
 

 

PETERBOROUGH PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF PETERBOROUGH 

Monday, February 14, 2022 – 6:30 p.m. 
Peterborough, New Hampshire 

 
 

Members Present: Rich Clark, Ivy Vann, Tyler Ward, Blair Weiss, Sarah 
Steinberg Heller, Lisa Stone, Josh Blair and Stephanie Hurley  
 
Also Present: Laura Norton and Danica Melone, Office of Planning & Building 
 

Chair Clark called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. with a welcome and 
introductions of Members and Staff.  

Before getting started Ms. Melone asked for a straw poll for a decision on the 
location of their next meeting (1833 Meeting Room at the Library or the 
Selectboard Meeting Room at the Town House). After a brief discussion and tie 
vote Chair Clark noted “we have a tie, I am the Chairman, and I am making the 
decision to go back to the Town House.” 
 
A motion was made/seconded (Hurley/Blair) to return to the House for their next 
regularly scheduled meeting with all in favor. 
 
Ms. Melone cited a slight change to the agenda noting Attorney Kelly Dowd 
(representative for the Monadnock Rod & Gun Club) was present to request a 
continuation of their Site Plan application to a date and time certain of April 11, 
2022.  
 
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 (Vann/Heller) to continue this case to the April 11, 
2022 Planning Board meeting with all in favor. 
 

Chair Clark read the next case: 

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. 

Chair Clark noted Ms. Melone had requested to make a statement. Ms. Melone 
began by noting in her staff report she’d made recommendations that she wanted to 
update and expand upon. She noted copies were online “but this is the first time the 
Board is seeing it because I didn’t get a chance to finish it until this afternoon.”  

She read the statement: 

 

 
STAFF REPORT 

TO: Planning Board 

FROM: Danica Melone   

DATE OF WRITE-UP: Monday, February 14, 2022 

           PROVIDED FOR MEETING DATE:  Monday, February 14, 2022 

           RE: CONTINUED (14) –  WALDEN ECO VILLAGE PROPOSAL – PART 2 

 

 
Given the very short turnaround time last week after receiving the new submission 
package, I would like to take a moment to clarify and expand upon my staff 
recommendation for tonight’s public hearing on the Walden Eco Village proposal.  

The current application before the Planning Board is only being heard by the Board 
for the sole purpose that it may bring the site into compliance. The violation letter 
provided to the applicant by Code Enforcement Officer Tim Herlihy and Chief of 
Fire Ed Walker lists building, fire, planning, & zoning violations within it. The 
violation letter states that the applicant had until September 1, 2021 to bring the 
site into compliance. No action has yet to be taken on this deadline because, 
optimistically, the applicant has been working with the Planning Board to bring 
forward a fully compliant Open Space Residential Development plan which 
addresses those violations. 



 

 

The applicant has had a total of 14 months since the Town took action against the 
site’s violations, which also equates to 14 months in front of the Planning Board to 
bring the site into compliance. As of the date of tonight’s public hearing, the 
applicant has been given an additional five months past the deadline of this 
violation letter to bring the site into compliance. The plans submitted for tonight’s 
meeting do not address the majority of items needing to be brought into 
compliance. This includes, but is not limited to, the structures which are illegally 
located in the wetland protection overlay zone buffer and their proposed expansion 
of use; the barn; the casitas; the kiln; the woodshed; the semi-trailers; pig pens; 
chicken coops; the numerous sheds scattered around the property; and more.  

In order to come into compliance with these items, the applicant needs to submit a 
variance for the structures in the wetlands protection overlay zone buffer and site 
plans which clearly articulate how the non-compliant uses/structures on the 
property will be brought into compliance through the Open Space Residential 
Development subdivision plan.  

My recommendation to the Planning Board is to require that 1) the applicant 
submit a variance application no later than Monday, March 7th in order to be 
noticed and heard before the Zoning Board on Monday, April 4th; and 2) the 
applicant submit plans clearly articulating proposed, compliant uses of non-
compliant uses/structures no later than Monday, March 14th in order to be noticed 
and heard before the Planning Board on Monday, April 11th.  Should the applicant 
not meet these deadlines, I highly encourage the Board to deny the OSRD 
application.  

Should the applicant continue to oppose the requirements to submit a variance and 
bring those items into compliance, it is important to note that because this site is in 
violation, there is no relief which the applicant may apply for from the land use 
boards such as an appeal of administrative decision. With that in mind, if the 
applicant feels so strongly that they cannot submit a variance or plans addressing 
these issues, the Planning Board is again encouraged to deny the application.  

“May I ask a question?” interjected said Ms. Heller with Chair Clark replying 
“sure.” Ms. Heller began “I have a question…” 
  
Ms. Vann interjected “so we hear here that they need to submit a variance request 
no later than March 7th in order to be noticed and heard before the ZBA on April 
4th then submit a plan clearly articulating their plans for a compliant uses no later 
than March 14th” and asked, “can they be in that order?” “They are proposed in that 
order” replied Ms. Melone adding “March 7th is the deadline to be on the ZBA 



 

 

agenda April 4th. That gives them the extra week to prepare for the Planning Board 
meeting on April 11th.” “But my question is can they submit plans if they have not 
received a variance?” said Ms. Vann with Ms. Melone answering “they are trying 
to come into compliance so they should have submitted the variance 14 months 
ago. At this point I am trying to encourage the Board to set a deadline for them to 
act on that.” 
  
Ms. Heller interjected “this is a huge shift in our discussion” adding “I was under 
the impression that we were not to be considering what has happened on the site in 
the past, we were not allowed to bring that baggage to the table and were to be 
looking at the proposal going forward. For me, I feel like I am being asked to 
suddenly consider things that happened last year, things where we have not been 
privy to the details.” Melone replied “so, when they have proposed to keep things 
on site that are in violation without proposing to tell us what they are going to do 
with them, for instance the barn, their answer to what they were going to do with 
the barn was that the HOA was going to decide. That does not tell Chief Walker 
and Code Enforcement Officer Tim Herlihy if it is going to be an ADU, if they 
planned to rent it out, is it going to be a workshop? We need to know what the 
applicant intends to do as far as compliant uses for those structures. Those are key 
elements that we need to know.” She went on to say, “they should have taken them 
all out, but they have not” adding “we are going to leave it up to the HOA to 
decide” is not an acceptable answer for Chief Walker and Mr. Herlihy.  
 
“So, if know that structure is going to be used for a dwelling, we don’t need to 
know what type of a dwelling that is do we?” asked Ms. Vann with Ms. Melone 
replying, “if you are talking about the barn, technically no, but those things are not 
on the plan for anything.” Ms. Heller reiterated “I just feel like it is a huge shift in 
what has been established to me on the boundaries of this case. I feel like it was 
made clear not to bring what had happened there into this application. I have 
personal baggage; I have friends that were affected by it; but I have put that aside 
on the advice of the town and what Attorney Ratigan told us to do (and) now I am 
being asked to completely backslide. That just seems super corrupt to me in some 
way.” Ms. Melone replied, “well the advice has been that if they are going to 
propose something that leaves those violations in the past, “don’t bring them up, 
don’t talk about them” but we are 14 months in and everything that was in 
violation is still on the plan. What is going to happen with those buildings?” “But 
they are not in use” interjected Ms. Heller with Ms. Melone replying “it doesn’t 
matter that they are not in use, we cannot approve a plan that says the casitas are 
going to be left but we don’t care what happens to them; the barn is going to be 
left but we don’t care what happens to it. We need to know what the use is, ideally 
they would have already taken those structures out when they submitted their plan, 



 

 

they should have taken them all out, but they have not.” They say they want to 
leave it up to the HOA to decide but that is not the answer to the violations. “I just 
wish they were both here to answer questions,” said Ms. Heller.  
 
Chair Clark interjected “so they have both made that statement?” “Yes” replied 
Ms. Melone adding that they are frustrated that the deadline of September 1, 2021 
has come and gone without showing how they intend to bring the violations into 
compliance, “they are just showing us other stuff” she said. Ms. Heller noted if the 
two authorities have been so frustrated “why haven’t they come in to talk to us 
about it?” Ms. Melone noted they have a checklist on the violation letter they 
should be going down and getting answers to, like what is to be done with the 
casitas and the barn, what is a compliant use for them? “That has been a better part 
of my staff reports as well” she said. When Ms. Heller asked about the absence of 
Chief Walker and Mr. Herlihy Ms. Melone replied they were not typically allowed 
to be at the hearings. “They’re not? Really?” replied Ms. Heller with Ms. Vann 
adding “I don’t think that is true, they can certainly come.” 
 
Attorney Chris Swiniarski noted “we can certainly offer explanations, but we were 
not given an opportunity to talk at the last meeting. We have prepared and 
submitted an extensive package to answer the last staff report and we are prepared 
to explain it. We get the bait and switch at every meeting” he said adding “we get a 
new staff report every meeting and we’d like to explain our thinking here and 
clarify most things pretty simply. It is a hearing on our application after all. “Yes” 
replied Chair Clark. 
 
From the audience John Patterson introduced himself with a Point of Order. “To be 
clear on the procedure” he said, he read “under parliamentary rules for conducting 
a deliberative hearing, a point of order may be raised when an apparent violation of 
the prevailing rules has occurred. In this particular case, when there is a violation 
of a fundamental principle of parliamentary law, namely the group must have the 
authority to take the actions it purports to take. The point of order must be read and 
addressed before any further business is conducted.” 
 
Mr. Patterson went on to say. “it appears with the continued hearings on the Eco 
Village the Planning Board is venturing into territory where they have no 
authority.” “You are 100% incorrect” interjected Attorney Swiniarski adding “I am 
ready to address your point with the correct legal statement.” As the discussion 
became heated Chair Clark cautioned “one at a time” and Attorney Swiniarski 
noting “this is ridiculous, you have a lawyer who is giving you the answer.”  
 



 

 

As Mr. Patterson asked, “may I?” Chair Clark told him to continue. Patterson read 
on: “I sense your enthusiasm for viewing this application as a blank slate, where 
you can facilitate the general outline of this rather compact housing development 
and tidy up any residual nonconformities with Conditional Use Permits. However, 
a fly in the ointment here is that in that approach the applicant is not presenting 
you with une carte blanc but is asking you to accommodate several structures that 
were erected without permits in the Wetland Protection Overlay Zone, where they 
are clearly not allowed.” 
 
Chair Clark interjected “OK I am going to stop you right there” adding “your point 
has been delivered and now you are just arguing against his point of view. I 
understand your point of order and I will discuss it with the Board.”  
 
“You haven’t heard my point of order here” replied Mr. Patterson. Chair Clark 
noted the point of order was “we are in violation of the law.” You are acting where 
you have no authority,” said Mr. Patterson. “And we are going to discuss that” 
concluded Chair Clark. Mr. Patterson asked to clarify with Chair Clark replying 
“clarify.” 
  
Mr. Patterson read on: “the only thing the ordinance offers the Planning Board for 
structures in the Wetland Protection Overlay Zone is what a Conditional Use 
Permit allows per Page 56 of the ordinance.” He went on to say, “construction of 
accessory structures associated with and/or additions to legally pre-existing multi-
family or non-residential primary structure as of the effective date of the ordinance 
(May 10, 2011) provided there is no encroachment closer to the wetland than what 
currently exists.” He looked up and said “that is it, that’s all you can do, it is all the 
ordinance empowers the Planning Board to do. These structures are neither multi-
family nor legally pre-existing, so they are beyond the Planning Board’s 
jurisdiction. Their status is undetermined at this point and lies entirely with the 
Zoning Board of Adjustment.”  
 
Mr. Patterson noted only two choices: “one, you can ask the applicant to return 
with a new plan that does not include those structures in their current locations 
suggesting they have been dismantled or two, you can direct them (as you should 
have done many months ago) to the Zoning Board of Adjustment who will 
determine the impacts.” 
 
Chair Clark asked if he could have a copy of the prepared statement and as he 
reviewed it for a few moments Mr. Patterson interjected “the Planning Board 
simply has no jurisdiction in this matter, simple as that.” Ms. Vann noted that her 
sense was that they were dwellings when they were built with the argument that 



 

 

they were constructed without building permits. “I don’t know, it doesn’t settle the 
question of whether we should send this to the ZBA or not, but I don’t see what is 
served by tearing down existing housing that has been there for 15 years now. I 
just don’t see it.” Ms. Melone interjected “that (tear down) is not necessarily what 
is requested, if they can prove hardship, they can prove hardship.”   
 
“You have to give us an opportunity” interjected Attorney Swiniarski with Chair 
Clark replying, “I will, we’ll give you an opportunity but right now I just need the 
Board to talk.” Ms. Hurley noted several materials she had reviewed and “it does 
seem to me that the Board does not have the authority, but the structures were 
never approved as full residences, they were only approved cabins that did not 
have a kitchen. I agree that they are not legal structures so there is no 
grandfathering for them in that location. I see many things in this development that 
are not conforming, that are stretching the rules and I feel this Board needs to stand 
up for the rules and we need to reflect that in them getting a variance through the 
Zoning Board of Adjustment.” 
 
Reiterating her frustration and confusion over all the subjects they had been told 
not to talk about (but suddenly have to) Ms. Heller noted “I am so confused over 
what to discuss and consider and what not to. I am so confused right now, this 
came from left field, so many things are not connecting with me.” Mr. Patterson 
interjected “I think you should stop agonizing over it, there is nothing you can do 
about it. Forget it, it’s a Zoning Board issue.” Attorney Swiniarski leaned over and 
looking at Mr. Patterson said, “you don’t know what you are talking about.” Chair 
Clark again reminded him to address any comments through the Chairman. 
 
Having finished his brief review of the Point of Order document supplied by Mr. 
Patterson Chair Clark indicated he was “just stuck.” As Ms. Vann leaned in to give 
him advice Ms. Hurley asked why she was not sharing her information with the 
entire Board. Ms. Vann replied, “well actually it was a procedural question, but 
you are right, I should have discussed it out loud. She went on to say “we have two 
choices; we can deny the application or we can send the applicant to the ZBA or 
allow the applicant to talk to convince us why they don’t need to go to the ZBA. 
There is no good answer, there hasn’t been a good answer in 12 months.” Ms. 
Vann concluded by noting “if I were the Chair, (thank God I am not) I would ask 
for a vote on one of the two options.” “There is third option” interjected Chair 
Clark adding “and that is to deny it straight up, period” adding “and I don’t know if 
that gives them any grounds to come back at us legally, I don’t know but that 
might be the easiest thing to do.” 
 



 

 

Ms. Heller said “to me I think we have to deny it one way or the other because it is 
very clear that we aren’t going to get anywhere on this. Deny it outright or have the 
Zoning Board deny it because this project is never going to happen unless it starts 
from scratch.” 
 
“I move that we deny the application” said Ms. Vann with Attorney Swiniarski 
interjecting “don’t we get a chance to respond?’ “No, nope” replied Ms. Vann. 
“Show that in the record” requested Attorney Swiniarski adding “you should read 
your own attorney’s advice.”  
  
Ms. Hurley told the members that Danica was their professional and that they 
ought to follow her lead when Attorney Swiniarski said something unintelligible, 
and Ms. Hurley suggested the attorney be asked to leave for being rude. He replied, 
“you are being rude, you are actually putting words in my mouth” with Chair Clark 
intervening by repeating “all questions or statements go through the Chair please 
don’t talk amongst yourselves.” 
 
Ms. Hurley went on to complete her thoughts: “Danica leads us, often we don’t 
know all the details of what we can do. I think we have been trying to bring them 
(the applicant) along, but we’ve always known something had to be done about the 
buildings in the wetlands. What John is telling us is coming from experience of 
years on the Planning Board and Danica is our professional and what they are 
saying is that it is not our prevue, it is not something we can decide. I don’t want to 
give up on this, I want it to happen, I think it is a good project for our town but it 
needs to be in line with the laws and requirements we have, so I would like to 
make a motion to go with the recommendation we have from our professional and 
have them submit a variance request to the Zoning Board and (if successful), then 
submit a clear and compliant plan to the Planning Board.” 
  
A motion was made/seconded (Hurley/Vann) to require the applicant to 1. Submit 
a variance application no later than Monday, March 7, 2022 in order to be noticed 
and heard before the Zoning Board of Adjustment on Monday, April 4, 2022 and 2. 
The applicant must submit plans clearly articulating proposed, compliant uses on 
non-conforming uses and structures no later than Monday, March 14, 2022 in order 
to be noticed and heard before the Planning Board on Monday, April 11, 2022. 
Should the applicant not meet these deadlines the OSRD will be denied. The 
motion was unanimously supported by all Board members. “The ayes have it” said 
Mr. Clark. 
 
Attorney Swiniarski asked “what is your decision? I was confused with the double 
motions, which motion were you voting on?” *(Ms. Vann’s motion was not 



 

 

seconded).*  Ms. Vann replied “we just voted requiring the applicant to submit a 
variance application no later than Monday, March 7, 2022 in order to be noticed 
and heard before the Zoning Board of Adjustment on Monday, April, 4, 2022 and 
2. The applicant must submit plans clearly articulating proposed, compliant uses on 
non-conforming uses and structures no later than Monday, March 14, 2022 in order 
to be noticed and heard before the Planning Board on Monday, April 11, 2022. So 
that is where we are.” 
 
Attorney Swiniarski asked “so you are not going to allow the applicant any 
testimony after all the discussion about the application, including testimony from 
the public?” “No” replied Chair Clark.  
 
Attorney Swiniarski stood up, walked toward the front table and said, “OK, I 
would leave with you with your staff report, what your attorney told you and what 
your ZBA Chair told you, directly to you, it is like you are ignoring that, it is like 
Groundhog Day” he said adding “this happened a year ago, your own Zoning 
Board sent you a letter. I have a copy if you need it that answers these questions 
and now you want to delay this process by sending us back the Zoning Board to 
have them say the same thing they told you a year ago in writing, in the record, in 
this application because that is the record we will be bringing to court. You listen 
to everybody except the applicant, and you don’t listen to your own attorney.” 
 
Ms. Melone interjected “our attorney is aware and on board with this and he is 
willing to sit with us for legal guidance.” When asked to repeat what she had said   
as she was talked over by Attorney Swiniarski, Ms. Melone repeated clearly, “our 
attorney is on board with my opinion.” 
 
“Your attorney’s e-mail is right here” said Attorney Swiniarski as he threw 
paperwork down on the table in front of Chair Clark. “Right there, from a year 
ago” he said. Tossing another set of papers down he said, “this is from your ZBA 
Chair, sent to you. See you in court. As he turned and walked away his final 
comment was “you should have read that before tonight, not after.”  
 
As Chair Clark briefly reviewed the documents before him, Ms. Melone clarified 
what was left by Attorney Swiniarski. “First of all, the letter from Sharon Monahan 
that was not written on behalf of the ZBA, but from herself as a resident of the 
community. The staff report as of January 22nd speaks about the 2010 variance that 
I talked about in terms of relinquishing the use (temporary overnight 
accommodations) and has nothing to do with the wetlands impact. It has to do with 
the 2010 variance in terms of are you relinquishing the use of the temporary 
overnight accommodations. It has nothing to do with wetlands and we did confirm 



 

 

this with our attorney before coming here.” “So, to be clear the Chair of the Zoning 
Board isn’t sending personal notes” asked Ms. Heller with Ms. Melone replying, 
“Sharon Monahan originally did the septic site plan design and she felt she needed 
to write to the Planning Board to clarify what happened. It is very clear that she is 
not writing as a member of the ZBA, she is not writing to sway anything, she is 
writing to clarify her position as a septic designer.” “So, Mr. Swiniarski didn’t 
understand?” said Ms. Heller with Ms. Melone replying “yes.” 

“OK, so do I hear a motion to continue on the Conditional Use Permit until we 
have a ZBA decision?” asked Chair Clark. 

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 the remaining Eco Village 
CUP application to the April 2022 meeting with all in favor. 
 
Francie Von Mertens introduced herself and gave the Board a brief review of Mr. 
Patterson’s long-standing experience in serving the Planning Board. She went on 
to say, “I think he discussed at the last meeting that you can’t talk about an 
application without the applicant there.” She looked to Mr. Patterson and asked, 
“can you talk about that a little bit John?” “Yeah, we aren’t discussing this 
anymore” replied Chair Clark. “That does not appear in your published Rules and 
Procedures. It is not there, I read them” said Mr. Patterson. “It is common 
courtesy” replied Chair Clark and concluded “I am not discussing this with you, on 
to the next public hearing, the Zoning Amendments.”  
 
Zoning Amendments: 
 
Chair Clark noted he would read each amendment followed by a member 
discussion, consensus, and vote. 
 
1. 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. 
 
The members briefly discussed the trends of past Code Officers (Tom Weeks, 
Dario Carrara and current Officer, Tim Herlihy) and local case law was enacted 
when definitions were unclear or did not exist. Ms. Vann noted it was not fair to 
make a dwelling have two frontages (which are usually larger than other 
dimensional requirements) “it is not OK; it is a bad plan” she said. Ms. Heller 



 

 

suggested refining the amendment by combining it with the next proposed 
amendment (to “Frontage” under §245-4) which would clarify that some properties 
have more than one side of a lot abutting a right-of-way.  
 
The members briefly discussed this and decided to rescind the amendment for a 
more intense review. 
 
A motion was made/seconded (Heller/Vann) to rescind both proposed 
amendments and tackle them later with all in favor. 
 
2. 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.  
 
A motion was made/seconded (Vann/Stone) to move the proposed zoning 
amendment to ballot with all in favor. 
 

3..  To add “manufactured housing” as an allowable use under 245-6 in the Family 
District.  
 
A motion was made/seconded (Vann/Heller) to move the zoning amendment 
to ballot with all in favor. 
 
4. To amend 245-24.1 Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) by removing the 
minimum size of 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. 

Having hashed this out and gone over it several times the members agreed (except 
for Ms. Hurley who did not) to state maximum allowable size of “1000 feet or 1/3 
of the principal living area, whichever is larger” to this amendment. 
 
A motion was made/seconded (Vann/Heller) to move the proposed zoning 
amendment to ballot with all in favor except Ms. Hurley who was opposed.   
 
5. To amend 245-34 A by 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. This 
amendment also proposes to clarify the procedure on temporary manufactured 



 

 

housing by removing excess language and diverting interested people to 245-17 
where temporary manufactured housing is covered in detail. 

Ms. Melone noted a suggestion from the public that this amendment was allowed 
in the Family District “so there is really no reason not to allow it in the West 
Peterborough District and the Monadnock Community Hospital Healthcare 
District.” Ms. Hurley noted that 245-34 B “states they are allowed in the General 
Residence and Rural Districts.” Ms. Melone also noted that the ordinance states 
that by Special Exception these homes are only allowed in the Rural District for a 
period of two years while a permanent residence is being is constructed “but 
building a house in any district is reasonable.” When asked about the 
Business/Industrial District Ms. Melone replied, “a residence is allowed as an 
accessory use.” 
 
With a significant change in language of the proposed amendment the 
members agreed to report the amendment for the March 14, 2022 meeting for 
a vote. 
 

Minutes: 

A motion was made/seconded (Vann/Hurley) to approve the Minutes of January 
10, 2021with a correction with all in favor. 

Other Business: 

Ms. Vann noted the webinar on Missing Middle Housing sponsored by New 
Hampshire Housing “is on until Friday” and urged the members to see it. (This 
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. 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. 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. “The price is a painful 25 million 
dollars” she said adding “the need is catastrophic and emergent.” 



 

 

Ms. Heller urged her fellow members to get involved and noted her concern that it 
may be voted down at Town Meeting “and we’ll just keep kicking the can down 
the road.” 

Ms. Melone noted that Chair Clark and Josh Blair were up for re-election this year 
and that March 23rd was the first day to file. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 7:40 p.m.  

Respectfully submitted,  
 
Laura Norton 
Office of Planning & Building 
 


