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Zoning Board of Adjustment 

MEETING MINUTES 

Tuesday, February 18, 2025 

Whipple Town Hall 

 

 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Michael Todd (Chair), Frank Anzalone, Peter Theroux, Lauren Snow Chadwick,  

Conrad Boulton, Steve Root, Julia LeMense 

 

STAFF PRESENT:   Adam Ricker (Town Planner/Zoning Administrator) 

 

OTHERS PRESENT:  James & Catherine Robjent (Petitioners) 

Nick Vertefeuille (Horizons Engineering) 

 

 

1. Call to Order: Chair Todd called the meeting to order at 6:30pm 

 

2. Governance and Procedures 

 

Chair Todd opened the meeting and recognized himself, Mr. Root, Mr. Theroux, 

Ms. LeMense and Mr. Anzalone as voting members. 

 

3. Public Hearing: Continuation of January 7, 2025, Public Hearing 

 
Case #:  ZBA 25-01 
Applicant: Catherine W. Robjent Trust 
Address: 287 Mountain Road 
Parcel ID:  112-007-0-0-0 
Zone(s): Conservation 
Summary:  The applicant is applying for a variance of Article VIII Conversation  
  District, B. Yard Requirements, 1., that requires all setbacks on each lot  
  to be a minimum of 50 feet. The applicant proposes construction of a  
  285 square foot addition to the north side of the building, with the  
  setback of approximately 40 feet. 

 

a. Chair Todd opened the continuation of the January 7, 2025, public hearing.  

 

Mr. Vertefeuille, reported on the survey of the front right-of-way line of the subject property. 

The two side lines forming a triangle were not surveyed. The proposed addition has a 40.96 ft 

setback from the closest overhang to the right-of-way edge. 

 

Chair Todd asked about the petitioners’ home and its compliance with the 50 ft setback. Mr. 
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Vertefeuille explained that the closest point of the home is 31.1 ft from the right-of-way, which 

is closer than the proposed addition, and the entire facade extends into the 50 ft setback. Chair 

Todd acknowledged this, noting the home is pre-existing and non-conforming. He then asked if 

the survey outlines the need for a variance, which Mr. Vertefeuille confirmed. 

 

Chair Todd asked if the addition’s placement was influenced by fire egress requirements. Mr. 

Vertefeuille confirmed that egress is a concern, as some rooms require passing through the house 

to exit. He noted that, based on what he was told, the proposed addition would provide more 

escape routes and improve safety in the home. 

 

Mr. Anzalone asked about the front right room in the house. Mr. Robjent explained that the 

living room extends closest to the road, with a bedroom behind it. Mr. Anzalone noted that the 

addition is positioned as far back as possible and moving it further would leave the access 

through the bedroom. Mr. Robjent agreed. 

 

Ms. LeMense inquired about egress at the back of the house. Mr. Robjent explained that the only 

egress is in the basement, not the main floor. Chair Todd asked about egress in the proposed 

addition, and Mr. Robjent confirmed there is egress at the far-right corner.  

 

Ms. LeMense then asked for clarification on the purpose of the addition. Mr. Robjent stated that 

the addition aims to create a wheelchair-accessible, one-floor living space to support aging in 

place. All renovations are designed with accessibility in mind. Mr. Root asked for the existing 

living area of the house. Mr. Ricker stated the adjusted living area is 1,309 square feet. Mr. Root 

then inquired if other homes on Mountain Road are within the front yard setback. Mr. Robjent 

confirmed they are set farther back from the road. 

 

Mr. Anzalone asked if any comments were made by the neighbors who had been notified of the 

application. Mr. Ricker advised that no comments were received from the neighbors. 

 

Mr. Vertefeuille noted that the property’s shape is unique within the neighborhood, being the 

second smallest in the conservation district. He explained that most neighboring properties are 

deep and long, not triangular. The setbacks have a greater impact on this property due to its 

shape, compared to a square or rectangular lot, and he wanted to highlight this to the board.  

 

A motion was made by Mr. Root, and seconded by Mr. Anzalone, to enter discussion. The 

motion passed unanimously. 

 

Chair Todd stated that with the front property line clarified, it's clear a variance is needed. He 

emphasized the key issue is whether applying the strict zoning ordinance would deny reasonable 

use of the property. He suggested the property’s triangular shape creates hardship and explained 

that applying the setback, adopted after the primary structure was built, restricts further 

additions. 

 

Mr. Root cited two Housing Appeals Board cases where the building's location on the property 

created hardship, leading to granted variances. He also mentioned the Bacon v. Enfield case 

involving a propane tank in a sensitive setback, noting that front setbacks are less critical than 
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waterfront setbacks and are more about aesthetics. He highlighted the property’s ample frontage 

and minimal neighbor visibility. 

 

Chair Todd stated that the proposed addition encroaches no more than the existing structure, as 

the bay window is the most significant intrusion. The addition is farther from the street, making 

it less nonconforming. He emphasized that this conclusion is open to debate and invited other 

board members ’opinions. 

 

Mr. Anzalone stated that approving the variance would not harm the public, citing a recent 

Housing Appeals Board case where a similar zoning decision was overturned. He emphasized 

that, like in that case, the petitioners have no choice but to place the addition as proposed and 

that their request is reasonable. 

 

Mr. Root emphasized that the need for additional fire safety egress makes the request reasonable, 

while Ms. LeMense disagreed, suggesting a door could address the egress issue without 

requiring the full addition. 

 

A motion was made by Mr. Root, and seconded by Mr. Anzalone, to approve the variance as 

requested by the petitioners. The board discussed whether the motion should include additional 

wording to specify that the construction must follow the submitted plans. It was decided that this 

was not necessary. The motion passed unanimously.  

 

4. Other Business 

 

Mr. Ricker notified the board that the draft meeting minutes were not available on the town website. The 

approval of the January 7, 2025, meeting minutes were tabled until the board’s next meeting. 

 

Mr. Ricker stated that there are currently no applications, but two others are expected to come forward 

in the next few weeks if the projects proceed. As of now, there is no date set for a subsequent meeting.  

 

5. Adjournment 

 

A motion was made by Mr. Anzalone, and seconded by Ms. LeMense, to adjourn the meeting. The 

motion passed unanimously, and the meeting was adjourned at 7:07pm. 
 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Kelsie L. Clarke 

Recording Secretary 

Town of New London 

 
Note: RSA 91-A:2, II provides that “Minutes of all such meetings, including nonpublic sessions, shall include the names of members, 

persons appearing before the public bodies, and a brief description of the subject matter discussed and final decisions.” A video of the 

entire meeting may be available for viewing on the town website, NewLondon.NH.gov, if more than the brief description contained in 

these meeting minutes is desired. 


