
MINUTES 
PETERBOROUGH PLANNING BOARD 

TOWN OF PETERBOROUGH 
Monday, March 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 6:30 p.m. noting the meeting was the 
regularly scheduled meeting of the Planning Board for March. 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 but Mr. Zeller present. 
 
A motion was made/seconded (Clark/Heller) to seat Ms. Dreyer for the evening 
with all in favor via roll call vote just prior to Mr. Zeller coming into the meeting 
so that appointment was rescinded.  
 

Regarding the first case, Chair Vann explained how the applicant had missed their 
deadline for an extension of approvals via an Administrative Decision. She noted the 
applicant was before the Board in January for an extension and she had unintentionally 
failed to open the hearing to public comment, “I did not take public comment and that 
was an error on my part” she said. She went on to say she would read the application, 
go to Board comments and then open the hearing to the public “and then we will make 
a decision.” She reiterated the application was exactly the same as it was when 
approved in November 2019 and again in January 2021 and read the case: 

Rehearing: Woodman’s Application to re-submit 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 
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abutting properties at 75 Concord Street (U016-041-000) and 69 Concord Street 
(U016-042-000.)  

Mr. Dunbar interjected a procedural question of whether they should have approved 
the February meeting minutes prior to going to the caseload. Chair Vann 
acknowledged the oversight and noted they would approve Minutes after this public 
hearing. 

Chad Branon introduced himself as a Civil Engineer with Fieldstone Land 
Consultants and representative for the applicant. He also noted no changes to the 
previously approved plan and that he was present to answer any questions the 
Board or public may have. He did update the Board by telling them all required 
state permits (DOT permit, alteration of terrain, sewer discharge permit) as well as 
addresses from the Fire Department and they were ready to submit final plans. Ms. 
Stone asked about the anticipated timeline with Mr. Branon replying the applicant 
looked forward to a spring construction window adding “my client is looking to 
going forward with the project.” 

Mr. Zeller asked if was fair to say the previous approval would be nullified pending 
what they heard at this meeting. Chair Vann replied “no” and went on explain “this 
was a problem created by me.” She went on to reiterate the missed extension approval 
by administrative approval and the January rehearing for approval extension in which 
she failed to open the hearing for public comment.  

Mr. Ward reminded Mr. Branon a demolition permit was still outstanding (and 
necessary) for the structure at 75 Concord Street and suggested the applicant keep 
good time in their calendar for that.   

Chair Vann then opened the hearing to the public. 

Loretta Laurenitis introduced herself and asked about the merging of the two lots at the 
site. Mr. Branon replied the lots would be merged as a condition of approval for the 
project. 

Ms. Laurenitis then asked if all the requirements for the flood plain district had been 
met and if Units 11 through 16 needed to certify that their first-floor elevation is 
compliant. Mr. Branon explained New Hampshire DES Alteration of Terrain Bureau 
had required a flood study (“which came back favorable”) and they had obtained their 
permit. He noted other conditions pertaining to flood certifications for each unit that is 
technically located in the flood plain. “The elevation of the existing grade will be 
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raised so those units will be located out of the flood plain” he said and went on to note 
a two-step process that involved an elevation certificate as part of the building permit 
process and a Letter of Map Amendment (LOMA) to the FEMA Flood maps upon 
completion of the project (also a condition of approval).  

John Kaufhold introduced himself as an abutter and stated while he was not opposed to 
housing, made several observations including the need for a traffic study and traffic 
calming on Concord Street. He noted he had talked with Chief Guinard about the 
traffic but was told “it is a state issue” and the town had no authority over the state 
highway even though it is Concord Street. He also asked about maintaining the setback 
of the streetscapes, the use of the Traditional Neighborhood Overlay Zone (TNOZ) for 
an area that was not a traditional neighborhood and parking issues with actual spaces 
and overflow parking for parties or entertaining. 

Chair Vann noted she had been in contact with the State Department of Transportation 
for years about traffic calming on Route 202 “and I will continue to be because you are 
correct, people drive too fast.” Moving on to parking Chair Vann noted the units were 
in compliance with the parking regulations (two spaces per unit) and overflow parking 
for things like parties would have to use other alternatives such as the Library or 
church parking lots “just like anyone else having a party on Concord Street.” Mr. 
Kaufhold concluded by noting the structure at 75 Concord Street was partially 
demolished and questioned the applicant’s spring start date given their lot is being used 
by Weaver Brothers as a staging area for all the bridge reconstruction equipment. 

Ms. Heller suggested that the definition of a traditional neighborhood is adjusted to 
one’s own experiences. “Not to be argumentative, I just think you have to realize that 
area of Route 202 is someone’s neighborhood” she said.   

A motion was made/seconded (Clark/Zeller) to re-approve the extension of 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) with al in favor via roll call vote.  

Minutes: 

A motion was made/seconded (Clark/Zeller) to approve the Minutes of February 8, 



Planning Board Minutes         March 8, 2021    pg. 4 of 12 

2021 as written with all in favor via roll call vote.  

A motion was made/seconded (Heller/Zeller) to approve the Minutes of February 
10, 2021 as written with all in favor but Chair Vann (she was absent) via roll call 
vote.  
Public Hearing: Application for Boundary Line Adjustment proposed by LR3 
Development between Parcel Nos. R002-003-112 and R005-011-004, both located on 
Carley Road and in the Rural District.  

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

It was noted that Parcel No. R005-011-004 was mis identified and should be corrected 
to Parcel No. R005-011-006 for the record.  

Jed Paquin introduced himself as the representative for LR3 Development and briefly 
reviewed the boundary line adjustment proposal. A parcel map was projected with Mr. 
Paquin pointing out an adjustment between R002-003-112 (Lot 12) and R005-011-006 
(Lot 6). He told the Board Lot 6 is under construction with existing (approved) septic 
on site and pointed out a triangular strip of land (0.39 acres) that would result in a 
change in frontage by about 95 feet. “It is pretty straight forward” he said. 

Chair Vann asked if the overall size of the lots would remain conforming for the 
district with Mr. Paquin replying “yes, with Lot 12 being 19.44 acres with 212.77 feet 
of frontage and Lot 6 being 6.93 acres with 459.59 feet of frontage.” 

When Mr. Clark asked about the location of the septic field it was pointed out and 
when he asked why applicant wanted to increase the size of Lot 12 Mr. Paquin noted it 
was to accommodate the driveway.   

With no other questions from the Board Chair Vann opened the hearing to the public.  

With no question or concerns from the public Chair Vann closed the public hearing. 

A motion was made/seconded (Heller/Zeller) to approve the request for a Boundary 
Line Adjustment proposed by LR3 Development between Parcel Nos. R002-003-112 
and R005-011-006, both located on Carley Road and in the Rural District with all in 
favor via roll call vote. 

Public Hearing: Application for Site Plan Review proposed by Patriot Holdings, LLC 
to construct five self-storage buildings along with associated site improvements at 
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Parcel No. R003-025-703 located on Jaffrey Road (NH Route 202) in the 
Business/Industrial District.  

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

Chad Branon introduced himself as a Civil Engineer with Fieldstone Land 
Consultants and representative for the applicant. 

Mr. Branon began with the projection of the GIS parcel map of the parcel pointing out 
the location (west side of Jaffrey Road) and size (4.73 acres) of the lot. “It is a vacant 
gravel operation that has be terminated and is being reclaimed” he said. He noted a 
shared access driveway with abutting Parcel No. R003-025-702 (there is a 25-foot 
access easement along this drive as it extends over the lot line) and that the property 
was surrounded by vacant properties to the south, west and east, industrial 
development to the north and a condominium development to the northwest to west.  

Mr. Branon projected the plan set and reviewed the existing conditions including 
topography of the site (sloping west to east towards the highway), slope reclamation 
area, jurisdictional wetlands (a small area primarily located within the state’s Right-of-
Way and draining to the north) and a stormwater runoff memorandum.  

Mr. Branon told the Board the applicant was proposing the construction of a self-
storage facility that consisted of five buildings totaling 44,500 square feet constructed 
on a 1% grade sloping from the south to the southwest and northeast. He noted 
associated site improvements such as access roads, utility connections, lighting and 
drainage (“all runoff from these improvements will be treated by the subsurface 
infiltration system on site”) with stormwater management totally self-contained so 
there are no downstream adverse impacts created by the project. Citing the parcel’s 
location in the Rural Gateway Overlay Zone Mr. Branon noted the 50-foot vegetated 
buffer screening the development would be maintained along the Route 202 Corridor. 
Mr. Branon also noted the site design would include underground electrical service to 
the storage units and reviewed the lighting design (building-mounted LED lights, night 
sky compliant, full cut off downcast lighting). He pointed out a small 300-sqaure foot 
office building on the site serviced by municipal water and sewer.  

Mr. Branon told the Board he was in receipt of a copy of the Staff Report by Ms. 
Melone for the hearing and moved on to address details mentioned therein.  

Reclamation of the Excavation Site: (This site is currently an active excavation pit, 
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with the las submitted Intent to Excavate dated April 2020). Ms. Melone’s report 
suggested the Board require a third-party inspector to provide an inspection of the 
reclamation when completed to ensure compliance before a building permit is issued 
and the applicant provide a bond for the site work to be release upon final third-party 
inspection. Mr. Branon told the Board reclamation was in process with the slopes 
loamed and seeded with steep slope and seeded pine mixes adding “the process is 
primarily off site as related to this proposal.” He reiterated the work the owner has 
done in coordination with Rodney Bartlett (the former Peterborough Director of Public 
Works) on the reclamation process and noted while that process is occurring with the 
vegetation taking hold into the spring months. Mr. Branon specified the final 
restoration of the slope easement encroaching on the condominium property be 
reclaimed to a 2:1 slope but reminded the Board “technically there is no reclamation 
plan as the site is grandfathered.” Mr. Branon also noted the Staff Report suggested 
confirmation of this process be confirmed by a third-party inspector and recommended 
Mr. Bartlett continue in this role. “He has worked with the property owner for years” 
he said adding “and the owner is willing to continue to work with Mr. Bartlett on 
finalizing reclamation of the property.” 

Parking: (There is no current identified parking area on the plan with one space 
required for every 10 storage units). Mr. Branon told the Board “we typically do not do 
parking for self-storage uses. Normally people come into the facility and park in front 
of their unit (their destination point) not parking and walking to their unit. “Parking 
spaces would not be utilized and would ultimately only lead to greater impervious 
cover which I know this Board has been quite sensitive to in the past” he said. He cited 
245-32-3 Off Street Parking which states the number of spaces may be reduced to less 
than what is stipulated if it is determined that a smaller number would be adequate for 
all parking needs. “We would argue there is no need for formal parking and there are 
no parking requirements here and ask the Board to consider the plan as designed 
indeed meets the intent of the ordinance and there is ample space to park at the rental 
units” he said.  

Lighting: (Proposed plan is compliant but the Board may consider entryway lighting). 
Mr. Branon noted the applicant would like feedback from the Board on the lighting 
plan as proposed. 

Stormwater management: (the site is in the Groundwater Protection Overlay District 
where the plan must be in accordance with the Stormwater Management and Erosion 
Control Subdivision Regulations with an impervious surface maximum of 80,000 
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square feet for the lot). Mr. Branon told the Board the plan exceeds the stormwater 
requirements and confirmed the impervious surface cover was at 53.5%, well under 
the maximum allowed.  

Elevations concerns: (Uneven elevations between the sides of the storage structures 
are shown on the plan). “This is not an error; it is a design, and we did this 
intentionally” said Mr. Branon adding the elevation change is a good feature that 
assists in maintenance issues and makes the site look a lot better. 

Sidewalks: (Required along all road frontage for new developments). Mr. Branon 
emphasized the parcel being quite a distance from town and noted no sidewalks on 
either side of the property currently. He went on to say, “requiring a sidewalk would be 
requiring a sidewalk to nowhere” and asked the Board not to require it. “DOT would 
not want a sidewalk along this section of Route 202 either as it can be inherently 
dangerous” he said. 

Utilities: (New developments must be connected to town water and sewer systems). 
“This parcel is serviced by municipal water and sewer and meets the requirement” said 
Mr. Branon.  

Accessways: (New development shall have at least two points of entry and egress and 
provide for future connectivity to existing streets). “The existing street is state 
jurisdiction so we can’t get another access” he said adding “so we only have one way 
of accessing the site.” He did point out construction of another access to the north “but 
with this type of a use what is on site is a lot of access (access aisles). He noted another 
potential way to reach the property via an access easement to the north and on the back 
side of the lot. While noting the site design met the access requirements the applicant 
was open to and looking for feedback.  

Impervious surfaces: (no lot shall have more than 80% impervious surface coverage). 
As mentioned earlier, “the impervious surface cover for the parcel is 53.5% “well 
below the maximum of 80%” said Mr. Branon. 

For the benefit of questions from comments the Code Officer. Mr. Branon noted (1) 
there would not be any outdoor storage, “and we can add a comment to that effect on 
the plan” and (2) Mr. Branon explained some symbols on the north side of the paved 
area, along the drainage swales on the plan that were unfamiliar to the Code Officer. 
“Those are flume areas for the stormwater runoff of the aisles to convey it to the 
drainage swale to prevent erosion” explained Mr. Branon.  
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Mr. Branon concluded by noting “the only other item mentioned is a request for a site 
walk by the Conservation Commission” adding “we would respectfully ask for action 
this evening in the form of a conditional approval.” He went on to reiterate the project 
had no impacts on any sensitive areas, wetlands or jurisdictional buffers “so we would 
hope the Board feels comfortable moving forward this evening without a site walk. I 
think it is important to for us to articulate the reclamation may not be final and that is 
why we reached out to the landowner to address comments in the Staff Report.” Mr. 
Branon concluded by noting the owner is willing to continue to work with Mr. Bartlett 
if that is an option to properly resolve all concerns. 

Chair Vann thanked Mr. Branon and noted that with regards to the sidewalks “the 
Planning Board cannot waive the sidewalk requirement” and asked Ms. Melone what 
mechanism could be used to alleviate that requirement. Ms. Melone replied, “a 
Conditional Use Permit could be used which may also address the issue of impervious 
surface coverage and access and egress points.” 

Mr. Ward pointed out that while Mr. Bartlett has been hired on as an independent 
contractor for several ongoing projects in town he was no longer otherwise employed 
by the town and no longer involved with this project. Chair Vann agreed adding “we 
will require a third party to review this, paid for by Chad but chosen by us.” 

A brief discussion about considering at least one parking space on site if the office 
were staffed followed. It was noted that people may wish to go to the office with 
questions or payment. Mr. Branon again projected a graphic of the site and pointed out 
an area where one or two spaces could be created but reiterated “the reality is that most 
facilities like this operate without anyone on site” adding “payment for these units are 
usually by mail or credit card online.” 

Speaking for the Conservation Commission Francie Von Mertens requested an aerial 
map of the site be project. She then pointed out the sand/gravel pit slopes into an 
abutting 73-acre parcel (by right with a slope easement) owned by the Long Hill Estate 
Condominium development to the north. She noted encroachment from the applicant’s 
lot via a Slope Easement as well as the town’s involvement with the parcel through a 
Conservation Easement held by the town and managed by the Conservation 
Commission. Ms. Von Mertens told the Board “we have communications going back 
to Peter Ryner, Carol Ogilvie, Pam Brenner, Tom Weeks, Dario Carrara and Rodney 
Bartlett regarding the concern we share with Condominium Association which is 
reclamation of this sand pit.” Referring to the graphic Ms. Von Mertens noted “you 
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can see it is very large area encroached into the Condominium Association’s property.” 
She went on to say, “Rodney certainly knew of our concern but to have him not say 
that reclamation was underway and that he was working with the association or 
landowner on a reclamation plan that is pretty fundamental and easy to find, our big 
question is what is the plan that Rodney has been working on?” 

Ms. Von Mertens told the Members both the town and state code say the Planning 
Board has purview over reclamation “so I think the Planning Board needs to be in on 
this.” She went on to note the property line between the sand/gravel pit and the 
Condominium Association must be clearly and permanently marked; reclamation be 
initiated and completed within one year of the cessation of operations and (telling the 
Board the Conservation Commission was unaware that extraction had stopped) that 
operations have indeed stopped. She told the Board “holding an easement as a town 
creates a huge concern that the reclamation gets done.” She cited Mr. Branon’s 
statements that reclamation was under way “but I think we need to hear from Rodney” 
adding “the pit was grandfathered in 1985 (I think) which predates town and state 
regulations, but I think the Planning Board needs to look into this and figure it out. We 
have requested a site visit to give you a good visible visual sense of what reclamation 
is underway (noting Mr. Branon could point that out at the site) and what the plans are 
to reclaim the slope. That is a big job and the Planning Board and the Conservation 
Commission need to know timing of things and that protocols are being followed” she 
concluded.  

Chair Vann interjected that one condition of approval must certainly be a third-party 
review and approval of the reclamation and stabilization of the pit was completed to 
State and Town standards. Mr. Branon pointed out that everyone was familiar with the 
current town and state standards “but unfortunately with old gravel operations they are 
grandfathered so reclamation is somewhat subjective.” He noted through research he’d 
done in preparation for the hearing that the entire area has been loamed and seeded and 
“that is reclamation.” He went on to say his understanding was that it was done in the 
same manner as the area to the north some time ago. He noted a Planning Board 
approval of reclamation was not required with the grandfathered nature of the pit as it 
predates the regulations “but with that said we are not opposed to a third party being 
involved to look at this. It is important to my client (building at the bottom of the hill) 
as well to have this area reclaimed.” He went on to note “our thought is that Rodney is 
a third-party consultant and familiar with parcel and involved another project of a 
potential waterline extension running through the front of these parcels and that he 
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would have a lot of history to offer and that his involvement does make sense.” Mr. 
Branon reiterated the landowner has installed steep slope mix (which is good) 
overseeded with a pine tree mix (a pioneer species that stabilizes quickly) “and 
because a lot of that work occurred late in the year it will be revisited in the spring.” 

Mr. Branon concluded by telling the Board “I am not trying to downplay the 
reclamation, but I don’t think this necessarily has to get in the way of an approval this 
evening.” Noting all parties should work together for solutions “we respectfully ask the 
Board move on a conditional approval so that my client can align the development of 
the properties and prepare for a spring construction season.” He concluded “timing is 
always critical; we are comfortable with the recommendations in the Staff Report and 
given his history we hope Rodney can be involved with the resolution and reclamation 
of this project.” 

Ms. Von Mertens interjected “I am astounded that Rodney did not say [to us] “you will 
be happy to know I have been working with the landowner and we have a reclamation 
plan.” I find it pretty flabbergasting to hear this now.” 

Ms. Von Mertens then suggested the Board take as step back and slow down. “I think 
Chad is doing a very good job, but I think we need to slow this down and hear from 
Rodney” she said adding “this is very important. This is a naked slope for as far as the 
eye can see.” She went on to say RSA 155:E dictates that is areas visible from a public 
way shall be replanted with tree seedlings in accordance with acceptable horticultural 
practices. “We just need to know more; this is a huge gateway to the town with quite a 
visual scar. We need to know that after two or three decades this is being done 
correctly” she said. Ms. Von Mertens concluded that if the parcel were not 
grandfathered it would be in the Planning Board’s purview to check on this. I have 
never understood how grandfathering lets you make up our own rules, so I think we 
need to slow this down.” 

Glenn Swanson introduced himself as the Chairman of the Abutment Committee for 
the Long Hill Estates Condominium neighborhood and gave a brief history of being 
perplexed with the ongoing (over 30 years) efforts of the condominium association to 
resolve the issues with the Han-Sul sand/gravel pit and “in good faith and a friendly 
fashion” what they could to remediate the problem with the proper officials. He noted 
assurance from Mr. Bartlett about meeting with the pit owners in 2016 “but nothing 
ever came of it.” He noted other approaches to mediate the concerns, all without 
success. Mr. Swanson also questioned the definition of the pit “operations” and the 
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ramifications of that definition. He noted if in fact the pit was in operation and the pit 
was excavating sand and gravel the Association would like to see the revenue reports. 
He also asked about a reclamation timetable and reiterated the members of the 
Association were happy and willing to offer their presence and services “so that we 
can take care of this pressing matter.”  

Alan Hollander introduced himself and noted Mr. Branon had stated the landowner 
was willing to continue working with Rodney Bartlett on a reclamation plan but 
wondered “what if the reclamation is not adequate enough for state standards [and] if it 
is not done adequately and in a timely manner and something slides down the hill and 
damages the storage sheds or property in the storage sheds, who is liable for that 
damage? (The town or the Condominium Association). “Where I am headed with that 
is get it reclaimed first” he said.  

Mr. Dunbar told the Members he thought a site visit would be a wise decision. Chair 
Vann replied, “I am beginning to think this is not a thing we can do tonight” and a 
brief discussion about a date for a site visit followed. 

In closing Ms. Von Mertens noted Draft Minutes from the Conservation 
Commission’s meeting of February 18, 2021 and pointed out language cited in the 
slope easement stating, “for the purpose of grading and sloping same over an area 
sufficient to allow the grantees to comply with the requirements of the Planning Board 
relative to the restoration of the premises pursuant to RSA 155-E:5.” She went on to 
quote “state and town regulations require a restoration plan be submitted to the 
Planning Board and the Conservation Commission.” Mr. Branon interjected “but it 
also states, “restoration of the premises described in Schedule A pursuant to the 
provisions of RSA 155-:5 after consultation with the Superintendent of Public Works 
in the Town of Peterborough” adding “which is what Rodney Bartlett’s role was” and 
suggested the Board take a look at what the regulation stated in 1985 to put it into 
perspective. 

A motion was made/seconded (Dunbar/Stone) to continue the hearing to a date and 
time certain of April 12, 2021 at 6:30 p.m. with a site visit scheduled for March 29, 
2021 at 4:00 p.m. at the site (Parcel No. R003-025-703) with all in favor via roll call 
vote.  

Public Hearing: Application for Minor Subdivision proposed by FMF Properties to 
subdivide 187 Union Street (Parcel No. U029-027-000), located in the General 
Residence and Rural Districts, into two lots with all n favor via roll call vote.  
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Mike Hammer of TF Moran introduced himself as the representative for the applicant. 
He projected the plan noting the development on the lot was a single-family dwelling 
with an animal hospital. As he reviewed the dimensional requirements for the district 
noting the lot was services by municipal water and sewer and told the Board the 
applicant wished to subdivide 23 acres of undeveloped land from the house. “This is a 
straight-forward application” he said.  

With no questions from the Board Chair Vann opened the hearing to the public. 

With no questions or concerns for the public Chair Vann closed the hearing. 

A motion was made/seconded (Clark/Zeller) to approve the Minor Subdivision 
proposed by FMF Properties to subdivide 187 Union Street (Parcel No. U029-027-
000), located in the General Residence and Rural Districts, into two lots with all n 
favor via roll call vote.  

Other Business: 

Ms. Melone briefly reviewed an extension on a Letter of Credit for developer Jack 
Belletete for June of 2021 to June of 2022. 

Chair Vann gave the Board a brief synopsis of HB 341 that was defeated by a straight 
party line vote. 

Ms. Heller urged members of the Board and the audience to participate in the Master 
Plan Steering Committee’s survey. 

The meeting adjourned at 8:25 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted,  

Laura Norton 
Office of Community Development 
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