
MINUTES 
PETERBOROUGH PLANNING BOARD 

TOWN OF PETERBOROUGH 
Monday, January 11, 2021 – 6:30 p.m. 

Peterborough, New Hampshire 
 

 Members Present: Ivy Vann, Sarah Steinberg Heller, Alan Zeller, Lisa Stone, 
Andy Dunbar, Lindsay Dryer, Tyler Ward and Rich Clark   
 
Also Present: Laura Norton and Danica Melone, Office of Community 
Development 
 
Chair Vann called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. noting the meeting was the 
regularly scheduled meeting of the Planning Board for January. She noted a 
checklist to ensure meetings are complaint with the Right-to-Know Law during the 
State of Emergency (declared by Governor Sununu, Emergency Order #12, 
pursuant to Executive Order 2020-04 “which authorizes this public body to meet 
electronically.) It was noted the “Zoom” platform was being used for the meeting 
which would allow all individuals to communicate contemporaneously throughout 
the meeting by using the assigned meeting ID. A Member Roll Call was initiated 
with all Members present. 

Minutes: 

A motion was made/seconded (Clark/Heller) to approve the Minutes of December 
14, 2020 as written with all in favor via roll call vote.  

Continued Hearing - Application for Subdivision for Walden Eco Village Open 
Space Residential Development at the Well School site. Applicant Akhil Garland 
proposes 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 17 new open space residential 
development lots with associate site improvements and open space area. The 
location of this proposed project is 360 Middle Hancock Road (R010-005-001) 
located in the Rural District.  

“I am trying to think of the best way to manage this” began Chair Vann as she 
proceeded to tell the Members Ms. Melone had received a correspondence from an 
attorney representing the applicant. She noted it challenged determinations by Ms. 
Melone in her Staff Report of what must be done prior to moving forward with this 
current application. She then mentioned receipt of an application they had 
approved before for the Walden Eco Village application. “Part of the issue is that 
the owner received a ZBA decision allowing accessory dwelling units on the parcel 
but the use has changed and it is the opinion of Danica and myself that until that 
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question is sorted out we cannot take this proposal up” she said. “The received 
correspondence received early this morning from the applicant’s attorney states the 
Zoning Board decision was irrelevant but we don’t have a decision on that from 
our own town council and as such I am personally reluctant to take this up until we 
get that.” 

Chair Vann went on to note “so to be fair to the applicant I think we should accept 
the application as complete and continue it to a date and time certain.” A brief 
discussion of when to continue the case to followed as it was unknown if the 
applicant would have to make a return trip to the Zoning Board of Adjustment 
before coming to the Planning Board.  

Ms. Melone noted that she had spoken with Town Attorney John Ratigan about the 
matter. “Unfortunately he is not able to be here tonight but essentially he said that 
due to fact the Variance approval was originally to permit seven accessory  
structures to exist on a subdivided lot as a principal use.” She added “it imposed 
several conditions of approval related to the use of the property including the 
structures being accessory to the Well School. Because the Open Space Residential 
Development proposal (OSRD) does not seek that past permitted use the applicant 
may choose to abandon their Variance and move forward with the OSRD 
application.” Ms. Melone went on to say, “but to echo Ivy, it seems you may be 
looking for more from Town Council to clarify.” “No” interjected Chair Vann 
adding “actually that is news to me. I did not realize we had received anything 
definitive.” She asked, “so it is the opinion of Town Council that the applicant can 
abandon a previous decision as if it did not exist and go forward?” “That is what I 
have from him” replied Ms. Melone. Chair Vann then asked for a sense of the 
Board as to whether or not they felt comfortable going forward or would like 
additional clarification and continue the application to February. Mr. Clark 
interjected “I say we discuss it” while the rest of the Board preferred to continue 
until they’d had a conversation with and received a definitive written reply from 
Town Council. Chair Vann then noted he would accept a motion to accept the 
application as substantially complete “whether we go on to talk about it or not 
tonight.” 

A motion was made/seconded (Clark/Zeller) to accept the application as 
substantially complete with all in favor except Mr. Ward (who abstained from the 
vote) via a roll call vote. 

Mr. Ward then told the Members he intended to recuse himself from all future 
votes involving this particular project due to his involvement on the Board of 
Selectmen as well as citing a situation that arose with the Code Enforcement 
Officer and any statements he may or may not have made with Mr. Garland or 
anybody about the project since that occurrence. Mr. Ward then asked if he could 
still ask questions with Chair Vann replying, “not as a member of the Board, but as 
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a member, yes you may ask question as a member of the public.” 

“So we accepted it as substantially complete. I guess since the Board has 
determined that it would like to have a conversation with council before going 
forward that I will accept a motion to move the application forward to a date 
certain for discussion.” 

“Are we going to be able to get done what we need to get done by February?” 
asked Ms. Heller and a brief discussion about the time frame followed with Chair 
Vann emphasizing the fact that the continuation was the Board’s decision to wait 
for a more definitive legal decision without any intention of punishing the 
applicant. 

A motion was made/seconded (Zeller/Stone) to continue the application to a date 
and time certain of February 8, 2021 at 6:30 p.m. will all in favor except Mr. Clark 
who voted no and Mr. Ward who abstained.  

When asked why he voted no, Mr. Clark replied he felt the lawyers had made it 
clear. “In my opinion if the lawyer says you can abandon the judgement then it is 
abandoned. I don’t think I am being fed false information and we should be free to 
discuss it, that’s all.” 

Chair Vann noted once the Board accepts an application as substantially complete 
it starts the clock ticking. “I just don’t want the applicant getting squeezed because 
we feel we need more time” she said. Ms. Melone replied she thought the Board 
technically had three months but she would check the RSA to confirm.  

Chad Branon introduced himself as a Civil Engineer with Fieldstone Land 
Consultants in Milford, New Hampshire and representative for the Walden Eco 
Village. “Since I cannot offer much to change your decision, we look forward to 
presenting the project in February at this point” he said. Chair Vann advised Mr. 
Branon to be prepared to discuss septic fields, water concerns and wetlands issues 
in February. “The same old, same old” she said.  

Pearl Ramsey introduced herself as a resident of the Waldon Eco Village and read 
the Members an impact statement that included her feelings about admonishing the 
Board as they move forward and make decisions. “I am a firm advocate of protocol 
and form” she said adding she hoped the Board does not remove themselves from 
the devastation and reckless impact on real people.” She added “so as you go on 
voting on forms and protocols know that real people have been devastated and 
impacted and are still oblivious as to the actual language except for what was 
placed in the letters and the code.” Ms. Ramsey told the Board there had been no 
real clarity from the town officials or town staff contacted by phone for 
understanding (what it was) that happened to create the drastic decision that gave 
the Village residents five days grace to uproot their entire lives. 
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Ms. Ramsey continued with statements about claims of imminent dangers at the 
Village, the time frame enacted, homelessness and the traumatization of the 
residents, many of whom were still seeking direction. “So as you discuss whatever 
the statutes, whatever the policies, whatever the codes and whatever the concerns 
are regarding people who live in a place keep regard for the people who made a 
decision to live at the Eco Village and how they have been impacted actually, not 
hypothetically, not theoretically and not proposed upon based on blueprints and 
architectural designs.”   

Chair Vann interjected “Ms. Ramsey. I understand your distress, but the decision 
to empty the Eco Village is not in the purview of this Board, that is the Board of 
Selectmen, the Code Office and the Fire Department. What we are talking about 
now is a new proposal. I understand how upsetting all of this is but we can’t take 
that up. The best we can do is to go forward and try to make things as good as they 
can be.” Ms. Ramsey replied, “that’s fine” and reiterated that moving forward in 
terms of whatever polices are discussed real people are involved.  

Application to Reinstate Site Plan, Subdivision, and Conditional Use Permit 
Approvals which were approved November 25, 2019 and expired November 25, 
2020, for the proposal submitted by EAM Peterborough Holdings, LLC, for a 16-
unit residential condominium subdivision served by a private road, utilizing 
Traditional Neighborhood Overlay Zone 1 (TNOZ1), located on two abutting 
properties at 75 Concord Street (U016-041-000) and 69 Concord Street (U016-
042-000.) 

Chair Vann began by noting the Members would certainly remember this project 
which was also referred to as the Woodman’s Project. “The back story on this is 
they received their approvals in November 2019 under TNOZ I which is still in 
existence exactly as it was then.” She added the request was for an extension or 
reinstatement as they missed the deadline for an extension by a couple of days this 
November “and I am inclined to think in a more normal year we would have 
received the request for extension but it did not come in on time so here we are.” 

Chair Vann recommended to reapprove the request exactly as they did on 
November 2019 as she saw no reason not to. “Nothing has changed” she said 
adding “it is the same ordinance, the same parcel and the same application that was 
submitted in 2019.” Chair Vann went on to say she felt the first thing to do was to 
accept the application as complete as it is the same as originally submitted “and I 
will entertain a motion for that” she said.  

A motion was made/seconded (Zeller/Clark) to accept the application as 
substantially complete with all in favor except Mr. Dunbar who abstained via a roll 
call vote. 

Chair Vann briefly reviewed a correspondence from a concerned citizen asking if 
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the abutters had been notified (they had) and that questioned whether or not the 
request was an even a proper one to submit before the Board.  

Chair Vann explained the while technically a new application could be submitted, 
their request for extension or reinstatement was missed by only three or four days. 
“They are asking for reapproval of exactly what was approved in November of 
2019, it was properly noticed, all the abutters were notified and nothing has 
changed.” She went on to say, “I recommend we reapprove this exactly as we did 
in November 2019.” 

Mr. Zeller noted hundreds of hours in site work done on the parcel. “I don’t 
understand why the consideration is that nothing is being done” he said. Chair 
Vann explained how the approvals had come to an end, they now needed their 
approvals to be reapproved so that they can go forward and site work was not 
germane to the case. Ms. Melone added the applicant had not met all of their 
Conditions of Approval (mostly required State permits). “Once all of those have 
been acquired, the clock starts ticking” she said. “So the devil is in the details, 
alright, no harm done” replied Mr. Zeller.  

Chad Branon re-introduced himself as a Civil Engineer with Fieldstone Land 
Consultants and representative for EAM Peterborough  Holdings, LLC.  

Mr. Branon gave a brief history of the approval the applicant had received in 2019 
under the Traditional Neighborhood Overlay Zone I (TNOZ I). He noted the Site 
Plan, Conditional Use Permit and Waivers had all been approved.  Mr. Branon 
then gave the Members a bit of insight to update the Members. He cited delays in 
the permitting process. “Not only does it take a long time to issue the permits, 
Covid has been a deterrent” he said adding “the State required a Flood Study that 
they would not waive (it came back favorable but took a very long time.)” Mr. 
Branon concluded by noting the project had received the Alteration of Terrain 
permit from the State as well as DOT permits and that they satisfy all conditions of 
approval. He told the Members there were no changes to the reviewed and 
approved plan and that the applicant anticipated start of construction in the next 
couple of months. 

A motion was made/seconded (Clark/Stone) to approve the reinstatement of the 
Site Plan, Subdivision and Conditional Use Permit and Waiver approvals that were 
approved November 25, 2019 and expired November 25, 2020, for the proposal 
submitted by EAM Peterborough Holdings, LLC, for a 16-unit residential 
condominium subdivision served by a private road, utilizing Traditional 
Neighborhood Overlay Zone 1 (TNOZ1), located on two abutting properties at 75 
Concord Street (U016-041-000) and 69 Concord Street (U016-042-000.) with all in 
favor but Mr. Dunbar who abstained via roll call vote.  

Preliminary Review Application for a Proposed Self-Storage Facility consisting 
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of 5 self-storage buildings and associated site improvements, located at Parcel No. 
R003-025-703 on Jaffrey Road (Route 202) in the Business/Industrial District.  

Chair Vann reminded the Members and audience that this application was a non-
binding preliminary review to see what the Board thinks about the  project. “If they 
go forward a formal application will follow” she said. 

Chad Branon re-introduced himself as a Civil Engineer with Fieldstone Land 
Consultants and representative for Patriot Holdings, LLC.  

Mr. Branon told the Members “the applicant is under contract to purchase this 
parcel.” He gave a brief review of the site, a 4.73-acre parcel with a gravel 
operation that has passed its excavation opportunities and is under a site restoration 
phase. He noted the majority of the excavation slopes were located off site of this 
particular property and the proposed project would convert the gravel pit into a 
self-storage development that would consist five buildings totaling 46,750 square 
feet.   

Mr. Branon pointed out the existing conditions of the parcel that showed a mild 
topography sloping west to east toward US Route 202 as well as jurisdictional 
wetlands within the Right-of-Way along Route 202, also known as Jaffrey Road.  

Sharing his screen with the Board Mr. Branon pointed out the existing conditions 
plan “and since the original submission we have advanced with survey efforts on 
site and completed a detailed conditions plan.” He then projected the self-storage 
plans and reviewed the layout of the buildings that also follow the natural 
topography of the site. He noted five buildings, pointed out the associated grading 
to the north to capture stormwater and infiltrate it as necessary in the Ground 
Water Protection Overlay for 20% impervious cover. 

Mr. Branon told the Members the parcel located in the Business/Industrial District 
so the use is complaint (no minimum lot size with requirements of 50 feet of 
frontage and 25 foot setbacks from the side and rear property lines), as well as the 
Groundwater Conservation Overlay Zone as he’d mentioned and that the 
Conservation Commission will be reviewing. He noted all the vegetation along 
Route 202 would be maintained and that all the other requirements of the Town’s 
regulations and ordinances have been met. Mr. Branon pointed out several test pits 
had been performed “and we are dealing with very good soils. The site is not over-
excavated and not too close to seasonal groundwater so there is ample separation to 
prepare a good design without having to import material.” 

In conclusion Mr. Branon thanked the Board for their time and interest and 
allowing them to take the opportunity to review the project conceptually while they 
sort out the final design. He welcomed any feedback, concerns or questions.  

Citing the jurisdictional wetlands on the parcel Chair Vann asked about other 
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wetlands and if the entire parcel had been delineated. “You are in the watershed” 
she said adding “you should be ready to talk about that when you come back with a 
formal proposal.”  

Mr. Branon told the Board the entire parcel has had a wetland delineation, they 
expected to meet with the Conservation Commission and they would be able to 
talk more about that at their site plan review. Chair Vann replied, “self-storage is a 
permitted use, I understand that. I just wish it was not at the entrance to town. 
That’s my only observation. She urged Mr. Brann to schedule a conversation with 
the ConCom to make sure the Contoocook watershed is appropriate; the wetlands 
are correctly delineated and the buffer is adequate.” She then opened the hearing to 
questions from the Board. 

Ms. Heller interjected “I agree with Ivy, especially if there are wetlands not 
delineated so close to the river, that is a concern.”  

Mr. Branon replied “I would just like to clarify that all the wetlands on this 
property have been delineated. We did that months ago before any snowfall.” He 
went on to say, “We did not submit a plan stamped by a certified wetland scientist 
so there could be the inference that we were working on a plan using GIS 
information but that is not the case, the delineation has been done.” He went on to 
conclude “the wetland is small enough that technically there is not a wetland buffer 
but we have no problem reaching out to the Conservation Commission.” 

Mr. Clark pointed out he was familiar with the site and felt the majority of the 
buildings would be screened because of the banking of the hill, “This is a very 
good site for this project because of that banking, it will be almost invisible except 
from the south (driving into town) but you won’t see it otherwise” he said. Mr. 
Clark did note screening would be necessary by the driveway access, “but that is 
about it, it will not be a great detriment.” 

Mr. Ward asked about the impervious surface on the lot noting it seemed like quite 
a bit. Mr. Branon replied, “there is just about 2 acres of impervious cover on the 
4.7-acre site so close to half” adding “we will be infiltrating using the flat area on 
the site with the buildings set to adjust to the contours so there is no loss of 
groundwater recharge.” Mr. Ward asked about the use of asphalt and if there were 
any alternatives to it. Mr. Branon noted typically asphalt was used because it is a 
low-maintenance product “but we do propose recharge systems that consist of 
leeching catch basins spread out through the asphalt area with pipes connecting 
underneath to get recharge under those areas.” Mr. Branon added “but the reality is 
that throughout the winter months in New England any surface area is impervious 
and in my opinion, from a maintenance standpoint they will be no sediment load or 
runoff with asphalt where you would have some with gravel that can ultimately 
clog up an infiltration system.” In conclusion Mr. Ward asked about any concerns 
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about and regulations for storage of hazardous materials on the site, especially with 
the acquisition of Cold Spring Wells with its’ waterlines running in close 
proximity to the site. Mr. Branon noted hazardous material storage was addressed 
in the storage unit contract and hazard materials would not be permitted.  

Ms. Melone noted that since the Cold Spring project was brought up “one of the 
things we would need to see on the plans is a 30-foot wide utilities easement 
depicting the location of the new water well site must be added to the applicant’s 
site plan. Mr. Branon replied, “we are aware of that project and will depict it the 
plan.” 

With no additional questions from the Board Chair Vann opened the hearing to the 
public and with no questions, Chair Vann closed the Preliminary Hearing. 

Other Business: 

Update on the Master Plan Steering Committee: Ms. Melone briefly reviewed this 
Committee’s activities since last fall. “As a subcommittee of the Planning Board it 
is important you get an update of what they are doing and where they are at” she 
said. She noted several outreach opportunities for public input beginning in March 
in the endeavor of updating the Vision and Land Use Chapters of the Master Plan. 

Chair Vann commended Ms. Melone for her support and involvement with this 
Committee. Ms. Heller agreed adding they Committee had come up with “some 
really cool ideas for public engagement, especially within the restrictions of the 
pandemic.” 

Planning Board Alternative: Chair Vann reviewed the campaign for recruitment of 
alternate members for the Planning Board. “we are in pretty good shape but we can 
always use more alternates” she said. Ms. Melone noted Peggy Leedberg was in 
attendance. “Ms. Leedberg is currently a member of the ZBA and is interested in 
becoming an alternate” she said. Ms. Leedberg noted she had unsuccessfully run 
for the one-year position last May and felt it was important to have a ZBA 
Member’s presence on the Board. “I think it would improve communication 
between the two Board” she said. “That is very generous of you” replied Chair 
Vann adding “thank you for your offer, we’ll see who else turns up and is 
interested in getting involved.”  

Chair Vann concluded the meeting by urging the Members to review 245-26 Open 
Space Residential Development Criteria for the February meeting. “We don’t get a 
lot of these so read the ordinance and reach out with questions” she said.  

Ms. Heller suggested that while not in their purview, perhaps the Planning Board 
could (should) prepare a short statement about the Walden Eco Village decisions 
and what is happening to the residents. “I know it is not our purview to do anything 
but entering a new phase with this applicant I feel we should say something. I feel 
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like these displaced people are fellow residents and there is a gigantic electric blue 
elephant with a pink headband in the room. We have to say something, I feel we 
should acknowledge this.” 

“That is a good point, let’s think about that” replied Chair Vann adding “perhaps 
we can create and read a statement at the beginning of the February meeting that 
acknowledges the pain and difficulty suffered by the people who lived there both 
as they move on and as we move forward to try to figure out what the next phase 
is.”  

Ms. Heller concluded “we can say we don’t understand the pain they are going 
through but we do acknowledge it. I am not trying to be over dramatic but I believe 
we should say something and say it firmly.”  

Ms. Dryer agreed adding “we do empathize, this is a really bad situation but our 
role and requirements are legal ones. We have to review this case; it is illegal not 
to do so. As a Board we have to uphold the legal aspects of the Rules and 
Regulations of the Planning Board.” 

Mr. Ward was noted it was very important to address the situation and that the 
Board of Selectmen did not do this. Being angry and upset and feeling horrible for 
all the dispersed people, he noted it was going to take him along time to recover. 
He also agreed it was appropriate to make a statement and clarify where the 
Planning Board stands.  

Juno Miller introduced herself as a resident of Middle Hancock Rd. and spoke 
briefly about the Walden Eco Village impacts to the entire Middle Hancock Road 
neighborhood. She told the Board she was appreciative of the Town’s actions to do 
“what should have been monitoring and done years ago.” Ms. Miller went on to 
say once approvals were granted many years ago “other things happened out there” 
and added “keep in mind it was the choice of one property owner to choose not to 
adhere to the conditional approvals handed him 12 years ago.” 

Before adjourning Ms. Melone confirmed the Board had 65 days to make a 
decision in the Walden Eco Village application. “If you need more time than that 
you may apply to the Board of Selectmen for an additional 90 days” she said.  

The meeting adjourned at 7:45 p.m. 

 
Respectfully submitted,  

Laura Norton  

Office of Community Development 
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