
 

MINUTES 
PETERBOROUGH PLANNING BOARD 

TOWN OF PETERBOROUGH 
Monday, February 8, 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 6:32 p.m. noting the meeting was the 
regularly scheduled meeting of the Planning Board for February. 
 
With a full agenda for the evening Chair Vann the suggested they open the Walden 
Eco Village case, listen to the presentation, review any Board questions or 
concerns and continue the case to a date and time certain of March 15, 2021 at 6:30 
p.m. “I will poll the Board after I take the roll call attendance” she said. She also 
noted that while they would not take public comment tonight “a dedicated evening 
where this is the only case would allow for all the public input to be heard at that 
time” she said adding “I just think that is the fairest way and have a set evening set 
aside for that so that everyone who wants to weigh in can do so.” She also 
reminded the audience they were welcome to send letters and emails regarding 
their concerns and that the files were available for review at the Office of 
Community Development. 
 
Chair Vann 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. 
 
Chair Vann then polled the Members for a decision of continuing the case to a date 
and time certain of March 15, 2021 at 6:30 p.m. Mr. Ward recused himself with all 
others in favor via roll call vote.  
 
Chair Vann the reminded the audience they were welcome, even encouraged to 
stay for the presentation but that no public comment would be taken. She reiterated 
any question or concerns that may arise from the presentation may be sent via 
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latter or email to the Office of Community Development. “Having said all of that, 
before I re-open the hearing on Garland Eco Village I would like to acknowledge 
the pain and unhappiness having to do with the loss of the neighborhood that 
existed on the parcel of land that we are going to be talking about in another 
context tonight.” She went on to say, “I would like to acknowledge the loss of that 
community and its livelihood and the distress and pain associated with that loss.” 
She went on to remind the Board “the role of the Planning Board is to ensure 
whatever is built there, whatever comes next, it will be as good and beautiful as it 
can be. That is our job.” 
 

Continued Hearing: Application for Subdivision for Walden Eco Village Open 
Space Residential Development (OSRD) 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.  
 
Chris Swiniarski introduced himself as an attorney present on behalf of the 
applicant and proceeded to touch on the highpoints of the most recent Staff Report. 
“I just received it few hours ago so we’re going to have do a bit of verification on 
some things but going through it I do have some input on the recommendations on 
page 3 of the report” he said. Mr. Swiniarski noted the recommendation by Staff to 
accept the applicant’s motion to abandon the 2010 Variance approval in order to 
move forward with the OSRD proposal. “There was no such motion that has been 
made and in fact you should have an email memorandum from your Town Council 
that I agree with 100% stating the property had existing Variances for the uses 
mentioned earlier but have no relationship to this case at all.” He went on to briefly 
speak about the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for wetland impacts noting the 
existing structures were legal nonconforming entities built prior to current wetland 
regulations “so are grandfathered and are not applicable.” Chair Vann asked for 
clarification on that point with Ms. Melone noting the town’s wetland protect 
regulations since the early 1990s. She went on to explain that while the applicant 
secured a Special Exception for the impact of five wetland crossings in 2006 (with 
state wetlands approvals on file) “but what is up there (the roads) do not match the 
plan.” Chair Vann so what we are asking for is dealing with the actual conditions 
where we have Special Exception granted but the as-built does not match the 
plan.” She went on to ask, “is the applicant aware of what we are asking for?” 
Attorney Swiniarski replied they were aware and suggested a blend of a 
subdivision application with a CUP application. Concluding his highlights 
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Attorney Swiniarski apologized noting “the 15 unpermitted structures are what I 
considered pre-existing prior to the regulation making them legal non-conforming 
now.” 
 
Chair Vann reminded him the unpermitted structures must be brought up to current 
code and be issued Certificates of Occupancy before being inhabited. She then 
asked, “how many will be brought up to habitation code and how many will be 
removed?” Attorney Swiniarski replied he did not know but it would be a part of 
Mr. Branon’s presentation. 
 

Chad Branon introduced himself as a Civil Engineer with Fieldstone Land 
Consultants and representative for the applicant. Mr. Branon reviewed the  current 
conditions, improvements on the site and the proposed locations of the 26 units (7 
existing with shared well and septic and 19 new, consistent with the goals and 
objectives of the ordinance ordinance) over several parcels of land totaling 52.53 
acres. He reviewed the dimensional requirements for the underlying zoning 
(Rural), the seven cottages approved in 2007, maintenance shed, storage areas, 
agricultural roads, existing barn, parking areas and a network of roads serving the  
property. He told the Board the cottages would be maintained and the casitas 
would be repurposed as sheds or workshops or removed. Mr. Branon then went on 
to say the proposal was for single family units on individual lots, each with its own 
well and septic system. He reviewed the OSRD regulation, roadway 
improvements, road widths, stormwater management, topography of the land,  
parking expansion , addition of a fire pond and the Planning Board’s authority to 
grant density bonuses. He also noted a wetland discussion was in order. A brief 
discussion on the size of the individual lots followed with Mr. Branon noting 
satisfying dimensional requirements with smaller lots would maximize the 
buffering and open space for the development. “The lots are about ¼ acre and meet 
all requirements and subdivision standards (something the Board favored at an 
earlier conceptual hearing)” he said adding “and it also makes the lots more 
affordable.” He went on to note the OSRD states consideration shall be given to 
flexibility in the site design and the preservation of open space however, in no case 
shall the minimum lot size per dwelling be less than 25% of the required area for a 
lot in a conventional subdivision (3 acres) “calculated in this case to be ¾ acre in 
size, but we discussed this with the Board at an earlier conceptual hearing when we 
still looking for direction but we believe development of a long existing 
infrastructure, satisfying the frontage requirement and creating smaller lots will 
allow for maximum buffering and open space for the neighboring property.” He 
went on to say “essentially there is no benefit in making a lot ¾ acre versus ¼ acre 
lot in open space development because on the state and local level the septic design 
is determined by the higher lot area not the individual smaller lots because the state 
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is looking to promote land preservation and land conservation so we are not 
creating any kind of a different design whether they are a ¼ acre lot or a ¾ acre lot. 
The septic will be in the same spot, the wells will be in the same spot but with 
smaller lots sizes we are able to protect the open space and the buffer through 
covenants and language as we go on with the project.” He reiterated the ¼ acre lots 
meet all state and local requirements for septic systems and wells. “The project 
falls under the states sop standard which considers the entire lot for site loading 
and septic calculations, so that would be 52-acre tract.” 

Mr. Branon reviewed the landscaping buffer requirement (75 feet) noting the  
closest abutter being about 285 feet (“a considerable distance”) away. He noted 
several modifications to the plan to maximize the buffering to benefit the 
neighbors.  

Mr. Branon concluded by noting the density bonuses that would be requested. He 
told the Board the ordinance allows for a 20% bonus where the proposed OSRD 
plan shows 70% or more of the tract as open space protected as such in perpetuity. 
He also qualified additional density bonuses 5% trails (noting a unique network of 
trails used by the Well School population and the general public); 10% 
agricultural land and use (as all that is required for this is the use itself “and they 
intend to maintain the agriculture use, in fact it will be quite substantial”) 15% 
forestry management (a good portion of the site will be preserved as mature forest) 
and 5% viewshed and viewpoint (the ordinance does protect viewshed and 
viewpoints that contribute to the visual landscape of the town including open 
fields, forests and preserving stone walls.”) Mr. Branon reviewed the density 
calculation (net tract divided by the underlying zoning the area) as being a base 
density of 17 units. “With the density bonuses it equals 21 units” he said. Mr. 
Branon noted he anticipated there would be good feedback from the Members and 
abutters. “We’re anticipating a lengthy discussion on that” he said. 

 
Chair Vann thanked Mr. Branon for bringing the Board up to speed on the project. 
She asked if the existing cottages were on common well and septic (they are) and 
would the plan be to give each one its own well and septic (it would not, the 
existing cottages would continue to use the existing, state approved common 
system). She then asked about the HOA with Mr. Branon noting he believed the 
development would be maintained by an HOA.  
 
A Member mentioned there was a large number of Zoom attendees and suggested 
Chair Vann reiterate the decision to continue the application to March 15th when all 
public questions, concerns and input would be heard. Chair Vann did so adding, 
“this is a large and complicated project so we won’t be hearing public comment 
tonight.” She also reiterated that interested parties were welcome to send in letters 
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or emails and that the file was available for review at the Office of Community 
Development. 
 
Mr. Dunbar asked about the parking situation. “It appears that people will park in 
the lots and then walk to their homes, is that right?” he asked Mr. Branon 
confirmed his suspicion noting “ultimately the vehicles are all parked in the lots, 
this creates more pedestrian activity as well as village connectivity if you will, it is 
a trend in these types of neighborhoods.” 
 
Ms. Dreyer asked about the amount (acreage) of wetland and the wetland buffers. 
Mr. Branon replied, “I am not sure about the buffer but the wetland is just over an 
acre in size.” He went on to say the wetland buffer area would come out of the 
calculations anyway. Ms. Dryer the cited the existing roads and asked if any of 
them were n questions with Mr. Branon noting the expansion of the loop road  may 
be in question as it was extended out. “We will have those answers for you next 
time” he said. She then asked for clarification on the percentage of the actual 
density bonus from the ordinance versus awarded density bonuses that maximize 
the number of dwelling available under the current conventional subdivision. 
 
Ms. Stone asked about parking as well. Referring to the graphic she said, “as a new 
member I want to confirm the dark green is wetland and the light green is the 
buffer.” Mr. Branon confirmed that was correct. Ms. Stone then asked, “so with 
50-some odd acres, why would you throw a few houses in the in the wetland 
buffer?”  
Mr. Branon noted those structures were the existing units on the property “as back 
in 2007 there were not buffers on wetlands on wetlands ½ acre in size. “It is 
another thing we have to review and confirm all that” he said. Ms. Stone concluded 
by asking if the existing units were constructed within code with Mr. Branon 
relying he thought they were noting COs were issued “but over time certain thing s 
made the structures noncompliant.” 
 
Mr. Ward noted the bonus award for additional units and asked how those units 
would be documented and checked on in the future (re. trails and agricultural use 
maintained). Ms. Heller noted she has a similar question and asked if the HOA 
documents would have that written in. Attorney Swiniarski interjected that there 
were three basic ways to assure compliance including an easement in favor of the 
town, including it in the HOA document or making it a condition of approval. 
 
Chair Vann qualified the question by asking if the award of additional density 
based on (say) forest management, “how do we know that is being done? How is it 
being managed in the future and who checks?” She went on not suggest that a 
condition of approval they put in the deed that on a regular basis the HOA must (as 
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an example) show the forest is being managed and the trails are being maintained 
and remain open to the public.  
 
Mr. Clark asked what the current lot sizes were with Mr. Branon replying “1/4 
acre.” Mr. Clark noted his concern about setting a precedent. “If we allow this here 
we have to allow it for everyone” he said. A brief discussion about the Board’s 
flexibility to modify any of the requirements of the OSRD if deemed reasonable by 
the Board. (An example may be development of less infrastructure with less effect 
on the land). Chair Vann interjected she felt making the lots smaller does further 
the spirit and intent of the ordinance in this case. “This way you are not scattering 
houses all over the place, it is a net benefit” she said.  
 
Mr. Branon acknowledged Mr. Clark’s concern and reiterated consultation with 
town staff, the neighborhood and his client to address concerns early and plan 
accordingly. “The thing is (regarding the lot size) is that nothing is changing, the 
septic and wells are in the same place regardless of the size of the lot.” He went on 
to cite regulations allowing consolidation of infrastructure, test pits proving they 
meet the State’s requirements with no impacts on the groundwater or the 
neighbors. “There is no detriment to make the lots smaller, if anything the 
applicant believes it is best for the neighborhood. We are not setting a precedent” 
he concluded.   
 
It was noted that the Minutes from January had not been approved.  
 
Minutes:  
A motion was made/seconded (Zeller/Clark) to approve the Minutes of January 11, 
2021 as written with all in favor via roll call vote.  
 
Public Hearing: Application for a Lot Line Adjustment and Consolidation Plan for 
parcels at General Miller Road and Old Greenfield Road. The application is proposed 
by The Lombard & Aasgaard Family Trust of 2007, Robert F Wilkins, Mark G 
Chapman, Melissa Stearns Hyde, and R Scott Hyde for Parcels R007-043-001, R007-
043-017, R007-043-018, R007-043-019, and R007-043-020, all located in the Rural 
District. The proposal consists of consolidating and adjusting lot lines among the 5 lots 
so that the outcome is 4 lots.  

Sam Ingraham of Meridian Land Services introduced himself as the representative 
for the applicant. “Basically we are going from 5 lots to 4 lots with each individual 
landowner gaining more in area” he said.  
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Chair Vann noted dissolving the lot seemed straight forward “but that particular lot 
has a deed restriction on it. “So how do the applicants plan to establish that 
restriction with the new configuration?” she asked. Mr. Ingraham noted the 
restriction would remain in place. “Is there a need for monumentation on that?” 
asked Chair Vann and suggested a condition of approval would include a caveat 
that physical monumentation be done at all four corners of the lot.  
 
With no other questions from the Board Chair Vann opened the hearing to the 
public. Mike Lumbar introduced himself and told the Members the lot “was not 
square by any means” but that there was existing monumentation. Mr. Ingraham 
agreed noting the strange configuration of the lot with shape of the lot had curves 
and several corners. A brief discussion followed where Chair Vann qualified her 
suggestion by noting the monumentation be physically visible on the ground to 
define the lot. Mr. Ingraham noted 6 monumentations would be sufficient with Mr. 
Zeller suggesting tree placards and Mr. Ward suggesting they make sure it is 
written out in the deed.  
 
Scott Hyde introduced himself and confirmed there were several pins, pipes  and 
monuments in place.  
 
A motion was made/seconded (Heller/Clark) to approve a Lot Line Adjustment and 
Consolidation Plan for parcels at General Miller Road and Old Greenfield Road with 
the condition that the deed restriction and existing monumentation of the dissolved lot 
remain with all in favor via roll call vote. 
 
Public Hearing: Preliminary Review Application for a proposed shared-driveway 
extension to the Town of Sharon. Applicant Eric Hoagland proposes an extension off 
of an existing driveway, located 707 Wilton Road (Parcel No. R001-008-000), 
extending through an abutting undeveloped lot (Parcel No. R001-011-000), connecting 
to a parcel located in The Town of Sharon, New Hampshire. The applicant is seeking 
reasonable access to the parcel in the Town of Sharon in order to build a new residence 
on the Sharon parcel.  

Chair Vann noted that the Staff Report points out that the Planning Board’s 
involvement involves only the portion of the driveway in Peterborough. “Have we 
heard for Fire?” she asked. Ms. Melone replied Peterborough Fire Rescue had been 
working with Staff and the applicant “but it boils down to what the engineered 
plans look like” she said. She went on to note she had been in contact with Lt. Jon 
Sawyer (PFR 911 Liaison) but had currently not heard back. “He has been quite 
busy” she said.  
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Phil Runyon introduced himself as an Attorney and representative for the 
applicant. He also introduced Attorney Norman Makechnie who met with the 
Sharon, NH Board of Selectmen and Engineer Mark Moser for this project.  
 
Attorney Runyon reviewed a graphic that showed the proposed driveway noting all 
parcels intersected by the drive were owned by the applicant. He noted the 
proposed driveway extended south from US Route 101 in Peterborough into the 
town of Sharon to the site of one new residence to be built there. “This is not a new  
development; it is for one dwelling in Sharon where the applicant is using Route 
101 to get there” said Attorney Runyon. He then reviewed the issue of emergency 
vehicles and the need for turnouts and turnarounds to be able to get back out of the 
drive. Attorney Runyon than told the Members that the applicant meets all the 
driveway regulation requirements but they may be asking for a few waivers on the 
size of the egress strategies that would lessen the need for clearing brush and trees.  
Attorney Makechnie gave the Members a brief report of his meeting with the  
Sharon Board of Selectmen, Planning Board Chairman and Road Agent last July. 
He reported that they (Sharon officials) would await Peterborough’s decision and 
take it from there. “It was a very positive meeting” he said.  
 
Chair Vann noted the application seemed fairly straight forward but the Board 
would need to have the Fire Chief and Peterborough DPW weigh in “and see what 
they have to say about this.” It was also noted while the physical dwelling was 
located in Sharon the residence would have a Peterborough address and be 
supported by Peterborough Police, Fire & Rescue and Library. Chair Vann also 
made it clear the decision by the Board pertained to Lot 11 only (the lot located in 
Peterborough). Attorney Runyon agreed adding “it’s like a chicken and egg kind of 
thing, as to where do you go first. I think in this case since the driveway runs from 
Peterborough to Sharon we started in Peterborough.” 
 
As Chair Vann suggested the applicant prepare a formal application for a driveway 
review accompanied with a list of potential waivers Ms. Melone interjected that the 
applicant did not need to come back to the Planning Board and that their next step 
was to submit a driveway permit with the Department of Public Works. “If Seth 
(MacLean, DPW Director) has any questions about waivers or modifications he 
will refer to this Board for clarification” she said.  
 
Chair Vann called for a straw poll of those in favor of the proposal with all in favor 
via roll call vote. She noted “we’ll turn this over to DPW for the mechanism of 
execution.”   
 
Francie Von Mertens introduced herself as a Member of the Conservation 
Commission and noted  when driveways are being planned “the wetlands have to 
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be checked and if any current existing driveway is in the wetland, were they 
permitted.” 
 
In conclusion Attorney Runyon clarified “so we don’t have to make a formal 
request?” with Chair Vann confirming they did not need to see the Board again 
“You will be dealing with Mr. MacLean” she said. “OK, thank you” he replied 
“adding that makes it worth coming here tonight.” 
  
Public Hearing: Conceptual Review Application for an Open Space Residential 
Development subdivision by Star Mountain Properties, LLC. The applicant proposes 
to develop 46 single-family residential lots in an open space development with 
associated site improvements, located at 468 Greenfield Road (Parcel No.  R012-010-
005), 16 Burke Road (Parcel No. R012-014-002), and 36 Burke Road (Parcel No. 
R012-014-202), all located in the Rural District.  

Chair Vann took a moment to explain the purpose of a conceptual review. “It is an 
opportunity for an applicant to come before the Planning Board and show us what 
they are thinking about. We tell them what we think and they take that under 
advisement.” She went on to note the hearing was non-binding with goal of having 
a conversation about a proposal without the applicant having already invested in 
engineered plans adding “it is very hard for the  applicant to back up and try a new 
concept once that investment has been made.”  
 
Chair Vann noted that because of the late hour “and the fact that we will see this 
again we will not take public comment tonight.” She reiterated that 
correspondences via letters and email were always welcome and that the 
application was available for review at the Office of Community Development by 
appointment.  
 
Chad Branon re-introduced himself as a Civil Engineer with Fieldstone Land 
Consultants and representative for the applicant. He posted a graphic and began 
with a review of the existing conditions that portrayed the lots in a color-coded 
format. He began in the northeast corner with the orange lot, a 3.05-acre parcel; to 
the south the yellow lot, an 84.3-acre parcel with frontage along Burke Road with 
site improvements such as a large equestrian barn and paddock areas. The green 
lot, a 73.5-acre parcel also with site improvements that includes the main house 
with a pool, a guest house with a pool and a garage and finally the last lot, a 2.02-
acre parcel with frontage along Greenfield Road. Mr. Branon noted the total 
acreage was just shy of 164 acres, “so it is a sizeable property that is mostly 
surrounded by residential neighborhoods.” Mr. Branon pointed out Otter Brook 
and the mapped jurisdictional wetlands depicted on the plan and told the Board 
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“we are looking to develop this site through the Open Space Residential 
Development (OSRD) ordinance and the plan submitted details 46 additional 
units.” He noted their intent to take advantage of the access off Greenfield Road 
and situate the development “kind of down over the hill, favoring the western 
side.” He added by doing this the new homes would not be visible from Greenfield 
Road or Burke Road or any of the existing facilities on the property. “The goal is 
to maintain the beautiful viewshed to the west and to tuck the units into the 
landscape to generate a nice community layout.” He again pointed out the access 
off Greenfield Road leading to the first loop of homes (21) surrounding paddock 
areas and common space. He then showed a connector road to the north and the 
second loop of homes (25) with another barn and more paddock areas. Mr. Branon 
pointed out a Right-of-Way at the end of this loop that they planned to take 
advantage of to connect the development with Monadnock Lane. “That way there 
would be two ways of access and egress to the development” he said.  
 
Mr. Branon went on to explain the underlying zoning in the area was the Rural 
District. He briefly reviewed the dimensional requirements of that district and 
working through the density calculation noted a base density of 54 units without 
any density bonuses. “So by right according to how the ordinance is written we 
have 46 units with the potential base density of 54” adding “our client feels this is 
a layout that fits well in the area and does not impact the existing improvements on 
the site and will provide nice surroundings to the existing neighborhoods.” He told 
the Board they anticipated maintaining several other improvements on the site such 
as the buffer to Otter Brook and several trails to and around that brook “which will 
remain nice amenities for future residents.” 
 
Mr. Branon concluded by thanking the Board for their time adding they were eager 
to come in early and get the Board’s feedback “on what you may have in mind for 
the project.” 
 
Chair Vann noted her preference for a through road development versus a cul-du-
sac. When she asked if the road would remain the property of an HOA. Mr. Branon 
replied, “at this time the plan is for a private road, HOA and covenants.” Chair 
Vann also noted while seeming premature there would have to be a manure 
management plan given the proximity to Otter Brook. When asked about the 
individual lot sizes Mr. Branon replied (at this time) they had not determined if 
there would be individual house lots or a condominium style development. He did 
note the plan projected showed smaller lot sizes of approximately ¼ acre each. He 
went on to say, “there is plenty of land here but honestly larger lots would mean 
land would be absorbed into the lots and subject to the homeowner’s control and 
that normally means some expansion over the years.” 
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Mr. Zeller asked if the project was going to be on municipal water and sewer (it is 
not). Mr. Branon noted there would be individual septic systems “and we have not 
determined yet exactly how we are going to handle the water (individual versus 
community).” A Monadnock Lane abutter began to ask a question with Chair Vann 
reminding her and all viewers that no public comment would be taken at this 
meeting. She again encouraged people to write letters and emails and review the 
plan at the Office of Community Development. “You will have an opportunity to 
speak” she said, “so hold your thoughts.” 
 
Joann Carr introduced herself as said she would like to speak as a member of the 
Conservation Commission. “Of course” said Chair Vann with Ms. Carr replying, 
“oh thank you Ivy it is so generous of you.” Ms. Carr went on to question if the 
application was actually an OSRD application and how the lot sizes and density 
were calculated versus the actual yield plan with respect to the adherence of the 
town’s wetland conservation districts. 
 
Ms. Carr also noted she had been present throughout the meeting with her hand 
raised several times without being recognized. Noting the necessity to flip back 
and forth between multiple screens Chair Vann apologized for missing her raised 
hand and agreed that the Board should see a yield plan “with the wetland and all 
when you come back.” Mr. Branon noted he would be happy to put that together 
“but my understanding is that the density is a mathematical calculation (net 
acreage now minus wetlands divided by the underlying zoning acreage). “This is 
certainly is an open space residential development that is being proposed with its 
agricultural components maintained. It is an equestrian community with a number 
of site amenities offered while being mindful of the natural features with no buffer 
or wetland impacts.”  
 
In follow up Ms. Carr interjected “I think it would be terrific if Chad would take 
the time to make a presentation and have a conversation with the Conservation 
Commission. Thank you very much.” 
 
In a follow-up question to the yield Chair Vann asked “are you counting the 
existing house, the guest house and the manager’s apartment (located in one of the 
barns) as part of the 46 units? “That is a great question” replied Mr. Branon adding 
“we are not.” 
 
Ms. Stone asked for clarification on the use of easements for access (roads) to the 
development. “What was the original intent of those easements?” she asked. Mr. 
Branon reviewed the access of Greenfield Road was not an easement. “That access 
it similar to a Right-of-Way that the applicant owns” he said adding “and the 
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connection to Monadnock Lane is a Right-of-Way for access purposes and we are 
proposing to connect into that. So one is owned and the other is a Right-of-Way.” 
 
Ms. Heller noted her concern over ensuring the agricultural uses and maintenance 
of trails with OSRD (and) an ownership through an HOA that may be amended 
over the years. She also noted their staff report notes the applicant is proposing 46 
lots but a section of the site plan provided indicates they are seeking 67 lots. Can 
you speak to that?” she asked. Mr. Branon replied “we have a note on the plan that 
states the density calculation that determines what the base density is and what that 
density could be if we were seeking 25% density bonuses. “We are nor seeking 67 
units, honestly it was put on the plan for a meeting with our client and we left it on 
there.” He again mentioned the project was an equestrian project and he could see 
them working that into some of the language “but we are not seeking density 
bonuses for being agricultural.” Ms. Heller noted the value of a selling point for an 
equestrian community even if they were not seeking the agriculture bonus. “I 
understand that that but I would like to see the long-term plan for the project, even 
if things end up not working that way. When things like agriculture and trails are 
thrown around, I just think I’d like to see what things look like 10 or 20 years from 
now.” 
 
Ms. Carr noted two additional questions “first, what is the minimum lot size being 
proposed and secondarily will the properties be held in some sort of conservation 
trust or easement in order to ensure long-term equestrian or agricultural 
protection?” I think those area great questions” replied Mr. Branon adding “I think 
I’d like to bring those questions back to my client.” He reiterated the lot size had 
not been reviewed and determined primarily because they had not made a decision  
on fee simple or condominium style development. “When you look at a project like 
this that tries to cluster homes, I think it is important for lot sizes to be less critical. 
This project is not maximizing potentials for density so I think there may be an 
equal priority in what is the mechanism for land preservation and how that plays 
into the lot sizes.” He reiterated “I think the best answer is to bring those questions 
back to my client.”  
 
“This is why we do this” interjected Chair Vann. 
 
Referring to the earlier OSRD presentation Mr. Ward noted it was uncommon to 
speak of a project during the presentation of another but noted Mr. Branon had 
stated no precedent would be set with ¼ acre lots in the other OSRD project. He 
mentioned the allowable lot and yard requirements of the OSRD ordinance that 
gives the Board flexibility in the site design of preservation of open space but also 
quoted the ordinance’s language of “in no case shall the minimum lot size per 
dwelling be less than 25% of the required area for a lot in a conventional 
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subdivision.” He questioned if the Members, including himself even knew those 
three words were in the ordinance when they had discussed the earlier OSRD 
project and then he questioned how a precedent was not being set and able to be 
used over and over again.  
 
Mr. Ward suggested a consultation with the town attorney and get an opinion those 
three words. Mr. Ward also noted on the notes section of the plan (miniscule and 
hard to see) there is a statement about someone having rights to cut wood. He 
asked how someone with the right to timber harvest accesses the land and how that 
may be passed along (i.e. deed recognition, last will and testament, etc.)  
 
In response to Mr. Ward’s first inquiry Mr. Branon also asked for clarification 
related to that. He went to on say “if you are doing a condominium project you are 
not creating lots so you are not subject to that part of the requirement” and asked 
the Board to ask the town attorney for feedback relative to that. “To answer your 
questions Tyler, it is not our goal to exploit the regulation, it is really a case of 
looking at the goals and objectives of the ordinance and what the Board (and the 
people who voted in the ordinance) are looking for (which appears to be a good 
balance of land preservation with development) so why not beneficial to 
consolidate that and preserve as much as possible a goal?” He noted the question 
was great and they were looking for guidance. “That is why we are here” he said.  
 
 With regards to Mr. Ward’s second inquiry Mr. Branon noted “technically 
speaking rights in a deed that have not been extinguished have to be maintained so 
that person would still have a right to get to their property and this project would 
have to respect that. Quite frankly this type of thing happens a lot. If it is not 
extinguished it must be maintained.” He went on to say they would go into more 
research on it as the project moved forward. “As we find things, we put them on 
the plan to make our client aware of things, so we don’t forget about it and to share 
that information we have” he said. 
 

        Ms. Heller agreed that an opinion “on those three words” from the town attorney 
would be helpful but mentioned the notion of flexibility from the Planning Board 
and how people in general are so tied to the way things are or the way things have 
been that something new upsets them. “From my perspective people want close 
small lots that are close together with trails and agriculture, that appeals to 
people.” She also acknowledge Mr. Clark’s concern about precedence but noted a 
general lack of creative thinking and suggested they approach the project in a 
different way than a precedence. “We have a housing crisis and more housing is 
good for every level of housing, every kind of housing. More housing is a good 
thing usually” she said. Ms. Heller concluded by noting growth in Peterborough 
should not be sprawling three-acre cul-du-sacs but rather projects like an 
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equestrian or agriculture development “and what they can mean for us in terms of 
growing more lively neighborhood life.” Chair Vann agreed adding she’d never 
seen the benefit of arbitrarily carving up the countryside “just to say that you did.”  
 
In conclusion Ms. Melone told the Members she had received an email from the 
town attorney about the specific language of General Requirements of the 
Ordinance: Allowable Lot and Yard Requirements. 
 
Ms. Melon went on to read the email which stated “it’s my opinion that the 
language which authorizes the Planning Board to modify any provisions of the 
ordinance’s Open Space Residential Development regulation, controls over the 
language in the Open Space Development provisions that say “in no case.” 
 
“On that note, I say we are done” replied Chair Vann. “That says the Planning 
Board can allow modifications if they are thought to be reasonable but that must be 
thoughtfully and carefully done” she said. 
 

The meeting adjourned at 9:05 p.m. 

 
Respectfully submitted,  

Laura Norton  

Office of Community Development 
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