The complaint log shall be made available to the Town
upon reasonable request and shall be summarized in the annual certification.

37. Enforcement and return to Board, Repeated violation of site plan or ZBA conditions may result in zoning
enforcement, referral to the ZBA if the special exception is implicated, and/or a requirement that the applicant return
to the Planning Board for review of corrective conditions.

1. Health and Safety Issues for Board Consideration

The following issues are appropriate for Planning Board consideration to the extent they are connected to site plan
impacts, the Findings of Fact, and the evidence in the record:

* Septic capacity and wastewater handling, including whether the existing residential septic system can safely handle
the residence plus kennel use, dog washing, bow! washing, cleaning water, disinfectants, hair, and peak dog and

puppy occupancy.

* Groundwater and well protection, including whether kennel waste, cleaning water, runoff, or failed septic
components could affect nearby wells, groundwater, wetlands, ditches, or abutting properties.

* Solid animal waste, including daily and weekly quantity, sealed storage, odor control, pest prevention, disposal
frequency, and confirmation that the receiving facility will accept the waste.

* Disease control, including rabies compliance, vaccination records, isolation of sick dogs, zoonotic disease
precautions, and veterinary oversight.

* Escape and public safety, including fencing, gates, kennet doors, emergency containment, bite or attack response,
and procedures if a dog escapes.

+ Fire and emergency access, including fire department access, animal evacuation, safe storage of cleaning products,
electrical safety, and emergency contact information.

* Noise as a health and welfare issue, including enforceable measurement standards, post-construction testing,
complaint-triggered testing, and interim controls if the ZBA ambient-noise condition is not met.

* Odor, flies, rodents, wildlife attraction, and pests, particularly from bedding, feces, food storage, and waste-storage
containers.

1V. Residential Neighborhood Issues for Board Consideration

Because the proposed commercial kennel is located in a residential neighborhood, the Board should consider the
following site plan and neighborhood-compatibility issues:

* Quiet enjoyment of nearby homes, including barking, group dog releases, outdoor activity, cleaning noise, vehicle
arrivals, and enforceable quiet hours.

* Cumulative dog count, because puppies and litters can create impacts similar to adult dogs; the fifteen-canine cap
should be clear and enforceable uniess the ZBA clarifies otherwise.
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* No future intensification, including preventing the approval from expanding into boarding, daycare, grooming,
public training, third-party dogs, retail sales, or general public visits without additional review.,

» Traffic and parking, including appointment-only visits, no roadside parking, no queuing, and no routine customer
traffic beyond the approved use,

* Lighting, including no light trespass, no unshielded security lights, and no itluminated signage unless separately
approved.

* Visual screening, including preservation of the forested buffer and limits on clearing, fencing changes, signs, and
visible commercial features,

+ Enforcement practicality, including dog-count records, daily kennel census, transfer records, annual certification,
complaint log, inspection access, and clear triggers for additional review.

* Property-value concerns should be addressed indirectly through measurable conditions that protect residential
character, quiet enjoyment, screening, traffic safety, and nuisance prevention.

V. Recommended Highest-Priority Conditions

» Clarify that puppies, newborn puppies, juvenile dogs, Hiters, and temporarily present dogs count toward the fifteen-
dog limif unless the ZBA issues a written clarification or modification.

* Require professional septic and wastewater confirmation for peak kennel occupancy and cleaning practices.

* Require final acoustic design, independent acoustic review, post-construction testing, and complaint-triggered
refesting,

* Require solid-waste storage and disposal documentation, including receiving-facility acceptance and a specific
waste-storage location on the plan.

» Prohibit boarding, daycare, public training, third-party dogs, and other expansion without additional review.

= Make recordkeeping, daily kennel census, inspection access, annual certification, emergency contact, incident
reporting, and enforcement triggers clear enough to administer.
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Application for Site Plan Approval
Sue-Ann Kazenas, Audrius Kazenas, and Select Shepherds, LLC

Continuation of Hearing - June 18, 2026

APPLICANTS’ PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF SITE PLAN APPROVAL

No more than 15 adult dogs (dogs older than 16 weeks) and 12 puppies (dogs less
than 16 weeks old) shall be kept on the property.

No more than 30 dogs shall be transferred, as the term is defined by RSA 437:1, in a
12-month period.

. Adult dogs shall be housed in a structure designed with an expert acoustician to
mitigate potential noise. A portion of the structure shall be fully enclosed, and said
structure, along with accompanying mitigation measures (e.g., siting, vegetation,
fencing, operations management) shall reduce peak noise levels measured at all
points of the applicant’s property line to at or below ambient noise levels in the Hogg
Hill neighborhood.

. Upon completion of the kennel structure and installation of necessary mitigation
measures, the applicant’s expert acoustician will re-measure ambient noise levels
and kennel-related noise to ensure sufficient noise reduction has been achieved.

. Applicants shall maintain quiet hours of 8pm-8am during which dogs will only be
allowed outside for individual bathroom breaks.
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