
Lancaster  Zoning  Board  JOINT  MEETING  with  Lancaster  Planning  Board

Location:  Lancaster  Town  Hall

January  28th,  2026

Planning  Board  Meeting  opened  at 18:30  PM by Acting  Chair  Gibbs  with  the Pledge  of  Allegiance.

Planning  Board  Roll  Call:

Regular  Members:

Present:  Kathy  Jean Lavoie,  Vickie  Gibbs,  Greg  Westcott

Absent:  Chair  Andrew  Nadeau,  Vice Chair  Maggie  Jones,  Mark  St Pierre

Alternate  Members:

Present:  Matthew  Treamer

Absent:  Selectmen"s  Alternate  Shane  Beattie

Others  Attending:  LUC Robin  L. Irving,  Jessica Cyr, see below  for  those  from  the  ZBA in attendance

Vickie  Gibbs  stepped  in as Chair  Nadeau  and Jones'  absence.  The Board  moved  up Matthew  Treamer  to

a regularvoting  member.

QUORUM

The Planning  Board  is here  for  a joint  meeting  to hold  the  Public  Hearing  on the  Zoning  Ordinance

Amendments.

In addition  to incorporating  the  provisions  related  to housing  that  were  signed  into  law in July  2025,  LUC

lrving  highlighted  other  changes  that  were  made:

*  Added  definitions  of  agriculture,  agritourism  and farm  from  the state  RSAs.

*  Added  'Primary  wood  processing  facility'  as a permitted  use in forestry  from  the  state  RSAs.

*  Under  "Rehabilitation  Facility',  there  was  a question  why  there  had to be one  ownership  -  added

explanation.  Edited  wording  in "Rooming  House'  to include  boarding  and single  owner  OR

management  because  there  was  a question  as to whether  the owner  had to be in the  dweliing.

*  Workforce  housing  was  added  in.

@ Under  General  Provisions,  there  is an added  restriction  on the permissible  length  of  driveways,

typical  length  is 750  ft; this  was  one  way  to prevent  "bubble"  lots.

*  Regarding  frontage,  there  was nothing  in the  ordinance  (but  it is in the  site plan regulations)

that  says we have frontage  requirements,  so this  was  added.

*  For Conditional  Use Permits,  pulled  language  from  other  towns  to incorporate  environmental

constraints  to include  the  Conservation  Commission's  focus.  The language  that  was  confusing

for  "requested  use is essential  or desirable,"  because  the  word  desirable  is subjective  so the term

was changed  to beneficial.

*  For all of  the  Districts,  added  the  conservation  subdivision  pending  approval  at  Town  Meeting.  It

would  be permissible  use in residential,  commercial,  and commercial-industrial.  There's  an

option  between  conservation  and traditional  subdivision  in the  agricultural  district  only.

* Expanded on buildin@  on Class Vl highways to include  the liability  waiver  and proof of
insurability.
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*  For  Signs,  checked  banking  rules  and  found  that  36"  down  from  the  top  of  the  sill is supposed  to

be clear  for  public  safety  reasons.

*  Flags, not  supposed  to be in walkway,  higher  than  8 ft.  Resident  Don Freddette  asked  about

lighting  on flags.  Irving  stated  it's  at a federal  level,  not  a Zoning  level.

*  Eliminated  all the  language  about  fences  around  junkyards  and  said  no junkyards  to make  it

clear.

Gibbs  asked  if there  was  any  other  discussion  from  the  Boards  about  the  changes.  No discussion.

Gibbs  OPENED  TO THE PUBLIC  the  Public  Hearing  on the  Zoning  Ordinance  at 1838PM.

There  were  no public  comments.

Gibbs  CLOSED  TO THE PUBLIC  the  Public  Hearing  on the  Zoning  Ordinance  at 1838PM.

Westcott  motioned  to RECOMMEND  AS WRITTEN  the  proposed  amended  Zoning  Ordinance  to  the

ballot.  The  motion  was  seconded  by Treamer.  All members  vote  to RECOMMEND  AS WRITTEN  the

proposed  amended  Zoning  Ordinance  to  the  ballot,  no objections.  Motion  Passed.

Gibbs  closed  the  Zoning  Ordinance  Public  Hearing  portion  of  this  meeting.

Gibbs  opened  the  discussion  on the  Conservation  Subdivision  portion  of  this  meeting.

LUC Irving  highlighted:

*  Previously,  the  Board's  main  concern  was  that  they  wanted  an option  for  conservation  versus

traditional  subdivisions.  Because  there's  essentially  little  or no land  to develop  in the  three

other districts (residential, commercial,  commercial/industrial)  and they are all situated within
the  core  of  the  town,  it will  be mandatory  for  conservation  subdivisions  in these  districts.  The

option  is available  for  the  agricultural  district  where  people  are more  likely  to want  the  larger

lots.  It still  does  not  deter  sprawl,  but  it at least  keeps  green  space  in the  downtown  compact.

The proposed  amendment  stays  in the  same  form  and  language  as before.

Gibbs  asked  if there  was  any  other  discussion  from  the  Boards  about  the  Conservation  Subdivision.  No

discussion.

Gibbs  OPENED  TO THE PUBLIC  the  Public  Hearing  on the  Conservation  Subdivision  at 1840PM.

There  were  no public  comments.

Gibbs  CLOSED  TO THE PUBLIC  the  Public  Hearing  on the  Conservation  Subdivision  at 1840PM.

Westcott  motioned  to RECOMMEND  AS WRITTEN  the  proposed  Conservation  Subdivision  amendment

to  the  ballot.  The  motion  was  seconded  by Lavoie.  All members  vote  to RECOMMEND  AS WRITTEN  the

proposed  Conservation  Subdivision  amendment  to  the  ballot,  no objections.  Motion  Passed.

Treamer  motioned  to  ADJOURN  the  Planning  Board  portion  of  the  meeting  at 1841PM.  The  motion  was

seconded  by Lavoie.  All members  vote  to  ADJOURN  at 1841PM,  no objections.  Motion  Passed.
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Zoning  Board  Meeting  opened  at 18:41  PM by Chair  Tricia  Frenette.

Zoning  Board  Roll  Call:

Regular  Members:  ChairTricia  Frenette,  Les Hilton,  Steve  Young,  Donald  Freddette

Absent:  Vice  Chair  Nate  Kenison

Alternate  Members  Present:  David  Anderson,  Scott  Lambert,  Eric Livingstone,  Robert  Cass

Alternate  Members  Absent:

Others  Attending  Meeting:  Applicants  Sharon  and  Mike  Kopp,  Abutters  Sylvia  and  Dennis  AldriCh,

Jessica  Cyr, Vicki  Gibbs,  Matt  Treamer,  Greg  Westcott

Chair  Frenette  moved  David  Anderson  up to a Regular  Voting  Member.

QUORUM

Minutes:

Freddette  moved  to APPROVE  AS WRITTEN  the  December  17th,  2025  meeting  minutes.  Hilton

seconded  the  motion.  All members  vote  to  APPROVE  AS WRITTEN  the  December  17th,  2025  meeting

minutes,noobjectio  . a

Appointments:  None

Public  Hearings:

Case# 564 -  Kopp, Michael  A. & Kopp, Sharon A. - Applicant(s)/Owner(s)  for a variance (Area)
concerning  Article  4 "General  Provisions,"  Chapter  4.04  "Minimum  Lot Size: Where  public  water  and

public  sewage  systems  are  provided,  a minimum  lot  size of  at least  10,000  square  feet  is required."

Owners/Applicants  request  approval  to construct  an approximately  28"x35"  (980sf), 2-bedroom,

farmhouse-styled  cottage  on land  situated  off  Holton  Park  having  5,445  square  feet  when  10,000  square

feet  is required.  Lot  area  minus  setbacks  results  in a 30"x68.75'  area  having  2,063  square  feet,  so all

setbacks  will  be met.  Land  Zoned  Residential.  [Tax  Map  P14 Lot  034  (0.125  acres;  off  Holton  Park)].

Frenette  read  the  case  to  the  Board  and  then  reviewed  the  application  for  variance:

1.  Granting  the  variance  would  not  be contrary  to  the  public  interest  because:  "This  is an empty  lot,

would  enhance  the  neighborhood  by providing  a nice  small  home  for  a small  family  or  elderly  person  or

couple."  The  Board  agrees  with  this  statement.

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

ordinance  does  not  effect  the  safety,  health  or  general  well-being  of  the  public."  The  Board  agrees  with

this  statement.

3. Granting  the  variance  would  do  substantial  justice  because:  'It  would  be consistent  with  the

neighborhood  and  current  housing  in the  area."  The  Board  agrees  with  this  statement.
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4. If the  variance  were  granted,  the  va/ues  of  the  surrounding  properties  would  not  be diminished

because:  'lt  would  only  increase  the  value  of  the  surrounding  properties  due  to being  a new  home  with

current  amenities  and  landscaping."  The  Board  agrees  with  this  statement.

5. Unnecessary  Hardship

A) Owing  to  special  conditions  of  the  property  that  distinguish  it from  other  properties  in the

area,  denial  of  the  variance  would  result  in unnecessary  hardship  because:

i. No  fair  and  substantial  relationship  exists  between  the  general  public

purposes  of  the  ordinance  provision  and  the  specific  application  of  the  provision  to  be

property  because:  'lt  maximizes  the  use of  a current  empty  lot  and  allow  a small,  one-

level  family  home  providing  housing  in an area  in which  we  need  more  housing."  The

Board  agrees  with  this  statement.

ii. The  proposed  use  is a reasonable  one  because:  "It  maximizes  the  use of  a

current  empty  lot,  providing  housing  that  would  appeal  to  elderly,  a couple  or  small

family."  The  Board  agrees  with  this  statement.

B) Explain  how,  if  the  criteria  in subparagraph  (A)  are not  established,  and  unnecessary

hardship  will  be deemed  to  exists  if, and  only  a, owing  property

distinguish  it  from  other  properties  in the  area,  the  property  cannot  be reasonably  used  in strict

conformance  with  the  ordinance,  and  a variance  is therefore  necessary  to  enable  a reasonable  use  of

it:  "The  size and  shape  of  this  lot  lends  itself  to a comfortable  yet  small  one  level  home  with  ample

parking  and landscaping  that  would  beautify  the  empty  lot.  Not  being  able  to build  on this  lot  would

create  a hardship  for  our  community  as housing  continues  to be an issue  for  the  young  and  elderly."  The

Board  agrees  with  this  statement.

Frenette  asked  the  Board  if they  have  any  other  questions  or  comments  on the  application.  Livingstone

asked  why  the  zoning  ordinance  exists.

LUC Irving  explained  that  the  owner  of  the  originally  laid  out  underlying  lot  on the  top  of  the  loop,

subdivided  and  sold  in a way  that  made  this  smaller  lot  a 'companion"  lot  to the  lot  in the  middle,  also

owned  by the  Kopps.  For  current  use, for  example,  this  would  be considered  to  be contiguous.  If

contiguous,  the  applicants  would  be able  to  have  an ADU  if they  could  adhere  to  the  setbacks.  It is

consistent  with  the  Zoning  Ordinance  and  is not  random.  They  are asking  for  a variance  on the  lot  size,

because  it's  non-conforming,  but  they  cannot  ask for  a variance  to make  the  lot  more  non-conforming

by asking  for  a variance  on the  setbacks  as well.  The  Board  had questions  on where  the  sewer  and  water

ends.  LUC Irving  showed  the  members  the  GIS map  of  the  sewer  which  showed  that  it ends  at the

Aldrich  lot;  the  Kopps  would  have  to extend  quite  a way  to get  sewer  to the  house.  The  water  runs  the

entire  loop  of  Holton  Park.  Freddette  asked  for  the  footage,  LUC Irving  responded  if they  are  within  100"

they  are  required  to connect;  they  cannot  put  septic  with  the  required  leachfield  zone  on the  lot  and

have  the  house  on top  of  it.

Chair Frenette  asked if the Applicant/Owners  would  like to speak. Sharon Kopp asked what  would be

required  of  them  for  sewer  if the  plan  is approved.  LUC Irving  answered  they'd  have  to have  a long

service  line  from  the  house  to  the  end  of  the  line  which  is in front  of  the  Aldrichs"  house.  Sharon  asked  if

they  pay  for  that  or  if it will  be provided  by the  town.  LUC Irving  stated  you  pay  for  it, whether  it's  the
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service  line  or  an extension  of  the  main  and  a service.  No other  questions  or  comments  from  the

Applicant/Owners.

Chair  Frenette  OPENED  TO THE PUBLIC  the  public  hearing  at 1900PM  for  Case #564.

Abutter  Dennis  Aldrich  asked  if the  land  has been  surveyed.  Irving  says  there  is a plan  from  the  original

layout  of  Holton  Park.  There  is no reference  to a plan  or  survey  in the  deed,  so there  likely  hasn't  been

one.  Aldrich  says  he thinks  the  land  is a lot  smaller  than  what  they  think.  LUC Irving  stated  it's  5445  sqft.

Aldrich  said  some  of  it has gone  to a neighbor.  LUC Irving  asked  if there  was  a deed  conveying  that.  She

is not  seeing  anything  in a current  deed  nor  a title  search  showing  that  transfer  occurred.  The assessor

for  the  town  in the  last  five  years,  for  reevaluation,  has confirmed  that  the  lengths  are  consistent  with

this  current  deed,  as he does  for  all the  properties  in town.  The  mapping  company,  CAI Technologies,

take  deeds  that  come  off  the  registry  and  map  them,  as well  as mark  if they  have  been  surveyed.  If it's

not  marked,  it's  calculated  between  the  two  points.  Aldrich  stated  there  used  to be a line  oftrees,  and

from  the  trees  to  the  house  there"s  land  that  divots.  When  the  tree  fell  on the  house  there  was  a deal

where  land  was  transferred  and the  neighbor  got  up to  the  treeline.  Irving  stated  there  would've  been  a

title  search,  and  no problems  were  flagged.  All she can note  is that  Aldrich  is contesting  the  boundaries,

and  asked  whathe  wou  I wo  nable  moving  forwa

the  land  surveyed  to clear  that  issue  up.

Sharon  Kopp  stated  her  concern  would  be that  the  abutter"s  contesting  would  be hearsay,  and it isn't  for

his land,  but  another  property  owner's  land.  She's  confused  why  he's  contesting  for  another  abutter

who  isn't  present.  Westcott  said a survey  would  protect  the  Kopps'  from  any  discrepancies.  Frenette

used  her  own  property  as an example,  getting  a small  lot  of  hers  surveyed  previously  helped  clear  up

some  boundaries  on a road  nearby.  Sharon  stated  she had no issue  with  getting  the  land  surveyed  but

just  wanted  to know  why  Aldrich  would  contest  for  another  abutter  who  is not  present.

Resident  Vickie  Gibbs  commented  that  if  ZBA does  approve  this,  it should  be considered  that  the

approvals  should  be terminated  if the  land  is sold  without  a building  being  built  On it, SO this  right  to

build  should  be for  the  Kopps'  only,  it should  not  transfer  to  the  next  owner.  Irving  stated  if they  haven't

built  within  3 years  of  approval,  the  approval  becomes  void  per  RSA. If they  were  to  sell   that  3-

year  period  without  building,  that  would  be what  Gibbs  is suggesting  to limit.

No further  comments  from  the  public.

Chair  Frenette  CLOSED  TO THE PUBLIC  the  public  hearing  at 1904PM  for  Case #564.

Hilton  motioned  to GRANT  THE VARIANCE  with  a condition  that  a survey  be done  on the  lot.  The  motion

was  seconded  by Freddette.  All members  vote  to GRANT  THE VARIANCE  with  a condition  that  a survey

be done  on the  lot,  no objections.  Motion  Passed.

Hilton  then  decided  to  amend  the  original  motion  with  a second  condition.
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Hilton  motioned  to GRANT  THE VARIANCE  with  conditions  that  a survey  be done  on the  lot  AND  the

right  to  build  terminates  upon  sale.  The  motion  was  seconded  by Anderson.  All members  vote  to  GRANT

THE VARIANCE  with  conditions  that  a survey  be done  on the  lot  AND  the  right  to build  terminates  upon

sale,  no objections.  Motion  Passed.

Frenette  informed  the  Applicants  they  have  a 30-day  waiting  period  for  any  appeals  that  come  in. Irving

stated  the  survey  should  be done  before  they  break  ground,  within  2 years.  Lambert  asked  if the  survey

comes  back  out  of  whack  what  happens.  LUC Irving  stated  they  have  only  been  approved  for  this  plan,  if

it's  less than  the  stated  sqft,  then  they  would  have  to come  back  for  an amendment.  If the  square

footage  is higher  than  expected,  it really  has no impact-they  must  adhere  to  the  setbacks.

Other  Business:

Land  Use Permits:  No new  permits  since  November.

Other:  Planning  Board  meets  on the  Ilth  for  the  expansion  of  Pak Solutions.  Frenette  asked  for  details

on that  case and LUC Irving  explained  the  additional  requirements  the  Planning  Board  requested  for  the

build.

Freddette  motioned  to  ADJOURN  the  Zoning  Board  portion  of  the  meeting  at 1916PM.  The  motion  was

seconded  by Hilton.  All members  vote  to  ADJOURN  at 1916PM,  no objections.  Motion  Passed.

Respectfully  submitted,

Kailey  Kennagh,  Clerk

Approved:

Robin  L. ing, Land  Use Coo  nator  for  the

Lan  ster  Zoning  Boar djustment

Date  APPROVED: JA+6A(t
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