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Town of Swanzey, New Hampshire 
Swanzey Zoning Board of Adjustment 

Meeting Minutes – April 19, 2021 
 
Note:  Draft Minutes are subject to review, correction, and approval by the Board. Review and approval of Minutes 
generally takes place at the next regularly scheduled meeting of the Board. 
 
CALL TO ORDER: 
The meeting of the Swanzey Zoning Board of Adjustment (ZBA) was called to order at 7:00 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: Chair Thibault, Anne 
Karasinski, Bill Hutwelker, Adam Mulhearn, Alternate Wayne Lechlider, Alternate Jillian Exel, 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 alone at home 
Ann Karasinski – present and alone at home 
Bill Hutwelker – present and alone at home 
Bryan Rudgers – not present 
Adam Mulhearn – present and alone at home 
Alternate Eric Kallio – not present 
Alternate Wayne Lechlider – present and alone at home 
Alternate Jillian Exel – present and alone at home 
 
OTHERS PRESENT: 
Sibylle Hall, Chad Branon, Civil Engineer with Fieldstone Land Use Consultants 
 
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 
811 3036 4620. If there is difficulty accessing the meeting, please call (603) 352-7411 ext. 108.  
 
REGIONAL IMPACT:  
Board members considered whether any items on the agenda could be construed as having potential for 
regional impact.   
 

Motion was made by Mulhearn that there is no item on the agenda which can be construed to 
have potential for regional impact. There was a second by Karasinski with no further discussion. 
All were in favor by roll call. Motion passed. 

 
MINUTES: 

The meeting Minutes of March 15, 2021 were considered. Motion was made by Hutwelker to 
approve the meeting Minutes of March 15, 2021. There was a second to the motion by 
Mulhearn.  All were in favor by roll call. Motion passed. 

 

http://www.zoom.us,using/
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PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
ZBA #21-006 – Variance Application – Continued from March 15, 2021 
Seventeen Suburban, LLC, requests a Variance from Section V, Article B.3 of the Zoning Ordinance to 
construct a 60 square foot addition that would encroach on the side yard setback at 23 Suburban Acres 
Road for property shown at Tax Map 18, Lot 82 and located in the Business District. Seated were 
Thibault, Mulhearn, Hutwelker, Karasinski and Exel for Rudgers for this hearing. 
 
Public Hearing continued at 7:12 pm 
 
Bachler showed an aerial view of the property.  He showed the proposed addition which is a 3-season 
porch and new entrance. He noted the continuation was agreed upon to allow the applicant to consider 
other options for her project. He noted this is a continuation of the public hearing begun at March 15, 
2021.  The addition is proposed for the north side of the building and is now proposed to be a 6 foot by 
10 foot addition.  The setback now is 18 feet where it is required to be a 20 foot setback by ordinance. 
He noted public notices sent out. He said he spoke to the neighbor to the north who had no concerns. 
 
Hall spoke about the changes to the addition. She said the addition cannot be added to the rear of the 
building because the roof line is too low to add another roof. It would have to be at either the north or 
south gabled side.  
 
Thibault asked for public comments or questions from the Board.  Karasinski thanked Ms. Hall for her 
presence and then she asked if it is a porch or just an entryway. Hall said it would be a screened in area. 
Karasinski asked if there is enough space for entering the building and sitting out there.  Hall said there 
is enough room for chairs to enjoy. Bachler said the south side of the property is swampy.  He pointed to 
State Route 12 and to where a gas station has been approved to be built nearby. 
 
Hutwelker asked for the explanation for the addition. He noted the roof line is lower on one rendition 
and the roof line of the bump out is higher on another photograph. Karasinski said she thought that 
when the new metal roof was done the shed became a bump out. It wasn’t extended but the roof line 
was brought across. Mulhearn noted that the tax card states that in 2019 a permit was rendered for 
renovation and the shed was renovated to match the roof line.  Hall said it was brought forward to be in 
the same line. Hall said the house is now one line in front.  Hutwelker asked what the hardship is for this 
request. Hall said the New Hampshire summers can be very difficult to be outside and this screen would 
allow them to enjoy outdoors in the summer.  Hall spoke about an existing entrance which will be 
covered by the addition she is hoping to build. Thibault asked what you enter as you go in. Hall said it is 
a living area.  
 
Thibault asked for other comments. Bachler explained how members of the public would indicate that 
they would like to speak. He said he did not see anyone wishing to comment. 
 
Thibault asked about any other places to place the addition.  Hall said the only place for an addition is 
the gable ends. On the other side with a gable are two bedrooms.  Mulhearn asked about potential 
locations and he said he appreciates the problem with the roofline. He asked if setbacks would be made 
if they put it on the back of the property with a higher roof. Hall said the contractor said he could not 
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put an addition at the rear because of the roof is too low. Mulhearn summarized saying the rear 
entrance might fit the setback but from a structural point of view it would be impractical. Hall agreed. 
 
Thibault said other than a place to sit outside, are there any other reasons you want to put this up. Hall 
said this area will allow her to store wet boots before entering the house during the winter.  Thibault 
noted the driveway is also on that side of the house.  Thibault asked Bachler if Hall wanted to put up a 
platform with a screen house on top of it, would that require a variance. Bachler said the Town does 
allow one small structure under 200 square feet, as close as five feet to a property line, but that would 
be detached. Technically, the property owner could put up a detached screened in structure up to 5 feet 
from the side or rear property line. Bachler said if it is a deck attached to the dwelling, then you run into 
the same problem. A 200 square foot detached accessory structure would be allowed within 5 feet of 
the side or rear property line. 
 
Bachler said the 200 square feet is the cutoff point for which a building permit is required.  This request 
is for a 60 square feet addition.  Mulhearn commented to the applicant that an unattached structure 
that was enclosed serving the purpose you are looking for might be an option.  
 
Thibault asked for any other questions or comments. Hall had no further comments. 
 
Public Hearing closed at 7:41 pm 
 
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 said the zoning ordinance is in place to protect the entire town, and unless 
there is a hardship, the interest it to keep things they are, he voted no; Hutwelker agreed with 
Mulhearn and voted no; Karasinski said she agreed and voted no; Exel said no; Thibault said he didn’t 
see the public gain here if the variance is denied and voted yes. 
1 Yes 
4 No 

 
2. Would the spirit of the ordinance be observed if the variances were granted? 

Members said:  Hutwelker said the spirit of the ordinance is to be restrictive and therefore no; 
Karasinski said no; Exel said no; Mulhearn said no; Thibault said no. 
 0 Yes 
5 No 
 

3. Would the granting the variances do substantial justice? 
Members said:  Karasinski said no; Exel said no; Mulhearn said he understands the applicant wanting 
to enjoy her property but being in line with his other votes he said no; Hutwelker said no for same 
reasons; Thibault said no. 
0 Yes 
5 No 
 

4. Could the variances be granted without diminishing surrounding property values? 
Members said:  Mulhearn said there is no testimony to the opposite and voted yes; Hutwelker said 
yes; Karasinski said yes; Exel said yes, Thibault yes. 
5 Yes 
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0 No 
 

5. Do special conditions of the property exist that distinguish it from other properties in the area?   
Members said:  Hutwelker said no but it is unfortunate that the roof was non-standard and otherwise 
could have placed the addition on the rear of the property, no; Karasinski said she didn’t hear of any 
special conditions, no; Excel said no; Mulhearn said no, nothing was presented and it is unfortunate 
had the roof been done differently. Thibault said yes given it is at the dead end road close to a 
swampy area. 
1 Yes 
 4 No 

 
A.ii. is the proposed use a reasonable one:  Members said:  Karasinski said no given the zoning ordinance; Exel said 
wanting a three-season is a reasonable request and given solutions doesn’t work for this instance no; Mulhearn 
said the yes that it is a reasonable use; Hutwelker said yes it is reasonable; Thibault said no since there are no 
special conditions. 

2 Yes 
 3 No 

 
B. Owing to the special condition 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: Hutwelker said no, there is an alternative; Karasinski said no; Exel said no; 
Mulhearn said no; Thibault said no. 
       0 Yes 
       5 No 
 

Motion was made by Mulhearn to deny the application of Seventeen Suburban, LLC for a 
Variance from Section V, Article B.3 of the Zoning Ordinance to construct a 100 square foot 
addition that would encroach on the side yard setback at 23 Suburban Acres Road for property 
shown at Tax Map 18, Lot 82 and located in the Business District based on the responses to the 
checklist. There was a second to the motion by Karasinski and no further discussion. All were in 
favor by roll call. Motion passed. 
5 Yes 
0 No 

 
ZBA #21-008 – Variance Application 
Fieldstone Land Consultants, on behalf of Patriot Holdings, LLC, requests a Variance from Section IV, 
Article A.1 and Section V, Article B.3 of the Zoning Ordinance for a new self-storage facility at 304 
Monadnock Highway. The subject property is shown at Tax Map 16, Lot 4 and is located in the Business 
District and the Rural/Agricultural District.  Seated for this hearing were Thibault, Hutwelker, Karasinski, 
Mulhearn and Lechlider for Rudgers. 
 
Bachler noted that the property formerly hosted an auto salvage business operating as Brnger. The 
applicant has proposed redeveloping the site for a self-storage facility. A new 17,600 square foot climate 
controlled building would be constructed on the lower level of the site replacing several existing 
buildings. There is an existing metal building that spans the property line with the adjacent NH Trails 
Bureau property that the applicant is seeking to use for additional storage space.  He noted a red line 
indicating a boundary line separating business district and rural/agricultural district. He said self-storage 
is not permitted in the rural/agricultural district. The property doesn’t have any frontage on State Route 
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12 and the rail trail is owned by the State of New Hampshire. Therefore a Variance is needed because of 
lack of minimum frontage requirement.  Also the Board of Selectmen will need to approve issuing a 
building permit because the property does not have direct frontage.  Bachler said he hasn’t received any 
concerns from neighboring property owners nor department heads. Thibault asked about other 
development along this line not having frontage on State Route 12. Bachler said there are some 
properties that would have this issue, but the rail trail doesn’t impact all properties on State Route 12.  
He noted the property to the north has access as the same as this property.  Thibault determined the 
driveway isn’t being moved. Bachler said building permits were issued in the past and he could not find 
any record of a variance being granted for the lack of frontage. If Brnger had continued its business it 
would have been grandfathered, but the business has been closed for many years. 
 
Karasinski noted the rail trail does get used and asked about an aerial photo that shows a road that 
connected to State Route 12 that cannot been seen because of the trees.  Bachler said that may be a 
private road. Mulhearn asked about a timeframe for when a property being unused cannot be 
grandfathered. Bachler said if a business ceases operations, two years after that, a non-conforming use 
cannot be continued. 
 
He noted Chad Branon from Fieldstone was present. Branon, Civil Engineer with Fieldstone Land 
Consultants spoke. He said on researching the property he learned there is no technical frontage 
without direct access but there was a right-of-way to cross state property.  
 
Branon noted there are 9 acres of land. He noted the rail trail land owned by the State of New 
Hampshire Trails Bureau.  He said the property has always been used for business.  He noted the 
vehicles were stored at the rear of the property. He said the former business did pollute the property 
but that has been somewhat cleaned up. He said the site had many tires on the property. The owner has 
removed trailer trucks filled with tires.  He said redevelopment of this property will be a benefit to the 
town since it will be clean and in use. 
 
He noted a metal building encroaching on the rail trail land. He said historically there has been a lease 
with the State to allow the building to remain where it is. He said he hopes that the state will renew that 
lease. He noted working with the rail trail advisory committee to make the property more secure and 
provide some parking for access.  He said he hopes to be successful with getting approval from the 
committee. 
 
Branon reviewed the proposed building, which would be a corporate office and climate controlled self- 
storage. There would be main access and the red building would be used for storage and the upper 
platform would be for public storage buildings.  He said the buildings would be phased in.  He said they 
are asking for use variance to permit self-storage in the rural/agricultural district. 
 
Thibault asked for questions from the Board. He also asked for comments from members of the public.  
 
Branon went through the criteria: 

- Would a variance be contrary to public interest – Branon said a variance would allow the land to 
be used for productive use in a clean manner. He said it would not present a threat to health of 
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safety to neighboring properties and not violate the basic character of the neighborhood and 
improve it. 

- Observe the spirit of the ordinance – He said the proposed business is consistent with the 
development on State Route 12. This would be an appropriate use considering the history of the 
property. Residential use relies on clean soils and water supply and since the auto salvage 
occupied the site there is pollution there. The site will not require water.  No septic systems. 
Lowest intensity development one could propose. He said the frontage ordinances are designed 
to control development.  The property appears to have frontage on the highway and is 
consistent with past decisions made by the Town. This property has had approvals which meet 
special conditions in 1973, 1981, approvals, 1981 had a junk yard approval, 1984 site plan 
approval, 1990 approved buying and selling of exotic vehicles, and others. Building permits were 
issued in 1981, 1985, and 1986. The site was developed commercially. And speak to special 
conditions. He noted there was no evidence of frontage at any time during this history. 

- Substantial justice – this development is a win/win for the Town and the owner. All will receive 
the benefit for a property that has been vacant for 15 years. The site will be cleaned. This 
project will have no negative impact on local services and will increase the tax base. He said this 
will improve property values since vacant sites invite trespassing, trash and debris. The Town 
has consistently approved plans for this property. Allows the property owner to use the 
property productively. 

- Not diminish the value of surrounding properties – the proposed self-storage will not create 
any nuisance to the area. Will improve value by cleanup of property. 

- Unnecessary hardship – literal enforcement of the ordinance will result in hardship because this 
property has special conditions that distinguish it because it is encumbered by two zoning 
districts.  Branon noted we can only take access through the business site.  The property has 
significant width along State Route 12 but has no frontage because of the rail trail and creates 
some hardship. The property has received permits without frontage. He said it is clear that the 
Town encouraged development in the past. This property to the rear was full of vehicles at one 
time and left pollution which the owner wishes to remedy.  He noted ample buffering for 
neighboring properties 

- Section IV A:I – this property has been used commercially and is best suited for commercial 
development.  The redevelopment will not be a detriment to the surroundings and will be 
positive.  We do not believe there is any use allowed for the rural/agricultural district that would 
be suitable for this site. 

- Reasonable use – granting variance will allow for productive use of the property. Because the 
site has historically been used commercially with a right-of-way it therefore meets the spirit of 
the ordinance.  Branon noted the site continues to need a lot of cleanup and groundwater 
management plan will be a benefit to the site. The use is compatible with surrounding uses. 

- Criteria B – property cannot be used in strict compliance with zoning ordinance. Branon said it is 
encumbered with two zoning districts and the property has been historically used commercially. 
Impacts of auto salvage business are not compatible with rural/agricultural uses. 

- Section V.B.3 – without frontage – the Town has consistently granted use approvals without any 
record of frontage variances in the past.  Branon said the geometry and makeup of the land is a 
reason that the owner believes a storage facility would be a reasonable use. 
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The Chair asked for questions from the Board. Mulhearn asked if there are any other properties in 
Swanzey that have multi-zoning and also no frontage. Bachler said there are examples of properties split 
between zoning districts but this is unique in that this is a part of town with a lot of commercial 
development in a main commercial corridor as compared to other properties that might be split 
between districts in less developed areas.  Lechlider asked about the NH Trails Bureau. Bachler said they 
have reached out to the State and they are aware of the proposal.  Lechlider asked about security of the 
property. Branon said the property will be secured with video surveillance which will help with some of 
the issues with dumping of trash on the rail trail. He added they are planning on putting in a gate so as 
to control access to the property.  He noted discussion is on-going about putting in some parking to the 
north for access to the trail and at the back side of the parking putting in a gate to limit access by 
vehicles to the trail. He also spoke about the possibility of re-aligning the trail and adding landscaping.  
 
Thibault said Zoning happened in the past with an arbitrary decision to make the districts.  He said these 
zoning districts need to be revisited.   
 
Bruce Bohannon, member of the Rail Trail Advisory Committee and a resident of Matthews Road in 
Swanzey spoke. He asked about permits for the building on the rail trail when more than 60% of the 
building is on someone else’s property.  Bachler said he shares Bohannon’s amazement that building 
permits were issued and the building allowed to be placed where it was.  It is the State of NH property. 
They have not made any statement about the future of the building. Branon said it is not common for 
buildings to straddle other properties. He did note the lease from the state has been discussed.  He said 
it is a unique situation. The building is in good shape structurally.  He said this discussion doesn’t have 
bearing on the issue at hand tonight. Bachler said the property owner is proposing to reuse the building 
but no plan to expand it. Therefore does not need a variance. 
 
Thibault asked for other comments from the public or the Board. 
 
Public Hearing closed at 9:07 pm 
 
Mulhearn said this is a unique situation.  Thibault said rail trails are important, but in the past they were 
not.  They are valued now, when they were not in the past. Mulhearn said frontage with people biking 
and recreating on the trail, might that be a problem with more traffic going back and forth on the right-
of-way.  Thibault said if you follow the rail trail into Keene, it crosses many streets.  A driveway would be 
less used than a street. He noted the Ashuelot Trail crosses Matthews Road several times. Karasinski 
said Mt. Huggins also crosses the trail, and she said she sees this as an improvement.  
 
Branon asked to be recognized by the Chair and the Chair asked the members if they would reopen the 
public hearing to accommodate Branon.  
 

Motion was made by Hutwelker to reopen the public hearing to allow Branon to speak. There 
was a second to the motion by Mulhearn and all were in favor by roll call. Motion passed. 

 
Public hearing reopened at 9:13 pm. 
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Branon noted there was a concern about public access and that is why there was to be gates placed on 
the trail. He said gates will slow traffic down when it comes to snowmobiles and make it safer for 
anyone passing through.  He said these concerns were discussed and they felt they could mitigate them. 
He said storage facilities are very low density in traffic.  
 
Public hearing closed at 9:14 pm. 
 
The Chair reviewed the Checklist for Granting a Variance for Section IV, Article A.1 with the members of 
the Board for self-storage use in a rural/agricultural district: 

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

Members said:  Hutwelker said yes given the use of the property and would not be well suited for 
residential or agricultural use; Karasinski voted yes agricultural uses need storage; Lechlider said yes, 
given the history of the property; Mulhearn said yes; Thibault said yes, seeing no gain to the public. 
5 Yes 
0 No 

 
2. Would the spirit of the ordinance be observed if the variances were granted? 

Members said:  Karasinski said yes, agricultural uses need storage; Lechlider yes; Mulhearn said yes 
since testimony rural/agricultural use would not be practical here; Hutwelker said yes; Thibault yes. 
5 Yes 
0 No 
 

3. Would the granting the variances do substantial justice? 
Members said:  Mulhearn yes the cleanup will do substantial justice; Hutwelker yes, there is no harm 
to the public and is a benefit to the public; Karasinski yes; Lechlider yes; Thibault yes; the property 
has been lying fallow for 15 years and this does justice to the owner. 
5 Yes 
0 No 
 

4. Could the variances be granted without diminishing surrounding property values? 
Members said:  Hutwelker yes; Karasinski yes; Lechlider yes; Mulhearn yes no evidence to the 
contrary; Thibault yes 
5 Yes 
0 No 
 

5. Do special conditions of the property exist that distinguish it from other properties in the area?   
Members said:  Karasinski yes: Lechlider yes; Mulhearn yes the applicant did a good job of explaining 
the distinctions; Thibault yes; Hutwelker yes. 
5 Yes 
0 No 

 
A.i. Owing to the special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other property in the areas, 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 said yes based on testimony; Karasinski yes; Lechlider 
yes; Mulhearn yes; Thibault yes. 
         5 Yes   
         0 No 
AND 
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A.ii. is the proposed use a reasonable one:  Members said:  Lechlider yes; Mulhearn yes because intended use of 
zone is not probable; Hutwelker yes; Karasinski yes; Thibault yes. 
       5 Yes 
       0 No 
 

Motion was made by Hutwelker to grant the application of Fieldstone Land Consultants, on 
behalf of Patriot Holdings, LLC, for a Variance from Section IV, Article A.1 of the Zoning 
Ordinance for a new self-storage facility at 304 Monadnock Highway on property shown at Tax 
Map 16, Lot 4 located in the Business District and the Rural/Agricultural District. There was a 
second to the motion by Karasinski and no further discussion. All were in favor by roll call. 
Motion passed. 
5 Yes 
0 No 

 
The Chair reviewed the Checklist for Granting a Variance for Section V, Article B.3 with the members of 
the Board for property with no minimum frontage: 

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

Members said:  Hutwelker said yes given the historical nature of the use of the property; Karasinski said 
yes; Lechlider yes; Mulhearn yes; Thibault yes – no corresponding gain to the pubic if denied. 

 5 Yes 
  0 No 

2. Would the spirit of the ordinance be observed if the variances were granted? 
Members said:  Karasinski yes, given the appearance is that there is frontage; Lechlider yes; Mulhearn yes 
since Town permits have been approved for many years in the past; Hutwelker yes; Thibault yes. 

5 Yes 
0 No 
 

3. Would the granting the variances do substantial justice? 
Members said:  Would granting the variance do substantial justice: Mulhearn yes; Hutwelker yes, 
Karasinski yes; Lechlider yes; Thibault yes. 

5 Yes 
0 No 
 

4. Could the variances be granted without diminishing surrounding property values? 
Members said:  Lechlider yes, it will improve values; Mulhearn yes; Hutwelker yes; Karasinski yes, 
Thibault yes given what was on the property in the past. 

5 Yes 
 0 No 
 

5. Do special conditions of the property exist that distinguish it from other properties in the area?   
Members said:  Hutwelker said yes, based on testimony; Karasinski yes; Lechlider yes, Mulhearn yes if it 
wasn’t for the rail trail it would have frontage; Thibault yes. 

5 Yes 
0 No 

 
A.i. Owing to the special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other property in the areas, 
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:  Karasinski yes; Lechlider yes;     
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Mulhearn yes; Hutwelker yes; Thibault yes 
          5 Yes  
          0 No 
AND 

A.ii. is the proposed use a reasonable one:  Members said:  Karasinski yes; Lechlider yes; Mulhearn yes; 
Hutwelker yes; Thibault said yes, it is a common use seen these days. 

          5 Yes 
          0 No 

 
Motion was made by Karasinski to grant the application of Fieldstone Land Consultants, on 
behalf of Patriot Holdings, LLC, for a Variance from Section V, Article B.3 of the Zoning 
Ordinance for a new self-storage facility at 304 Monadnock Highway on property shown at Tax 
Map 16, Lot 4 located in the Business District and the Rural/Agricultural District where there is 
no road frontage. There was a second to the motion by Mulhearn and no further discussion. All 
were in favor by roll call. Motion passed. 
5 Yes 
0 No 

 
DISCUSSION & OTHER BUSINESS 
Planning Board Site Plan Review 
Hutwelker asked if there was enough discussion about the building encroaching on the rail trail to alert 
the Planning Board so they will look at it in their Site Plan Review.  Bachler said he provides a full copy of 
the ZBA meeting minutes to the Planning Board, and if there is a special concern, he highlights it as well. 
 
Alternate Resignation 
Bachler informed the Board that Bob Mitchell has stepped down as an Alternate for the ZBA.  Bachler 
said Mitchell had served on the Board for many years and thanked Mitchell for his years of service to the 
Town. 
 
Conference 
Bachler informed the members that the State office of Strategic Initiatives is holding a conference and 
he will register those interested. He asked members to reach out to him with their interest. 
 
Rail Trail 
Bohannon asked to speak. The Chair recognized Bohannon. He asked hypothetically how a decision 
would be made if there was no legal right-of-way across the rail trail. Thibault said in that case this 
application might not have come to the ZBA. Bachler had no comment. 
 
Remote vs In-Person Meetings 
Mulhearn said he was unaware whether the Board will continue meeting remotely. He said he is not 
opposed to continue in meeting remotely, but is curious. Bachler said the Planning Board continues to 
meet remotely. Two board members attend at Whitcomb Hall. For the other committees he works with, 
they are meeting entirely remotely.  Bachler said under the current orders, there is nothing preventing 
in-person meetings,a hybrid version, or continuing to meet remotely.  He said it is up to the Board to 
decide to do what it is comfortable with.  Mulhearn pointed to a lot of participation with remote 
meetings that we might not have seen otherwise. He noted there are also advantages to meeting in 
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person. Karasinski said she is completely comfortable with meeting online and has never attended an in-
person meeting since coming onto the Board.  Bachler spoke about the hybrid model. He said they had 
to invest in microphones and cameras to assist that process. There are limitations to all options.  Exel 
asked about increased participation being seen.  Hutwelker said it is minimal but once the state 
emergency is over, will have to meet in person.  He said that when a Board of Selectmen member 
cannot be in person, he doesn’t participate fully as when meeting in person. He said it makes a 
difference to meet in public.  He discouraged the ZBA from going to a hybrid model.   He said the 
governor will force the issue eventually.   
 
Motion to adjourn was made by Hutwelker and seconded by Karasinski and all were in favor by roll call. 
Motion passed.  Adjournment occurred at 9:45 p.m. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 

 
 
Beverly Bernard, Recording Secretary 
 


