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ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 
TOWN OF PETERBOROUGH 

  
Peterborough, New Hampshire 

 
Present: Sharon Monahan, Loretta Laurenitis, Peter LaRoche and Don Selby      
Staff Present: Danica Melone and Laura Norton, Office of Community 
Development and Tim Herlihy, Code Officer and ZBA Liaison 
      
 
Chair Monahan called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. She welcomed the 
Members and Staff to the regularly scheduled ZBA meeting for April. 
 
Chair Monahan then read a checklist to ensure meetings are compliant with the 
Right-to-Know Law during the State of Emergency declared by Governor Sununu 
(Emergency Order #12, pursuant to Executive Order 2020-04) “which authorizes 
this public body to meet electronically.” It was noted the “Zoom” platform was 
being used for the meeting which would allow all individuals to communicate 
contemporaneously throughout the meeting by using the assigned meeting 
identification. 
 
Chair Monahan requested a roll call asking each Member to introduce themselves 
as a regular member or an alternate and whether they were alone or with other 
individuals at their Zoom station. Each Member complied with each stating their 
name and status and that they were alone at their station.  
 
Lacking a 5-member Board and pursuant to RSA 674:33 Powers of Zoning Board 
of Adjustment Chair Monahan noted the applicants had an option to continue their 
cases to the next regularly scheduled Board meeting (May 3, 2021); continue with 
the 4-member Board without deliberation or continue with the 4-member Board 
with deliberation and a decision. Both applicants chose to continue with the 4-
member Board with deliberation and a decision.  
 
Code Officer Tim Herlihy noted Chris DiLoreto was in the audience explaining 
Mr. DiLoreto was interested in becoming a Zoning Board Alternate Member. Chair 
Monahan welcomed Mr. DiLoreto and noted they would get to know the candidate 
during Other Business. 
 
Minutes: A Motion was made/seconded (Monahan/LaRoche) to approve the 
Minutes of January 4, 2021 as written with all in favor via roll call vote.   
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A motion was made/seconded (Monahan/LaRoche) to approve the Minutes of 
March 1, 2021 as written with all in favor via roll call vote.  
 
A motion was made/seconded (Monahan/LaRoche) to go out of agenda order and 
hear Case No. 1269 first due to its circumstances as well as timeliness of the 
meeting. All were in favor via roll call vote. 
Case No. 1269 Aimee Labrake: Request for a Variance to amend the variance 
granted by case #1267 to enlarge the garage by 2 feet and to change the orientation of 
the doors and windows to an opposite side as regulated by zoning ordinance in Article 
II, Section 245-8. D.2. The property is located at 19 Elm Hill Road, Parcel No. U001-
014-100, in the Rural District. 
Tim Allen introduced himself as the representative for applicant Aimee Labrake, “I am 
her husband” he said. Mr. Allen noted their Variance request was originally presented 
and approved January 4, 2021 “but when a Building Permit was applied for it was 
determined the plan was not substantially compliant with the approved plan. The 
footprint of the garage is larger by two feet and the orientation is angled 15 to 20 
degrees from where it was before.” He noted the changes were to accommodate “the 
swing” needed to get into the garage from their driveway. “It just makes more sense to 
enter the garage from the gable end” he said.   
Mr. Allen told the Members there was no encroachment and all dimensional 
requirements for frontage and setbacks have been met. “The only real change is that 
the garage is a bit larger than the original plan and is a bit closer to the house.” He 
added “but the Decision Notice notes the Variance was approved with the garage to be 
built in substantial compliance to the plan submitted approved in January.”  
As Chair Monahan opened the hearing to questions from the Board Ms. Laurenitis 
interjected “so this is really just an amended plan” with Mr. Allen replying “yes.” 
With no questions from the Board Chair opened the hearing to questions from the 
public. With no questions from the public Chair Monahan closed the public hearing. 
A motion was made/seconded (Monahan/Laurenitis) to go into deliberation with all in 
favor via roll call vote.  
Chair Monahan read the Deliberative statement. 
Deliberation:  
Chair Monahan noted that she felt they did not need to review each of the Variance 
criteria individually and recommended a straw poll.  
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Having resolved his computer issues Mr. Weiner (who was the original presenter) 
joined the meeting and reinforced the fact that the changes were minor in nature. “The 
doors got switched out with the windows, but the foundation and roof line are the 
same” he said. 
Chair Monahan then asked for the Board’s thoughts. 
Mr. LaRoche: Adding the building was also two feet larger than the original plan Mr. 
LaRoche said, “I have no issues with it.” 
Ms. Laurenitis: “I have no issue.” 
Mr. Selby: “No issue.” 
Chair Monahan: “I also have no issues with the request.” 
A motion was made/seconded (Monahan/LaRoche) to approve the Variance request to 
amend the variance granted by case #1267 to enlarge the garage by 2 feet and to 
change the orientation of the doors and windows to an opposite side as regulated by 
zoning ordinance in Article II, Section 245-8. D.2. The property is located at 19 Elm 
Hill Road, Parcel No. U001-014-100, in the Rural District. 
Conditions of Approval: 
The footprint of the garage be 34 by 36 feet and maintain the dimensional 
requirements set forth in the district. 
The garage be built in substantial compliance with the new plan submitted April 5, 
2021. 
All were in favor via roll call vote. 

NOTICE OF DECISION 
 

Case Number 1269 April 5, 2021 
 
You are hereby notified that the request of Aimee Labrake, for a Variance to amend 
the variance granted by case #1267 to enlarge the garage by 2 feet and to change the 
orientation of the doors and windows to an opposite side as regulated by zoning 
ordinance in Article II, Section 245-8. D.2, is hereby GRANTED.  
 
The property is located at 19 Elm Hill Road, Parcel No. U001-014-100, in the Rural 
District. 
 
In granting this variance, the Board imposes the following conditions: 



Zoning Board of Adjustment Minutes          04-05-2021                pg. 4 of 14 

- The footprint of the garage be 34 by 36 feet 
and the garage will not be built within the 30’ side setback and will be no closer 
than 30’ to the front property line. 

- The garage be built in substantial compliance with the new plan submitted April 
5, 2021. 

 
 
 Signed, 
 
 Sharon Monahan, Chair 
 

Chair Monahan read the next case: 
Continuation of Case No. 1268 Han-Sul, Inc.: Request for a Variance to allow the 
construction of a single-family residence on the parcel as regulated by zoning 
ordinance in Article II, Section 245-10.2.C. The property is located on Jaffrey Road, 
Parcel No. R003-029-000, in the Business/Industrial District. 
Chris Guida introduced himself a Certified Wetland Scientist with Fieldstone Land 
Consultants, PLLC in Milford, New Hampshire. Citing the 17 permitted uses in the 
Business/Industrial (B/I) District he noted Section 235-10.2.C-11. states “residential 
uses are allowed only if associated with a principal business use permitted in the 
district.” He went on to say the applicant was looking to construct a single-family 
home without a primary business use “and that is why we are seeking a variance.” 
It was noted that the Board had attended a Site Visit to the parcel on March 29th and 
had received several aerial photographs depicting the area.  
Mr. Guida gave a review of the land locked parcel which abuts a parcel to the north 
that is the future home of self-storge facility and owned by the same individual. He had 
pointed out the location of the dwelling with the general feeling that a house would 
keep the wooded area in the back of the lot (abutting the Long Hill Estates 
Condominium development) and that a single-family home seemed a more appropriate 
use than a business use. He told the Board the lot would be consistent with other 
residential properties in the area, reiterated a residential dwelling was to be accessory 
to a primary business use adding “but that is not on the parcel right now. The house 
does not fit into the cubby hole for zoning so we’re asking for a variance.” 
Chair Monahan asked about the status of the Minutes from the Site Visit with Mr. 
Herlihy noting he took brief notes and read them aloud at Chair Monahan’s request: 
The Site Visit was called to order at 4:00 p.m. and welcoming the Members, Staff 
and Public. After a brief description of the lots, the Zoning Board members, Chris 
Guida with Field Stone Land Survey, Tim Herlihy and others from the public 
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walked to the lot number R003-029-000 to view where the proposed home would 
be located.  
 
Along the walk of the former railroad bed, questions were asked and answered 
regarding where and how the site might be accessed for the proposed home. It was 
pointed out that an old access cut off Jaffrey Road was planned to be utilized for 
the new driveway access but had not been designed or approved yet by NHDOT.  
 
The Board made its way to about the middle of the property where they were 
shown the approximate location for the proposed house. After a few minutes, the 
Board returned back. At 4:58 a motion was made by Chair Monahan to adjourn.” 
 
Chair Monahan then opened the hearing to the Board for questions. 
Ms. Laurenitis asked about reclamation of the excavated areas with Mr. Guida 
responding with a general plan for the reclamation and habitat. He noted the operation 
had been dormant for some time and they were working on getting input from NH Fish 
and Game as well as the Peterborough Conservation Commission. 
Chair Monahan commented on the view at the site and said “you can see why he chose 
the location he did” adding “and the area has been cut over but not excavated so it is 
quite stable. We did appreciate the site visit.” Chair Monahan went on to say, “but 
back to the application, the request is for a variance is for a single-family home, so this 
is for a single apple and not an apple orchard correct?” Mr. Guida replied “yes, that is 
what the applicant is asking for at this time.” 
A brief discussion about a nonconforming lot of record needing subdivision approval 
(245-31 B Lots of Record) followed. Mr. Herlihy reported he had been advised by 
town council that this ordinance must be adhered to and the applicant agreed to meet 
that requirement. “If the variance is approved a condition of approval should be the 
property be reviewed by the Planning Board” he said. Chair Monahan interjected the 
need for state involvement as well. “If a lot is less than 5 acres local and state 
subdivision is necessary” she said. Mr. LaRoche asked about issues regarding steep 
slope and driveway access with Chair Monahan noting they would be taken into 
consideration as conditions of approval. 
With no further questions from the Board Chair Monahan opened the hearing to the 
public for questions. She noted she saw Michael Morison and Scott Perry at the Site 
Visit and asked them if they had any questions. Neither did at that time and with no 
other questions from the public Chair Monahan closed that portion of the hearing.  
Mr. Guida then reviewed the Variance Criteria: 
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1. Granting the Variance would not be contrary to the public interest because: 
Granting this variance would allow for the productive use of the existing property. 
Variances are contrary to the public interest when they conflict with ordinance’s 
basic zoning objectives. In this case, the proposed development of the property 
would maintain property buffering along the perimeter and along Route 202. The 
health and safety of the public would not be decreased as the proposed use would 
not create any noise, light or sound pollution as a residential use. Therefore, 
granting this variance would not be contrary to the public interest. 

2. The spirit of the ordinance is observed because: The proposal for this project is 
consistent with the surrounding areas. The lots to the north are single-family 
residential and the adjacent lot to the east is a multi-family/condominium use. 
Construction of a single-family dwelling and associated site improvements include 
loaming and seeding of lawn areas that are currently disturbed areas. This project 
will improve a previously impacted vacant lot and will meet all setback and 
buffering requirements. This proposal will not alter the essential character of the 
neighborhood or threaten the health, safety or general welfare of the public.    

3. Substantial justice is done because: It would be a substantial injustice when any 
loss to the individual is not outweighed by a corresponding gain by the general 
public. Since we do not believe there not a loss to the general public with this 
proposal, we believe allowing our client to develop this property as proposed would 
provide substantial justice to him. Denying this request would create a lost 
opportunity to develop a lot in a way that minimizes environmental impacts and 
limits extensive costs with no apparent gain to the general public. 

4. The values of surrounding properties are not diminished because: This project 
would have no negative impacts on the neighboring property values. All proposed 
site modifications are improvements to the current condition. This project will not 
create any significant stormwater, noise, lighting, or traffic impacts. For all these 
reasons we do not believe that this proposal will have any negative impacts and our 
experience has shown that new developments have positive impacts on surrounding 
property values.  

5. Literal enforcement of the provisions of the ordinance would result in an 
unnecessary hardship because: The lot is unique in several ways. The primary 
distinguishing factor for this lot is that it has no frontage along a public right-of-
way. The 12+ acre lot is accessed by a gravel road that passes through 3 separate 
lots under the same ownership.  The property is also zoned industrial but does not 
have direct access to municipal water and sewer so industrial development is not 
practical at this time. Building a single-family home on the site will allow for the 
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property to be used in a productive manner with little or no impacts on the 
surrounding properties. 

5.1. Special Conditions: Section 245.10.2.C. does not permit residential use as a     
primary use but is accepted as an accessory to a primary business. This to us means 
that a residential use is permitted under the right circumstances. This property does 
have special conditions that distinguish it from other properties. It is land locked, has a 
unique access into the site and development is limited since it does not have direct 
access to municipal services. The proposed project offers improvements over the 
current conditions and we do not believe there is a fair and substantial relationship 
between the general public purpose of the ordinance and the specific application of that 
provision to the property. It is also worth noting the owner of this home is one of the 
owners of the self-storage facility slated for the abutting lot but is not considered 
accessory to that principal business because it is not on the same building lot (but) 
certainly the use otherwise would be permitted. 
5.2. Proposed Use is a Reasonable One: We believe the request is reasonable for all 
the reasons previously stated. This includes allowing the for the productive use of the 
land; creating a significant improvement to the property with no negative impacts to 
the surroundings; creating an increase the local tax base; no alteration to the essential 
character of the neighborhood or threats to public health, safety or general welfare; 
creating an improvement over what exists there now, and the property will ultimately 
result in reclamation of the lot, improving the stability of the property. 
5.2 B. Unnecessary Hardship: The parcel is a 12+ acre, land locked lot that was 

previous logged and excavated. The lot has access issues and no connection to 
municipal water and sewer. These special conditions impact the reasonable use of 
the lot under the current zoning. To maintain the buffering to the highway and the 
surroundings in the Rural Gateway Overlay Zone, we feel a residential use is the 
best option for the lot. 

Mr. Guida concluded “in general this is a good use for the parcel and is in keeping with 
the ordinance, it just doesn’t quite fit in that box.” 
Chair Monahan asked if there were any questions from the Members. 
Mr. Selby noted his concern with access off Route 202, the applicant’s intent to 
purchase the abutting lot, the potential for dual ownership between the current owner 
and Patriot Holdings, LLC and what may transpire after a variance was granted.  Mr. 
Guida responded with his client’s intention to complete a lot line adjustment and to 
have a project start and not finish was rare. “There are safeguards in place and your 
Planning Board is in place” he said. Mr. Selby asked if it would be a problem if a lot 
line adjustment were a condition of approval with Mr. Guida replying, “no, that is not a 
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problem, the intent is there. My client does to want to unintentionally hamstring the lot 
or confine it.” 
A brief discussion about the issuance of a Building Permit, requirements for 
contiguous lots and subdivision for frontage and conditions of approval from the ZBA 
followed.   
Ms. Laurenitis noted Mr. Guida had told the members earlier his client’s intent for a 
single-family dwelling (“a minor development”) was all that was planned for the 12-
acre parcel “at this time” and asked, what are your thoughts on further development?” 
Mr. Guida explained that what he meant was that if the lot were developed 
commercially there would be much more of an impact. “That is what I was trying to 
say.” 
Mr. Herlihy noted the B/I District’s requirement that any new development must be 
connected town water and sewer. Mr. Guida noted Performance Standards and the 
potential for a separate variance for well water and a septic system and Ms. Melone 
reminded them of Conditional Use Permits that may waive or modify those 
requirements, “but you would have to put a sidewalk in which would be a sidewalk to 
nowhere” she said. 
With no other questions from the Board Chair Monahan asked for questions from the 
public. 
Michael Morison introduced himself and commented that the individual buying the 
parcels specializes in self-storage facilities and multi-family residential development. 
He then told the Board “I just want assurance there will not be multiple homes there.” 
Mr. Guida replied, “the request is for a single-family dwelling and any changes to that 
request would have to come back before this Board for approval.” Mr. Guida repeated 
himself saying “the request is for residential use for a single-family dwelling, not 
multi-family development.” When Mr. Morison asked about future intentions Mr. 
Guida replied, “any piece of property would have to go before the Board for a change 
in use.” As Mr. Morison asked how many units might be (or could be) built on the lot   
Mr. Herlihy interjected that approval of a variance did not rezone the district. “It would 
just allow the exception of one single-family home on the lot” he said. 
David Weir introduced himself and said, “what is wrong here is that no matter what, 
this is spot zoning which is absolutely beyond the pale when zoning is concerned.” 
Mr. Weir noted a change in zoning for a particular spot was not in the community’s 
benefit and that he was against the request. “I think in general; it does not hold any 
water. I think someone wants to make money on what is left over from another lot and 
the town should not accommodate it” he said. 
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Mr. Weir noted his 25 years of experience in land use and planning and told the 
Members he had done extensive work on the original zoning ordinances with Dick 
Fernald. “You are not talking through this; it is a wedge being put into the zoning and 
it is a regression that shouldn’t take place” he said. Mr. Weir concluded by citing the 
number of successful business along the district’s corridor. “Top companies in town” 
he said adding, “with a thriving amount of economic activity that is good for the town. 
You start spot zoning you will start driving those businesses out of the area resulting in 
a great loss to the town.” 
As Chair Monahan was about to close the public input portion of the hearing Mr. 
Guida responded to Mr. Weir’s comments noting his client was seeking a variance and 
wanted Mr. Weir to understand that fact. Echoing Mr. Herlihy’s comment he said “it 
does not change the underlying zoning.” Mr. Guida agreed there were some areas 
where commercial uses were the sole purpose of the district “but this area has a 
situation that does not fit that intention.” 
Ms. Laurenitis noted the parcel would remain in a commercial zone but asked, “can the 
owner (in the future) add more commercial uses?” Mr. Guida replied, “other uses 
would be permitted as defined by the district.” 
Lisa Stone introduced herself and noted the wooded site for the single-family dwelling 
was in a location that was not quite suited for commercial use and said, “the site lends 
itself to be a home for a rich guy without removing commercial stock from the town.” 
With no other comments or questions Chair Monahan closed the public input portion 
of the hearing. She then gave Mr. Guida the opportunity to withdraw his request. “You 
will not be permitted to withdraw after we enter deliberation” she said. Mr. Guida 
replied he was fine with that.  
A motion was made/seconded (Monahan/LaRoche) to close the Public Hearing and go 
into Deliberation with all in favor via roll call vote. 
Chair Monahan read the Deliberative Statement. 
Deliberation:  
1. Granting the Variance would not be contrary to the public interest because: 
Mr. LaRoche: “I have no reservations or issues with it, but I do see a few conditions.” 
Ms. Laurenitis: I do have reservations in granting a variance. We only have a limited 
amount of B/I District in town that is meant to increase commercial opportunities. A 
single-family home up on 12 acres basically rezones the district by allowing a primary 
residence there.” Ms. Laurenitis also suggested if they wanted to rezone the lot there 
was a procedure to do so through a citizen’s petition and a vote at Town Meeting. 
More importantly Ms. Laurenitis noted that if a single-family dwelling could be put on 



Zoning Board of Adjustment Minutes          04-05-2021                pg. 10 of 14 

the lot “it opens up the opportunity to put a lodging establishment there.” She 
concluded by noting “it is a nice area, but I am not convinced we should grant this 
variance.” 
Mr. Selby: “I am not concerned with future development and expansion; I thought the 
project was well covered, but I will mention and support the earlier conditions I 
discussed.” 
Chair Monahan: “I agree with Loretta, if this were a Special Exception, I could see a 
conditioned approval, but it is not, it is a variance request, and I don’t see where it 
meets all five criteria. We have an application for a nonconforming use on a 
nonconforming lot of 12 acres. I do not see the hardship to not comply with zoning, 
especially if a residential use is allowed as an accessory use and there are 17 uses to 
choose from. I just don’t see the hardship.” 
Mr. LaRoche: “It is in a gateway zone of the town and has low visual impact. It will 
not be a factory or a steel box siting on Route 202 so it will be a more aesthetic use.” 
Ms. Laurenitis: “I feel it is contrary to the B/I District which is limited (in size) and 
supposed to be for increased commercial opportunities.” She went on to say, “it is a 
large area; it is land locked and has no access (and we cannot allow the use with no 
access to the lot) and it conflicts with the purpose of the district and limits opportunity 
to other commercial uses which may not have been considered.” 
Mr. Selby: “I am not opposed as long as the conditions I spoke of are enacted.” He 
went on to note the location was set back and off the road. As Ms. Laurenitis 
interjected “but if a single-family dwelling is allowed then a lodging establishment is 
also allowed.” Mr. Selby replied, “yes, I see our point.” 
Chair Monahan: “I agree with Loretta” she said adding “prime B/I zoned land would 
be given up for a single-family dwelling. This district is hard to come by and is in a 
prime location. I don’t think it is in the public interest to give up prime land in the B/I 
zone.” 
Mr. LaRoche reminded the members that the location did not have access to municipal 
utilities and a brief discussion about the district’s requirement to have connection to 
municipal services followed with Mr. LaRoche concluding “so anything new must be 
connected.”  Ms. Laurenitis asked if that included the abutting lot (which is destined to 
house a self-storage facility) with Mr. LaRoche replying “yes, it would have to 
extended to that lot as well so it would have to be on the owner’s list of things to 
(financially) weigh out.” 
 
2. The spirit of the ordinance is observed because:  



Zoning Board of Adjustment Minutes          04-05-2021                pg. 11 of 14 

Mr. LaRoche: “This will keep commercial buildings off the Gateway of town.” 
Ms. Laurenitis: “This is not a rezone of 12 acres in the district for residential use but it 
one individual being able to use 12 acres for a purpose not meant for the district.” 
Mr. Selby: “I am in favor as long as the conditions I mentioned are met.” 
Chair Monahan: “The spirit of the ordinance is not observed because it is out of 
character with the existing neighborhood which is business/industrial. There are no 
other residential dwellings in the district. This would create a nonconforming use on a 
nonconforming lot and that sets a precedent, and we don’t want to do that.” She went 
on to say, “the purpose of the district is very clear with 17 opportunities to fulfill to be 
in the spirit of the ordinance. They should be able to come up with something given the 
17 uses permitted.” 
 
3. Substantial justice is done because:  
Mr. LaRoche: “Otherwise the lot is unbuildable, residential or commercial. It is 
certainly not economical to run sewer and water up there.”  
Ms. Laurenitis: “I don’t agree substantial justice is done by allowing one single-family 
residence on 12 acres of B/I land. It is a loss of land to the public to allow a house 
(and) the potential of building a lodging establishment. There are other options.” 
Mr. Selby: “I have changed my thinking and agree with Loretta and Sharon.” 
Chair Monahan: “Substantial justice is not done in granting a variance. The loss to the 
general public and in conjunction with the unpermitted use on the parcel (although it is 
not harming anyone) is a loss to the public interest in a district where a residential 
dwelling is only permitted if associated with a principal business use.” 
 
4. The values of the surrounding properties are not diminished because:   
Mr. LaRoche: “There is nothing around it, it is a standalone lot.”   
Ms. Laurenitis: “Frankly I have no indication that surrounding properties would be 
diminished, there is no evidence one way or the other of that.” 
Mr. Selby: “I am neutral on this as well.” 
Chair Monahan: “I agree, there is no diminishment on surrounding properties.” 
 
5. Literal enforcement of the provisions of the ordinance would result in an 
unnecessary hardship (unnecessary hardship means special conditions of the 
property distinguish it from other properties in the area):  
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Mr. LaRoche: “I don’t believe there is any other way to develop the property.” 
Ms. Laurenitis: “I believe there are other reasonable ways to develop the property in 
conjunction with a business use. There is no real hardship and to grant a variance 
would diminish business and commercial opportunities in the zone.” Ms. Laurenitis 
reiterated the potential of other uses (like a lodging establishment) being created on the 
lot. 
Mr. Selby: “I see no hardship; I don’t believe the application meets the criteria.” 
Chair Monahan: “I also do not see the hardship with 17 uses permitted the district. The 
proposed use of a single-family home is out of character with all the other uses listed in 
the district.” 
 
5. (Owing to Special Conditions of the Property):  
Mr. LaRoche: “The lot is land locked; it has no water and sewer and has access 
problems (no frontage, steep slope). It is an otherwise useless piece of property.” 
Ms. Laurenitis: “I agree it is land locked and has no access, you have to have access” 
she said adding she did not believe this particular lot has any other (or more) special 
conditions that the other lots in the area. “There are multiple options allowed here that 
have not even been explored as a possibility” she said.  
Mr. Selby: “I agree with Loretta, there are no special conditions compared to the other 
lots.” 
Chair Monahan: “I agree with Peter, I think there are some special conditions, 
however, I do not think there is hardship because of them.” The applicant needs a 
variance to be in compliance with a zoning ordinance that has many other allowed uses 
to consider and could conform by putting a business on the lot.” 
A brief discussion of a Conditional Use Permit and Site Plan Review with the Planning 
Board followed.  
A motion was made/seconded (Laurenitis/Monahan) to deny the request for a Variance 
in Case No. 1268 to allow the construction of a single-family residence on the parcel as 
regulated by zoning ordinance in Article II, Section 245-10.2.C. The property is 
located on Jaffrey Road, Parcel No. R003-029-000, in the Business/Industrial District. 
Chair Monahan, Ms. Laurenitis and Mr. Selby in favor and Mr. LaRoche opposed via 
roll call vote.  
Statement of Reasons for Denial:  
*The applicant did not meet the criteria for the Variance. 
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*A single-family home is not a permitted use in B/I District unless accessory to a 
primary business.  
*The spirit of the ordinance is not observed as the purpose of the zone is to increase 
commercial opportunities. 
*No substantial justice is done by removing 12 acres of the B/I District for one 
individual’s use as there are other permitted uses to be considered. 
*No hardship has been established as the applicant can be in conformance with the 
ordinance by proposing a business use permitted in the district that would allow for an 
accessory dwelling.  
 

NOTICE OF DECISION 
 

Case Number 1268 April 5, 2021 
 
You are hereby notified that the request of Han-Sul Inc., for a Variance to allow the 
construction of a single-family residence on the parcel as regulated by zoning ordinance 
in Article II, Section 245-10.2.C., is hereby DENIED.  
 
The property is located on Jaffrey Road, Parcel No. R003-029-000, in the 
Business/Industrial District. 
 
In reaching the variance decision, the Board finds that: 
 

1. The applicant did not meet the criteria for the Variance. 
2. A single-family home is not a permitted use in B/I District unless accessory to a 

primary business.  
3. The spirit of the ordinance is not observed as the purpose of the zone is to 

increase commercial opportunities. 
4. No substantial justice is done by removing 12 acres of the B/I District for one 

individual’s use as there are other permitted uses to be considered. 
5. No hardship has been established as the applicant can be in conformance with the 

ordinance by proposing a business use permitted in the district that would allow 
for an accessory dwelling.  

 Signed, 
 
 Sharon Monahan, Chair 
 

Appeal Process: The applicant has 30 days from today’s date to appeal this decision 
per RSA 677 Rehearing and Appeal Procedures. 
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A motion was made/seconded (Monahan/Laurenitis) to close deliberation and return to 
the agenda with all in favor via roll call vote.  
Other Business: 
Chair Monahan introduced Chris DiLoreto as a potential alternate member. When 
asked Mr. DiLoreto gave the members a brief biography and noted he was interested in 
becoming a member because it was a good way to get involved in the town and civic 
society. “I think it will be great way to learn and contribute” he said.  
Chair Monahan noted the more formal interactions of the Zoning Board saying that 
some of the feedback she’d gotten from former potential applicants was that the Board 
was “boring.” She emphasized the importance of being impartial and unbiased, 
reserving judgement until all testimony and facts are heard and serving the Board 
devoid of personal agendas was essential. “The criteria create an automatic 
detachment” she said. Mr. DiLoreto heard from the other members about thinking 
objectively and the time commitment involved. Chair Monahan concluded by 
reviewing the fact that an alternate, unless seated does not participate in the case but 
may ask questions or express concerns as a member of the public. “That is a big 
difference that you need to be aware of before becoming an alternate” she said. She 
went on to note their Rules of Procedure note those interested in becoming an alternate 
should complete and return a Volunteer Application form (he has) and time permitting, 
the application is reviewed and voted on by the next Zoning Board meeting “I would 
like to wait until next month when we have a full Board and also to make sure you are 
still interested” she said Mr. DiLoreto had no problem with that suggestion.  
 

The meeting adjourned at 8:50 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Laura Norton  

Office of Community Development  

 


