
Town of Sullivan

Zoning Board of Adjustment


Public Meeting for G2 Holdings Special Exception

DRAFT Minutes


July 30, 2026, 7 pm


Present: Laura Lewandowski, temporary ZBA members Mary Ann Kristiansen, Al 
Merrifield, Will Thorndike, and Doug Bullock, Attorney Mike Malaguti, BJ Wahl, Clerk

Plaintiffs - Attorneys Ariane and Tom Ice, Cody Gordon (G2 Holdings), Justin 
Daigenault and Brent Cole (Granite Engineering)


• Al opened the meeting at 7 pm. On a motion from Mary Ann, seconded by Will, the 
minutes for the 7/23/26 meeting were accepted. All aye.


• G2 has requested the recusal of Doug, Will, and Laura. All of them stated that they 
had received counsel and that none wished to recuse themselves, as they each felt 
they had done nothing wrong to require their recusal.


• Al stated that a quorum was not present for the site visit so the public was excluded. 
Two members and the attorney, Doug, Mary Ann, and Mike, were able to visit the 
area however. Al stated that these members could use information they gathered 
from the site visit, but only in conjunction with the evidence presented in the record. 
Further, anything they said about the site should not influence the other Board 
members in their decisions any more than the statements of the applicant, abutters, 
and members of the public.


• The Board then started deliberating on the 5 Special Exception criteria that apply to 
this application:


1)The specific site is an appropriate location for such a use. Al thinks that 
because its location is adjacent to an existing mining operation and because it is 
remote it therefore is an appropriate location. Will and Doug concurred. Mary 
Ann has a different perspective and doesn’t feel that it is remote and just 
because the operation exists in Keene shouldn’t affect Sullivan. Keene is zoned 
rural but Sullivan is rural residential. It is on the outskirts of Keene and away 
from Keene residents, but near Sullivan residents. Allowing the Sullivan 
extension would make it even closer to them. She didn’t find the way it was 
characterized in the application to be true when she visited it. The site visit 
showed that the adjacent properties were approximately 0.4 to 0.7 miles from 
the proposed excavation site. She also said that the Keene board had more site 
specific information than was presented in the Sullivan application. Ariane 
pointed out that Keene’s application was to their Planning Board, not the ZBA. 
Will asked if they could see the abutters land during their site visit and Mary Ann 
replied no. Al called for a vote. Al, Doug, Laura, and Will voted Aye, Mary Ann 
voted Nay. The motion therefore carried on a vote of 4 to 1.


3) No nuisance or serious hazard to vehicles or pedestrians shall occur as a 
result of the proposed use. Al said that there will be no roads in Sullivan 



associated with this project - they will all be in Keene. It would not be a hazard 
to vehicles or pedestrians. Doug, Will, Laura and Mary Ann all agreed. The 
motion was made and the vote was 5-0, so the motion passed.


4) Adequate and appropriate facilities will be provided for the proper operation of 
the proposed use. Al stated that only mining of earth materials and not 
processing will be done in Sullivan, with the processing and crushing of 
removed materials taking place in the Keene pit.The Planning Board will review 
the site and operations plans and may add safety, environmental, and other 
conditions. Will wondered what would be adequate and appropriate for this 
facility? 

Mary Ann looked at the regulations and also the testimonies and she thinks that 
factors such as a comprehensive site safety measures plan if there are 
unauthorized persons on the site, erosion and sedimentation controls, and 
stormwater management should be delineated. And there will be roads. She 
doesn’t feel that they have sufficient information on that. The Community 
Planning Ordinance also contains requirements concerning drainage and 
avoiding adverse water impacts and this would be in the facilities section too. Al 
thinks that the Planning Board will look at all of those things. Mary Ann said that 
since it is in the ZBA’s criteria, they should address it. 

Will doesn’t think he has the necessary information to vote on this because he 
doesn’t know what is ‘adequate and appropriate.’ Doug said that no buildings 
are required. So what does adequate mean for this specific parcel? Mary Ann 
also needs more information to establish that this has been met as public 
testimony gave conflicting evidence and she said she doesn’t believe the burden 
of proof was met in the application. The Ordinance talks about drainage, erosion 
control, roads, and barriers to the public and she doesn’t believe that the 
information supplied was adequate. Al pointed out that we are only talking about 
4 acres adjacent to the existing operation. Mary Ann said that is true but its still 
going to need roads, drainage, and erosion control, and it is one of the criteria 
that must be met. The application says that the burden of proof is on the 
applicant, and the standards of the Master Plan and Community Planning 
Ordinance and related land use provisions apply. She doesn’t feel that the 
burden of proof was met. 

On a motion by Al, seconded by Doug, that this criteria was met, Al voted Aye, 
and Mary Ann, Laura, Will and Doug voted Nay. A motion was then made by 
Mary Ann, seconded by Will, that it does not provide adequate and appropriate 
facilities. Laura, Doug, Mary Ann, and Will voted Aye and Al voted Nay. The 
motion carried 4-1.


5) The proposed use will be consistent with the intent of the Community 
Planning Ordinance. Al said that his take is that rural residential zoning does 
allow mining with a Special Exception and that this use is consistent with that. 
Will said that Article 3 section B sub 5 says this is allowed. 

Mary Ann read a statement she had prepared: “The CPO does not evaluate 
industrial uses solely based on whether they provide useful materials or whether 



excavation may be generally allowed. Industrial uses in the Rural Residential 
District are limited to those that are not injurious, obnoxious, offensive, 
otherwise objectionable, or hazardous to the community for any cause. The 
Master Plan establishes a vision that prioritizes preservation of Sullivan’s rural-
residential character, open space, natural resources, and undeveloped lands. 
The Master Plan further identifies wetlands, ground and surface waters, 
geological resources, vegetative zones, and wildlife habitat as important natural 
resources to be protected. The proposed use is a multi-year quarrying or earth 
excavation operation involving blasting, heavy equipment, dust generation, and 
large-scale earth removal. I do not find that the applicant has provided sufficient 
site-specific evidence to show that this operation will be consistent with 
Sullivan’s rural-residential character and natural resource protection goals. I also 
disagree with the applicant’s suggestion that blasting and vibration details are 
solely for the Planning Board. The Planning Board may have its own role in later 
proceedings, but the ZBA must determine whether this application satisfies the 
special exception criteria. Blasting, vibration, noise, dust, and related impacts 
are relevant to whether the criteria are met.The applicant also relies heavily on 
the existence of the Keene quarry operation. I do not find that the Keene 
operation determines whether this proposal satisfies Sullivan’s ordinance. The 
Keene and Sullivan parcels are subject to separate applications, zoning 
classifications, and separate municipal standards. The applicant asserts that 
there is no competent evidence that the Sullivan use will create wildlife impacts, 
property value impacts, blasting impacts, dust impacts, or other adverse 
impacts separate from the Keene operation.” 

Doug wonders if it will alter the essential character of the location. Al said he is 
reading the new town history and that it took over a decade for the town to 
create a land use document and decide its zoning. If they had been concerned 
about mining in town they would have restricted that, but didn’t. Mary Ann said 
that the State regulations in RSA 155-E require that a town consider mining 
operations by special exception, so they couldn’t exclude it. Mike clarified the 
law on this saying that by State statutes it is allowed by special exception but 
local municipalities can control it by other regulations and standards. Al 
reiterated that our by regulations do allow this use. Will said that “intent” is the 
relevant word. He feels that the intent of our Community Planning Ordinance is 
what Mary Ann expressed. 

A motion was made by Doug, seconded by Mary Ann, that the proposed use is 
not consistent with the Community Planning Ordinance. Mary Ann, Laura, and 
Doug voted Aye, Will and Al voted Nay. The motion carried 3-2.


2) The proposed use will not adversely affect the adjacent area. Al said that a lot 
of the testimony they received talked about the property values of the abutters 
and nearby areas. Other adverse affects have also been presented in oral and 
written testimony. Al said that some testimony concerned damage to nearby 
wells or foundations. Mary Ann said that the applicant brought up dust, blasting 
noise, vibration, property values, wildlife and environmental factors. Abutters 
also raised concerns about aquifers and water wells. The applicant submitted a 



report by Aimone-Martin that seemed to address the Keene quarry and models 
off-site impacts of blasting at the Keene quarry, not Sullivan’s. The report itself 
discusses the importance of local conditions. It notes that sound pressures may 
be affected by surface geology, surface soil layers, elevated ridge lines, 
atmospheric conditions, wind, cloud cover, and topography. This indicates that 
site specific analysis is vitally important. The non-blasting noise compliance 
section of the report refers to non-residential zoning at the boundary of the 
quarry property. That is not the case in Sullivan, where the parcel is zoned Rural 
Residential. The report discusses blasting vibration and sound pressure levels in 
relation to structural impacts. Mary Ann does not see sufficient information 
addressing the impact of blasting noise, vibration, sound pressure, or 
continuous operations noise on the quality of life, health, well-being, or peaceful 
enjoyment of nearby residents. The report is instead focused on structural 
damage. 

As for property values, a geologist and a local realtor were cited by the 
applicant. The applicant’s expert states that there is no reliable or consistent 
evidence that earth removal operations cause widespread or predictable 
declines in nearby property values, but he then quotes a 1981 U.S. Bureau of 
Mines study which states “that when blasting impacts a community, the impact 
is the result of a specific constellation of conditions or factors present in that 
particular site or context.” Mary Ann stated that she has not seen information 
that would be site specific for Sullivan. The report also states that while the total 
number of severe blasting impacts may be relatively few, the impact can be 
major for those actually affected, and that such impacts should not be 
downplayed. 

Ariane said asked if this was new evidence that had been submitted and if so 
could they rebut? Mary Ann clarified for Ariane that all of her notes focused on 
information that the applicant submitted and that this was from the Mark 
Krumenacher report. A lot of information was submitted and Mary Ann really 
wanted to focus on what the applicant said and supplied. Ariane asked for a 5 
minute recess, which was denied. She and Cody left the room. 

Mary Ann continued saying that Krumenacher stated that there is no reliable or 
consistent evidence that earth removal operations cause widespread or 
predictable declines of nearby property values. Her reading of the materials 
provided by the applicant are different. The 1981 Bureau of Mines study that he 
refers to states that when blasting impacts a community, the impact is a result of 
a specific constellation of conditions or factors present in that particular site or 
context. 

At this point, Ariane and Cody returned to the room and stated that they were 
withdrawing their application. Al said that the proceedings would continue. 
Ariane said that an application could be withdrawn at any time before a decision 
was made. Mike replied that voting was underway so that they could not 
withdraw an application that was in progress. 

Mary Ann continued that the Bureau of Mines study states that while the total 
number of severe blasting impacts may be relatively few, the impact can be 
major for those actually affected, and that such impacts should not be 



downplayed. The property value materials are contradictory. The applicant’s 
expert criticizes opposition materials for lacking an appraisal, paired sales 
analysis, repeat sales analysis, hedonic analysis, or other market study specific 
to Sullivan or the G2 site. But G2 did not submit that kind of site-specific market 
analysis either. Since the burden of proof is on the applicant, she doesn’t believe 
this was met. 

She also considered Exhibit 3, the real estate opinion of James Weidner. She did 
not find this opinion compelling because it addresses only the Keene site, relies 
on the rural setting rather than Sullivan’s Rural Residential District, references 
market data that was not provided in detail, and relies on mitigation measures 
that were not sufficiently established in the Sullivan application. Doubt was 
raised by many of the abutters and she doesn’t see proof that property values 
will not decline. Neither was dust addressed. 

The wildlife expert, Luke Hurley, did look at both Keene and Sullivan impacts. 
The Master Plan identifies wetlands, ground and surface waters, geological 
resources, vegetative zones, and wildlife habitat as important community 
resources to be protected. Mr. Hurley’s affidavit acknowledges that the project 
will be disruptive and will cause wildlife movement or relocation. He 
characterizes those impacts as temporary, but the term temporary is not 
defined. Given that the project is expected to last approximately two years, she 
does not consider the impact temporary in the ordinary sense. Mr. Hurley also 
states that wildlife is likely to return following disturbance, but she is not 
persuaded that this conclusion is fully supported. The project would 
substantially alter existing habitat conditions, and the affidavit does not explain 
in detail why displaced species would necessarily return to an altered habitat 
after operations conclude. Mr. Hurley’s stated intent was to address habitat 
diversity and ecological function.  Particularly for ecological function, other than 
stating it will be maintained, she did not find significant supporting 
documentation or reasoning for that conclusion. She finds that the affidavit 
acknowledges wildlife impacts rather than resolving her concerns about those 
impacts. 

In regards to water quality, wells, and aquifers, a number of residents raised 
reasonable concerns in her mind that blasting associated with the project will 
also likely affect those. Because the applicant bears the burden of proof, the 
absence of this information weighs against finding that there will be no adverse 
impact and that Criteria 2 has been satisfied. 

Will said that Mr. Hurley’s statement is that blasting will be temporary and that 
wildlife will likely return. He thinks that might or might not happen, especially 
given the alteration of the area. Al thinks that 4 acres will not affect wildlife 
significantly. Al said that we received testimony going both ways. He thinks that 
the existing Keene operation will impact Sullivan property values and that 
adding the Sullivan parcel would not have a further impact, but we really don’t 
have the expert opinion of a certified property appraiser to tell us. 

A motion was made by Will, seconded by Doug, that the proposed use will 
adversely affect the adjacent area. Laura, Mary Ann, Doug and Will voted Aye, Al 



voted Nay. The motion carried on a 4-1 vote, therefore the criteria failed on a 4-1 
vote.


• Of the 5 criteria then, 3 failed to pass. A motion was made by Laura, seconded by 
Mary Ann, to deny the application as submitted. All aye. The application is denied.


• Doug made a motion to adjourn, seconded by Mary Ann. All aye. The meeting was 
adjourned at 8:03 pm.


Submitted by,

BJ Wahl


