City of Keene Zoning Board of Adjustment

AGENDA
Monday, June 3, 2024 6:30 p.m. City Hall, 2" Floor Council Chambers
L. Introduction of Board Members:
I Minutes of the Previous Meeting: May 6, 2023
III.  Unfinished Business:
IV. Hearings:

ZBA-2024-12: Petitioner, Thomas Burton requests a variance for property
located at 45 Dover St., Tax Map #569-082-000 and is in the Medium Density
District. The Petitioner requests a variance to replace the required 10 ft. side
setback with a 3 ft. side setback per Article 3.5.2 of the Zoning Regulations.
ZBA-2024-13: Petitioner, Jim Phippard of Brickstone Land Use Consultants,
LLC of 185 Winchester St., requests a variance for property located at 0
Wetmore St., Tax Map #116-032-001, is in the High Density District and is owned
by the Bergeron Family Revocable Trust of 2021. The Petitioner requests a
variance to permit a building lot containing 5,544 sq. ft. where 6,000 sq. ft. are
required per Article 3.6.2 Minimum Lot Area of the Zoning Regulations.
ZBA-2024-14: Petitioner, Martine Fiske requests a variance for property located
at 10 Adams Ct., Tax Map #590-006-000 and is in the Low Density District. The
Petitioner requests a variance to permit a 16 ft x 19 ft deck on a lot that is non-
conforming at 7, 620 sq. ft. where 10, 000 sq. ft. is required, making it unable to
conform with the impervious coverage per Article 3.3.3 of the Zoning
Regulations.

ZBA-2024-15: Petitioner, Jason Reimers of BCM Environmental and Land Law,
PLLC, of 41 School St., representing Ryan Gagne of Live Free Recovery Services,
LLC, 9 Dutton Circle, Mt. Vernon, NH, requests a variance for property located at
973 Marlboro Rd., Tax Map #294-004-000, is in the Rural District and is owned
by BTD Properties, LLC of 1 Main St., Marlborough, NH. The Petitioner requests

Page 1 of 137



VI.
VII.
VIIL.

a variance to permit a non-medical Residential Drug/Alcohol Treatment Facility
where such use is not permitted per Article 3.1.5 of the Zoning Regulations.

ZBA-2024-16: Petitioner, Heather Francisco requests a variance for property
located at 271 EIm St., Tax Map #536-086-000 and is in the Medium Density
District. The Petitioner requests a variance to turn a single family home with an
Accessory Dwelling Unit into a two family on a lot with 11,325.6 sq. ft. where
13,400 sq. ft. is required per Article 3.5.2 of the Zoning Regulations

New Business:

Communications and Miscellaneous:
Non-Public Session: (if required)
Adjournment:
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City of Keene
New Hampshire

ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
MEETING MINUTES

Monday, May 6, 2024 6:30 PM Council Chamber,
City Hall

Members Present: Staff Present:

Joseph Hoppock, Vice Chair Corinne Marcou, Zoning Clerk

Jane Taylor, Vice Chair Michael Hagan, Plans Examiner

Richard Clough
Edward Guyot

Members Not Present:
David Weigle, Alternate

1) Introduction of Board Members

Chair Hoppock called the meeting to order at 6:30 PM and explained the procedures of the
meeting. Roll call was conducted.

1) Minutes of the Previous Meeting - March 4, 2024; and April 1, 2024

Ms. Taylor made a motion to approve the meeting minutes of April 1, 2024. Mr. Guyot seconded
the motion, which passed by unanimous vote.

I11) Unfinished Business

Chair Hoppock asked if there was any unfinished business. Mr. Hagan replied no.

IVV) Hearings

A) Continued ZBA-2024-06: Petitioner, Ariane Ice, of Ice Legal, 6586 Hypoluxo
Rd, Suite 350, Lake Worth, FL, requests a VVariance for property located at 21
Route 9, Tax Map #218-008-000, is in the Rural District and is owned by G2
Holdings, 25 North St., Jaffrey. The Petitioner requests a Variance to permit a mix
of commercial and residential uses on a single 24.38 acre tract per Article 8.1.3 of
the Zoning Regulations.
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Chair Hoppock asked if the Applicant wants to proceed with a four-member board. Ariane Ice
replied yes.

Chair Hoppock asked to hear from staff, regarding the multiple applications for the same
property.

Mr. Hagan stated that several applications are continued from last month, beginning with ZBA-
2024-06, (a Variance) to allow multiple principal uses on one property. He continued that ZBA-
2024-07 is to allow for a three-family where only a single-family is allowed in the Rural Zone,
and ZBA-2024-08, a Variance for the scale house and accessory uses that go along with it. ZBA-
2024-09 is for the agricultural retail store, and ZBA-2024-10 is for the accessory structure in the
setback where 50 feet is required.

Mr. Hagan stated that this this property has a long, lengthy history with many decisions made by
the ZBA. He continued that in 1974, this property was known as Palmer Lodge. On February 25,
1974, a request for a Special Exception for a multi-use campground was approved. He does not
have a ZBA number for that. In 1979, it was a Hebrew Masonic Center and received a Variance
on April 14, ZBA-79-38, for a church and conference center. In 1985, it became Whispering
Pines and the Mountain Lodge, receiving a Special Exception on December 12, ZBA-84-52. In
1989, it received a Variance, ZBA-89-52, which altered some of the allowed uses on the property
to include a hospital clinic, detoxification facility, and a lodging house. The property’s most
recent use, as of January 8, 1999, was the Otter Brook Community Center, which no Variances
were needed for.

Mr. Hagan continued that the property is zoned Rural, sits on 24.38 acres, and has 14 buildings.
The Applicants are seeking to make some alterations.

Ms. Taylor stated that the Applicants propose increasing the impervious surface and is does not
know what the proportion is in this Zone for this size property, asking if that is an issue. Mr.
Hagan replied that he can look into it. He continued that at first glance, it does not seem to be an
issue as they will be removing a lot of impervious coverage for trails, as well as three road loops,
to reduce that. The Applicants have a lot of land to be able to cover the proposed use.

Chair Hoppock asked to hear from the Applicant.

Ariane Ice stated that she will have the engineering team give an overview of the property and
how it all fits together, and then she will go through the Variance criteria.

Justin Daigneault from Granite Engineering stated that with him is Ariane Ice from Ice Legal,

Jeff Merritt from Granite Engineering, Applicant Cody Gordon, and a couple representatives
from Habitat for Humanity.
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Mr. Daigneault stated that this project will revitalize the property at 21 Rt. 9. He continued that
the ZBA members should have received three plan sheets. The second is an existing conditions
survey of the subject property owned by G2 Holdings, LLC, referenced as Tax Map #215, and is
23.09 acres. When they submitted the application, there was a discrepancy, an issue with the
town line. With the latest survey included in the package, it has a new area of 23.09 acres, with
the client owning both pieces.

Ms. Taylor asked if the ZBA has all the information Mr. Daigneault is referring to. Mr. Hagan
replied that it is on page 51 of 95 in the agenda packet.

Mr. Daigneault stated that on the first sheet, the one that shows the entire parcel in relationship to
the other parcels, the property to the south is Granite Gorge. He continued that the Applicant
owns the three abutting parcels. Lot 7 to the west, Tax Map #215-07, was permitted with a
Special Exception for a gravel pit in August 2022. The Applicant is currently in the process of
permitting an expansion of that pit that has its access further down on Rt. 9. As Mr. Hagan
stated, the subject property was the Palmer Lodge in 1940. They referenced septic plans back to
1971. The site consisted of a main lodge, a couple of motels, a recreation building, and several
cabins. The property was used as a Masonic Center in the late 1970’s and was last used as a drug
rehabilitation center and juvenile detention center. When the latter owned the property, they
converted the existing lodge to office space. There will be a reference (in tonight’s presentation)
for that office space. The property has been vacant for nearly 20 years and has fallen into
disrepair. The Applicant purchased the property in 2022.

Mr. Daigneault stated that the ZBA Site Plan sheet shows the Applicant’s proposal, a change of
use and revitalization of the property. The project would consist of renovating two buildings on
the property and removing the rest. The first to be renovated would be the existing “office
building,” converted to an agricultural retail center. The retail center would consist of 32 parking
spaces, an outdoor display area, and an outdoor material bay where people could come pick up
loam, gravel, and other materials. All other onsite structures will be removed, including the
majority of the parking area behind the proposed retail center, including the driveways. The
intent is to clean up the property. The second building to be renovated is the one in the northwest
portion of the site that was used as housing with 10 bedrooms with a common kitchen and
bathrooms. The intent is to convert it into a three-unit, multi-family building. The purpose is
primarily to serve the employees of the retail center or the adjacent gravel pit.

Mr. Daigneault continued that in the area of the existing commercial building, they will convert
that and use the existing pavement with six parking spaces and a dumpster, to meet the City’s
parking requirements. This site has two entrances off Rt. 9 with the plan to utilize the existing
entrances, which they will go to the NHDOT for regarding permits. The driveway on the left will
be primarily used for the retail center and access to the multi-family building and the majority of
the existing driveway will be reused. The driveway on the right will primarily be used by trucks
checking in at the scale house with an at-grade scale so the Applicant can measure his materials
and quantify everything he is selling at the agricultural retail center. He will be able to weigh
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there and then put his materials in the outdoor storage area, knowing exactly what quantity he is
selling.

Mr. Daigneault stated that lastly, regarding the large, paved area that exists on the far right, the
Applicant needs a Variance for outdoor storage within the setback. The Applicant currently has
two storage containers used by Habitat for Humanity for storage of their equipment and
furniture. That paved area is mainly in the setback, but the Applicant’s intent is to place those
storage containers on the parking area and give Habitat their own spot for storage.

Mr. Daigneault stated that in summary, the project will work in conjunction with the permitted
gravel pit on the Applicant’s lot next door with material generated from the pit to be sold at the
retail center. He noted that the gravel pit has one access point. Customers looking to come in and
pick up a couple yards of stone or loam have to use the same access as the gravel trucks, in the
pit area. Having a designated spot on this (other) lot for (the customers coming for smaller
quantities than the gravel trucks) will segregate it and make it safer. People would come in, stop
at the retail store, and pay for their materials.

Mr. Daigneault continued that the Applicant needs the following Variances: multiple principal
uses, multi-family, commercial use for the scale house, commercial use in the Rural Zone for the
agricultural retail store, and accessory storage within the side setback.

Ms. Taylor stated that she did not understand there were supposed to be any retail sales at the
gravel pit and was surprised by that. She continued that she was on the Board when that was
presented, and retail was not a part of it.

Ms. Ice replied that the Applicant sees this as a separate project from the gravel pit. She
continued that only a portion of one of the five Variances (before the Board tonight) is an
accessory use to the gravel pit. The rest of them, including the agricultural retail store, are
independent uses on this parcel. There is some connection because of what the Applicant is
doing there, but it is a separate application and would stand alone. Ms. Taylor replied that she
was just expressing her surprise to hear that there were retail transactions at the gravel pit,
because that was not the ZBA’s understanding when they awarded it, which is a separate issue.

Ms. Taylor asked what the Applicant plans for the internal movement on this site. She continued
that with only one access point to the gravel pit, how the materials get from the gravel pit over to
the storage areas.

Mr. Daigneault stated that on the site plan, the entrance to the left will be strictly for the
agricultural retail center, and access for the people in the multi-family unit building. People
would come in, go straight, and use the existing driveway, connecting into the existing parking
lot. Ms. Taylor asked where people would go if they used that entrance to access the residential
building. Mr. Daigneault indicated it on the plan and Ms. Marcou assisted with a laser pointer.
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Ms. Taylor asked if the materials from the gravel pit will come in and out where it states,
“proposed access to adjacent gravel pit.” Mr. Daigneault replied yes, they will use that one
exclusively to go through the scale house and get weighed, then go straight out onto Rt. 9 to
leave. Ms. Taylor asked if that would be one-way. Mr. Daigneault replied yes, and strictly for
trucks and in addition, anything that would be stored in the outdoor material bays or brought
down would be placed there using that same access. Customers coming to the retail center to
purchase something inside the building or within the material bins will use the same entrance he
just mentioned on the left. Thus, there is segregation between the retail center and the gravel
operation.

Ms. Taylor stated that regarding the proposed outdoor storage, she drove by, and they look like
movable boxes people can rent. She asked if it is correct that if they were to get a Variance for
outdoor storage, they could replace those two trailers with other trailers on that site, owned by
other people. Mr. Hagan replied that the City of Keene is currently working on a definition of
these “mobile storage trailers” or “mobile storage boxes.” He continued that there are many
different types. With this application, if the ZBA allowed the storage boxes in this location, the
Applicant would need a permit as a permanent accessory structure and would need to comply
with the requirements for that.

Mr. Hagan stated that (to answer Ms. Taylor’s earlier question), the impervious maximum is
20%. He continued that the application in the agenda packet identifies that they currently have
8.96% of impervious coverage and they propose 11.09%.

Avriane Ice stated that she will go through the Variance criteria for ZBA-2024-06, for a mix of
commercial and residential primary uses on a single tract.

1. Granting the Variance would not be contrary to the public interest.

Ms. Ice stated that the first step in analyzing whether a Variance would be contrary to the public
interest is to examine the Zoning Ordinance. She continued that the pathways to determine
whether a Variance will violate a Zoning Ordinance or basic zoning objectives is to determine
and examine whether the Variance would alter the essential character of the neighborhood and
whether it would threaten the public health, safety, or welfare. Abutting this property is the 86-
acre gravel pit operation to the west, owned and operated by G2 Holdings, who is the Applicant,
and a 102-acre forested area owned by the same Applicant in Sullivan to the north.

Ms. Ice continued that this is a unique parcel as it is in Keene which abuts the towns of Sullivan
and Roxbury. Directly across Rt. 9 to the south is Granite Gorge, which is in Roxbury and is a
141-acre ski area. Much of the area beyond these immediate neighbors is forested and
undeveloped, but it also contains a smattering of single-family homes. As they will discuss in
other applications, neither use is inconsistent with the essential character of the neighborhood.
Given that the tract is now 12 times the minimum lot size for the Rural District, which is
currently two acres, and that the distance between the proposed commercial site and the
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residential site is significantly more than the length of a football field, the fact that these are
multiple uses on the tract will not be readily apparent.

She continued that additionally, this VVariance would not threaten public health, safety, or

welfare. Given the wide separation of the two uses, the allowance of these uses on a single tract
would not present any additional public hazards. To the extent that this project contemplates the
removal and renovation of derelict structures, it will improve the safety of the public in the area.

2. If the Variance were granted, the spirit of the Ordinance would be observed.

Ms. Ice stated that the Rural District is intended to provide areas of very low-density
development, primarily of a residential or agricultural nature. She continued that the Rural
District allows commercial and residential uses. The specific commercial and residential uses
(proposed tonight) are very close to permitted uses. For the agricultural retail center, they are
looking for a use that is an extension of a permitted use of greenhouse/nursery. Regarding the
three-family dwelling, if the Applicant were applying under the conservation rules that allow for
more conservation land and tighter density of housing, it would be allowed. They believe it
meets the spirit of the Ordinance.

Ms. Ice continued that allowance of both uses will promote current goals of increasing the
housing supply. For example, a current NH House Bill seeks, as one part of a multifaceted
approach to resolve the housing shortage, to allow the use of new or rehabilitated housing units
in a commercial zone. Here, the mixed use would be in a residential zone, but the effect would
be to support the purposes of these recent changes in the Land Development Code (LDC),
designed here to increase housing. That is obviously something the City has been looking at for a
while. She understands the City might even be looking at moving the two-acre number
downward. Thus, the Applicant feels that their application meets the spirit of the Ordinance.

3. Granting the Variance would do substantial justice.

Ms. Ice stated that the case of Malachy Glen Associates v. the Town of Chichester talked about
how the only guiding rule for this substantial justice criterion is that any loss to the individual
that is not outweighed by a gain to the general public is an injustice. She continued that they look
at whether the proposed development is consistent with the area’s present use, and as discussed,
both the proposed uses are consistent, not only with the permitted use but with the actual uses of
the surrounding properties. Furthermore, both proposed uses are much closer to the permitted
uses and the neighboring uses than the property’s previous uses, such as a juvenile detention
center. An independent dwelling for three families to live in, and an agricultural retail center fit
nicely into the agricultural district.

Ms. Ice continued that in Harrington v. Town of Warner, the NH Supreme Court concluded that

an applicant who sought to expand a manufactured housing park showed substantial justice
would be done in granting the Variance because it would improve a dilapidated area of town and
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provide affordable housing in the area. Here, this project would renovate already existing
dilapidated buildings for residential and commercial uses, thereby improving the overall tract by
removing the derelict structures. Additionally, residences on the same parcel as a commercial
establishment would help increase the supply of affordable housing in the area.

4. If the Variance were granted, the values of the surrounding properties would not be
diminished.

Ms. Ice stated that the value of surrounding properties would not be diminished. She continued
that the derelict structures on the property are an eyesore. Renovating and removing them would
cause the values of surrounding properties to increase rather than decrease. All recreational and
residential uses are sufficiently distant from the project property to be affected.

5. Unnecessary Hardship

A. Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other
properties in the area, denial of the variance would result in unnecessary hardship
because

i No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public
purposes of the ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision
to the property because:

Ms. Ice stated that the public purpose of the Ordinance, which is the separation of different uses
for aesthetic and safety reasons, is met. She continued that that is the purpose of not having these
multiple uses on one. Each of these uses involves the rehabilitation of the existing buildings; this
makes it a unique property. Accordingly, the restriction applied to this property does not serve
the public purpose in a fair and substantial way. The special conditions of the property cause the
proposed use to be reasonable and the use does not alter the existing character of the
neighborhood. The special condition is that this property is in a very rural area but has 14
structures on it.

Ms. Ice continued that it is appropriate to consider existing buildings as a special condition of a
property, as was stated in the case Harborside v. Parade Residence Hotel, which cited Farrar v.
City of Keene. That talked about a Variance sought to convert a large, historical, single use
residence to a mixed use of two residences and an office space, and the size of the residence was
relevant to determining whether the property was unique in its environment. Here, the existing
buildings make the property different in a meaningful way from other properties in the area, and
therefore, it is burdened more severely by the Zoning restriction. Denial of this Variance may
restrict any feasible use of the building, resulting in further deterioration of the structures.

Ms. Ice continued that another special condition of the property is that it has always had some

element of mixed residential and commercial use. They heard some of that from Mr. Hagan and
Mr. Daigneault. The allowance of the Variance for the mixed use does not bring the property
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further out of conformance with Zoning standards. Instead, the overall project will bring the
property closer to compliance with modern standards.

and
ii. The proposed use is a reasonable one.

Ms. Ice stated that the proposed uses are reasonable, and very similar to the permitted uses. She
continued that they meet the intent of the Ordinance and recent changes to encourage an increase
in the housing supply. Here, the Applicant only needs to show that the proposed multiple uses
are reasonable ones, and given the special conditions, they believe that as discussed above, the
buildings make the use a reasonable one.

Chair Hoppock asked about the traffic, and the trucks hauling the gravel from the pit to this site.
He asked how that will be regulated and how heavy they will be.

Cody Gordon, property owner, stated that the families who would be in the residence would have
their own private road, so to speak, cutting up through the center of the property. He continued
that they would not be impacted by the trucks going up on the truck road to the back of the pit.
The residents in the house will be his employees, who will be at work during the day. You come
off the driveway for the commercial end of things, go through the scale house and scale, drive up
the hill, and go out into the gravel pit then you come down that way. That will mainly be for
commercial vehicles, such as larger dump trucks and large landscape vehicles. All the
homeowners (with smaller vehicles) would stay down at the bottom to not congest the road
going up to the pit while bigger trucks are on it.

Chair Hoppock asked if the public will be able to get in and out of there on that road. Mr.
Gordon replied yes. He continued that an approved, existing road goes up to his gravel pit.
People are going up and down that. The commercial part will be (for) over a certain yardage or a
certain size truck; they would be going back up into the pit versus staying down (below). The
gravel pit expansion is separate from this.

Mr. Guyot asked if the access road to the existing pit would be abandoned and replaced by this
new road. Mr. Gordon replied to no. He continued that he is not completely sure, but he would
like to keep it for emergency access, because it is not ideal to have only one access up there. It
would be safer to have two. The main access would be over the scale, for efficiency. When they
(he and his employees) move product down, they lose ten to fifteen percent when they are
loading it with a loader in the back of the truck and a person is taking it away, versus having
someone pay by weight. With pay-by-weight, there are no complaints. Everyone, whether a
homeowner or (commercial person) is getting the same amount, and he is being paid for what he
sells. There would be the main entrance, and maybe his employees would use the other road. He
would definitely keep both roads.
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Mr. Guyot asked if that is the reason for having the scale on this property versus the current
property with the gravel pit. Mr. Gordon replied that this would be set up better if he receives all
these Variances, because the staff person in the scale house could come out and load the product
into a customer’s pick-up truck, then go over to the scale house and scale a truck in. It would
work better there where there is power and water, which the pit does not have.

Mr. Guyot asked if it is correct that it is to serve not only the commercial gravel traffic, but also
the retail gravel traffic. Mr. Gordon replied yes.

Chair Hoppock asked if there were any further questions from the Board. Hearing none, he
opened the public hearing and asked if there were any comments in opposition to the application.
Hearing none, he asked if there were any comments in support.

Venkat Sadasivan of 28 Concord Hill Dr. stated that he is a board member and treasurer of the
local Habitat for Humanity affiliate. He continued that the Habitat for Humanity board and
volunteers all support this project. Habitat uses the two storage containers on this property,
mainly to store building materials people donate to them. If Habitat can use the donations, they
do, and if not, they sell them. Their long-term plan is to start a ReStore, which is for recycled and
reused materials. Most successful Habitat chapters have a good ReStore operation. In two or
three years, if everything works well, Habitat wants to start a ReStore operation and be
successful in the Monadnock region. They build affordable workforce housing in the region. The
board and volunteers strongly support Mr. Gordon and his team.

Ms. Taylor asked if the long-term plan is for the ReStore to be on this site or somewhere else.
Mr. Sadasivan replied that they have had high-level discussions with Mr. Gordon, and he thinks
Habitat’s plan is to have something more permanent than a container. Ms. Taylor asked if it
would be here at this site or somewhere else. Mr. Gordon replied to it would hopefully be here
on the site’s 20+ acres, but they have not figured out exactly where; maybe in Sullivan or
Roxbury. Ms. Ice added that that is aspirational and not a part of tonight’s application.

Chair Hoppock asked if there was any more public input. Hearing none, he asked if the
Applicant had anything more to add. Ms. Ice replied to no. Chair Hoppock closed the public
hearing and asked the Board to deliberate.

1. Granting the Variance would not be contrary to the public interest.

Chair Hoppock stated that this property has been sitting without any activity for over 20 years.
He continued that he drives by it all the time and remembers when it was a juvenile detention
center. The buildings are falling down, which this project seeks to correct. He thinks that is a
huge public interest to consider. If those properties were located downtown, they would be
occupied with who-knows-what, and he is surprised there is not trouble out there already. This is
a chance to get rid of dilapidated properties and to restore the property, which is what the
Applicant proposes to do.
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Ms. Taylor stated that she respectfully disagrees. She continued that the property may have had
many Variances and Special Exceptions in the past, but the ZBA has to take this as new. Her
concern is the purpose of the Ordinance as written and as mentioned talks about low-density
development, predominantly residential or agricultural. She sees this as not being in the public
interest because she does not think it will be any closer to what the purpose of this particular
zoning district is, and she thinks it will not be advantageous to public health, safety, or welfare.

Chair Hoppock stated that in terms of altering the essential character of the neighborhood, it is to
a degree serving a neighboring property owned by the same owner, but they have trucks going in
and out of the gravel pit anyway. He continued that this project might shift that volume to the
next property over, where the materials are weighed and transported out. The map shows that it
has a separate exit onto Rt. 9. They did not hear anything about traffic, but he does not see
anything that would really impact traffic in that area, because it is not usually congested in that
area. Traffic is only heavy in the morning and at night at the end of the workday.

Chair Hoppock continued that he sees this as a public advantage, and not altering the essential
character of the neighborhood, largely due to the size of the lot. Rounding up, it is 25 acres,
spread out over a wide area. Given the size of the lot, he thinks they have done a very good job
of making that separation. As the Applicant noted earlier, the other abutter is forested land to the
north, and to the west is the gravel pit, and smattered around the area are various residential
houses. A little further north on Rt. 9 are a few single-family homes, but they are too far away to
be impacted by this. The gravel operation will be largely retail, from what he is hearing. An
agricultural center is more like a garden store, selling loam and landscaping materials. He does
not see that creating a heavy use on the property would impact quality of life in that area.

Ms. Taylor stated that she disagrees, because when they approved the Special Exception on the
gravel pit, it was to be for commercial use. She continued that this is a tremendous expansion of
use for commercial retail. It will be extremely visible. She is not saying what is there now is
particularly beautiful, but it still, in her view, completely inconsistent with the intent of this
Ordinance for this particular zoning district.

Mr. Guyot stated that he is in agreement with the Chair for the record, regarding the public
benefit and public interest.

Mr. Clough stated that he is in general agreement with something that has the separation they are
seeing here. He continued that he was on the Board also for the other Special Exception
(regarding the gravel pit), and regarding the traffic, that is a 55 MPH zone. To the best of his
knowledge, there is no extra spacing for passing people, if someone is pulling off. He does not
know what the shoulder width is. He does not know if there were traffic studies about this. He
remembers there were traffic studies regarding the gravel pit, about how many vehicles would be
coming in. The ZBA agreed with that because it had a low number of vehicles. This could have
high volumes at certain times, in a high-speed zone. He does not know what traffic-calming
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measures might be in place or could potentially be put in place for that element. That is his
concern, broadly.

2. If the Variance were granted, the spirit of the Ordinance would be observed.

Chair Hoppock stated that this proposed use is not creating any additional uses beyond what is
anticipated, residential and agricultural. He continued that regarding the gravel pit operation, he
knows the weighing and scale house part of this is not particularly before the ZBA in this
application. He regards that as an accessory use to the gravel pit next door. It serves a collateral
purpose to that operation, and he does not think it impacts the agricultural or residential nature of
the proposal for this application.

Chair Hoppock continued that there will be an expansion of housing with this project. With the
size of the land, and those distances, there is no reason why there could not be even more in the
future if this is successful for the Applicant. He does not expect to see a condo project out there,
but it leaves room for (more housing). That seems to be what the Applicant suggests in some
places (of the narrative) — “allowance of both uses will promote current goals of increasing the
housing supply.” He agrees.

Chair Hoppock continued that he does not see alteration of the essential character of the
neighborhood, for the reasons already explained. He does not see these operations presenting a
danger in terms of public health, safety, or welfare. If the operations in the traffic study that Mr.
Clough just mentioned on the gravel pit were carried over to this property, it would be
impossible to see an increase. There is ho more gravel going out of there than in the past, he does
not imagine. He thinks the second criterion is satisfied.

Ms. Taylor stated that she again disagrees. She continued that a Special Exception is a use that is
a permitted use as long as it meets certain criteria. A Variance is what a Variance does; it varies
from the zoning; it needs to be justified by these criteria. She truly does not see how expanding a
permitted commercial use to a use that will have retail, commercial, and residential is going to
have the same results, in terms of traffic, visuals, or other aspects that the criteria contemplate.
Three residential units far out of town will not solve the housing problem. It is a drop in the
proverbial bucket.

Mr. Guyot stated that this will be onsite housing for employees of this facility, and presumably if
they did not have onsite housing, they would have to find housing elsewhere. He continued that
he agrees with Ms. Taylor that it is a small increment in solving a housing crisis, particularly
workforce housing, but it at least is a step for workers on this property.

Chair Hoppock added that one could also consider what happens when you drop a pebble in a

pond. He continued that they have had many cases with a few housing units here, a couple
housing units there, and they add up eventually. He looks at this cumulatively.
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Mr. Clough stated that this is an interesting split for him, because he completely supports the
housing, and he thinks it makes perfect sense to put something like that in, but he is not sure
about the commercial use. He continued that since those are both in this Variance, (he is unsure).
He could certainly vote for the housing element of this, but he is not sure about the commercial
part.

3. Granting the Variance would do substantial justice.

Chair Hoppock stated that the gain to the public is that it provides housing; supplies an economic
base for jobs, in connection with the agricultural retail center and the scale; and provides a place
for a public service, which is an interesting twist in this project. He continued that he thinks the
gain to the public is outweighed by any harm, if there is any, from the commercial side of this
and he does not see harm from the commercial operation. The gain to the public is a gain, and
the loss to the individual, if this project cannot go forward, is a piece of property that would be a
loss to the public because it would sit there and look the way it has been looking for the past 20
years. He thinks there is a big benefit to having that corrected.

Ms. Taylor stated that she will not argue one way or the other on this particular criterion, but
there is certainly nothing to prevent somebody, whether this owner or another owner, from going
in and redeveloping that property that is more consistent with the Zoning.

4. If the Variance were granted, the values of the surrounding properties would not be
diminished.

Chair Hoppock stated that with this application, he does not think he has ever seen a shorter
abutters’ list. He continued that there are only five entities on the list, and the Applicant owns
two of the properties around it, although that does not matter. The point the Applicant makes
about cleaning up the property is important. That will improve the value of his own property as
well as the surrounding ones. He does not think this criterion plays into the overall analysis very
deeply, and if the Variance were granted, the values of the surrounding properties would not be
diminished, from what he has seen.

5. Unnecessary Hardship

A. Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other
properties in the area, denial of the variance would result in unnecessary hardship
because

I No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public
purposes of the ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision
to the property because:

Chair Hoppock stated that as he sees it, the special conditions are the size of the lot; the number

of buildings on it, which are “useless;” the separation between the two major proposed uses,
residential and commercial scales, and agricultural retail center; and the roadway going in and
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out from the gravel pit. He thinks that does make the application of the Ordinance difficult for
this property, such as there is no fair and substantial relationship existing between the purpose,
which he believes the Applicant correctly identified is to maintain separation of different uses for
aesthetic and safety reasons. He does not see any safety reasons. If these operations are safely
undertaken, there should be no problem in terms of public safety. The rehabilitation of the
property and its separate uses, to his mind, indicate a public benefit that should be approved.

Ms. Taylor stated that she does not see the size as a special condition if you compare the size of
this particular parcel with those around it. She continued that they are all fairly large. Except for
the gravel pit, the other parcels are mostly undeveloped. Again, there is nothing that would
prevent this from being developed more in conformance with the Zoning Ordinance. She also
notes that both the Harborside case and the Farrar case concerned existing buildings. The
Harborside Associates one was a sign case. If this was one or several massive buildings, she
might think differently, but she does not feel in this case that the size creates a special condition,
nor does she feel that the derelict condition of the buildings creates a special condition.

Mr. Guyot asked if the fact that it is a site with scattered buildings makes it unusual relative to
the adjacent properties. He continued that that might create a hardship for this property. In that
sense, it is unique. Chair Hoppock replied that that is a good point, but the Applicant is only
saving two of the 14 buildings. He continued that most of them will be gone. Mr. Guyot replied
yes, when the project is completed, but at the beginning of this application, it does create that
unique aspect to the property, in his mind.

Ms. Taylor replied that her sense was that the intent is to demolish so many of the buildings that
even if that were to be a special condition, removing the special condition is in the plan. She sees
it from a different perspective.

Chair Hoppock stated that as he sees it, they will have a commercial and residential use on the
property, keeping these two uses significantly separate from one another, and the parcel is large
enough to allow that. He continued that perhaps Carroll Concrete in Swanzey is a good example
of a similar situation. A big gravel pit operation is right by the high school and retail operations,
on a much smaller land area. It works in harmony, as far as he can tell with the many times he
drives by. That is what it will be like with this, with the agricultural retail store, which he does
not believe will generate a lot of traffic. The space within the lot itself is large enough to keep
(the uses) separate. To him, the ability to develop the property in a way that separates these uses
is a special condition. As Ms. Taylor said, once you get to that point, those 12 other buildings are
gone. They are preserving two buildings to make the scale house and the three-family residential
dwelling in the northwest corner, which also has its own separate way to get in. The trucks will
not go there but will go in and out on one road.

Mr. Guyot replied that he thinks the agricultural retail center is also a preserved building, so it
would be three buildings. He continued that the scale house is being relocated. Chair Hoppock
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replied that his understanding is that the existing shed will be moved to where it says “relocated”
on the plan. Mr. Guyot agreed.

Chair Hoppock stated that on the plan, he sees ample parking for all this activity. He continued
that the special condition being the size of the lot that allows this kind of development is an
important feature of it. It allows for safe distances between the uses.

Mr. Clough stated that he is not completely sure of the history, but he knew the O’Brien family
who lived at this property in the interim. He continued that it was a family of four, and they did
not know what to do with the property. The son would tell him about trying to do things like
brush hog the property. He agrees that there is a special condition as it is very difficult to purpose
all those existing buildings and it was too much for that family. It would need a major renovation
of some sort. Many times, it is less expensive to take the buildings down, if they have no
historical significance, because they are dangerous. The three buildings the Applicant is keeping
are ones the O’Brien family utilized, so they were maintained a little more than the others. The
outlying cabins and other buildings were too many for a four-person family.

Chair Hoppock replied that none of those outbuildings has been occupied for over 20 years. He
continued that this seems to be a responsible management plan and project idea for the property,
from his perspective.

Chair Hoppock asked if there were any more comments from the Board. Hearing none, he asked
for a motion.

Ms. Taylor made a motion to approve ZBA-2024-06, Petitioner Ariane Ice of Ice Legal, who has
requested a Variance for property located on 21 Rt. 9, Tax Map #218-008-000 in the Rural
District, owned by G2 Holdings, 25 North St., Jaffrey, to permit a mix of commercial and
residential uses on a single 24.38-acre tract per Article 8.1.3 of the Zoning Regulations. Mr.
Guyot seconded the motion.

1. Granting the Variance would not be contrary to the public interest.

Met with a vote of 3-1. Ms. Taylor was opposed.

2. If the Variance were granted, the spirit of the Ordinance would be observed.

Met with a vote of 3-1. Ms. Taylor was opposed.

3. Granting the Variance would do substantial justice.

Met with a vote of 4-0.
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4. If the Variance were granted, the values of the surrounding properties would not be
diminished.

Met with a vote of 4-0.

5. Unnecessary Hardship

A. Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other
properties in the area, denial of the variance would result in unnecessary hardship
because

I No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public
purposes of the ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision
to the property because:

and
ii.  The proposed use is a reasonable one.

Met with a vote of 3-1. Ms. Taylor was opposed.
The motion passed with a vote of 3-1. Ms. Taylor was opposed.

B) Continued ZBA-2024-07: Petitioner, Ariane Ice, of Ice Legal, 6586 Hypoluxo
Rd, Suite 350, Lake Worth, FL, requests a VVariance for property located at 21
Route 9, Tax Map #218-008-000, is in the Rural District and is owned by G2
Holdings, 25 North St., Jaffrey. The Petitioner requests a Variance to permit the
renovation of an existing structure to be a three family residence per Article 3.1.5 of
the Zoning Regulations.

Chair Hoppock introduced ZBA-2024-07 and asked if staff had anything further to add. Mr.
Hagan replied to no.

Ms. Taylor stated that since there are multiple applications for this property, she would like it
clarified for the record what this one is specifically for. Chair Hoppock replied to a Variance for
a three-family residence. He asked to hear from Ms. Ice.

Ms. Ice stated that she has talked about the overall property, and it is in the application that this
property is comprised of about 24.7 acres, abutting Rt. 9, located in the northeast corner of the
city limits in the Rural District. G2 Holdings, LLC owns the parcels abutting and 2.5 sides of the
triangular-shaped project property with one of those the site of the gravel pit. As already
discussed tonight, this property used to be the Palmer Lodge, then a drug rehabilitation and
juvenile detention center. Most recently, it was owned by a family who used multiple sites for
housing.

Ms. Ice continued that this application is for renovation of the existing structure to be a three-
family residence.
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1. Granting the Variance would not be contrary to the public interest.

Ms. Ice stated that the Applicant does not believe it would be contrary to the public interest,
because the requirement that it not be contrary to the public interest relates to the requirement
that the Variance be consistent with the spirit of the Ordinance. She continued that the two ways
to determine whether a Variance will violate a Zoning Ordinance’s basic zoning objectives are to
examine whether the Variance would alter the essential character of the neighborhood and
whether the Variance would threaten public health, safety, or welfare. She does not think the
requirement is for the Variance to be advantageous to public health, safety, or welfare, just that it
not threaten it.

Ms. Ice continued that they do not think the Variance would alter the essential character of the
neighborhood as this parcel has an 86-acre gravel pit operation to its west and the Granite Gorge
ski area is across to the south. Much of the area beyond is forested and undeveloped, with a
smattering of single-family homes. This application is for one specific building on the property.
The revised use of that building as a three-family dwelling would not be inconsistent with the
surrounding uses like dwellings. It all falls within the character promoted by the Rural
designation.

Ms. Ice continued that notably, the purpose of the recent change in the City of Keene from a
five-acre to a two-acre minimum lot size in the Rural District is to encourage a greater density.
The allowance of one three-family dwelling on a 24-acre tract will be consistent with that goal,
yet it will maintain a far lower density than allowed if the property were subdivided. This
property could be subdivided to 12 parcels, which could mean 12 dwellings.

Ms. Ice continued that the Variance does not threaten public health, safety, or welfare. To the
extent that it contemplates removal and renovation of derelict structures, it will improve the
safety of the public in that area.

2. If the Variance were granted, the spirit of the Ordinance would be observed.

Ms. Ice stated that if the Applicant can sufficiently demonstrate the spirit of the Ordinance is
observed, this criterion should be approved. She continued that the Rural District is intended to
provide areas of very low density. Three-family dwellings would be allowed in this District if
they met the Conservation Residential Development (CRD) Subdivision regulations. For various
reasons unique to what this property is, the Applicant does not think trying to do a CRD
Subdivision is possible. However, it certainly meets the spirit of the CRD Subdivision regulation
by allowing a three-family dwelling. The CRD Subdivision’s purpose is to provide “greater
flexibility and creativity in the design of residential development... by allowing for clustering of
dwelling units in a higher density.” Here, the building to be renovated meets all the CRD
frontage and setback requirements, and the limit of three dwellings per structure, which is in the
Workforce Housing density incentive, Article 19.3.3. The tract is nearly 2.5 times the CRD
minimum tract size and contains far more unused land than the open space requirements would
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demand. Under the CRD rules, the allowable density would be four times the dwelling units
proposed here.

Ms. Ice continued that they feel that this proposed three-family unit very nearly meets all the
residential requirements of Article 3.1.5. In essence, this waiver only seeks relief from the
necessity for CRD Subdivision, where the proposed tract and building would otherwise meet all
the fundamental CRD requirements. The three-family unit therefore meets the spirit of the
Ordinance.

3. Granting the Variance would do substantial justice.

Ms. Ice stated that they think granting this Variance would do substantial justice. She continued
that in the case of Harrington v. the Town of Warner, the applicant seeking to expand a
manufactured housing park showed that substantial justice would be done in granting the
Variance because it would improve a dilapidated area of town and provide affordable housing.
Here, the project would renovate an already existing, dilapidated building for residential use and
therefore increase housing in the area. It may not be a significant increase, but here they are
balancing density issues with increased housing. This is an opportunity to, instead of creating
new spaces, renovate an existing building to create a three-unit dwelling and remove the derelict
structures.

4. If the Variance were granted, the values of the surrounding properties would not be
diminished.

Ms. Ice stated that the derelict structures are an eyesore. She continued that renovating the
structures would cause the values to increase rather than decrease.

5. Unnecessary Hardship

A. Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other
properties in the area, denial of the variance would result in unnecessary hardship
because

I No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public
purposes of the ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision
to the property because:

Ms. Ice stated that the purpose of the Ordinance limiting the number of housing units in the
Rural District is to encourage the building of housing while maintaining open space, and that
purpose is met. She continued that the specific application of the Ordinance to this property,
however, would not allow a three-family home without CRD Subdivision, even though it would
meet or exceed the CRD requirements. The restriction applied to this property does not serve the
public purpose in a fair and substantial way. They have talked about the special conditions of this
property, and they do not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. One special condition
is that it already has an existing building with a prior non-conforming use. It is appropriate to
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consider existing buildings as a special condition of the property. Here, the building makes the
property different in a meaningful way from the other properties in the area and is therefore
burdened more severely by the Zoning restriction. The denial of this VVariance may restrict any
feasible use of this building, resulting in further deterioration of the site.

and
ii.  The proposed use is a reasonable one.

Ms. Ice stated that the proposed use is reasonable. She continued that it is very similar to
permitted use, and it meets the intent of the Ordinance. Here, the Applicant merely needs to
show that the proposed three-family residence is a reasonable use of the property, given the
special conditions. They believe the existing building makes the use a reasonable one. Lastly, she
will note that it has been used as a residence. They are just looking to expand it to a three-family
dwelling.

Mr. Clough asked what the building’s square footage is. Mr. Daigneault replied 3,174 square
feet.

Chair Hoppock asked if there are fire suppression utilities in the area. Mr. Gordon replied that it
already has it. He continued that the whole thing is sprinkled. Ms. Ice stated that it was used as a
“commercial housing” site for many years and many purposes. He continued that the last family,
whom Mr. Clough knew, was using the property in an odd way, as a single-family home. All
other (owners) used it dormitory style.

Ms. Taylor stated that if she is reading the plan correctly, the road for the trucks that comes down
from the gravel pit, and the road that comes up from Rt. 9 to go to the residential area, look to
have “coexisted” at one point. She asked how those conflict points will be handled so that people
going to the residential building will travel safely and the gravel trucks do not run into passenger
vehicles. Mr. Daigneault replied that he thinks that could be handled with signage. Mr. Gordon
added that the area where the two roads go together is wide and open, so vehicles are easily seen
from either direction. He continued that once the other buildings are taken down, they will be
able to regrade the slope a little to make it even more visible and make the road/driveway even
wider so a vehicle going up and coming down can bypass it with no problem.

Ms. Ice stated that she will add that this project has to go through site plan review, and (the
Planning Board) will be looking at issues such as traffic flow and many of these concerns that
are raised. It will have to pass muster before it gets approved. Tonight, they should focus on the
zoning criteria. If the ZBA approves this, the application will go to (the Planning Board), who
will be looking carefully at safety issues such as traffic flow.

Chair Hoppock asked if being an employee of (Mr. Gordon’s) business will be a requirement for
living here. Mr. Gordon replied that he does not exactly know. He continued that he has 40
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employees, and everyone needs housing. Ms. Ice replied that it would be safe to say that
employees might get priority for housing, but it would not be a mandate.

Chair Hoppock asked if the Board had further comments. Hearing none, he asked for public
comment in opposition to or in support of the application. Hearing none, he closed the public
hearing and asked the Board to deliberate.

1. Granting the Variance would not be contrary to the public interest.
2. If the Variance were granted, the spirit of the Ordinance would be observed.

Ms. Taylor stated that with this application, she believes that granting the Variance would be in
the public interest and that it does meet the spirit of the Ordinance, in large part for the reasons
given. She continued that it is residential, which is a permitted use, and although she is not very
familiar with the CRD requirements, it certainly has adequate space and meets a community
need. She thinks it meets the first two criteria.

Chair Hoppock stated that he agrees with Ms. Taylor’s comments.

Mr. Guyot stated that he agrees. He asked if the CRD is part of what the ZBA is voting on. Chair
Hoppock replied no, they are only voting on the five criteria. Mr. Guyot asked if it is correct that
the CRD is not a factor in this vote, just adjunct material. Chair Hoppock replied that it is not a
factor in this vote. He thinks it is just a point the Applicant if making to show that under certain
circumstances, the application would satisfy the spirit of the Ordinance.

3. Granting the Variance would do substantial justice.

Chair Hoppock stated that although this is only three residential units, he believes in the
cumulative effect of housing units, and this benefits the public by adding to the housing stock.
He continued that it may not be a huge jump in the numbers, but it is a step in that direction, and
they add up. He believes the gain to the public is high, and the loss to the individual would be
greater if denied. He does not see why this could not be approved, in terms of doing substantial
justice. He agrees with the Applicant that the proposed use is much closer to the permitted uses
and neighboring uses than the previous uses. They cited a detention center. He would rather have
housing than a detention center.

Ms. Taylor stated that in terms of the scales of public benefit versus the owner benefit, she thinks
in this case it is “pretty much a wash.” She continued that she thinks the approval of three
housing units in this location benefits the public, and it benefits the property owner. Perhaps it
tips a little more in the direction of public benefit, because if the Applicant could not renovate
this building as a three-family structure, it still could be used. Other portions of the property
could still be used. She thinks it is overwhelmingly a public benefit in this case.
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Chair Hoppock stated that the other piece is the cleanup of the property. He continued that it will
be a much safer property with the dilapidated buildings removed.

4. If the Variance were granted, the values of the surrounding properties would not be
diminished.

Chair Hoppock stated that he does not see how approving this application would affect the
surrounding properties at all. He continued that he does not think the fourth criterion is a
problem as this project will not diminish property values; it will improve them when the property
IS improved.

5. Unnecessary Hardship

A. Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other
properties in the area, denial of the variance would result in unnecessary hardship
because

I No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public
purposes of the ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision
to the property because:

and
ii. The proposed use is a reasonable one.

Chair Hoppock stated that the special conditions of the property that they discussed earlier justify
the approval of this application as well. He continued that you could have a single-family
residence here, but not a three-family residence, and the way this property is constructed, it
seems to him that it is like a single-family residence patched together in one larger building. It
appears to meet the CRD Subdivision requirements, which is just an illustration of the point that
it is within the spirit of the Ordinance.

Ms. Taylor stated that she agrees. She continued that she thinks the salient point is there does not
appear to be any fair or substantial relationship between the purpose of the Ordinance, which is a
rural area with some residential use, and application of that provision to this property, because it
is residential, and 24 acres certainly should be adequate to support three housing units. Chair
Hoppock replied that he agrees and sees other ZBA members nodding.

Mr. Guyot made a motion to ZBA-2024-07, for property located at 21 Rt. 9, to address Article
3.1.5 to permit to renovate a three-family residence on this property. Mr. Clough seconded the
motion.

1. Granting the Variance would not be contrary to the public interest.

Met with a vote of 4-0.

2. If the Variance were granted, the spirit of the Ordinance would be observed.
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Met with a vote of 4-0.
3. Granting the Variance would do substantial justice.
Met with a vote of 4-0.

4. If the Variance were granted, the values of the surrounding properties would not be
diminished.

Met with a vote of 4-0.

5. Unnecessary Hardship

A. Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other
properties in the area, denial of the variance would result in unnecessary hardship
because

I No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public
purposes of the ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision
to the property because:

and
ii. The proposed use is a reasonable one.

Met with a vote of 4-0.
The motion passed with a vote of 4-0.

Chair Hoppock stated that next on the agenda is ZBA-2024-08, a Variance to permit a
commercial and accessory use of a truck scale and scale house per Article 3.1.5 of the Zoning
Regulations.

Ms. Ice asked if it would make sense to address ZBA-2024-09 first, Variance for the agricultural
retail store, since part of the scale house in ZBA-2024-08 is an accessory use to that building.
Chair Hoppock agreed and stated that if there are no objections from the Board, they will address
ZBA-2024-09 first.

C) Continued ZBA-2024-09: Petitioner, Ariane Ice, of Ice Legal, 6586 Hypoluxo
Rd, Suite 350, Lake Worth, FL, requests a Variance for property located at 21
Route 9, Tax Map #218-008-000, is in the Rural District and is owned by G2
Holdings, 25 North St., Jaffrey. The Petitioner requests a Variance to permit the
renovation of an existing structure to be an agricultural retail store per Article 3.1.5
of the Zoning Regulations.

Chair Hoppock introduced ZBA-2024-09 and asked if staff had anything further to add regarding
this application. Mr. Hagan replied to no. Chair Hoppock asked to hear from the Applicant.
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1. Granting the Variance would not be contrary to the public interest.

Ms. Ice stated that the VVariance would not be contrary to the public interest because the use of
this property as an agricultural retail center would not be inconsistent with the surrounding
developed uses, which are commercial in character. She continued that this is particularly true
regarding the sale of gravel pit products, which is currently a use of an abutting property. Thus,
the Variance would not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. Additionally, this
Variance would not threaten the public health, safety, or welfare. A retail establishment would
not present any additional public hazards. To the extent it proposes to remove and renovate
derelict structures, it will improve the safety of the public in that area.

2. If the Variance were granted, the spirit of the Ordinance would be observed.

Ms. Ice stated that Article 3.1.5 does not discourage commercial uses in this district. Rather, it
allows more than any other residential district. It specifically encourages commercial uses that
are consistent with a rural, agricultural environment. You see community gardens and farming in
the permitted open space uses. More importantly, the permitted commercial uses, such as animal
care facilities, kennels, and nurseries, are those that provide services and products residents in
the rural district need. This proposed agricultural retail store, which would sell hardscaping tools
and supplies, animal products, and be similar to “Agway with some hardscaping,” is exactly the
type of commercial use contemplated by the Ordinance. This use will become even more
important since the provision of these products, such as hardscape materials, will support the
additional development encouraged by the recent move from the five- to two-acre minimum lot
sizes in this district.

Ms. Ice continued that additionally, the proposed use includes, in large part, uses already
permitted. For example, the agricultural retail store will include the operations of a greenhouse
nursery, a permitted use defined as, “/a/n establishment where flowers, shrubbery, vegetables,
trees, and other horticulture and floricultural products are propagated and sold and may include
the sale of items directly to their care and maintenance.” The proposed operations that are
beyond the most basic greenhouse/nursery business, such as selling the hardscaping tools and
supplies and the animal care products, are still very similar to those of a greenhouse/nursery.
They would attract the same or a similar customer base. Moreover, the sale of hardscaping
supplies, such as gravel and crushed stone products, is the same as the permitted use with Special
Exception in the Rural Zone of a gravel pit.

Ms. Ice continued that they feel very strongly that the spirit of the Ordinance is observed.
3. Granting the Variance would do substantial justice.
Ms. Ice stated that here, the proposed project would renovate the ramshackle main building for

use as retail space and remove derelict structures around the property, which would do
substantial justice.
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4. If the Variance were granted, the values of the surrounding properties would not be
diminished.

Ms. Ice stated that if the Variance were granted, the values of surrounding properties would not
be diminished, because the derelict structures are an eyesore. She continued that renovating them
would cause the values to go up.

5. Unnecessary Hardship

A. Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other
properties in the area, denial of the variance would result in unnecessary hardship
because

I No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public
purposes of the ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision
to the property because:

Ms. Ice stated that the public purpose of the Ordinance, to encourage rural or agriculturally
related businesses, would be met. She continued that the specific application of the Ordinance to
this property, however, would not allow an agricultural retail store, even though it has many of
the same elements as a permitted use (greenhouse/nursery). Accordingly, the restriction applied
to this property does not serve the public purpose in a fair and substantial way. Here, the existing
buildings make the property different in a meaningful way from the other properties in the area,
and it is therefore burdened more severely by the Zoning restriction.

Ms. Ice continued that another special condition is its proximity to the Applicant’s abutting

gravel pit. This facilitates the delivery of gravel pit products to a location accessible to retail
buyers, a fact that distinguishes it from commercially zoned properties that are far from the

gravel pit.

and
ii.  The proposed use is a reasonable one.

Ms. Ice stated that the existing building in proximity to the Applicant’s gravel pit makes the use
reasonable.

Ms. Ice stated that in summary, the Applicant thinks it is a very similar use to what is already
permitted in this Rural District. She continued that in fact, some of it already will be selling
things that are related to nurseries or greenhouses, and the rest of the uses are very similar, not
only in the customers who will use them, but in the way, customers would come and access
them. An example is the hardscaping bays, which you will see in any nursery or Agway.

Ms. Taylor asked for clarification regarding the comparison to the greenhouse/nursery. She

asked if this agricultural retail store will be selling that type of supply. Ms. Ice replied yes, one of
the items G2 Holdings has identified it wants to sell in addition to hardscape and animal care
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products is plants. He continued that Mr. Gordon envisions a large area where greenhouse-grown
plants would be sold.

Mr. Gordon stated that part of his whole thinking with the store is that G2 Holdings makes the
products and thus wants to sell the products down at a closer location that is more visible for the
public. He continued that in turn, it makes it easier and safer than having people going up to the
gravel pit (as they) currently (do). If someone shows up in a pick-up truck and wants half a yard
of stone, trying to load it with his big loader is hard. Whereas at the agricultural retail store, it
would make more sense. At the store, he wants to sell stone products, mulches, hardscape-type
products. He continued that the back has an old pool, which he wants to clean out and turn into a
fishpond and hardscape the back of it so people can walk around to see different types of stone
products on the ground. Behind that, up on the hill, would be a nursery with native plant species,
where people can come in and buy them. He would put up a greenhouse and sell starter plants
and similar items. In the store would be rakes, shovels, grass, fertilizers, grain, hay, and similar
products. He wants the products he brings in to be USA-made. That is his game plan.

Chair Hoppock stated that he has a question about a comment made under the second criterion.
He continued that they are suggesting that this additional development would be encouraged by
the recent move from five- to two-acre minimum lot sizes in rural districts. He asked if that is
correct. Ms. Ice replied that she was saying the agricultural retail store would service all those
new homes and families moving in. She continued that the permitted uses in agriculture in the
Rural District that are commercial tend to be businesses that are of added value to the community
that is living right there, such as kennels and nurseries. This would certainly be an added value to
all the new homes that will be built there and the new residents who will be living there as the
density is increased in this district. That was the point they were trying to make.

Chair Hoppock asked for further questions from the Board. Hearing none, he asked for public
comment in opposition to or support of the application. Hearing none, he closed the public
hearing and asked the Board to deliberate.

Ms. Taylor stated that she is struggling a bit with the analogy to greenhouse/nursery. She
continued that it appears to her, from everything they have heard on this and other applications,
that the primary use will be commercial and retail sale of products produced by the gravel pit.
She is struggling a bit because, it is on a separate lot, it cannot be an accessory use, it needs to be
an independent use. Again, back to earlier discussions, she still has a concern with the scale of
commercial and retail sale of products from the gravel pit and its impact in this zoning district.

Chair Hoppock stated that perhaps he is misinterpreting what the Applicants are saying, but they
are just suggesting that greenhouses and nurseries are permitted commercial uses in a rural zone,
which is true. He thinks that is the only point they were trying to make on that section of the
application. The other concern is the degree of traffic, with customer activity. He asked if that is
a correct understanding of Ms. Taylor’s comments.
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Ms. Taylor replied yes, the scale of the operation is a concern, but her understanding was that the
similarity was to the greenhouse/nursery use and that there would be some of that with this
particular use. Chair Hoppock replied that it sounds like there will be. Ms. Taylor replied that she
thinks the primary use of what has been presented will be the sale of hardscaping materials and
supplies.

Mr. Guyot stated that the sale of the hardscaping materials supplied by the pit already exists. He
continued that is how he sees it; this is just shifting to add a retail component versus a
commercial component. Ms. Taylor replied that going back to earlier comments, there was not
supposed to be any retail with the gravel pit operation when the ZBA approved the Special
Exception. She continued that accessory use has to be on the same lot. Thus, this has to be a use
that stands on its own merits, because it cannot be accessory to the pit itself, according to the
legal terminology in the Code. Mr. Guyot replied that he understands that, but he is looking at it
as an expansion to a retail level with this outlet, for this application. The scale brings in another
factor, but they are not discussing that one just yet. He is looking at this as adding retail sales of
hardscape materials, which are produced by the pit and delivered here as a separate step.

Chair Hoppock stated that he does not see that as an accessory use of the pit, because it is being
brought in separately, as Mr. Guyot says. He continued that it is an approved use now, by virtue
of the ZBA-2024-06 application. Ms. Taylor replied that what she is getting at is not just retail,
but the actual commercial use expansion is of concern. She has a hard time with all the
commercial use expansion that will involve the store and the scale that will be an accessory use
to that store. It is hard for her to make an analogy to the greenhouse/nursery.

Mr. Guyot replied that he sees her point. He continued that as a counterpoint, he thinks the
expansion of the commercial activity on this site, from the pit, in his mind is attached to the scale
and the scale house, which the ZBA will discuss next. He is bifurcating that aspect of it.

Chair Hoppock replied that if you look at it in a sense that the scale and scale house’s purpose
would be for weighing the materials leaving that operation, he is right. He continued that the
question there becomes whether it is accessory to the agricultural retail store or accessory to the
gravel pit. That is a good question, and he does not know the answer. However, he thinks the
similarity to a greenhouse or nursery does suggest that it meets the spirit of the Ordinance.
Article 3.1.5 clearly permits greenhouse/nursery use. He does not disagree with the Applicant’s
comments that substantial justice is done, because it is a rural-oriented, commercial, and open
space use. It is not going to interfere with the use of the properties in the surrounding areas and
will not diminish the surrounding properties’ values.

Chair Hoppock continued that the Applicant makes the point that the specific application of the
Ordinance to the property would not allow an agricultural retail store even though it has many of
the same elements as the permitted greenhouse/nursery. He knows the counter argument to that
is the (hardscaping) that will be sold, and maybe that is a distinction with a difference. In the
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application of the rule to this property, he does not think its purpose is achieved in a fair and
substantial way. He agrees with the Applicant’s assessment.

Ms. Taylor stated that she is still thinking through his point, but she disagrees with the
Applicant’s statement that its proximity to the gravel pit creates a special condition. She
continued that if it were a separate use it could exist, potentially, without it being in proximity to
the gravel pit; that is just a bonus or a convenience.

Chair Hoppock replied that (the materials) could be shipped in from anywhere. Ms. Taylor
replied that is right. Mr. Guyot stated that he agrees with that observation. Ms. Taylor stated that
she has one more minor point, for the record, regarding the statement that a special condition of
the property is that it has a commercial building with a prior non-conforming use. That prior use
was by Variance, which is distinguishable from a non-conforming use. Chair Hoppock replied
that he is not sure which Variance that is on the long list of ones Mr. Hagan gave them earlier,
but it probably does not matter for their purposes now.

Chair Hoppock stated that he is still of the view that one of the special conditions of this property
that allows this kind of development on it is its size. He continued that he knows that in relation
to surrounding properties, the gravel pit is not as big as the forested area, which is undeveloped.
This is very developed, in fact dilapidated and that is another special condition of the property to
clean up. Hearing from the Applicant that it will be similar to an Agway, to him suggests a rural,
commercial use, even if they are selling hardscape or gravel. He goes back to the Carroll
Concrete example he talked about earlier; it is not an inconsistent use in that area. Ms. Taylor
replied that they do not know what that zoning was or when it was approved, so it may have been
different circumstances. Chair Hoppock replied that is true; he does not know what the zoning is
in Swanzey. However, he looks at the area as it is developed, and it is not an issue for that area,
that he can see and that area is far more developed than this area of Rt. 9.

Chair Hoppock stated that he thinks they have covered the criteria. He asked for a motion.

Mr. Clough made a motion to approve ZBA-2024-09, a Variance on a property located at 21 Rt.

9, Tax Map #218-008-000 in the Rural District, to permit the renovation of an existing structure

to be an agricultural retail store per Article 3.1.5 of the Zoning Regulations. Mr. Guyot seconded
the motion.

1. Granting the Variance would not be contrary to the public interest.

Met with a vote of 4-0.

2. If the Variance were granted, the spirit of the Ordinance would be observed.

Met with a vote of 3-1. Ms. Taylor was opposed.
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3. Granting the Variance would do substantial justice.
Met with a vote of 4-0.

4. If the Variance were granted, the values of the surrounding properties would not be
diminished.

Met with a vote of 4-0.

5. Unnecessary Hardship

A Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other
properties in the area, denial of the variance would result in unnecessary hardship
because

I No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public
purposes of the ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision
to the property because:

and
ii. The proposed use is a reasonable one.

Met with a vote of 3-1. Ms. Taylor was opposed.

The motion passed with a vote of 3-1. Ms. Taylor was opposed.

D) Continued ZBA-2024-08: Petitioner, Ariane Ice, of Ice Legal, 6586 Hypoluxo
Rd, Suite 350, Lake Worth, FL, requests a Variance for property located at 21
Route 9, Tax Map #218-008-000, is in the Rural District and is owned by G2
Holdings, 25 North St., Jaffrey. The Petitioner requests a Variance to permit a
commercial and accessory use of a truck scale and scale house per Article 3.1.5 of
the Zoning Regulations.

Chair Hoppock introduced ZBA-2024-08 and asked if staff had any further information to share.
Mr. Hagan replied to no. Chair Hoppock asked to hear from the Applicant.

Ms. Ice stated that in this application, they are looking at not whether commercial use should be
allowed on this parcel that is zoned for residential, because the ZBA has already approved that
tonight. She continued that it is more like the application they just approved; they need to look at
whether this specific use of the scale house meets the criteria for a Variance. The relief they are
seeking under Article 3.1.5 would consist of permitting this commercial use of a scale house and
scale. The proposal consists of installing a truck scale as well as renovating and relocating an
874 square foot existing building to serve as the scale house. The scale and the scale house
would be used to weigh sand, gravel, and crushed stone to customers of the agricultural retail
store, which has already been approved. It would also be used to weigh the products of the
abutting gravel pit.
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1. Granting the Variance would not be contrary to the public interest.

Ms. Ice stated that the Applicant does not feel that it would be contrary to the public interest in
this instance. She continued that much of the area beyond the immediate neighbors, which
include the Granite Gorge ski area, the gravel pit, and some forested area owned by the
Applicant, is forested and undeveloped, containing a smattering of single-family homes. The
proposed weigh station would consist of an existing building and an in-ground scale that is flush
with the road and therefore not readily visible from neighboring areas. The Variance therefore
would present very little change to the aesthetics of the site, and as such would not alter the
essential character of the neighborhood. Moreover, to the extent that the character of the
immediate neighborhood is influenced by the existing gravel pit operation next door, a weigh
station is standard for many gravel pits and would not alter the character of the surroundings. It
would not threaten public health, safety, or welfare, given the wide separation between the types
of uses. The allowance of the use of a single tract would not present any additional public
hazards. To the extent that the overall proposed project contemplates the removal and renovation
of derelict structures, it will improve the safety in the area.

2. If the Variance were granted, the spirit of the Ordinance would be observed.

Ms. Ice stated that the specific proposed use here is both an accessory to the commercial use of
the agricultural retail store and an extension of the permitted open space use of the gravel pit
next door. She continued that the weigh station meets the accessory use criteria of the Code
because with respect to the agricultural retail store, the proposed use is incidental; subordinate in
area, extent, and purpose; located on the same site; and does not preexist the principal use. The
weigh station would not create a public or private nuisance.

Ms. Ice continued that to the extent that the gravel pit next door would also use the weigh station,
the spirit of the Ordinance would be observed, since the Rural District permits gravel pit
operations with Special Exception. Since a weigh station is clearly incidental and customarily
found in connection with the principal use of a gravel pit, it should meet the criteria of an
accessory use of the existing gravel pit, except for the same site requirement correctly pointed
out by Ms. Taylor. They (the Applicant) are not saying it is an accessory use to the gravel pit,
because it would not meet the accessory use requirement to be located on the same site.
However, they feel it meets the spirit of the Ordinance, because other than having the parcel lines
drawn so the gravel pit is “here” and this (subject property) is “here,” the same site requirements
would be met. The importance of the same site requirement here is highly attenuated, given that
the abutting gravel pit and the subject property have the same owner and may be treated as
though they have been merged.

3. Granting the Variance would do substantial justice.

Ms. Ice stated that granting the Variance would do substantial justice because this would
renovate an existing dilapidated building to use as the scale house.
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4. If the Variance were granted, the values of the surrounding properties would not be
diminished.

Ms. Ice stated that renovating the structures would cause the surrounding properties’ values to go
up. She continued that all recreational and residential uses in the general area are sufficiently
distant from the subject property to be unaffected. The scale itself will have no effect on the
values of surrounding properties, since it will be flush with the road and will present virtually no
change to the neighborhood aesthetic, nor would the weigh station change the existing level of
truck traffic to the gravel pit.

5. Unnecessary Hardship

A Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other
properties in the area, denial of the variance would result in unnecessary hardship
because

I No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public
purposes of the ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision
to the property because:

Ms. Ice stated that a special condition is that it has a deteriorating existing building with a prior
non-conforming use. She continued that it is appropriate to consider existing buildings as a
special condition. Here, the existing building makes the property different from other properties
in the area and it is therefore burdened more severely by the restriction. Denial of the Variance
may restrict any feasible use of the building, resulting in further deterioration of the structure on
the site.

and
ii. The proposed use is a reasonable one.

Ms. Ice stated that the Applicant needs to show that the proposed use is reasonable, given the
special conditions. She continued that as discussed; the existing building makes the use a
reasonable one. Additionally, the weigh station is a reasonable accessory use for the agricultural
retail store and would be for the gravel pit, aside from the “same parcel” requirement.

Ms. Taylor asked how they will schedule use of the scale between commercial use and retail use.
Mr. Gordon replied that regarding coordinating from this (subject property) to the gravel pit, this
(weigh station) has a certain number of bunks with 20 yards each bunk, which one truck can
hold. If someone comes, for example, and buys three quarter stone and some loam, and those
piles run out in a morning, you can go with two trucks and fill them back up again. That is that
and you do not necessarily need to touch it right now. Then, normal commercial trucks can run
over during the day, and fill up when that shuts down for the day, or whenever.

Ms. Taylor asked how it works when a retail customer comes in. She continued that Mr. Gordon
knows a certain area holds X amount of loam, rock, or whatever. She asked how he knows how
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much the customer is loading into his or her truck, without weighing it. Mr. Gordon replied that
he and his employees scale for themselves to put the materials into those bunks, and there is an
equation for tons to yardage. He continued that the bucket on the mini loader, skid steer, tractor,
or whatever has scaled it has a stamp right on the bucket that says, “one cubic yard.” Then the
customer pulls in with a pick-up truck, loads it up with that bucket, and they (know it is) a yard
that goes out.

Ms. Taylor asked if it is correct that they are not weighing the individual retail customers’
vehicles. Mr. Gordon replied that is correct. He continued that they are weighing (the material)
as it goes in, so they can more accurately allocate to make sure that the customer is not putting in
(the wrong amount). He continued that if there are 20 yards of material in a pile and five trucks
come in a day, each holding one yard, and the pile empties, that would indicate a problem he
would need to address. That is more how they would be using the scale.

Chair Hoppock asked what is inside a scale house asking Mr. Gordon to describe what a person
would see if they walked into one. Mr. Gordon replied that Cold River, for example, or other
scale houses, have trays of different products. He continued that everything his company sells
would be right there. Chair Hoppock asked if it is pre-weighed materials. Mr. Gordon replied
yes, anything in general, so you can see what you have. He continued that scale houses typically
have a computer to print out a slip and a place to take payments, a mini-computer for the scale,
the scale itself outside, and typically something like a 5-gallon bucket of each product to show
what each product is. Thus, if someone comes in without being sure of what they want, they can
look at the products and choose what they want without having to walk too far or get out of their
vehicle up in the quarry or pit.

Chair Hoppock asked if the scale house is for warehousing the pre-weighed material until
someone buys it. Mr. Gordon replied no, just for samples of the materials, so people could see
them. Ms. Ice added that the scale house is only 800 square feet, which is small. Mr. Gordon
agreed and added that there would also be an employee operating the scale house, a person who
sits inside and goes out to load the vehicles of the customers who come. Ms. Ice added that it
would be more akin to a guardhouse, with the employee there and some basic information. She
continued that the weigh station is mainly there to house the computer for the scale and to take
payment.

Chair Hoppock asked what equipment they use to load something like a pick-up truck. Mr.
Gordon replied something like a skid steer with a small bucket. He continued that currently they
are using a 10-yard loader, with a bucket approximately the size of the bench the ZBA members
are on. It is massive, and difficult to load small vehicles with.

Chair Hoppock asked what the size of the scale is and how deep underground it goes. Mr.

Gordon replied that the size of the scale usually runs about 14 feet wide by 60-75 feet long,
depending on what you get. He continued that you could picture a tractor trailer truck on it. A
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truck comes onto the scale empty, gets weighed, gets loaded, gets weighed again; then a slip for
tonnage is generated, and the driver pays for the tonnage.

Ms. Taylor asked, in the operation itself, what happens if a commercial truck customer wants a
whole truckload of gravel. She asked if the employee weighs the truck first, then the driver
drives up to the gravel pit and loads then returns to the scale to be weighed again. Mr. Gordon
replied that they weigh the vehicle empty, then they go up to the pit and get loaded, and come
back to get weighed again, to determine the tonnage on the truck.

Mr. Guyot asked if it is fair to say that the majority of the use of the scale will be for commercial
truck traffic versus retail customers for the hardscape material. Mr. Gordon replied yes,
probably, because if a commercial truck is taking 18 yards at a time, to lose 10% of 18 yards
every day or every truck obviously adds up more than selling maybe 20 yards of loam a week or
that type of a thing. Mr. Guyot replied that the purpose of it is clear to him. He continued that it
seems, based on the application and Mr. Gordon’s description, that the use of the scale will be
more for commercial purposes.

Ms. Ice replied that she thinks they are both commercial purposes. She continued that one is the
retail commercial purposes. She thinks Mr. Gordon’s overall desire is to build the retail store to
be successful. Percentagewise, of course the big trucks are always going to be there. However,
having a scale already is a rarity and a great feature just for the gravel side of things. Being able
to use that to help Mr. Gordon with his bay, so when the retail customers come you can know
exactly what you are getting and they can get it to them quickly, can really help grow that side of
the business, too. Thus, she thinks it is hard to say, now, how important the scale will be to the
growth of the retail store. The gravel pit is operating, so it is easier to know, day one. Mr.
Gordon agreed.

Mr. Guyot asked Mr. Gordon how many trucks he has in and out of the pit in a day. Mr. Gordon
replied that it depends on the season. He continued that in the winter, it could be five trucks a
day. Tomorrow’s schedule, on the other hand, has 70 loads running out of the pit. Today, there
were 20. It is relative. The gravel pit sells its products to about 10 area towns. (Crews from) the
towns will call, for example, that they are (back to work) since the roads are dry and they need X
amount of yards. It fluctuates. On the original permit they did, they were talking about an
average of 50-60 trucks a day over the course of the year. He thinks they will have to go back to
the NHDOT and Planning Board, but he thinks when they got the approval on the gravel pit
itself, there were about 27,000 cars a day going by on Rt. 9. Their increase of, say, 60 loads a
day, increases that by less than a percent. It was nearly unnoticeable.

Chair Hoppock asked if the Board had any further questions. Hearing none, he asked for public
comment. Hearing none, he closed the public hearing and asked the Board to deliberate.

1. Granting the Variance would not be contrary to the public interest.
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Chair Hoppock stated that he thinks the best he can say about this application is that it would not
be contrary to the public interest, whereas some of the other applications were in the public
interest. He continued that the test is whether it is contrary, not whether it is in. He agrees that
the weigh station will probably have no visual or aesthetic impact on the neighborhood. He was
glad to hear details about the traffic, and he does not believe it would alter the essential character
of the neighborhood, either.

Ms. Taylor stated that she has some concerns regarding public interest and the spirit of the
Ordinance. She continued that she sees this, essentially, as an expansion of the gravel pit use.
Yes, there is the retail operation and the mixed use, but she has serious concerns about the
conflicts on the single tract, with the retail and commercial. She understands the attempts to
segregate by transportation and use, but she is not entirely convinced. She thinks there are
serious public safety concerns.

2. If the Variance were granted, the spirit of the Ordinance would be observed.

Ms. Taylor stated that she thinks this is not in the spirit of the Ordinance, because she thinks it is
basically one way to get around expanding the gravel pit operations.

Chair Hoppock stated that he would agree with that if it were not true that Mr. Gordon could buy
gravel from somewhere else and bring it in, and then retail it there. He continued that that is the
distinction he makes in his mind. Yes, it is next door (to the gravel pit), and it does appear to be
accessory to a next-door operation, but you fall back to the realization that the materials could
theoretically be shipped in from anywhere. That part of it does not concern him as much. Given
the number of trucks going in and out of there, based on what Mr. Gordon said, it does not sound
like the impact on Rt. 9 would be an impact at all. The test is whether the Variance would not be
contrary to the public interest. Nothing here suggests to him that it would be contrary to the
public interest. He does not see a safety issue. There is no alteration to the essential character of
the neighborhood. He does not see anything that puts it in the public interest, but that is not the
test.

Ms. Taylor stated that she was trying to make the point that she does find that it is contrary to the
public interest, because of what she considers serious safety concerns.

Chair Hoppock stated that the Applicant makes the observation that the Rural District allows
both commercial and residential uses. He continued that looking at Article 3.1, that is true,
although the commercial uses are greenhouse/nursey, bed and breakfast, animal care facilities,
and kennels, under “Open Space Uses,” they see gravel pits and community gardens. There is
something he is not sure how to reconcile. He does not think it matters where the gravel comes
from if it comes from off the property. The Applicant is processing, weighing, and sorting it at
his property. Thus, while it smacks of an accessory use of a neighboring property, he is just not
that bothered by it. Given the nature of the commercial uses that are permitted, he is not sure this
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is not within the spirit of the Ordinance. He thinks it is. Suggesting a merger of the two lots
might be going a bit too far, but that is not what they are doing here.

Ms. Taylor stated that Chair Hoppock might be correct that the accessory use and the merger
discussions are not that relevant to this. She continued that the reasons she has concerns about it
not being within the spirit of the Ordinance is because while it is true that the gravel pit is
approved, that is by Special Exception, which is an allowed use. Here, this is not the gravel pit,
but it (the scale and scale house) probably would not be there if the Applicant did not have the
gravel pit next door. She cannot say that for certain, because as Chair Hoppock said, you could
come in with a commercial type of use with a scale to weigh gravel without the gravel pit.
However, she still thinks it is more of the use than the Ordinance contemplates. She does not
think it can be stretched to the greenhouse/nursery use. It certainly does not meet any of the
definitions or restrictions on gravel pits. She does not see any way that it is within the spirit of
the Ordinance.

3. Granting the Variance would do substantial justice.
Chair Hoppock stated that criteria three, he is not sure at all how the proposed use is consistent
with not only the permitted use, but also the actual uses. He continued that he is having a hard

time with that one, too.

4. If the Variance were granted, the values of the surrounding properties would not be
diminished.

Chair Hoppock stated that he does not think there is any issue with this criterion, with respect to
property values being diminished in this application.

5. Unnecessary Hardship

A. Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other
properties in the area, denial of the variance would result in unnecessary hardship
because

I No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public
purposes of the ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision
to the property because:

and
ii.  The proposed use is a reasonable one.

Chair Hoppock stated that with respect to the scales and the scale house, he is not sure there are
special conditions on the property that make the application of the Ordinance problematic to this
property with respect to those two items.

Ms. Taylor stated that the statement in here might be considering an extended accessory use in
connection with the abutting gravel pit. She continued that it is her way of thinking that does
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absolutely nothing to establish hardship; it establishes convenience. She cannot make the link to
hardship, not for this particular use. Chair Hoppock agreed.

B.  Explain how, if the criteria in subparagraph (A) are not established, an unnecessary
hardship will be deemed to exist if, and only if, owing to special conditions of the
property that distinguish it from other properties in the area, the property cannot be
reasonably used in strict conformance with the ordinance, and a variance is therefore
necessary to enable a reasonable use of it.
Mr. Guyot stated that certainly all these points are valid, relative to the issues they have
discussed before regarding the existing buildings being deteriorated. He continued that however,
he cannot get his head around how those previously stated issues relate to adding the scale.
Chair Hoppock replied or the scale house. Mr. Guyot replied that the scale house is an existing
structure being removed and rehabilitated, but he has a hard time getting the scale into (5.B).
Chair Hoppock replied that it is hard to find it.
Chair Hoppock asked for a motion.

Mr. Guyot made a motion to approve ZBA-24-08, for 21 Rt. 9, a Variance to allow permitted use
under Article 3.1.5 for a truck scale and scale house.

1. Granting the Variance would not be contrary to the public interest.

Met with a vote of 3-0. Ms. Taylor was opposed.

2. If the Variance were granted, the spirit of the Ordinance would be observed.
Met with a vote of 3-0. Ms. Taylor was opposed.

3. Granting the Variance would do substantial justice.

The vote was 2-2. Ms. Taylor and Chair Hoppock were opposed.

4. If the Variance were granted, the values of the surrounding properties would not be
diminished.

Met with a vote of 4-0.

5. Unnecessary Hardship

A Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other
properties in the area, denial of the variance would result in unnecessary hardship
because
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I No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public
purposes of the ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision
to the property because:

and
ii. The proposed use is a reasonable one.

B. Explain how, if the criteria in subparagraph (A) are not established, an unnecessary
hardship will be deemed to exist if, and only if, owing to special conditions of the
property that distinguish it from other properties in the area, the property cannot be
reasonably used in strict conformance with the ordinance, and a variance is therefore
necessary to enable a reasonable use of it.

Not met with a vote of 0-4.
The motion to approve ZBA-2024-08 failed with a vote of 0-4.

Ms. Taylor made a motion to deny ZBA-2024-08, for a Variance for a property located at 21 Rt.
9, Tax Map #218-008-000 in the Rural District, owned by G2 Holdings, 25 North St., Jaffrey, to
permit a commercial and accessory use of a truck scale and scale house, per Article 3.1.5 of the
Zoning Regulations. Mr. Clough seconded the motion, which passed with a vote of 4-0.

E) Continued ZBA-2024-10: Petitioner, Ariane Ice, of Ice Legal, 6586 Hypoluxo
Rd, Suite 350, Lake Worth, FL, requests a VVariance for property located at 21
Route 9, Tax Map #218-008-000, is in the Rural District and is owned by G2
Holdings, 25 North St., Jaffrey. The Petitioner requests a Variance to permit the use
of accessory storage structures in the 50 ft. setback as measured from an abutting
parcel owned by the Applicant per Article 3.1.2 & 8.4.1.C of the Zoning
Regulations.

Chair Hoppock introduced ZBA-2024-10. He asked if staff had anything to add. Mr. Hagan
replied to no. Chair Hoppock asked to hear from the Applicant.

Ariane Ice stated that this application seeks Variance relief from Articles 3.1.2 and 8.4.1.C of the
LDC, which do not allow accessory structures in the 50-foot setback in the Rural District. She
continued that this relief would consist of permitting the accessory use of storage structures on

an existing paved area located in the setback from the lot line between the subject property and
another parcel owned by the Applicant. The storage structures would be Conex containers for the
storage and sale of building materials by Habitat for Humanity. As storage for building materials,
the structures would be an accessory to the agricultural retail store, which would sell related tools
and supplies.

1. Granting the Variance would not be contrary to the public interest.
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Ms. Ice stated that it would not be contrary to the public interest because the immediate
neighbors include the gravel pit operation to the west, the forested area owned by the Applicant
in Sullivan to the north, the Granite Gorge ski area in Roxbury, and a smattering of single-family
homes. The character surrounding is diverse and widely separated uses, a character that would
not be altered by storage structures. Additionally, the Variance would not threaten the public
health, safety, or welfare. Given the wide separation between the types of uses in the general
area, the allowance of accessory structures in the setback would not present any additional public
hazards.

2. If the Variance were granted, the spirit of the Ordinance would be observed.

Ms. Ice stated that importantly, the structures would be in a setback from the Applicant’s own
property, a 50-foot-wide strip that extends between the existing paved area where the structures
would be located and Rt. 9. This wooded, non-buildable, 50-foot strip serves several purposes in
meeting the spirit of the Ordinance. It largely shields the paved area from view for the passersby
on Rt. 9, such that the structures would not contribute to any appearance of overcrowding or
negative aesthetic. It eliminates the concern that structures in the setback would interfere with
the neighbors’ rights, and it provides a 50-foot buffer between the storage area and Rt. 9, which
satisfies the public safety purposes of separating vehicular traffic from stationary objects. Thus,
the purposes of the setback requirement are met since the subject property and the buffering strip
have the same owner and may be treated for these purposes as though they have been merged.
Finally, the overall project reduces the number of structures on the parcels, such that the storage
structures would not contribute to crowding or the appearance of crowding.

3. Granting the Variance would do substantial justice.

Ms. Ice stated that granting the Variance would do substantial justice because it would improve a
dilapidated area of town, (and) provide affordable housing. She continued that all the Variance
factors, particularly substantial justice, and hardship, present a balancing of public benefits or
detriments against the private benefits or detriments of the landowner. Here, granting the
Variance benefits the public, because it assists a charitable, non-profit organization, Habitat for
Humanity, with little or no corresponding public detriment.

Ms. Ice asked that the ZBA refer to the record of the public comments tonight in support of this
project by the board member from Habitat for Humanity. Chair Hoppock replied that they will be
noted.

4. If the Variance were granted, the values of the surrounding properties would not be
diminished.

Ms. Ice stated that as discussed, the structures will be largely shielded from view of the road and

neighboring properties. She continued that it would not create a negative aesthetic that would
diminish the values of surrounding properties, many of which belong to the Applicant. When
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viewed as but one part of the overall project that will renovate and restore the derelict structures,
granting the Variance would cause the values of the surrounding properties to increase rather
than decrease. All residential and recreational properties in the general area not owned by the
Applicant are sufficiently distant from the subject property, such that there would be no
appreciable effect on value.

5. Unnecessary Hardship

A. Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other
properties in the area, denial of the variance would result in unnecessary hardship
because

I No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public
purposes of the ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision
to the property because:

Ms. Ice stated that special conditions of the property cause the use to be reasonable and the use
does not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. She continued that one special
condition of the property is the area for the storage structures is a paved area already in the
setback. It is appropriate to consider an existing manmade feature as a special condition of the
property, see Harborside v. Parade Residence Hotel. Here, the paved area makes the property
different in a meaningful way from the other properties in the area and is therefore burdened
more severely by the Zoning restriction. Denial of the Variance restricts any feasible use of the
paved area.

and
ii. The proposed use is a reasonable one.

Ms. Ice stated that the proposed use is reasonable. She continued that it meets the intent of the
Ordinance. The Applicant merely needs to show it is a reasonable use.

Chair Hoppock asked what the dimensions of the paved area are, and how long it has been there.
Mr. Daigneault replied that he believes that was done when Rt. 9 was being redone by NHDOT.
Chair Hoppock asked if that was about five years ago, when NHDOT put that pad down when
they stored some of their construction equipment. Mr. Daigneault replied yes. Jeff Merritt from
Granite Engineering stated that it is about 150 feet by 50 feet at its widest point, and then “necks
down to the west.”

Chair Hoppock asked how far the pad itself encroaches if it was the whole thing. Mr. Merritt
replied not entirely, but almost. He continued that there is about eight feet of the pad that is
beyond the setback. Chair Hoppock replied that it sounds like eight feet of the pad is okay.

Chair Hoppock asked how long Habitat has been using the space. Mr. Gordon replied less than a

year. He continued that he thinks they did one or two sales there this fall. The Habitat president
asked (to use the space), and he talked about it with him, and he (Mr. Gordon) said agreed.
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Chair Hoppock asked if there would be any issue with conditioning any approval on only them
(Habitat) using the space. Mr. Gordon replied that that is all he plans and is seeking this Variance
for that. Chair Hoppock replied that he understands and admires Mr. Gordon for doing this. He
continued that he is just trying to find a way to make it work. Ms. Ice stated that the answer is
yes, Mr. Gordon would agree to condition it. Mr. Gordon replied yes.

Ms. Taylor stated that she thinks they can only do a Variance related to conditions of the land.
She continued that they cannot do it related to the ownership or the people using it. Chair
Hoppock replied that that is what he was afraid of.

Mr. Gordon stated that he was not planning to have the land used by anyone, but then Habitat
came to him with the request, and he agreed because it was for a good cause. If it were not for
Habitat (making the request), he would not be doing it at all, so it is not like if Habitat moves out
someone else would move in.

Ms. Taylor stated that she has a question about the introduction’s statement that “As storage for
building materials, the structures would be accessory to the agricultural retail store.” She asked
how (that is). Ms. Ice replied that it is because the proposed use by Habitat is to sell the building
materials stored there, so they have sales on a regular basis. The board member was talking about
the ReSale stores. The most successful Habitat chapters have this element because it fits with
their model. Habitat can only use some of the donations they receive, and the surplus can be sold.
An agricultural retail store will have different supplies, and this fits nicely with that.

Ms. Taylor replied that she is familiar with ReStores. She continued that her experience with
them is that they sell whatever has been donated to them, and the donations Habitat receives are
not usually new products. She was curious about whether this agricultural retail store will also
sell used items, in addition to new. Mr. Gordon replied no, the store would only sell new
products. He continued that (Habitat) sells used and “new old stock.” Ms. Ice replied that her
understanding is that it is not all used. She continued that just to be clear and to not pigeonhole,
there may be no intent to sell used products (in the agricultural retail store), but it has some
interesting elements to it with hardscape. There may be some opportunity. She thinks it would be
more accurate to say Mr. Gordon does not foresee selling used products at the present time, but
he does not know what will happen in the future, other than Habitat materials. Mr. Gordon
replied that he sells asphalt regrinds, which is asphalt that used to be on the road, then ground.
He continued that the question is whether that is new or used.

Ms. Taylor asked Mr. Hagan if these structures/boxes need to be an accessory to something else,
or if they can be standalone uses. Mr. Hagan replied that his understanding is that the way the
Applicant is proposing the use, and the way the Applicant is asking for the Variance, is accessory
to the store use. He continued that it is another entity selling used products. Ms. Taylor replied
that she is asking what the Zoning Ordinance allows. Mr. Hagan replied that when it was
presented it was an “accessory storage structure” for the products. He continued that the mention
tonight of selling retail items from the storage box is new to him. Storing materials and selling
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them online is perfectly fine. However, the information that has been presented tonight is
different from what was presented to him originally. He cannot answer Ms. Taylor’s question at
the moment; he would have to look at it again.

Ms. Taylor stated that what she is getting at is, if you have for example, Lot A with no structures
and just open land, and you put a couple of MI-BOX storage containers on, she wonders if the
Zoning Ordinance would permit that, or if the storage containers would have to be accessory to
something. Chair Hoppock replied that they need to be incidental to another primary use. Mr.
Hagan replied that it depends on what you are using them for and how you are using them. He
continued that as he mentioned earlier, the City is looking to clarify that. The only place that the
Ordinance mentions “motor vehicle storage” or “storage trailers,” or anticipates these types of
uses, is Article 8.4, Accessory Structures. It is page 8-25, under “I. Motor vehicle or trailer
storage.” The Community Development Department is working to come up with and identify
these uses and where they sit in the Ordinance, or whether they do not fit in the Ordinance and
thus are not permitted. They think they found a way, because they are so popular and used in
many different places, so the City has to identify them somehow. They will not just go away;
they will continue to be a new use and a major use, as they are affordable. They are identified in
the Building Code as structures that can be used, and how to evaluate them for permanent use
buildings. As far as the storage containers in this instance, storage containers can be used as an
accessory use to this main use. As the ZBA has heard testimony tonight, the Applicant is looking
to use it as a separate use. He thinks the Variance still covers that separate use; under the
Variance they are asking for.

Ms. Taylor asked, in the Code, whether they were looking at this under subsection I.1.c. Mr.
Hagan replied yes. Ms. Taylor replied that subsection 1.1.c says, “The use of trailers and/or
vehicles, either registered or unregistered, for the storage or warehousing of goods or materials
is not a permitted accessory use and is prohibited in all zones. This section shall not limit or
prohibit registered trailers [...] " She continued that that is ambiguous. Mr. Hagan replied that is
why a policy is needed, and staff are working diligently to try to get that out. He continued that
they want to get the wording right, so they do not need to backtrack or change it. They hope to
have something out soon. They want to have a clear, consistent path for everyone for these. If the
City is going to permit these, if someone has a “mobile storage structure” on a piece property,
they have to go through the same requirements. If it is a commercial property, depending on the
size of the structures, you would have to go through site plan review and get approval for them,
and a building permit, because they are not a temporary structure. They are a permanent structure
and should meet all the requirements that come with permanent structures. You can see how this
morphs into a bigger discussion and they want to make sure they touch on all the points. For
tonight’s application, the way it was proposed was a storage structure, and as mentioned before,
there is no policy at this time. It is anticipated that they would use these as structures, and they
would need to go through the permit process.

Chair Hoppock asked how far they are within the setback. Mr. Daigneault replied that they are
40 feet, so, within 10. Chair Hoppock asked if he meant they are within 10 feet from the outer
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limits of the setback. Mr. Daigneault replied yes. Chair Hoppock replied that that means if you
move the structures 11 feet back, this would not be an issue. Mr. Daigneault agreed. He
continued that then you only have eight feet of pavement. Chair Hoppock asked if they needed
the pavement. Mr. Daigneault replied yes if they want to keep the (structures) on the pavement.
Chair Hoppock asked if the pavement is needed to store these structures on. Mr. Gordon replied
not, but it would be preferable. Chair Hoppock replied that he gets that, and it would probably be
drier, too.

Ms. Taylor stated that she drove by the other day, and she knows it was represented in the
application that they (the storage structures) are not that visible, but to her they were “pretty
stark.” They are closer to the road than she thought they would be, which she supposes is why
they are here (before the Board), because the structures are in the setback. She continued that the
structures seemed to be very visible, and she got confused when she read the application. Mr.
Gordon replied that they are being relocated. Mr. Daigneault stated that the proposal is to
relocate them. Mr. Gordon stated that where they are sitting now, is “up proud” of where they are
actually putting them. They would be putting them out around the corner.

Ms. Taylor replied that now she is more confused. She asked if the application before the ZBA is
for where the storage containers are, or where they will be. Mr. Gordon replied yes.

Chair Hoppock asked if the Board had any more comments for the Applicants. Hearing none, he
asked for public comment. Hearing none, he closed the public hearing and asked the Board to
deliberate.

Chair Hoppock stated that this application is for a good cause. He continued that you know
immediately when you read the application that Mr. Gordon is not doing this to benefit himself;
he is trying to help Habitat for Humanity, which is admirable. He continued that however, the
problem is the Zoning Ordinance. In his view, this application does not meet the Variance
criteria. It is not contrary to the public interest, and it probably will not alter the essential
character of the neighborhood. The justice it does is that it helps a non-profit that helps people in
need. It will not affect the surrounding properties. However, as with the other application, this
“hits the rocks” when it comes to the unnecessary hardship criterion. If they move the structures
back eight feet, the problem goes away, at least for the time being, until they (the City) can
figure out Article 8.4, “The use of trailers and/or vehicles, either registered or unregistered, for
the storage or warehousing of goods or materials is not a permitted accessory use and is
prohibited in all zones.” He continued that he is not sure if these containers can be considered
vehicles or even trailers, but they are certainly warehousing goods or materials in a container-
like object. Thus, he is not sure the setback is even the issue here.

Ms. Taylor stated that she has another question for Mr. Hagan, going back to her original
question, whether a storage container would be allowed if it were not an accessory use. Mr.
Hagan replied yes. He continued that if it were a permanent structure, and permitted as a
permanent structure, as part of your business or an accessory use to your business, you can
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permit a Conex to be a structure on that location, used accessory to the main business, as a
building. That is where they need to redefine the use of it, because the Code now addresses these
types of structures to be used. Again, they are kind of mixing building and zoning here. In terms
of Zoning, if they consider it a structure, it can be used as an accessory structure. Chair Hoppock
asked if he means like a shed. Mr. Hagan replied yes, but it has to meet [Building] Code
requirements and go through the permitting process.

Ms. Taylor stated that she has a question for the Applicant. Chair Hoppock opened the public
hearing so Ms. Taylor could ask her question.

Ms. Taylor stated that if the Board were to vote on this application and deny it, the Applicant
would not be able to bring it back. Her question to the Applicant, so long as the Chair agrees, is
whether the Applicant would be willing to withdraw the application without prejudice, and
potentially find a location for the storage trailers that is not within the setback. She continued
that they can then concern themselves with Code Enforcement to see if the containers could be
permitted as structures.

Ms. Ice asked for a couple of minutes to consult with her client. Chair Hoppock agreed.

Ms. Ice stated that after consultation with her client, they have decided to withdraw the
application for the setback Variance, without prejudice.

Chair Hoppock stated that for the record, ZBA-2024-10 is withdrawn by the Applicant without
prejudice to a right to bring it forward if she so chooses.

F) ZBA-2024-11: Petitioner, John Noonan of Fieldstone Land Consultants, 206
Elm St., Milford, requests a Variance for property located at 510 Washington St.,
Tax Map 532-003-000, is in the Commerce District and is owned by OM 510
Washington Street, LLC, 5 Patriot Lane, Wilbraham, MA. The Petitioner requests a
Variance to permit the rear setback of 19.1 feet where 50 feet is required per Article
5.1.2 of the Zoning Regulations.

Chair Hoppock introduced ZBA-2024-11 and asked to hear from staff.

Mr. Hagan stated that this property has a lengthy history of Variances and Special Exceptions.
He continued that 510 Washington St., zoned Commerce, is located on .744 acres. It currently
has a retail store, vehicle fueling station, and a laundromat with a total building area of 2,172
square feet. The history goes back in the City’s file to a Special Exception granted on March 11,
1975. Another Special Exception was granted in 1977, ZBA-77-20, for a miniature golf business.
It already had the laundromat and an ice cream shop. In 2010, two Variances he could not get the
details on were approved, ZBA-10-30. In 2011, a VVariance on March 7 was approved, ZBA-11-
14. A fifth Variance was granted on July 6, 2015, ZBA-15-09, for electronically-activated signs.
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Ms. Taylor asked if it is correct that the vehicle fueling station was added at some point. Mr.
Hagan replied yes, and he imagines that it had something to do with the 2010 and 2011
Variances, which are about six months apart. He continued that maybe it was the station first and
then the sign; he is not sure. Ms. Taylor asked if that is a permitted use. Mr. Hagan replied that
things have changed a little bit now. He continued that under the new LDC, yes, a vehicle fueling
station is allowed in the Commerce Zone. To give history to the Variance application before the
Board tonight, this is part of the LDC changes. This was one of the added requirements, going
from 50 feet in the rear. It used to be an additional ten feet to any residential, but the new LDC
increased it.

Ms. Taylor asked what he means by “additional ten feet.” Mr. Hagan replied that on page 5-2,
under “5.1 Commerce” is “5.1.2 Dimensions and Siting.” He continued that it says that the
minimum rear setback if abutting residential district is 50 feet. Before the adoption of this LDC,
this was actually in another section. Staff brought the information into this section so people
would not have to go looking for it. It used to be that if a commercial property abutted a
residential property, it was an additional 10-foot (requirement). That used to be in the same
section as identifying corner lots and setback requirements.

Chair Hoppock asked if the Board had any further questions for staff. Hearing none, he asked to
hear from the Applicant.

John Noonan of Fieldstone Land Consultants stated that for 510 Washington St., they are seeking
a Variance for encroaching the rear setback. He continued that as Mr. Hagan mentioned, the
setback was 20 feet, but because it abuts residential, it is 50 feet. The rear property is owned by
the Tousley Trust, it is an unconventional residential property listed on the tax card as
“apartment/commercial.” And it is not your typical single-family home with 14 units on the
property. They are looking for the closest corner of the proposed building to be 19.1 feet from
the back rear lot. The lot is not exactly square, so the other corner of the building is a little
further than 19.1 and meets the 20-foot just barely. It is about 20 feet at the northwest corner, but
the closest corner proposed is 19.1 feet. Based on the 50-foot setback, they are encroaching 31.4
feet on the rear.

Mr. Noonan stated that the existing use is Dinkbee’s Gas Station and Convenience Store. He
continued that they are looking to expand and add another station for filling. If they do two gas
stations, one on each side, and potentially two diesel stations, one on each side, it would
potentially be going from four filling stations to eight, but it would be three (places) where cars
would park. You have seen the combination (stations) where you can choose between gas and
diesel fuels. They are looking to raze or demolish the existing building, build a new building
with two units. Currently, the convenience store and laundromat are combined in one unit and it
is small, so they have never been able to do a food option or have restrooms for customers (in the
convenience store). The laundromat is also small. They want to separate those uses and have a
larger convenience store, potentially with a hot and cold food option instead of just packaged
goods and have more parking. They have increased parking along one side, to have six parking
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spaces on the southern portion, dedicated more to the employees. It would separate where
clientele is coming in versus employees, whereas currently employees park in front of the
building.

Mr. Noonan continued that overall, the site is 79.6% impervious. This (proposal) has a slight
reduction of 5.5%, which would be 74.1% impervious. Municipal water and sewer serve this
location. There are utilities that cross and crossing agreements currently in the deed for allowing
to that multi-use/multi-tenant residential to the rear; those would remain. They are calling them
out in the plan, so when this goes to the Planning Board, they would either finalize the easements
where they are, or keep it as a rather “blanket” easement.

Mr. Noonan continued that he thinks people are familiar with this property on Washington St.,
which serves that end of town very well, as there are no other gas station options on that side. He
continued that it serves Rt. 9 drivers’ needs to fill up with gas.

Chair Hoppock asked if it is correct that the dumpster enclosure is well within the setback. Mr.
Noonan replied yes. He continued that (where Chair Hoppock is looking on the plan) is where
the dumpsters currently reside. They are not enclosed. In talking with the former owner, he
believes the dumpsters have always been in that location. If this goes to site plan review, the
Applicant knows the (Planning Board) will want an enclosure, so they propose keeping the
dumpsters in the same location and putting an enclosure around them.

Chair Hoppock replied that he cannot see where the setback line is on this plan. Mr. Noonan
stated that he will bring the plan closer to show the Board. He indicated the color-coded lines
showing the setbacks, and the dumpster location. He continued that the Applicant is thinking of
using fencing for the enclosure. A special feature of the property is that there is “almost an island
of commerce zoning,” and an area of low-density residential. Mr. Noonan pointed to the plan to
show these two areas in relation to one another, explaining that that is what drives the 50-foot
(minimum setback requirement) instead of 20 feet. He continued that (this) corner meets the 20
feet, and (this corner) is 19.1 feet.

Chair Hoppock asked if it is correct that they are not factoring in the dumpster enclosure right
now, because it is pre-existing. Mr. Noonan shook his head no, and replied that there is no
enclosure now, but that is the location of the existing dumpster. He continued that if that were to
require a Variance, they could either go for it when they go to the Planning Board or look at
maybe an alternative for screening, such as landscaping.

Ms. Taylor stated that the current plan shows, if she is reading it correctly, a gravel road around
the building. Mr. Noonan replied yes, to the existing conditions, indicating the location of the
building and the pavement out to the back of the building. He continued that it juts out toward
the Tousley Trust property. The smaller, dashed line out to the dumpster location is gravel, then
a gravel half driveway comes back to the Tousley Trust property. Ms. Taylor asked if that gravel
road/pathway that exists now has a use. She continued that she assumes it is going away. Mr.
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Noonan replied yes, it is going away. He continued that they are expanding the building out in
that area. He showed where they propose the pavement ending, and where the current gravel area
would be grass.

1. Granting the Variance would not be contrary to the public interest.

Mr. Noonan stated that granting the Variance for the reduced rear setback would not be contrary
to the public interest. He continued that the Commerce District is intended to provide an area for
intense commercial development that is predominantly accessed by vehicles. The subject parcel
is a standalone property for this district in this area. The residential abutters to the rear are
atypical. One, Lot 519-037, is an undeveloped wood lot with no frontage on any public way and
the assessing records list it as Land Use Code 700 — Forest White Pine. He showed the area and
continued that it is owned by the Fox Trail Farm, LLC. The other rear abutter, Lot 531-045, is a
multi-family commercial development with 14 cottage-style apartments. The assessing record
describes this property as Land Use Code 108 — Apartments-Commercial.

Mr. Noonan continued that the general public purpose of the Ordinance is to separate the
commercial use from residential uses. The rear abutters are not typical residential use; they are
more commercial. For these reasons, and because the proposed Variance would not alter the
essential character of the neighborhood, or threaten public health, safety, or welfare, or otherwise
injure public rights, the Applicant believes granting the proposed Variance would not be contrary
to the public interest.

2. If the Variance were granted, the spirit of the Ordinance would be observed.

Mr. Noonan stated that granting the Variance would observe the spirit of the Ordinance because
it would allow this commercial property to be redeveloped. He continued that intense
commercial development is the purpose of the Commerce District. The spirit of the Ordinance is
to separate commercial uses from residential uses. While the abutting properties to the rear of the
subject parcel are zoned as residential, in practice, these properties are not in keeping with the
typical residential uses. One of the parcels to the rear is a wooded lot and the other is a 14-unit,
multi-family dwelling. For these reasons, and because the Variance would not alter the essential
character of the neighborhood, or threaten public health, safety, or welfare, or otherwise injure
public rights, the Applicant believes granting the proposed Variance would observe the spirit of
the Ordinance.

3. Granting the Variance would do substantial justice.

Mr. Noonan stated that granting the Variance for reduced rear setback would do substantial
justice because the redevelopment of this property would benefit the Applicant and the general
public by replacing the aging structure and layout with a modern facility that complies with
current standards and regulations. He continued that granting the Variance would allow for the
redevelopment of this property, the expansion of the convenience store that serves many
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neighborhood residents, and additional gas pumps. The public would realize no appreciable gain
for denying the Variance.

4. If the Variance were granted, the values of the surrounding properties would not be
diminished.

Mr. Noonan stated that the Variance allows for the existing use to continue in a new, expanded
facility. He continued that there is no evidence that a reduction to the rear setback would
diminish surrounding properties’ values. In their experience, new development and investment in
communities often results in positive impacts to property values. They would foresee that with
the renovation and redevelopment of this property.

5. Unnecessary Hardship

A. Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other
properties in the area, denial of the variance would result in unnecessary hardship
because

i No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public
purposes of the ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision
to the property because:

Mr. Noonan stated that the property has special conditions that distinguish it from other
properties in the area. He continued that as previously stated, the subject property is the only
property amongst its immediate neighbors that is in the Commerce District. This property has the
only vehicle fueling station in this part of the city, and the only fueling station available for
people traversing Rt. 9 from the east. This property’s store and gas station serve important
functions for the immediate neighborhood and for travelers from outside the neighborhood. The
property is in need of modernization and expansion to keep up with the demand for the services
in this area.

Mr. Noonan continued that the general purpose of the Ordinance is to prevent the proximity of
unlike uses from being detrimental to property owners. The specific application of the rear
setback requirement on this property, to further separate an existing use in an altered footprint,
does not align with the general public purpose of the Ordinance. Due to the special conditions of
this property, the Zoning restriction as applied to this property does not serve its purpose in a fair
or substantial way.

and
ii.  The proposed use is a reasonable one.

Mr. Noonan stated that the proposed use is a reasonable one because it will replace an existing,
aging facility with a new facility that complies with modern standards.
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B.  Explain how, if the criteria in subparagraph (A) are not established, an unnecessary
hardship will be deemed to exist if, and only if, owing to special conditions of the
property that distinguish it from other properties in the area, the property cannot be
reasonably used in strict conformance with the ordinance, and a variance is therefore
necessary to enable a reasonable use of it.

Mr. Noonan stated that the special conditions of the property as previously set forth distinguish
this property from other properties in the area and prevent the property from being developed in
strict conformance with the Ordinance. He continued that a VVariance is therefore necessary to
enable reasonable use of it, because the zoning of the property and its lack of proximity to other
properties in its zoning district limit the developmental potential of this property in strict
conformance with the Ordinance. The Variance for a reduced rear setback is reasonable because
it meets the spirit of the Ordinance, it will not diminish the values of surrounding properties, and
it will do substantial justice to the property owner and the general public.

Ms. Taylor asked where the road access is for the 14 cottage-style units on the abutting parcel.
Mr. Noonan replied that currently, they have a blanket easement that calls out that it is 20 feet
wide at the southern portion of the property. He continued that it comes off Washington St. and
comes along at an angle on the southern portion, crosses the pavement, and then gravel then
comes across the back, indicating on the plan where people travel. He continued that the plan
shows a proposed crossing easement in the center line, based on the center line of the drive aisle.
Ms. Taylor asked if it is correct that that is a vehicular easement. Mr. Noonan replied yes. He
continued that in talking with the abutters, Toby Tousley, if they go forward with the site plan
following this Variance, they would either do it as a blanket easement or, like this, call it out
with varying distances. The easement would remain to allow the (residents) to access through the

property.

Chair Hoppock asked if it is correct that it is not a public way. Mr. Noonan replied that was
correct and that it is a blanket easement allowing (residents) to travel the southern route to get to
the property. Chair Hoppock asked if they can currently go around the existing building and exit
the convenience store parking lot that way, onto the private right-of-way and then onto
Washington St. Mr. Noonan replied yes, it is a gravel path behind there, and they can currently
drive where there is space behind the existing building. He continued that in addition, people
exiting “this” could loop through “there,” which would go away with the proposed plan as it
stands now.

Chair Hoppock asked if the Board had any further questions. Hearing none, he noted that this
would be the time for public comment, but no members of the public are present.

Mr. Hagan stated that Board Clerk, Ms. Marcou found some information about the previous
Variances for this property. He continued that the 2010 one was a Variance approved to allow
for a 15-foot setback where 30 feet was required. The 2011 one was an appeal of an
administrative decision, and the administrative decision was upheld. Chair Hoppock asked if Mr.
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Hagan knows what side of the building the setback was on, regarding the 2010 Variance. Mr.
Hagan replied to no. He continued that the new LDC allows for a lesser setback than what was
required when the 2011 Variance was given. On page 9-9, Table 9-2: Travel & Parking Surface
Setbacks shows the requirements are less than what was required at the time the 2011 Variance
was given. Under this, it would be less than 30,000 square feet, so the setback would be eight.
Even if it were the 30,000 foot, two-acre parking lot area, it would still only be ten. There was a
minor reduction.

Ms. Taylor stated that they like to phrase these as to what the incursion into the setback is. She
asked if it is roughly correct that this is hoping to be 21 feet into the setback. Mr. Noonan replied
31.4 feet into the setback, because it is a 50-foot setback, and they are 19.1 feet from the
proposed building to the rear property line. Ms. Taylor stated that when the Board makes a
motion, she would like to suggest that they make it so that it states, “not more than 31.4 feet into
the setback.” Chair Hoppock replied that he is getting 15.5 feet on it, though. Mr. Noonan stated
that 31.4 feet is up at “this” portion, indicating on the plan. He continued that it should be 30.9,
would be the largest. Up “here,” he indicated on the plan, it meets 20 feet. It would be 30.9 feet.

Chair Hoppock asked if 30.9 feet would be the deepest incursion into the setback. Mr. Noonan
replied yes.

Chair Hoppock closed the public hearing and asked the Board to deliberate.

Chair Hoppock stated that it seems to him that this property is unusually shaped and small. He
continued that a lot behind it, on the side they are discussing, is landlocked. And the other one, it
makes sense to call it atypical.

1. Granting the Variance would not be contrary to the public interest.

Chair Hoppock stated that he does not think this is contrary to the public interest.

Ms. Taylor stated that she thinks in some ways it would be in the public interest, because if you
eliminate that gravel road that goes around the back, it provides a safer environment if you turn
that area into grass. (It would be) safer for the abutters or for people who are using the business,

especially at night.

Chair Hoppock stated that eliminating the gravel drive also would create more of a buffer for
noise from the street and business. He continued that Ms. Taylor was right.

2. If the Variance were granted, the spirit of the Ordinance would be observed.
Chair Hoppock stated that this is a Commerce District. He continued that its purpose is to allow

for commercial development, and this is a property surrounded by residential low density. It
makes it difficult to allow this property to achieve the purpose of the Commerce District. That
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might be a special condition more than anything else, but it seems to him that that also supports
the spirit of the Ordinance, regarding what the owner is trying to do.

3. Granting the Variance would do substantial justice.

Chair Hoppock stated that he does not see any gain to the public that outweighs the harm to the
owner, if this were denied, because that would prevent the redevelopment he is proposing.

4. If the Variance were granted, the values of the surrounding properties would not be
diminished.

Chair Hoppock stated that he agrees with the Applicant. He continued that he does not see any
prospect for surrounding properties’ values being diminished in light of what is proposed. What
is proposed would probably improve the neighborhood and improve the services this place
would offer in the future. He has gone there for gas, and it is crowded.

5. Unnecessary Hardship

A Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other
properties in the area, denial of the variance would result in unnecessary hardship
because

i No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public
purposes of the ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision
to the property because:
and
ii. The proposed use is a reasonable one.

Chair Hoppock stated that in his view, there are no shortages of special conditions. He continued
that the placement of this property in connection with the Zoning boundaries illustrates his point.
The Low Density Zone is to the north, west, and south. It abuts one landlocked property. Forcing
this property owner into a 50-foot setback when everyone around them has 20 feet, and given the
width of the property, you really cannot develop it. He supposes that is why the building is so
small now.

Mr. Clough stated that he agrees, and the 50-foot setback really does jump out at you when it is
like a quarter of the property, or 30%. He continued that he does not know how they would be
able to do anything with the property.

Mr. Clough made a motion to approve ZBA-2024-11, a Variance for a property located at 510
Washington St., Tax Map #532-003-000, located in the Commerce District, requesting a
Variance to permit the rear setback of 19.1 feet where 50 feet is required per Article 5.1.2 of the
Zoning Regulations. The encroachment will be no greater than 30.9 feet. Ms. Taylor seconded
the motion.
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1. Granting the Variance would not be contrary to the public interest.

Met with a vote of 4-0.

2. If the Variance were granted, the spirit of the Ordinance would be observed.
Met with a vote of 4-0.

3. Granting the Variance would do substantial justice.

Met with a vote of 4-0.

4. If the Variance were granted, the values of the surrounding properties would not be
diminished.

Met with a vote of 4-0.

5. Unnecessary Hardship

A Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other
properties in the area, denial of the variance would result in unnecessary hardship
because

i No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public
purposes of the ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision
to the property because:
and
ii. The proposed use is a reasonable one.
B. Explain how, if the criteria in subparagraph (A) are not established, an unnecessary
hardship will be deemed to exist if, and only if, owing to special conditions of the
property that distinguish it from other properties in the area, the property cannot be
reasonably used in strict conformance with the ordinance, and a variance is therefore
necessary to enable a reasonable use of it.

Met with a vote of 4-0.
The motion to approve ZBA-2024-11 passed with a vote of 4-0.
V)  New Business

V1) Communications and Miscellaneous
VII1) Non-Public Session (if required)

V1) Adjournment
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2087  There being no further business, Chair Hoppock adjourned the meeting at 10:43 PM.
2088

2089  Respectfully submitted by,

2090  Britta Reida, Minute Taker

2091

2092  Reviewed and edited by,

2093  Corinne Marcou, Board Clerk

Page 53 of 137



Page intentionally left blank

Page 54 of 137



45 DOVER ST.
/BA-2024-12

\\II
\\ll I

\

\\/

/Il

/ \\
/
/

tioner requests a Variance to
of the Zoning Regulations

permit a 3 ft. side setback where
10 ft. is required per Article 3.5.2

Pet

/




NOTICE OF HEARING

ZBA-2024-12

A meeting of the Zoning Board of Adjustment will be held on Monday, June 3, 2024, at
6:30 PM in City Hall Council Chambers, 2" floor, 3 Washington St, Keene, New
Hampshire to consider the following petition.

ZBA-2024-12: Petitioner, Thomas Burton requests a variance for property located at
45 Dover St., Tax Map #569-082-000 and is in the Medium Density District. The
Petitioner requests a variance to replace the required 10 ft. side setback with a 3 ft.
side setback per Article 3.5.2 of the Zoning Regulations.

You are receiving notice of this hearing as an abutter to or owner of property within 200-ft.
of the subject parcel.

This meeting is open to the public, and anyone wishing to speak on the proposal will be
given an opportunity to be heard during the public hearing for this application. The
application for this proposal is available for public review in the Community Development
Department on the 41" floor of City Hall between the hours of 8:00 am and 4:30 pm or
online at https://keenenh.gov/zoning-board-adjustment

Please be advised that this may be the only certified notice you will receive. You are
encouraged to review future Zoning Board of Adjustment agendas for the status of this
application at keenenh.gov/zoning-board-adjustment. If you have any questions, please
contact me at the Community Development Department at (603) 352-5440.

) -
Corinne Marcou, Zoning Clerk
Notice issuance date May 24, 2024

3 Washington Street  (603) 352-5440
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If you have questions on how to complete this form, please call: (603) 352-5440 or
emaif: communitydevelopment @keenenh.gov

SECTION 1: CONTACT INFORMATION

| herehy certify that | am the owner, applicant, or the authorized agent of the owner of the property upon which this appeal is sought and
that all information provided by me is true under penalty of law. If applicant or authorized agent, a signed nofification from the property

owner is required.

MAILINGADDRESS:45 Dover St Keene, NH 03431

PHONE: (603) 209-4001 7
EMAIL: thesurfking@gmail.com

SIGNATURE: ‘
D WNER wes

PRINTED NAME:

AN

| o -9

waS

NAME/COMPANY:

MAILING ADDRESS:

PHONE:

EMAIL:

SIGNATURE:

PRINTED NAME:

NAME/COMPANY:

MAILING ADDRESS:

PHONE:

EMAIL:

SIGNATURE:

PRINTED NAME:

Page 57 of 137
Page 4 of 12



SECTION 2: PROPERTY INFORMATION

property address: 45 Dover St. Keene, NH 03431 -
Tax Map Parce! Number: 569_082

zonngDisict Medium Density
Lot Dimensions: Front: 66 Rear: gg Sid;1 32 Side: 132

| . . ' Squa .
‘LotArea. Acres: 021 Square Feet: 8 712

% of Lot Covered by Structures {buildings, garages, pools, decks, etc): Existing: 0 Proposed: 430
(o) 43%

% of Impervious Coverage (structures plus driveways and/or parking areas, etc): Existing: 14% Proposed: 1 2 %

Present Use: Two family home

7|5roposed Use: Two family home with Garage and third unit |

SECTION 3: WRITTEN NARRATIVE

Article 25.5.4.A.: Describe the property location, owner of the subject property, and explain the purpose and
effect of, and justification for, the proposed variance.

Property Location:

The property is located at 45 Dover St., Keene, Cheshire County, NH 03431. Situated in a predominantly residential area, it
is in close proximity to the well-known Robin Hood Park, a popular community gathering spot and green space. This location
offers the dual advantage of a quiet neighborhood feel while being only minutes away from the central business district of

Keene.

Owner of the Subject Property: -
The property at 45 Dover St., Keene, NH 03431, is owned by Thomas Burton. He is the sole proprietor and manages all

aspects related to the property.

| Purpose of the Proposed Variance:

| The purpose of the requested variance is to reduce the side setback requirement from the current 10 feet to 3 feet. This

' modification is necessary to enable the construction of a new building—a garage with an apartment above. The existing

‘ zoning restriction limits the usable space on the property, making it impractical to develop this additional living and storage
 space which is essential for accommodating the property owner's needs.

| Effect of the Proposed Variance:

| Granting the requested variance to reduce the side setback from 10 feet to 3 feet will allow the construction of a garage with
an apartment above, thus optimizing the use of the property without significant encroachment into the open space. The
structure is designed to be aesthetically pleasing and in harmony with the existing neighborhood’s architectural style. The
addition of this building will not only meet the owner’s need for additional living and storage space but will also enhance the

' overall property value. Moreover, this development is carefully planned to ensure that it does not adversely affect the light,
air, or privacy of neighboring properties. importantly, by adding a new housing unit, this project will contribute to alleviating

'the local housing demand, supporting community efforts to address housing shortages in the area.

Justification for the Proposed Variance:

The justification for the proposed variance stems primarily from the unique constraints of the property's size and existing
structures. Adhering to the standard 10-foot side setback significantly restricts the feasible development of the property, w
particularly in adding necessary residential and storage space. The lot's dimensions and positioning, relative to existing
buildings, render any altemative expansion impractical. Reducing the side setback to 3 feet represents the minimum
adjustment necessary to feasibly construct the proposed garage with an apartment above, without excessively infringing on
Zoning norms.

Furthermore, the proposed development is carefully designed to ensure that it maintains the character and privacy of the
surrounding neighborhood, mitigating any potential adverse effects. It also directly contributes to addressing the local
housing shortage, thereby serving a broader public interest. Granting this variance not only alleviates an undue hardship on
the property owner but also supports community-wide objectives to enhance residential capacity in a manner that respects

existing urban planning goals. _ Page580f137 o - I
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SECTION 4: APPLICANTION CRITERIA

A Variance is requested from Article (s) 3.5.2 of the Zoning Regulations to permit:

To replace the required 10 foot side setback with a 3 foot side setback.

Briefly describe your responses to each criteria, using additional sheets if necessary:

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

‘ Granting the variance to reduce the side setback from 10 feet to 3 feet to allow for the construction of a
!garage with an apartment above at 45 Dover St., Keene, NH, aligns with public interest for several
‘compelling reasons:

Enhances Housing Availability: The addition of the apartment helps address the local housing demand,
thereby supporting community efforts to tackle housing shortages. This development contributes
positively to the area's residential capacity without necessitating new infrastructure or extensive urban

sprawl.

Respects Community Character; The design and placement of the proposed structure have been
meticulously planned to match the existing neighborhood's architectural style, ensuring that it
‘complements the area’s aesthetic and does not disrupt the visual harmony of the community.

Minimal Impact: The variance allows for a more efficient use of the property without significant
encroachment into the surrounding space. The planned development ensures that there is no adverse
 effect on the light, air, or privacy of neighboring properties, maintaining the quality of life for residents.
\
- Economic Benefits: By enhancing the property's functionality and appearance, the project is expected
to increase property values not only for this property but potentially for the neighborhood as well,
contributing to the economic vitality of the area.

Environmental Considerations: The project avoids unnecessary land consumption and preserves more
open space compared to alternative expansions, aligning with sustainable development practices that
' benefit the community at large.

i Granting this variance represents a balanced approach to development, enhancing individual property
| use while protecting and promoting the collective interests of the community. It supports essential
residential development without compromising public values or the regulatory intent of the zoning laws.

S e ~Page590f137 ’ -
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2. If the variance were granted, the spirit of the ordinance would be observed because:

If the variance to reduce the side setback from 10 feet to 3 feet at 45 Dover St. were granted, the spirit of the
ordinance would be observed for the following reasons:

Consistency with Zoning Objectives: The underlying intent of zoning ordinances is to ensure orderly and beneficial |
development while preventing overcrowding and maintaining the character of neighborhoods. By proposing a |
development that is aesthetically in line with the surrounding area and does not impinge significantly on neighboring
properties in terms of light, air, or privacy, this project upholds these fundamental goals.

Promoting Residential Development: Many zoning ordinances aim to encourage residential development that ;
meets the needs of the community without compromising the existing neighborhood fabric. The proposed
construction of a garage with an apartment above addresses a critical need for additional housing within the
community, directly supporting local residential growth objectives.

Sustainability and Efficient Land Use: The request for a variance demonstrates a commitment to sustainable land
use by optimizing the available space on an existing property rather than extending development into undeveloped
land. This approach minimizes environmental impact, aligns with sustainable development principles, and supports
efficient municipal service delivery.

Enhancement of Property Value and Community Welfare: The project is designed to enhance property values,
which can increase tax revenues and, in turn, fund public services. By improving and utilizing property within the
community, the project contributes to the overall economic and social weifare.

Minimum Variance Necessary: The request for reducing the side setback to 3 feet represents the minimum
modification needed to achieve the desired development, complying with the spirit of the ordinance which favors
minimal deviations from established regulations whenever possible.

Granting this variance therefore not only respects but actively promotes the intentions of the zoning ordinance,
ensuring that development is beneficial, respects the existing community structure, and is carried out in an
environmentally responsible manner.

3. Granting the variance would do substantial justice because:

Granting the variance to reduce the side setback from 10 feet to 3 feet at 45 Dover St. would do substantial justice
because:

Balancing Property Rights and Community Interests: The variance allows the property owner, Thomas Burton,
to utilize his property more effectively and fulfili a legitimate need for additional living and storage space. This
'need cannot be met under the current strict zoning restrictions due to the unique size and shape of the property.
Granting the variance does not infringe on the rights or interests of the community or the neighbors, as the project
is designed to be unobtrusive and harmonious with the neighborhood's character.

Minimizing Harm: There is no evident harm to the public interest or to individual neighbors if the variance is
granted. The planned construction respects the privacy, light, and air of adjoining properties and complies with
' environmental and aesthetic standards set by the community. in contrast, denying the variance could impose
| significant hardship on the property owner, restricting his ability to improve and enjoy his property.

Fulfilling Community Housing Needs: By allowing the construction of an additional residential unit, the variance
directly supports community efforts to address local housing shortages, thus serving a broader public good. This
'not only benefits the property owner but also helps meet critical housing demand in the area.

| Upholding Zoning Intentions: The request for a variance is consistent with the spirit of the zoning laws, which

|aim to prevent overcrowding and maintain neighborhood character while also adapting to the changing needs of
the community. By granting the variance, the zoning board would uphold these intentions, ensuring that
development is both responsible and responsive to-current needs.

' Granting this variance thus represents a just balance between the individual's right to use their property and the |
‘community's interest in regulating development for the general welfare. It aligns with principles of faimess and

practicality, ensuring that zoning regulations serve ﬁgeir intﬁgdeg pgﬁgose without causing undue hardship.
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4. If the variance were granted, the values of the surrounding properties would not be diminished because:

| If the variance were granted to reduce the side setback from 10 feet to 3 feet at 45 Dover St., the values of the surrounding
properties would not be diminished for several key reasons;

Architectural Harmony: The planned garage with an apartment above is designed to complement the existing architectural
style of the neighborhood. By ensuring that the new construction is aesthetically pleasing and consistent with the character
of the surrounding homes, it enhances the visual appeal of the area, which can positively influence property values.

Quality Construction: The development will use high-quality materials and design standards that align with those of the
neighborhood, ensuring that the new structure is an asset rather than a detriment to the area.

Enhanced Usability and Functionality: By adding a garage and additional living space, the property at 45 Dover St. will
meet more of the modern functional needs of potential homeowners, making it more attractive to buyers. This can have a
positive ripple effect on the desirability and thus the value of neighboring properties.

Prevention of Negative Impacts: The project plans include measures to ensure that there are no adverse effects on the
light, air, or privacy of neighboring properties. Such considerations help maintain or even increase the attractiveness of the
area for current and potential residents.

Addressing Housing Demand: The addition of @ new housing unit within the community addresses a critical local need for |
more residential options. This helps stabilize or increase property values by contributing to a balanced local housing market. |

Community and Economic Benefits: The improved property will potentially lead to higher property tax contributions based
on increased valuation, benefiting local services and infrastructure. This economic uplift can pasitively affect the perceptions
and real values of properties in the vicinity.

| in conclusion, granting this variance is unlikely to diminish the values of surrounding properties and may, in fact, contribute
to their appreciation by enhancing the overall quality and functionality of the neighborhood. |

5. Unnecessary Hardship
A. Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other properties in the area, denial of

the variance would result in unnecessary hardship because:
i. No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public purposes of the ordinance provi
sion and the specific application of that provision to the property because:

|
Denial of the variance for the property at 45 Dover St. would result in unnecessary hardship owing to special conditions of the

| property that distinguish it from other properties in the area:

i. No Fair and Substantial Relationship Exists Between the General Public Purposes of the Ordinance Provision and the Specific
Application of that Provision to the Property Because:

Community Housing Shortage: The local area is currently experiencing a significant housing shortage, which the zoning
ordinance aims to alleviate by encouraging the efficient use and development of existing residential properties. The property at 45
| Dover St. presents a unique opportunity to contribute to solving this problem by adding a new residential unit in the form of an
| apartment above a garage. The strict application of a 10-foot side setback significantly limits the potential to address this urgent
community need on this particular lot, where reducing the setback to 3 feet would allow for the construction of needed housing
without compromising the ordinance's broader objectives of maintaining neighborhood aesthetics and ensuring privacy.

Unique Suitability for Additional Housing: The property's location and configuration make it especially suitable for this type of

' development, which would not only utilize the land more efficiently but also provide much-needed housing without extending into
undeveloped areas. This type of infill development is critical in urban areas where land is scarce, and it directly supports
community goals of density and sustainability.

Proportional Impact: By allowing the variance, the development still respects the essential intent of the zoning laws, which is to
prevent overcrowding and preserve the character of neighborhoods. The specific application of the standard setback rules to this
property, however, does not substantially further these goals but rather impedes the ability to meet critical housing needs.
Therefore, a strict application of these rules lacks a fair and substantial relationship to their intended public purpose when applied
| to 45 Dover St.

in summary, the unique circumstances of the property at 45 Dover St. and the pressing local need for additional housing create a
scenario where the strict application of the zoning ordinance's setback requirements does not reasonably serve its intended public
purposes. Instead, it imposes an unnecessary hardship that reveng ddf jng a critical public need, underscoring the lack of a |
fair and substantial relationship between the law's general ol J@&Lﬁe fng ne;s %ciﬁc application to this property. |
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and

ii. The proposed use is a reasonable one because:

The proposed use of the property at 45 Dover St. for constructing a garage with an apartment abave is a reasonabile one for
several key reasons:

Alignment with Zoning Objectives. The primary goals of zoning are to ensure that land use is beneficial, orderly, and efficient,
while also preserving the character and stability of the community. The proposed development aligns with these objectives by
making effective use of the existing land, enhancing property functionality, and increasing residential density in a manner that is
compatible with the neighborhood's existing style and scale.

Fulfilment of Community Housing Needs' There is a recognized need for more housing in the community, particularly units
that can accommodate small families or individuals. The addition of an apartment addresses this need directly, providing a type |
| of housing that is in short supply in the area. This use is not only reasonable but necessary to help alleviate the local housing
J shortage, thus supporting broader community and regional planning goals.

1’ Practicality Given Property Characteristics: The specific characteristics of the property, including its location and dimensions,

make the proposed use particularly practical. The property is ideally situated near local amenities and transit options, making it
' an excellent candidate for increased residential density. Moreover, the design of the project is such that it maximizes the utility

| of the property without encroaching excessively on neighboring lots or altering the area's character.

Minimal Impact on Neighbors and Community. The design and planned management of the new structure ensure that it will
not adversely affect the neighboring properties in terms of privacy, light, or noise. The thoughtful placement and high-quality
construction of the garage and apartment will maintain, if not enhance, the overall aesthetic and economic value of the area

Compliance with Environmental and Building Standards: The proposed construction will adhere to all relevant environmental
and building codes, ensuring that the development is safe, sustainable, and durable. This compliance further underscores the
reasonableness of the proposed use, demonstrating a commitment to maintaining community standards and safety.

in conclusion, the proposed use of constructing a garage with an apartment above at 45 Dover St. is reasonable due to its

alignment with zoning objectives, its practicality based on the property's characteristics, its minimal impact on the community,
and its significant contribution to addressing a crucial housing need. It represents a thoughtful and beneficial utilization of the
property that supports both the property owner's interests and the community’s goals.

B. Explain how, if the criterial in subparagraph (A) are not established, an unnecessary hardship will be
deemed to exist if and only if, owing to special conditions of the property that  distinguish it from other

properties in the area, the property cannot be reasonably used in strict conformance with the ordinance,
and a variance is therefore necessary to enable a reasonable use of it.

| An unnecessary hardship will be deemed to exist for the property at 45 Dover St., if and only if, owing to special conditions of |

| the property that distinguish it from other properties in the area, the property cannot be reasonably used in strict conformance |
with the ordinance, and a variance is therefore necessary to enable a reasonable use of it. The application of this criterionto |

| the property at 45 Dover St. can be justified as follows:

|

Special Conditions of the Property: The property at 45 Dover St. has unigue conditions that differentiate it from others in the
'area. These include its specific dimensions and its current structure placement, which limit the feasible development options ‘
| under the existing zoning laws. The requirement for a 10-foot side setback severely restricts the ability to construct any

| meaningful addition to the property, including the proposed garage with an apartment above. g

Unreasonable Use Under Strict Conformance: If the property were to adhere strictly to the 10-foot side setback rule, it would
be unable to undergo any substantial development that maximizes its utifity and meets the owner's needs. The strict
| conformance would therefore leave the property underutilized, which is particularly critical given the local housing demand and
| the property’s potential to contribute effectively to alleviating this issue

Necessity of the Variance for Reasonable Use: Granting a variance to reduce the setback to 3 feet is essential for the
reasonable use of the property. Without this variance, the owner would be unable to construct the planned garage and
apartment, which is a reasonable and beneficial use of the property that aligns with community goals and zoning objectives.
The variance would allow the property to he developed in a manner that is economically viable, environmentally responsible,
and socially beneficial, thus representing a necessary adjustment to the rigid application of the zoning rules.

In summary, due to the special conditions of 45 Dover St. and the unreasonable limitations imposed by strict adherence to the
zoning ordinance, a variance is necessary to allow for a reasonable and effective use of the property. This development would
not only meet the immediate needs of the property owner but also serve broader community interests, thus justifying the

hardship under the zoning law criteria.
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NOTICE LIST

This template can be used to record the name, mailing address, street address, and tax map parcel {TMP) # for each party

that is required to be noticed as part of an application.

STREET ADDRESS TAX MAP PARCEL
(If different from mailing address) {TMP) #

OWNER NAME MAILING ADDRESS

See attached

Page 630
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Parcel Number: 569-079-000-000-000
36 DOVER STREET INVESTMEN

93 WESTBROOK RD.

WESTFORD, MA 01886

Parcel Number: 570-013-000-000-000
AVERA ACRES LLC

37 BEECH ST.

KEENE, NH 03431

Parcel Number: 569-040-000-000-000
BEAUREGARD FAMILY REV. TR
127 WASHINGTON ST.

KEENE, NH 03431-3106

Parcel Number: 569-032-000-000-000
BILENDUKE ANDREW

FORTIN CORINE

57 FRANKLIN ST.

KEENE, NH 03431

Parcel Number: 553-058-000-000-000
BLAIS KALI P

78 COAKLEY RD

PORTSMOUTH, NH 03801-4134

Parcel Number: 670-015-000-000-000
CHALICE MICHELE A.

25 BEECH ST.

KEENE, NH 03431

Parcel Number: 570-007-000-000-000
CLARENDON TRUST

ELECTRA C. CUMMINGS TRUSTEE
65 MECHANIC ST.-

WINCHESTER, NH 03470

Parcel Number: 570-009-000-000-000
DESAl AMISHI

SEGRAVE-DALY CHRIS

18 BEECH ST.

KEENE, NH 03431-3202

Parcel Number: 569-080-000-000-000
DOVER STREET INVESTMENT L

93 STONY BROOK RD.
WESTFORD, MA 01886

Parcel Number: 569-083-000-000-000
DUZINSKI, SARAH V.

JONES GREGORY W.

9418 HUNTER TRACE

AUSTIN, TX 78758

Parcel Number: 570-006-000-000-000
ERICKSON TATE S.

ERICKSON DEVONEY A.

175 DARLING RD.

KEENE, NH 03431-4940

Parcel Number: 553-069-000-000-000
FOX CHRISTOPHER J.

27 MECHANIC ST.

KEENE, NH 03431-3446

Parcel Number: 553-070-000-000-000
FULLER, DAVID W.

63 FRANKLIN ST. APT. 2

KEENE, NH 03431

Parcel Number: 553-056-000-000-000
GAGNE BERNARD J.

GAGNE ANN J.

69 DOVER ST.

KEENE, NH 03431-3205

Parcel Number; 569-081-000-000-000
GITALAN ARGYLLE

50 DOVER ST.

KEENE, NH 03431-3204

Parcel Number: 552-082-000-000-000
HEIKKINEN JOHN D REV TRUS

707 OLD NEW IPSWICH RD
RINDGE, NH 03461

Parcel Number: 569-042-000-000-000
JGFLATSLLC

146 PEG SHOP RD.

KEENE, NH 03431

Parcel Number: 5653-057-000-000-000
JOYAL, RICHARD M.

132 PARTRIDGEBERRY LN.
SWANZEY, NH 03446

Parcel Number: 5652-084-000-000-000
LARSON, NATHAN A.

LARSON MELODY

46 BEECH ST.

KEENE, NH 03431

Parcel Number: 569-041-000-000-000
LCW INVESTMENTS LLC

PO BOX 466

GREENVILLE, NH 03048
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Parcel Number: 569-085-000-000-000
LEHANE BRIAN S.

25 DOVER ST.

KEENE, NH 03431

Parcel Number: 570-005-000-000-000
MF PROPERTY MANAGEMENT LL
160 rANDOLPH AVE.

JERSEY CITY, NJ 07305-4415

Parcei Number: 553-061-000-000-000
MONADNOCK AFFORDABLE HOUS
831 COURT ST.

KEENE, NH 03431

Parcel Number: 570-011-000-000-000
MONADNOCK DEVELOPMENTAL S
121 RAILROAD ST.
KEENE, NH 03431

Parcel Number: 5653-062-000-000-000
OAK VIEW PROPERTIES LLC

111 LONDON RD.
WESTMORELAND, NH 03467-4713

Parcel Number: 553-053-000-000-000
O'CONNOR JOHN & PEGGY REV
131 BEAVER ST.

KEENE, NH 03431

Parcel Number: 552-083-000-000-000
PATNODE, DANIEL

61 JORDAN RD.

KEENE, NH 03431

Parcel Number: 552-087-000-000-000
PRINDLE, JASON

PRINDLE KARI

66 BEECH ST.

KEENE, NH 03431

Parcel Number: 569-084-000-000-000
ROKES BERNARD A. JR.

ROKES JANE E.

31 DOVER ST.

KEENE, NH 03431

Parcel Number: 570-014-000-000-000
ROWNTREE KIMBERLY C.

31 BEECH ST.

KEENE, NH 03431



Parcel Number: 569-078-000-000-000
SARSFIELD CORINNE REV TRU
CORINNE SARSFIELD TTEE

28 DOVER ST

KEENE, NH 03431

Parcel Number: 570-010-000-000-000
SEIFER CLIFFORD A.

SWITZER HILARY C.

20 BEECH ST.

KEENE, NH 03431

Parcel Number: 569-077-000-000-000
SKINNER, RAFAEL

SKINNER DONNA M.

14 DOVER ST.

KEENE, NH 03431

Parcel Number: 553-060-000-000-000
STONE RICHARD L. JR.

STONE DONNA M.

PO BOX 212

HARRISVILLE, NH 03450

Parcel Number: 553-059-000-000-000
UNDERKOFFLER, LARA

51 DOVER ST.

KEENE, NH 03431

Parcel Number: 552-086-000-000-000
WHEELER KATHLEEN L

WHEELER DENISE A

58 BEECH ST

KEENE, NH 03431

Parcel Number: 570-012-000-000-000
WILLETT DEBORAH A.

38 BEECH ST.

KEENE, NH 03431

Parcel Number: 552-085-000-000-000
WOOD THOMAS J.

54 BEECH ST.

KEENE, NH 03431
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Sarah Duzinski

37 Dover St

Keene, NH 03431
sarahduzinski@gmail.com
04/29/2024

Keene Zoning Board

3 Washinaton Street
Keene, NH 03431

Dear Members of the Zoning Board,

I hope this letter finds you well. | am writing to you regarding the proposed construction of an
accessory dwelling unit (ADU) by my neighbor at 45 Dover St, Keene, NH 03431, which is
directly adjacent to my property.

| understand that the proposed ADU will be built five feet from our shared property line. | would
like to formally express my support for this project. | believe that the addition of an ADU on this
property will not only benefit my neighbor but will also contribute positively to our neighborhood
by providing additional housing options.

I am confident that the proposed distance from the property line will not negatively impact my
property in any significant way.

Please let this letter serve as my official approval for the project moving forward, respecting the
noted distance from the property line. Should you require any further information or wish to
discuss this matter in more detail, please feel free to contact me at the above address or via

email.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. | look forward to seeing the positive changes this
development will bring to our community.

Sincerely,

Sarah Duzinski
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P * ~ SITE PLAN

LOCATION: 45 Dover St, Keene, NH 0343 |, USA
PARCEL ID: 569-082-000-000/ ZONING CODE: MD

LEGAL DESCR.,: CHESHIRE COUNTY, NH. LOT 82

VICINITY MAP

~ SCOPE OF WORK

LSITE PLAN OF THE PROPERTY UNDER REVIEW
SHOWING THE PROPOSED GARAGE AND
ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT DEVELOPMENT.

LOTCOVERAGE
| EXISTING RESIDENCE - 1920 SF |
 EXISTING DRIVEWAY - GIOSF |
| PROPOSED STRUCTURE - 1260 SF |
. TOTAL - 37905F

_ LOT COVERAGE (%)

43.87 %

LOT SIZE

0.2 Acres
8.640 SF

e DEEN'S CONSULTS

Deen's consult

Architects , Planners & Project Managers DRAWN Deen's consult

5 ITE P I-AN B U RTO N CHECKED BY Deen's consult O l

TH OMAS IﬁMA\U\OTU@GMAIL,COIi\,Aaqe T | T — e




0 WETMORE ST.
/BA-2024-13

etitioner requests a Variance to

permit a building lot with 5,544
sq. ft. where 6,000 sq. ft. is

required per Article 3.6.2 of the
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NOTICE OF HEARING

ZBA-2024-13

A meeting of the Zoning Board of Adjustment will be held on Monday, June 3, 2024, at
6:30 PM in City Hall Council Chambers, 2" fioor, 3 Washington St, Keene, New
Hampshire to consider the following petition.

ZBA-2024-13: Petitioner, Jim Phippard of Brickstone Land Use Consultants, LLC of
185 Winchester St., requests a variance for property located at 0 Wetmore St., Tax
Map #116-032-001, is in the High Density District and is owned by the Bergeron Family
Revocable Trust of 2021. The Petitioner requests a variance to permit a building lot
containing 5,544 sq. ft. where 6,000 sq. ft. are required per Article 3.6.2 Minimum Lot

Area of the Zoning Regulations.

You are receiving notice of this hearing as an abutter to or owner of property within 200-ft.
of the subject parcel.

This meeting is open to the public, and anyone wishing to speak on the proposal will be
given an opportunity to be heard during the public hearing for this application. The
application for this proposal is available for public review in the Community Development
Department on the 4t floor of City Hall between the hours of 8:00 am and 4:30 pm or
online at https://keenenh.gov/zoning-board-adjustment

Please be advised that this may be the only certified notice you will receive. You are
encouraged to review future Zoning Board of Adjustment agendas for the status of this
application at keenenh.gov/zoning-board-adjustment. If you have any questions, please
contact me at the Community Development Department at (603) 352-5440.

C i A A4 4 ven

Corinne Marcoﬂ, Zoning Clerk
Notice issuance date May 24, 2024

3 Washington Street  (603) 352-5440
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For Office Use Only:

City of Keene, NH Coce NoZOA 2024 15

Zoning Board of Adjustment Feotiy,
i i ] age__| of 15
Variance Application o

If you have guestions on how to complete this form, please call: (603) 352-5440 or
email: communitydevelopment@keenenh.gov

SECTION 1: CONTACT INFORMATION

I hereby certify that | am the owner, applicant, or the authorized agent of the owner of the property upon which this appeal is sought and

that all information provided by me is true under penalty of law. if applicant or authorized agent, a signed notification from the property
owner is required.

NAME/COMPANY: BEJ\QEQDM F‘.M\\k.‘f Rﬁ.\.\ —(_Ru 4T of zo2l
MAILING ADDRESS:
34T EwM ST,  KReeseE NH 03431 . _

PHONE:

EMAIL:

i)
SIGNATURE: CM
> e

PRINTED NAME: 'rO'DD B&QEEOM ‘ TRU&

NAME/COMPANY:

SAME

MAILING ADDRESS:

PHONE:

EMAIL:

SIGNATURE:

PRINTED NAME:

NAME/COMPANY:

James P Papprsd Bricks e Lano e Covsurrdnts (LT

MAILING ADDI;ESS:
(B5 Wosensster 2. Keene NH 03431

PHONE: ®3 38-? -e( 6
EMAIL:
JSPH (PPARD (22) NE.RR .COM

SIGNATURE: N P F M

PRINTED NAME:
Jares T PHOPARD
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SECTION 2: PROPERTY INFORMATION
Property Address:
Keene  NH

, O Wevmwe ST.
Tax Map Parcel Number: o ~ 632~ | -000 -000

Zoning District Hien 'Dm‘a\’ry
Lot Dimensions: Front: 54 q¢ '  Rear: 55‘20.‘ Side: qg 12" Side: [03.82 (
Lot Area: Acres: (3 l(c.""{_ Square Feet: 85 544 5§

% of Lot Covered by Structures (buildings, garages, pools, decks, etc): Existing: o Proposed: A ?‘ H_

% of Impervious Coverage (structures plus driveways and/or parking areas, etc): Existing: Proposed: ] 67 47
o —

Present Use: NACANT Lo T
Proposed Use: SNGLE FAMLN  dousE

SECTION 3: WRITTEN NARRATIVE

Article 25.5.4.A.: Describe the property location, owner of the subject property, and explain the purpose and
effect of, and justification for, the proposed variance.

see  ATrAcCHed
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PROPERTY ADDRESS 26 Fairbanks Street and 0 Wetmore Street

APPLICATION FOR A VARIANCE

e A variance is requested from Section (s) 3.6.2. Minimum Lot Area of the Zoning
Ordinance to permit: A building lot containing 5544 sf in the High Density
District where 6000 sf is required.

Background: All of the lots on Fairbanks and Wetmore Street were created in
1926 as part of a residential development by Albert W. Lacroix. It consisted of
172 house lots varying in size from 4800 sf (0.11 acres) to 22,000 sf (0.50 acres).
The applicant owns lots 31 and 52 in the original development plan, which were
merged by the City to form a 11,074 sf lot (0.26 acres). The city unmerged the
lots in 2021 leaving two lots of approximately 5530 sf (0.13 ac) and 5544sf (0.13
ac). One lot has an existing single family house and the second lot is vacant. The
property is in the High Density district where 6000 sf is required for the first
residential unit and 5000 sf is required for additional units. As a separate lot, a
variance is required to build a single-family home. A variance was granted in
2021 but expired after two years.

DESCRIBE BRIEFLY YOUR RESPONSE TO EACH CONDITION:
1. Granting the Variance would not be contrary to the public interest because:

The entire neighborhood of Fairbanks and Wetmore Street is made up of small
residential lots varying in size from 5200 sf (0.12 ac +/-) to 87,000 sf (2 ac+/-). Six
existing lots on Fairbanks Street are (.12 acres in size. It is in the public interest to
allow construction of a single family home on a lot similar in size to the other lots in
the neighborhood. The construction of a small new home will enhance the appearance
on the street and enhance property values of nearby homes.

2. If the variance were granted, the spirit of the ordinance would be observed
because: The spirit of the ordinance in this case is to allow high density/high
intensity residential uses on lots served by city water and city sewer. This is a small
lot of 0.13 acres +/- (5544 sf +/-) in an area of small lots which are all served by city
water and city sewer. The proposed new home will meet all the zone dimensional
requirements (frontage, setbacks, lot coverage) except for the minimum lot size of
6,000 sf. This is a viable option for an affordable housing site which is very difficult
to find in Keene. This meets the spirit of the ordinance and is consistent with one of
the community goals to create more affordable housing in Keene.

3. Granting the variance would do substantial justice because: The existing
property is 5544 sf +/- which is only 456 sf (0.009 acres) short of the required
minimum lot size. This is larger than the 5000 sf required for a second unit on a larger
lot. A single family home on this site is consistent with other lots in the neighborhood
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and will maintain the character of the neighborhood. It will allow construction of an
affordable housing unit and will do substantial justice for the property owner.

. If the variance were granted, the values of the surrounding properties would not
be diminished because: Construction of a new home on this lot will enhance
the appearance of the property, improve its property value and help to improve the
value of nearby properties. The property currently is used to store equipment. By
cleaning up the lot and constructing the new home, the surrounding property values
will not be diminished.

. Unnecessary Hardship

A. Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other
properties in the area, denial of the variance would result in unnecessary
hardship because:

i No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general
public purposes of the ordinance provision and the specific
application of that provision to the property because:

The lots in this area were created in 1926, prior to the zoning
ordinances which exist today. Many of the lots became legally
nonconforming when the current HD zoning was adopted in 1970,
changing the minimum lot sizes. The property meets all current zone
dimensional requirements (frontage, setbacks, lot coverage) except for
the minimum lot size; and it is served by city water and city sewer. It
serves no public purpose to deny the variance when all of the other
dimensional requirements are met.

And

ii. The proposed use is a reasonable one because: This is an area
of single family homes on very small lots which are served by city
water and city sewer. A new single family home on this lot is
consistent with the character of the neighborhood and consistent with
the purpose of the ordinance. It will create an affordable single family
home in a residential neighborhood served by city water and city
sewer. This is a reasonable use.
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B. Explain how, if the criteria in subparagraph (A) are not established, an
unnecessary hardship will be deemed to exist if, and only if, owing to special
conditions of the property that distinguish it from other properties in the area,
the property cannot be reasonably used in strict conformance with the
ordinance, and a variance is therefore necessary to enable a reasonable use of it.

This was a legal, conforming lot when it was created in 1926. It became
nonconforming due to changes in zoning over the last 95 years. This results in a special
condition of this property which results in a variance being necessary to construct a single
family home on it. The lot is served by city water and city sewer and can meet all zone
dimensional requirements except for the minimum lot size. This proposal matches the
character of the neighborhood and is a reasonable use.
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SECTION 4: APPLICANTION CRITERIA

A Variance is requested from Article (s) 3.(,.2Z of the Zoning Regulations to permit:
A BULDWE LOT CONTAWING A5HM-SE wdere Jooo s€ 5 Requiresp

Briefly describe your responses to each criteria, using additional sheets if necessary:

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

SEE AToaned NARRKTIE.

D b N ol £ 107
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2. If the variance were granted, the spirit of the ordinance would be observed because:

3. Granting the variance would do substantial justice because:




4. If the variance were granted, the values of the surrounding properties would not be diminished because:

SEE ATTACMED NARSATIVE

5. Unnecessary Hardship
A. Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other properties in the area, denial of

the variance would result in unnecessary hardship because:
i. No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public purposes of the ordinance provi
sion and the specific application of that provision to the property because:

SEE ATtTA crets  NARKRATIVE
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ii. The proposed use is a reasonable one because:

e KTTAGHED NRARKTGNE

B. Explain how, if the criterial in subparagraph (A) are not established, an unnecessary hardship will be

deemed to exist if and only if, owing to special conditions of the property that  distinguish it from other

properties in the area, the property cannot be reasonably used in strict conformance with the ordinance,
and a variance is therefore necessary to enable a reasonable use of it.

sSE ATrAcusd NARRATIVE
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NOTICE LIST

This template can be used to record the name, mailing address, street address, and tax map parcel (TMP) # for each party

OWNER NAME

e e-mﬁz\,w

=
1A K ron

{AEE| Keene Nit 0343 |

that is required to be noticed as part of an application.

MAILING ADDRESS

3941 BEim S+

STREET ADDRESS
{If different from mailing address)

O L\etmore st

TAX MAP PARCEL
(TMP) #

116~ 532-00/ -0 - 600

Fed K Johrsen I
Al\son JHanson

31 Furoanks S+
Keene NiF 03431

O Fourbanks St
231 Fawrbanics St

LD -0~ ~000 -C00
L10-210-000 080 ~000

Goryd Prevost
Ehl:l‘i\d-h H pﬁ:VDS'f

29 Fowbanks s
Keene Dt ©343

11a~-012-000~t00 00

Ryon M Voudyen

21 Fowr banks St

Katelyn £ Bemis | Keeae NIk 0343 Ho-B13 060004
X’U%ngh' Chen Ling 25 Eavwbanks St
Keacac Nek 03431 1i0-01-000-000-at

Michelle Tolown
Fhm\\% '(vuS‘\'.

21 Fowbanks St
Weenp N\t 03431

110-015 -0 -0 00

Jocdp R Cushong

19 Furboeunics Ssb
l%&ng N 0343 |

{10-Gls -800-000 -5

G‘chn,l A Advemnelol
howa H Mlﬁi‘m&.\q

12 Webmore St
Keene Nk ©3U3)

LS -033 O -(00-000

Marius s Konu3

1% Wetmore s

\Sus/ Yarkni

IEeene N 0343/

Bilyn 1O Komj gene N o343 oo~ 600~ 0Com000
Fred O Lowy :
. 21 Halle ced br 22. Webmore S WaDI0-000 A5 000
Jolan € Cecl 2&} e S¢
Elzaloedh 3 Cook, | Keane N o343 i\~ OM-G00-000-00
Fred D Lewecr 17 Halwood Dr \&3 :
Judih Alswer | Surny NiF 63431 3s Wednore ST Li,- 6512-060-000 -000)
Hs 1 Ldhnel Yo Tor Bd_
Wncheslen Siveek AL 53}‘_867 O 1esmeve St Lo~ (3-000-000-000
3 wekinae S :
JCO“W Plare e T S Mo 62~ (00-T00-0CS
onn "B 25 wekrmoce Sk
Y | Peene Nk oaiai o2 -4 207
Gene - o 21 voekmore St
i Y SRR WKeane Wi oad3 | (e -62 3 -0y 10 -0
KNorman € frhwrst R 17 Wetvmeve St
Revecalplo Arust | Keene N 03431 lle-029 000660000
Brian P Driscall 26 Fanroounyes <
= K‘ee’%c Lti)t:ri 03431 i-030~-00-0on s
vid & Hesk sk | 22 Faurbanis st
Rey /fn;és’f — IKeene N4 p3431 116-03i-000-000-0G0
nn Sheet Reatty frd ; hesér st '
linn st fenthy I4=)| Ysp LlneheSerst | o irdunkes st i -038-000-400 20
S ' e (A
Wilham E Sho b%’;ndw Qb7 | Za Hir banks St /o 033000000 4D
"Tedd M Sarkn ( 39 Furbants s+

/b 034800000000

Orickstone rand | /% 5 lnches€r st
U (Crfutfaun ts ene NH 6343
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1-4/2°Pipe
Up 3"

S

[110-013-000] |

[110-014-000}
RYAN M. VOUDREN & I ROY J. JARVIS
KATELYN E. BEMIS 26 Fairbanks Street

27 Fairbanks Strast |

— e ———

Keene, NH 03431

Keenn, NH 03431 6237288
2084/436
—_———— -

! [110-015.000)

i MICHELLE TOBIN

{ FAMILY TRUST
21 Falrbanka Strest

Keene, NH 03431
3070020
—_—— —

FF:473.0' —

[116-032-000}
6,630 Sq.Ft.

2.
2
°

N

P8
i B
G . FIS i e
25 Wetmors Straet -, N86°52:48'w 5520
Keens, NH 03431 1.886°52'48" 55-20,-'
1041783 R -
)]
(4’-‘)
D,
I 2
] <4
2y
<
; 3
§ 3
1% 3 s
] D] g
3 /1118-032.001] g
2 3 5,544 Sq.Ft.t 5
5" )
[
’u
Al
470
>
I
A,
Lv
I 0
7

[116-011-000]
JOHNC &
ELIZABETH J. COOK /
24 Wetmore Street {116.010.000]
Keene, NH 03431 FRED D. LOWER
17441437 77 Hallwood Drive
Surry, NH 03431
22B5/633

[116-031-000]
DAVID G. HOOK Sr.
REVOCABLE TRUST

22 Fairbanks Street

Keene, NH 03431
3081/2018

{116-028-000]
GENE L. SELBY
21 Wetmore Street
Keene, NH 03431
1862/584

Zoning Districts
ZONE:HD (High Density)
REQUIREMENTS
MAX HEIGHT 2 STORIES/3S'
LOT SIzE 6,000 SF
FRONTAGE 50'
MIN, LOT WIDTH AT BLD 50’
BUILDING SETBACKS
FRONT 15'
SIDE 10
REAR 15

MAX BUILDING COVERAGE 55%
MAX IMPERMEABLE COVERAGE 75%

SEE CITY OF CODE CONCERNING ANY ADDITIONAL
REQUIREMENTS PERTAINING TO PARCEL

Lot Statistics

LOT 116-032-000 LOT 116-032-001

FRONTAGE 55.84 FEET ON FAIRBANKS FRONTAGE 54.95 FEET ON

STREET WETMORE STREET

LOT SIZE 5,530 SF LOT SlzE 5,544 SF

EXISTING COVERAGE EXISTING COVERAGE
BUILDING 1,496/27 % 0.0 % BUILDING
IMPERMEABLE  2,426/43.8% 0.0 % (MPERMEABLE

GRAPHIC SCALE

NO.| DATE REVISION

BY

Page-80 of 137

Keene
New Hampshire

000 8w .5, 10

W

Locus Map
T=1,000F

Plan References
REFERENCES INCLUDE ALL INFORMATION REFERRED TO ON ANY OF THE FOLLOWING PLANS

1.

PLANS

Notes

%%

@ o

THE BEARINGS SHOWN ON THIS PLAN ARE REFERENCED TO NAD83 NH STATE PLANE GRID, BASED ON
A STATIC GPS SURVEY PERFORMED ON JULY 6, 2021 USING AN iG3S GNSS RECEIVER.

THE BOUNDARY LINES SHOWN ON THIS PLAN WERE CALCULATED FROM RECORD PLANS, DEEDS AND
FHYSICAL EVIDENCE FOUND DURING THE FIELD SURVEY.

TOPOGRAPHY SHOWN ON THIS PLAN iS FROM AN ACTUAL FIELD SURVEY BY HUNTLEY SURVEY &
DESIGN, PLLC PERFORMED DURING THE MONTH OF JULY, 2021, THE VERTICAL DATUM IS NAVD B8
OBTAINED BY DIFFERENTIAL LEVELING/TRIGONOMETRIC LEVELING/GPS SURVEY DESCRIBED IN NOTE
No.1. CONTOUR INTERVAL IS ONE (1) FOOT.

UNDERGROUND UTILITIES, STRUCTURES AND FACILITIES HAVE BEEN PLOTTED FROM DATA OBTAINED
FROM FIELD SURVEY OF SURFACE LOCATIONS, PREVIOUS MAPS AND RECORDS OBTAINED FROM THE
CITY OF KEENE. THEIR EXISTENCE MUST BE CONSIDERED APPROXIMATE. THERE MAY BE OTHER
UNDERGROUND UTILITIES THE EXISTENCE OF WHICH ARE NOT KNOWN. THE SIZE AND LOCATION OF
ALL UTILITIES AND STRUCTURES MUST BE VERIFIED PRIOR TO ANY AND ALL CONSTRUCTION. CALL
DIG-SAFE PRIOR TO ANY CONSTRUCTION,

JURISDICTIONAL WETLANDS WERE NOT OBSERVED.

THE PARCELS SHOWN ARE LOCATED IN ZONE AE AND ARE WITHIN IN A SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD AREA
PER FEMA PANEL 33005C0286E EFFECTIVELY DATED MAY 23, 2006. THE 1% ANNUAL CHANCE FLOOD
HAZARD ELEVATION IS 471.2' NAVDS8 PER CROSS SECTION F.

PURSUANT TQ RSA 878: 18 lli AND RSA 672: 14, | CERTIFY THAT THIS SURVEY AND PLAT WERE PRODUCED
BY ME OR THOSE UNDER MY DIRECT SUPERVISION FROM A TOTAL STATION AND DATA COLLECTOR
TRAVERSE WITH A POSITION TOLERANCE OF 0.03 + 100 ppm THAT MEETS OR EXCEEDS NH LAN 500 AND THE
ALLOWABLE RELATIVE POSITIONAL ACCURACY FOR URBAN AREAS AS REQUIRED BY THE STATE OF NEW
HAMPSHIRE IN TABLE 500.1, "ACCURACY MEASUREMENTS, LOCAL ACCURACY OF CONTROL SUPPORTING
THE SURVEY," AND IS BASED ON INFORMATION RECORDED AT THE CHESHIRE CQUNTY REGISTRY OF
DEEDS AS REFERENCED HEREON, INFORMATION PROVIDED BY THE CLIENT AND PHYSICAL EVIDENCE

FOUND.
PU TO RSA 676:18,11l AND RSA 872:14
1 CERTIFY THAT THIS SURVEY PLAT IS NOT A SUBDIVISION PURSUANT TO THIS TITLE AND THAT THE LINES

OF STREETS AND WAYS SHOWN ARE THOSE OF PUBLIC OR PRIVATE STREETS OR WAYS ALREADY

E

IABU_E&EM&T_HA;T NO NEW WAYS ARE SHOWN.

Existing Conditions Plan
LAND OF
Todd Bergeron
located at
Tax Map Parcel Nos. 116-032 & 116-032-01
26 Fairbanks Strest, Keene, Chashire County, New Hampshire
Book 2418, Page 0005

Scale 1"= 16’
Surveyed 07/02/2021 Plan prepared 07/08/2021
Project No. H21-038 Cad File No. H21-038A.dwg

Huntley Survey & Design, ruc

NH & VT Land Surveying, Wetlands & NH Septic System Design
859 West Road, Temple, NH 03084 (603) 924-1863 www. huntfeysurvey,.com
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LOCUS

NOT TO SCALE

PROPOSED
PARKING \-—~

EXISTING
1 CAR
GARAGE,_—

REFERENCE PLAN

"WINCHESTER PLAT AT KEENE, N.H., DEVELOPMENT OF
ALBERT W. LACROIX OF MANCHESTER, N.H.”; PREPARED
BY D.R. CHAPLIN; DATED JUNE 1926; RECORDED IN
PLAN BOOK 2 NUMBER 151 AT THE CHESHIRE COUNTY

EXISTING

26 FAIRBANKS
STREET

5,583 SF+
0.13 AC+ *

ZONING HIGH DENSITY DISTRICT

TAX MAP # 116—-032—-000 & 116—032-~001

EXISTING LOT SIZE 11,166 SF+ — 0.26 ACx (PER REFERENCE PLAN)
EXISTING LOT COVERAGE

HOUSE & GARAGE 1,428 SF — 12.8% (55% ALLOWED)

TOTAL IMPERVIOUS 2,231 SF — 20.0% (75% ALLOWED)

UNMERGED LOT 1 SIZE 5,583 SF+ - 0.13 AC*
UNMERGED LOT COVERAGE LOT 1

HOUSE & GARAGE 1,428 SF — 25.67% (55% ALLOWED
TOTAL IMPERVIOUS 2,231 SF — 40.0% (75% ALLOWED

UNMERGED LOT 2 SIZE 5,583 SF+ — 0.13 AC#*
UNMERGED LOT COVERAGE LOT 2

)

REGISTRY OF DEEDS. HOUSE 396 SF — 7.1% (55% ALLOWED)

ECISTR EDS TOTAL IMPERVIOUS 832 SF — 14.9% (75% ALLOWED)
TODD K. BERGERON PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN rickstone ZBA PLAN 553%&181;01201
4 WEST HILL ROAD 26 FAIRBANKS STREET & O WETMORE STREET Land Use Consultants. LLC ' 1
TROY, NH 03465 KEENE, NH 03431 T Wi o, Koo, i 0551 '
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10 ADAMS CT.
/BA-2024-14

Petitioner requests a Variance to
permit a deck on a lot that is 7,620
sq. ft. with 10,000 sq. ft. needed,
making it unable to conform to the
impervious coverage per Article
3.3.3 of the Zoning Regulations.
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NOTICE OF HEARING

ZBA-2024-14

A meeting of the Zoning Board of Adjustment will be held on Monday, June 3, 2024, at
6:30 PM in City Hall Council Chambers, 2™ floor, 3 Washington St, Keene, New
Hampshire to consider the following petition.

ZBA-2024-14: Petitioner, Martine Fiske requests a variance for property located at 10
Adams Ct., Tax Map #590-006-000 and is in the Low Density District. The Petitioner
requests a variance to permit a 16 ft x 19 ft deck on a lot that is non-conforming at 7,
620 sq. ft. where 10, 000 sq. ft. is required, making it unable to conform with the
impervious coverage per Article 3.3.3 of the Zoning Regulations.

You are receiving notice of this hearing as an abutter to or owner of property within 200-ft.
of the subject parcel.

This meeting is open to the public, and anyone wishing to speak on the proposal will be
given an opportunity to be heard during the public hearing for this application. The
application for this proposal is available for public review in the Community Development
Department on the 4t floor of City Hall between the hours of 8:00 am and 4:30 pm or
online at https://keenenh.gov/zoning-board-adjustment

Please be advised that this may be the only certified notice you will receive. You are
encouraged to review future Zoning Board of Adjustment agendas for the status of this
application at keenenh.gov/zoning-board-adjustment. If you have any questions, please
contact me at the Community Development Department at (603) 352-5440.

Cotm it Lasenc

Corinne Marcou/, Zoning Clerk
Notice issuance date May 24, 2024

(603) 352-5440

= & COMMUNITY g pohcdegill i i
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City of Keene, NH /4,""55765& ForOffice Use Only:

CaseN.o. A~ «/
Zoning Board of Adjustment ( Sy -

4 if:.‘h Page | of I7] ‘
Variance Application A L revimy |

If you have questions on how to complete this form, please call: (603) 352-5440 or
email: communitydevelopment@keenenh.gov

SECTION 1: CONTACT INFORMATION

I hereby certify that | am the owner, applicant, or the authorized agent of the owner of the property upon which this appeal is sought and

that all information provided by me is true under penalty of law. If applicant or authorized agent, a signed notification from the property
owner is required,

OWNER / APPLICANT

{”“ME’“MPA"" Martlne Flske

MAILINGADDRESS 10 AdamS Court Keene NH 03431

PHONE  (802) 355-9060 - .
o martp:ske@_g B
SIGNATURE: gé

i we B S

FPRINTED NAME: Marﬂt'ne Flske
APPLICANT (if different than Owner/Applicant)

NAME/COMPANY Same

MAII.ING ADDRESS

 PHONE:
EMAIL:

f—

' SIGNATURE

E PRINTED NAME:
| |

AUTHORIZED AGENT (if different than Owner/Applicant) i
NAME/COMPANY Sa me

J MAILING ADDRESS: - -

‘ |
PHONE:
EMAIL:
SIGNATURE: ‘ 7 |
PRINTED NAME: 7 |

PRgR 840,137



SECTION 2: PROPERTY INFORMATION
p

roperty Address: 10 Adams Court, Keene
Tax Map Parcel Number: 50()-066-000-000-000

Zoning District | ow Density

Lot Dimensions: Front: 79 3()  Rear: 69,86 Side: 107.93 Side: 106.61

Lot Area: Acres: 417 Square Feet: 7 6§20

% of Lot Covered by Structures (buildings, garages, pools, decks, etc): Existing: 27 Proposed: 31

% of Impervious Coverage (structures plus driveways and/or parking areas, etc): Existing: 46 Proposed: 4 8

Present Use: Primary residence

Proposed Use: Primary residence

SECTION 3: WRITTEN NARRATIVE

Article 25.5.4.A.: Describe the property location, owner of the subject property, and explain the purpose and
effect of, and justification for, the proposed variance.

10 Adams Court is located in a mixed neighborhood of single family and muitifamily conversions. The
street is located in Ward 1, low density zone, less than one block to Main Street, on a dead-end street
which terminates in the parking lot of Alpine nursing residence, across from Keene State College. The

lot is non-conforming at 7,620 sq. ft..

The property is the primary, and only, residence of the owner. There is currently a 22.5 ft. x 8 ft. stone
patio in the rear yard which is crumbling due to masonry failure. Only 2/3 of the patio can be used due to
steps up into the house or down to the yard. A BBQ just fits between the stairs. The current space is only
the width of a narrow porch, so small that once a rain barrel is placed at one end only two chairs fit in the
space. The space is so narrow that a dining table for four would not fit, even without other seating.

If granted a variance, a 16 ft. x 19 ft. deck would be built in the rear of the property over the existing
patio. The new deck, would double the deepth to 16 ft. and reduce the width to 19 ft. to align with the
house. It would meet all setback requirements with side the property line approximately 11 ft. away and
the back line approximately 37 ft., away with lawn and garden between.The new deck would allow the
owner to have an outdoor living and entertaining space. The two houses nearest the side property have
the depths of their own backyards to the property line. The owner's rear yard is surrounded by fencing

and shrubs.
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SECTION 4: APPLICANTION CRITERIA

A Variance is requested from Article (s) 3.3.3 of the Zoning Regulations to permit:

16 19 ft. deck The [0d /s ,70)15@1_6/,%,‘,(%@7/6'2@;’%»4@0/
/ﬂ/”p&y/%&/é//'*% 14 ol (‘Mérm Wl /‘m/@en'ﬂd (W/”ge_

Briefly describe your responses to each criteria, using additional sheets if necessary:

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

The proposal does not infringe on setbacks to neighboring properties. The nearest neighbors to the
proposed deck include two single family homeowners who have included a letter of support. (See letters
from Nancy and Paul Vincent and Allison and Joe Lucas.) Increases to impervious surfaces would be

neglible at only 2% (152 sq. ft.).
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2. If the variance were granted, the spirit of the ordinance would be observed because:

All set back requirements would be met. Impervious surfaces would increase by only 152 sq. ft.

3. Granting the variance would do substantial justice because:

The proposed deck keeps within the spirit of the building code, given that the building lot is 2,380 sq.ft.
below the minimum requirements.

The lot contains a two bedroom home which could comfortably accommodate four people. The current
patio size does not allow for more than two people to be on the patio at one time. A family in residence
is not be able to use the existng space together. With a variance granted, the homeowner will have
reasonable enjoyment of their property without intrusion on the space of neighbors.

Pegs 8701137



4. If the variance were granted, the values of the surrounding properties would not be diminished because:

The deck will not encroach on the required set backs to property lines and would in no way effect the
neighbors' use and enjoyment of their own properties. The new deck would actually be further away from
the side property line than the existing patio. The increase in impervious surfaces would be a neglible
amount to the community, but of great value to the homeowner.

5. Unnecessary Hardship
A. Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other properties in the area, denial of

the variance would result in unnecessary hardship because:
i. No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public purposes of the ordinance provi

sion and the specific application of that provision to the property because:
The lot already does not meet zoning code (3.3.2 Dimensions & Siting), being 2,380 sq. ft. short of the

code required of 10,000 sq. ftin area. Because of its nonconforming size, it already does not meet codes
3.3.3 for maximum impervious coverage. The increased impervious surface is a neglible amount.

The purpose of protecting neighboring properties from encroachment will met. The proposed deck would
still meet with all set back requirements outlined in 3.3.2. (min. side setback 10 ft, min. rear setback 20
ft.). The increase in impervious surfaces is only 152 sq. ft.

. ¥

w
~
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and

ii. The proposed use is a reasonable one because:
A two bedroom room could be the home of three to four people. The existing space would not allow a
family of four to use the space together and certainly does not allow for visiting family or friends in the
space.

The neighbors will be in no way effected by the granting of the variance. Both adjancent live-in
homeowners support the project.

B. Explain how, if the criterial in subparagraph (A) are not established, an unnecessary hardship will be
deemed to exist if and only if, owing to special conditions of the property that  distinguish it from other

properties in the area, the property cannot be reasonably used in strict conformance with the ordinance,
and a variance is therefore necessary to enable a reasonable use of it.

The property, at 7,620 sq.ft., the lot already does not meet codes as written. The current codes do not
allow for reasonable use of the property even while meeting setback requirements.

FagR 82ak137



NOTICE LIST

This template can be used to record the name, mailing address, street address, and tax map parcel (TMP) # for each party

OWNER NAME

that is required to be noticed as part of an application.

STREET ADDRESS

PO B ALILIRESS (If different from mailing address)

TAX MAP PARCEL
(TMP) #

See attached | |

’ - R | |

B R ‘ —
I N | I B

S — S S S _]li _— — S EE— D J
- . ' A = | —— e
— — - — - - R S | =
"*‘ S s . N
S | S | _— . e ——



Parcel Number

590-059-000-000-000

590-060-000-000-000

590-061-000-000-000

590-062-000-000-000

590-063-000-000-000

590-064-000-000-000

590-065-000-000-000
590-067-000-000-000

590-068-000-000-000
590-069-000-000-000

590-070-000-000-000
590-071-000-000-000
590-072-000-000-000
590-073-000-000-000
590-074-000-000-000
590-075-000-000-000
590-076-000-000-000

590-113-000-000-000

Property Address Owner Name

24 ADAMS ST.

60 ADAMS ST.

66 ADAMS ST.

72 ADAMS ST.

77 ADAMS ST.

65 ADAMS ST.

61-63 ADAMS
ST.

20 ADAMS CT.

17 ADAMS CT.

51 ADAMS ST.
47 ADAMS ST.
51 ELLIOT ST.
45 ELLIOT ST.
41 ELLIOT ST.
35 ELLIOT ST.
31 ELLIOT ST.
19-21 ELLIOT

ST.
298 MAIN ST.

UNION
SCHOOL
DISTRICT
UNION
SCHOOL
DISTRICT
66 ADAMS
STREET LLC
HONOROF,
DOUGLAS
NATHAN
PACILIO
CAROL A
TRUST
LUCAS
JOSEPH
WESLEY
PATRIQUIN
MATTHEW
ANBER
DERVIS S.

CHASEHIENT

TENT,
COURTNEY J.
LANTRY,
JACLYN
FORTE
DONNA J
FORTE
DONNA J
STEINBERG
WARREN J
FORTE
DONNA
SCHWEIZER
PAUL G.
GREEN
DOUGLAS F.
KEENE SNF
REALTY LLC

Co-Owner Name

VAIVODA

ALLISON MARY

PATRIQUIN
SARAH

LANTRY SHAWN

SCHWEIZER
JANET L.
GREEN
JULIENNE F.

Owner Address

193 MAPLE AVE.

193 MAPLE AVE.

88 FOX ST.

72 ADAMS ST.

37 ROYAL AVE

65 ADAMS ST

11 HIGHLAND AVE.

73 RWWVER RD

17 ADAMS CT
51 ADAMS ST.

47 ADAMS ST.
134 DAVIS ST
134 DAVIS ST
41 ELLIOT ST
134 DAVIS ST
606 WEST ST.
54 ALDRICH RD.
C/O THE

PORTOPICCOLO
GROUP
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Owner City

KEENE

KEENE

FAIRFIELD

KEENE

KEENE

KEENE

KEENE
WALPOLE

KEENE
KEENE

KEENE
KEENE
KEENE
KEENE
KEENE
KEENE
KEENE

BROOKLYN

Owner State

NH

NH

CT

NH

NH

NH

NH
NH

NH
NH

NH
NH
NH
NH
NH
NH
NH

NY

Owner Zip

03431-1602

03431-1602

06824

03431

03431

03431

03431
03608

03431
03431

03431
03431
03431
03431
03431
03431
03431

11235



594-001-000-000-000 324 MAIN ST. NEWCOMBE JOHNT. & JENNIE E. KEENE NH 03431

JOHNT. & NEWCOMBE
JENNIE E. REV TRUSTEES
TRUST OF
2021

594-002-000-000-000 24 GATES ST. VINCENT 24 GATES ST. KEENE NH 03431
CHARLES &
NANCY REV.
TRUST

594-003-000-000-000 44 GATES ST. FORTE 134 DAVIS ST KEENE NH 03431
DONNA J

594-004-000-000-000 90 ADAMS ST. BELLUSCIO 90 ADAMS ST. KEENE NH 03431
FAMILY REV.
TRUST

594-043-000-000-000 53 GATES ST. ASBURY 53 GATES ST KEENE NH 03431
MELINDA L

594-044-000-000-000 47 GATES ST. BLUNT, BLUNT DEREK C. 47 GATES ST. KEENE NH 03431
ALISON K.

594-045-000-000-000 43 GATES ST. FORTE 134 DAVIS ST KEENE NH 03431
DONNA J

594-046-000-000-000 33 GATES ST. WELKIND 81 TERRACE ST. KEENE NH 03431
GRQOUP LLC

594-047-000-000-000 27 GATES ST. INNISFREE JACOB M & NANCY PETERBOROU NH 03458
REV LIVING C WESTSTRATE GH
TRUST TTEES
JONS 60 SOUTH MINE SURRY NH 03431
PARENTEAU LEDGE RD
HOME
REMODELING
& REPAIR

590066 -000-0000 g AdamsCr ok -
=) A M
MARTISEM. . loABAKSCT,  KeENE 0343|
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Martine Fiske
Map parcel #: 590-066-000-000-000
10 Adams Court

Photos show existing stone patio with yellow lines as the

approximate bounds of the proposed deck.




Keene Zoning Board
City of Keene
Keene, NH 03431

To Whom it may concern:

As neighbors directly abutting the rear property line of Marti Fiske's home, we support
the granting of a variance and permit that would allow Ms. Fiske to build a 16x20 deck
behind her 10 Adams Court home. We see no reason that the deck would cause any
hardship regarding our property. We understand that the deck must meet with all set
back requirements, and that it would leave lawn and garden space in the rear lawn.
We're also aware, as an aside, that Ms. Fiske has made several notable and
commendable improvements to her property.

Sincerely, Paul and Nancy Vincent
24 Gates Street
Keene, NH 03431
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May 6, 2024

City of Keene

To Whom It May Concern:

We are current neighbors to Martine Fiske and we fully support her project to construct a 19'x16’
deck in her backyard.

Please let us know if you need any other supporting documentation from us.
Sincerely,

Allison Lucas (Vaivoda)

Joseph Lucas

65 Adams St
Keene, NH 03431
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973 MARLBORO RD.
/BA-2024-15

Petitioner requests a Variance to
ermit a Residential Drug/Alcohol
reatment Facility where such use

is not permitted per Article 3.1.5 of

the Zoning Regulations.
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NOTICE OF HEARING

ZBA-2024-15

A meeting of the Zoning Board of Adjustment will be held on Monday, June 3, 2024, at
6:30 PM in City Hall Council Chambers, 2" floor, 3 Washington St, Keene, New

Hampshire to consider the following petition.

ZBA-2024-15: Petitioner, Jason Reimers of BCM Environmental and Land Law, PLLC,
of 41 School St., representing Ryan Gagne of Live Free Recovery Services, LLC, 9
Dutton Circle, Mt. Vernon, NH, requests a variance for property located at 973
Marlboro Rd., Tax Map #294-004-000, is in the Rural District and is owned by BTD
Properties, LLC of 1 Main St., Marlborough, NH. The Petitioner requests a variance to
permit a non-medical Residential Drug/Alcohol Treatment Facility where such use is

not permitted per Article 3.1.5 of the Zoning Regulations.

You are receiving notice of this hearing as an abutter to or owner of property within 200-ft.
of the subject parcel.

This meeting is open to the public, and anyone wishing to speak on the proposal will be
given an opportunity to be heard during the public hearing for this application. The
application for this proposal is available for public review in the Community Development
Department on the 4t floor of City Hall between the hours of 8:00 am and 4:30 pm or

online at https://keenenh.gov/zoning-board-adjustment

Please be advised that this may be the only certified notice you will receive. You are
encouraged to review future Zoning Board of Adjustment agendas for the status of this
application at keenenh.gov/zoning-board-adjustment. If you have any questions, please
contact me at the Community Development Department at (603) 352-5440.

Conpi f [lgsenm_
Corinne Marceroning Clerk
Notice issuance date May 24, 2024

3 Washington Street  (603) 352-5440

c 0 M M U N ITY Keene, NH 03431 KeeneNH.gov
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: For Office Use Only:

Cose NoZfold - 02U 15
Zoning Board of Adjustment Date Fled S/ 12 K.
Variance Application rege Lo 20

SECTION 1: CONTACT INFORMATION

aby certify that | am the owner, applicant, ac the authorized agent of the owner of the pt om—m ypon which it r.»;w-,t is spughtvand

I he

clr it all information provided by me is true under penalty of law. T applicant or authorized agent, a signed notifica

n from the property

awner is regutced

OWNER / APPLICANT

jNAmelcoMpANv BTD Properties, LLC

T e

[MAILING ADDRESS: 4 Main Street, Marlborough NH

IPHONE

:'rnnmw | See Agent |nf0 ) o _— _ . -

SIGNATURE: See attached Owner Authorization Letter

PRINTED NAME: |

APPLICANT {if defferent than Owner/Appl;cant)
| NAMGTDMNO: | jve Free Recovery Serwces LLC

N

MALING ABRESS: 9 Dutton Circle, Mount Vemon, NH
_PHONE:

{EmA: rg9grr‘@llvefreerecoverynh -.com
| SIGNATURE: / '7 4_\

 PRINTED NAME: Ryan G‘a/gne

AUTHORl;ED AGENT (if different than Owner/_'App!icant) '
NAME/COMPANY: BCM Environmental and Land Law, PLLC

MALNGABPRES 41 School Street, Keene, NH 03431

PHONE: (603) 225-2585

EMAIL: reimers@nhlandlaw.com; kessler@nhlandlaw.com
SIGNATURE: k\ L;a

iPRINTED NAME: son Relmers

Page 4 of 12
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SECTION 2: PROPERTY INFORMATION

Property Address: 973 Marlboro Rd., Keene, NH 03431
Tax Map Parcel Number: 249-004-000

Zoning District Rural District

Lot Dimensions: Front: ~335" Rear: 335" Side: ~250 Side: ~250'

Lot Area: Acres: 1.1 (in Keene) Square Feet: 47 916

% of Lot Covered by Structures (buildings, garages, pools, decks, etc): Existing: NA Proposed: NA

% of Impervious Coverage (structures plus driveways and/or parking areas, etc): Existing: NA Proposed: NA

Present Use: Therapy Clinic

Proposed Use: Residential Drug/Alcohol Treatment Facility (Non-Medical)

SECTION 3: WRITTEN NARRATIVE

Article 25.5.4.A.: Describe the property location, owner of the subject property, and explain the purpose and
effect of, and justification for, the proposed variance.

See Attached Narrative




SECTION 4: APPLICANTION CRITERIA

A Variance is requested from Article (s) 3.1.5 of the Zoning Regulations to permit:

A non-medical Residential Drug/Alcohol Treatment Facility in the Rural District.

Briefly describe your responses to each criteria, using additional sheets if necessary:

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

See Attached
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2. If the variance were granted, the spirit of the ordinance would be observed because:

See Attached

3. Granting the variance would do substantial justice because:

See Attached
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4. If the variance were granted, the values of the surrounding properties would not be diminished because:

See Attached

5. Unnecessary Hardship
A. Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other properties in the area, denial of

the variance would result in unnecessary hardship because:
i. No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public purposes of the ordinance provi
sion and the specific application of that provision to the property because:

See Attached
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and

ii. The proposed use is a reasonable one because:

See Attached

B. Explain how, if the criterial in subparagraph (A) are not established, an unnecessary hardship will be
deemed to exist if and only if, owing to special conditions of the property that  distinguish it from other

properties in the area, the property cannot be reasonably used in strict conformance with the ordinance,
and a variance is therefore necessary to enable a reasonable use of it.

See Attached
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OWNER NAME

NOTICE LIST

This template can be used to record the name, mailing address, street address, and tax map parcel (TMP) # for each party

that is required to be noticed as part of an application.

MAILING ADDRESS STREET ADDRESS TAX MAP PARCEL

SEE ATTACHED

(If different from mailing address) (TMP) #
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USE VARIANCE APPLICATION
973 Marlboro Road, Keene, NH (Parcel ID: 249-004-000)

PROJECT NARRATIVE

The Applicant, Live Free Recovery Services, LLC (“Live Free Recovery” or “Applicant”), is
seeking a use variance from Section 3.1.5 and Table 8-1 of the City of Keene Land Development
Code to operate a non-medical Residential Drug/Alcohol Treatment Facility at 973 Marlboro Road
(aka Route 101) (Parcel ID: 249-004-000) in the Rural District. The property, which includes an
existing 4,462 sq. ft. building and 17-space parking lot, is located partly in Keene (1.1 acres) and
partly in Marlborough (0.96 acres). The town line runs through the existing building.

Live Free Recovery provides a comprehensive range of inpatient and outpatient rehabilitation
services and residential programs for persons being treated for and recovering from addiction in
New Hampshire. Since 2020, Live Free Recovery has successfully operated programs in Keene
including two large group homes, an outpatient facility, and a detoxification facility. Most recently,
Live Free Recovery received approval to operate a Residential Drug/Alcohol Treatment Facility
in the former Phoenix House building on Roxbury Street.

The proposed Residential Drug/Alcohol Treatment facility will be a 24-hour, state-licensed,
residential program for up to 20 individuals in recovery to receive non-medical therapeutic and
clinical support services after having previously completed a detoxification program in another
location. Residents, who willingly enter the program, are required to be abstinent and will not be
permitted to leave the facility unsupervised during their stay, which is typically 4 to 6 weeks. The
facility will be staffed 24/7 by a team of experienced and licensed clinicians. Staff will assist
residents with the services and skills needed in their transition to independent, sober living.

The Applicant has entered into a purchase and sales agreement with the current owner of the
property, BTD Properties, LLC, which is contingent on obtaining all necessary land use approvals.
Ifthis variance is granted, the Applicant will need to obtain a Congregate Living and Social Service
(CLSS) Conditional Use Permit from the Keene Planning Board as well as a CLSS Operating
License from the Keene CLSS Licensing Board. With respect to the Town of Marlborough, the
Applicant will need to obtain a Special Exception and Site Plan approval for the proposed change
of use. In addition, the facility will be licensed at the state-level by the NH Department of Health
and Human Services.

The Applicant does not propose to make any changes to the exterior of the building or site.

RESPONSES TO VARIANCE CRITERIA

1. Granting the variance is not contrary to the public interest

The first two variance standards are related and are considered together. See Harborside
Assocs. v. Parade Residence Hotel, 162 N.H. 508, 514 (2011). For a variance to be sufficiently
contrary to public interest or the spirit of the zoning ordinance, it “must unduly and in a marked
degree conflict with the ordinance such that it violates the ordinance’s basic zoning objectives.”
Nine A LLC v. Town of Chesterfield, 157 N.H. 361, 366 (2008). While judging whether
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“granting a variance violates an ordinance basic zoning objectives, [the court considers], among
other things, whether it would alter the essential character of the locality or threaten public
health, safety, or welfare.” Id. This includes whether granting the variance would “alter the
essential character of the neighborhood.” Harborside Assocs., 162 N.H. at 514.

The proposed use is of a similar intensity as previous commercial uses of the property and will not
adversely impact surrounding properties or the public interest. Since the 1970s, the subject parcel
has been used for commercial purposes. The site was formerly Bud and Dolly’s restaurant, the
building for which was torn down in the 1980s. In the late 1980s and early 1990s, planning and
zoning approvals were obtained for commercial uses of the site, including a restaurant/convenience
store and a greenhouse/retail space; however, these plans never materialized. In 2003, Monadnock
Log Homes received approval to construct the existing building, which was used for several years
as a model log home showroom and log home sales offices. The most recent use of the building/site
was for a therapy clinic for youth diagnosed with autism and other developmental disabilities.

The proposed Residential Drug/Alcohol Treatment Facility will generate minimal traffic/parking
on the site. As residents will not be permitted to leave the facility or have vehicles during their
stay, which will range from 4 to 6 weeks, the vast majority of daily vehicle trips will be by staff.
This 24-hour facility will have three staff shifts, with 5 to 7 staff present during the first shift, and
no more than 5 staff present during the second and third shifts. It is estimated that there will be an
average of 30 vehicle trips to/from the site daily. This level of traffic generation is more consistent
with that of a residential neighborhood than of the commercial corridor, Route 101, on which the
parcel fronts.

The existing parking area has space for 17 vehicles; however, only 10 onsite parking spaces are
required for the proposed use per Table 9-1 of the City’s Land Development Code. It is anticipated
that no more than 7 vehicles will be parked on site at a time. The site presently has two driveways
off Marlboro Rd. (NH Route 101) that provide access to the site/parking area.

Residents of the proposed facility will be supervised 24 hours a day and will have scheduled time
for breaks outside in a fully-enclosed outdoor area, which currently exists on the site. Due to the
high level of supervision and limited activity on the exterior of the site, the proposed use will not
generate adverse levels of noise or disturbance to surrounding properties.

The Applicant does not propose to make changes to the existing building or site, which are well
screened from neighboring properties and are in good condition. The parcel is currently screened
from the abutting property to the east by a solid wooden fence along the property line. The parcels
to the south and west are undeveloped and are densely forested/vegetated. There are existing,
mature evergreen shrubs and trees planted between the roadway and the front of the site that
partially screen the existing parking area and building from the roadway and abutters to the north.

With respect to utilities, the site is currently served by the Town of Marlborough’s municipal sewer
and a private well on site for water supply. The Applicant will install a holding tank to provide fire
protection water for a sprinkler system that will also be installed.

In all, the proposed use will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood or threaten public
health, safety, or welfare. Therefore, granting the variance will not be contrary to the public
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interest. Further, Live Free Recovery’s mission of assisting individuals to live sober lives is a
benefit to the public and in furtherance of public health, safety, and welfare.

2. If the variance is granted, the spirit of the ordinance would be observed

The proposed use is not contrary to the spirit or intent of the ordinance. The purpose of the Rural
District is “...provide for areas of very low density development, predominantly of a residential
or agricultural nature. These areas are generally outside of the valley floor, beyond where city
water, sewer and other city services can be readily supplied.” See Section 3.1.1 of the Keene Land
Development Code.

The site, as currently developed with a commercially designed building, and given its location
along a heavily-trafficked state highway, is unlikely to accommodate a less impactful use that is
permitted outright in the Rural District. Uses permitted outright in the Rural District include:
single-family dwelling, greenhouse/nursery, kennel, cemetery, golf course, farming, community
garden, conservation area, cemetery, small-scale solar energy system, and telecommunications
facility.

The proposed non-medical Residential Drug/Alcohol Treatment Facility will be a low-intensity
use that has residential characteristics consistent with the intent of the Rural District. Residents of
the non-medical facility will live onsite, primarily inside the building for 4 to 6 weeks at a time
and will receive full-time support services from a small team of trained/qualified staff. These
residents will have previously completed a detoxification program (at a separate facility) and will
be in the process of transitioning to independent living. The site-related impacts (e.g., noise, traffic,
visual) of the facility will not be more intense than previous commercial uses and less intense than
many uses that are permitted by right in the Rural District. As noted earlier, residents will not be
permitted to leave the facility or to have vehicles and will be supervised by staff 24-hours a day.
Staff will provide transportation to residents if they need to make trips offsite for medical
appointments.

The site is serviced by the Town of Marlborough’s municipal sewer, and is located approximately
0.5 miles to west of Marlborough’s downtown and approximately 0.5 miles to the east of the
Cheshire County Department of Corrections. This area does not reflect typical characteristics of
the City’s Rural District, which include low-density residential/agricultural neighborhoods spaced
away from commercial centers on roads that are not well traveled.

As the use will not alter the essential character of this unique Keene/Marlborough neighborhood
or threaten public health, safety, or welfare, granting the variance would observe the spirit of the
Ordinance. See Harborside Assocs. v. Parade Residence Hotel, 162 N.H. at 514 (stating that the
first two variance standards are related and considered together using similar inquiries).

3. Granting the variance will do substantial justice

“Perhaps the only guiding rule [on this standard] is that any loss to the individual that is not
outweighed by a gain to the general public is an injustice.” Malachy Glen Assocs. v. Town of
Chichester, 155 N.H. 102, 109 (2007). This criterion is a balancing test. If the variance is denied,
there will be a loss to the landowner and the Applicant, and this loss will not be outweighed by
any gain to the general public.
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The loss to the landowner would be that the sale of the property would fall through, and this
property is unique and not suited for most uses permitted in the Rural District. The loss to the
Applicant would be the loss of an opportunity to use this property for its important mission. This
is a unique property and building in a unique location. It is very difficult to find properties with
existing structures that are as well-suited for the Applicant’s proposed use as this is. If the variance
is denied and the Applicant must seek an alternative, suitable location to serve the region’s needs,
it would delay the Applicant’s business and delay the delivery of its important services to people
who need and want them. This loss is not outweighed by any gain to the general public because
the public would not gain from the denial of this variance. Therefore, denial of the variance would
cause an “injustice”, as that term is used in Malachy Glen Assocs. v. Town of Chichester. Granting
this variance will benefit the general public, as the Applicant’s services are sought after and needed
in the greater Monadnock region.

That denial of the variance will not benefit the general public is further supported by the facts that
the property has historically been used for commercial purposes and the building was designed for
a commercial use. Granting the variance will allow the Applicant to utilize the existing building
and site, which is currently vacant, in a manner that is consistent with the long history of
commercial uses of the parcel and in a way that will not adversely impact surrounding land uses.

As denial of the variance will unquestionably cause a loss to the Applicant and landowner without
any benefit to the general public, much less a benefit that outweighs the losses, substantial justice
will be done by granting the variance.

4. Granting the variances does not diminish the values of surrounding properties

As noted above, the proposed use will be of similar (if not lesser) intensity as previous commercial
uses of the parcel and other nearby commercial uses on Route 101, which is a state highway and
commercial corridor. In addition, the Applicant will maintain the appearance of the existing
building and site, which are in good condition and in keeping with the appearance of surrounding
development. As such, granting the variance will not diminish the values of surrounding
properties.

The proposed non-medical Residential Drug/Alcohol Treatment Facility will not increase traffic
to the site or surrounding area from current levels, as vehicles trips will be limited to staff
entering/leaving the facility during each employment shift. Residents will not be permitted to have
vehicles, and parking on site will be limited to staff. It is expected that there will be no more than
7 vehicles parked on site at a given time.

With respect to visibility, the proposed use will not have a noticeable visual impact on the
surrounding area. The Applicant does not propose to alter the exterior of the site or building, which
is a log-home-style building. Currently, the paved, parking area is screened from abutting
properties and the roadway by existing landscaping/vegetation as well as a wooden fence along
the eastern property boundary. Additionally, residents will be supervised 24-hours a day and will
only be permitted to be outside of the building in a fully screened outdoor area during scheduled
times.
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The proposed use on this commercial corridor will be the same or less intensive as the property’s
prior uses. The proposed use will not change the character of the neighborhood or threaten public
health, safety, or welfare. There is nothing to suggest that this use will diminish surrounding
property values.

5. Denial of the variance would cause an unnecessary hardship

The “unnecessary hardship” element is satisfied when “owing to special conditions of the property
that distinguish it from other properties in the area: (i) No fair and substantial relationship exists
between the general public purposes of the ordinance provision and the specific application of that
provision to the property; and (ii) The proposed use is a reasonable one.” RSA 674:33, I(b)(5)(A).

The property is unique with special conditions that distinguish it from other properties in the area.
The existing property and building span municipal boundaries, with 1.1 acres in Keene and 0.96
acres in Marlborough and the town line running through the building. There is a firewall in the
existing 4,462 sq. ft. building that divides it into two distinct but attached spaces. The western end
of the building, which is located entirely in Keene, was originally built as a model log home
residence. The east side contains 7 offices and 2 bathrooms and is located mostly in Marlborough.
The proposed use is permitted by Special Exception in Marlborough; however, a variance is
required in Keene.

Further, the existing building was designed and built in 2004 for the commercial use of log home
retail sales and showroom, which makes it different from other properties in the area. The owner
at that time received a variance for this use, which is not permitted in the Rural District. In 2019,
the use of the building changed to an outpatient therapy clinic for youth with autism and
developmental disabilities. This use is also not permitted in the Rural District. However, at that
time, the Keene Zoning Regulations permitted a building to transition from one non-conforming
use to different use of the same or more conforming classification. This provision was removed
with the adoption of the Land Development Code in 2021. Prior to the development of the existing
building, the lot was historically used for commercial purposes including a restaurant in the 1970s
and 1980s. The site impacts of the proposed use will be less intense than the previous commercial
uses permitted on the site (e.g. restaurant, retail, outpatient clinic); especially, with respect to
vehicle traffic.

The parcel is a lot of record predating the minimum lot size requirement for the Rural District.
Unlike most parcels in the Rural District, it is served by municipal sewer (by the Town of
Marlborough) and can support greater density than if it had a private septic system.

The location of the parcel at the edge of Keene’s city limits in proximity to commercial
development along Route 101 does not reflect the typical land use pattern of the Rural District,
which is characterized by low-density residential/agricultural neighborhoods located away from
commercial centers on low-trafficked roads.

Due its location along a state highway, the design of the existing commercial building, and the
developed nature of the site, many of the uses that are permitted outright in the Rural District
would not be suitable as the primary use of this parcel, unlike other properties in the area. These
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permitted uses include single-family dwelling, manufactured housing, greenhouse/nursery,
cemetery, community garden, conservation area, farming, golf course, small-scale solar energy
system and telecommunications facility. See Section 3.1.5 of the Keene Land Development Code.

While it may be possible to convert the existing building to be a kennel or animal care facility,
which are permitted outright in the Rural District, these uses would have more adverse land use
impacts (e.g., traffic, noise) on the surrounding area than the proposed use. Strictly applying the
permitted uses of the Rural District to this the property will not further the intention of the zoning,
and therefore, there is not a fair and substantial relationship between the Ordinance provision and
its application to this property.

For the reasons noted above, the proposed use is a reasonable way to utilize the existing vacant
building/site on the subject parcel with minimal impact on the surrounding area and in a manner
that is consistent with, if not less intense than, previous commercial uses of the site.

The proposed non-medical Residential Drug/Alcohol Treatment Facility will be similar to the most
recent use of the property, which was an outpatient therapy clinic for youth with autism and
developmental disabilities. The proposed facility will be an inpatient, residential program with less
daily traffic demand than an outpatient clinic. The proposed use will not alter the exterior
appearance of the building or nature of how the site has been used with previous uses. The
proposed use is, therefore, reasonable, especially for this unique location.

A. Explain how, if the criteria in subparagraph A are not established, an unnecessary
hardship will be deemed to exist if, and only if, owning to special conditions of the
property that distinguish it from other properties in the area, the property cannot be
reasonably used in strict conformance with the ordinance, and a variance is therefore
necessary to enable a reasonable use of it.

As the criteria in RSA 674:33, I(b)(5)(A) are satisfied, a response to this alternative unnecessary
hardship test is not necessary. Nevertheless, because of the special conditions of the property (e.g.,
history of non-conforming uses, presence of a commercial building, location on a state highway
and in two municipalities, etc.), a denial of the variance would render this property practically
unusable for the purposes for which it is zoned. Therefore, a variance is necessary to enable a
reasonable use of it.
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NOTICE LIST FOR 973 MARLBOROUGH RD, KEENE, NH (PID: 249-004-000) / 1 MAIN ST, MARLBOROUGH, NH (TAX MAP 1, LOT 13)

KEENE ABUTTERS WITHIN 200' OF SUBJECT PARCEL.:

Parcel Number |[Property Address Owner Name Owner Mailing Address
249-001-000 0 MARLBORO RD. PENNY BELL PO BOX 122 KEENE, NH 03431
249-002-000 974 MARLBORO RD. [DOROTHY D. WILCOX 58 BARTEMUS TRL |NASHUA, NH 03063
249-003-000 976 MARLBORO RD. [RYAN C. BENN 4 MAIN ST. MARLBOROUGH, NH 03455
249-005-000 0 MARLBORO RD. BRUCE A. ROBBINS PO BOX 611 MARLBOROUGH, NH 03455
249-004-000 973 MARLBORO RD. [BTD PROPERTIES LLC 1 MAIN ST. MARLBOROUGH, NH 03455
MARLBOROUGH ABUTTERS WITHIN 200' OF SUBJECT PARCEL.:
Parcel Number [Property Address Owner Name Owner Mailing Address
01-13 1 MAIN ST. BTD PROPERTIES LLC 1 MAIN ST. MARLBOROUGH, NH 03455
01-12 MAIN ST. S/S BRUCE A. ROBBINS PO BOX 611 MARLBOROUGH, NH 03455
01-11 17 MAIN ST. LAURIE F. & MICHAEL J. DONOHUE |17 MAIN ST. MARLBOROUGH, NH 03455
11-01 5 MAIN ST. BRUCE A. ROBBINS PO BOX 611 MARLBOROUGH, NH 03455
11-11 4 MAIN ST. RYAN C. BENN 747 OLD CONCORD, MA 01742
MARLBOROUGH
RD.
APPLICANT & AGENT:
LIVE FREE RECOVERY SERVICES LLC 9 DUTTON CIRCLE |MOUNT VERNON, NH 03057
BCM ENVIRONMENTAL & LAND LAW PLLC 41 SCHOOL ST. KEENE, NH 03431
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973 MARLBORO RD. — EXISTING CONDITIONS

Page 113 of 137



973 MARLBORO RD. — EXISTING CONDITIONS
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973 MARLBORO RD. — EXISTING CONDITIONS
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973 MARLBORO RD. — EXISTING CONDITIONS
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A Plot Plan - 973 Marlboro Rd.

w E City of Keene, NH
§ 1inch = 75 Feet www.cai-tech.com
0 75 150 225

May 17, 2024 — S—

Existing 17-Space
Parking Lot

Existing Enclosed
Outdoor Area

Marlborough
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Post-Mounted LIghts

«uaness JTOWN Line River
Property BoundaryD Existing Building

Data shown on this map is provided for planning and informational purposes only. The municipality and CAl Technologies are not responsible for any use for other purposes
or misuse or misrepresentation of this map.
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271 ELM ST.
_ ZBA-2024-16

Petitioner requests a Variance to
convert a single family home with
an ADU to a two family home on a
lot with 11,325 sq. ft. where 13,400
sq. ft. is required per Article 3.5.2
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NOTICE OF HEARING

ZBA-2024-16

A meeting of the Zoning Board of Adjustment will be held on Monday, June 3, 2024, at
6:30 PM in City Hall Council Chambers, 2™ floor, 3 Washington St, Keene, New
Hampshire to consider the following petition.

ZBA-2024-16: Petitioner, Heather Francisco requests a variance for property located
at 271 Elm St., Tax Map #536-086-000 and is in the Medium Density District. The
Petitioner requests a variance to turn a single family home with an Accessory Dwelling
Unit into a two family on a lot with 11,325.6 sq. ft. where 13,400 sq. ft. is required per
Article 3.5.2 of the Zoning Regulations.

You are receiving notice of this hearing as an abutter to or owner of property within 200-ft.
of the subject parcel.

This meeting is open to the public, and anyone wishing to speak on the proposal will be
given an opportunity to be heard during the public hearing for this application. The
application for this proposal is available for public review in the Community Development
Department on the 4t floor of City Hall between the hours of 8:00 am and 4:30 pm or
online at https://keenenh.gov/zoning-board-adjustment

Please be advised that this may be the only certified notice you will receive. You are
encouraged to review future Zoning Board of Adjustment agendas for the status of this
application at keenenh.gov/zoning-board-adjustment. If you have any questions, please
contact me at the Community Development Department at (603) 352-5440.

Conm it Adsivem

Corinne Marconf, Zoning Clerk
Notice issuance date May 24, 2024

il 3 Washington Street  (603) 352-5440
é( GCOMMUNITY Keene, NH 03431  KeeneNH.gov
== W DEVELOPMENT Page 121 of 137



City of Keene, NH 3 OF B3\ ForOfficeUseOnly: |

Case No.ZBRA- 2X- 1z
Date Filled 5/ 2 [ 94
Rec’'d By (AAA

Page [ of Il
'Rev'd by

Zoning Board of Adjustment
Variance Application

If you have guestions on how to complete this form, please call: {(£03) 352-544
email: communitydevelopment@keenenh.gov

= ~SECTION 1: CONTACT INFORMATION

1 hereby certify that [ am the owner, apphcant or the authorized agent of the owner of the property upon which this appeal is sought and

that aff mformahon prowded byme is true- under peﬂalty of law. If apphcant or authorized agent;-a signed nohﬁcatxon from the property
owner is reqwred

iNAMEICOMPANY Heather Francnsco |
MAINGAOONES: 979 Elm Street ene, NH 03431 |
PHONE: (802) 380-9646 . | o -
EMAIL: oneheatherfran o@gmail.com I
SIGNATURE: 5‘; . | - o
I_PR'NTEDNAME Heath Francisco _ | 1
L TREE T APPLICAMT {nf diﬁemntthan Owner/Appﬁcam) e s i ,"
NA"JIE/COMPA'W N/A o :

MAILING ADDRESS:

'PHONE:

EMAIL: ’

SIGNATURE:

1

PRINTED NAME:

i  AUTHORIZED AGENT (if different than Owner/Applicant)

SPRGIN- e S — ——= == == e |

‘ NAME/COMPANY N/A

| MAILING ADDRESS:

PHONE:

EMAIL:

SIGNATURE:

{ - !

PRINTED NAME:
|
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SECTION 2: PROPERTY INFORMATION
Propefthddress 271 Elm Street Keene NH 03431

Tax Map Parcel Number: 536086
Zoning District. SAU #29

Lot Dimensions: Front: 1é6' Rear: 136" Side: 86’ Side: 81

Tot Area: Acres: 206 Square Feet: 12 632 7 7

% of Lot Co;ered by Structures (buildings, g;rages, pools, decks, etc):r l;(isting: 1 7% Proposed: 179%,

% of Impervious Coverage (structures plus driveways ;;nd/or parking areas, etc): Existing: 199, Proposed: 1 9% 1

| Present Use: Single family With‘ADU
{
iProposed Use: Two Family

SECTION 3: WRITTEN NARRATIVE

Article 25.5.4.A.: Describe the property location, owner of the subject property, and explain the purpose and
effect of, and justification for, the proposed variance.

The properiy iocaiion is 27 Eim Streei, Keene, NH 03431. it is iocated in a medium density
neighborhood with single family, multi-family, commercial and government housing. Heather Francisco is
a resident and owner of 271 Elm as of 11/25/20.

The purpose and effect of the proposed variance is to change the property designation from a single f
family with ADU to a two-family property. ]

Justification for the proposed variance is that 271 Elm was originally built to be a two-family home and
‘has been utilized to house two separate households since | purchased it. 271 Elm has square footage

)for four parking spaces which are all currently in use.

271 Elm actually has two addresses, 271 and 273 EIm.

| Thva lnatica anmdaine e amarbmonde  aned Hﬂnrc ara tamn sanarate artransolavite fnf nqnh anortmant ﬁno
BUAW TSNNSO IR T LB Y GApsal Il\ll faary L) 1% b1 PN LW "\IP\JI AW W B AL RN N AN

apartment is 807 square feet and includes 2 bedrooms and separate dmmg and I|v1ng rooms, kltchen
bath and laundry room.

The other apartment is 598.26 square feet and includes all of the above however it has a larger bath that |

includes a laundry area. Both apartments have covered porches, storage areas in the basement, and a
minimum of fwa narking spaces.

Each apartment has a separate heating system and utilities.

271 Elm's lot size is 11,325.6 square feet and includes a 15 foot by 80-foot-long area driveway area. The
square footage falls short of the required 13,400 square foot requirement, however there is room for
plenty of parking and also a ramp to the first-floor apartment if need be.
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¥ 7 SIﬁECTIOI}l74: APPLICANTION CRITERIA
A Variance is requested from Article (s) 5) 5} 7 of the Zoning Regulations to permit:
“Town @ Sinche -ﬂwx\‘% Vo WiTW am KD0 nto o T ?aw!ng-
Covently .3 wf vrqpiced 13, 4V
Lot size Comently ([ 325 G b

Briefly describe your responses to each criteria, using additional sheets if necessary:

Since 2020 | have received a great deal of positive reinforcement from neighbors and community
members. Multiple community members have shared that 271 had formerly been referred to in a negative
- light and in ill repair. Quickly after | rehabbed the property, the home directly across the street was
completely gutted and remodeled, next the other property directly across the street had an exterior
remodel, lastly, the two abutting vacant lotg that had been used as dumping of construction waste, were
'purchased and a large, beautiful home was built. Another Abutting property had an exterior remodel just
before the newest house was built.

All of this development happened in 3 years following the exterior rehab of 271 Eim. During all three i
years 271 Elm housed two families. 271 Elm's use a two family has done nothing but allow for it's
continued improvement and upkeep.
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2. If the variance were granted, the spirit of the ordinance would be observed because:

271 is now an attractive modern two-family home that houses two young families with children. [f the
variance is granted the spirit of the ordinance would be observed because two middle class families who
care for the property would remain living at 271 Eim. The yard is sizeable and there is room for it's
covered porches, gardens parking and safe play away from the street.

During times | have advertised the bottom unit for rent, | have received well over 100 inquires. Most of the
inquires arrived with lengthy explanations of circumstances of hardship finding housing in Keene,
especially two-bedroom housing in close proximity to the hospitals and schools. | know firsthand how
difficult it is for Keens residents to find affordable housing, even unaffordable housing.

There are severai abutiing properties that are distinguished as muiti famities abuiiing my property, one
has a lot significantly smaller than 271's. Another's lot is not deemed large enough for a two family
however it is actually a three-family home. | have marked a map listing all abutting multifamily and
commercial properties just a bit further than 200 feet.
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4. If the variance were granted, the values of the surrounding properties would not be diminished because:

Following my purchase, and use of 271 Elm as a two family, 4 irectly abutting property invested a great
deal of money in their properties, the other three invested in landscaping and landscaping and painting of
their homes. |

271 is aiready used as a two family.

5. Unnecessary Hardship ]
A. Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other properties in the area, denial of

the variance would result in unnecessary hardship because:
i. No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public purposes of the ordinance provi
sion and the specific application of that provision to the property because:

Denial of the ordinance would immediately make two families homeless with a 30-day notice and it would |
cause the property to sit vacant for the entirety of my owning it because I will be moving out at the end of
June, and as it is designated now as a single family with an ADU if | do not live in one unit, no one can
live in the other. | am able to let it sit vacant. 271 sitting vacant would be immediately recognizable to
Keens residents.

ii. The proposed use is reasonable because 271 has already been used as a two family since | |
purchased it in 2020. [

B.

Another unnecessary hardship would be to residents of Keene. Denial would immediately prevent Keene
residents from having access to affordable multi bedroom housing located near good schools with ample |
yard space for their children to play in. This would be seen as nothing but unnecessary hardship during
Keene's housing crisis.

- Paggye 8001213/



and
ii. The proposed use is a reasonable one because:

The square footage of the yard is only 768 sq. ft. less than E:urrently required for a two family without a
variance. Both apartments provide ample space for families. The lot provides ample space for parking.

K Sec. Ao
B. Explain how, if the criterial in subparagraph (A) are not established, an unnecessary hardship will be”
deemed to exist if and only if, owing to special conditions of the property that  distinguish it from other

properties in the area, the property cannot be reasonably used in strict conformance with the ordinance,
and a variance is therefore necessary to enable a reasonable use of it.

x GeL P, T Yod Doy wastd vob et WAL Type Tms Seenan.
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Parcel Number
536-009-000-000-000
. 536-043-000-000-000
536-052-000-000-000

536-053-000-000-000

536-060-600-000-000

536-077-000-000-000

536-078-000-000-000

536-079-000-000-000

536-080-000-000-000

536-081-000-000-000

536-082-000-000-000

536-083-000-000-000
536-084-000-000-000

536-087-000-000-000

536-088-000-000-000
'536-089-000-000-000

536-090-000-000-000

536-091-000-000-000

536-093-000-000-000

536-094-000-000-000

Property Address Owner Name

:0 NORTH ST.

'147 CARROLL

ST.

152 CARROLL

ST.

253 ELM ST.

250 ELM ST.

‘51 ARMORY ST,

85 SPRUCE ST.

170 CARROLL
ST.

176-178

CARROLL ST.

.287 ELM ST.

198 CARROLL

ST.

204 CARROLL

ST.
307 ELM ST.

276 ELM ST.

280 ELM ST.

290 ELM ST.

104-106 NORTH

ST.

112 NORTH ST.

81 ARMORY ST.

.63-69 ARMORY

ST.

CITY OF
KEENE
PRINSEN,
CLEYTON
BABBITT CARL

‘N

GBH REAL
ESTATE
INVESTORS
LLC

GANOE
'BRYAN JAMES

WHITNEY
BETTE J.
83-87 SPRUCE
STREET LLC

AUCLAIR
RENEEC.
THIMBLEBERR
3
INVESTMENTS
ZEHNBAUER
TIEA
SULLIVAN
CHRISTOPHER

M

KING RICHARD
Ko :
TAN, DORIS

JEB
.PROPERTIES

LLe
BOUTELL,

'MAUREEN J.

MACHADO
GAIL

SOKOL HENRY MANUEL-SOKOL

MARTIN

"ROGERS |

REVOCABLE
TRUST OF
2021
SECORD

WALTER W.

SHJ
PROPERTIES
LLG

Co-Owner Name

'PROVENCHER
BRIEANNA

'DEVINCENTIS
JAMES M.
SULLIVAN
JENNIFER M

ROCHELLE J.

Owner Address

3 WASHINGTON ST.

119 CHESHIRE
_TURNPIKE
152 CARROLL ST.

53 COUNTY RD.

250 ELM ST.

51 ARMORY ST. 1

55B MAIN ST

170 CARROLL ST.

151 COLONIAL RD

287 ELM ST

198 CARROLL ST

204 CARROLL ST.

2772 EAST
BRANDON LN.
151 COURT ST.

280 ELM ST.

290 ELM ST.

107 OLD KEENE RD.

BRUCE A. &
CYNTHIA K.

ROGERS CO-TTEES

SECORD GLENDA 260 OLD WALPOLE

R.
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RD. |
216 UPPER TROY
RD.

Owner City

KEENE

'LANGDON

KEENE

BEDFORD

KEENE

KEENE

KEENE

'KEENE

'PROVIDENCE

‘KEENE

'KEENE

KEENE
FRESNO

KEENE

KEENE

KEENE

TROY

KEENE

KEENE

FITZWILLIAM



‘Owner State Owner Zip

NH 03431
NH 03602
NH “03431
‘NH 03110
NH 03431-2966
NH 03431
'NH 03431
'NH 03431
RI 02906
NH 03431
NH 03431
NH 03431
CA 93720
NH 03431
NH 03431
NH 03431
NH 103465
'NH 03431
'NH 03431
NH 03447
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NOTICE LIST

This template can be used to record the name, mailing address, street address, and tax map parcel (TMP) # for each party

that is required to be noticed as part of an application.

STREET ADDRESS TAX MAP PARCEL
OWNE'R NOME MAIUNG AQDRESS it “f dlfferentfrom rha‘iling address) o (TMP) #
i
|
- 1 |
= |
[ |
|
_— - |
\
— . —
| |
e S - - - - |
\
\
|
o 8 \
| j . |
| |
—— — e ———— {
|
( !
| ;
|
= - —— | i
- o (I N [ I
‘ \
‘ |
I I — e ————— 5 —— e —— -
| |
l i
|
. |
|
o - - - |} o o - h 7:7 N - ‘l
| | N
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EXAMPLE # 1, LOCATION:176 CAR<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>