Lancaster Planning Board
Location: Lancaster Town Hall
Wednesday, June 10, 2026

Vice Chair Maggie Jones opened the meeting at 1830H and led the Pledge of Allegiance.

Initial Business: Roll call

Regular Members:

Present: Vice Chair Maggie Jones, Vickie Gibbs, Kathy Jean Lavoie, Greg Westcott, Matt Treamer
Absent: Chair Andrew Nadeau

Alternate Members:

Present:

Absent: Jarrod Vestal, Selectmen’s Alternate Shane Beattie

Others Attending: Applicants David Awwiller and Lori Summa, Louis Boyle, LUC Robin L. Irving, Clerk
Kailey Kennagh

QUORUM
Minutes:
Gibbs moved to APPROVE AS WRITTEN the May 13'™ 2026 minutes. Westcott seconded the motion.

Jones abstained from voting as she wasn’t present at the last meeting. Remaining Board members voted
to APPROVE AS WRITTEN the May 13t 2026 minutes, none opposed. Motion passed.

Appointments: None

Public Hearings:

MINOR SUBDIVISION: Review for Completeness and Public Hearing on the Merits

Case #885 — Summa, Lori and Awwiller, David N. — Applicant(s)/Owner(s) request a minor subdivision to
divide one approximately 33.41 +/- acre lot, Lancaster Tax Map RO7, Lot 002, more particularly
described as 93 Rowell Road, into 2 lots. Said minor subdivision will result in one lot totaling 7.27 +/-
acres fronting the terminus of Rowell Road having a 41.25 right-of-way, and a second lot totaling 26.14
+/- acres having no frontage but accessed by a twenty-five (25)-foot-wide access easement across the
first lot. The Zoning Board of Adjustment approved on April 29, 2026 Zoning Case #565 allowing an
underlying lot having a right-of-way to land dedicated to conservation that, if subdivided, would create a
flag lot off a lot that has no frontage when fifty (50) feet of frontage is required. This is a rehearing of
Planning Case #878 due to Approval of Zoning Case #565 and consequent removal of the basis for
incompleteness of Planning Case #878 application. Waiver request for Public Hearing to be conducted at
same meeting as Review for Completeness of Application. Land Zoned Agricultural. [Tax Map RO7-Lot
002 (33.41 acres), 93 Rowell Road].

Vice Chair Jones read the case.

Irving noted the case was approved through the Zoning Board with conditions that the flag lot stay in
conservation. The Board tried to craft the condition so that the subdivision only worked for this
transaction. Jones added there was no further information submitted or changes beyond the ZBA
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decision. When the proposal was previously submitted, Jones understood that the application was

complete pending a variance from the Zoning Board. Given that the variance has been approved, the
board’s previous decision deems the application complete for this hearing.

Vice Chair Jones OPENED TO THE PUBLIC Case #885 at 1834H
No public comments.
Vice Chair Jones CLOSED TO THE PUBLIC case #885 at 1834H

Gibbs stated that she understands the Variance was approved, but it is still outside our ordinances with
no access to a public roadway. Jones responded that they have limited options because of how it was
subdivided previously, and with the Variance approved, should satisfy the needs. Gibbs stated she did
not agree with this subdivision because the ordinance is clear and there is no legal access. If we allow
this to happen certain cases could become worse in the future. Westcott asked the applicants what the
purpose of the subdivision was. Summa responded it was to conserve the wood lot with their water
supply. Awwiller confirmed it was also so they could sell the house parcel in the front. Jones stated they
want to retain the back lot and keep it in conservation with no buildings on it. Irving added the right to
subdivide does not transfer unless it is the same buyer. Westcott stated they can’t do anything with the
lot anyway. Jones said it was the best case to make this work and does not seem harmful. Treamer
asked if this would set a precedent. Gibbs responded that anyone that brings something similar to the
Board can bring this case up and it does set a precedent for future cases. Jones said all they can do is be
consistent and look at different situations on a case-to-case basis. Some cases may not fit. Irving added
they can find a resolution in the wake of a decision of the previous subdivision that wasn’t correctly
done because other than reviewing and revoking the previous subdivision, there wasn’t another solution
that fell squarely within regulations. Westcott added then they would be starting the process all over
again. He is only considering it because of the conservation easement in place. Jones stated if it wasn’t
in the easement and it could be developed it would be a different conversation. Treamer asked what
happens if the back flag lot came out of the easement in the future. Irving answered that the Planning
Board could review the case and revoke the approval or order penalties. Gibbs added that it would
make it more complicated with other owners. Westcott added it would be very difficult to get it out of
the easement. Gibbs mentioned the Board could get strongarmed into making this a buildable lot
because we allowed it to be subdivided. Jones stated we could require it have a road. Irving noted the
access is a deeded right of way through the front house lot.

Westcott motioned to APPROVE THE MINOR SUBDIVISION with the condition that the rear flag lot stay
in the conservation easement, Lavoie seconded the motion. Board Members voted to APPROVE THE
MINOR SUBDIVISION with the condition that the rear flag lot stay in the conservation easement, Gibbs
opposed. Motion passed.

Page 2 of 4




REVIEW FOR COMPLIANCE (Major Site Plan Only)

Case #886 — Planning Board Case #577, Minor Subdivision and Major Site Plan created a rear lot off
Chelle Lane and a front lot for construction of a 6-unit apartment building, 6-bay garage, and a 4-unit
storage facility; the plan was revised in 2007 eliminating 4-unit storage building (per Planning Case 515)
and permitting a right to build an additional 2 apartment/condo units within the footprint. There is no
record of variance approval for increase in density to accommodate the additional two units. Applicant’s
satisfaction of the conditions and terms of both the approval and plan is pending evaluation.
INFORMATION: The Town of Lancaster denied on January 29, 2002 the Applicant’s request for a building
permit to construct a 6-unit apartment complex: multi-family >3 dwelling units is allowed only by Special
Exception. The Zoning Board of Adjustment approved Zoning case #401 on March 5, 2002 for a Special
Exception to permit the construction of high quality, modern, single-story, multi-family dwellings within
the Agricultural District. The Planning Board approved Planning Case #515 on March 13, 2002, Site Plan
Review pursuant to a plan submitted February 12, 2002, for a 6-unit apartment complex having a 6-bay
garage and 4-unit storage building. Land Zoned Agricultural District. [Tax Map R17-Lot 071 (2.00 acres),
145 Portland Street].

Vice Chair Jones read the case.

Irving summarized that the dilemma is the current property owner is being taxed on the right to build
two extra units that were not built, and the owners have no intention to build extra units.

Jones clarified that nothing has been built. Irving noted that the statutes say that substantial completion
must in happen in 3 years. Lavoie asked if it mattered that the units did not remain single-story. Irving
answered, yes and no. Yes, they should have come back to the board with an amendment to the original
site plan, but no, it has nothing to do with this review for compliance unless the board intends to deem
the structures non-compliant and impose penalties.

Vice Chair Jones OPENED TO THE PUBLIC Case #886 at 1849H

Louis Boyle spoke who is the current owner of Unit 1 at the condominiums with his wife. He re-iterated
they do not want to build any additional units.

Vice Chair Jones CLOSED TO THE PUBLIC Case #886 at 1850H

Irving mentioned she did notify the Secretary of State of the review of this case because the
condominium association has dissolved; she also sent notice to the last known address of the
association.

Gibbs motioned to REVOKE THE UNBUILT PORTIONS OF THE PLAN based upon no action for a time
period of 24 years, Westcott seconded the motion. All Board members voted to REVOKE THE UNBUILT
PORTIONS OF THE PLAN based upon no action for a time period of 24 years, none opposed. Motion
Passed.

Other Business:

Preliminary Conceptual Consultation(s) — None

Page 3 of 4




Land Use Permits-

26-029D - K.N.H. Supply Inc, 76 Bridge Street — Commercial Demo and Replacement

26-022 — Pelletier, Stephen, 333 Pleasant Valley Road — Residential Construction

26-023D - Cummings, Bob & Maria, 485 Prospect Street — Commercial Demo and Dispose Roofing
26-021 - Suncovia LLC, 12 Garland Road — Residential Solar Array

26-024 - Cass, Del 0., 14 Wesson Road — Residential Construction

26-026D - Jonathan Larrabee d/b/a Compass Properties LLC, 22 Main Street — Commercial Demo

26-027 — Shane Beattie d/b/a 369 Main Street LLC, 369 Main Street — Commercial construction of lean-
to off the existing clearspan building

26-025D — Lavoie, Jay N. & Kathy Jean, 16 Prospect Street — Residential Demo and Reno
26-028 —Summa, Lori & Awwiller, David, 93 Rowell Road — Residential Solar Array
26-004 — Robert Simpson, 287 Main Street — Sign Permit

Training Topic(s)/Material(s)- None

Recent Zoning Decision(s)- No May ZBA Meeting
Announcement(s)/Correspondence(s)-

If no cases, next months meeting will be training likely on CIP

Other Business as may legally brought before said meeting: None

Gibbs moved to ADJOURN the meeting at 1920H. Gibbs seconded the motion. All members voted to
ADJOURN at 1920H, no objections. Motion Passed.

Respectfully submitted,

Kailey Kennagh, Clerk

Approved by the Planning Board:

RoW)and/Usefoordinator for the Lancaster Planning Board

Approval Date: 9//1/0?0J2é
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