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TOWN OF LONDONDERRY
ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MEETING
MOOSE HILL COUNCIL CHAMBERS
268B MAMMOTH ROAD, LONDONDERRY, NH 03053

JANUARY 21, 2026, 7:00 P.M.

l. CALL TO ORDER

Members Present: Suzanne Brunelle, Vice Chair; Brendan O'Brien, Clerk (left at
8:00 p.m.); Mitchell Feig, Member; Greg Carson, Member; Andria Hansen,
Alternate Member

Members Absent: Jacqueline Benard, Chair; John Grennon, Alternate Member;
Lisa Sussman, Alternate Member

Also Present: Kristan Farr, Town Planner; Nick Codner, Building Inspector &
Zoning Administrator

Acting Chair Brunelle called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. and reviewed the
meeting procedure. She noted she would be stepping down for the first five cases,
so there would not be a full board. She offered applicants the opportunity to
request a continuance to the next meeting where there is a full board.

. ROLL CALL

iI11. APPROVAL OF DRAFT MINUTES

Review of the December 17, 2025 draft minutes was tabled due to lack of quorum.
IV. REPORT BY TOWN COUNCIL LIAISON

Councilor Faber was not present.

V. REGIONAL IMPACT DETERMINATIONS

Staff determined that none of the cases being heard were of regional impact.

B. O'Brien moved to accept the regional impact determination. M. Feig
seconded the motion. The motion carried 4-0-0.

Acting Chair Brunelle appointed Andria Hensen as a full voting member for this
meeting.

VI. PUBLIC HEARING OF CASES

Acting Chair Brunelle recused herself from the Board.
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A. Case No. 12-17-2025-2 Request For Variance From LZO Section
4.6.6.5 Of The Route 102 Performance Overlay District To Allow
The Use Of The Property For The Construction Of Three Single
Family Residences. The Parcel Is Located At 296 Nashua Road
In The Commercial 11 (C-2) Zoning District. Tax Map 002, Lot
25-0, Vigeant Family Properties, LLC (Owner), Leonard Vigeant
(Applicant).

B. Case No. 12-17-2025-3 Request For Variance From LZO Section
4.6.6.7.D.4.D.i Of The Route 102 Performance Overlay District
To Allow Encroachment Into The 75-Foot Buffer For A Proposed
Single-Family Housing Development. The Parcel Is Located At
296 Nashua Road In The Commercial Il (C-2) Zoning District.
Tax Map 002, Lot 25-0, Vigeant Family Properties, LLC
(Owner), Leonard Vigeant (Applicant).

B. O'Brien read the case into the record.

Attorney Morgan Hollis of Gottesman & Hollis, P.A. appeared before the Board
representing the applicant. He requested the cases be continued until a full Board is
present.

M. Feig moved to continue Cases No. 12-17-2025-2 and 12-17-202503 to
the February 18, 2026, ZBA meeting. G. Carson seconded the motion. The
motion carried 4-0-0.

C. Case No. 12-17-2025-8 Request For Variance From LZO
4.3.3.B.1 To Allow A Retail Automobile Sales Operation With
Buildings And Parking Areas Within The Front, Side And Rear
Green Areas. The Parcel Is Located At 6 Dickey Street In The
Commercial 2 (C-11) Zoning District. Tax Map 010, Lot 109,
Leon And Tamara Lampes (Owner), TF Moran (Applicant).

B. O'Brien read the case into the record.

Jason Hill of TF Moran, Leon Lampes and Tamara Lampes appeared before the
Board to present this request to redevelop this property from a wholesale to a retail
automobile sales operation. J. Hill described the pre-existing non-conforming
property and structures, and the details of the proposed business. T. Lampes
reviewed the history of the business and their desire to offer retail sales at this
location.

They agreed to move forward with only four Board members hearing their cases.

J. Hill reviewed the variance criteria.
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The Board questioned whether parking would be expanded. L. Lampes said they are
asking for the same number of parking spaces, noting that at the last meeting, the
ZBA determined the Planning Board would decide the number of permitted spaces;
otherwise, it would be no more than 15 vehicles.

B. O'Brien asked for public comment.

Name: Wayne MacDonald

Address: 11 Dickey Street

W. MacDonald, abutter, spoke in support of this proposal and the following two
variance requests, noting that the property has offered automobile sales and
service for many years.

B. O'Brien noted there were seven letters of support for this proposal, three of
which were presented at the December 17" ZBA meeting.

B. O'Brien closed public comment and the Board entered deliberation. They
reviewed the minutes of the December meeting to verify that the number of
parking spaces would be addressed by the Planning Board.

B. O'Brien reviewed the variance criteria:

1) Granting the variance would not be contrary to the public interest because it
would not alter the character of the neighborhood.

2) The spirit of the ordinance would be observed because it does not violate the
basic objectives of protection of health, safety, or general welfare of the public.
3) Granting the variance would do substantial justice because not granting it would
result in a greater loss to the applicant than any gain to the public.

4) The values of surrounding properties would not be diminished because the
property has supported automobile sales and service for many years.

5) Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other
properties in the area, denial of the variance would result in an unnecessary
hardship because:

(a) for purposes of this subparagraph, “unnecessary hardship” means that, owing
to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other properties in the
area,

(i) there is not a fair and substantial relationship between the general public
purposes of the ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision to
the property because it is a pre-existing use on a very small lot in a mixed-use
area, so is unique.

(ii) the proposed use is a reasonable one, as it is a continuation of a non-
conforming use.

M. Feig moved in Case No. 12-17-2025-8, the request for variance from
LZO 4.3.3.B.1 to allow a retail automobile sales operation with buildings
and parking areas within the front, side and rear green areas at 6 Dickey
Street be granted. G. Carson seconded the motion. The motion carried 4-0-
0.
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D. Case No. 12-17-2025-9 Request For Variance From LZO
4.3.3.B.2.A To Allow A Retail Automobile Sales Operation
Without The 50-Foot Buffer To The Agricultural Residential
(AR-1) Zoning District. The Parcel Is Located At 6 Dickey Street
In The Commercial 2 (C-11) Zoning District. Tax Map 010, Lot
109, Leon And Tamara Lampes (Owner), TF Moran (Applicant).

B. O'Brien read the case into the record.

Jason Hill of TF Moran, Leon Lampes and Tamara Lampes appeared before the
Board to present this request to redevelop this property from a wholesale to a retail
automobile sales operation. J. Hill explained that due to the size of the lot, the
setback extends into the center of the lot. They will be reducing the curb cuts and
increasing the greenspace, including planting trees in the buffer where none
currently exist.

T. Lampes noted they have received a letter of approval from the NHDES.
J. Hill reviewed the variance criteria.

B. O'Brien asked for public comment.

Wayne McDonald confirmed his support of this proposal.

B. O'Brien closed public comment and the Board entered deliberation.

B. O'Brien reviewed the variance criteria:

1) Granting the variance would not be contrary to the public interest because it
would not alter the character of the neighborhood.

2) The spirit of the ordinance would be observed because it does not violate the
basic objectives of protection of health, safety, or general welfare of the public.
3) Granting the variance would do substantial justice because it is taking a pre-
existing non-conforming use and bringing it into a more documented use. Not
granting it would result in a greater loss to the applicant than any gain to the
public.

4) The values of surrounding properties would not be diminished because there is
not much of a change to the property.

5) Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other
properties in the area, denial of the variance would result in an unnecessary
hardship because:

(a) for purposes of this subparagraph, “unnecessary hardship” means that, owing
to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other properties in the
area,

(i) there is not a fair and substantial relationship between the general public
purposes of the ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision to
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the property because it is a pre-existing use on a very small lot in a mixed-use
area, so is unique.

(ii) the proposed use is a reasonable one, as it is a continuation of the same
use for over 30 years.

M. Feig moved in Case No. 12-17-2025-9 to approve the requested
variance. A. Hansen seconded the motion. The motion carried 4-0-0.

E. Case No. 12-17-2025-10 Request For Variance From LZO
4.3.3.B.2.B To Allow A Retail Automobile Sales Operation
Without A Planted And Maintained 50-Foot Buffer To The
Agricultural Residential (AR-1) Zoning District. The Parcel Is
Located At 6 Dickey Street In The Commercial 2 (C-11) Zoning
District. Tax Map 010, Lot 109, Leon And Tamara Lampes
(Owner), TF Moran (Applicant).

B. O'Brien read the case into the record.

Jason Hill of TF Moran, Leon Lampes and Tamara Lampes appeared before the
Board to present this request to redevelop this property from a wholesale to a retail
automobile sales operation. J. Hill explained they will comply with requirements
except where there are existing buildings and parking. Impervious coverage will be
reduced and the lot will be brought into greater conformity. New landscaping will be
introduced and drainage improved.

J. Hill reviewed the variance criteria.

B. O'Brien asked for public comment.

Wayne McDonald confirmed his support of this proposal.

B. O'Brien closed public comment and the Board entered deliberation.
B. O'Brien reviewed the variance criteria:

1) Granting the variance would not be contrary to the public interest because it
would not alter the character of the neighborhood.

2) The spirit of the ordinance would be observed because it does not violate the
basic objectives of protection of health, safety, or general welfare of the public.
3) Granting the variance would do substantial justice because not granting it would
result in a greater loss to the applicant than any gain to the public.

4) The values of surrounding properties would not be diminished because there is
not much of a change to the property.

5) Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other
properties in the area, denial of the variance would result in an unnecessary
hardship because:
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(a) for purposes of this subparagraph, “unnecessary hardship” means that, owing
to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other properties in the
area,

(i) there is not a fair and substantial relationship between the general public
purposes of the ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision to
the property because it is a pre-existing use on a very small lot in a mixed-use
area, so is unique.

(ii) the proposed use is a reasonable one, as it is a continuation of the same
use for over 30 years.

M. Feig moved in Case No. 12-17-2025-10 to grant the requested variance.
A. Hansen seconded the motion. The motion carried 4-0-0.

Acting Chair Brunelle rejoined the Board.

F. Case No. 01-21-2026-1 Request For Variance From LZO
4.2.1.3.C.1 To Allow Replacement Of A Front Porch Within The
40-Foot Front Setback. The Parcel Is Located At 40 Wilson
Road In The Agricultural Residential (AR-1) Zoning District, Tax
Map 18, Lot 28-15, Deborah A. Stewart (Owner/ZApplicant).

B. O'Brien read the case into the record.

Deborah Stewart appeared before the Board to present this request to replace a
dilapidated porch with a covered farmers porch.

As the Board did not have plans for the proposed porch, the case was continued to
February 18, 2026, in order for those to be provided.

B. O'Brien moved to continue Case No. 01-21-2026-1 to the February 18,
2026, ZBA meeting. M. Feig seconded the motion. The motion carried 5-0-
0.

G. Case No. 01-21-2026-2 Request For Variance From LZO 5.14(B)
To Allow A Fence Over Four Feet Tall. The Parcel Is Located At
20 Alexander Road In The Agricultural Residential (AR-1)
Zoning District. Tax Map 11, Lot 74-3, Linda M. Foote
(Owner/Applicant).

B. O'Brien recused himself from the Board and left the meeting.

M. Feig read the case into the record.

Attorney Eli Leino with Bernstein Shur and property resident Therese Foote
appeared before the Board to present this variance request. Property owner Linda

Foote and property resident Jeffrey Foote were also present. They agreed to move
forward with only four Board members hearing the case.
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E. Leino explained the property owners believed the 6-foot fence was compliant at
the time it was installed, where 4 feet is the allowed height. The home is located in
a residential neighborhood where fences are common. The fence provides
reasonable accommodation for severe anxiety of J. Foote.

E. Leino reviewed the variance criteria.

The Board asked about the distance from the fence to the road, which was
estimated at 10 to 15 feet. They asked why there was a fence on only one side of
the property and were told the trees on the other side serve as a barrier. They
questioned the safety of the fence in terms of drivers being able to see activity in
the front yard. E. Leino suggested conditioning approval on J. Foote being a
resident of the property.

Acting Chair Brunelle asked for public comment.

Name: Charlie Chrzan

Address: Castle Court

C. Chrzan asked if the fence would be extended to the other side of the driveway.
The applicant clarified the fence will remain as it currently is.

Name: Aurel Lika

Address: 18 Alexander Road

A. Lika said he had no problem with the height of the fence, but asked if the end of
the fence near the street could be pitched to 4 feet. He asked if he could remove
the survey stakes on his property. E. Leino said the stakes could be removed.

Name: Fred Loonie

Address: 6 Castle Court

F. Loonie asked if there was a plan to continue the fence to the street. E. Leino said
there was not a plan to do so.

N. Codner questioned the application referring to a physical disability, not an
emotional one. E. Leino explained the law generally interprets these as one and the
same. The Board questioned the need for the entire fence to extend 6 feet. After
meeting with the applicant, E. Leino said they would be willing to lower the first
panel to 4 feet and increase the pitch up to 6 feet from that point.

Acting Chair Brunelle closed public comment and the Board entered deliberation.
The Board agreed they were comfortable with the first panel being 4 feet. They
questioned whether the Traffic Safety Committee should be consulted.

M. Feig reviewed the variance criteria:

1) Granting the variance would not be contrary to the public interest because it
would not alter the character of the neighborhood in that it is slightly taller than
what is permitted by ordinance and is in keeping with the aesthetics of the
neighborhood.
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2) The spirit of the ordinance would be observed because it does not violate the
basic objectives of protection of health, safety, or general welfare of the public.

3) Granting the variance would do substantial justice because not granting it would
result in a greater loss to the applicant than any gain to the public.

4) The values of surrounding properties would not be diminished because the fence
looks nice and does not affect the surrounding properties. The abutters had no
issue with the fence.

5) Owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other
properties in the area, denial of the variance would result in an unnecessary
hardship because:

(a) for purposes of this subparagraph, “unnecessary hardship” means that, owing
to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other properties in the
area,

(i) there is not a fair and substantial relationship between the general public
purposes of the ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision to
the property - the Board cited 674:33, V, which allows for the ZBA to grant a
variance from the terms of the zoning ordinance without a finding of hardship
arising from conditions of the premises when a reasonable accommodation is
necessary to allow a person or persons with a recognized physical disability to
reside in or regularly use the premises, provided that the paragraph shall be in
harmony with the general intent and purpose of the ordinance.

(ii) the proposed use is a reasonable one given the parameters of 674:33, V.

M. Feig moved in Case No. 01-21-2026-2 to grant the variance from LZO
5.14(B), with the conditions that the variance be granted only so long as
the particular person in need continues to use the premises, and to reduce
the first 10-foot panel closest to Alexander Road from 6 feet to 4 feet in
height. A. Hansen seconded the motion. The motion carried 3-1-0.

VIil. COMMUNICATION AND MISCELLANEOUS
None

VIIl. OTHER BUSINESS
None

IX. ADJOURN

G. Carson moved to adjourn. A. Hansen seconded the motion. The motion
carried unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 8:46 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
Beth Hanggeli
Recording Secretary





