Lancaster Planning Board
Location: Lancaster Town Hall
Wednesday, August 13, 2025

Chair Andrew Nadeau opened the meeting at 1830H and led the Pledge of Allegiance

Initial Business: Roll call

Regular Members:

Present: Chair Andrew Nadeau, Vice Chair Maggie Jones, Vickie Gibbs, Kathy Jean Lavoie, Greg
Westcott, Mark St Pierre

Absent:

Alternate Members;

Present: Matt Treamer

Absent: Selectmen’s Alternate Shane Beattie

Others Attending: LUC Robin L. Irving, Clerk Kailey Kennagh, Town Manager Jessica Cyr, Residents:
Dave Haas, Harriet Beattie, Don Freddette, Fletcher Manley, David Anderson, Racheal Stuart, Kate
Hartnett, Teri Anderson, Brian Berryman, Ruby Berryman, Rob Christie, Lynette Westcott, Michael
Rouillard, Applicant Dan Barowski, Paul Hayes of the Caledonian Record

QUORUM

Minutes:
The July 9" minutes were reviewed. Jones moved to APPROVE AS WRITTEN the July 9% 2025
minutes. Westcott seconded the motion. All Board members voted to APPROVE, AS WRITTEN the

July 9" 2025 minutes, none opposed, Motion passed.

Appointments: None

Public Hearing(s):

Chair Nadeau went over some ground rules for the meeting, Waiver requests will be voted on one by one
as they are addressed in the application, There is no speaking or comment from the public while the

Board is discussing a case. When the hearing is opened to the public, direct abutters will speak first.
Nadeau summarized that the ZBA approved a variance for density “up to 36-unit multi-unit housing,” The
plans were designed to reflect that decision and the case has come to the Planming Board for a Major Site
Plan Review.

MAJOR SITE PLAN: Review for Completeness AND Merits Public Hearing

Case # 875 — Axis Realty Group LL.C — Applicant(s)/Retrotel Inc. - Owner(s) request approval of a
MAJOR Site Plan to convert and renovate the existing thirty-six (36) motel rental units and associated
common areas and parking into thirty-six (36) market-rate residential apartments to include sixteen (16)
studio apartments, fifteen (15) one-bedroom apartments, five (5) two-bedroom apartments, an office
space, laundry room, a mechanical facilities area, and a 54-parking-space parking lot (1.5 parking spaces
per unit). The Lancaster Zoning Board of Adjustment approved on June 25, 2025, an area variance to
allow up to thirty-six (36) units (4.8 units per 10,000 sf) when four thirty (30} units (4 units per 10,000 sf)
are allowed. The Applicant(s)/Owner(s) request approval of a Waiver Request to forgot the required two
(2) meetings for Major Site Plan Review and consolidate the Review for Completeness Meeting and
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Public Hearing on the Merits. Applicant(s)/Owner(s) request approval of Waiver Requests of Lancaster
Site Plan Regulations 1) Section 10.14 (b) “2 spaces per unit” for apariments, 2} Section 8.02(g)(2)
“sketch of the exterior fagade on any existing structure,” 3) Section 5.01(a) “shall meet with the

A\ Department Heads of the Town of Lancaster prior to developing conceptual or floor plans,” 4) Section. -
8.02(2)(5) “a plan for exterior lighting, ” 5) Section 8.02(g)(6) “a plan for any proposed signs,” 6)
Section 8.02(2)(9) “a proposed landscaping plan,” and 7) Section 8.03(a)(10) “‘roads, streets, and
driveways within 200 feet of the site.” Because the proposed number of dwelling units does not consist of
greater than fifty percent (50%) two (2) bedroom units, the proposed plan does NOT constitute workforce
housing pursuant to RSA 674:58(IV). Where an existing building is being repurposed to adaptive reuse
for residential purposes, municipalities shall afford pursuant to HB631 affecting RSA 674:79 and 674:80
on July 1, 2026, exemptions to setbacks, height, or frontage of a building, provided these dimensional
elements do not change; exemption allowances are specific to buildings and not streetscape, parking, and
access elements. Land Zoned Central Business District Middle, [Tax Map P07 Lot 002 (1.7 acres; 74.052
square feet; 112 Main Street)].

Nadeau clarified this is being proposed to the Board as market-rate housing, not workforce or low-income
housing.

The Applicant, Dan Barowski of Ficldstone Land Consultants representing Axis Realty Group LLC,
handed out maps to the Board. Barowski read the narrative: “Fieldstone Land Consultants, on behalf of
Axis Realty Group, LLC, is submitting a change of use plan for the property located at 112 Muin Siveet,
Lancaster, NII. This proposal consists of renovating the existing motel on site inio a 36-unit multifamily
apartment building. A variance was secured from the Lancaster ZBA in June, 2025 to allow for the
increased density. The proposed multifamily renovation will revitalize the motel lot, providing much
needed, aitractive, and affordable apartments.

Existing Lot PO7-003-0 consists of 1.7+/- acres with 234 feet of frontage along Main Street, and over 80
feet of frontage along School Street. it is located in the middle sub-district of the Central Business
District, which requires 10,000 sq ft of land and has no frontage requirement. It is currently developed as
the Lancaster Motel, a 36-room fucility with associated common areas and parking. The lot is abutted by
the US Post Office and Weeks Memorial Library to the north, the court house and welcome center to the
west, public parking and several businesses along Park Street to the south, and St. Paul’s Episcopal
Church fo the east,

The proposed renovation will result in 16 studio apartments, 15 one-bedroom apartments and 5 two-
bedroom apartments, an office space, laundry room, and mechanical facilities. There is litle external
development proposed with this application. The apartments will utilize the existing parking lot for
access, with 54 spaces (1.5 spaces/unit) being provided. A waiver for Lancaster’s 2 spaces/unit is
requested as the majority of these apartments are studio and one-bedroom, anticipating a renter with one
vehicle. An NHDOT permit will be required for this change of use. The anticipated weekday AM peak
trips generated from the proposed apariments is 20 trips, and the anticipated weekday PM peak trips
generated from the proposed apartments is 24 trips.

The location of the existing sign is proposed to be used for a new sign, with some landscaping around it
to provide screening from the sireet, No additional lighting is proposed; there are overheard street lamps
at the parking lot entry ways as well as wall lights by the exterior doors on the existing motel. The
building is proposed to be re-sided, no new exterior construction is anticipated with this application.
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The apartment building will utilize all existing utilities as the curvent commercial building is serviced by
municipal sewer and water. The anticipated flow rate for an apartment is 120 gallons per day per
bedroom, which is 4,920 gallons/day for this site. The trash on site will be disposed of in dumpsters
-behind the building and hauled off site by a private trash removal company.” .. __ .

Barowski added that the numbers for the bedroom split of 15 one-bedrooms to 16 studios may not be
accurate, but there will be 31 studio/one-bedroom units and 5 two-bedroom units. There is minor change
going from motel to the multi-family, which is why they asked for the waivers that they did. Most
changes are internal with no or minimal external construction. There is no proposal to expand or have any
additional construction to the property. They are anticipating one renter for one-bedroom units which only
requires one parking space. This is why the waiver is requested. This is not the first time the applicants
have converted a motel into housing, and the motel is already built for what they are renovating it for.
Most of the waivers are in place because they are only proposing minor exterior changes.

The Board reviewed the application for the Minor Site Plan:

Jones asked when the Board reviews the waivers that were asked for, Nadeau answered that they will
review the waivers as they come up in the checklist items,

The first waiver request is for a sketch of the exterior fagade, The applicant states there are no structural
changes proposed to the exterior fagade, and they are only re-siding the existing building. Jones stated the
Board has always required this sketch before in previous cases. It could be as simple as taking a photo of
the existing building and using Al to change the siding. It is a simple ask and should be provided. The
appearance of the building is very important. Westcott stated we don’t know what it is going to look like
when it is done without a plan. Lavoie stated this wouldn’t be costly, and doesn’t need to be an architect
rendering. It could be something simple to give an idea of a color and the upgrade that people will see in
Lancaster, Gibbs stated we did require this before and the pictures provided was enough. Barowski stated
that they are not proposing structural changes, and just proposing the new siding, He thinks the color
hasn’t been chosen, and they don’t want to present to the Board as one thing and then do something
different after, like a false impression, Re-siding is more of a maintenance and upkeep item. He hopes that
the siding doesn’t halt the continuation of the review of the application for completeness. If necessary,
maybe it can be a condition of approval. Treamer asked if the windows and doors are staying where they
are. Barowsli confirmed that as correct. Irving mentioned that Lancaster’s Zoning Ordinance states re-
siding is a maintenance item that is exempt from a building permit. The board reviewed the criteria for the
waiver: 1) The granting of the waiver WILL NOT be detrimental to the public safety, health or welfare.
The Board agrees. 2) The granting of the waiver WILL NOT be detrimental or injurious to other property.
The Board agrees. 3) The waiver WILL NOT nullify or conflict with provisions of the Lancaster Zoning
Ordinance or Master Plan, The Board agrees. Jones asked if the Lancaster Zoning Ordinance referred to
our Site Plan regulations. Irving stated it is just in the Zoning Ordinance, and permitting is not needed for
windows, siding or roofing. Westcott asked why we needed a waiver then. Jones stated that siding is a
change of the fagade. 4) Strict conformity to the regulations WOULD pose an unnecessary hardship to the
Applicant, as distinguished from a mere inconvenience. The Board agrees 5) The circumstances relative
to the plan or conditions of the land upon which the request for waiver is based indicate that granting of
the waiver WILL NOT be contrary to the spirit and intent of the regulations. Jones stated we don’t know
what it’s going to look like considering the spirit and intent. But they can change it at any point without
permitting it. Nadeau stated he is 50/50 on changes to fagade in siding. They could be doing something
drastically different or repulsive to the community, He doesn’t think it is in the Applicant’s best interest
to do something drastic or negative to the community, Westcott stated we could have applied this
rationale to other cases, but we didn’t. Nadeau said those other cases were all new structures. We do have
some indication of what the plan for the fagade is, Barowski stated if we presented a rendering for the
siding, nothing is stopping the applicant from re-siding it a week after. The Applicant can re-side the
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building without oversite from the board or a permit in the future. He understood this part of the
application as referring to additions or modifications to the exterior, but there is no structural change and
the siding will fit with character of the town. It is in the best interest of the Applicant to be visually

- appealing and keep with the character of the neighborhood, Nadeau. then stated the Board can approve the

waiver, deny it or make a condition of approval that they provide it after the fact. Irving stated they can
make it a condition that it is subject to Land Use approval during the building permit process. We can also
have the Town Manager sign off on it. Gibbs stated then we can can control what color it is before it gets
put on the building. Lavoic asked if the waiver meets the hardship. Nadeau stated that is the one reason
why we are asking it to be a condition of the waiver approval. Jones asked what has to be met, Gibbs
stated it’s not contrary to the spirit or intent of the regulation, and that applies with the condition.

Gibbs moved to ACCEPT THE WAIVER REQUEST FOR EXTERIOR FACADE WITIHL A
CONDITION that it is subject to Land Use Approval upon applying for the Land Use Permit. Westcoit
seconded the motion, All Board members voted to ACCEPT THE WAIVER FOR EXTERIOR
FACADE WITH A CONDITION that it is subject to Land Use Approval upon applying for the Land
Use Permit, none opposed. Motion passed.

The second waiver request is for an exterior lighting plan. The Applicant stated there is no additional
lighting needed and they are using existing lighting. The Board reviewed the criteria of the waiver: 1} The
granting of the waiver WILL NOT be detrimental to the public safety, health or welfare. Gibbs and Jones
disagree. Gibbs stated we cannot control lighting that they put on, and they did not provide the current
lighting, It leaves the lighting open-ended; we do not know what will happen with the lighting, Jones
stated the design requirements for the Central Business Sub-districts for lighting are durable, energy
efficient, too bright, etc. We don’t know what the lighting is, so we don’t know if any of those are being
followed. Gibbs stated it’s a small neighborhood, lighting should be considered. Nadeau confirmed they
are not proposing new lighting. Jones asked when the last time this property had gone through a Site
Plan? Regulations have changed. It hasn’t been reviewed since 1957. Treamer agrees that the lighting is
not up-to-date, energy-efficient lighting, He is also not sure if every room has a light, with public safety in
mind. Westcott asked what public safety, health and welfare has to do with lighting. Jones stated that they
just want the plan showing the current lighting. Irving stated that there is no baseline to go off of, Jones
asked for pictures of what is there already. Westcott stated we have no plan so we have no suggestions or
control over the lighting, There is no professional telling us what is appropriate and what isn’t. 2) The
granting of the waiver WILL NOT be detrimental or infurious to other property. Gibbs disagrees,
Westcott and Jones also disagree. St. Pierre stated it’s just not known what the lighting will be. 3) The
waiver WILL NOT nullify or conflict with provisions of the Lancaster Zoning Ordinance or Master Plan.
The Board disagrees. 4) Strict conformity to the regulations WOULD pose an unnecessary hardship to the
Applicant, as distinguished from a mere inconvenience. The Board disagrees. 5) The circumstances
relative to the plan or conditions of the land upon which the request for waiver is based indicate that
granting of the waiver WILL NOT be contrary to the spirit and intent of the regulations, The Board
disagrees.

Barowski asked if be can provide and show the lights on a plan to come. He hopes it doesn’t stop this
application process. Jones stated that on the application for a waiver it states the Lancaster Planning
Board should not approve a waiver if any disagreement of the criteria is present.

Jones moved to DENY THE WAIVER REQUEST for the exterior lighting plan. Gibbs seconded the
motion. All Board members voted to DENY THE WAIVER FOR EXTERIOR LIGHTING PLAN,
none opposed. Motion passed. Nadeau abstained from the vote as he is 50/50 on the motion, but the
motion still carries. Barowski asked if can we complete the requests for waivers and application so the
Applicant knows what to bring next month. Nadeau answered yes, it will be gone through completely.
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The third waiver request is for proposed signs. Applicant states a new sign is to be where old sign
currently is on site and is indicated on the plan, Jones stated the waiver is not needed, as the sign is
depicted on the site plan. Barowski WITHDREW THE WAIVER FOR PROPOSED SIGNS.

“The fourth waiver request is for a landscaping plan, The Applicant states the only proposed landscaping is

the area in front of parking lot to sereen the sight of Main Street. No new landscaping is proposed. Gibbs
stated a plan would be more than the tiny section that the Applicant has provided. Not all grass areas that
are on the site currently are also on this plan, Gibbs asked if that meant the Applicants are paving over or
getting rid of current grass on the site. Jones stated the design requirements for the Central Business Sub-
district requires that there are landscape plans. Nadeau stated the plan could be nothing, proposing they
aren’t planning on doing anything is a plan. Jones stated the application says there is a plan, but then the
Applicant asked for a waiver, The Board could consider this a plan and then take it in to consideration
when the plan goes to merits. Nadeau stated when merits are reviewed, there can be discussion on what is
staying green and what is staying paved. He said it could be a condition of approval for additional
landscaping. Barowski stated he asked for the waiver out of an abundance of caution. The thought behind
the waiver request was because of the minimal landscaping as is shown on site plan. The only proposed
landscaping is in the sign area, nothing else about the landscaping is changing in the proposal. Jones
asked the Applicant if he read the design requirements for the Central Business District. Barowski
answered yes. Irving noted that there is one tree on north end on the Post Office side that isn’t on the
proposed plan, Jones asked the Applicant if he wanted to withdraw his waiver request. Barowski
WITHDREW THE WAIVER FOR PROPOSED LANDSCAPING, with the understanding it was
already drawn on the site plan,

Nadeau asked if the timetable for construction is actually non-applicable? Even though there are no new
buildings being proposed, there is still work and renovations to be done. Barowski stated he has no
timetable because Axis Realty doesn’t own the property yet. It is unknown. Barowski stated the project
will be done before the lapse of the Site Plan approval. Irving stated it was just extended from 2 years to 3
years to get started on construction, Completion of the plan is set at 7 years. Barowski stated he estimates
2 years for a timetable. Board agrees and accepts that statement.

There were no other questioris or concerns with the Minor Site Plan application.
The Board moved to the checklist of the Major Site Plan:

Nadeau commented to the Board that out of all of the Site Plan Reviews that he has seen; this is one of the

better Site Plans the Board has seen, It is thorough, professional and even has a boundary survey done.
The Board agreed.

The first waiver request is for roads, streets and driveways within 200” of the site boundary, Jones and
Nadeau think they have it. Barowski WITHDREW THE WAIVER FOR ROADS, STREETS AND
DRIVEWAYS WITHIN 206’ OF THE SITE BOUNDARY.

Lavoie asked if the second entrance on the south side is being reopened. Barowski answered yes, the
planters are to be removed on the south side entrance.

Nadeau asked if there are any additional items to be discussed on the application.

Lavoie asked about the number of trips, and how the Applicant had come up with that number. Barowski
stated that it is from the Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual., Multi-unit housing would be
less than a single-family home because there would likely be one car and one driver per unit versus
multiple cars and drivers in a single-family home. Jones asked if the Applicant had statistics showing
there’s one single person in the one-bedroom units. Barowski answered the units are not marketed for
several people living in one bedroom or studios. The units are much smaller floor plans. Could be 2
people, but likely to not be many. The market that this development is geared towards is single
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occupancy. Most of that is driven by the space available. Lavoie asked if Barowski had a percentage of
any tenants working from home. Barowski has no statistics on that. Westcott asked what the projected
rent would be for these units. Barowski stated they are market-rate and he doesn’t have a definite answer,

~but he imagines $600-$1000 based on Axis’ other development. That is market-rate of rent only, no.

utilities included. Irving stated that HUD standards for market-rates have utilities included. They will be
priced to be occupied.

Nadeau and Jones discussed that the only other waiver was for the request to not have two meetings and
consolidate into one meeting. Nadeau stated the application is not complete because of the denial of the
lighting plan waiver, Nadeau stated we can still approve the application with the condition of a lighting
plan being provided. Jones stated there would be no chance to review the plan prior to consideration of
merits. Barowski asked if the Board would entertain the application be complete enough for discussion if
not technically complete with the waiver denial and still move forward and talk about merits and hear
from the public. Nadeau suggested Barowski withdraw the waiver request for a second hearing with a
condition that information for lighting will be provided at the second meeting next month. There would
be no public hearing at this meeting. Barowski stated he would appreciate hearing from the public in case
there is other items that need to be addressed, instead of finding out at the next meeting if there ate more
problems. Gibbs stated that the Board can create additional conditions of approval at the merits and public
hearing next month. Barowski stressed that the facade and lighting don’t play a major role in the merits so
he urged that they move forward. Barowski asked for the Board to review the waiver about parking
spaces. Jones stated she doesn’t think the Board can possibly make a decision on the case going to merits
with the information provided in the application if the Applicant’s intent is to still waive the second
meeting. Barowski WITHDREW THE WAIVER REQUEST FOR A SECOND MEETING.

The Board had no other questions or concerns on the Major Site Plan application.

St. Pierre motioned to ACCEPT THE APPLICATION AS COMPLETE WITH CONDITIONS that
the Applicant will provide the lighting, landscaping, and fagade plans, The motion was seconded by
Westcott. All Board members voted to ACCEPT THE APPLICATION AS COMPLETE WITH
CONDITIONS that the Applicant will provide the lighting, landscaping, and facade plans, none opposed.
Motion passed,

Nadeau recapped that the Applicant withdrew the waiver request for a consolidated hearing and this
hearing is over until next month at 6:30 pm on September 10, Trving stated regarding the parking, Senate
Bili 284 was signed into law on 7/15/2025. This states that municipalities cannot require more than 1
parking space per unit and goes into effect on 9/13/25. This would only be a couple of days after the
merits hearing for this case and should be taken into consideration. Nadeau stated that waiver on parking
would be entertained at next months meeting. The Board agrees.

Barowski asked if the next hearing is required to be re-noticed. Irving confirmed there will not be another
certified letter sent. This meeting serves as a public notice for next month’s meeting. It will be posted on
the website and on social media so there is more local re-notice of the merits and public hearing.

Other Business:

Preliminary Conceptual Consultation: None
Merger of Lots: None
Land Use Permits:
25-070 — Tomer, Frank Noel & Marissa Lynn — 9 Hoopers Drive, Solar Array
25-062 — Recycle That Acquisition LLC dba Helpsy — 202 Main Street, Clothing Donation Bins
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25-063 — Mercier, Adam & Theresa — 94 Elm Street, Foundation Reinforcement

25-064 — Thomas, Robert Jr & Karen — 274 North Road, Garage Construction

25-061 — Briere, Francis Joseph & Lydia Dee — 45 Buffalo Road, Log Cabin Construction
25-047 — Roberts, Michael G. & Shelli J. — 7 Page Hill Road, Conversion to Two-Family Home
25-066RA — Lambert, Scott — 25 Kelsea Drive, Amended Renewal Construction of Foundation
25-065 - Eddy, Michael J. & Janin C. — 5 Blackberry Lane, Construction of Timber Shed
25-067 — Pelletier, Stephen-GC — 74 Main Street, Demo and Reno

25-066 — O’ Brien, Paul F. & Drouillard, Diana I. — off Kelsea Drive, Garage Construction
Training Topic(s)/Material(s):

Irving provided the Board with updates to State Legislation, specifically relating to this motel case. Multi-
unit residential dwellings shall now be allowed in commercial districts with restrictions on what the
Board can regulate. The Planning Board can still require the first floor on a multi-floor building to be
commercial but they cannot deny housing in these districts. The parking Bill does also affect the motel
case.

Recent Zoning Decision(s):

The Roberts’ Case # 559 requesting conversion of a single-family dwelling into a 2-unit was determined
to be conversion into an attached ADU so this case no longer applies after the signing of House Bill 577,
and the case was dismissed for lack of jurisdiction. This Bill was signed on 7/15/2025 which was
retroactive for 7/1/2025. The Rochefort Case at 55 Stockwell Road is going to the ZBA at the end of
August for a variance of the Agricultural setbacks. Irving also gave a brief description of Case #3560 on
Martin Meadow Pond Road that went to the ZBA for a variance on setbacks, requesting Residential
setbacks in an Agricultural Zone—it is in the appeal period.

Announcement(s)/Correspondence(s): None
Other Business as may legally brought before said meeting: None

St. Pierre moved to ADJOURN the meeting at 2007H. Westcott seconded the motion. All members voted
to ADJOURN at 2007H, no objections. Motion Passed.

Respectfully submitted,

Kailey Kennagh, Clerk

Approved by the Planning Board:

nd Use“Coordinator for the Lancaster Planning Board

Approval Date: Q/ jo J025
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