1 Stratham Zoning Board of Adjustment Meeting Minutes

2 February 3, 2026

3 Stratham Municipal Center

4 Time: 7:00 pm

5

6 Members’ Present: Drew Pierce, Chair

7 Brent Eastwood, Vice Chair

8 Lucy Cushman, Member

9 Donna Jensen, Member
10
11 Members Absent: None
12
13 Staff Present: Jason Durrance, Building Inspector, Code Enforcement Officer
14
15 1. Call to Order/Roll Call
16 Mr. Pierce called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm and took roll call. Mr. Pierce made it known that
17 there are only four members present which is one member short of a full Board.
18
19 2. Approval of Minutes:
20 a. January 6th, 2025
21 Mr. Pierce made a motion to approve January 6th, 2025, meeting minutes as drafted. Mr.
22 Eastwood seconded the motion. All voted in favor; motion passed.
23
24 3. New Business:
25 A. Case #688: Michael Wood (Applicant) and Michael Wood and Sarah Wood (Owner), Tax
26 Map 22, Lot 90, Zoned Residential Agricultural. Request for approval of a variance from
27 Section 4.2 Table of Dimensional Requirements, to allow an addition into the side setback to
28 6 inches where 20 feet is required.
29
30 Michael Wood, owner of the property, started the meeting by mentioning that he is working with
31 Geno Construction who will be his contractor and SFC Engineering who has completed the survey.
32 Architecture in Hampton will be doing the drawings for the addition to the house. Mr. Wood
33 explains that the addition be approximately 800 SQFT and will be attached to the house which will
34 be on story with living space and a garage bay. He states that the request will be in the setback of
35 20 ft up to six feet of the property line. His justification for the addition is to increase the value of
36 the current property. He states that the addition will not diminish the values of surrounding
37 properties and will not visually or physically impact the abutting properties. He mentions that the
38 spirit of the ordinance is observed due to the distance of the addition to the next-door property
39 being pretty significant. Mr. Wood agrees that substantial justice has been met due to the original
40 house already existing in the setback. He adds that this project would result in unnecessary
41 hardship due to the house already existing in the setback and he would need a variance for any
42 addition to that side of the house. He states that under normal circumstances, all the surrounding
43 houses are not tucked into a corner, and this situation wouldn’t be a problem for most other
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properties. He goes on talking about the property lines and where the structure will be added and
states that the abutting property owners have no issues with the construction. He states that it would
cost him significantly more money to build on the other side due to the amount of excavation that
is needed for that and the current house would have to be altered significantly and adds, due to the
driveway already existing on the right side of the house and his garage is directly in front of the
driveway, he would like to have the garages butt up to each other. He talks about the draft survey
and during that survey it was found that there is an existing right of way through that side of the
setback which is also on the deed which leads to the parcel behind his property. He states that this
right of way should have been dissolved due to the property behind no longer being landlocked.

Ms. Cushman states that for an existing right of way on a deed, for it to be removed, it would have
to be officially terminated. She asked Mr. Durrance if that was correct and he replied correctly but
that would be a separate conversation.

The board members talked about the original house being in the set back and what those set back
were in the 60’s, the original deed and questioned why the realtor didn’t catch the right of way.

Ms. Cushman asked Mr. Wood how long he lived in that residence and he replied, 8 years. He also
added that the reason they want to go through with the addition is so that they don’t have to move
due to their family growing.

Ms. Cushman read aloud from the deed and it states that no building or structure shall be erected
within that right of way.

Mr. Pierce asked the board to go over issues and the possibility of continuing the meeting until the
issue of the right of way is addressed. The first issue is that the image that was provided for the
site plan is not too scale, the property line isn’t correct, and the overall property isn’t correctly
portrayed, a new site plan should be provided at the next meeting. Mr. Wood stated that for
professional rendering would cost him thousands and that is why that was originally included in
the application.

Mr. Pierce asked the applicant if maybe a lot line adjustment would make things easier and Mr.
Wood, they talked about it and didn’t necessarily want to do that. Mr. Durrance adds that process
is done through the Planning Board and he can’t talk to all the caveats about that.

Ms. Cushman asked Mr. Wood if he considered putting an addition on the back of the house and
that even though the house already exists in the setback, the variance would be easier due to the
addition not being in the right of way.

Ms. Jensen asked about the shed that exists and Mr. Wood said that he built it, but it exists on his
neighbor’s property accidentally based on the measurement from the presumed property lines.

Mr. Wood talks about originally the house is a non-conforming structure and how the addition will
abut up to 6 inches of the property line and what is acceptable to the board to make the application
more palatable. Mr. Pierce and Mr. Durrance replied to his question with different scenarios
including building the addition to the rear of the house and how it might be cheaper for him than
wrapping around the house and having different roof lines. Mr. Pierce and Ms. Cushman added
that that scenario would be more palatable, and the variance would be easier due to the addition
not being 6 inches from the property line and being within the current distance that the house
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already exists.
Mr. Pierce made a motion to move the meeting to public comment. All in favor.
No one from the public spoke

Mr. Pierce made a motion to close the public part of the hearing and move to board
deliberations. All in favor.

Ms. Cushman talks about the deed and restrictions and states there are a lot of unknowns that are
out of the board’s authority.

Mr. Durrance states that they could continue this at the next scheduled meeting and Ms. Cushman
replied that this could take a lot longer than a month to resolve the right of way issue. She also
adds that she doesn’t agree with approving a variance to build a structure on the right of way.

Mr. Pierce suggests that they should continue so that the board could have a clearer picture of the
site plan and deed can get resolved. Mr. Eastwood agrees and adds that he would be more open to
an addition on the back of the house and only intruding into the setback only a couple of feet and
not 6 inches to the property line.

Ms. Cushman asked if the board could get more clarification of what the setbacks were when the
house was built for the next meeting.

Ms. Jensen agrees with all the comments and adds that setbacks are buffers that should exist and
shouldn’t be intruded on.

Mr. Peirce, Ms. Cushman and Mr. Eastwood talked about how easier the application would be to
decide if the addition was at the same set back as the house and not 6 in from the property line.

Mr. Durrance added that any substantial change to the plan would need a new application and it
would be easier to continue the meeting and clear up those issues, including the right of way first.
He added that the cost for a new application is expensive and that continuing this to another
meeting doesn’t cost the applicant anything and continued talking about the process of either
applying for a separate application or a continuation.

Mr. Eastwood makes a motion to continue the application to the next scheduled meeting for
the application for Case #688: Michael Wood (Applicant) and Michael Wood and Sarah
Wood (Owner), Tax Map 22, Lot 90, Zoned Residential Agricultural. Request for approval
of a variance from Section 4.2 Table of Dimensional Requirements, to allow an addition into
the side setback to 6 inches where 20 feet is required. Mr. Pierce Seconds, all in favor. Motion
passes 4-0.

4. Adjournment
Mr. Pierce stated that the meeting was adjourned at 8:22 p.m.

Respectfully submitted by Michael Lamb
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