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Town of Swanzey, New Hampshire 
Swanzey Zoning Board of Adjustment 

Meeting Minutes – June 15, 2020 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER: 
This meeting of the Swanzey Zoning Board of Adjustment (ZBA) was called to order at 7:02 p.m. by Chair 
Keith Thibault. The meeting was held via Zoom software for electronic conferencing due to the COVID-
19 health emergency in the State of New Hampshire. Emergency meeting pursuant to Executive Order 
2020-04, Section 8 and Emergency Order #12, Section 3. Members present: Thibault, Vice Chair Adam 
Mulhearn, Anne Karasinski, Bryan Rudgers, Bill Hutwelker, Alternate Bob Mitchell, Alternate Ruth 
Snyder, Recording Secretary Beverly Bernard and Director of Planning and Economic Development 
Matthew Bachler. Bernard called the roll and read aloud the agenda for the meeting. 
 
Roll call for the meeting:  
Keith Thibault – present at home and in a room alone 
Ann Karasinski – present at home and in a room alone 
Bill Hutwelker – present at home and in a room alone 
Bryan Rudgers – present at home and in a room alone 
Adam Mulhearn – present at home and in a room alone 
Alternate Eric Kallio – not present  
Alternate Bob Mitchell – present at home and in a room alone 
Alternate Ruth Snyder – present at home and in a room alone 
 
OTHERS PRESENT: 
Chad Branon with Fieldstone Land Use Consultants, LLC representing Asher Properties, Tim Sampson 
from Sampson Architects representing Tracy Wagner, Code Enforcement Officer Mike Jasmin, and Tracy 
and Michael Wagner. 
 
PUBLIC ACCESS: The public access to the meeting online via www.zoom.us,using the Zoom App on a cell 
phone or tablet or laptop, or using a landline by calling (929) 205-6099 and entering Meeting ID number 
235 370 4380. If there is difficulty accessing the meeting, please call (603) 352-7411 ext. 108.  
 
Thibault spoke about an outage for Sprint and T-Mobile customers. There was a discussion about ability 
of residents to participate.  Bachler said he has not received any emails or phone calls about not being 
able to access the meeting.  He said he is comfortable moving forward based on his understanding of 
the Governor’s Executive Order. 
 
Thibault asked for comments:  Karasinski said if there was confirmation that someone from the public 
called in could not attend via email to Bachler she would reconsider, but as of now she would move 
forward. Rudgers, Hutwelker, Mulhearn, Mitchell and Snyder all agreed with Karasinski to move forward 
with the meeting.  Thibault agreed to continue the meeting. 
 
Thibault discussed how the criteria for Special Exceptions are framed.  Bachler spoke about the fact that 
the Zoning Ordinance is written using language that is a bit confusing, using a negative.  The applicant 
has received the criteria written without the negative, which could lead to some confusion.  Bachler 

http://www.zoom.us,using/
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proposed the questions be posed in the same manner as they are written in the Zoning Ordinance and 
the applicant would receive same on the Special Exception application form. He noted that no change is 
being made to the Zoning Ordinance itself, only the application form. The Board would need to vote in 
the affirmative for granting the Special Exception for each of the criteria.  Rudgers asked about majority 
rules?  The Board as a whole needs to vote in affirmative for each criterion, not as individuals. Bachler 
said going forward the applicant will receive the same framed questions.  The Board agreed by 
consensus that the applicant criteria questions should be changed to match the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
There was a brief discussion about when there is a fee when the ZBA agrees that there is an item on the 
agenda with regional impact. Hutwelker explained the history in regard to an item of regional impact. 
Thibault said a decision about regional impact should be independent of potential financial impact on 
developers. 
 
Thibault said the first application is for the Asher Properties and said he would recuse himself for that 
consideration and asked Mulhearn to lead the meeting as Vice Chair. 
 
Hutwelker suggested dealing with the Variance request first.  
 

Motion made by Hutwelker to reorder the public hearings for the meeting such that the hearing 
for the Variance would go first.  Karasinski seconded the motion. All were in favor by roll call. 
Motion passed. 

 
REGIONAL IMPACT:  The Board reviewed the agenda for applications of regional impact.  

Motion was made by Hutwelker that, to the best of their knowledge, there is nothing on the 
ZBA agenda tonight in regard to the Wagner application that can be construed to have regional 
impact. There was a second by Mulhearn and no further discussion. All were in favor by roll call. 
Motion passed. 

 
MINUTES: 

• The meeting Minutes of May 18, 2020 were considered. Motion was made by Mulhearn to 
approve the meeting Minutes of May 18, 2020. There was a second to the motion by Karasinski 
and no further discussion. Hutwelker asked if the last meeting was recorded and Bernard said it 
was. All were in favor by roll call except Snyder who abstained. Motion passed. 

 
PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
Variance Application 
Sampson Architects, on behalf of Michael and Tracy Wagner, has requested a Variance from Section XI, 
Article B.1 of the Zoning Ordinance in order to reconstruct a nonconforming structure at 118 East Shore 
Road that would increase the cubic footage of the structure. The subject property is shown at Tax Map 
45, Lot 19 and is located in the Rural/Agricultural District. 
 
Public Hearing opened at 7:35 pm. 
 
Discussion:  Bachler asked if the memo from Code Enforcement Officer was received by the Board 
members and they agreed that they did receive it. 
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Sampson had difficulty with his system.  He could speak and could be heard, but he could not hear the 
Board members.  Once he had his system working properly he described the wishes of the Wagners. 
 
He said they are seeking a variance to replace a structure that has become unsafe. He described the 
structure’s two floors. He said the proposal is to make the footprint slightly smaller, but slightly taller. 
The first floor porch will be larger and the storage will be smaller. The upper floor will be a sleeping 
room with a ¾ bath and the porch will be slightly larger and have a roof.   
 
Sampson shared his screen showing the comparison of existing building versus proposed building 
increases and decreases in space. The total lower level is increased by 15 s.f. The upper level decreases 
by 20 s.f. And the roof is an increase of 30 s.f.  Cubic volume increases by 185 cubic feet at lower level 
and 5 cubic feet for upper level.  Total cubic feet increases by 335 cubic feet. He showed a decrease of 
impermeable surface by 50 s.f.  Building height increases by 2’ 9 “. The roof is being brought in which 
reduces the impermeable surfaces. 
 
He said the proposal is to keep the building in the current location. He noted New Hampshire 
Department of Environmental Services (NH DES) has approved the structure. 
 
Karasinski asked about the bedroom – will it be the same and the number of bathroom same as the 
existing building.  She asked about a connection to an existing septic system. Sampson said that they are 
discussing the septic and it is under evaluation. Bachler noted Code Enforcement Officer Mike Jasmin is 
on the call as an attendee and can answer code questions. 
 
Thibault asked Jasmin if the presentation is consistent with his knowledge and what he based his 
correspondence on and Jasmin responded that it was. 
 
Bachler spoke about the Conservation Commission being concerned with the proximity of the structure 
to the lake and the location of the septic system. 
 
Mulhearn said the lion’s share of cubic feet increase is in screened porch on second level, instead of an 
open deck.  The roof was about two feet, but will be extended out. The extra volume is involved to 
frame the structure properly and the extra feet for the covered porch. 
 
Hutwelker asked how many variances were being requested. He said it seems to be two variances being 
requested. Bachler noted the volume of the structure would be expanded. He said the voters approved 
an amendment that allows for an expansion of a non-conforming structure if it is maintaining a setback 
line, except if the expansion is closer than ½ setback distance requirement. The setback distance from 
the lake is 125 feet and so this type of expansion would not require a variance if it was at least 62.5 feet 
back. The extension of the roof is expanding the structure closer to the lake.  Hutwelker was asked what 
two variances are needed.  He asked how the impervious surface has been reduced when the roof has 
been increased.  Jasmin said NH DES considers a deck like a roof as an impervious surface.  The roof 
creates volume with the screened porch said Jasmin.  The lengthening of the roof and the volume 
increase are the two variances.   Jasmin said there is volume increase. Hutwelker asked why for second 
variance for extending the roof. Bachler said he agrees that there is a volume increase due to having 
been a deck that would be enclosed as proposed.  He clarified that there is not a variance for the 
extension of the roof.  The Variance is for a volume expansion.  Thibault asked if the comparison for 
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expansion was in the ZBA packet and Bachler said they do not have it, it came to him not in time to 
include it. Bachler said he would send the document to the members now via email.  Hutwelker asked 
Jasmin if the extended roof increases the integrity of the building and Jasmin said it does. 
 
Rudgers asked for the screen showing the comparisons for volume increases and decreases. 
 
Mulhearn asked if there is a reason why the structure itself couldn’t remain at the same cubic footage.  
Sampson said the owner is hoping to have the screen porch to use during inclement weather.  Jasmin 
said because the State views the deck the same as the roof, it makes it a longer lasting structure and 
make it be useable in inclement weather.  
 
Rudgers said if the State doesn’t see a difference between a deck and a roof for impervious surface, the 
Town doesn’t have anything to add to that. 
 
Thibault asked Bachler if the variance request is for Section XI, Article B.2, or B.1. provided the cubic 
content stays the same or smaller.  The overall increase of cubic content is evident.  Bachler was asked 
about variance from XI.B.1?  Bachler said the staff report references Section XI .B.1 and any reference to 
Section XI B.2. is a typographical error. 
 
Mitchell said this is an unusual property, with an existing house, a cabin, a car-port and a bunkhouse all 
on the site.  We are talking about non-conforming and this is a very unusual property.  Rudgers noted 
the buildings ages and Karasinski noted that the Tax Card states that the cabin is to be removed. 
 
Thibault asked for public comments and there were no comments from the public. Bachler reminded 
folks how to indicate that they would like to participate.  He noted the Raise Hand icon and *9 if using 
phone, etc.   There were 5 attendees at this point. 
 
Karasinski asked if the cabin has been removed. Sampson clarified that the bunkhouse structure has 
been taken down and not the cabin. He said he was unsafe. Thibault asked if there is another cabin on 
the property and Sampson replied there is.  
 
Bachler promoted Wagner to a panelist so that both Tracy and Michael Wagner could speak. The 
Wagners said the bunkhouse was taken down due to rot and termites. Mitchell asked if these are the 
plans to replace the bunkhouse and the Wagners agreed there are and that was what the variance 
application was for 
 
Bachler said the proposed bunkhouse is not an accessory dwelling unit based on the Town’s definition 
since it does not have cooking facilities. Thibault asked if there is heat. Sampson said it is uninsulated 
and no intention to heat it. Yes, there is electric there said Sampson by nodding his head. 
 
Thibault asked the Wagners if they wanted to add anything and they had nothing further to say. 
Public Hearing closed at 8:24 pm. 
 
Thibault asked for comments from the Board. Mulhearn said he can appreciate building within the 
footprint and reducing impervious surface and can appreciate using the space makes sense to him. He 
noted it is a concern for increase of any cubic volume, but reducing footprint does count in his mind. 
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Mulhearn said the cubic foot increase of the structure is being considered and Bachler said that is 
correct.  
 
The Chair reviewed the Checklist for Granting a Variance with the members of the Board: 

 
1. Could the variance be granted without being contrary to the public interest?  

Members said:  Mulhearn –yes, based on testimony that structure was falling apart and having 
insects would be bad for public interest.  Rudgers – yes; Karasinski – yes; Hutwelker – when he 
realized that the structure is down, the structure is not unsafe since it no longer exists; Asked about 
open public hearing – the variance is for the location since the structure no longer exists. 
 

Motion to re-open the public hearing by Hutwelker, second by Karasinski, All were in favor by roll 
call, motion passed.  Opened the public hearing at 8:33 pm 

 
Hutwelker asked if at the time the Wagners took the structure down, was there a discussion with 
Town Hall in preparation for requesting a variance. Jasmin said the Wagners did discuss this with 
Code Enforcement and he verified the building was in very poor condition and verified where the 
new building was supposed to go.  
 
Rudgers asked if anyone fell though the building.  Tracy Wagner said they did not walk on the deck 
but you could have put your foot through it. It was much rotted.  It was difficult to lock the building 
to keep people from getting into the building. The Board members thanked the Wagners for going 
to town hall and engaging in the appropriate actions. 
 
The public hearing closed at 8:36 pm 
 
Thibault said there isn’t any gain to the public interest should the variance be denied. 

Yes -5 
No 

2. Would the spirit of the ordinance be observed if the variances were granted? 
Members said:  Rudgers – yes; Mulhearn said they are trying to match the footprint, yes; Hutwelker 
said yes, primary purpose is preservation of the lake and reduction of permeable surface and less 
drainage into the lake; Karasinski - yes; Thibault agreed 

Yes - 5 
No 

 
3. Would the granting the variances do substantial justice? 

Members said:  Hutwelker – said yes structure was unsafe and be allowing the additional cubic 
footage allows the owners to gain use; Karasinski – yes the applicant was thorough to follow the 
ordinance; Thibault - yes, Mulhearn - yes; Rudgers -  yes 

Yes - 5 
No 
 

4. Could the variances be granted without diminishing surrounding property values? 
Members said:  Karasinski said yes, migration of termites could impact neighbors; Rudgers – yes; 
Mulhearn - yes, no evidence to the contrary; Hutwelker – yes; Thibault - yes 

Yes - 5 
No 

5. Do special conditions of the property exist that distinguish it from other properties in the area?   
Members said:  Mulhearn said it has an unusual footprint, yes; Rudgers said yes, termite infestation 
is a special condition; Karasinski-yes it is unique with so many outbuildings; Hutwelker – yes 
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because of the property shape; Thibault - yes 
Yes- 5 
No 

 
A.i. Owing to the special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other property in the area, 
there is not a fair and substantial relationship between the general public purpose of the ordinance 
and the specific application of the provision to the property?   

Members said:  Hutwelker – yes; Adam - yes; Rudgers – yes; Ann - yes, Thibault - yes 
Yes - 5 
No 

 
A.ii. Is the proposed use a reasonable one?   

Members said:  Mulhearn - yes, reducing permeable surface is good; increasing use, all said 
yes. 

Yes - 5 
No 
 
If the criteria in subparagraph a. and b. are not met, an unnecessary hardship will be deemed to exist if, and only if:  
 
B. Owing to the 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 necessary to enable a 
reasonable use of the property: 
  Members said: 
Yes 
 No 
 
Motion was made by Karasinski to grant the request of Sampson Architects, on behalf of Michael and 
Tracy Wagner, for a Variance from Section XI, Article B.1 of the Zoning Ordinance in order to reconstruct 
a nonconforming structure at 118 East Shore Road that would increase the cubic footage of the 
structure. The subject property is shown at Tax Map 45, Lot 19 and is located in the Rural/Agricultural 
District. There was a second to the motion by Hutwelker and no further discussion. Note – reference to 
Conservation Commission comments and concerns which helped the Board to consider reduction in 
impervious surfaces.  

 
In favor by roll call:  5 
Opposed by roll call:  0 
Motion passed. 

 
Special Exception Application 
Asher Properties, LLC requests a Special Exception for an 80-unit multi-family dwelling development on 
property located at 173-175 Monadnock Highway, pursuant to Section V, Article B.2(b) of the Zoning 
Ordinance and shown at Tax Map 19, Lot 67 and located in the Business District. This hearing is 
continued from May 18, 2020 at the request of the applicant.  
 
The Chair recused himself due to his organization being an abutter.  The Vice Chair took over and seated 
Mitchell for Thibault. 
Public Hearing opened at: 8:47 pm 
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Discussion:   Bachler summarized the request. He noted the continuation was requested by the 
applicant.  Mulhearn said he appreciates the applicant’s patience and flexibility tonight. Packet includes 
architectural plans for the building that is proposed.  Bachler noted some drainage issues on Pasture 
Road and in the area to the north of the property. He said if the Special Exception is approved, the 
applicant would need to complete a Site Plan Review with the Planning Board which would require a full 
storm water management plan. Conservation Commission concerns were expressed in their minutes 
and noted a wetland to the west of the property. Three email comments from Joely Fanning, Frank 
Underwood and Gordon Tacy were noted. 
 
Branon, from Fieldstone Land Consultants, LLC spoke about the proposal.  The site is situated on west 
side of State Route 12 which has existing residential buildings and a storage building and a stockpile of 
materials.  The topography drains away from the highway. He noted there is a state highway drainage 
system which outlets to the rear of the property that would need to be re-worked.  
 
The subject property is surrounded by a variety of uses.  The property to the north has been approved 
for a gas station.  The west side is vacant wetlands. To the southwest, there is vacant property, and 
directly south is the Page Homestead.  The closest structure is 185 feet.  There is a single family home to 
the northeast and that is up grading from the property.  
 
Proposal is for a truncated L shaped building. 18,752 s. f. in size and is 180 feet from the highway. 
Parking is on front and at the rear of the property.  Two of existing three curb cuts will be used.  One of 
three will be eliminated.  Traffic circulation allows full access. Building will be 4 stories, but being far off 
highway, will be esthetically pleasing and will have landscaping. 160 spaces required and the number is 
in the plan. Municipal sewer and water considerations were noted. Branon said they did meet with the 
Sewer Commission and there appears to be no issues.  He noted they have reviewed the plan with New 
Hampshire Department of Transportation (NH DOT) and NH DOT wants to make sure the radius of two 
entrances do no project over neighboring properties. He noted 400 foot all-season sight distances are 
met.  Test pits have been done, decent soils for drainage. Have to meet local and state requirements.  
They believe they can mitigate all storm water management.   Multi-family in the business zone is by 
special exception.  
 
Mulhearn asked Branon to go through the criteria responses.  Rudgers asked about the 5 or 6 structures 
currently on the property and are they all coming down. Branon said yes all would come down.  
 
Mulhearn asked about the grading of the rear of the property. Asked how much of a drop is there. 
Branon said the road to building is 10 – 12 foot elevation drop. Towards the back there is more of a drop 
where the wetland is.  He also noted the need to meet the drainage requirements. He spoke about 
storm water review at the state level and by Planning Board. The abutters note discharge into the rear 
and there will be a fair amount of mitigation on site, likely a chamber system beneath parking areas.  
Storm water management plans will create no detriment to abutting properties.  
 
Branon reviewed the criteria questions.  He said the exception is allowed in the ordinance. Use is similar 
to one or more uses already there and this is an appropriate location. He said there have been special 
exceptions in the business district and believe it is an appropriate location – there is a great deal of 
buffer to nearby properties.  His client owns the property to the west of the property, 140 feet to 
neighboring properties to the west.  That is a natural buffer.  He noted complying with all the setbacks 
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required. The Building being 180 feet back from the highway.  He noted municipal sewer and water to 
service the building.  He said the property will be improved by removing the outdated structures and 
adding landscaping.  He responded to the question will property reduce value or be offensive or 
obnoxious. He said in the right setting it has a positive impact on the neighborhood.  This would be 
neither offensive nor obnoxious and there won’t be noise or smell that would be detrimental. He said he 
does not anticipate any issues with driveway permit.  And the site is designed to comply with local 
regulations. Site lighting will be addressed at the Planning Board if the Special Exception is granted.   
Mulhearn asked in regard to similar uses in the area and he asked about the facility such as who is target 
demographic. Branon said the number of units is 80, mix of one and two bedroom, one 675 s.f., 2 
bedroom unites 970 s.f. feet in size, all have deck spaces.  There will be common hallways or corridors. 
Elevator is planned.  He noted sidewalks along front and back of the building.  Karasinski asked if 
management will be on site. Branon said he thought management would be external to the site.  
 
Nuisance or hazards to vehicles or pedestrians was addressed.  Branon said there would not be any 
serious hazards, with standard engineering practices.  He said they are working with the NH DOT to 
address any concerns.  The sight distances exceed 400 feet in both directions to the highway. For 
emergency access there is easy access to all sides of the building.  Pedestrian safety is internal to the site 
with sidewalks and parking areas.  He spoke about working with NH DOT and working with the 
neighboring gas station access.  Rudgers thanked Branon for addressing sidewalk issue.  State Route 10 
and 12 are state highways and the state does not want sidewalks on the highways.  Mitchell asked if 
there are any email public questions.  Bachler said he has no hands raised. He noted the three email 
correspondences provided by residents prior to the meeting and included in the packet.   
 
Rudgers made a motion to keep the meeting to no longer than 10 p.m. and there was a second by 
Karasinski when Hutwelker pointed out that there is already a policy rule in place regarding the time to 
end a meeting should a presentation still be underway at 9:30 p.m. Rudgers withdrew his motion. 
 
Branon addressed adequate and appropriate facilities be provided – fire hydrants will be on the site.  
Sewer folks have been met with, and test pits have been dug such that storm water management 
system can be designed.  No impact on neighboring properties. He noted should the Special Exception 
be granted they will need to go through site plan review. Branon addressed abutters concerns regarding 
traffic on State Route 12. Branon said the NH DOT is the authority and if they felt there was a traffic 
issue, they would require more from the developer. That has not happened and he said he believes 
there are no concerns related to traffic.  Branon spoke about the Underwood letter and this abutter is 
more than 140 feet from the property and there is a wetland which provides a great deal of buffering.  
Lot coverage meets all Town requirements.  In order to get Planning Board approval they will have to 
prove there will be no impact on neighboring properties.  He spoke about landscaping features that can 
also mitigate storm water flow.  He referred to landscaping and he said there is a right-of-way adjacent 
to the property and there is no issue regarding that.  He referred to another letter with concerns relative 
to culverts at the rear of the property. Branon said there will be no discharge into the wetland and 
storm water will be mitigated on site.  He referred to wells, and he said there is sufficient distance to the 
abutting properties and no hazardous materials will be used on the site.  He noted many of these issues 
will be covered at the Planning Board site review. 
 
Branon spoke about the Conservation Commission comments. He noted their concern about the 
wetlands. Branon said there will be no wetland impact with this project.  They referred to the Master 
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Plan and rural character being promoted in the Plan and that a large residential facility is not in keeping 
with it, but this is a business zone, said Branon, with regard to the Master Plan. If a use is permitted in a 
district, then it is supported in the Master Plan. He referred to contamination and Branon said test pits 
have not shown contamination but if they find such, they will deal with that.  He noted density meets 
the zoning and only seeking approval for use and he contended that they meet the criteria. 
 
Mulhearn asked for Board comments and there were none. Bachler did note a comment regarding 
drainage from the Department of Public Works (DPW). Bachler said the Fire Inspector did not have any 
concerns at this point, but he would review the site plan review application to the Planning Board. 
 
Mulhearn asked if there is in someone from the public who would like to speak but no hand was raised. 
 
Mulhearn asked if the Board was ready to move ahead. He asked Branon if he had anything further and 
he did not. He asked if Board feels the questions raised by abutters have been addressed. The Board 
agreed they had been addressed.  Rudgers said impact on schools will be limited, enrollment is down 
now. 
 
Public hearing closed at: 9:49 pm 
 
The Chair reviewed the Checklist for Granting a Special Exception with the members of the Board: 

a. Is the exception allowed by the ordinance?  Members said:  Karasinski - yes; Rudgers - yes; 
Hutwelker - yes; Mitchell - yes; Mulhearn - yes 

5 Yes 
No 

Are the specified conditions present under which the exception may be granted?  

b. The proposed use is similar to one or more of the uses already authorized in that District and is it an 
appropriate location for such use.  Members said:  Rudgers said yes just down the road is Page 
Homestead; Hutwelker – yes, it is similar to Colonial Village, Edgewater, Page Homestead, and an 
hotel has been approved for adjacent property in the past, and already multi-family on site; 
Mitchell - yes agreed with Hutwelker; Karasinski – yes noting already multiple families living on the 
site. Mulhearn - yes for same reasons as Hutwelker 

5 Yes 
No 

c. Such approval will not reduce the value of any property within the district, nor otherwise be 
injurious, obnoxious, or offensive to the neighborhood. Members said: Hutwelker– yes, there is 
no evidence of diminution of property values and it might increase value given the condition of 
the property currently and the proposal facility would not be offensive; Mitchell – yes, agrees 
with Hutwelker; Karasinski - yes given the project described sloping away from the highway, 
not offensive; Rudgers - yes, he said the property there now is a problem. Mulhearn – yes and 
no evidence to contrary to show any reduction in property value – and abutter issues will be 
addressed during the site plan review.  

5 Yes 
No 
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d. There will be no nuisance or serious hazard to vehicles or pedestrians.  Members said: Mitchell – 
the State has authority for sidewalks, and no testimony for hazards, yes; Karasinski – State 
Route 12 is a hazard but work with the State to make as safe as possible, yes; Rudgers – yes  
but adding 80 apartments and gas station, and with slip lane nearby might be helpful but we 
need sidewalks; Hutwelker – yes he agrees with Mitchell and Rudgers; Mulhearn said there is 
evidence no increase for concern by NH DOT and sidewalks are out of our control sidewalk - 
said yes. 

5 Yes 
No 

e. Adequate and appropriate facilities will be provided for the proper operation of the proposed 
use? Members said:  Karasinski – yes, testimony was thorough and everything that needs to be 
done will be provided during the site plan review; Rudgers – yes, water and sewer are available 
for the project; Hutwelker – yes; Mitchell – yes; Mulhearn – yes and the project is suitable to 
the property and other concerns will be addressed at the site plan review. 

5 Yes 
No 

The Vice Chair reported that “yes” prevailed and entertained a motion to grant the request 
for a special exception to Section V, Article B.2(b) of the Zoning Ordinance based on the 
responses to the checklist for granting a special exception. 

 
Mitchell moved to grant the request of Asher Properties, LLC for a Special Exception for an 80-
unit multi-family dwelling development on property located at 173-175 Monadnock Highway, 
pursuant to Section V, Article B.2(b) of the Zoning Ordinance and shown at Tax Map 19, Lot 67 
and located in the Business District.  Rudgers seconded the motion and there was no further 
discussion. All were in favor by roll call. Motion passed. 

 
OTHER BUSINESS/DISCUSSIONS 
Complete Streets 
Hutwelker said there will be a Complete Streets policy discussion this summer and could discuss further 
with Bachler to meet with ZBA members and Selectboard sometime this summer. Brief discussion was 
held about giving people an option to be able to walk on sidewalks instead of in the road.  Rudgers said 
he sees folks walking on the side of the road often.   
 
Mulhearn thanked Snyder for her participation. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Motion to adjourn was made by Rudgers and seconded by Mitchell and all were in favor. Motion 
passed.  Adjournment occurred at 10:09 p.m. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 

 
 
Beverly Bernard, Recording Secretary 


