1. Zoning Board Of Adjustment Regular Meeting Agenda(PDF)

Documents:
20200428 ZBA AGENDA.PDF

2. 20200428 Scanned Packets

Documents:

20200428 4 KANATA DR.PDF

20200428 76 NORTHEASTERN BLVD.PDF
20200428 L PUTNAM ST.PDF

20200428 130 SPIT BROOK RD.PDF
20200428 70 BERKELEY ST.PDF
20200428 60 TENNYSON AVE.PDF
20200428 26 LOVELL ST.PDF

20200428 7 HADLEY DR.PDF

20200428 175 CONCORD ST.PDF
20200428 449 AMHERST ST.PDF

3. 20200428 ZBA Decision Sheets

Documents:

20200428 ZBA DECISIONS.PDF
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City of Nashua

Planning Department Planning & Zoning 589-3090
229 Main Street 5\7;3 h589-hSll9
Nashua, New Hampshire 03061-2019 www.nashuann.gov

April 14, 2020

The followng is to be published on ROP April 14, 2020, under
the Seal of the Gty of Nashua, Public Notice Format 65 MP 51.

The Zoning Board of Adjustnent will neet on Tuesday, April 28,

2020 via WebEX. Real -time public coment can be addressed to
the Board utilizing WbEx virtual neeting software for renote
access. This will allow users to view the neeting and ask
guestions to the Board via the chat function. The public is
al so encour aged to subm t their comment s via emai

(plannin ashuanh.gov) to the Departnment email or by mail

(pl ease nmake sure to include your nane/address and conments) by
5:00 p.m on April 28, 2020 and read into the record at the

appropriate tine. Letters should be addressed to City of
Nashua, Planning Department, P.O Box 2019, Nashua, NH 03061.
Plans can be viewed online starting April 21, 2020, at

wwmv. nashuanh. gov in the Cal endar or Agendas and M nut es.

To listen only to the neeting live, call: 1 (978) 990-5298 -
Access Code: 273974.

To access WebEXx:

htt ps: // nashuanh. webex. coml nashuanh/ j . php?MII D=n0df 0e5f edbf f 5f c99272c
40cf 80f 39aa

Meeti ng nunber/access code: 712 177 842 - Password: vQ7hgPvnu49

To join by phone: 1 (408) 418-9388 - Meeting nunber/access
code: 712 177 842

1. Juan R Taveras & Mguelina Oiach (Owmers) 4 Kanata Drive
(Sheet E Lot 972) requesting special exception from Land Use
Code Section 190-112 to work within the 40-foot critical
wet |l and buffer of Lincoln Brook to construct a 10’x20’ shed
and nodify fence |locations. R9 Zone, Ward 1. [ POSTPONED FRQV
3-24-2020 MEETI NG

2. SAT Jr. Limted Partnership (Owmer) J & K Dolan, LLC
(Applicant) 76 Northeastern Boulevard, Unit 28 (Sheet C Lot
2025) requesting use variance from Land Use Code Section 190-
15, Table 15-1 (#102) to allow an esthetician office in Unit
#28. Pl Zone, Ward 9. [ POSTPONED FROM 3-24-2020 MEETI NG


mailto:planning@nashuanh.gov
http://www.nashuanh.gov
https://nashuanh.webex.com/nashuanh/j.php?MTID=m0df0e5fedbff5fc99272c40cf80f39aa

. Larry Kittle (Ower) 78 Amherst Street and “L” Putnam Street
(Sheet 62 Lots 83 & 85)requesting the follow ng variances:
(1) from Land Use Code Section 190-16, Table 16-3, for
m nimum | ot area, proposed Lot 62-83: 24,782 sqg.ft existing
after proposed lot line relocation - 37,337 sqg.ft required,
to construct three two-famly buildings; and, 2) variance
from Land Use Code Section 190-209 (C) to construct new
driveway at 78 Amherst Street (facing Putnam Street) within
50 feet of the intersection of Amherst Street and Putnam
Street, 41.8 feet proposed [approved by ZBA on 7-28-15 and 5-
22-18 - permt never applied for]. RB Zone, Ward 4.
[ POSTPONED FROM 3-24-2020 MEETI NG .

. Grace Lutheran Church (Omer) Signs Now (Applicant) 130 Spit
Brook Road (Sheet B Lot 2428) requesting the follow ng
vari ances: (1) from Land Use Code Section 190-101, Table
101-7, to allow an electronic nessage center [EM] sign in
the R18 zone; 2) to encroach nore than 10 feet into the 10
foot required front yard setback for said EMC sign, proposed
within the Spit Brook Road right-of-way, 40 feet from
roadway; and 3) from Land Use Code Section 190-102, Table
102-8, to exceed maxi mum area of proposed sign, 12 sq.ft

permtted, 32 sq.ft proposed - all requests to renove
exi sting triangular shaped ground sign and replace with EMC
si gn. PI/R18 Zone, Ward 8. [ POSTPONED FROM 3-24-2020
MEETI NG

. Daniel L. & Jane S. Richardson, Rev. Tr. (Omers) 70 Berkel ey
Street (Sheet 48 Lot 61) requesting the follow ng variances
from Land Use Code Section 190-31; 1) to encroach up to 5
feet into the 6 foot required side yard setback (western
property line); and, 2) to encroach up to 5 feet into the 6
foot required side yard setback (northern property line) -
both requests to replace a nonconform ng 12’x20’ detached
garage on a corner |lot with a 24'x24’ detached two-car garage
w th storage above. RA Zone, VWard 3.

. Brijesh Suhag (Omer) 60 Tennyson Avenue (Sheet B Lot 363)
requesting special exception from Land Use Code Section 190-
15, Table 15-1 (#3) to maintain an after-the-fact accessory
(in-law) dwelling unit. R18 Zone, Vard 8.

. Mary Lee Allison (Omer) KASP Builders, LLC (Applicant) 26
Lovell Street (Sheet 100 Lot 63) requesting variance from
Land Use Code Section 190-16, Table 16-3 to encroach 3.5 feet
into the 20 foot required rear yard setback to renove an
exi sting deck and construct an attached 20’ x 50.5’ one-story
addition on right side of house. RC Zone, Ward 6.



8. George F. & Tara C. Kinsella (Owmers) 7 Hadley Drive (Sheet D
Lot 485) requesting variance from Land Use Code Section 190-
264, to exceed maxi num accessory use area, 40% permtted, 55%
proposed - to construct a detached 24’ x 28’ garage on right
side of property. R40 Zone, Ward 5.

9. Dionis Pena (Omer) 175 Concord Street (Sheet 135 Lot 1)
requesting special exception from Land Use Code Section 190-
15, Table 15-1 (#3) to allow an accessory (in-law dwelling
unit in basenent. RA Zone, Ward 3.

10. Nashua 449 Realty Ventures LLC, c/o Charles River Realty
G oup (Omer) Stones #1 Social (Applicant) 449 Amherst Street
(Sheet H Lot 35) requesting variance from Land Use Code
Section 190-108 (C) (1) to exceed maximum wall sign area,
45.87 sq.ft permitted - one existing sign at 43.75 sq.ft -
one additional 43.75 sqg.ft wall sign proposed for a total of
87.5 sq.ft. GB Zone, Ward 2.

OTHER BUSI NESS:

1. Revi ew of Modtion for Rehearing:

2. Revi ew of upcom ng agenda to determ ne proposals of
regi onal i npact.

3. Approval of M nutes for previous hearings/neetings.

" SUI TABLE ACCOVMODATI ONS FOR THE SENSCORY | MPAI RED
WILL BE PROVI DED UPON ADEQUATE ADVANCE NOTI CE."




City of Nashua

Planning Department
229 Main Street
Nashua, New Hampshire 03061-2019

BEEIVE

FEB 25 2020

o
SPECIAL EXCEPTION APPLICATION (ZBA) 0

PLEASE NOTE: INCOMPLETE OR ILLEGIBLE APPLICATIONS WILL BE RETURNED TO
APPLICANT.

This application must be completed and submitted to the Planning Department no later than the dates listed on the Zoning Board
of Adjustment (ZBA) schedule sheet. Please print clearly or type.

1. SPECIAL EXCEPTION INFORMATION
a. ADDRESS OF REQUEST 4‘ Kanata DrIVe,
Zoning District__ R~ 4 Sheet E ot 972

b. SPECIAL EXCEPTION(S) REQUESTED:

Construct ghed and mods fv -Fences within 40 FDO"' buﬂ\er
1o Lincoln BroDKi g critical wetland.

2. GENERAL INFORMATION
a. APPLICANT /OPTIONEE (List both individual name and corporate name if applicable)

(Print Name): I Han 'Eaver a3

Applicant’s signature %m Date 2‘24 20
Applicant’s address 4 Kanata Drive  Nashua, New H‘ampsb!re 05063

Telephone number H: $0%8-943-T4T70 . 201- 390 - 94i7 E-mail: juan taveras 'Ti@j mail, com

b. PROPERTY OWNER (Print Name): T;lan-[;vaas
*Owner’s signatare _ )ouan’ Javeros Date 22420
Owner’s address__ Kar(\:h Drive Nashua', Neiw f-fam'pshim 03063
Telephone number H: {3 443 THI0  ¢: 201 240 9417 E-mail; juan'fanms TR gmeil.com

*Agents and/or option holders must supply written authorization to submit on behalf of owner(s).

A T T T T e e e R R R e T A T e O O e o T N T T O O T
IS

’ OFFICE USE ONLY|  Date Received 2/25/2(9 Date of hearing 3/ Z‘Vg ,ZQ Application checked for completeness: i
iRy 2020 - 0002 Board Action
b3 3 30 application fee [{ A 20_ WI g Date Paid Receipt #
3 / 5 signage fee Date Paid Receipt #
5 certified mailing fee [ Date Paid Receipt #

) Land Use Code Section(s) Requesting Variances From: I 6‘] o - ) '(9\‘



* SPECIAL EXCEPTION APPLICATION Address
’
4 Page2

oy

N

3. PURPOSE OF REQUEST

Answer all questions below. Provide as much information as available to give the ZBA the necessary facts to review
your case. Attach additional sheets if necessary. Please see “Procedures for Filing a Special Exception” for further
information,

a. Describe the nature of your proposal. Please be specific.

Prooose 4o congtruct o 10'x 20" ched in the U0 foost critical
J&flmd buﬂ.&r in_an &XIS"'HIQ lawn Mjncenf to Lu’lwln BepoK

AI-‘SI‘M wil) re - nlwm penr.es

b. Does your proposal involve the physical construction or expansion of a structure? Yes I{ Ne [
If yes, describe how the size of the addition (and any existing structure) compares with the physical size of

surrounding properties.
C gIn ,oa fﬂ’\bl&

¢. Do you anticipate the need for additional on-site parking space as a result of your proposal? Yes [ ] No IZ/
If yes, approximately how many square feet of paved or designated parking space will be provide for both
existing and proposed usage?

d. What effects would the requested use have upon surrounding traffic congestion and pedestrian safety?

I wold have no effects on either

¢. What measures will be taken (if any) to insure that your proposal will not impair the integrity or be out of
character with the zoning district or immediate neighborhood?

Sevefal mshaahon ekments approved bj Conservation Commission 3
H’o i:i”'mﬁ n "’renchcs remavai D§ invasive olanf.spcueb ramovaﬂ oF
@xssi'mq shed and chain - finK funce alonq Linceln M and more ,

4. SPECIAL EXCEPTION - ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS

Please answer all questions below that are applicable. Your answers to these questions will allow staff to better

understand your request.
a. Total number of employees N Z A Number of employees per shift ﬁl[}\
b. Hours and days of operation NIA

[
¢. Number of daily and weekly visits to the premises by customers, clients, vendors, and solicitors W l&

Zoning Board Special Exception Application updated 11/27/1%



* SPECIAL EXCEPTION APPLICATION Address

; Page 3

e

Nag w

d. Number of daily and weekly commercial deliveries to the premises N /A

e. Number of parking spaces available N/A

f. Describe your general business operations:

N/A
7

g Describe any proposed site renovations, including, but not limited to — landscaping, lighting, pavement, structural

changes, signage, access, and circulation:

N'/A

I hereby acknowledge that I have read this application and state that the above is correct and agree to comply with all the
city ordinances and state laws regulating construction. I understand that only those point specifically mentioned are
affected by action taken on this appeal,

(_;)m%» 2]25 /20
Signature of Applicant J Date ! ‘ !
Juan Taveras 2)25 20

Print Name Date

Zoning Board Special Exception Application updated 11/27/19
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City of Nashua

Conservation Commission
City Hall, 229 Main Street, PO Box 2019, Nashua NH 03061-2019
(603) 589-3090 www.nashuanh.gov

February 11, 2020

Juan Taveras
4 Kanata Drive
Nashua, NH 3060

Re: Proposal for placement of a 280-square foot shed in the 40-foot Lincoln Brook critical wetland
buffer.

Your appiication for the above referenced project received a favorable recommendation from the
Nashua Conservation Commission (NCC) at their meeting on February 4, 2020 with the following
stipulations:

1. The location of the shed shall be moved along the eastem border of the property line, as
indicated on the revised plan.

2. Wetland buffer signage shall be installed on the southeast comer of the fenced portion of the
property.

3. Landscaping shall be as natural as possible and promote the habitation of birds and
pollinators.

4. The chain link fence along the property's abutting section of Lincoln Brook shall be removed.
5. The weoden stockade fence shall be relocated above the retaining wall.
6. The existing shed shall be removed.

7. Allinvasive species found cnsite shall be removed.

Additional action is necessary to meet the city’s requirements, including submitting an application to
the Zoning Board of Adjustment, per NRO Section 190-114 Wetland application (E). Please contact
Carter Falk, Deputy Planning Manager at (603) 589-3116 regarding that application process. If is also
the owner’s responsibility to submit any required applications to states agencies as may be needed
for your particular project. Adherence to the dates and requirements identified in this letter and any
included on the plans is important. If you have any questions about this fetter or your responsibilities,
please contact Linda McGhee, Deputy Planning Manager at (603) 589-3110.

Respectfully,

OPW&W\%«_

Nashua Conservation Commission
cc. Carter Falk, Deputy Zoning Manager

Thomas Sokolowski, TES Environmental Consultants, LLC



To: Zening Board of Adjustment

From: Carter W. Falk, AICP, Deputy Planning Manager/Zoning
Date: March 17, 2020
Subj: SAT Jr. Limited Partnership (Owner) J & K Dolan, LLC (Applicant) 76

Northeastern Boulevard, Unit 28 (Sheet C Lot 2025) requesting use variance
from Land Use Code Section 190-15, Table 15-1 (#102) to allow an
esthetician office in Unit #28. PI Zone, Ward 9.

PROPOSAL:

The applicants, Joel & Kelly Dolan, are proposing to occupy Unit #28 at the above-mentioned location
to use this suite for an esthetician’s office. The site is located in the Park Industrial (AI) zone, and totals
196,020 square feet (4.5 acres).

PRIOR HISTORY:

Aug 1994:  Use Variance - granted - to allow a personal service business in an existing business
office — with stipulation that no unrelated retail products are allowed to be sold on
premises.

Meeting minutes of the above-mentioned case are included in the package.

SITE ANALYSIS:

The subject site is located on the southerly side of Northeastern Boulevard, located west of Stafford
Road (see attached map). To the north, across Northeastern Boulevard, is a bank building recently
constructed, along with Boston Billiards and Best Fitness, zoned PI. To the east is a business condo
development similar to the subject property, zoned PL. To the south are single-family homes along
Pollard Avenue, zoned C-Suburban Residence (R9). To the west are identical business condos, and
Belletete’s Lumber, zoned PL

The applicant has recently purchased Unit #28 at 76 Northeastern Boulevard. The property contains
two buildings oriented in an “L” shape, and will use the entire 1,200 square foot suite for an
esthetician’s office. Estheticians are trained in skin wellness, skin care, nails and a variety of beauty
treatments.

According to the Land Use Code Section 190-15, Table 15-1, Use Matrix (#102), personal services,
generally, are permitted in the General Business (GB), Downtown-1/Mixed Use (D-1/MU),
Downtown-3/Mixed Use (D-3/MU) and Highway Business (HB) zones. Further, the proposed use is
permitted subject to Conditional Use approval by the Planning Board in the Park Industrial (PI) and
Airport Industrial (AI) zones, as long as at least 75% of the gross floor area is reserved for uses listed



March 24, 2020 ZBA meeting
76 Northeastern Boulevard
Page 2

in the “industrial and manufacturing” category. Since 100% of the building would be used for the
esthetician’s business, it cannot meet the conditions to apply for a Conditional Use; therefore, the Use

Variance is submitted.

The applicant states that there will be one employee, and a total of 25-30 visits per week from
customers, clients and deliveries. Hours of operations will be Monday through Friday, 11:00 am —

8:00 pm.

Required minimum parking for the proposed use is 1 space per 500 square feet, therefore, two parking
spaces will be required. The property has approximately 126 parking spaces for the 18 suites in this

lot, so parking requirements will be satisfied.

The City’s Future Land Use Plan identifies the subject property as Industrial. In order for the ZBA to

grant the variance request, the applicant must satisfy all the relevant points of law, as listed below:

Hardship: The applicant must establish that because, because of the special conditions of the
property in question, the restriction applied to the property by the ordinance does not serve the
purpose of the restriction in a “fair and reasonable” way. Also, you must establish that the
special conditions of the property cause the proposed use to be reasonable. The use must not
alter the essential character of the neighborhood. Alternatively, you can establish that, because of
the special conditions of the property, there is no reasonable use that can be made of the property
that would be permitted under the ordinance. If there is any reasonable use (including an existing
use) that is permitted under the ordinance, this alternative is not available.

The applicant indicates that the esthetician will not be able to practice in this space without
the variance, and that the New Hampshire Licensing Board requires proper City Zoning
approvals, and therefore the business would fail. The applicant indicates that the business
will not impact others around her in a negative way.

Spirit and Intent: the applicant must describe how the variance request does not violate the
spirit and intent of the ordinance, i.e. the proposed use must not conflict with the explicit or
implicit purpose of the ordinance, and must not alter the essential character of the neighborhood,
threaten public health, safety or welfare, or otherwise injure “public rights™,

The applicant states that the proposed use will be a personal use variance, so the tenant can
use the office to do skin and nail care, and it will not conflict with any other business or
residence in the area.

Property values — the applicant must demonstrate that the requested variance will not result in a
diminution of value to the surrounding property, i.e. the Board will consider expert testimony,
but also may consider other evidence of the effect on property values, including personal
knowledge of the members themselves.



March 24, 2020 ZBA meeting
76 Northeastern Boulevard
Page 3

The applicant has stated that by having an esthetician in the unit will in no way impact or
diminish values of the surrounding properties, there is ample parking, and the clientele will
not be a burden to the existing parking available.

Public interest — the application must not be contrary to the public interest, the proposed use
most not conflict with the explicit or implicit purpose of the ordinance and that it must not alter
the essential character of the neighborhood, threaten public health, safety or welfare, or otherwise
injure “public rights™,

The application states that the property is zoned Park Industrial, and the office requires a
variance, as an esthetician will be utilizing the space, and it will not impact any of the
surrounding units, and will not impact or injure the public rights.

Substantial justice — granting the variance must result in substantial justice to the applicant, as
the benefits to the applicant must not be outweighed by harm to the general public or to other
individuals.

The applicant states that the renter who is doing the work as an esthetician will be able to
stay in the space and utilize it for her business, which benefits the owner.



City of Nashua

Planning Department
229 Main Street
Nashua, New Hampshire 03061-2019

FEB 2 2 2020

YARIANCE APPLICATION (ZBA)

PLEASE NOTE: INCOMPLETE OR ILLEGIBLE APPLICATIONS WILL BE RETURNED TO
—==Qon o2 AL UMILLIE O ILIXGIBLE APPLICATIONS WILL BE RETURNED TO
APPLICANT.

This application must be completed and submitted to the Planning Department no later than the dates listed on the Zoning Board
of Adjustment (ZBA) schedule sheet. Please print clearly or type.

I. VARIANCE INFORMATION
1. ADDRESS OF REQUEsT| 76 Northeastern Blvd, Unit 28, Nashua, NH 03062 |

Zoning District|[#™ AT | seet{ C | vef 5025 1 PA#440z3

2. VARIANCE(S) REQUESTED:
Currently zoned park industrial, need zoning for a personal services variance for an

II. GENERAL INFORMATION
1. APPLICANT / OPTIONEE (List both individual name and corporate name if applicable)

(Print Name):| Joel Dolan |
Applicant’s signature | I M | Date [ 2/21/2020 |
Applicant’s address| 63 Hboker Farm Rd, Salem, NH 03079 |
Telephone number H |c{ 6032356831 _ |p-mail:[ jpdolan113@gmail.com |
2. PROPERTY QWNER (Print Name): :{ J & K Dolan, LLC (Joel and Kelly Dolan) 1
#*Owner’s signature L f?}-(’ J L Vﬂ vV hb J/ﬂ, O N l Date[ 02/21/2020 |
Owner’s address |_63 Hooker Farm Rd, Salerh’ NH 03079 ]
Telephone number Hy lc:[ 6032356831 ~ | &-mail{ jpdolan1i3@gmail.com |

*Agents and/or option holders must supply written authorization to submit on behalf of owner(s).

o T e T T e T e e T e T L e e i et A o e ST T T T e e o e e e e -\"w\i\v'vw"nlv-\/-/vvv'\--_\

" |OFFICE USE ONLY]  Date Received 212472 Date of hearing %&T Application checked for completeness: CF

\ ey 2020~ 00020 Board Action s/12/20

S 00 appiication fee [ A#2D - o021 Date Paid Receipt #
E 8 /% signage fee [] DatePaid ___ Receipt#
E $ certified mailing fee [ ] Date Paid Receipt #
¥ Land Use Code Section(s) Requesting Variances From: / 74~ /§ o TR e S / 2f s 0).\

R L NS T A o N A e o st i e W W T e B e R
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IIl. PURPOSE OF REQUEST

Answer all questions below. Provide as much information as available to give the ZBA the necessary facts to review your
case. Attach additional shects if necessary. See “Procedures for Filing 2 Variance” for further information.

1.

Granting of the requested variance will not be contrary to the public interest, because: (The proposed use must
not conflict with the explicit or implicit purpose of the ordinance and that it must not alter the essential character of
the neighborhood, threaten public health, safety, or welfare, or otherwise injure “public rights.”)

%_Tm‘ land_ S Curvendt, Zoned nduShool
he 0OEAe In it 28 rédaaainrt S 2 ynancd
C ! A 2 ) ‘4l 211\ o % ! o Tl 4 Fin 2 NYOACe .

[/ T AWy il T

Fd .

i /1D \ | (B WXVl _
Wil ok \mpacﬂ* WA m\} i N pzmlig v@%ﬁdﬁ"

The proposed use will observe the spirit of the ordinance, because: (The Proposed use must not conflict with the
explicit or implicit purpose of the ordinance and must not alter the essential character of the neighborhood, threaten
public health, safety, or welfare, or otherwise injure “public rights.™)

e owoSed uC_. unll e QMM Uge
_ S0 : - AN e 3

un AW/

NG CaNd TaaS ol n o

Substantial justice would be done to the property-owner by granting the variance, because: (The benefits to
the applicant must not be outweighed by harm to the general public or to other individuals.)

Ty rentyy Whip S dawe Werk aS oon

will  be alled Iy Stay n

QPACE 043 (HG22. Tt v hov b oSS, phid)
"o punefS the o slrhe— - i

The proposed use will not diminish the values of surronnding properties, because: (The Board will consider
expert testimony but also may consider other evidence of the effect on property values, including personal
knowledge of the members themselves.)

_Howing  Oun eStHhu b hoe— N

W b 800 ymodt oY dincnSh valiie

ENA SR N

Zoning Board Variance Application updated 11/27/19

* VARIANCE APPLICATION address (0 Ueehog fzm Bld, Unit 28

., Page2
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VARIANCE APPLICATION Address Tlo 0 U 05 Ewrn avo{| Onat 7% ¢

., Page3
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5. Special conditions exist such that literal enforcement of the ordinance results in unnecessary hardship,
because: (The applicant must establish that because, because of the special conditions of the property in question,
the restriction applied to the property by the ordinance does not serve the purpose of the restriction in a “fair and
reasonable” way. Also, you must establish that the special conditions of the property cause the proposed use to be
reasonable. The use must not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. Alternatively, you can establish that,
because of the special conditions of the property, there is no reasonable use that can be made of the property that
would be petmitted under the ordinance. If there is any reasonable use (including an existing use) that is permitted
under the ordinance, this alternative is not available.

The esthetician will not be able to practice in this space without the variance. Her
licensing board requires the proper zoning. Her business will fail without it. Allowing
the variance will allow for her to practice and start her business, and will in no way
impact others around her in a negative way.

IV. USE VARIANCE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Please answer all questions below that are applicable. Your answers to these questions will allow staff to better understand
your request.

Total number of employees El Number of employees per shiﬂEl

Hours and days of operation [ Maon-EFri 11-8

Number of daily and weekly visits to the premises by customers, clients, vendors and solicitors | 25-30 |
Number of daily and weekly commerciai deliveries to the premises|

Number of parking spaces available

._Describe your general business operations:

| Esthetician, practicing skin care and nails with no harmful chemicals. Uses all natural
Dmpﬂd:‘;

oap T

h

g. Describe any proposed site renovations, including, but not limited to — landscaping, lighting, pavement,
structural changes, signage, access and circulation:

none

I hereby acknowledge that I have read this application and state that the above is correct and agree to comply with
all the city ordinances and state laws regulating construction. I understand that only those point specifically
mentioned are affected by action n on this appeal.

el Akl | olan SV EYY

Joel ¢ Kelly, D olan 2/ I/OLOZD

Print Name { Date !

The staff report for a Use Variance request will be available no later than Friday of the week before the ZBA meeting. If you would like a copy,
please indicate below:

B I will pick it up at City Hall
B2 Please email it to me at | ipdolan113@gmail.com I

O Please mail it to me at l |

Zoning Board Variance Application apdated 11/27/19
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ZBA PUBLIC HEARING
August 18, 1994
Page 5 1%

Uma Subramony (Owner) 76 Northeastern Blvd., Unit 31 - Northbridge
Business Center (Sheet C Lot 2024 requesting use variance to locate
@ personal service business in an existing business office park.
PY Zone.

Attorney James Kaklamanos stated that he was representing the
applicant. The petitioner was requesting a use variance for the
property at 76 Northeastern Boulevard. The proposal is to use 600
square feet of the condominium unit as a beauty salon, a personal
service business as defined by the ordinance. The facility would
have four chairs, with two full time employees and two part time
employees.

Mr. Kaklamanos gave the Board a brief historical review of the
area, stating that the Board has on several occasions recognized
the oddity of this park industrial zone.

Mr. Kaklamanos stated that it was the ordinance itself that evokes
the hardship. He stated that the condominium units have several
types of professional usages, i.e., accountants, dentist, health
care provider, realtor, appraisals, consultants.

Mr. Kaklamanos stated that property owners within the condominium
project submitted a petition expressing their support for this

neighborhood and there would be no appreciable increase in traffic
with this appointment only facility. Mr. Kaklamanos said that
substantial justice and fairness is promoted with the granting of
this request and it is in the public best interest to have these
types of services available.

Mrs. Douglas asked if anything else would be sold in this shop
other than beauty related items, ie., jewelry, clothing.

Ms. Subramony stated that it would only be beauty related items.




ZBA PUBLIC HEARING
August 18, 1994
Page 6 2]

Discussion ensued regarding the greater traffic flow and adequate
parking. Mr. Kaklamanos stated that it is an appointment only
facility, servicing approximately one customer per hour. The
business hours will be from 7:30 a.m. to 8:00 p-m., five days a
week. There are approximately six parking spaces allocated to each
unit and there are three tenants in this unit.

Mark Fougere stated that the site plan required 257 parking spaces
but a total of 289 were provided on the site.

SPEAKING TN FAVOR -- NO ONE.

SPEAKING IN OPPOSITION

Mrs. Sakelaris, 7 Stafford Road.

Mr. Sakelaris asked if the business was allowed to stay open until
8:00 p.m. if other places of business would also move this Board to

stay open late.

Mr. McAfee stated that that park can stay open.
NO REBUTTAL NECESSARY

Theresa G. Trottier (Owner) Catherine Street (Sheet 126 Lots 148-
151, 155-163, & 205 and Richard D. & Lisa M. Trottier (Owners)
Catherine Street (Sheet 126 Lots 152-154) Appealing Decision of
Administrative Officer pursuant to RSA 674:41 II Denying Issuance
of a Building Permit to Construct a Single Family Dwelling with a
Private Drive on Multiple Lots on an Unaccepted Street. RA Zone.

Attorney Brad Westgate from the law firm of Winer & Bennett, 111
Concord Street, represented the applicants, Theresa Trottier,
Richard Trottier and Lisa Trottier. He submitted a receipt showing
that the real estate taxes due on the property had been paid and
also some plans and other materials relating to the case.

Mr. Westgate stated that this was an appeal under RSA 674:41. The
Trottiers own the property depicted on the Maynard & Paquette plan
which consists of 16 lots on the original plan recorded back in
1923 in the Registry of Deeds as Plan 517, The property also
congists of a portion of what’s now known as a paper street called
Catherine Street.

Back in July, the Trottiers applied for a building permit for a
single family dwelling on the property. Attorney Westgate said



ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT PUBLIC MEETING
AUGUST 23, 1994

A public meeting of the Zoning Board of Adjustment was held on
Tuesday, August 23, in the Auditorium at City Hall.

Kevin McAfee, Vice Chair, conducted the hearing.

Members present were: Kevin McAfee
Susan Douglas
Hilary Keating
Robert Blaisdell
Dennis Drake

Also present: Mark Fougere, Deputy Planning Director

Forecast Nashua Limited Partnership (Owner) zand% Lorporation
(Applicant) 252 Daniel Webster Highway (Sheet A Lot 212 & 524)
Requesting Two Wall Sign Variances as Follows: 1) West Evaluation:
52.5 square feet permitted,, WHICH WAS AMENDED TO 96.8 SQUARE FEET
2) North Evaluation: 36/Square Feet Requested, 0 Square Feet

Permitted. HB Zone |27 - £+ (‘Ql\uwtcd ( p3 pou.‘o ‘/‘C&\rfﬂﬂ)

MOTION By Mr. Blaisdell to grant the variances.
SECONDED By Douglas.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Osgood Company (Owner) Fred Hayden/Nashua Outdoor Power Equipment
Repair (Applicant) 25 R. East Hollis Street (Sheet 30, Lot 47)
Requesting Special Exception for an Automotive Service and Repair
Facility. CB Zone.

Not heard because no one was present to represent applicant and
taxes have not been paid.

Samuel Tamposi 1987 Trust/Gerald Nashua 1987 Trust (Owmers) R.G.
Locke D/B/A Triumph Auto Glass (Applicant) 522 Amherst Street
(Sheet H Lot 20) Requesting Special Exception for Automotive
Service Repair Facility for Glass Installation. GB Zone.

Not heard because taxes have not been paid.

Uma Subramony (Owner) 76 Northeastern Blvd., Unit 31 - Northbridge
Business Center (Sheet C Lot 2024 requesting use variance to locate

MOTION By Mr. Drake to approve use variance with stipulation.




ZBA PUBLIC MEETING
August 23, 1994
Page 2

SECONDED By Douglas with stipulation that no unrelated retail
products allowed to be sold on the premises.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Theresa G. Trottier (Owner) Catherine Street (Sheet 126 Lots 148-
151, 155-163, & 205 and Richard D. & Lisa M. Trottier (Owmers)
Catherine Street (Sheet 126 Lots 152-154) Appealing Decision of
Administrative Officer pursuant to RSA 674:41 II Denying Issuance
of a Building Permit to Construct a Single Family Dwelling with a
Private Drive on Multiple Lots on an Unaccepted Street. RA Zone.

Mr. McAfee read into record Attorney Westgate's findings of meeting
the criteria of RSA 674:41,11

Lengthy discussion ensued regarding each of the criteria outlined
in the memorandum.

Mr. Fougere added an outline of the flood plain, which is also in
that area and should be delineated when looking at the wetlands
issue, as often times the flood line goes higher beyond the
wetlands boundary.

MOTION By Drake to grant the appeal with the following conditions
that must be met before a building permit will be issued.

1. Consolidate all lots into one non-subdividable lot.

2. Owner will provide the Engineering Department with information
and sewer tie-in is approved by city.

3. Owner will provide a plan that meets the wetland buffer
without further variances; that it meets the wetlands
ordinance; that it is not in the flood plain.

4, Building will not negatively impact drainage on Lawndale and
Catherine Street during construction and permanently.

5. Owner will grant an easement for existing drainage pipe from
Lawndale to Salmon Broock.

6. Fire Department will review and approve plan of driveway for
accessibility.

SECONDED By Blaisdell
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.




Fall, Carter
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From: Sam Tamposi <sam@tamposicompany.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2020 9:37 AM

To: 'Joel Dolan’

Cc: Falk, Carter; 'Kelly Khachadourian’

Subject: RE: Permission for City of Nashua

CAUTION: This email came from outside of the organization. Do not click links/open attachments if source is
unknown.

Hi loel,

| am the Manager of Ballinger Properties, LLC which is the General Partner of SAT-SR Limited Partnership. Please allow
this e-mail note to serve as permission for J&K Dolan, LLC to seek a use variance for the property at 76 Northeastern
Boulevard, Nashua, NH for rental of Unit 28 to an Esthetician. SAT-SR Limited Partnership hereby authorizes you to seek
a variance for the property for commercial, business or medical uses.

Best, Sam

Samuel A. Tamposi, Jr., President
The Tamposi Company, Inc.

20 Trafalgar Square, Suite 602
Nashua, NH 03063

(603) 883-2000 {w)

(603} 512-9054 (c)

From: Joel Dolan [mailto:jpdolan113@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 4, 2020 11:13 AM

To: sam @tamposicompany.com
Cc: falke@nashuanh.gov; Kelly Khachadourian {kellykhach@mac.com) <kellykhach@mac.com>
Subject: Permission for City of Nashua

Mr. Tamposi,

My name is Joel Dolan, my wife and I represent J & K Dolan, LLC and own the building on 76 Northeastern
Blvd, Unit 28 in Nashua, While we own the structure, SAT SR Limited Partnership is the land owner. T have
filed an application with the City seeking a use variance as I am attempting to rent some of the space to an
Esthetician. The land is currently zoned as Park/Industrial therefore, I will require a variance in order to lease
the space for this purpose.

As the land owner, or representative of the landowner, the City requires your permission to allow me to present
this application to the Zoning Board.

I'have CC'd the City on this email. I will only need a quick response with the owner's approval.

Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns,



Community Development  589-3095

City of Nashua oo S
Community Development Division e e sl
City Hail, 229 Main Street, PO Box 2019 S I
Nashua, New Hampshire 03061-2019 FAX 589-3119

. nashuanh gov

VARIANCE APPLICATION

This application must be completed and submitted to the Planning Department no laterifhe
the Zoning Board of Adjustment (ZBA) schedule sheet. The ZBA wiil not consider il
applications for action. ~ PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE ~ ]

1. VARIANCE INFORMATION
a. ADDRESS OF rReQUEST 78 Amherst Street and "L" Putnam Street

Zoning District RB Sheet 62 Lot (S) 83 & 85

b. VARIANCE(S) REQUESTED
g , . ted f Article 3 Section 190-16(B) | it
construction of six residential units on proposed parcel 62-83 which consists
of 24,782 SF. The ordinance allows for 7 units per acre in the R-B zone.
We are also request a variance from Section 190-209(C) to permit
construction of a driveway within 50 feet of an infersection

2. GENERAL INFORMATION
a. APPLICANT /OPTIONEE (List both individual name and corporate name if applicable)

Larry Kittle _
Applicant's signature i‘:? T{W Date __ 2 :5:'2’_?3 ; dedo.
Applicant's address 169 Daniel Webster Highway, Nashua, NH 03060
Telephone number (home) (603) 305-3873 (work) (603) 589-2336
b. PROPERTY OWNER Same as Applicant
Owner's sighature Cate

Owner's address

Telephene number (home) {wark)

,-:3,-‘._1’- e i R, O W S RS R ST T S "i
2020 ooozz f C@ : -

Case number “ApplicetionDetdline </ & 1& L/ 2/ zg2 / z 0 Date Received 3/ Date of hearing
; Notfces: Newspapsr [ ] Abutters |7 Board Action

i

) fee [} Date Paid Receipt #
w $ application fee [/ Date Paict Receipt #

* $15 signage fee /7 §100 recovery fee [ Date Paid Receipt #

B T o O T S PP NI S
e e T S e e T e “ e LR, R



VAR!ANCE APPUCATION o
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3. PURPOSE OF REQUEST

Answer all questions below. Provide as much information as available to give the ZBA the necessary
facts to review your case. Attached additional sheets if necessary. See "Procedures for Filing a
Variance" for further information.

1.

Granting of the requested variance will not be contrary to the public interest, because: (The
proposed use must not conflict with the explicit or implicit purpose of the ordinance and that it
must not alter the essential character of the neighborhood, threaten public health, safety, or
welfare, or otherwise injure “public rights.”)

In general the area surrounding the subject property consisis of a mix of uses with schools,
commercial and residential properties. The proposed use and densiiy for this property will be
consistent with the surroundings which is supported with the Density Exhibit Plan which depicts
the surrounding densities and uses. This new design provides for one curb cuf {o the 6 proposed
residential homes off from Puinam Street which will be safe and will be consistent with current

conditions. This proposal will therefore not have a negative impact on the neighborhood, the

public heglth. safety. welfare or otherwise injure public rights.

The proposed use will observe the spirit of the ordinance, because: (The Proposed use
must not conflict with the explicit or implicit purpose of the ordinance and must not alter the
essential character of the neighborhood, threaten public health, safety, or welfare, or otherwise
injure “public rights.”)

This proposal will rejuvenate the neighborhood and will create a development that will be
consistent with the surroundings and will thereby observe the spirit of the ordinance. The
proposed development will be in harmony with the neighborhood and will not threaten the public
health. safety, welfare or otherwise injure the public rights. The improvements to Parcel 62-85
will actually improve the safety of the area as the existing driveway will be relocated off from
Amberst Street to Putnam and will be located further from the existing intersection.

Substantial justice would be done to the property-owner by granting the variance, because:
(The benefits to the applicant must not be outweighed by harm to the general public or to other
individuals.)

This property has been subject to a number of variances over the [ast few vears in an attempt to
find the best development for the property. The presence of ashestos on-site that was not
disclosed by the City in the sale has resulted in required design modifications to reduce
asbestos impacts and mitigation and address increasing costs related to the asbestos.
Substantial justice would thereby be done to the property owner by granting this variance as it
woudl allow a reasonable development of the property without any harm to the general public as
this proposal would be in harmony with the surrounding properties.

The proposed use will not diminish the values of surrounding properties, because: (The
Board will consider expert testimony but also may consider other evidence of the effect on
property values, including personal knowledge of the members themselves.)

The proposed use is consistent and compatible with the surrounding uses and will therefore not
diminish the surrounding property values. New construction typicaily has positive impacts to
adjacent iand values, Given this we believe this proposal should actually have positive impacts
on the surrounding property values.,

Special conditions exist such that literal enforcement of the ordinance results in
unnecessary hardship, because: (The applicant must establish that because, because of the
special conditions of the property in question, the restriction applied to the property by the



* VARIANCE APPLICATION """ adsress 78 Amherst Street and'!

: Paged .
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ordinance does not serve the purpose of the restriction in a “fair and reasonable” way. Also, you
must establish that the special conditions of the property cause the proposed use to be
reasonable. The use must not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. Alternatively,
you can establish that, because of the special conditions of the property, there is no reasonable
use that can be made of the property that wouid be permitted under the ordinance. If there is any
reasonable use (including an existing use) that is permitted under the ordinance, this alternative
is hot available.

The Zoning Exhibit Plan attached to this application shows the surrounding densities in proximity

to the propesed parcels. When vou review this plan vou will see that this proposal is consistent

with the surroundings and will therefore not alter the essential character of the neighborhood.

Literal enforcement of the ordinance would restrict my clients ability to develop the property in

harmony with its surroundings resulting in unnecessary hardship. When we evaluated the

surrounding uses and density we found this proposal to be fair and reasonable. 1t is also worth noting

that this property does have special conditions with the findings of asbestos that require special attention
4. USE VARIANCE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION to the layout and design on the property.

Please answer all questions below that are applicable. Your answers to these questions will allow staff to
better understand your request.

a. Total number of employees Number of employees per shift

b. Hours and days of gperation

c. Number of daily and weekly visits to the premises by customers, clients, vendors and
solicitors

d. Number of daily and weekly commercial deliveries to the premises

e Number of parking spaces available

f. Describe your general business operations

g. Describe any proposed site renovations, including, but not limited to — landscaping,

iighting, pavement, structural changes, signage, access and circulation

| hereby acknowledge that | have read this application and state that the above is correct and agree to
comply with all the city ordinances and state laws regufating construction.

f understand that only those point specifically mentioned are affected by action taken on this appeal.

~7
f E— g E ] I
<7 . iw(a;’ 2] 2E ] Lo
Signaturé 6f applicant Date / !

The staff report for a Use Variance request will be available no later than Friday of the week before the ZBA mesting. If
you would like a copy, please indicate below:

Q | will pick it up at City Hall
@ Please email it to me at CEBranon@FieldstoneLandConsultants.com

O Please mail it to me at

ZBA-Variance Application Revised January 1, 2010
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REV. | DATE DESCRIPTION c/0 [OR| cK

SIMILAR DENSITY TO THAT PROPOSED
ON PARCEL 62-83 (3 LOT SUBDIVISON
WITH TWO-FAMILY RESIDENCES)

SIMILAR DENSITY TO THAT PROPOSED
ON PARCEL 62-85 (CONVERSION OF EXISTING
SINGLE FAMILY TO TWO-FAMILY)

SITE

DENSITY EXHIBIT PLAN

LARRY KITTLE

62-83 - L PUTNAM STREET
NASHUA, NEW HAMPSHIRE

PREPARED FOR AND LAND OF:

LARRY KITTLE

168 AMHERST STREET, MERRMACK, NH 03054
SCALE: 1" = 100 JUNE 22, 2015

GRAPHIC SCALES

1t S0° o 100° 200" 3007
IPERIAL: 1"=100"

Surveying 4 Engineering ¢ Land Planning 4 Permiting 4 Septic Designs

FIELDSTONE

N 206 Elm, Streex. Milord, NE 03055
Phone: (8§03) G72-5456 Faxc (B03) 413-5456
e AndC com

FUE: SC2EHOO.dwg | PROL NO.  S0Z00 | SHEER  EH-1 PAGE NO. 1 OF 1



aE D NOTES:
/ 1. DWNER OF RECORD FOR TAX MAP LOT 62 LOTS 83 ANC B5 IS LARRY KiTTLE, 169 DAMIEL = . ! N
5

ALDEBARAN PROPERTIES, LLC & CITY OF NASHUA WEBSTER HIGHWAY, NASHUA, NH 03060, THE DEED REFERENCE FOR THE PARCELS 13

Q. PETER NASH REV. TRUST P.O. BOX 2079, 229 MAN STREET PG.2511 JANUARY 14, "
e HASHREV:| s A R G E N T T, 229 A ST VOL B721 PG.2511 DATED JANU, . 2015 N THE H.C.ROD

NH 030543553 ,AMHE; R 2. THE PURPOSE OF THIS PLAN IS TO DEPICT A PROPOSED B UNIT HOUSING DEVELOPMENT EDGEWDOD

o SIDTAEEER o) ALONG WITH ASSOCIATED SITE iIMPROVEMENTS. CEMETERY

NASHUA,
BK 5234 PG 689 8/27/10

(87 AMHERST ST.) /
(OFFICE)

A V E N U E 3. THE TOTAL AREA OF TAX MAP PARCEL 62-83 IS 0D.506 ACRES OR 26,395 SQ.FT. AND

THE TCTAL AREA OF EXISTING TAX MAP PARCEL 62-BS IS 0.061 ACRES OR 2,551

! SQFT, 1 5
l/\ HOLMAN STADIUM
! 4 LOT NUMBERS REFER TO THE CITY OF WASHUA ASSESSORS WAP 62, AMHERST ST SCHOOL

T8 J L)
L e T EL N —} W — 8w I w w " w w 5. ZONING FOR 80TH PARCELS IS THE "8" URBAN RESIDENCE DISTRICT (R—B).
wy @ —_— — L7} e - — 0Pt
w w W W W —_ w R—B ZONE:_CONVENTIOMA! REQUIRED  LOT &4~ O] Fi-85
P w WIN LOT AREA 8,000 SF 24,782 Sk 4,284 SF
W e W w w w W - w —_— w _— W= MIN LOT WIDTH 60 FT 152.32 FT 54.77 FT
— T —— — K . MIN LOT FRONTAGE 50 FT 35119 FT 134.20 FT
(60° R.OW. — PAVED 442" WIDE) MIN LOT OEPTH 80 FT 13421 FT 54.08 FT
@ o T MIN FRONT SETBACK 10 FT 10 FT 10 FY
R WET. CONST. MIN SIDE_SETBACK 75T 7FT 7ET
A M H E H s T EXIST. PAVEMENT, 17% LF VERT. GRANITE CURB s T R E E T MIN REAR SETBACK 20 FT 20 FT 20 FT
TO BE REMOVED MAX. BUILDING HEIGHT 45 FT <45 FT <45 FT
LOAM & SEED SAWCUT EXIST. CONC. MAX. STORIES 3sT 18T 1.5 §T
DISTURBED AREA WALK & CONST. 121£ SF, CONSERVATION AREA NA NA NA
" THICK CONC. WALK OPEN SPACE FOR EACH LOT 35 52.9% 47.0%
. N - — CRMWIE £l .
- L &
L N 6. THE SURFACE FEATURTS AND BOUNDARY INFORMATION SHOWN WERE DEVELOFED FROM THE B
- vk - : _ REFERENCE FLANS CITED AND A PRECISE FELD SURVEY BY THIS OFFICE DURING THE : . \
; X 1 MONTH OF MARCH 2015, THE NASHUA CITY DATUM HAS BEEN USED ON THIS PROJECT. : A s
" —" | ” ” ” ‘ NASHUA CITY DATUM TG NGVD 1929 DATUM = + 90.47).  HORIZONTAL ORENTATION IS SCALE: 17=1,000
HASED ON REFERENCE PLAN #1. INVERT ELEVATIONS ARE PER REFERENCE PLAN #8.
T o — - T 7. ARISOICTIONAL WETLANDS WERE NOT FOUND ON THE SUBJEGT PARCEL PER AN ON SITE
T R T T N e e T T e T Dane: SNty FIELD INVESTIGATION BY CHRISTOPHER A. GUIDA, C.W5, IN MARCH 2015 IN ACCORDANCE
N WITH THE "CORPS OF ENGWEERS WETLAND DELINEATION MANUAL, TECHNICAL REPORT LEGEND:
FORMER @ - Y-87-1, DATED JANUARY 1987", - EXISTING FEATURES
59 i B. THE SITE IS NOT LCCATED WITHIN THE WATER SUPPLY PROTECTION DISTRICT. RIGHT-OF-UAY LINE QUAFEFf  RON PIPE FOUAD
SGUSAGRES N (N%: el 8 AC. 9. THE SITE IS CURRENTLY SERVICED HY OVERHEAD UTILITES. ——— BOUNDARY LE EGE(F]  GRANIE BOUD FOUND
26,395 SQFT. =L ; 10. PERMANENT MARKERS ARE T0 BE SET AT ALL LOT CORNERS AND STONE BOUNDS AT ALL ABUTTING L7 s NS RN PN TO BE SET
PROP. 13 WOE. 4 CAR ( w232 ) POINTS OF CURVATURE AND TANGEMCY ALONG THE RICHT-OF-WAY BY A LICENSED BULOING SETEACK LINE BOSIBS]  RAATE BOUND 10 BE ST
R D N N N N = L L 5 = LAND SURVEYOR.
> DRIVEWAY, REMOVE & JIMMY & EDGE OF PAVED ROAD ® SEWER MAN-HOLE
. RESET LURBING TO ANGELA DUCHARME 11. THE SUBJECT PARCEL IS NOT LOCATED IN A FLOOD HAZARD AREA AS DETERMINED FROM
% AMHERST STREET ISTE GORINGOAT: Nornie THE FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY (FIRM), HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, CITY OF NASHUA, NEW CURBING - CATCH BASM
» DRIVEWAY REMOVAL NASOR oL HAMPSHIRE, COMMUNITY NO. 330087, PREPARED BY THE FEDERAL EMERGENCY TLITY POXE
X ak 772l G AIB o Bs11/06 WAMAGEMENT AGENCY, MAP NUMBER: 33011C0S13D, DATED: SEPTEMBER 25, 2009 EDGE OF CRAVEL PARKING T‘\ AD GUY WRE
0.569 ACRES : Parbet- # (Mﬂﬁ_ﬁmﬁ_ﬁsgggg&) 12, s0ML, J“YPE FOR THE ENTRE SITE IS WnC — WNDSOR~URBAN LAND COMPLEX WITM SLOPES —= & —  CHAN-UNK FENCE et TREE LINE
24,782 5Q.FT. B [ J FROM 37—15%. )
(EXCLUBING PARCEL—A) 0.03" ACRES — — —70-— — 10 CONTOUR WTERVAL —— ——o—— METAL GUARD RaL
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Qf Adjustment

there are occasional issues with the sewer here, it’s not enough
to deny the request.

Mr. Boucher said he is in support of the request, and reiterated
other Board members comments.

MOTION by Mr. Shaw to approve the request on behalf of the
applicant as advertised. He said that the variance is needed to
enable the applicant’s proposed use of the property, the special
conditions being that despite this being in the GI Zone, every
other use on the street, along with Broadview Avenue, are all
single-family homes in this small cluster of GI zoned land, and
by putting in a single-family home on this pProperty is actually
a more reasonable use than the allowed uses in the GI Zone,
which could be a much heavier usage and activity, which would
not be in keeping with the rest of Fox Street and Broadview
Avenue.,

Mr. Shaw stated that the request is within the spirit and intent
of the ordinance. He said that it will not adversely affect the
property values of surrounding parcels, and in all likelihood a
new home on a vacant lot should help to improve property values.

Mr. Shaw said it is not contrary to the public interest and
stated that substantial justice is served to the applicant.

Mr. Shaw said that there was a little bit of discussion that
there isn’t a specific lot size for residential use in the GI
zone, but this property exceeds the 5,000 square foot minimum
size in the zone, and the proposed house will be more in keeping
with a lot size of the R9 zone, and the proposed lot sizes will
also be consistent with other properties in this area.

SECONDED by Ms. Vitale.
MOTION CARRIED UMNANIMOUSLY 4-0.

3. Larry Kittle (Owner) 78 Amherst Street and “L” Putnam
Street (Sheet 62 Lots 83 & 85) requesting the following
variances from Land Use Code Section 190-16, Table 16-3: 1)
minimum lot area, proposed lot 62-83: 18,668 8q.ft required
— 13,868 sq.ft proposed; 2) minimum lot area, pProposed lot
62-83-1: 18,868 sq.ft required - 11,666 sq.ft proposed - to
subdivide one lot into two lots and construct a 3-unit
multi-family building on each lot (ZBA approved similar
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density on 7-28-15 with two units each on three proposed
lots - request has expired); and, 3) variance from Land Use
Code Section 190-209 (C) to construct new driveway at 78
Amherst Street (facing Putnam Street) within 50 feet of the
intersection of Amherst Street and Putnam Street, 41.8 feet
proposed [approved by ZBA on 7-28-15, permit never applied
for]. RB Zone, Ward 4.

Voting on this case:

JP Boucher, Chair

Jack Currier, Vice Chair and Acting Clerk
Rob Shaw

Kathy Vitale

Attorney Jeff Zall, 221 Main Street, Nashua, NH. Atty. Zall
handed out some materials to the Board members. He described
the property location and the advertised request. He said that
if this request is supported, the applicant will be submitted a
site plan and Conditional Use for the City of Nashua Planning
Board.

Atty. Zall said that the proposal is to create two lots, Lot 62-
83 with 13,868 sqg.ft of land, and 62-83-1 with 11,666 =q.ft of
land. He said that the dengity that is required is 6,222 square
feet of land per unit. He said that the applicant also owns 78
Amherst Street, and this proposed subdivision will relocate the
lot line to expand that lot to allow for a driveway. He said
that the existing driveway on Amherst Street will be removed,
and there is an associated driveway variance being requested to
allow it to be 41.8 feet from the intersection of Amherst Street
and Putnam Street. He said that this will provide a much safer
traffic situation.

Atty. Zall said that after the initial approval was given, the
owner determined that there was asbestos beneath the surface,
and the proposed plan will be better environmentally because the
NH DES recommends that the asbestos be capped/covered, and the
proposed plan will have asphalt paving over the majority of the
asbestos, so it will be better for the environment. He said
that the density is the same as the previous approval, and
compared the density of nearby multi-family properties and the
proposal before the Board is substantially less than many of the
nearby lots that have multi-family use. He covered all the
pertinent points of law for the variances.
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SPEAKING IN FAVOR:

Larry Kittle, 2 Pollard Road, Merrimack, NH. Mr. Kittle said
that thisg development will enhance the values of the
neighborhocod, as right now it is an overgrown lot where people
throw items in there as a dumping site, so with a new
residential development, it will enhance the values.

Nathan Chirman, P.E., Fieldstone Land Consultants, Milford, NH.
Mr. Chirman said that they could not have used the original
approval because it would disturb the asbestos. He said that
the best way to handle this is to keep the asbestos on site and
to cap it. He said that they’ve filed for a permit with DES, to
keep the asbestos from being airborne, and to keep it buried and
capped. He said it is not friable, it’s still intact, and
getting this site cleaned and developed will be a benefit for
the City.

Mr. Kittle said that Putnam Street is a one-way street, so no
cars come onto Amherst Street from Putnam Street, so it should
be far less of an isgue with traffic for the proposed driveway.

SPEAKING IN OPPOSITION OR WITH QUESTIONS OR CONCERNS:

No one.
Board members all expressed support for the application.

MOTION by Mr. Shaw to approve the request on behalf of the owner
as advertised, with all requests congidered collectively. He
said that the wvariance is needed to enable the applicant’s
proposed use of the property, given the special conditions of
the property, there has been additional information that has
been discovered regarding the presence of asbestos on this
property that caused a re-work from the original proposal, which
was a three lot plan with two units each to this new proposal
that will have two lots with three units in a townhome style
property, and the density of this usage is very consistent with
the surrounding neighborhood of multi-family units and is less
than many of the units nearby.
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Mr. Shaw stated that the request is within the spirit and intent
of the ordinance, and said that there is no evidence of it
adversely affecting the property values of surrounding parcels.

Mr. Shaw said it is not contrary to the public interest, and
substantial justice is served.

SECONDED by Ms. Vitale.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 4-0.

4. Roman Catholic Bishop of Manchester (Owner) St. Joseph the
Worker Parish (Applicant) 777 West Hollis Street (Sheet D
Lot 76) requesting the following variances: 1) from Land
Use Code Section 190-101, Table 101-7 to permit an
electronic message center sign in an R9 zone; 2) from Land
Use Code Section 190-97 (B), to allow graphics on proposed
electronic messgage center sign, where only three lines of
text are permitted; 3) from Land Use Code Section 190-102 -
to exceed maximum ground identification sign area, 12 sq.ft
permitted, 45.5 sq.ft proposed; and, 4) to exceed maximum
height of ground identification sign, 8 feet permitted,
13.5 feet proposed. R9 Zone, Ward 5.

Voting on this case:

JP Boucher, Chair

Jack Currier, Vice Chair and Acting Clerk
Rob Shaw

Kathy vitale

Robert Cormier, P.E. 164 Rideout Road, Hollis, NH. Mr. Cormier
said that the Church’s Pastor and sign committee has asked him
to represent the church. Mr. Cormier said that the intent and
purpose of the sign ordinance is to regulate signe in
residential zones, and to keep those areas from becoming
extensions of commercial districts. He said that lots in the R9
zone are typically 9,000 square feet in size, 75-90 feet of
frontage, and if there is a small business in one of these
homes, their sign would be about 50 or so feet from a
neighboring home.

Mr. Cormier said that when the sign ordinance was drafted for
the residential =zones, it was not done with the church being
considered as a possible occupant of the zone as well. He said
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he property;  he said it is a large lot with an existing house
that needs to be torn down, and the benefit sought by the
applicant cannot be achieved by some other method reasonably
feasible for the applicant to pursue, other than the variance.

Mr. Lionel said that the Board feels that it is within the
spirit and intent of the ordinance.

Mr. Lionel said that there is no indication that it would
negatively impact surrounding property values, there wasg
testimony from one neighbor in support.

Mr. Lionel said that the request is within the public interest,
and substantial justice is served.

Mr. Lionel said that for a special condition, that this variance
expires on September 30, 2020.

Mr. Falk said that the existing house has to have an approved
demolition permit.

Mr. Lionel said that the existing house will be demolished by
September 30, 2020.

Mr. Falk said that there would never be any need for two
principal structures on the one lot, as a new house will be
built in its place.

SECONDED by Mr. Kanakis.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOQUSLY 5-0.

5. Larry Kittle (Owner) 78 Amherst Street and “L” Putnam Street
(Sheet 62 Lots 83 & 85) requesting the following wvariances:
1) from Land Use Code Section 190-16, Table 16-3, for land
area, 24,782 8q.ft existing after proposed 1lot line
relocation, 43,560 sq.ft required, to construct seven multi-
family dwelling units (two duplexes and one triplex) on one
lot; and, 2) variance from Land Use Code Section 190-209 (c)
to allow a driveway within 50 feet of an intersection, 16 feet
proposed to Prescott Street. RB Zone, Ward 4.

Voting on thig case:

JP Boucher, Chair
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Mariellen MacKay, Clerk
Steve Lionel, Vice Chair
Jack Currier
Jay Minkarah

Attorney Jeff Zall, 221 Main Street, Nashua, NH. Atty. Zall

handed out some material to the Board members. Atty. Zall
described the property location. He said that the property has
been before the Board twice before for variances. He said in

2015, he was approved for six units, with a two-family building
on three propogsed lots. He said that they never developed it,
as it was discovered that asbestos was discovered. He said in
2018 they received approval for a two lot subdivision with a
triplex on each lot, which was better for capping the asbestos
on the right side of the property with parking and driveway
areas.

Atty. Zall said that they didn’t build the development that was
approved from the 2018 approval, as the asbestos cost is far
greater than originally anticipated. He said that the second
reason is that by having two lots, each lot had to have water
and sewer accessed separately from Putnam Street, which would
cause digging up of asbestos in two spots, which is not

recommended. He said that by having one lot, with seven units
on that lot, they’d only have to cross the asbestos in one area
for water and sewer. He said that by cutting the asbestos

crossing disturbance in half, it is a significant consideration.

Atty. Zall said that the applicant has revised their plan, and
this time it’s to keep it as a single lot, with seven units. He
said that they have reduced the size of the units from 22’x34’
to 18'x 36 feet deep.

Atty. Zall said that the neighborhood is predominantly multi-
family properties, of the 43 properties in the neighborhood, the
submitted document shows the lot sizes and density. He said
that 26 of the 43 properties have multiple units, with density
as low as 1,176 square feet per unit. He said that adjacent to
the subject lot, 82-92 Amherst Street, is a 22-unit building, on
a lot of 1.12 acres, a density of 2,217 square feet per unit.
He said that across the street, at 76 Amherst Street, is a four-
unit building with a density of 1,919 square feet per unit. He
said that 23 of the 26 multifamily buildings are all undersized
and do not meet the density requirements. He said that the
average density of all the multi-unit properties in the
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neighborhood was 3,428 square feet. He said that the variance
granted in 2018 had 4,623 square feet on one lot, and the other
lot was 3,888 square feet per unit. He said that the proposed
density for the seven units on one lot is 3,540 square feet per
unit.

Atty. Zall said that the request would not be contrary to the
public interest, it will observe the spirit and intent of the
ordinance because the essential character of the neighborhood
will not change. He said that substantial justice would be
done, since the proposal will allow the development of the
Property in a manner that will allow the applicant to best deal
with the asbestos. He gaid that there will be no deviation of
property values, since the proposal is to create multiple units
that are in character of the neighborhood, and will result in
cleaning up a property that is overgrown with bushes and debris,
and make it safer by capping the asbestos. He said that the
special condition of the property is that it is located in a
neighborhood with a majority of the properties that do not
comply with the density required in the ordinance. He said that
it does not serve the purpose of the restriction in a fair and
reasonable way, because there are so many properties with
dengities per unit less or far less than what the ordinance
requires. He stated that the proposed density is reasonable for
the neighborhood. He said that another condition ig the
presence of the asbestos, and it can best be dealt with from the
applicant’s proposal.

Atty. Zall said that the applicant is also requesting a variance
to allow a driveway within 50 feet of an intersection. He said
that Putnam Street is a one-way street with little traffic, and
the proposal for three separate driveways as shown allows for
each building to have its own parking area and driveway, and
improves the safety of the area by relocating the driveway f£rom
Amherst Street to Putnam Street. He said that the case will not
be contrary to the public interest, and will observe the spirit
of the ordinance, as it will allow the driveway to be in a safer

location. He said that substantial justice would be done
because it will not cause an unsafe condition, and will have no
impact on property values. He said that literal enforcement of

the 50 foot distance would not serve the purpose of the
ordinance because Putnam Street is a one-way street with little
traffic.
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Mr. Minkarah said that the average density of the neighborhood
is 4,101 square feet. He said the previous approval was closer
to that from 2018,

Atty. 2Zall said that the average density for the neighborhood
takes into account all the single-family owners as well, and one
of them is on a very large lot, so it skews it.

Mr. Minkarah asked why they want seven units.

Atty. Zall said that at the 2018 variance, it was proposed for
two 1lots. He said that they only could fit six units in,
because the lot line in the middle has getbacks, and due to the
asbestos, they couldn’t fit more. He said that with the current
proposal, it’s on one lot, and there are no setbacks to work
around through the middle of the property, and the buildings can
be closer together so the seven units can fit, and the units are
narrower.

Mr. Minkarah said that the previous two approvals were for six
units, and asked what the justification is for seven.

Atty. Zall said that the average density in the neighborhood of
the multi-family properties, 23 of the 26 multi-unit properties,
are below the density requirements of the ordinance, and
significantly below. He said that there are numerous ones below
2,000 square feet per unit.

Mr. Minkarah said in the 2018 request, even though it was two
lots, it utilized a single curb-cut, and asked why they need
three driveway curb-cuts as opposed to one.

Atty. Zall said that they thought it was a better design and it
gives more of a smaller residential feeling as opposed to one
driveway and one big parking lot.

Mr. Minkarah asked what will happen to the asbestos.

Atty. Zall said it will be capped, and that was the proposal by
GZA in 2003, to cap it.

Mr. Currier said that this proposal is 3,540 square feet per
unit, and asked what the density was in 2018.
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Atty. Zall said the larger lot had a density of 4,623 square
feet per unit, and the smaller lot had a density of 3,888 square
feet.

Mr. Boucher asked what the alternatives would be regarding the
driveways.

Atty. Z2all said that they could have it be 1like the 2018
approval, but they prefer the three driveways.

Mr. Lionel asked what the difference is between the 2018 plan,
he said that plan has a stormwater management system in back of
the buildings, and didn’t see it in the proposed plan.

Atty. Zall said that is best addressed by the contractor.

Gary Francouer, Developer, Mr. Francouer said it hasn't
changed, it’s going to be the same type of system, it Just
wasn’t shown on the drawing. He said that the sewer has to come
off of Putnam Street, so they have to go through the asbestos to
get to the sewer, as there is no sewer on Prescott Street.

Mr. Currier asked if the stormwater basin is exposed, or
underground.

Mr. Francouer said it is underground, there will be grass on top
of it, over stone. He said it will look like a lawn area.

Mr. Lionel asked why the 2018 plan couldn’t be implemented by
using it as one lot instead of two lots.

Larry Kittle, “L” Putnam Street, Owner. Mr. Kittle said at that
time, it was suggested that they go with the two lots, with a
building on each lot.

Mr. Lionel asked why they couldn’t take the 2018 plan and just
erase the lot line.

Mr. Kittle said it was a cost issue, as it would regquire
sprinklers in all the units.

Atty. Zall said that the rationale for doing the seven units is
that because of the character of the neighborhocod and the
density in the area, six units was realistic, but also, seven
units is realistic. He said that six units can be done, but due
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to the density in the area, as well as dealing with the
asbestos, seven units ig a reasonable project.

SPEAKTING IN FAVOR:
No one.

SPEAKING IN OPPOSITION OR WITH QUESTIONS OR CONCERNS :
No one.

Mr. Lionel said that for variances, finances are not part of the
Board’s deliberation. He said that it bothers him that the two
duplex buildings would be built without fire suppression. He
said he sees no reason that the plan as passed in 2018 couldn’t
be implemented as is. He said he isn’t in favor of the three
driveways, and is not in support of either of the variances.

Mr. Minkarah said he doesn’t have a problem with the wvariance
that was granted in 2018, the densities proposed are consistent

with the neighborhood. He @gaid that he cannot support the
proposal for seven units, and is not in favor of the driveway
variance. He said it’s clear from the 2018 request that one

driveway works.

Mr. Currier said that the 2018 variance was more in line with
what is in the neighborhood, and there is a goal set out in
zoning for current standards, and this is still way below that.
He said that the 2018 plan had a single driveway egituated in a
location where it wasn’t facing a house to minimize headlights
going across the street to the abutting properties. He said
he’s not in favor of the three driveways.

Mr. Boucher said he’s on the fence with the additional dwelling
unit, and the attorney made a compelling call for it. He said
that there is a large apartment complex nearby, and really isn’t
opposed to it. He said he doesn’t care for the driveways, and
likes the single driveway better. He said he would be in favor
of the seven units.

Mrs. MacKay said that she’s struggling with the extra unit, six
is fine, seven not so much. She said she prefers the one
driveway over the three. She didn’t think that cars can park on
Putnam Street, and you can’t park on either side of a driveway
within two feet, @0 to put in three driveways would cause a
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serious issue if a car was parked on the street. She said that
there could be a safety concern if a fire truck needed access.
She said that with the duplex units not having a sprinkler
system is bothersome.

MOTION by Mr. Lionel to deny the variance application on behalf
of the owner ag advertised for the density, the first variance
listed. He said that the Board believes that the variance is
not needed to enable the applicant’s proposed use of the
property, given the special conditions of the property, there
was a 2018 variance granted that the Board felt was adequate to
enable the applicant’s proposed use of the property, and the
benefit sought by the applicant can be achieved by some other
method reasonably feasible other than the requested variance.

Mr. Lionel said that the Board feels that it is not within the
gpirit and intent of the ordinance, given the current ordinance
density limits.

Mr. Lionel said that the Board doesn’t have an opinion about
adversely affecting property values of surrounding parcels, but
has concerns about the effect on the neighborhood.

Mr. Lionel said that the request is contrary to the public
interest, and substantial justice is served by not granting.

SECONDED by Mr. Minkarah.,
MOTION CARRIED 4-1 (Mr. Boucher).

MOTION by Mr. Lionel to deny the variance application on behalf
of the owner as advertised for the driveway within 50 feet of an
intersection, the second variance listed. He said that the
Board believes that the variance is not needed to enable the
applicant’s proposed use of the property, there was a plan
approved in 2018 with a single entrance that did not require a
variance, and the Board believes that is reasonably feasible for
the applicant to pursue.

Mr. Liomel said that the Board feels that it ig not within the
spirit and intent of the ordinance.

Mr. Lionel said that the Board believes that this will adversely
affect property values of surrounding parcels, particularly with
congestion,
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Mr. ILionel said that the request is contrary to the public
interest, and substantial justice is served by not granting.

SECONDED by Mr. Minkarah.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 5-9Q.
MISCELLANEOUS:

REHEARING REQUESTS:

None.

MINUTES:

None.

REGIONAL IMPACT:

The Board did not see any cases of Regional Impact for the 12-
10-19 Agenda.

ADJOURNMENT :
Mr. Boucher called the meeting closed at 8:32 p.m.
Submitted by: Mrs. MacKay, Clerk.

CF - Taped Hearing
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Rdjustment

Larry Kittle (Owner) 78 Amherst Street and “L” Putnam
Street (Sheet 62 Lots 83 & 85) requesting the following
variances: 1) Proposed Lot 1 - minimum lot area, 12,445
sq.ft required, 7,229 sq.ft proposed, 2) Proposed Lot 2 -
minimum lot area, 12,445 sq.ft required, 8,007 sq.ft
proposed, 3) Proposed Lot 3 - minimum lot area, 12,445
8q.ft required, 10,729 sqg.ft proposed - all requests to
subdivide one lot into three lots to construct a two-family
building on each lot; 4) for 78 Amherst Street, minimum lot
area, 12,445 sq.ft required, 2,651 sq.ft existing, 3,083
8q.ft proposed, to convert a single-family into a two-
family building; and, 5) to permit the construction of a
driveway within 50 feet of an intersection, 41.8 feet
proposed. RB Zone, Ward 4.

Voting on this case:

Gerry Reppucci
Rob Shaw
Kathy vitale
Jack Currier
J.P. Boucher

Chad Branon, Fieldstone Land Associates, Milford, NH. Mr.
Branon gaid that Parcel 62-85 is situated at the corner of
Amherst Street and Putnam Street, and is 0.06 acres, and is
currently occupied by a single-family residence. He said that
Parcel 62-83 surrounds the other parcel, and it has frontage on
Amherst Street, Putnam Street and Prescott Street. He gaid it
is .606 acres, and is undeveloped. He said that both parcels
are zoned RB, which has a minimum of 6,000 square feet of land
and 50 feet of frontage for a single family home.

Mr. Branon said that the desgire is to subdivide Parcel 62-83,
the larger parcel, into three residential lots, which will be
served by a common driveway off of Prescott Street. He said the
lots would be between 7,229 - 10,729 sq.ft in size. He said
this area of the City is primarily developed with multi-family
housing. He =said that there is a duplex proposed for each of
the three lots, each lot would require 6,222 sq.ft per unit, so
each lot would require 12,446 sq.ft for each lot, therefore, a
variance is proposed for lot area for each of the three lots.
He said that the proposed demnsity is in harmony with the
surroundings, and in many lots, the surrounding density is
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larger. He pointed out an exhibit that was submitted showing
the neighborhood density.

Mr. Branon said that there is a proposal to relocate the
driveway for Parcel 62-85 from Amherst Street to Putnam Street,
along with an associated driveway within 50 feet of an
intersection, which is also one of tonight’s variance requests,
ag it would be approximately 41.85 feet from the intersection,
but it will be a much safer condition.

He said that the spirit and intent of the ordinance will be met,
it provides substantial justice to the property owner, and will
not diminish the values of surrounding properties. He said that
all the criteria for a variance have been outlined, and they
believe they meet the criteria, he said that per testimony and
the completed application, everything has been addressed.

Mr. Reppucci said it would be a total of 8 units on 29,000 sq.ft
of land, or 3,621 gq.ft per unit. He said that each unit would
require 6,222 sg.ft of land.

Mr. Branon said that the safety would be improved by relocating
the driveway, and the lot on the corner would gain a little bit
of land, and there is evidence at one point that that lot was a
duplex some time ago.

Mr. Currier said that the signs on the property said that
they’re City owned property, he asked who owns the land.

Mr. Branon said that Mr. Kittle owns all the property.

Mr. Currier said that with the topography, the land is steep,
dropping off. He said if the plan were built as shown, there
wouldn’t be much yard space, and asked if the topography would
remain as is between the duplex’s.

Mr. Branon said it does slope down to the west, from Putnam
Street, but when the excavation is done for the basements, that
land can be used for fill on site to help with yard space, it
will be more leveled out. He said the building envelopes shown
are large, it is possible they would be built a little smaller,
it’s not the final size of the buildings, so there may be more
room between buildings.
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Mr. Branon said that a majority of the nearby lots are also
multi-family units, there really isn’t much interest in single-
family homes in the area, and multi-family fits more in the
character and land values in the area.

Mr. Reppucci asked if the investment would work with 6 units, or
4 units.

Mr. Larry Kittle, 166 Amherst Road, Merrimack, NH. Mr. Kittle
said that the single-family home that is here is a 4-bedroom, on
a busy road, but would be ok with keeping it a single-family
home. He said he is more interested in being able to develop
the vacant lot to its full potential, there is a tenant in there
now, he said it did used to be a two-family at one time, but is
ok with it staying as a single.

Mr. Reppucci asked about 4 units on the other lot.

Mr. Kittle said he could do 4 single family homes there, without
any variances, but single family homes wouldn’t make sense.

Mr. Branon said it’s not always what you can or can’t do, a lot
of times its’ what the market is and what makes sense in the
area. He said that the 3 duplex’s make more sense with the
character of the neighborhood. He said it would only make oné
curb cut onto the City streets. He said it is a low impact to
the street system. He said they want to proceed with the 6
units.

Mr. Reppucci said that there are certain aspects of the Ffinances
of the project could affect the hardship, there are
circumstances where hardship is found because of the land, and
really asked about the hardship here.

Mr. Currier said the driveway relocation makes a lot of sense,
it is very positive, its way better than being on Amherst
Street, but is struggling with the overall density of the
project. He said the application is clear, but said it’s hard
to grasp the need for the 6 units without seeing an alternative
of a lesser density.

Mr. Branon said that when this was marketed for a single family
home, there wasn’t a market for that in this area. He said if
it were four single family 1lots, they wouldn’t be the best
loocking lots, due to the land geometry and topography, there are
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some slopes to contend with. He gaid what makes the best sense
is the proposed duplex units, it’s just not a single family
housing area. He said it is a very large area, of mostly all
multi-family.

Ms. Vitale said that moving the driveway is a big benefit, and
found support for changing the single family home on the corner
to a two-family unit, an upper and lower unit, and posgibly have
two duplex’s on the other lot.

Mr. Reppucci said a lot of the houses in this area are two-
family, with an upper and lower unit, with little yards. He
said that there is a lot of pavement here, and the houses are
gide by side, so the living spaces are next to one another,
taking up more ground, there is an inordinate amount of pavement
and driveways. He said it’s not similar to other homes in the
area.

Mr. Currier said the topography is challenging, that’s why it’s
not developed, it drops off and is steep. He said it appears as
if the development would be dense.

Mr. Shaw said that there was some testimony about the building
boxes may not be as large, so we’re seeing the worst case
scenario. He said that each lot has a “U” around them in terms
of a yard, so there is a small yard associated with each unit.
He said that sure, there is a lot of asphalt, but from a
marketing perspective, people would rather be in their own up
and down unit, instead of someone below or above them. He said
the driveway relocation is wonderful for the corner lot. He
gaid that initially, the density seemed like a lot, but the
development of three duplexes is so consistent with the
neighborhood, that the proposed density is in character, and
perhaps that the zoning district requirement for density is
incongistent with the area, and that this small pocket of land
isn’t out of character.

Mr. Falk said that the RB zone is a two-family zone.

Mr. Reppucci asked about fire truck access.

Mr. Falk said that they’d still have to go to the Planning
Board, and it would be reviewed. He said that the property

would have three road frontages to work with. He said each lot
does meet all building setbacks, and open space requirements.
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Ms. Vitale said that she believed that this property was set
aside for the Broad Street Parkway, and wasn’t used, and that’s
why the City owned it.

Mr. Falk said that the site is near City serviceg such as an
elementary school, a park, shopping, bus lines, and it’'s very
conducive to duplex units, instead of a more broader single
family use.

Mr. Reppucci said he’s finding support for this, and if approved
tonight, he’d like to have it come back to the Board if there
are any changes to the plan.

Mr. Boucher said for Lot 62-83, he’s comfortable with that. He
said the 62-85 lot, it seems like a lot, but sees the benefit
with what the applicant wants to do with the property. He said
he’s not looking at it from a financial view, but it provides
more affordable housing, and gets a driveway off of Amherst
Street, which is good. He said that the totality of the request
is fine, it’s not like it’s out of character at all with the
neighborhood, every house nearby looks different, and built at
different times, and it’s =zoned for two-family buildings. He
said he’'d be in favor of it.

Mr. Shaw said he wouldn’t be in favor of the conversion of the
single family home to a two family, but is willing to support
the driveway relocation.

Mr. Currier said he’s in favor of the driveway relocation, it’s
a much safer traffic pattern.

Further discussion ensued about variance number 4, whether to
table it to have the applicant further review it, or they can
withdraw it.

MOTION by Mr. Currier to suspend the rules to discuss variance
number 4 with the applicant.

SECONDED by Mr. Reppucci.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 5-0.

Mr. Branon said that they’d like to formally withdraw the
variance request for variance number 4, He said they'd still
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move forward with the lot 1line relocation and driveway
relocation.

MOTION by Mr. Reppucci to approve the variance requests, all
taken together, on behalf of the owner as advertised, except for
variance number 4, which was withdrawn by the applicant. Mr.
Reppucci said that the variances are needed to enable the
applicant’s proposed use of the property, and given the special
conditions of the property, and the benefit sought by the
applicant cannot be achieved by some other method reasonably
feasible for the applicant to pursue, other than an area
variance.

Mr. Reppucci said that it is within the spirit and intent of the
ordinance, there shouldn’t be any negative effects on
surrounding property values. He said that it is not contrary to
the public interest, and substantial justice will be served.

SECONDED by Mr. Shaw.

Mr. Currier said that 78 Amherst Street would include the 1lot
line adjustment. He said that the applicant agreed to move
forward with that.

Mr. Reppucci agreed to the amendment to the motion.

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 5-0.

Maxine & Peter Derby (Owners) 5 Warton Road (Sheet B Lot 1196)
requesting variance for maximum driveway width, 24 feet allowed,
15 feet existing, 33 feet proposed. R9 Zone, Ward 8. [TABLED
FROM 6-9-15 MEETING]

Voting on this case:

Gerry Reppucci
Rol: Shaw
Kathy Vitale
Jack Currier
J.P. Boucher

NOTE: The owners are not present.

Mr. Falk said that both he and Lori Barrett from DPW went out to
the site, and it appears as if their proposed plan was really
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VARIANCE APPLICATION (ZBA) ‘ ’

PLEASE NOTE: INCOMPLETE OR ILLEGIBLE APPLICATIONS WILL BE RETURNED TO
APPLICANT.

EGEIVE

This application must be completed and submitted to the Planning Department no later than the dates listed on the Zoning Board
of Adjustment (ZBA) schedule sheet. Please print clearly or type.

1. VARIANCE INFORMATION
a. ADDRESS OF REQUEST [130 Spit Brook Road

Zoning District [Pl | Sheet| B | Lot[2428 |

b. VARIANCE(S) REQUESTED:

To locate a ground sign at 0’ setback, where 10’ is required. ($200); To locate a larger than 25 sq it
ground sign in the ZOnhe where TZ square fe€t is the maximum size , 10 allow an Electronic
' re none is permitted ($330.00)

¢. LAND USE CODE SECTION(S) REQUESTING VARIANCE(S) FROM |~ 190

2. GENERAL INFORMATION
a. APPLICANT /OPTIONEE (List both individual name and corporate name if applicable)

{Print Namel;|8igns Now NH C/O Charles Raz |

7 F)
Applicant’s signature ‘__w% l Date | g,/ /?' / l# I

Applicant’s address |71 Bridge Street, PO Box 184 Pelham, NH 03076-0184 [

Telephone number H;|§03.635.2292 ,C:L |E..mai]; Iinfg@SignsNowNH.com —I

b. PROPERTY OWNER (Print Name}:'g‘race Lutheran Church

Ay o N 2
*Owner’s signaturel%&,iu_wﬂg/‘ 1 Date| & / Z; /e [
|

Owner’s address |130 Spit Brook Road

Telephone number H:|(603) 888-7579 lc:[603-305-6982 | E-mail{treasurer@gracelutherannash ua.org|

*Agents and/or option holders must supply written authorization to submit on behalf of owner(s).

T T T T T T
b

" OFFICE USE ONLY| Date Received Z/ 20/ 20 Date of hearing ‘?/25/20 Application checked for completeness:

PLR# A 20- oa’q Board Action

3 application fee [_] Date Paid Receipt #
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signage fee [ Date Paid Receipt #
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8 certified mailing fee || Date Paid Receipt #
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" VARIANCE APPLICATION

. Page2
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3. PURPOSE OF REQUEST

------ L R R R R T U e U e o R WL R R m I WORCR W PLL

7
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Address |130 Spit Brook Road

Answer all questions below. Provide as much information as available to give the ZBA the necessary facts to review your
case. Attach additional sheets if necessary. See “Procedures for Filing a Variance” for further information.

1.

Granting of the requested variance will not be contrary to the public interest, because: {The proposed use must
not conflict with the explicit or implicit purpose of the ordinance and that it must not alter the essential character of
the neighborhood, threaten public health, safety, or welfare, or otherwise injure “public rights.”)

Allowing the requested sign variances for sign placement a similar distance from the pavement as

O () W IOIoOVE £ 5d

2. The proposed use will observe the spirit of the ordinance, because: (The Proposed use must not conflict with the

3

explicit or implicit purpose of the ordinance and must not alter the essential character of the neighborhood, threaten
public health, safety, or welfare, or otherwise injure “public rights.™
Allowing the requested sign variances is in the public interest

g - > oW - - e - <)

, because the proposed sign location on the state

oRG =24 eHe vl o age-a oEato

= o R1R in ing , ; « Raa il husinesse
residential or park industrial. The 2 ft 1 3/16 in by 6 ft 6 1/2 in EMC is less than the 50% of sign area allowed for the
EMC portion of the sign, but allows viewing of text by passing vehicles,

Substantial justice would be done to the property-owner by granting the variance, because: (The benefits to
the applicant must not be outweighed by harm to the general pubiic or to other individuals.)

ng placement of the sign 80 ft

or more from the road way makes the sign unreadable by passing vehicles, while

m d58 4 =i8 £ 1 dll -

back at property line restricts the property owner's building ldentifications. Restricting the EMC area restricts the

0 view of public posting food paniry and offier notices of free public event dales and Times.
. - DA H™ H . 0 - (T . b . .

roadway. Allowing the proposed sign location will help avoid confusion for vehicles entering Access Easement shared
by the two properties as drivers to see the sign in time to safely slow for the turn into the parking area.

The proposed use will not diminish the values of surrounding properties, because: (The Board will consider
expert testimony but also may consider other evidence of the effect on property values, including personal

knowledge of the members themselves.)

The proposed sign will not diminish the values of the surrounding properties because other property owners on Spit

Brook Road have illuminated signs similar distance from the roadway. A permanent sign placed at the ROW line wil

allow the property owner to discontinue the use of temporary 4 ft by 8 ft banners to announce food pantry and other

notices of free public event dates and imes. A permanently mounted well constructed sign will improve aesthetics

whenviewed-frommthe toadway:

Zoning Board Variance Application updated 12:20/17
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FARIANCE APPLICATION Address |130 Spit Brook Road
Page 3
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5. Special conditions exist such that literal enforcement of the ordinance results in unnecessary hardship,
because: (The applicant must establish that because, because of the special conditions of the property in question, the
restriction applied to the property by the ordinance does not serve the purpose of the restriction in a “fair and reasonable”
way. Also, you must establish that the special conditions of the property cause the proposed use to be reasonable. The
use must not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. Alternatively, you can establish that, because of the
special conditions of the property, there is no reasonable use that can be made of the property that would be permitted
under the ordinance. If there is any reasonable use (including an existing use) that is permitted under the ordinance, this

alterpative js not available

The relocation of Spit Brook Road 80 ft from the existing property line established a Special Condition for

B
™
-

i - smilr
properties on Spit Brook Road. Allowing an proposed 32 sq ft sign with EMC allows adequate viewing
from the roadway improved safety and public awareness, without diminishing property values.

4. USE VARIANCE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Please answer all questions below that are applicable. Your answers to these questions will allow staff to better understand
your request.

Total number of employees g Number of employees per shift IL:I

Hours and days of operation [Sunday through Saturday, 7 am to 9 pm

Number of daily and weekly visits to the premises by customers, clients, vendors and solicitors I"" 00-200/d§|
Number of daily and weekly commercial deliveries to the premises [2 per day 1

Number of parking spaces available [120

—Describe vour general business operations:

Religious organization providing church serviges, Christian education and charitable services such as food pantry,
and nonprofit meeting space.

opp op

g. Describe any proposed site renovations, including, but not limited to — landscaping, lighting, pavement,

structural changes. signage, access and circulation:

Relocation of sign closer to roadway for improved viewing

I hereby acknowledge that I have read this application and state that the above is correct and agree to comply with
all the city ordinances and state laws regulating construction. | undersiand that only those point specifically
mentioned are affected by action taken on this appeal.

_ 2449 /3 2
Signature of Applicar Date rf
Charles Raz for Signs Now NH

Print Name Date

The staff report for a Use Variance request will be available no later than Friday of the week before the ZBA meeting. I you would like a copy,
please indicate below:

LI 1 will pick it up at City Hall
B Please email it o me at IChUCK@SignSNOWNH-Com —l

O Please mail it to me at J |

Zoning Board Variance Application updated 12/20/17
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Mrs. Krailo said she didn’t feel the hardship has been proven.
This is a land use board, not an economics board and financial
considerations are out of their purview. This property has not
been on the market as a residential use per testimony.

She also stated she had trouble with the fact that the immediate
surrounding properties are all residential and this would probably
adversely affect those residential properties by introducing some
commercial property there.

MOTION by Mrs. Krailo to deny the variance for the reasons stated
above.

SECONDED by Mrs. Meckel. She doesn’t see the hardship. There is
plenty of commercial property that a lawyer’s office can be put
into. She said this is clearly a residential area. She is a
realtor and she has customers who like these old homes who like to
live within walking distance of the city. She said if you take one
property and allow them to put a parking lot in a back yvard you're
destroying the properties around it. It will lower the values of
the other properties in a residential area.

Mr. Dowd agrees with what’s been said, although he doesn’t think a
family with young children would want to live there because of the
proximity of Main Street.

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

At this point, Mrs. Krailoc excused herself from the Board due to
illness. Mr. McAfee said if anyone wished to postpone due to
having only four members, they should advise the Board so the case
may be heard at the next meeting.

2. Grace Lutheran Church, Inc. (Owner) 130 Spit Brock Road (Sheet
B Lot 2428) requesting variances as follows: A) To erect a
ground sign which has 1) Setback: 20 feet required, 0 feet
proposed;;; 2) Area: 20 square feet maximum, 33.25 square feet
proposed; and 3) Height: 8 foot maximum, 12 feet proposed and
B) Erect additional 8 square foot ground sign with changeable
copy. R18/PI Zones.

Tim Desclos, P.0O. Box 1137, Hpllis, NH, He is an agent for Grace
Lutheran Church.

He said he remembers when he was growing up in Nashua Spit Brook
Road was a very curvy little side street. When Spit Brook Road was
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upgraded the property line is about eighty feet from the edge of
Spit Brook Road. They are asking that they not be required to meet
the 20 foot setback from the property line because that would put
them at 100 feet from the road. Mr. Desclos said if the sign were
100 feet from the road, a 20 square foot sign would be ineffectual.

He said with that in mind they are asking for a variance to put the
sign at the property line and not 20 feet to the rear of it and
also to increase the sign surface area by 20 square feet, which
would give them 32 square feet for the main ground sign and an
extra 8 square feet for an additional sign for the church which
would indicate the activities going on at the church. He provided
copies of what they were talking about and pictures to the Board to
illustrate the problem they have with the site. These pictures
were taken from different locations to show visibility.

Mrs. Meckel referred to Page 7 of the materials. She asked where
they wanted to put the sign.

Mr. Desclos said they would be further to the north. It doesn’t
show in that photo. He referred the Board to the aerial photo on
Page 1. There is a temporary sign. He said there is a median
strip - go directly to the east of the median strip where there is
a bare spot of ground. That is the proposed location of the sign.
It shows up on the plot plan on Page 2.

Mrs. Meckel asked if both signs would be using the same pole.

Mr. Desclos said they would be on separate poles located in the
Ssame spot.

Discussion ensued.

Mr. Desclos said even if they had the sign at the property line,
they are still 80 feet away from the road.

Mrs. Meckel said it’s wide and open out there. She said the church
is very visible coming down Spit Brook Road.

Mr. Desclos said it is, but in order to give it some kind of
identity you have to be able to read the sign. At 80 feet off the
road it will be difficult to read a 20 square foot sign. If you’re
going east to west on Spit Brook Road, it’s a PI Zone until you get
to this property.

He pointed out the other materials in the package which point out
signs that are in proximity to or abutting their property.
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Mrs. Meckel asked if they wanted to go bigger than the Roby Park
sign.

Mr. Desclos said no - they want to go bigger than what they are
allowed. They are allowed 20 square feet and they want a total of
40 square feet of signage. The larger sign they want is shaped
like a pyramid.

Mrs. Meckel asked what size the pyramid shaped sign was.
Mr. Desclos said the sign surface area was 32 square feet.
She asked how tall it was.

Mr. Desclos said it would be 12 feet above grade.

Mrs. Meckel asked how wide it was.

Mr. Desclos said it was 7 feet wide at the base. It would have 5”
letters. He continued to say the eastern part of the property is
in the Park Industrial Zone and if it were not wooded, it would be
allowed a 50 square foot sign. Trees would have to be cut down in
order to put a sign there. He believes the mini storage has a 50
square foot sign. This is the next lot to the east.

Mrs. Meckel asked if part of the land they are on is zoned PI.

Mr. Desclos said the very eastern boundary is. The majority of the
land is in the R18 Zone.

He said if they had an overview of the whole area, they would see
that the setback is not indicative of the other properties on Spit
Brook Road. When they straightened the road out, they never moved
the property lines, which accidentally produces a severe setback,
especially for this particular property, not indicative of the
other properties.

Mr. McAfee asked why it was so important for a church to have such
signage. He said there are parishioners who worship there on
Sundays and they find out about the different functions when they
attend.

Mr. Desclos said for identity. At 80 feet there is hardly any
legibility. They didn’t want to do a rectangle with great big
letters on it. They wanted to do something that’s in keeping with
the architecture.
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Discussion ensued.
Mr. Dowd asked about the other sign.

Mr. Desclos said it is a small ground sign parallel to Spit Brook
Road. It would be single faced and similar to that shown on Page
14. That is in planning stage as it is a sign which would have
changeable copy. At this time they are trying to go for location
with the requested amount of signage.

Mr. Dowd said this would be next to the other sign.
Mr. Desclos saild it would be.

SPEAKING IN FAVOR

Dave Ever 17 W r Drive. He said the adjacent property
is Small World. The Lutheran Church is down the road. There is no
signage for either of these properties.. He doesn’t know- if the
reason is due to the setback or if it’s for other reasons, but they
should have signage.

The area is posted at 30 - 35 miles per hour and people are going
50 - 60 miles per hour coming up the hill and others are trying to
get into the church area or to Small World. He said visibility at
the corner is not very good.

Mr. McAfee said ‘Small World does have a sign.
Mr. Everbrook said it’s a small sign - about 5’ X 6'.

Mr. McAfee said he thought they came to the Board for a variance
for that sign.

Woody Taylor, the individual who signed the application and a

representative of the Grace Lutherap Church. Mr. Taylor said they

want signage and want to conform to whatever the zoning ordinances
are.

He said they feel there is some hardship with the property. They
are trying to perform a service to the community. When people
drive by they need to have some way of determining what is going on
at that church, ie, what’s the name of the church, what are the
hours of services, etc. The congregants know, but other people in
the community don’t.
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There is a large ravine and when someone is coming from the east,
you don’t see the church until you’re right even with it and they
can’t put a sign in front because it’s down in a deep ravine so it
needs to be put where it can be seen. Because of the bend in the
road they want to bring it up a little closer. They are trying to
come up with a nice decorative sign that matches the architecture
of the building. They will abide by the Board’s decision, but they
do believe there is a hardship.

SPEAKING IN OPPOSITION OR WITH CONCERN

Mr. Dowd said despite people knowing that this is a church, people
don’t know what denomination the church is. The topography of the
land and the fact that the city owns quite a bit of the land before
their property line begins lends itself to a hardship. He doesn’t
see the city using that property. He doesn’t have a problem with
the sign going on the boundary line of the church’s property. He
says the only thing to consider is the size of the sign and the
fact that they want two ground signs. '

Mrs. Meckel asked if the Board allowed them to put signage at the
boundary line today and the city decides to widen the street, what
happens to the sign.

Mr. McAfee said it stays. The variance runs with the land.
Mr. Dowd asked Mr. Yeomans for his clarification.

Mr. Yeomans said that if the road is widened right up to the
property line, the sign could stay as it would be on the church’s
property. If they were to take some of the church’s property, the
church would have to move the sign.

Discussion ensued regarding the possibility of placing a
stipulation if they were to grant the request.

Mr. McAfee said he can see the hardship for the sign(s) as well.

MOTICON by Mr. Dowd to grant to request due to the setback of the
property line and the topography of the land. There is a hardship
because of these factors. It is in keeping with the character of
the neighborhood in that the sign is going to reflect the same type
of general construction of the church. Because this is an artistic
quality sign versus a billboard with letters, it will go to
increasing the property values. It is a public benefit to the
public so they can find the church. Allowing them to have a sign
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that will be readable adds to substantial justice.

SECONDED by Mr. Maffee.

Mrs. Meckel asked about a stipulation concerning the possibility of
the city widening Spit Brook Road.

MOTION by Mr. Dowd amending his motion to state that if the parkway
comes through requiring the widening of the road up to the property
line and if the city felt the sign should be moved back for public
safety or public benefit, the church must move the sign back to
conform to the regulations.

SECONDED by Mrs. Meckel.
MOTION CARRIED UNAMNIMOUSLY

i, Maria Andromidas D/B/A Nashua Buffet Lunch Restaurant (Owner)
25 Canal Street (Sheet 41 Lot 56) requesting variance to
expand non conforming structure with less than required front
yard setback to construct new entry and ramp. GI Zone.

Maria Andromidas. Mrs. Andromidas passed out pictures to the Board
as to what she wants to do at the site.

She said she has been at this location for 2 % years. At the back
side of the building there is an indentation near the entrance.
It’s big enough for a person to hide in. Every morning she finds
bottles, coffee cups, bags, vomit, condoms, etc. She even has
people wurinating there and in the summertime the odor is
unbelievable. She wants to close it in.

She said the building looks so ugly from the outside, although the
inside is very nice. People don’t know this if they’re just
driving by. They want to make the property look nicer which will
also reflect nicely to the others around them. They want to do
some painting and some landscaping as well.

She has eight employees and has been working 20 hours a day to get
the business going. Business is improving and she would like it to
stay that way.

Mrs. Meckel asked if the sidewalk would be taken away.

Mrs. Andromidas said no.
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City of Nashua

. Planning & Zoning  589-3090
Planning Department WEB uashiuanh. gov
229 Main Street

Nashua, New Hampshire 03061-2019

VARIANCE APPLICATION (ZBA)

PLEASE NOTE: INCOMPLETE OR ILLEGIBLE APPLICATIONS WILL BE RETURNED TO
APPLICANT,

This application must be completed and submitted to the Planning Department no later than the dates listed on the Zoning Board
of Adjustment (ZBA}) schedule sheet. Please print clearly or type.

I. VARIANCE INFORMATION
1. ADDRESS OF REQUEST |70 Berkeley St. Nashua NH

Zoning District Shcctl48 I Lot|61 |

2. VARIANCE(S) REQUESTED:
See Attachment A.

II. GENERAL INFORMATION
1. APPLICANT /QPTIONEE (List both individual name and corporate name if applicable)

(Print Name):|Daniel Richardson ]

Applicant’s signature I I Date | I
Applicant’s address |70 Berkeley St. Nashua NH |

Telephone number H:|603 594 9303 |c| | E-mail: [daniel6_22@comcast.net |

2. PROPERTY OWNER (Print Namel:l RICHARDSON, DANIEL L REV TRUST & JANE S RICHARDSON REV TRUSﬂ

*Qwner’s signature | |  Date| |
Owner’s address |70 Berkeley St. Nashua NH ]
Telephone number H{603 594 9303  |c:] | E-mail: [daniel6_22@comcast.net |

*Agents and/or option holders must supply written authorization to submit on behalf of owner(s).
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III. PURPOSE OF REQUEST

Answer all questions below. Provide as much information as available to give the ZBA the necessary facts to review your
case. Attach additional sheets if necessary. See “Procedures for Filing a Variance” for further information.

1. Granting of the requested variance will not be contrary to the public interest, because: (The proposed use must
not conflict with the explicit or implicit purpose of the ordinance and that it must not alter the essential character of
the neighborhood, threaten public health, safety, or welfare, or otherwise injure “public rights.”)

See Attachment A which answers this question.

2. The proposed use will ohserve the spirit of the ordinance, because: (The Proposed use must not conflict with the
explicit or implicit purpose of the ordinance and must not alter the essential character of the neighborhood, threaten
public health, safety, or welfare, or otherwise injure “public rights.”)

See Attachment A which answers this question.

3. Substantial justice would be done to the property-owner by granting the variance, because: (The benefits to
the applicant must not be outweighed by harm to the general public or to other individuals.)

See Attachment A which answers this question.

4. The proposed use will not diminish the values of surrounding properties, because: (The Board will consider
expert {estimony but also may consider other evidence of the effect on property values, including personal
knowledge of the members themselves.)

See Attachment A which answers this question.

Zoning Board Variance Application updated 11/27/19
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5. Special conditions exist such that literal enforcement of the ordinance results in unnecessary hardship,
because: (The applicant must establish that because, because of the special conditions of the property in question,
the restriction applied to the property by the ordinance does not serve the purpose of the restriction in a “fair and
reasonable” way. Also, you must establish that the special conditions of the property cause the proposed use to be
reasonable. The use must not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. Alternatively, you can establish that,
because of the special conditions of the property, there is no reasonable use that can be made of the property that
would be permitted under the ordinance. If there is any reasonable use (including an existing use) that is permitted
under the ordinance, this alternative is not available.

See Attachment A which answers this question.

IV, TUSE VARIANCE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Please answer all questions below that are applicable. Your answers to these questions will allow staff to better understand
your request.

Total number of employees [ | Number of employees per shift I:l

Hours and days of operation | ]

Number of daily and weekly visits to the premises by customers, clients, vendors and solicitors :l
Number of daily and weekly commercial deliveries to the premises] 1

Number of parking spaces available

Describe your general business operations:

me a0 TP

g. Describe any proposed site renovations, including, but not limited to — landscaping, lighting, pavement,
structural changes, signage, access and circulation:

I hereby acknowledge that I have read this application and state that the above is correct and agree to comply with
all the city ordinances and state laws regulating construction, I understand that only those point specifically
mentioned are affected by action taken on this appeal.

Signature of Applicant Date

Print Name Date

Ny wemowm %

The staff report for a Use Variance request will be available no later than Friday of the week before the ZBA meeting. If you would like a copy,
please indicate below:

O 1 will pick it up at City Hall

O Please email it to me at | ,

O Please mail it to me at. | ]

Zoning Board Variance Application updated 11/27/19



Attachment A — Answers to Questions for 70 Berkeley St Setback Variance Application

1.2 Variance Requested:

Requesting variance to encroach 5 feet into 6 foot required side yard setbacks to replace an existing nonconforming 12x20 detached
garage with a 24x24 detached garage. Maintains existing side/rear setback penetration lines of existing single-car garage foundation

for two-car replacement garage on corner lot property. {Ref: §190-31 A.1 Dimensional standards.) Existing single-car garage site pre-
dates zoning.

ill.1. Granting of the requested variance will not be contrary to the public interest because:

The public's interest is served by the maintenance and/or upgrade of existing auxiliary structures to housing stock with increased
market value. The structure design will be completely in character with existing house and function as all detached garages
throughout Berkeley and Swart streets. With site being remote from public right-of-way, there is no injury to public rights. The site fs
remote from any other structure, making safety of other structures non-issue. The existing garage is in need of substantial repair and
the public's interest and health/safety is served by granting variance in concert with applicable §190-120 E. Unsafe structure.

lll.2. The proposed use will observe the spirit of the ordinance because:

Structure design is constrained to be a two-car garage. Ground level will have small volume available for lawn care equipment.
Upper area design is for reasonable storage volume for sport equipment and woodworking hobby. The upper area may be
seasonally space heated. The desired 24'X24’ two-car garage size is smaller than others in the neighborhood. It will accept twe cars,
but with minimal storage of family items such as children’s bikes and toys, in addition to house maintenance equipment. This is an
older small house that doesn’t have a lot of storage space. Structure will have electrical service from house but will have no tap
water service and no fuel service. The structure design will not compromise abutters’ property use rights and will comply with all
other ordinance requirements.

lI.3. Substantial justice would be done to the property-owner by granting the variance because:

Present site of existing garage is characteristic of the housing construction era throughout Berkeley and Swart streets. Review of the
property boundaries map clarifies the predoeminance of detached garages are non-conforming. Nearby, there are 14 detached
garages which do not conform to setback on Berkeley Street and Swart Street {from Greeley Park to East Stark Street).

Attachment B holds multitude of city’s GIS map images of housing and garages not in conformance with setback on Berkeley 5t and
paraliel streets..

Nearby detached two-car garages do not appear to be original to the houses, but built after the houses. The Building Dept has kindly
provided permit date information for these. Since my existing 1953 garage permit is on file, permits for garages earlier than 1960 or
lack of permits, establishes their construction to pre-date zoning and the non-conforming site setback of nearby garages as
characteristic of the neighborhood era and accepted. The property owner deserves enjoyment of his property on par with latitude
given neighbors.

Of the 14 non-conforming detached garages, all are two-car with the exception property-owner and 36 Berkeley have the only
single-car garages in neighborhood. Having two-car garage is now a characteristic of the neighborhood. It is equitable to allow
replacement with two-car garage.



Attachment A — Answers to Questions for 70 Berkeley St Setback Variance Application

Nearby Non-Conforming Detached Garages Two-Car Gara.ge.Permlt Search (from
Building Dept)
Two-Car Parcel Single Car Parcel
12 Swart Terrace 48-70 New with a variance 2004
18 Swart Terrace 48-73 Built with the house 1966
20 Swart Terrace 48-74 No Permit Record
36 Berkeley 47-27

72 Berkeley 48-62 No Permit Record
47 Berkeley 47-50 No Permit Record
46 Berkeley 47-98 No Permit Record
45 Berkeley 47-52 No Permit Record

A permit was issued but the date was not
43 Berkeley 47-54 noted best guess prior to 1960

A permit was issued but the date was not
42 Berkeley ar-91 noted best guess prior to 1960
41 Berkeley 47-56 No Permit Record
39 Berkeley 47-58 No Permit Record

A permit was issued but the date was not
38 Berkeley 4739 noted best guess prior to 1960

i1.4. The proposed use will not diminish the values of surrounding properties because:

An architect has been retained to ensure design is functional, compliant with architectural building standards and fully complements
the existing house. The siting has been and will remain unobtrusive to view of abutters and does not diminish their use of their own
property. Condition of abutters” property will remain unchanged. Abutters are particularly well-served by view of new garage.




Attachment A — Answers to Questions for 70 Berkeley St Setback Variance Application
11l.5. Special conditions exist such that literal enforcement of the ordinance results in unnecessary hardship because:

Existing driveway is designed for one car width and consumes available space between house and property line. Given incline of
Swart St., granite wall and abutting property ground height difference, Berkeley 5t side was the safe and logical location for a
driveway to access this property. It would be an unreasonable hardship to place a new garage in any other [ocation.

Rear yard near garage within 14 feet from property line already has no utility at present due to roll-off transition from abutters
property height. Abutters’ property is 4 to 5 feet greater height than existing garage ground level. Half of backyard nearest the
garage suffers from very limited flat ground. The other half of rear yard has existing diminished utility as it maintains abutters’

ground height and suffers yard consumption with another height transition footprint.

- . =

| '-_ 1 . - 4'-'- ﬂ ‘_"_i,- --gl e |
[

The new two-car garage, along with the two-car drive cape, will expand toward the house. However the 12 feet additional garage
width parallel to property line of the previously unusable 14 foot projection into yard would be converted to the enjoyment of the
property owner.

A3



Attachment B —Detached Garages on Berkeley St. Not in Conformance to Setback
Relative to 70 Berkeley St. Setback Variance Application

North Berkeley Street

BERKELEY s7

B-1




Attachment B —Detached Garages on Berkeley $t. Not in Conformance to Setback
Relative to 70 Berkeley St. Setback Variance Application

Mid Berkeley Street

BERKELEY sy

B-2



Attachment B —Detached Garages on Berkeley St. Not in Conformance to Setback
Relative to 70 Berkeley 5t. Setback Variance Application

South Berkeley Street

LEY ST

BERKE|
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City of Nashua

Planning Department
229 Main Street
Nashua, New Hampshire 03061-2019

SPECIAL EXCEPTION APPLICATION (ZBA)

PLEASE NOTE: INCOMPLETE OR ILLEGIBLE APPLICATIONS WILL BE RETURNED TO
APPLICANT.

This application must be completed and submitted to the Planning Department no later than the dates listed on the Zoning Board
of Adjustment (ZBA) schedule sheet. Please print clearly or type.

1. SPECIAL EXCEPTION INFORMATION

a. ADDRESS OFREQUEST 60 [ennucon A\/’é ) [\}aﬁjf\-@; ) NH -03062-
Zoning District Z “' / E; Sheet ﬁ O Lot 3 @, 5

b. SPECIAL EXCEPTION(S) REQUESTED:
Pexnaloglom %ﬂ(‘ Tn— \atﬁ}s M
( afFer - 1he- Snct )

2. GENERAL INFORMATION
a. APPLICANT / OPTIONEE (List both individual name and corporate name if applicable)

(Print Name): &RIJE gH 5UHH'CJ—\

Applicant’s signature ' Date &2 3{// | ,/ 2o
Applicant’s address 60 TQV'\ n%&mn A\& } Nh%u < ’;NH - 03069—-
Telephone number H: C: 275 ’5‘7 :&l{zﬂ E-mail:_| IJ-SALE - Co N

b. PROPERTY OWNER (PrintName): |3 RT T & <4 SUHA (&
*Qwner’s signature W Date & 7} / ) l// Q—D

d
Owner’s address 6 0 I él}ﬂ%&ab A_\le, / I}!&g L Aald ‘Sﬂj ~—O BOGL
Telephone number H: C:-—’ 25 ’55 / ’(Sﬂlﬂ E-mail: EEE IT. SARLE (@? M}'sﬂ .Cahn
*Agents and/or option holders must supply written authorization to submit on behalf of owner(s).

a \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\"\'\\\\."\\\.\\\\\\‘\.\\\\\\\\\.‘\\\\\.\\\\\\"\\\\\\\\\"\.\\\\\\\.\\\'\\\\\\\\.\\\'\\\\\-
~ \-

[OFFICE USE ONLY] Date Received ;/ v / 20 Date of hearing ¥£Z g / 20 Application checked for completeness: Cf
PLR# Az20-00/0 Board Action

- 8 330 application fee [ Date Paid Receipt #
3 / 5 signage fee [ ] Date Paid Receipt #
3 certified mailing fee [ Date Paid Receipt #

" Land Use Code Section(s) Requesting Variances From: { g9 ‘"26 7k AN A R | ( 2 3)

A -
\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\'\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\"\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\."
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SPECIAL EXCEPTION APPLICATION Address
Page 2

L Y

Nag, %,

3. PURPOSE OF REQUEST

Answer all questions below. Provide as much information as available to give the ZBA the necessary facts to review
your case. Attach additional sheets if necessary. Please see “Procedures for Filing a Special Exception” for further
information.

a. Describe the nature of your proposal. Please be specific.

Je. l,aw o Lebub Tn-lack apwbrent .
; Oud, _ Pa"fe\r\h Wua 00y, vicd
#g\_dzag ALY wH\n%f dodd (ehofortreell -

b.  Does your proposal involve the physical construction or expansion of a structure? Yes [1 No o}’
If yes, describe how the size of the addition (and any existing structure) compares with the physical size of
surrounding properties.

¢. Do you anticipate the need for additional on-site parking space as a result of your proposal? Yes [] No IE/
If yes, approximately how many square feet of paved or designated parking space will be provide for both
existing and proposed usage?

d. What effects would the requested use have upon surrounding traffic congestion and pedestrian safety?

41\’0_‘"_&%@'@1 ble

e. What measures will be taken (if any) to insure that your proposal will not impair the integrity or be out of
character with the zoning district or immediate neighborhood?

W o nolr deive amy  Gbudwal cRanpo,
d_ 1 o)

4. SPECIAL EXCEPTION — ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS

Please answer all questions below that are applicable. Your answers to these questions will allow staff to better
understand your request.

a. Total number of employees l\] l P\ Number of employees per shift N l/ ;!5(
b. Hours and days of operation M (’ p_—’

¢.  Number of daily and weekly visits to the premises by customers, clients, vendors, and solicitors N[ E

Zoning Board Special Exception Application updated 11/27/19



¥ SPECIAL EXCEPTION APPLICATION Address
’
2 Page3

oo

S

d. Number of daily and weekly commercial deliveries to the premises

€. Number of parking spaces availabie

f. Describe your general business operations:

N/ A

g. Describe any proposed site renovations, including, but not limited to — landscaping, lighting, pavement, structural

changes, signage, access, and circulation:
N chango

Y,

I hereby acknowledge that I have read this application and state that the above is correct and agree to comply with all the

city ordinances and state laws regulating construction. I understand that only those point specifically mentioned are
affected by action taken on this appeal.

W v3/ 1) /?a

Signature of Applicant Date /
BRLTESH SUHPrCn 03//1/20
Print Name Date / /

Zoning Board Special Exception Application updated 11/27/19
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Property Status | . i

Code Enforcemeht Case Details

Property Information: f,‘ﬂg:: ::‘": First :g:‘": Last
Address: 60 TENNYSON AVE Sheeot: QO0OB
Owner Address: 60 TENNYSON AVE Lot: 00363
Owner: GOMEZ, PEDRO LOUIS & Plan: 33011
Owner: GOMEZ, CANDACE RAE #Units: 1

Froparty Accl 30408

Case Type |2 |Zoving - - <L)

S My Status [Closed |
==1C201000614
C201200154 Received Via |In person ) ’ Issue Type [lnvesugation |
Source |Slaff Reported | DateClosed 08/05/2010 | | |

Received Date NPR [] FLC [

Cas @ |NELSON ORTEGA [ Referred? [ |

Descriptigh [This is a legal property (ln—Law)‘\) 'Ziz_ill_} u_majf_ - j‘bu’ 'n m E ha&

Received By fortegan‘ FNELSON DRTEGA

S (e MO — DN
Legacy Data = R i . 71 - i
Complainant Information Complaint Property Owner Agent Information
Name |Assessing |LU1'I'IK FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST LUTTIK, PETERTRUST| | |
Address | 60 TENNYSON AVE | |
City / State / Zip | | [NASHUA NH 03062 | | |
Phong ‘( ) - |( } - ‘( ] &

rorat: [ roar:
Check Numbsr — i
Account |

- | - Receipt Nu@hr__
EnteredBy | o0 (D= . i "t:::b;‘ |t Jl =L}
Naw (pu Corre 10

oL el ‘
+his a legad 1n-1Ge0 P

Balance Owing




Monday, September 29, 2014 Building Inspection Report

Scheduled inspection Date: 9/29/2014
Page 41 of 62

-

Property Account#: 30408 Project#: 2014-02077
Specific Location: 60 TENNYSON AVE
Description of Work: REMOVE ELECTRIC RANGE FROM BASEMENT

PERMIT: 2014-02077 Permit Type: Electrical

Per# Type Date Per# Type Date Per# Type Date

00....... E. 2014-09-26............

Property Location: 60 TENNYSON AVE
Address: 60 TENNYSON AVE O

Directions LL ;,)7

FROM EAST DUNSTABLE RD TO SHELLEY DR U///
TO DICKENS ST EASTERLY TO PEELE RD

Owner: LUTTIK FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST LUTTIK, P Phone1: Phone2:

Inspection Request VERIFY REMOVAL OF STOVE, NOTIFY ZONING DEPARTMENT

Comments:
Permit Type: Electrical Inspector:
Permit Number: 2014-02077 Inspection Type: Electrical Final
DateEntered: 09/26/2014 Pass/Fail/Restrict:
DateScheduled: 09/29/2014 Temp Days:

FCN:

Datelnspected:
Comments:
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Inspections, Inspection Images Commrclal?
Projact# 2014-02077 Recsived By:  MINDY LAVALLEE Recdon:  (09/26/2014
Prop. Acct. # 30408 Status: Issued Sheet 0000B
Address: 60 TENNYSON AVE Zone: R18 Lot: 00363
Specific Location: 80 TENNYSON AVE Site/Sub Plan: Use Group:
Owner(s) LUTTIK FAMILY REVOCABLE TRUST LUTTIK, P
] ) g PRI AN "‘{!‘anw
Mo m-a‘ ec‘:t — po—
Review Approval for CO
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City of Nashua
Planning Department Planning & Zoning ~ 589-3090
229 Main Street _m__nmmnlm%_
Nashua, New Hampshire 03061-2019 @ E______..._____@ E u v :

VARIANCE APPLICATION (ZBA) H MAR 16 2020

PLEASE NOTE: INCOMPLETE OR ILLEGIBLE APPLICATIO L BE RETURNED TQO [ Y4
APPLICANT.

This application must be completed and submitted to the Planning Department no later than the dates listed on the Zoning Board b

of Adjustment (ZBA) schedule sheet. Please print clearly or type.

1. VARIANCE INFORMATION
1. ADDRESS OF REQUEST| R LOVELL STR&EET |

ZoningDisvit| RC | swea 700 ] 1a &3 ]

2. VARIANCE(S) REQUESTED:
20 SeT BAck REDvesr 1D 16 K]

S,/wale Flooe. ADZDI'T?(;N w/ Svn Yoo gyedvoon  love dr

L bectreoy + 1 bathroom ’ ‘ i

II. GENERAL INFORMATION
1. APPLICANT / OPTIONEE (List both individual name and corporate name if applicable)

(untName] _KASP Boilders 126, |
Applicant’s signature Mﬁm W} H| Datel ,ZZNozéﬁ |

Applicant’s address| A7 SHATT Lok LA orets A& OTodT I
Telephone number Hi{ lc{woz =3¢{-R 947 IE-mail: l Kariy @ 4%‘5’77#:244‘35. con

2. PROPERTY OWNER (Print Name):] ! EE& AiLilSon |
*Owner’s signature LZ]((_G%‘&Q_@[A LV | Date| ETTED ]
Owner’s address | Ale LOVELL ZT. MASKUN NH  &3060 |

Telephone number H{403 ¢2/- 7596 |C:[€03 920-877 4 JE-mait[Crzoncrine, chob « chm
*Agents and/or option holders must supply written authorization to submit on behalf of oWReT ().

.............................................................................................

\:‘v’v W A o o T A A o W W o o T o W W e o VI L T S N A A o A S A NN A AT i I AN

5 K 3
2 i o
-5 [OFFICE USE ONLY]  Date Received i}ﬂ/ﬂ_ Date of hearing 28/20 Application checked for me]etﬂli N
"
o - o
:\}: PLR# ZO 00’3 Board Action Z’S
N 2
‘}S S_m appiication fee [] Date Paid Receipt # ,’S
o o
- / S signage fee [ DetePaid Receipt # 2
A 2
f‘:- $ ceriified mailing fee [] Date Paid Recelpt # :S
El £ ; . B - -,
>¥ Land Use Code Section(s) Requesting Variances From: / g 4 / ¢, #?’M /&3 “
-~ = f;

....................................................................................................

T W o o o o o o T T e T N W i A v e N A A N T A A N A o o S it P o o
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! VARIANCE APPLICATION adiress ol LOVELL ST

. Paged

III. PURPOSE OF REQUEST

Answer ll questions below. Provide as much information as available to give the ZBA the necessary facts to review your
case. Attach additional sheets if necessary. See “Procedures for Filing a Variance” for further information,

1

2.

3.

4.

Granting of the requested variance will not be contrary to the public interest, because: (The proposed use must
not conflict with the explicit or implicit purpose of the ordinance and that it must not alter the essentizl character of

the neighborhood, threaten public health, safety, or welfare, or otherwise injure “public rights.”)
We are Veguesiing (NSTERD OF A0 'ser SAck R7-

| Mo back of plopety’ t64 Al crerspie oF 3% °
me Leed will ner 'be r,or:fwm}v h%;f;ui‘fr} inte restn

The proposed use will observe the spirit of the ordinance, because: (The Proposed use must not conflict with the
explicit or implicit purpose of the ordinance and must not alter the essential character of the neighborhood, threaten
public health, safety, or welfare, or otherwise injure “public rights.”)

We -pe-gf his 3% vapioanct wifl netalte Yhe chavacler

oF ‘M~ !}Lt‘%égﬁﬁgﬁd + w, /| oﬁgg,rggz ﬂ& ﬁﬂ}r‘rzf"aﬁ' THC -
DA THMB LCE !

Substantial justice would be done to the property-owner by granting the variance, because: (The benefits to
the applicant must not be outweighed by harm to the general public or to other individuals.)

3% Vartanet il net hpee e ?g.n; rol ga;'?ﬁ bor bonst

The proposed use will not diminish the values of surrounding properties, because: (The Board will consider
expert testimony but also may consider other evidence of the effect on property values, including personal
knowledge of the members themselves.)

Lt qu{( it chimsaoisee Hs. v’q-/ues of Mo Svevrepecsing
fire {,.";-"4'-.’-:%_‘.‘-‘;: Popnwde ;& ::;;,w it aT e Plot Pt an a}/
13 aéu?f‘:ﬁfs have. have éw/cﬂm;f efoser or e%bd 1o

G0y vopl g Lol

Zoning Board Variance Application updated 11/27/19

———




" VARIANCE APPLICATION Address Al Loveie siresy

Page 3

BT ey

5. Special conditions exist such that literal enforcement of the ordinance results in unnecessary hardship,
because: (The applicant must establish that because, because of the special conditions of the property in question,
the restriction applied to the property by the ordinance does not serve the purpose of the restriction in a “fair and
reasonable” way. Also, you must establish that the special conditions of the property cause the proposed use to be
reasonable. The use must not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. Alternatively, you can establish that,
because of the special conditions of the property, there is no reasonable use that can be made of the property that
would be permitted under the ordinance. If there is any reasonable use (including an existing use) that is permitted
under the ordinance, this alternative is not available,

The Homeawm&“( 15 RETIRED RMD MBS DECIBER 72
Hews 3 287 Figm e + £odrosm e well as ;:g_’gj:ﬁ- 2
Q*n'f?n“?‘"f'h&zh afa?&cjeef sqigr?‘_t.g_m

| whuree eopnctiZions . We ‘afse Feel 3% wi i rw?" a [fes

e mg,@bbwn el

1¥. USE 'V‘ARIANCE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Please answer all quq\ghons below that are applicable. Your answers to these questions-will allow staff to better understand
your request. Sy,

2. Total number o’fgmployees [[_—1  Numberof employsés per shift ]
b. Hours and days of apgration | e
¢. Number of daily and w%ekly visits to the ses by customers, clients, vendors and solicitors |__ |
d. Number of daily and weekly.commegcial deliveries to the premises] i
e. Number of parking spaces av ‘
f. Describe your general busiréss opetations:
/ m"‘fe,,_

e e _
g D@rﬁﬁny proposed site renovations, including, but not limited to — landscaping, lighting, pavement,

ﬂl i d i ﬁ : x“‘.
/st;uctur changes, signage, access and circulation -

1 hereby acknowledge that I have read this application and state that the above is correct and agree to comply with
all the city ordinances and state laws regulating construction. I understand that only those point specifically
mentioned are affected by action taken on this appeal.

HaThleun Qlbsr Phillijpe 3/1e/20

Slgnamre of Applicant Date
’(é THoees by Prlucifs =74 & £30)
Print Name Date

Soy o,

The staff report for 2 Use Vaniance request will be available no later than Friday of the week before the ZBA meeting, If you would like a copy,
please indicate below:

OF Twill pick it up at City Hall
HPleaseemai]ittomeat l KATHY@ ALBEE PHIL LIPS, COM j

O Please mail it to me at | |

Zoning Board Variance Application updated 11/27/19
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City of Nashua
Planning Department
229 Main Street
Nashua, New Hampshire 03061-2019

VARIANCE APPLICATION (ZBA)

PLEASE NOTE: INCOMPLETE OR ILLEGIBLE APPLICATIONS WILL BE RET

APPLICANT.

This application must be completed and submitted to the Planning Department no later than the dates listed on the Zoning Board

of Adjustment (ZBA) schedule sheet. Please print clearly or type.

I. VARIANCE INFORMATION
1. ADDRESS OF REQUEST 7 Hadley Drive, Nashua

Zoning District Sheet O Lot 385

2. VARIANCE(S) REQUESTED:
_ Vananoe is requested toexceed “srcessbry structure® limit of 40%

. GENERAL INFORMATION
1. APPLICANT / OPTIONEE (List both individual name and corporate name if applicable)

{Print Name): _ Gesrgg\_a{imeﬁa —~ /] ,

7/ .

eV NS =1, ST T E:

Applicant’s address 7 Hadiey Drive, Hash;:a

Telephone number H:_ IEBB—S??-QSSS o 978-761-5060 [ .. TheldnsefiasiScomeestnet

. PROPERTY OWNER\(Print Name):

*Owner’s signature e, :

A"

Owner’s address __ SAME

A nrgean%mgnseiia _
N\ it al%sd& Date__ 3| (1120 -

Telephone number H: C: ' E-mail;
*Agents and/or option holders must supply written authorization to submit on behalf of owner(s).

i'fv"«’v‘\/\h/v‘-ff\h/v‘v‘-fvfu"\/\(uhlv'\?«fq/v‘q’\fv'v'v’q/-u’\d'\l'\lv'v’-f1/\f-uff-f-uf-uf-fv’-/v‘-(\"-/-\/‘ul‘w’-fv‘-fJJJJWJ-’-’wa’JVVVYWYV‘VVVV’Vv’-(/afv’v‘v’#’f/«/\’v‘v’v’-/\":'

pd f ;‘ 4 -
é‘g Date Received J T & Date of hearing /z 6 Application checked for completeness: c‘/
§ PLRE 20-90/5 Board Action

gg § application fee IJ $ } L/ 5/: ot Date Paid Receipt #

§ 3 signage fee i Z /f E . Date Paid Receipt #

E $ certified mailing fee [] Date Paid " Receipt#

-

E‘\t Land Use Code Section(s) Requesting Variances From: [4 d &h L( M—»: ! AL ; G (¢ d QS 0”:} '

AARARNAMAANA A AR A AN LY R

\)J‘I‘JJIII//J’/.’.///{////J‘




¥

f VARIANCE APPLICATION Address
. Page?

IlI. PURPOSE OF REQUEST

Answer all questions below. Provide as much information as available to give the ZBA the necessary facts to review your
case. Attach additional sheets if necessary. See “Procedures for Filing a Variance” for further information.

1. Granting of the requested variance will not be contrary to the public interest, because: {The proposed use mmust
not conflict with the explicit or implicit purpose of the ordinance and that it must not alter the essential character of
the neighborhood, threaten public health, safety, or welfare, or otherwise injure “public rights.™)

mmm@mwmmmmmmﬁmﬂmmmmmmm
of fre neighborhood as there & ancther home wtich hes a delached two-car garage in addiicn to &
i-ground pool andshed. Two ather homes have attached addifons for indaws, athome offices,

vic. The gamge will be positionnd on the Jot such that side sebacks of 6 foel and fomt sethacks of 20°
ace-mel. Ther is no Breat 1o public safety or walfare and the proposed garage will nol infure “public
right”

2. The proposed use will observe the spirit of the ordinance, because: (The Proposed use must not conflict with the
explicit or implicit purpose of the ordinance and must not alter the essential character of the neighborhood, threaten
public health, safety, or welfare, or otherwise injure “public rights.”)

The ardinance fmile accessory studures fo 40% of Bving srea. The purpose of the ordnance s to
prevent propesties frem becoming overwhelmead with accessory stucture. The reason 3 venianos s
required Is the propased Z-car detached garage wil) exceed the 40% accessory struchare it o
roughly 55% {eurently have a pod, deck and shed equafing wuchl; 30% of the Emit) The 2-cas
delached garage will be designed to biend in with the neighborhood.

3. Substantial justice would be done to the property-owner by granting the variance, because: (The benefits to
the applicant must not be outweighed by harm to the general public or to other individuals.)

The proposed detached 2-car garage will banefl both the property owner and the neighbors. 1 wil
aiow the ouner fo house muttiple cars (personal use) currently parked in our driveway (which is

viaualy less attractve) THs gerega is for pesonal use vehicles, not business ar commerdat -
vetficizs. A detached garsge was chosen because we balieve iths sesthetically mose appesgiingthan  —
an eached garage which waudd not requirela variance. The garege will also be designed b besnore —
in Fne with the sesthetics of the neighborhoad rather than erecing temporacy sforage sheds, —_
coptainers or other 1268 appealng vefide housing.

4. The proposed use will not diminish the values of surrounding properties, because: (The Board will consider
expert testimony. but also may consider other evidence of the effect on property values, including personal
knowiedge of the members themselves.)

The proposed use will not diminish the value of susounding properties. Bis our chjactive rather fo add  _
vatue lo the property, neighbothood, and enhance the visua! appearance. The home 1o the right has a
15-20 foot-wide o6 line chscuring direct view from their back pafiolporch. The two homes chracty
across from us will see the proposed garage but it's design wilf look as though it was aways part of
the neighborhood. Dhring & discussion with one of thesa two neighbors regariing the proposed =
garage, they indicated heir fulire planwhopes i put up 2 detached two-car garage as well. The home —
on our left side will have no visible ine of sight of the proposed garage. =

ZLoming Board ¥anance Appiication updatea 11/2//19

My e W




F
{ VARIANCE APPLICATION : Address
.. Page3

5. Special conditions exist such that liieral enforcement of the ordinance resnlts in unnecessary hardship,
because: (The applicant must establish that because, because of the special conditions of the property in question,
the restriction applied to the property by the ordinance does not serve the purpose of the restriction in a “fair and
reasonable™ way. Also, you must establish that the special conditions of the property cause the proposed use to be
reasonable. The use must not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. Alternatively, you can establish that,
because of the special conditions of the property, there is no reasonable use that can be made of the property that
would be permitted under the ordinance. If there is any reasonable use (including an existing use) that is permitted
under the ordinance, this alternative is not available,

- Enforcing the ordnance and denving the vadance would require us o use another method to orotect
o vehides such as temporary sterage which would not align with the characier of the
neighbothood. Wa niight also he need to resort 1o an addBionaf attached garage which, slthough
vizhle, would make the current house apnsar long, unbalanced and visualy unatiractve to e
integrity of the neighborhood. i

IV. USE VARIANCE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Please answer all questions below that are applicable. Your answers to these questions will allow staff to better understand
yOur request.

. Total number of employees Number of employees per shift

. Hours and days of operation
Number of daily and weekly visits to the premises by customers, clients, vendors and solicitors
Number of daily and weekly commercial deliveries to the premises
Number of parking spaces available

Describe your general business operations:

SN

7. Describe any proposed site renovations, including, but not limited to — landscaping, lighting, pavement,
structural changes, signage, access and circulation:

1 hereby acknowledge that I have read this application and state that the above is correct and agree lp comply with
all the city ordinances and state laws regulating construction, I understand that only those point specifically
mentioned are affected by action taken on this appeal.

Signature of Applicant Date

Print Name ' Date

wewew, ¥

The staff report for 2 Use Variance request will be available no Inter than Friday of the week before the ZRA mecting. I you would like a copy,
please indicate below:

O Twill pick it wp at City Hall
O Please email it to me &t

O Please mail it to me at

Zoning Board Variance Application updated 11/27/19
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City of Nashua

Planning Department
229 Main Street
Nashua, New Hampshire 03061-2019

Planning & Zoning  589-3090

.13 AR Haab] i

SPECTAL EXCEPTION APPLICATION (ZBA)

PLEASE NOTE: INCOMPLETE OR ILLEGIBLE APPLICATIONS WILL B _
APPLICANT. o J

This application must be completed and submitted to the Planning Department no later than the dates listed on the Zoning Board
of Adjustment (ZBA) schedule sheet. Please print clearly or type.

1. SPECIAL EXCEPTION INFORMATION
a. ADDRESS OF REQUEST 175 Concord St.Nashua NH.03064

Zoning District|RA | Sheet|0135 | 10t/00001 |

b. SPECIAL EXCEPTION(S) REQUESTED:
We like to make a in law living space for my parents in the existing 500sqf off finish

basement

2. GENERAL INFORMATION
a. APPLICANT / OPTIONEE (List both individual name and corporate name if applicable)

(Print Name!:l —I
Applicant’s signatare Date L ]
Applicant’s address
Telephone number H: C:I , E-mail:l I

b. PROPERTY OWNER (Print o) Dionis Pena | | 1
*Owner’s signature ,{.—/ ,449 }é_— Datq,E;‘/ Z/ Ho>0 1
Owner's address{1 75 Concord St. Nashua NH 03064 r
Telephone number HJ [c4407-438-9117 | E_mair/Dionis35@yahoo.com |

*Agents and/or option holders must supply written authorization to submit on behalf of owner(s).

—

. [OFFICE USE ONLY|  Date Received .3/ / 7/20 Date of hearing /{/ Z @'/ Z@ Application checked for completeness:_(_:f:
PLR# 20 - m/ q Board Action

b3 33( )applicatfon fee m/ Date Paid Receipt #

% / 5 signage fee Date Paid Receipt #
-8 certified mailing fee || Date Paid Receipt #
Land Use Code Section{s) Requesting Variances From: l C‘!(D - I ( TZJ}{{ / S - , (E .ﬁ' 3)



Y

! SPECIAL EXCEPTION APPLICATION  address {119 CONcord St Nashua NH. 03064
% Page?

N %

3. PURPOSE OF REQUEST

Answer all questions below. Provide as much information as available to give the ZBA the necessary facts to review
your case. Attach additional sheets if necessary. Please see “Procedures for Filing a Special Exception™ for further
information.

a. Describe the nature of your proposal. Please be specific.
we have a existing finish basement that we will like to make it in to in law living space the

part missing is the kitchen it has a bathroom ,badroom ,living room and parking Tor two
cars

b. Does your proposal involve the physical construction or expansion of a structure? Yes [ | No
¥f yes, describe how the size of the addition (and any existing structure) compares with the physical size of
surrounding properties.

¢. Do you anticipate the need for additional on-site parking space as a result of your proposal? Yes [] No
If yes, approximately how many square feet of paved or designated parking space will be provide for both
existing and proposed usage?

d. What effects would the requested use have upon swrounding traffic congestion and pedestrian safety?
None My parent don't drive

e. What measures will be taken (if any) to insure that your proposal will not impair the integrity or be out of
character with the zoning district or immediate neighborhood?

If is any | will have to comply to city ordnance

4. SPECIAL EXCEPTION - ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS

Please answer all questions below that are applicable. Your answers to these questions will allow staff to better
understand your request.

a. Total number of employeesr:l Number of employees per shift I I

b. Hours and days of operation

. Number of daily and weekly visits to the premises by customers, clients, vendors, and solicitors

Zoning Board Special Exception Application updated 11/27/19



| =
” SPECIAL EXCEPTION APPLICATION Address |11 COncord St Nashua NH. 03064

I

¢ Fage3

N

d. Number of daily and weekly commercial deliveries to the premises

e. Number of parking spaces available 2

f. Describe your general business operations;

g Describe any proposed site renovations, including, but not limited to — landscaping, lighting, pavement, structural
changes, sig_n_age, access, and circulation:
Up grade kitchen and if is needed add a egress window

I hereby acknowledge that I have read this application and state that the above is correct and agree to comply with all the

city ordinances and state laws regulating construction. I understand that only those point specifically mentioned are
daffected by action taken on this appeal.

A : ;’//‘7// DO

Mgnature of Applicant 7 Dat

SP/DMI s Fric
Print Name

Date

Zoning Board Special Exception Application updated 11/27/19
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City of Nashua

Planning Department
229 Main Street
Nashua, New Hampshire 03061-2019

VARIANCE APPLICATION (ZBA) w
PLEASE NOTE: INCOMPLETE OR [LLEGIBLE APPLICATIONS WILL BE RETURNED TO .

APPLICANT.

This application must be completed and submitted to the Planning Department no later than the dates listed on the Zoning Board
of Adjustment (ZBA) schedule sheet. Please print clearly or type.

j. VARIANCE INFORMATION
| ADDRESS OF REQUEST 449 Amherst Street, Nashua NH ]

ZoningDistrict‘:Kl Sheetr H _I Lot} 35 H

2. VARIANCE(S) REQUESTED;
[Signage on Side of the Building

II. GENERAL INFORMATION
1. APPLICANT /OPTIONEE (List both individual name and corporate name if applicable)

(Print Name)Stones #1 Social - Scott Plath
Applicant’s signature [Scott Plath | DateMarch 17, 2020

App“mpsddrmﬁz {awrence Drive, Unit 601 Lowell MA 01852
Telephone number H508-561-9220 )c/508-661-9220 | E-mail: [kplath@verizon.net

5 PROPERTY QWNER (Print Name):[Charies River Reany Group ££E- Washes GIT Aoty Cabrar [l C

*Owner’s signnmmW 1 Date] X7/ Ap | ‘A/ 0‘4
Owner’s address [700 Boston Providence Highway, Norwood, MA 02062 | &'W{( “/ﬁ
' /

Telephone number HB17-327-8100 __|c:617-420-3569 "} B-mail: justinf@chariesriverrealty.com __| {/eud
*Agents and/or option helders must supply written suthorization to su bmit on bebalf of owner{s).

.......................................... s R L LI ‘..-.........-’:v.J.’:J‘;J-.J‘;&;_iJ‘;j«:i
N

PRSI RN I IR RRPERPMEEPSSS S 4 4 A0 iaae e

LY

?% Date Received _3/ / @'/ 20 Daix of hearing | 1@ ﬂ 0 Application checked for completeness: ( ‘,E T‘E
; PLR$ 20-00/7 Bourd Action o §
,S $ application fee [ Date Paid - _ Receipr# e — :i
2% 3 signage fee [ Date Patd . HReceipt # S :E
,: $ certified mailing fee ] Date Paid ___ Receipt # E
fi Land Use Code Seciion(s) Requesting Vaviances From:____ / go ':___/H_, O_ _(g’ _[C ) { :§

it 8 0 St GG 580 J

.......................................
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VARIANCE APPLICATION Address
Poge? , . o s

v

PURPOSE OF REQUEST

Answer all questions below. Provide as much information as available to give the ZBA the necessary facts to review your
case. Attach additional sheets if necessary. See “Procedures for Filing a Variance™ for further information.

L.

Granting of the requested variance will not be contrary to the public interest, because: (The proposed use must
not conflict with the explicit or implicit purpose of the ordinance and that it must not alter the essential character of
the neighborhood, threaten public health, safety, or welfare, or otherwise injure “public rights.”)

It is not contrary to the public interest because it will allow people who are driving
eading west on Route 0 see that there (s a restaurant there for their dining

njoyment.

2. The proposed use will observe the spirit of the ordinance, because: (The Proposed use must not conflict with the

explicit or implicit purpose of the ordinance and must not alter the essential character of the neighborhood, threaten
public health, safety, or welfare, or otherwise injure “public rights.”)

The use is in the spirit of the odinance - and it is not larger that the previous
lsign/awning that was afixed to the building.

3. Substantial justice would be done to the property-owner by granting the variance, because: {The benefits to

the applicant must not be outweighed by harin to the general public or to other individuals.)

The property owner is in full support of the proposed signiage

4. The proposed use will not diminish the values of surrounding properties, because: (The Board will consider

expert testimony bui also may consider other evidence of the effect on property values, including personal
knowledge of the members themselves.)

The proposed signiage not dimish the value but rather will enhance the value of the
urrounding properties.

Zoning Board Variance Application wpdated 11/27/19

———
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§ VARIANCE APPLICATION Aderess.
P L T -

5. Special conditicns exist such that literal enforcement of the ordinance results in unnecessary hardship,
because: (The applicant must establish that because, because of the special conditions of the property in question,
the restriction applied to the property by the ordinance does not serve the purpose of the restriction in a “fair and
reasonable” way. Also, you must establish that the special conditions of the property cause the proposed use to be
reasonable. The use must not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. Alternatively, you can establish that,
because of the special conditions of the property, there is no reasonable use that can be made of the property that
would be permitted under the ordinance. If there is any reasonable use (including an existing use) that is permitted
under the ordinance, this alternative is not available.

[In this time of uncertainty, it will be more important than every fo have visibility for a

new restaurant endeavor. The small adjustment in the size of the proposed sign on the”
iside of the building will provide greater visibility and aftract more customers when we

open.

IV. USE VARIANCE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Please answer all questions below that are applicable. Your answers to these questions will allow staff to better understand
your reguest.

Total number of employees 0| Number of employees per shift
Hours and days Qfoperation Iﬁ- F 4 - 11pm, S& and Sunday noon - 11pm {
Number of daily and weekly visits to the premises by customers, clients, vendors and solicitors

Number of daily and weekly commercial deliveries to the premisesfi-2 ;

Number of parking spaces available 30 - 100 |
. _Describe your general business operations:

|Restaurant

g. Describe any proposed site renovations, including, but not limited to — landscaping, lighting, pavement,
structural changes, signage, access and circulation: _
Interior Refurbishment of Floors, Walls, Plumbing, Electrical. New exterior paint and signiage.

the b op

I hereby.acknowledge that | have read this application and state that the above is correct and agree to comply with
all the city ordinances and siate laws regulating consiruction, I undersiand that only those point specifically

menioned are aﬁi{g, tion taken on thiy unpeal.

flar7) ¥ - 3/17/2020
Signature of Applicant Date

Robert Tuttle ) 3/17/2020
Print Name Date

N wew

The staff report for a Use Variance request will be availuble ne kier than Priday of the week before the ZBA meeting. If you would like a copy,
please indicate below:

Y 1will pick it up at City Hall

" n e ) TORd AW AT Uee B [ILw 8 € Jrvann ng INGT wils #eod B (ho BLNGHg, I

B Please email it to me at enecn.com

" Fpeny TOBPon o TG DIBPORed BB
B Please mail it to me at I . " : l

Zoning Board Variance Application updated 11/27119



Falk, Carter
%

From: Wilkins, Marcia

Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2020 2:28 PM

To: Poirier, Kate; Falk, Carter

Subject: FW: 449 Amherst St. Stones Social Sign Permit Application
Attachments: Stones Social Signage Variance app Signed-signed.pdf

Marcia Wilkins, Planner I
Planning & Zoning Department
Community Development Division
229 Main Street

P.O. Box 2019

Nashua, NH 03061

603-589-3103 ph

603-589-3109 fax
wilkinsm@nashuanh.gov

From: Bob Tuttle [mailto:b.tuttle@neneon.com]

Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2020 11:46 AM

To: Wilkins, Marcia

Subject: RE: 449 Amherst St. Stones Social Sign Permit Application

CAUTION: This email came from outside of the organization. Do not click Iinks/open attachments if source is
unknown.
Good Moming Marcia,

Attached is the application for Stones Social Variance. Please let us know if there is anything more needed.
Also let us know if a representative is need to appear at a meeting.

Sincerely
Bob Tuttle

508-879-2663

119 Heobirt Strbst  Fravmingham, MA 04702
508-810-2663

B.Tuttle@nencon.com

On March 17, 2020 at 3:38 PM "Wilkins, Marcia" <WilkinsM@nashuanh.gov> wrote:

1



Bob,

I think your measurements on the sign detail are a bit off?

Marcia Wilkins, Planner [
Planning & Zoning Department
Community Development Division
229 Main Street

P.O. Box 2019

Nashua, NH 03061

603-589-3103 ph
603-589-3109 fax

wilkinsm@nashuanh.gov

From: Bob Tuttle [mailto:b.tuttle@neneon.com]

Sent: Tuesday, March 17, 2020 3:22 PM

To: Wilkins, Marcia

Subject: RE: 449 Amherst St. Stones Social Sign Permit Application

CAUTION: This email came from outside of the organization. Do not click links/open
attachments if source is unknown.

Marcia,

Thank you for your help. Attached is a drawing of the proposed additional sign for Stones Social.
I am working on getting the owners signature on the application and will send it over as soon as
possible.

Sincerely

Bob Tuttle

508-879-2663



PRI
118 Hesbart Strest  Frasminghan:. B §1702
SOB-A70.2563

B.Tuttle@nencon.com

On March 17, 2020 at 2:13 PM "Wilkins, Marcia" <WilkinsM@nashuanh.gov>
wrote:

Bob,

Hi, the variance application is attached. Starting tomorrow the City Hall
is closed to the Public. We are working until Friday as our ordinary
hours. Starting next week we will be on a rotating schedule and permits
may take a bit longer. We will try to do our best to work as quickly as
possible,

I will get this revision forwarded to the Building Safety Department as
soon as possible.

Marcia Wilkins, Planner I
Planning & Zoning Department
Community Development Division
229 Main Street

P.O. Box 2019

Nashua, NH 03061

603-589-3103 ph
603-589-3109 fax

wilkinsm@nashuanh.gov



From: Bob Tuttle [mailto:b.tuttle@neneon.com]

Sent: Tuesday, March 17, 2020 1:58 PM

To: Wilkins, Marcia

Subject: RE: 449 Amherst St. Stones Social Sign Permit Application

CAUTION: This email came from outside of the organization. Do not click
links/open attachments if source 1s unknown.

Hi Marcia,

Attached is the revised drawing for Stones Social front sign only. We would like
to proceed with the front sign.

We also want apply for a variance for the additional side sign at the same time.
Could you let me know what we need to supply them with.
Sincerely
Bob Tuttle

508-879-2663

119 Hisdben Sirest  Fomingham, A 01702
506-478-2663

B.Tuttle@nencon.com

On March 13, 2020 at 3:15 PM "Wilkins, Marcia" <
WilkinsM@nashuanh.gov> wrote:

Bob,

I researched the property account file for the Crush Pizza business
that was in there prior to Pigtale. The Business frontage is 30°-7”
They get 1.5 times this dimension in square footage for signage.
This allowance is 45.87 sqft, this allowance can be subdivided into
no more than 3 signs.

What is confusing is that Crush and Pigtale had awnings which
appear to be larger, but the text portion of them is what the sign

4



code counts. If they want these 2 signs they will require a variance
reviewed and approved by the Zoning Board of Adjustment for an
increase in allowable area. 45.87 allowed 92.28 sqft requested.

Let me know if your client would like to proceed to the ZBA and I
can forward that application to you.

Marcia Wilkins, Planner I
Planning & Zoning Department
Community Development Division
229 Main Street

P.O. Box 2019

Nashua, NH 03061

603-589-3103 ph

603-589-3109 fax

wilkinsm(@nashuanh.gov

From: Bob Tuttle [mailto: b.tuttle@neneon.com]

Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2020 9:32 AM
To: Wilkins, Marcia

Subject: RE: 449 Amherst St. Stones Social Sign Permit
Application

CAUTION: This email came from outside of the organization. Do
not click links/open attachments if source is unknown.

Good Morning Marcia,



Sorry about that. Attached is a revised drawing and application
with the dimensions you requested. Please let me know if you need
anything more,

Sincerely

Bob Tuttle

508-879-2663

[cid: image003.jpg@01D5F949. B4E1BF80]

B.Tuttle@neneon.com

On March 11, 2020 at 7:37 AM "Wilkins, Marcia" <
WilkinsM@nashuanh.gov> wrote:

Good Morning,

Bob, the application does require the location information on the
building/business space to be filled in, n/a is not going to complete
the application. This is the linear measurement of the business wall
where the front door is. This measurement times 1.5 will give them
the allowance that they can subdivide into not more than, 3 signs.

Marcia Wilkins, Planner 1

Planning & Zoning Department



Community Development Division

229 Main Street

P.O. Box 2019

Nashua, NH 03061

603-589-3103 ph

603-589-3109 fax

wilkinsm@nashuanh.gov

From: Bob Tuttle [mailto: b.tuttle@neneon,.com]

Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2020 10:17 AM
To: Wilkins, Marcia
Cc: carmine saccardo

Subject: 449 Amherst St. Stones Social Sign Permit Application
7



CAUTION: This email came from outside of the organization. Do
not click links/open attachments if source is unknown.

Good Moming Marsha,

Attached are the applications and documents for the sign permit at
449 Ambherst St.

Attached is the following:

Sign Application

Electric Sign Application

Landlord Approval Letter

Elevation Drawing

(2) Existing Condition Photos



Please review and let me know if there is anything more I need to
submit.

Sincerely

Bob Tuttle

508-879-2663

[cid: image004,jpg@01D5F949.B4E1 BF80]

B.Tuttle@neneon.com
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ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
MEETING OF: April 28, 2020 PAGE 1  of 10

ADDRESS OF ZBA REQUEST. 4 Kanala Drive CLERK OF ZBA. Jack Curvier

APPLICANT. Juan R. Toaveras & Miguelina Oriach

OWNER. (saume)

VOT[NanlMaCKay, Currier, Shaw, Boucher, Lionel

VARIANCE: MOTION 77 2w IN FAVOR OPPOSED WHO OPPOSED.
REQUEST #1

Reason for granting / denials

VARIANCE: MOTION 77 2w IN FAVOR OPPOSED WHO OPPOSED.
REQUEST #2

Reason for granting / denial:

USE VARIANCE: | MOTION 77 2w IN FAVOR OPPOSED WHO OPPOSED.

EXCEPTION #1

Reason for granting / denials

SPECIAL MOTION 77 | 2 IN FAVOR OPPOSED WHO OPPOSED.
EXCEPTION Grant Boucher || :

REQUEST #1 | Unanimous

Reason for granting /[ denial

The five criteria for a Special Exception and the 9 Wetland Criteria are met. The NCC letter

contains 7 stipulations, and applicant has committed to meet these stipulations.

SPECIAL MOTION 7 2 IN FAVOR OPPOSED WHO OPPOSED.
EXCEPTION
REQUEST #2

Reason for granting / denial;

PETITION FOR MOTION 77 2w IN FAVOR OPPOSED | WHO OPPOSED:
REHEARING/APPEAL
FO ZONING ADMIN

Reason for granting / denials




ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
MEETING OF: April 28, 2020 PAGE 2 of 10

ADDRESS OF ZBA REQUEST 76 Northeastern Blvd CLERK OF ZBA. Jack Curvier

APPLICANT J & K Dotary LLC

OWNER: SAT Jr. Limited Povtnership

VOT[/VG,'lMacKav, Currier, Shaw, Lionel, Boucher

VARIANCE: MOTION 7 2 IN FAVOR OPPOSED WHO OPPOSED.
REQUEST #1

Reason for granting / denials

VARIANCE: MOTION 7 2 IN FAVOR OPPOSED WHO OPPOSED.
REQUEST #2

Reason for granting / denials

USE VARIANCE: | MoTion | 17 | o IN FAVOR | OPPOSED | WHO OPPOSED:

EXCcEPTION #1 ||Grant |‘|Lionel || Unanimous

Reason for granting / denial;

The Board finds that the 5 criteria are met in this application. A beauty parlor was previously

approved by this board.

SPECIAL MOTION 7 2 IN FAVOR OPPOSED WHO OPPOSED.
EXCEPTION
REQUEST #1

Reason for granting / denial;

SPECIAL MOTION 7 2 IN FAVOR OPPOSED WHO OPPOSED.
EXCEPTION
REQUEST #2

Reason for granting / denial;

PETITION FOR MOTION 77 2w IN FAVOR OPPOSED | WHO OPPOSED:
REHEARING/APPEAL
FO ZONING ADMIN

Reason for granting / denials




ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

MEETING OF: April 28, 2020 PAGE 3 of 10

ADDRESS OF ZBA REQUEST: “L” Putnam St
APPLICANT: Lawry Kitlle

CLERK OF ZBA. Jack Curvier

OWNER. (soume)

VOT[A/G:"M&CKay, Currier, Shaw, Lionel, Boucher

VARITANCE: MOTION 77 2P IN FAVOR OPPOSED WHO OPPOSED.
REQUEST #1 Grant Boucher Shaw Unanimous
Reason for granding/ denial;

Board finds that 5 criteria for Request #1 & #2 are met with the application. Board finds that this application

is similar to the Application ZBA approved (2 variance applications prior), and that this density is similar

VARIANCE: MorToN | 7 2'0 IN FAVOR | OPPOSED WHO OPPOSED:
REQUEST #2  ||Grant |‘|Boucher ”Shaw Unanimous
Reason for granting /[ denials

to the density previously proposed. Board notes that this area of Nashua has many properties with

similar density.

USE VARIANCE:

EXCEPTION #1

MOTION

]5 7

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denial

SPECIAL
EXCEPTION
REQUEST #1

MOTION

]5 7

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denial;

SPECIAL
EXCEPTION
REQUEST #2

MOTION

]5 7

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denial;

PETITION FOR

REHEARING/APPEAL
FO ZONING ADMIN

MOTION

]5 7

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denials




ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

MEETING OF: April 28, 2020 PAGE 4  of 10

ADDRESS OF ZBA REQUEST. 130 Spit Brook Ra CLERK OF ZBA. Jack Curvier

APPLICANT: Signsg Now, c/o-Chuck Ragy

OWNER: Grace Lutheran Church

)/077/\/6;'|MacKay, Currier, Lionel. Boucher, Shaw

VARIANCE: MOTION 7 2% IN FAVOR OPPOSED WHO OPPOSED.
REQUEST #1 Deny Lionel Shaw Shaw, MacKay|||Boucher
Reason for granting / 7

Majority of Board finds that Variance is not needed, given special conditions of property.

VARIANCE:
REQUEST #2

MOTION

| 7

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Grant

| 2w

|Shaw

Unanimous

mLioneI

Reason for granting /[ denial;

Board finds the 5 criteria for area variance are met in the application, given special conditions which

is topography and church set back warrant this variance. This motion is made for Variance

JARIANCE:
REQUEST  #3

MOTION

]5 7

2w

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Grant

Lionel

Shaw

Unanimous

Reason for granting/ denial;

Request #3 as well as Request #2.

SPECIAL
EXCEPTION
REQUEST #1

MOTION

]5 7

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denial;

SPECIAL
EXCEPTION
REQUEST #2

MOTION

]5 7

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denial;

PETITION FOR

REHEARING/APPEAL
FO ZONING ADMIN

MOTION

]5 7

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denials




ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
MEETING OF: April 28, 2020 PAGE 5 of 10

ADDRESS OF ZBA REQUEST: 70 Berkeley ST CLERK OF ZBA. Jack Curvier

APPLICANT Dandel L. & Jane S. Richavdsons Reyv. 7r.

OWNER. (soume)

)/(977/\/5;|MacKay, Boucher, Lionel, Currier, Shaw

VARIANCE: MOTION Z7 27 IN FAVOR OPPOSED WHO OPPOSED:
REQUEST #1 Grant Boucher Lionel MacKay see below |||see below
Reason for granting [ denial;

Variance #1: Majority of Board finds that the 5 criteria for an area variance are met. The Special Conditions are that the existing topography

+ Lof o 1 + b L that +h A laft $+ b Al + K 1 £ [l + 4 +
wdadlraimTClcT U UIC SCTUUALRS SU Nat a tal LalmT aLlLt oS UTC PTUpuUSTU ICItITiuSt Udy. AISU, TUPJUYUTAPTTY TTTARTS AdLLTSS TUT SwWdadl'l oUu Tl

unfeasible. Currier, Lionel , & Shaw vote in opposition. Variance #2 Currier votes in opposition.

VARIANCE: MOTION 77 2w IN FAVOR OPPOSED WHO OPPOSED.
REQUEST #2

Reason for granting / denial:

USE VARIANCE: | MOTION 77 2w IN FAVOR OPPOSED WHO OPPOSED.

EXCEPTION #1

Reason for granting / denial

SPECIAL MOTION 7 2 IN FAVOR OPPOSED WHO OPPOSED.
EXCEPTION
REQUEST #1

Reason for granting / denial;

SPECIAL MOTION 7 2 IN FAVOR OPPOSED WHO OPPOSED.
EXCEPTION
REQUEST #2

Reason for granting / denial;

PETITION FOR MOTION 77 2w IN FAVOR OPPOSED | WHO OPPOSED:
REHEARING/APPEAL
FO ZONING ADMIN

Reason for granting / denials




MEETING OF: April 28, 2020

ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

ADDRESS OF ZBA REQUEST: 60 TerwwsonAve
APPLICANT. Brijesh Suhag
OWNER.: _(saume)

PAGE 6 of 10

CLERK OF ZBA. Jack Curvier

VOTING: MacKay, Boucher, Shaw, Lionel, Currier

VARIANCE:
REQUEST #1

MOTION

]5 7

2w

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denials

VARIANCE:
REQUEST #2

MOTION

]5 7

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denials

USE VARIANCE:

EXCEPTION #1

MOTION

]5 7

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denial

SPECIAL
EXCEPTION
REQUEST #1

MOTION

]5 7

| ov

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Grant |

|Lione|

||Shaw

unanimous

Reason for granting/ denial

Board finds that the 5 Special Exception criteria are established in the application. By oral testimony

at the ZBA meeting, the applicant confirms that the 9 Accessory dwelling Unit criteria are met

SPECIAL
EXCEPTION
REQUEST #2

MOTION

]5 7

2w

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denial;

PETITION FOR

REHEARING/APPEAL
FO ZONING ADMIN

MOTION

]5 7

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denials




ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

MEETING OF: April 28, 2020 PAGE 7 of 10

ADDRESS OF ZBA REQUEST 26 Lovell St CLERK OF ZBA. Jack Curvier

APPLICANT: KASP Budders; LLC

OWNER. Mary Lee Allizon

y(gr[/va.|MacKay, Shaw, Lionel, Boucher, Currier

VARIANCE: MOTION 7 2% IN FAVOR OPPOSED WHO OPPOSED:
REQUEST #1 ||Table MacKay Lionel Unanimous
Reason for granting / ¢

Table to May 12. Board seeks to understand additional information regarding the Special conditions

on the property, in particular, the proposed floor plan to support the 3.5' propose3d encroachment.

VARIANCE:
REQUEST #2

MOTION 77

2w

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denials

USE VARIANCE:
EXCEPTION #1

MOTION 77

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denial

SPECIAL
EXCEPTION
REQUEST #1

MOTION 77

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denial;

SPECIAL
EXCEPTION
REQUEST #2

MOTION 77

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denial;

PETITION FOR
REHEARING/APPEAL
FO ZONING ADMIN

MOTION

]5 7

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denials




ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
MEETING OF: April 28, 2020 PAGE 8  of 10

ADDRESS OF ZBA REQUEST . 7 Hadley Dr CLERK OF ZBA. Jack Curvier

APPLICANT. George F. & Tara C. Kivvella

OWNER. (saume)

V(gr[/va.|Boucher, MacKay, Currier, Shaw, Lionel

VARIANCE: MOTION 7 2 IN FAVOR OPPOSED WHO OPPOSED.
REQUEST #1  ||Grant Boucher Shaw Unanimous
Reason for gronting [ dend

The Board finds that the five criteria are met by the application. The lot is nearly an acre and the

pool / deck is not visible from the street.

VARIANCE: MOTION 77 2w IN FAVOR OPPOSED WHO OPPOSED.
REQUEST #2

Reason for granting / denial:

USE VARIANCE: | MOTION 77 2w IN FAVOR OPPOSED WHO OPPOSED.

EXCEPTION #1

Reason for granting / denial

SPECIAL MOTION 7 2 IN FAVOR OPPOSED WHO OPPOSED.
EXCEPTION
REQUEST #1

Reason for granting / denial;

SPECIAL MOTION 7 2 IN FAVOR OPPOSED WHO OPPOSED.
EXCEPTION
REQUEST #2

Reason for granting / denial;

PETITION FOR MOTION 77 2w IN FAVOR OPPOSED | WHO OPPOSED:
REHEARING/APPEAL
FO ZONING ADMIN

Reason for granting / denials




MEETING OF: April 28, 2020

ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

ADDRESS OF ZBA REQUEST: 175 Concord S

APPLICANT: Dionig Periar

PAGE 9 of 10

CLERK OF ZBA. Jack Curvier

OWNER. (soume)

)/(977/\/6;|Boucher, Shaw, MacKay, Lionel, Currier

VARIANCE:
REQUEST #1

MOTION

]5 7

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denials

VARIANCE:
REQUEST #2

MOTION

]5 7

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denials

USE VARIANCE:

EXCEPTION #1

MOTION

]5 7

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denial

SPECIAL
EXCEPTION
REQUEST #1

MOTION

7 | o

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

Grant

Unanimous

WHO OPPOSED.

Boucher ||Shaw

Reason for granting /[ denial;

Board finds that the applicaiton meets the 5 Special Exception Criteria and the 9 Accessory Dwelling

Unit.

SPECIAL
EXCEPTION
REQUEST #2

MOTION

]5 7

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denial;

PETITION FOR

REHEARING/APPEAL
FO ZONING ADMIN

MOTION

]5 7

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denials




ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

MEETING OF: April 28, 2020 PAGE 10 of 10

ADDRESS OF ZBA REQUEST: 449 Amherst SC CLERK OF ZBA. Jack Curvier

APPLICANT: Stones #1 Social

OWNER. Nashua 449 Really Ventures LLC, o/o-Charles River Really Group

)/(977/\/5;|Boucher, MacKay, Shaw, Lionel, Currier

VARIANCE: MOTION 77 2 IN FAVOR | OPPOSED | WHO OPPOSED:
REQUEST #1  ||Grant Lionel Shaw Bty Sha Currier
Reason for granting [ denials

Board majority finds that the busy & confusing traffic on this portion of Amherst Street, and the fact that

this building is a "corner building" is a special condition that warrants the granting of this variance.

VARIANCE:
REQUEST #2

MOTION 77

2w

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denials

USE VARIANCE:
EXCEPTION #1

MOTION 77

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denial

SPECIAL
EXCEPTION
REQUEST #1

MOTION 77

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denial;

SPECIAL
EXCEPTION
REQUEST #2

MOTION 77

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denial;

PETITION FOR
REHEARING/APPEAL
FO ZONING ADMIN

MOTION

]5 7

IN FAVOR

OPPOSED

WHO OPPOSED.

Reason for granting / denials
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	Text8:   The five criteria for a Special Exception and the 9 Wetland Criteria are met.  The NCC letter contains 7 stipulations, and applicant has committed to meet these stipulations.
	Text2: Grant
	Text86: Grant

	Text3: Boucher
	Text87: Boucher

	Text4: 
	Text88: Shaw

	Text5: Unanimous
	Text89: Unanimous

	Text7: 
	Text91: 

	Text8:   The five criteria for a Special Exception and the 9 Wetland Criteria are met.  The NCC letter contains 7 stipulations, and applicant has committed to meet these stipulations.
	Text92: Board finds that the applicaiton meets the 5 Special Exception Criteria and the 9 Accessory Dwelling Unit.

	Text6: 
	Text90: 

	Text2: Grant
	Text62: Grant

	Text3: Boucher
	Text63: Lionel

	Text4: 
	Text64: Shaw

	Text65: 
	Text66: 

	Text7: 
	Text67: 

	Text8:   The five criteria for a Special Exception and the 9 Wetland Criteria are met.  The NCC letter contains 7 stipulations, and applicant has committed to meet these stipulations.
	Text68: Board finds that the 5 Special Exception criteria are established in the application.  By oral testimony at the ZBA meeting, the applicant confirms that the 9 Accessory dwelling Unit criteria are met

	Text16: MacKay, Currier, Shaw, Lionel, Boucher
	Text9: Grant
	Text10: Lionel
	Text11: 
	Text12: Unanimous
	Text13: 
	Text14: 
	Text15: The Board finds that the 5 criteria are met in this application.  A  beauty parlor was previously approved by this board.
	Text9: Grant
	Text33: Grant

	Text10: Lionel
	Text34: Boucher

	Text11: 
	Text35: Shaw

	Text12: Unanimous
	Text36: Unanimous

	Text13: 
	Text37: 

	Text14: 
	Text38: 

	Text15: The Board finds that the 5 criteria are met in this application.  A  beauty parlor was previously approved by this board.
	Text39: to the density previously proposed.  Board notes that this area of Nashua has many properties with similar density.

	Text24: MacKay, Currier, Shaw, Lionel, Boucher
	Text17: Grant
	Text18: Boucher
	Text19: Shaw
	Text20: Unanimous
	Text21: 
	Text22: 
	Text23: Board finds that 5 criteria for Request #1 & #2 are met with the application.  Board finds that this application is similar to the Application ZBA approved (2 variance applications prior), and that this density is similar 
	Text34: Boucher
	Text35: Shaw
	Text36: Unanimous
	Text37: 
	Text38: 
	Text39: to the density previously proposed.  Board notes that this area of Nashua has many properties with similar density.
	Text33: Grant
	Text17: Grant
	Text26: Deny

	Text18: Boucher
	Text27: Lionel

	Text19: Shaw
	Text28: Shaw

	Text20: Unanimous
	Text29: Shaw, MacKay

	Text21: 
	Text30: Boucher

	Text22: 
	Text31: 

	Text23: Board finds that 5 criteria for Request #1 & #2 are met with the application.  Board finds that this application is similar to the Application ZBA approved (2 variance applications prior), and that this density is similar 
	Text32: Majority of Board finds that Variance is not needed, given special conditions of property.

	Text33: Grant
	Text40: Grant

	Text34: Boucher
	Text41: Lionel

	Text35: Shaw
	Text42: Shaw

	Text36: Unanimous
	Text43: Unanimous

	Text37: 
	Text44: 

	Text38: 
	Text45: 

	Text39: to the density previously proposed.  Board notes that this area of Nashua has many properties with similar density.
	Text46: Board finds the 5 criteria for area variance are met in the application, given special conditions which is topography and church set back warrant this variance.  This motion is made for Variance 

	Text25: MacKay, Currier, Lionel. Boucher, Shaw
	Text40: Grant
	Text47: Grant
	Text41: Lionel
	Text48: Lionel
	Text42: Shaw
	Text49: Shaw
	Text43: Unanimous
	Text50: Unanimous
	Text44: 
	Text51: 
	Text45: 
	Text52: 
	Text46: Board finds the 5 criteria for area variance are met in the application, given special conditions which is topography and church set back warrant this variance.  This motion is made for Variance 
	Text53: Request #3 as well as Request #2.
	Text26: Deny
	Text27: Lionel
	Text28: Shaw
	Text29: Shaw, MacKay
	Text30: Boucher
	Text31: 
	Text32: Majority of Board finds that Variance is not needed, given special conditions of property.
	Text26: Deny
	Text54: Grant

	Text27: Lionel
	Text55: Boucher

	Text28: Shaw
	Text56: Lionel

	Text29: Shaw, MacKay
	Text57: MacKay

	Text30: Boucher
	Text58: see below

	Text31: 
	Text59: see below

	Text32: Majority of Board finds that Variance is not needed, given special conditions of property.
	Text60: Variance #1:  Majority of Board finds that the 5 criteria for an area variance are met.  The Special Conditions are that the existing topography warrant relief to the set backs so that a car can access the proposed left-most bay.  Also, topography makes access for Swart Street unfeasible.  Currier , Lionel , & Shaw vote in opposition.  Variance #2   Currier votes in opposition.

	Text40: Grant
	Text47: Grant

	Text41: Lionel
	Text48: Lionel

	Text42: Shaw
	Text49: Shaw

	Text44: 
	Text51: 

	Text43: Unanimous
	Text50: Unanimous

	Text45: 
	Text52: 

	Text46: Board finds the 5 criteria for area variance are met in the application, given special conditions which is topography and church set back warrant this variance.  This motion is made for Variance 
	Text53: Request #3 as well as Request #2.

	Text61: MacKay, Boucher, Lionel, Currier, Shaw
	Text54: Grant
	Text55: Boucher
	Text56: Lionel
	Text57: MacKay
	Text58: see below
	Text59: see below
	Text60: Variance #1:  Majority of Board finds that the 5 criteria for an area variance are met.  The Special Conditions are that the existing topography warrant relief to the set backs so that a car can access the proposed left-most bay.  Also, topography makes access for Swart Street unfeasible.  Currier , Lionel , & Shaw vote in opposition.  Variance #2   Currier votes in opposition.
	Text54: Grant
	Text71: Table

	Text55: Boucher
	Text72: MacKay

	Text56: Lionel
	Text73: Lionel

	Text57: MacKay
	Text74: Unanimous

	Text58: see below
	Text75: 

	Text59: see below
	Text76: 

	Text60: Variance #1:  Majority of Board finds that the 5 criteria for an area variance are met.  The Special Conditions are that the existing topography warrant relief to the set backs so that a car can access the proposed left-most bay.  Also, topography makes access for Swart Street unfeasible.  Currier , Lionel , & Shaw vote in opposition.  Variance #2   Currier votes in opposition.
	Text77: Table to May 12.  Board seeks to understand additional information regarding the Special conditions on the property, in particular, the proposed floor plan to support the 3.5' propose3d encroachment.

	Text62: Grant
	Text63: Lionel
	Text64: Shaw
	Text65_dcd6d650eb38: unanimous
	Text66: 
	Text67: 
	Text68: Board finds that the 5 Special Exception criteria are established in the application.  By oral testimony at the ZBA meeting, the applicant confirms that the 9 Accessory dwelling Unit criteria are met
	Text69: MacKay, Boucher, Shaw, Lionel, Currier
	Text70: MacKay, Shaw, Lionel, Boucher, Currier
	Text71: Table
	Text72: MacKay
	Text73: Lionel
	Text74: Unanimous
	Text75: 
	Text76: 
	Text77: Table to May 12.  Board seeks to understand additional information regarding the Special conditions on the property, in particular, the proposed floor plan to support the 3.5' propose3d encroachment.
	Text71: Table
	Text79: Grant

	Text72: MacKay
	Text80: Boucher

	Text73: Lionel
	Text81: Shaw

	Text74: Unanimous
	Text82: Unanimous

	Text75: 
	Text83: 

	Text76: 
	Text84: 

	Text77: Table to May 12.  Board seeks to understand additional information regarding the Special conditions on the property, in particular, the proposed floor plan to support the 3.5' propose3d encroachment.
	Text85: The Board finds that the five criteria are met by the application.  The lot is nearly an acre and the pool / deck is not visible from the street.  

	Text78: Boucher, MacKay, Currier, Shaw, Lionel
	Text79: Grant
	Text80: Boucher
	Text81: Shaw
	Text82: Unanimous
	Text83: 
	Text84: 
	Text85: The Board finds that the five criteria are met by the application.  The lot is nearly an acre and the pool / deck is not visible from the street.  
	Text79: Grant
	Text94: Grant

	Text80: Boucher
	Text95: Lionel

	Text81: Shaw
	Text96: Shaw

	Text82: Unanimous
	Text97: MacKay, Shaw, Boucher

	Text83: 
	Text98: Currier

	Text85: The Board finds that the five criteria are met by the application.  The lot is nearly an acre and the pool / deck is not visible from the street.  
	Text100: Board majority finds that the busy & confusing traffic on this portion of Amherst Street, and the fact that this building is a "corner building" is a special condition that warrants the granting of this variance.  

	Text84: 
	Text99: 

	Text86: Grant
	Text87: Boucher
	Text88: Shaw
	Text89: Unanimous
	Text90: 
	Text91: 
	Text92: Board finds that the applicaiton meets the 5 Special Exception Criteria and the 9 Accessory Dwelling Unit.
	Text93: Boucher, Shaw, MacKay, Lionel, Currier
	Text94: Grant
	Text95: Lionel
	Text96: Shaw
	Text97: MacKay, Shaw, Boucher
	Text98: Currier
	Text99: 
	Text100: Board majority finds that the busy & confusing traffic on this portion of Amherst Street, and the fact that this building is a "corner building" is a special condition that warrants the granting of this variance.  
	Text101: Boucher, MacKay, Shaw, Lionel, Currier


