1 Stratham Zoning Board of Adjustment Meeting Minutes

2 May 5, 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: Vanessa Price, Director of Planning and Building
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. March 31, 2026
21 Mr. Pierce made a motion to table the March 31, 2026, meeting minutes as drafted to the
22 next regularly scheduled meeting due to revisions needed to lines 82 through 87,106 through
23 142, and 185 through 190. Mr. Eastwood seconded the motion. All voted in favor; motion
24 approved.
25
26 3. New Business:
27 A. Case #691: 200 Domain LLC (Applicant & Owner), 200 Domain Drive, Stratham Tax Map
28 1, Lot 3, Zoned Industrial. The Applicant seeks a variance from section 11.5.3 of the
29 Stratham Zoning Ordinance to allow for a small building addition and paver patio within
30 the 50° wetland buffer and partially within the 25’ non-disturbance buffer on the property.
31 Request for a one-year extension. Originally approved June 4, 2024, set to expire June 4,
32 2026.
33
34 Derek Durbin, Attorney from Durbin Law, is representing owner 200 Domain LLC, started by
35 stating that the owner is requesting an extension from the ruling of ZBA case #679. He stated that
36 the reason they need the extension is due to the fact that the project got put on hold while
37 negotiations were taking place. He mentioned that the owner couldn’t make changes to the building
38 that they desired. He also stated that nothing new to the plans is being added.
39
40 Mr. Pierce made a motion to move the meeting to public comment. All in favor.
41
42 No one from the public spoke
43
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Mr. Pierce made a motion to close the public part of the hearing. All in favor.
Mr. Pierce made a motion to move to deliberations. All in favor.

Ms. Jensen asked the board if there was an impact to the wetlands where the project extends into
the 25 ft no disturbance buffer; and will Timberland share the location with the other commercial
business that neighbors them. Mr. Durbin replied that the project is for Timberland only due to
downsizing needs and the desire to reuse the building to potentially bring in tenants, which will
make the addition and walkway more appealing to those potential tenants.

Lucy Cushman, member of the Zoning Board of Adjustment, stated that the Conservation
Commission reviewed the plans and had no concerns and that the Board is basically reviewing this
application to extend the approval and not reviewing the ruling.

Ms. Cushman makes a motion to approve the application for Case #691: 200 Domain LLC
(Applicant & Owner), 200 Domain Drive, Stratham Tax Map 1, Lot 3, Zoned Industrial. The
Applicant seeks a variance from section 11.5.3 of the Stratham Zoning Ordinance to allow
for a small building addition and paver patio within the 50’ wetland buffer and partially
within the 25’ non-disturbance buffer on the property. Request for a one-year extension.
Originally approved June 4, 2024, set to expire June 4, 2026, Mr. Eastwood Seconds, all in
favor. Motion passes 4-0.

. Case #690: Charles Wagner (Owner), 11 Fifield Lane, Tax Map 6, Lot 122, Zoned Residential

Agricultural. Request for approval of a Special Exception from Section 5.1.3 Expansion of
Non-Conforming Structures, to provide a 240 SQFT addition that provides fully accessible
access in a wheelchair to each level of the home, including the basement storage, 1st floor
living, and 2nd floor bedroom areas.

Alen Roscoe, TFM Engineers, representing the owner, Mr. Charlie Wagner, started by mentioning
that the architect, Brandon Holden, is present with him. He states that they are proposing an
addition at 11 Fifield Lane for the purpose of an elevator to provide access to both floors of the
dwelling due to the owner needing to be more mobile. He mentions that the addition will be
constructed within the setbacks of the side yard. He presents a photo of the site plan to the board.
He states that there is plenty of distance between abutting properties. He states the addition is
around 240 sqft. He mentions that the property has plenty of trees for a visual buffer. He talked
about the surveyed plan and the layout of the property.

Charles Wagner, owner of 11 Fifield Land, talks about his need for the addition due to medical
needs, equipment storage, and access to other floors of the dwelling.

Mr. Roscoe shows the board the drawings of the proposed plan.
Mr. Roscoe discussed the criteria for a Special Exception.

a. The proposed expansion must intrude no further into any setback area than the existing
Structure.

Mr. Roscoe states, as referenced in the general description, the existing residence is situated
approximately 7 ft. from the former ROW line of Fifield Lane, and the proposed addition will be
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located no closer than 9 ft. from said ROW line, therefore satisfying this stipulation, and will be
no closer to the property line than the existing residence.

b. The expansion must have no further adverse impact on the view, light, and air of any
abutter.

Mr. Roscoe states the expansion is done tastefully and blends with the existing home in terms of
style and scale; said addition blends with the existing upscale homes in the area and will be
consistent with other homes in the community. The addition (28-ft. ht. to peak); will not extend
higher than the existing residence (to the roof peak measured at 32-ft.), and the architecture meshes
with the existing colonial style. The addition is west-facing and will not cast a shadow not already
present from the existing residence and will not restrict airflow/wind to any abutting property,
especially given the substantial tree growth and building separation distances described
hereinabove.

c. The expansion must not cause property values to deteriorate.

Mr. Roscoe states the addition is designed to meet the needs of the homeowner and is tastefully
presented and will blend with the existing constructed environment of the neighborhood. As such,
the addition will add to the value of this home and thus in turn also increases the appeal and value
of surrounding properties as well.

d. The expansion must not impede existing rights of access or egress.

Mr. Roscoe states the addition is 240 sf and is located on the opposite side of the residence from
where the driveway is located and is no closer to the property line than the existing residence for
abutters or pedestrian and vehicular access and egress (to and from the Site) is not impeded to the
general public nor to abutters or the Owner.

e. That portion of the proposed expansion which will intrude into the setback, must, in no
event, exceed the footprint square footage of that portion of the structure which presently
intrudes into the setback, regardless of the number of applications made over time under
this subsection.

Mr. Roscoe described the survey measurements, including placement of the side setback line on
the existing residence; the plan measurement yields a total existing sf of the residence footprint
within the existing side setback of 284 sf. The portion of the proposed addition within the same
setback 1s 123 sf and is less than half of the area of the existing home within the setback in the
existing condition. Therefore, the proposal conforms to this requirement/condition.

f- In the event the non-conforming structure contains a commercial use, there must be no
adverse impact on access, traffic, parking, lighting, or other safety or visibility features of
the existing structure.

Mr. Roscoe stated this is not applicable as there is no commercial use component associated with

the proposal, and therefore, will not adversely impact access, traffic, parking, lighting, or other
related features as described herein above.
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g. A Special Exception under this subsection may be granted only as to expansions into the
front, side, and rear setbacks, and is not available for expansions which violate height
restrictions of the ordinance.

Mr. Roscoe states the total height of the addition is 28 ft. and is less than the existing height of the
main residence (32.0 ft. to the roof peak). Additionally, the expansion only occurs within the side
yard setback; however, it does not increase the non-conformity of the setback; therefore, the
Section g) criteria is met or is not applicable.

Mr. Pierce opens the hearing to the public.

No one was present to speak.

Mr. Pierce opens the hearing to deliberations of the board.

Brent Eastwood, Vice Chair, mentions that the bay window on the plans extends from the building.

Mr. Pierce asked Ms. Price if there is any leniency for handicap access, and Ms. Price replied that
state law does, but the zoning ordinance does not talk about ADA compliance; that is a building
code requirement. Ms. Cushman agrees; zoning doesn’t state any leniency, but she is in favor of
allowing residents to stay in their own home if they have medical issues that require in-home care.

Mr. Pierce has the board review the findings of facts for the criteria.

1. The proposed use meets the standards provided by this Ordinance for the particular use
permitted by Special Exception.

2. No hazard to the public or adjacent property on account of potential fire, explosion, or release
of toxic materials will result.

3. No detriment to property values in the vicinity or change in the essential characteristics of a
residential neighborhood on account of the location or scale of buildings and other structures,
parking area, access ways, odor, smoke, gas, dust, or other pollutant, noise, glare, heat,
vibration, or unsightly outdoor storage of equipment, vehicles or other materials will occur
because: the addition will retain similar style of the existing house.

4. No creation of a traffic safety hazard or a substantial increase in the level of traffic congestion
in the vicinity as a result of the proposal because: the project will not change the use of the

property.

5. The use will not result in the excessive demand on municipal services, including, but not
limited to, water, sewer, waste disposal, police and fire protection, and schools, which is not
applicable to this case.

6. There will be no significant increase of stormwater runoff onto adjacent property or streets as
a result of the proposed use because the plans clearly show that this doesn’t exist.

Mr. Eastwood asked the board if there are any other conditions to review, and none of the members
had anything to add.

Mr. Eastwood made a motion to approve Case #690: Charles Wagner (Owner), 11 Fifield
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185 Lane, Tax Map 6, Lot 122, Zoned Residential Agricultural. Request for approval of a Special

186 Exception from Section 5.1.3 Expansion of Non-Conforming Structures, to provide a 240
187 SQFT addition that provides fully accessible access in a wheelchair to each level of the home,
188 including the basement storage, 1t floor living, and 2" floor bedroom areas. Ms. Jensen
189 seconded the motion. All in Favor. Motion Passes 4-0.

190

191 Mr. Pierce and Ms. Price talked about training opportunities for the board members.

192

193 Ms. Cushman discussed non-public sessions listed on the agenda and RSA 91.a.

194

195 Mr. Pierce suggests adding the pledge of allegiance to the beginning of the meeting and the board
196 agrees.

197

198 The board talks about the need for additional members.

199

200 4. Adjournment

201 Mr. Pierce stated that the meeting was adjourned at 7:37 p.m.

202

203 Respectfully submitted by Michael Lamb
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