
PETERBOROUGH PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF PETERBOROUGH 

Monday, January 10, 2022 – 6:30 p.m. 
Peterborough, New Hampshire 

 
 

Members Present: Ivy Vann, Tyler Ward, Blair Weiss, Sarah Steinberg Heller, 
Lisa Stone, Andy Dunbar, Josh Blair and Stephanie Hurley  
 
Also Present: Laura Norton and Danica Melone, Office of Planning & Building 
 
Vice Chair Vann (Ms. Vann) called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. with a 
welcome and introductions.  

Minutes: 

A motion was made/seconded (Dunbar/Hurley) to approve the Minutes of 
November 11, 2021with typo corrections all in favor. 

A motion was made/seconded (Hurley/Dunbar) to approve the Minutes of 
December 13, 2021 with a correction to the maximum size of an ADU to 1000 
square feet with all in favor. It was also noted the members would further discuss 
the addition of “or one-third of the principal building, whichever is larger” 
language to this amendment. 

Continued Hearing - Application for Subdivision for Walden Eco Village 
Open Space Residential Development at the Well School Staff Housing Site 
submitted by Akhil Garland to convert existing accessory structures that were 
associated with the Well School into an Open Space Residential Development. The 
proposal consists of converting 7 accessory structures and creating 13 new open 
space residential development lots with associated site improvements and open 
space area located at 360 Middle Hancock Road (Parcel No. R010-005-001) 
located in the Rural District. 

Citing a list of still outstanding items and Covid interruptions, a motion was 
made/seconded (Vann/Heller) to continue this application to a date and time 
certain of February 14, 2022 at 6:30 p.m.  

Continued Hearing - Conditional Use Permit Application for Proposed 
Impacts in the Wetland Buffers submitted by Akhil Garland for his property 



located at 360 Middle Hancock Road (Parcel No. R010-005-001) in the Rural 
District. 

A motion was made/seconded (Vann/Heller) to continue this application to a date 
and time certain of February 14, 2022 at 6:30 p.m. with all in favor. 

*Due to the public notice timing of cases, Other Business was moved up the 
agenda to fill in the stated time frames. 

Other Business: 

Citing a point of order, Francie Von Mertens introduced herself and noted a 
reference to a letter by the Conservation Commission and as well as a notation in a 
Town Planner’s Staff Report citing the need for a variance for illegal 
nonconforming structures located within a wetland buffer. “This is generic, 
generic” she said as she noted that a variance covers certain things and a 
conditional use permit covers other certain things. “So if you have a new use you 
must follow the existing code.” Ms. Vann replied, “that is true, but in this case we 
are not going to discuss specifics, whether or not it is a new use, we can’t talk 
about it now.” Ms. Von Mertens concluded “OK, it would be great to have that 
right at the beginning of the discussion.”  I think it’s been a longtime, I think it is 
due and possibly past due, and in the interest of moving this along the decision of 
what an applicant in general needs to do a variance or a conditional use permit.” 

Ms. Vann repeated that they could not discuss a case when the applicant is not 
present but it could be brought up at the next hearing. John Patterson introduced 
himself and told the Board he was prepared to cite this point of order at the 
beginning of the next meeting. “So no surprises” he said, adding “it will happen at 
the next meeting.” 

Ms. Hurley then asked if it was inappropriate to react to a letter about that? “Yes, it 
is” replied Ms. Vann and reiterated the applicant was not present.   

Ms. Heller asked if the next couple of meeting (at least February and March) could 
be held in the Upper Hall of the Town House so that appropriate social distancing 
could be accommodated. She noted that would temporarily inhibit the live 
streaming of the meetings, but she felt that was acceptable for a short period of 
time given the upsurge in the Covid pandemic. Ms. Melone noted that a better 
solution to the Upper Hall would be the 1833 Meeting Room at the Library. “It is 
about the same size and the acoustics are much better” she said. A motion was 
made/seconded (Vann/Hurley) to move the Peterborough Planning Board public 



hearings to the Town Library for the months of February and March 2022 with all 
in favor. 

Preliminary Review Application for Mixed Use Development at 14 Grove 
Street – Proposal to redevelop the property to include an office use on the lower 
level, 11-unit multi-family residential condominiums on the upper levels, and with 
associated site amenities and improvements, located at Parcel No. U017-076-000, 
in the Downtown Commercial District & Traditional Neighborhood Overlay Zone 
I. 

Ms. Melone announced a request to withdraw this application had been received at 
the request of Chad Branon, Civil Engineer with Fieldstone Land Consultants, 
LLC. 

Continued Hearing – Site Plan Review Application for a Shooting Range at 
Monadnock Rod & Gun Club to be located at their property at 595 Jaffrey Road, 
Parcel No. R003-032-000 in the Rural District and Route 202 Rural Gateway 
Overlay District. 

A motion was made/seconded (Heller/Hurley) to continue this application to a date 
and time certain of February 14, 2022 at 6:30 p.m. while awaiting a decision from 
the Zoning Board of Adjustment on their appeal of an Administrative Decision by 
the Town Code Official with all in favor. 

At this point Mr. Dunbar interjected a point of order and asked about the case 
continuation process. “Isn’t there a shelf life to these continued hearings?” he 
asked adding “are there any guidelines for conclusions in a timely fashion?” Ms. 
Vann replied, “my understanding is we can continue as long as we want to.” Ms. 
Melone noted a 65-day time period where that clock is mostly given to the 
applicant where they can contact the Selectboard if they feel the Planning Bboard 
“just keeps continuing their case and not rendering a decision.” Ms. Vann added 
“but if the applicant requests the continuance, we just keep allowing them to 
continue to the end, that is my understanding of the legal status.” “Could we get a 
legal decision on that?” asked Mr. Dunbar with Ms. Vann replying, “well I don’t 
know that we want to Andy.” “Well, I just think it is egregious to the abutters, to 
the Board and to the Staff” adding “if the applicant can’t complete what they have 
been asked to complete in a timely fashion I just don’t know how long that should 
go on.” “Well as I said, my understanding (statutorily) is that the ability to ask for 
a continuation lies with the applicant, and we cannot refuse to continue it if they 



have asked. That is my understanding.” 

When asked, Ms. Melone noted that technically an applicant cannot just continue 
to go on and on “and more often than not it doesn’t.” She noted that either the 
Planning Board declared they are done, or the applicant resigns to not being able to 
provide the material requested. “OK so the Planning Board actually can deny an 
application” said Mr. Dunbar with Ms. Vann interjecting “I actually do not think 
they can. If we have a list of things requested and have been asked for a 
continuation, I don’t think that we can simply say “we are done with you, go 
away.” Ms. Melone concurred noting the applicant is allowed to ask for a 
continuation without prejudice but if they kept coming back to the Board without 
anything and no request for a continuation then the Board may decide not to keep 
going. “But they have asked for a continuation” replied Ms. Vann. Mr. Ward noted 
that as he recalled the applicant did not request a continuance, the Planning Board 
continued the case as the applicant stormed out of the meeting room in a huff. 
“Wait” interjected Ms. Heller adding “are we talking about case? I don’t 
understand what we are doing. Are we talking about a particular case?”.” “No, no” 
replied Mr. Dunbar “we are talking about a point of order” he said. “OK” replied 
Ms. Heller then let’s not talk about a particular case. Mr. Dunbar reiterated he was 
talking about a point of order “which I believe I am allowed to do.” Mr. Ward 
cautioned him to watch what he was saying, and not to say one thing when there 
are other things going on that are contradictory to it. Ms. Heller greed noting “it 
sounds like we are talking about another case in code.” As Ms. Vann interjected 
“so we answered your question Andy” Mr. Ward noted they had not answered his 
question and cautioned Ms. Vann to refrain from continuing. “Well alright, so 
there are two answers one is the Planning Board can continue a case for whatever 
reason or the applicant can continue a case and reiterated her understating that the 
Planning Board cannot refuse a request for continuance and cannot deny an 
application based on the number of requests we get.” “Thank you” replied Mr. 
Dunbar. 

Public Hearing - Proposed Zoning Amendments: 

Ms. Vann noted she would read each zoning amendment (many of them 
housekeeping items) followed by discussion and questions from the Board and 
then the public. Once all discussion was completed the Board would vote on 
whether or not to move the amendment on to the ballot at Town Meeting.  



She noted if an amendment had significant changes, they had plenty of time to 
have a second public hearing. 

1. To amend the definition of “Dwelling or Dwelling Unit” under 245-4. This 
amendment proposes eliminating the use of “mobile homes” which is an outdated 
term and is redundant because the definition already states that manufactured 
homes are allowed; manufactured homes is an umbrella-term which includes 
mobile homes. This amendment to the definition also includes eliminating 
“overnight cabins and the like” to provide greater flexibility to prospective 
builders. With this amendment, manufactured homes (mobile homes) will still 
qualify as dwelling units and overnight cabins and the like will now be able to 
qualify as dwelling units. A motion was made/seconded (Heller/Dunbar) to 
move the zoning amendment to ballot with all in favor. 

2. To amend the definition of “Front Building Setback” under 245-4. This 
amendment proposes to clarify that some properties have more than one front 
building setback.  
 
After a brief discussion the members agreed to table this amendment for further 
discussion on back and corner lots, establishing the appropriate frontage (the side 
of a lot abutting a right-of-way) and who has the authority to make those decisions. 
The members also agreed the major goal of this amendment was to remove any 
requirements for two front setbacks on one lot. Ms. Melone will follow up with 
clarification from the Code Enforcement Officer. 
 
3. To amend the definition of “Frontage” under §245-4. This amendment proposes 
to clarify that some properties have more than one side of a lot abutting a right-of-
way. The members agreed to table this amendment for additional clarity (lots 
with more than one side of the lot abutting a right-of-way. 
 
4. To amend the definition of “Manufactured Housing under 245-4. This 
amendment proposes to eliminate the minimum size requirement (320 square feet) 
from the definition. “The IBC (international Building Code) takes care of the codes 
that concern manufactured housing, so we don’t need it in here. Again, a 
housekeeping item,” said Ms. Vann. She did add a suggestion of striking more of 
the ordinance: from any structure transportable (8 by 40 feet)…to permanent 
chassis as well citing redundancy. A brief discussion followed with the members 
agreeing to make the change and re-notice the amendment for the February 
meeting. No motion was made. 

5. To amend the dimensional requirements for dwellings in the General Residence 
District under §245-7. This amendment proposes eliminating §245-7 C (7) which 



sets minimum dwelling sizes (any dwelling unit minimum of 600 square feet or 
except efficiency or one-bedroom units, 400 square feet). Elimination of this line 
will allow for greater flexibility in residential dwellings sizes in the district. “This 
is the only place in the zoning ordinance that states the minimum sizes, but we 
know that it waterfalls down to the other zoning districts” said Ms. Vann. When 
asked about a tiny-sized houses Ms. Vann noted it would be possible to build one 
(say at 200-square feet) as long as it complies with the IRC (International 
Residential Code, governing one and two-family dwelling) requirements of 
adequate air, sanitation and whatever else.” A motion was made/seconded 
(Heller/Ward) to move the zoning amendment to ballot with all in favor. 
 
6. Inadvertently skipped - see below  

7. To amend 245-14, the Groundwater Protection Overlay Zone by adding the 
authority statement to the beginning of the section as sub-section A. “This is 
another housekeeping item, when you write a zoning regulation or requirement you 
always have to state what the authority is that allows you to do so” said Ms. Vann 
adding “apparently it was left out s we are just adding it back in to be that back in 
so there is no question of our authority.” Ms. Melone noted for the record that 
when the ordinance was originally adopted, it was done so under innovative land 
use controls “so we are not injecting something that was not originally there.” A 
motion was made/seconded (Ward/Hurley) to move the zoning amendment to 
ballot with all in favor. 

Mr. Ward noted the amendment to 245-13J was skipped and Ms. Vann went back 
to that item. 

6. To amend 245-13J by replacing “mobile homes” with “manufactured homes.” 
The term “mobile home” is outdated and “manufactured homes encompass this 
type of housing. Ms. Vann noted “again, a housekeeping item.” When asked Ms. 
Vann noted they would keep the definition of mobile homes in the directory for 
anyone picking still using that term that may pick up the zoning ordinance. A 
motion was made/seconded (Hurley/Dunbar) to move to move the zoning 
amendment to ballot with all in favor. 

 

 

8. To amend 245-24.1 Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) by removing the 
minimum size of an allowable ADUs and increasing the maximum allowable size 
to 1000 square feet. This amendment will allow for greater flexibility for 
homeowners wishing to add an ADU. 



The members had a brief discussion on what they had previously decided and 
amended the 1000 square feet period or to 1000 square feet or 1/3 of the principal 
living area, whichever is larger. Ms. Vann recalled she had lobbied for the “or 1/3 
of the principal living area” at the time but had not gotten any traction on the vote 
so the amendment stayed at 1000 square feet. Ms. Stone asked about the minimum 
square footage and accessibility requirements for an ADU with Ms. Vann noting 
the state dictates what an applicant needs to do for accessibility. Ms. Melone added 
that state statute allows that regardless of what the town zoning is a property owner 
can do what they need to do for accessibility. She noted a good example would be 
the construction of an accessibility ramp in a town right-of-way. “OK” replied Ms. 
Vann adding “so do we and to add the language of “or” 1/3 of the principal living 
area to the amendment?” Ms. Heller was in favor from the start noting the 
amendment gives greater flexibility, opening up greater possibilities. “So much of 
the housekeeping we are doing here has to do with opening up possibilities so I 
don’t know why we would factor one out, I want to have as many tools as 
possible” she said. A brief discussion about the actual living space used the 
formula (not including unfinished attics or basements) followed. Ms. Stone asked 
about the number of applicants that have used the 1/3 formula with Ms. Vann 
noting a number of requests for larger than allowed ADUs “because they were 
bumping up against the 750 square-foot limit.” Ms. Melone told the members she 
could bring actual numbers to the next meeting but acknowledged that Ms. Vann 
was correct. “In most instances if the applicant couldn’t make the maximum of 750 
square feet they’d ask about the square footage of the living area and if they still 
couldn’t make it work they ended up going to the ZBA for a variance.” Ms. Vann 
noted she was in favor of the new language because ADUs can be used in so many 
different ways. “There are a variety of ways an ADU can get used and more 
flexibility is better than less” she said. A brief discussion about duplexes as an 
alternative (offering less restrictions) to ADUs, potential dimensional requirements 
for ADUs within an existing structure, sprinkler system requirements (not 
mandated for single-family, townhouse or duplex units) and the fact that an ADU 
goes with a single-family dwelling only followed. 

A motion was made/seconded (Heller/Blair) to include the 1/3 of the principal 
living area, whichever is larger (not including unfinished spaces such as attics 
or basements and no more than three bedrooms) to the 1000 square-foot 
maximum size of an ADU and move it to ballot with all in favor except for Ms. 
Hurley who was opposed. Ms. Vann noted while this amendment was voted to 
ballot it would be on the February agenda for public review because of the 
language change. 



9. To amend 245-34 Aby removing the requirement that manufactured homes must 
be placed on permanent foundations. The requirement to provide a permanent 
foundation is a significant barrier for prospective manufactured homebuyers. Mr. 
Blair noted that manufactured housing not placed on a permanent foundation were 
allowed under the provisions of 245-8 B (3) provided they meet the requirements 
of Chapter 237 Subdivision Regulations, which the members reviewed 
manufactured homes not on permanent foundations allowed by Special Exception 
(in the Rural District and not for more than 2 years) while building a permanent 
residence on the property. When asked about tiny houses, Ms. Vann reiterated 
conformity with 674:32 Manufactured Housing 32 - Manufactured Housing is 
allowed in the General Residence Districts and the Rural District “because of the 
waterfall effect.” Ms. Vann noted the Family District should be thought of as the 
first generation. “It is the most restrictive district with other districts allowing 
whatever is allowed in the Family District plus other permitted uses. “In other 
words, if you want a use to be allowed in the residential districts you have to start 
with the Family District.” Ms. Hurley asked if there any reason the Board feels this 
should not be allowed in the Family District, “because it seems like that is what we 
are looking at.” Ms. Melone noted no issue with a single-family home “but there 
might be an issue if there was a manufactured housing park.” From the audience 
Carol Nelson introduced herself and asked about the requirement for manufactured 
housing to be connected to town water and sewer. “It is not in here, where’d that 
go? she asked. “That is a part of the town code” replied Ms. Melone. The members 
also briefly discussed failure to build within the two-year time period mentioned 
above, requests for extensions, triggers for building permits being required and 
who is responsible for that overseeing (Health Officer, Code Officer etc.) 

A motion for conformity to NH RSA 674:32 manufactured housing is not allowed 
in all residential districts in town was suggested and another suggestion of naming 
the districts specifically followed.  

A motion was made/seconded (Hurley/Blair) to be in conformity with NH 
RSA 674:32 C Manufactured Housing is allowed in the Family District, 
General Residence District and the Rural District of the town of 
Peterborough. 

Moving on to 245-34 B Ms. Vann noted “I think what it is saying is that 
manufactured housing not placed on a foundation is allowed by Special Exception 
from the ZBA, for no more than two years while a permanent structure is being 
built (245-17). Mr. Blair suggested they take a look at that ordinance “just to see 
what is says.” Ms. Nelson noted some confusion as the posting stated the 
amendment is to remove the requirement that manufactured homes be paced on 



permanent foundations. She then noted it also stated the requirement was “a 
significant barrier for prospective manufactured home buyers” and asked, “how is 
that related to the two-year requirement?” Ms. Vann explained that is was just an 
explanation as to what they (the Board) are doing and won’t be presented to the 
public. Noting several of the amendments must be re-noticed anyway “you will see 
on the next agenda that is clarified” she said. Referring to 245-17 Ms. Vann noted 
it did cite the criteria of proper air and water and sewer systems. “It also says 320 
square feet” interjected Ms. Stone and after a brief discussion it was suggested “it 
should just say a manufactured house may be permitted (which would include 
something like a construction trailer). Ms. Vann also noticed the ordinance stated 
one year “and it should be two” and asked Ms. Melone to address the ordinance 
“so the two sections talk to each other for the next time.”  

Mr. Ward suggested wherever the term manufactured home is found in the zoning 
ordinances be changed to manufactured housing for consistency in the language. 

Other, Other Business: 

Ms. Heller gave the members brief update on the progress of the Municipal 
Campus Task Force noting a preferred plan for the municipal facility campus had 
been selected. She noted the preference for the architectural design selected 
retained the integrity of the Community Center’s entrance and parking areas with 
plenty of green space between the two facilities. 

Ms. Vann noted a webinar on Missing Middle Housing sponsored by New 
Hampshire Housing on January 25th. She explained “Missing Middle” is a term of 
art that is seen as one solution to help expand the availability of housing for 
different needs and incomes because it addresses the mismatch between available 
housing stock and the shifting preferences of a changing population. Ms. Vann 
noted the speaker, Karen Parolek will discuss the benefits of duplexes, fourplexes, 
multiplexes and cottage courts, and how these house-scale buildings fit seamlessly 
into existing residential neighborhoods.  

Ms. Stone noted the Local Board Realtors is hosting an educational symposium 
January 17th and 18th at the Peterborough Community Theater with presentations 
on pricing and other strategies, tips for social media advertising and staying 
complaint, FHA and Rehab Loans and more. 

The meeting adjourned at 7:50 p.m.  

Respectfully submitted,  
 
Laura Norton 



Office of Planning & Building 
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