
 

 

MINUTES 
PETERBOROUGH PLANNING BOARD 

TOWN OF PETERBOROUGH 
Monday, March 15, 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 Andrew Dunbar 
 
Also Present: Laura Norton and Danica Melone, Office of Community 
Development 
 

Chair Vann called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. and 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. Clark present. Mr. Ward recused himself. 

A motion was made/seconded (Zeller/Heller) to seat Alternate Lindsay Dryer with 
all in favor via roll call vote. 

Minutes: A motion was made/seconded (Zeller/Dreyer) to approve the Minutes of 
March 8, 2021 as written with a correction to the House Bill assignment (HB 
341not HB 344) with all in favor via roll call vote.  

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 Rd., Parcel No. 
R010-005-001, located in the Rural District.  
 

Chair Vann noted this public hearing was dedicated to continuing the public hearing 
process and will allow for ample time for the Planning Board to hear and review public 
comment related to the Walden Eco Village proposal. She noted all questions, 
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concerns and comments by the public have been placed in the file and have been 
reviewed by the Planning Board prior to the meeting. She told the audience the 
application had been continued due to a need for additional information (a plan 
showing ¼ versus ¾ acre lots; existing wetland conditions and a new Conditional Use 
Permit (CUP) for all current Wetland Protection Overlay Zone (WPOZ) regulations) 
adding “in fact we are still in need of that information.” Chair Vann asked Ms. Melone 
to review what was missing. Ms. Melone did so adding, “we received a 
correspondence from Wetland Scientist Sharon Monahan verifying the existing 
buildings and wetland crossings were in compliance with the Wetland Protection 
Overlay Zone restrictions at the time they were constructed.”  

Chair Vann replied, “but we do not have information on current existing impacts such 
as how big the wetland is and exactly where the boundary lines are.”  She then noted 
she would conduct the hearing in a normal fashion telling the audience “we are going 
to get to you but first we have to talk amongst ourselves about how we want to go 
forward with this given the fact we have not received the requested information.” She 
told the Members “one of our choices tonight is to simply deny the application because 
it is not substantially complete.” Ms. Melone agreed noting the case was a bit unique 
“but since we asked for all that information up front we discovered hiccups in the 
application process and the violations on the property that would require additional 
permitting for the wetland impacts.”  

Chair Vann noted the second choice was to continue to application to a date and time 
certain “but either way we will hear public comment this evening.”  

A motion was made (Mr. Zeller) to continue the case until all the paperwork was in. 
This motion was not seconded. 

A motion was made (Ms. Heller) to deny the application based on the fact that it is not 
substantially complete.   

Attorney Chris Swiniarski interjected his objection and request to “clarify a couple of 
things.” Chair Vann replied she would entertain the motion and then move to 
discussion. “So, we have a motion on the table to deny the application can I get a 
second on that she asked.” The motion was seconded by Mr. Zeller and the Board 
moved to discussion.  

Attorney Swiniarski was recognized and introduced himself as representing the 
applicant. He began by raising objections with the Staff Report “most significant at this 
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point is how at the last meeting we discussed how we would be submitting for the 
CUP based on the collaboration between the applicant and the Board but noted the 
difficulty in submitting a design that we don’t know yet.” He told the Board the plan 
was a fluid thing that changes with public and Board input “so it is a little bit 
impossible to submit a CUP before we discuss this.” Attorney Swiniardki went on to 
point out he had received the Staff Report just two hours before the meeting after 
asking for it several times. He noted a significant number of attachments being 
submitted to the record as testimony and noted “we are entitled to see those if they are 
going to be part of the record.” He also pointed out occlusions (conclusions?) of law 
that he felt were incorrect including the statement that the existing buildings needed to 
be brought up to compliance. He noted those buildings are legally existing 
nonconforming as they were in compliance with all regulations when they were built. 
“There is no prerequisite for a CUP for those buildings, so it is a bit premature to pull 
the rug out from under us and change your mind on a perceived technicality that is 
legally incorrect” he said.  

Chair Vann asked Ms. Melone if a CUP was necessary because of a change in use (not 
the regulations) in the time the cottages were constructed with Ms. Melone replying 
“yes.” Chair Vann then asked Mr. Branon if he had anything to add.  

Chad Branon introduced himself as a Civil Engineer with Fieldstone Land 
Consultants in Milford, New Hampshire and representative for the Walden Eco 
Village. He projected the plan and noted several visits before the Board including 
the full site plan presentation and plan details had been reviewed at their last 
meeting. He noted they had looked forward to the feedback throughout the 
numerus presentations “and we plan to make the plan fully compliant even with 
regards to the square footage of the cottages. We reviewed the layout, density and 
bonus requests but we haven’t gotten to the point of a full level of detail to apply 
for a CUP.” He went on to say, “the only thing that I came away with from the last 
meeting was to see what a plan with ¾ acre lots would look like on the site.” Deciding 
that is what they wanted to see Mr. Branon noted it was a pretty significant 
modification to the layout and would need to be contemplated “before we submit any 
further applications.” Mr. Branon told the Board “in the past we have acknowledged 
that CUP may be involved or necessary, but it typically follows when more detailed 
plans come forth.” He reiterated that a final plan must be in place before such an 
application is made stating, “and we don’t know what that is yet.” 



Planning Board Minutes         March 15, 2021    pg. 4 of 19 

 

Mr. Branon noted the final plan is a collaborative effort with feedback from the Board, 
the public and consultation with his client. “This is somewhat of a surprise that there 
was a recommendation to potentially deny this project because we have been here a 
number of times looking to start that collaborative process and bring a compliant plan 
forward for approval.” 

Chair Vann asked if he had a new plan to show the Board and he replied, “I do” and 
projected the proposed development on ¾ acre lots as requested.  

Chair Vann noted she would poll the Board to see if they were willing to withdraw the 
motion to deny.  

Mr. Branon then requested and was given permission to clarify one thing. He pointed 
out what he believed was an important area of particular wetland and how it related to 
an interpretation in the Staff Report. He noted the area in question was about 12,000 
square feet in size (located behind the existing cottages) “certainly under the ½ acre 
threshold, closer to the ¼ acre threshold” that would be reevaluated when weather 
conditions allowed. He said that during the site walk there was a portion of the flagged 
wetland area that appeared to be upland area. “We are going to revisit that as soon as 
conditions allow and make that revision if necessary” he said. 

Chair Vann asked Mr. Branon if the better thing to have done for the Board and his 
client was to request an extension to get this work done. “That is just my observation” 
she said. Going back to the Board Chair Vann asked for a poll to withdraw the motion 
to deny the application, “understanding they can reapply at any time.” 

Ms. Heller noted she would like to see a wetland delineation before she gave feedback. 
She went on to say she thought the Board should deny the application for now “and 
they could come back under more agreeable conditions.” 

Ms. Dreyer said, “I feel bad for the public” adding “of course we care about the 
wetland delineation, but we need to let people have their say and stop kicking this 
down the road.” She went on to note she was on the fence and would like to hear other 
member’s feelings.   

Ms. Stone referenced looking back at the Minutes and the requests for Mr. Branon to 
“show us the wetlands and we got nothing” adding “I see no reason for asking one 
more time when they did not reach out for a continuance or delay to get that done.” 

Mr. Zeller noted he would like to hear the public’s comments. Chair Vann clarified the 
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issue at hand was whether or not to deny the application on the basis of it not being 
substantially complete. 

From the Audience Mr. Ward recommended the Board deny the application for now 
but still listen to every single comment from the public so the applicant could take that 
information into account when redesigning the project. 

“We have a motion the table” repeated Chair Vann adding “and it is up to you to deny 
the application or hear from the applicant.” Ms. Heller replied, “I will withdraw my 
motion.” “Let’s hear from the applicant” said Chair Vann.  

Mr. Branon reiterated he had formally presented the project layout and details at the 
last hearing but gave a brief review the Walden Eco Village plan with dwellings on ¾ 
acre lots. 

“Much of the plan remains the same, using the same infrastructure” he said. Mr. 
Branon reiterated he did not use jurisdictional wetlands in the density calculation for 
the project and reviewed base density (15) units and the 25% density bonus offered by 
meeting the ordinance criteria for a total of 20 units. Mr. Branon also noted additional 
bonus opportunities that with the new lot sizes would total 25 units. He briefly 
reviewed the widening of Garland Way, buffer impacts (due to the upgrade of the 
road), extended drainage and culverts and wetland crossings. He noted the 
jurisdictional wetlands shown had been field delineated and spoke again about a 
particular area of wetland (about 12,000 square feet in size but possible under 10,000 
square feet) that will be reevaluated in the spring “as wetland characteristics are 
stronger than in winter.” He assured the Board, “all other wetlands depicted have been 
located, field delineated and certified as part of this project.” 

In closing Mr. Branon apologized to the Board for his misunderstanding on the 
wetland issue and reiterated his only take-away from the last meeting was to provide a 
plan with units on ¾ acre lots. He also reminded the Members that a more centered 
development with smaller land mass provided more protected space and “the density is 
a function of coming up with a good plan that meets the goals and intention of the 
ordinance. Lot size and density bonuses are completely different.” He went on to say 
the area is large enough to accommodate ¾ acre lots (with some lots a bit larger), but 
the larger lots do not result in a gain or loss in density. “It results in a loss of protected 
land and it is just not the right plan for this project” he said.  

Mr. Branon told the Board the applicant had met all the ordinance criteria with ¼ acre 
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lots which would make the development more centrally located, environmentally 
friendly and provide more open space and better screening to abutters. He noted larger 
lots would result in greater impacts to the wetland buffer and more impervious surface 
“which this Board has repeatedly asked us to be more conservative about.” 

Chair Vann asked about the site walk with Mr. Branon replying a site walk had been 
requested by the Conservation Commission and that event had taken place in 
December. 

When Chair Vann asked if there were any questions from the Board Ms. Heller noted 
she would like to hear from a representative from the Conservation Commission. Chair 
Vann noted they would have a representative speak after Board questions. Mr. Zeller 
interjected “I won’t mince my words. I am in shock that you insist the well and septic 
are going to be in the same location regardless of the lot being ¼ or ¾ acre in size.” 
Mr. Zeller then asked about the cost difference of digging wells and extending the 
town municipal water lines. After a brief discussion if was noted an extension of 
municipal resources was an unreasonable request to make. Mr. Zeller then asked (if on 
a ¾ acre lot) “why wouldn’t you place the well and septic as far away from each other 
as possible?” Mr. Dunbar asked about the justification of smaller lots than what the 
underlying district currently allows. 

Mr. Branon reassured the Members that the plan complies with 100% of the state’s 
well and septic requirements. He gave a brief overview of how the State regulated 
cluster developments and how they look at the entirety of the land and give credit for 
land preservation. “You usually end up with the house forward (on the road), the septic 
following the topography of the lot, usually in the back yard and not too far away from 
the house (for maintenance and construction costs) with the well in the front yard. The 
goal and objective are to create the community space in the center with a layout that is 
consistent and convenient as well.” 

Mr. Branon thanked the Board for their feedback “we appreciate it, we have shared 
this in several preliminary forms in the past and have received a fair amount of energy 
for maximum conservation and smaller lot sizes. We can definitely make the lots 
bigger, but we felt we were moving in the direction that frankly we felt the Board was 
comfortable with. If you are not comfortable with this plan we need to hear it so we 
can modify it accordingly.” Chair Vann agreed noting “we have talked about the 
smaller lot sizes” and reiterated “the larger lot does not increase density it just makes 
the lot larger.” 
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Ms. Dreyer asked if moving to the ¾ acre lots would impact the density bonus at all (it 
does not, it only makes the lot larger). Chair Vann added “and if the smaller lots meet 
all the requirements of the state why would we ask for larger lots?” 

Ms. Stone noted that as she looked at the two plans, she noticed a house (an abutter) 
“right there” and asked, “if we required have ¾ acre lots wouldn’t that neighbor 
literally have a barrage in their yard?” adding “but if we required ¼ acres lots they 
would have a greater buffer right?” “That is correct” replied Mr. Branon. Ms. Stone 
cautioned about growing out the development into the rest of the neighborhood with 
larger lots. She also noticed the larger lots puts people a very long away from their 
homes with their centralized parking. “That is unrealistic to me” she said.  

Joanne Carr introduced herself as a representative of the Conservation Commission 
and cited a site walk she had participated in with the applicant last December. Ms. 
Carr offered her observations of that site visit telling the Members “the goal here is to 
preserve those resources we are interested in as a community (open space, agriculture, 
nature trails, whatever)” adding “and if someone were to come forward with an Open 
Space Residential Development application first we need to see a yield plan (a plan 
which shows the maximum number of lots and the layout of streets, blocks, and 
lots that can be obtained on the proposed development) then identify the resource 
areas we want to protect and finally locate buildings in context with those resource 
areas.” She told the Board the size of the lots (¼ versus ¾) was not as important as 
how to interpret the open space development. “Some lots could be ¼ acre and 
others could be ¾ acre, but I think we should embrace the language of building 
envelope and not building lot. Having 20 building envelopes scattered across the 
property in whatever configuration is what makes the most sense for an open space 
development” she said and added “it is not so much the size of the lots but locating 
a high-density development regardless of where it is in town with well and septic 
systems in a safe and secure area for public health.”  

Ms. Carr went on to tell the Board “Mr. Branon was right, with these types of 
development the state looks at loading. They look at 20 proposed homes and 
confirm OK, that is X-number of gallons per day and you have sufficient area. So 
as each home is added to the development the well is located and each septic is 
permitted one by one as the development progresses. She went on to say, “so keep 
in mind the waste load application is for the property as a whole not for each 
individual lot.” 
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Ms. Carr suggested consideration of the appropriateness of a community wastewater 
treatment facility for the development. She was quick to note they would want to stay 
away from a community well system “I understand the rationale of that” she said.  

Ms. Carr then noted a concern and told the Board “as I step back what is not clear to 
me and what is not in the code is if the OSRD was adopted under Innovative Land Use 
and do we have the authority to issue Conditional Use Permits at all?” She said it was 
going to be necessary to clarify if it is an innovative land use by the state with 
flexibility for the location of the buildings, protection of the natural resources and 
provision of infrastructure for the project. “I do not see that in this development. I do 
see a cookie-cutter subdivision with wells and a septic system on each lot regardless of 
the size” she said adding “I am just tossing that out there and I am happy to take 
questions and criticism now.” 

Chair Vann asked for confirmation that the Board does indeed have the authority to be 
flexible in density matters with OSRD ordinance. Ms. Melone advised she has 
confirmed that authority with the Town Attorney. “The ordinance was adopted under 
the Innovative Land Use Control guidelines and the Planning Board does have the 
authority to modify lot sizes” she said.  

In opening the hearing to the public Chair Vann asked the Members if they wanted 
each correspondence read into the record or just the name of every individual who had 
sent a correspondence. The Members agreed via roll call vote that while reading the 
correspondence may be helpful it was also time consuming. Ms. Stone reiterated each 
member had receive a complete copy and the original correspondences were available 
for review at the Office of Community Development. 

Chair Vann read the list of people who had submitted correspondences with concerns 
over the project. Those people included: 

Attorney Mark Fernald representing Mary Kennedy, John & Mary Lord and Kim 
Porter Sands & Vinton “Mike” Tompkins; Scott Hyde; Calvin & June Winey; Sharon 
Monahan; John & Anna Carter; George Achille; David Buren; Juno & David Miller, 
James & Evelyn Naglie and Patrick & Tina Naglie; Jake & Jennie Hakala; David & 
Hannah Johnston; Malcolm & Genevieve Watson and Margaret Groesbeck; Caryl & 
Vincent Procita; Tim & Sarah Grossi; Peter & Chelsey Bizinkauskas; l. Phillips 
Runyon, Maureen Cohen & Dieder Kita; Calvin Winey; Richard Scribner; Kim Porter 
Sands & Vinton “Mike” Tompkins; Dave & Deb Buxton; John  Mary Lord; Rick & 
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Patti Hance; Blair & Leslie Weiss; Michael & Mary Kennedy; Dianne Daniels and 
Corinne Chronopoulos. 

Chair Vann reiterated all the letters and emails were on file at the Office of 
Community Development and the Board Members had been given and reviewed a 
copy the correspondences which included but not limited to keeping on track with the 
spirit and intent of the Master Plan, permitted uses in the Rural District, concern for 
decreases in property values, road wear and tear, road traffic, sensible growth, 
environmental issues, life safety issues, water tables/wells, wetlands and wetland 
crossings, light pollution, noise pollution, environmental pollution, walkability, 
promotion of greater density in areas served by municipal utilities, promotion of 
growth consistent with Peterborough and the overall character of the Middle Hancock 
Road neighborhood. 

Chair Vann opened the hearing to the public and once again reminded the audience the 
Board would not entertain testimony regarding the site’s past code violations and 
subsequent evictions.   

Mark Fernald introduced himself and cited the letter he wrote representing several 
clients in December. He said the starting point for the Board is to determine if a project 
is consistent with the general purpose and goals and objectives of the Master Plan. He 
reminded the Members they have talked consistently over the years about what is in 
the Master Plan. 

Mr. Fernald noted the town’s Master Plan calls for infill and greater density in an 
inward direction where infrastructure already exists versus and expansion outward and 
the creation of sprawl with development in the Rural District. “This development is 
contrary to what the Master Plan and the Planning Board has said for years” he said 
adding “and this development is out of character with the Rural District.” He also 
cautioned against setting precedent for residential development in the Rural District 
“resulting in an evisceration of the goals of the Master Plan.”  

Mr. Fernald noted zoning’s main purpose is to maintain the character of a 
neighborhood. “So, we have a rural district as opposed to a family or general residence 
district because of their different characters so when people come to Peterborough to 
buy a house and they buy in a neighborhood, they are buying the character, they are 
making a choice with that decision and zoning is there in part to protect those choices. 
So, when people make investments particular properties they can continue to have 
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what the bought.” Mr. Fernald went on to say, “allowing a dense development far out 
it the rural district is inconsistent with the whole concept of zoning.” 

When Mr. Fernald asked about the total amount of wetlands on the property Mr. 
Branon replied, “the total is 4.28 acres.” Mr. Fernald then noted the starting point with 
the OSRD was to figure out the base number of units allowed and reviewed that 
formula (the density calculation for the ordinance) and came up with 15 units. “It is 16 
units” interjected Mr. Branon adding “just like I presented earlier (52.5 acres of land 
minus 4.28 acres of wetland, divided by underlying zoning (required lot size of 3 
acres) equals 16 units.” He went on to say, “add the 25% bonus for meeting the 
ordinance criteria (25% of 16 is 4) for a total of 20 units.”  

Mr. Fernald noted that the Board has confirmed their authority to add bonuses beyond 
the 25% but noted the last sentence of the ordinance says the Board can waive 
requirements “things the ordinance says is required) “and bonus is not a requirement it 
is something a developer gets not something they have to comply with. So no matter 
how you read the last sentence the Board does not have the ability to go over the 25% 
in density.” He recommended the Board advise the applicant to come back with a 20- 
unit plan “and I think people will see ¾ acre lots will fit much better.” 

Mr. Fernald noted the ordinance allows cluster developments, but the density is 
different depending on what district you are in which makes it reflective of the 
neighborhood you are in. He noted he agreed with the ¾ acre lots size and f the 
applicant want something different “he goes to the ZBA to ask for their interpretation 
of the zoning ordinance.”  

Mr. Fernald noted the language of the OSRD “in no case” shall lots be smaller than ¾ 
acre and density be greater than 25% has been discussed but did question the Planning 
Board’s authority to ignore or waive those restrictions. He also questioned if the 
ordinance was adopted under the Innovative Land Use Controls guidelines allowing 
that flexibility.  

Richard Scribner introduced himself telling the Board “I have first-hand knowledge of 
this type of development from my experience in Mont Vernon. He went to tell the 
Members of the decrease in property values and traffic issues that followed from that 
experience. “It was a nightmare” he said (and) the reason he left that town for 
Peterborough. Mr. Scribner said he thought this development would influence privacy, 
the aquifer and well water, wildlife and traffic. He concluded by noting when he 
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wanted to build a garage, he was required to obtain a permit “and I did” he said adding 
“then I read about the village and I was shocked at the significant code violations. I 
know we are not talking about the code violations or issues with the existing buildings 
on site, but it is clear this thing was done without permits so how are we rewarding 
someone for doing stuff without permits?” 

Chair Vann agreed that the discussion here tonight was separate from the code 
violations and ongoing situation at the Eco Village. “I know it is hard, but we have to 
separate the issues of those code violations from the project we are looking at tonight” 
she said. “I understand” replied Mr. Scribner.   

Blair Weiss introduced himself and said that at last meeting the public was told this 
was going to be dedicated meeting for them to speak “and the first hour of the meeting 
was given to Chris and Chad. This is not what this meeting was for, and now Mr. 
Fernald (who is representing abutters) has been cut off and that is not really fair.”  

Chair Vann explained she was running the meeting in its normal format. “As we run 
any meeting and I will recognize Mr. Fernald again after everyone has had a chance to 
speak. We will be here as long as we need to be” she said. Mr. Weiss confirmed he’d 
written a letter and was sure the Board had seen it. Chair Vann replied, “I have, I read 
them all.” “Thank you very much” replied Mr. Weiss.  

Amy Wilson introduced herself as one of tenants evicted from the Village last 
December. “I lived there for 12 year” she said and went on to advise the Board “this is 
a real opportunity if you choose to look at it that way” adding she knew the town has a 
real need for housing and it makes sense to put that housing close to town facilities 
“but there is already something there at the village and knowing that there are 6 viable 
houses out there right now is challenging” she said. She told the Board she had built 
her house in the village and had welcomed neighbors and abutters. She spoke briefly 
about the lot sizes and density saying she thought people were stuck on numbers and 
they should not be so hung up on them but rather ask what are the possibilities and 
what could be accepted at the village right now. She touched on the incredible lifestyle 
at the village noting it was quiet, affordable and comforting “physically, emotionally 
and spiritually.”  

Ms. Wilson went on to talk about affordable housing and small personal lot sizes with 
shared infrastructures. She told the Board the wetland she encountered at the village 
was minimal with a small trickle of water coming through the lowest spot then going 
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off to the pastureland. She concluded by noting she thought it might be helpful to hear 
from the voice of someone who actually lived there instead of wondering or 
speculating how it was to live there.  

Ms. Wilson advised the Board to “think creatively about this before you shut it down. 
There is something really amazing that could happen there, it is an opportunity for the 
town to take into consideration.” 

John Carter introduced himself and asked what would happen if the development went 
in the aquifer was drawn down or gone all together, “is there a backup plan? is there a 
fund that will be put together?”  

Chair Vann replied, “I don’t know the answer to that, but it is a valid question.” She 
went on to say “remember this land can be cut up into 3-acre parcel servinge15 houses 
so the question about the aquifer is always going to be a question. That is my 
observation.” Mr. Carter then asked if there were any studies done on the aquifer (size, 
capacity) as he assumed with all the recent problems, it is not being replenished 
property. He concluded with his concern about the road (integrity and traffic issues) 
and the potential of poisoned wells with a greater disturbance of the land.  

Heather Peterson introduced herself and spoke briefly on the need for different kinds 
of housing and housing choices than what is out there now. She reviewed the rising 
cost of construction materials (concrete, lumber, insulation, appliances, hardware) and 
told the Board that the re-use of existing buildings was the better choice.   

She noted about 25 people living in the village before eviction “so the increase in 
density would not be significant and it is already there and I would hate to see them not 
be used (transformed) into a new and better use.” She cited mills in town that have 
been renovated into housing and hoped the Board and the neighbors would work to 
together “so there will not just be a wasteland up there behind the Well School.” 

Mike Tompkins introduced himself and Kim Sands and noted “the first thing I want to 
say is to express appreciation to everyone on the Board. I know it is a very difficult job 
and you do it very well and we appreciate that.” He went on to say the Planning and 
Zoning Boards are guided entirely by the Master Plan and quoted “medium to high 
density developments should be required to connect to the municipal system” adding 
“it seems to me there is pretty good reason for that.” He questioned 19 new wells in a 
neighborhood that has experienced water supply problems, drought conditions and 
well failure. 
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“With climate change and less predictability for drought we don’t want to get into a 
war of the wells up here” he said adding “and this affects not just us but all the people 
buying homes in this new development.” He noted he supported what Ms. Peterson 
had said about new construction and affordable housing. “This (project) is not 
affordable, affordable housing should be located closed to town center with sidewalks 
for easy and safe access to food and essential services. He told the Board the 
introduction of ¼ acre lots does/will set a precedent. “Fieldstone is representing an 
applicant considering ¼ acre lots in a development on Old Greenfield and Burke 
Roads” he said adding “I think that notion was introduced by this case and I will say 
that the whole ¼ acre notion was not suggested by the developer but by the Planning 
Board itself. He echoed what many others have said about living where they did 
“because we trust the zoning ordinance and the Planning Board and if you are going to 
change the rule by changing one sentence at the end of the OSRD ordinance it can 
nullify that ordinance. It is kind of a betrayal of trust for the people who bought up here 
because they want to live in the character of the rural district while enjoying the 
amenities of the town.” Mr. Tompkins concluded by saying “we used to be able to 
depend on water supply in New Hampshire, but we can’t anymore.” He told the Board 
the Master Plan unequivocally says water supply and purity is an absolute 
consideration for any new development and noted its many references to maintaining 
the look and feel of Peterborough “allowing a suburban subdivision to be dropped into 
the rural district will inevitably change the look and feel of the town (and) probably the 
attraction” he said. Mr. Tomkins concluded by urging the Board to consider all the 
concerns described in the many correspondences to heart and asked themselves “is this 
the direction you really want to take? This is going to be a precedent for other 
developments being dropped int the rural zone.” 

Mike Kennedy introduced himself as an abutter along Garland Way and said he 
wanted to make it clear that he and his neighbors had not had any problems with the 
residents of the village and good friendships had been formed with many of the 
residents there. “We moved here and bought into the village” he said but started 
noticing a significant increase in traffic, we did not know about the casitas but 
withstanding that, all is good.” Mr. Kennedy went on to say “our problem is with the 
new plan. We don’t trust it, we don’t like it, we don’t trust it. That is all.” 

Pearl Ramsey introduced herself and noted it was a bit demoralizing to hear to a 
neighbor addressing affordable housing and affordable living in terms of placement of 
people in certain area of town which he thought they might best live to qualify for what 



Planning Board Minutes         March 15, 2021    pg. 14 of 19 

 

we call “affordable living.” She went on to say, “affordable living is not just limited to 
social economics that somehow that had become a thread line to the conversation 
here.” She noted as she listened, she realized that Peterborough has an aging 
community with a lack of vision. She noted what needed to be considered for the 
future of the town was a pressing need for vision. She noted this was the time and 
opportunity “to have the conversation with a developer who actually wants to preserve 
as we see what is happening around the country and the world with big developers and 
companies who are not interested in the little man.” She went on to note “right here, 
amongst you is a man invested in preserving the continuity of the culture of the 
community.” Ms. Ramsey cited the regulations regarding building were limited in 
concept because people are always going to be expanding “and that does not mean that 
affordable living does not however in any way mean that people can’t afford a certain 
type of home but that they might want to live in a state of minimalism as opposed to 
being destitute. Affordable living does not equate to one moving to afford a home but 
that perhaps they have a desire to minimalize the way that they live.” She noted in the 
midst of all this “what is lacking is vision and the world is changing. We know about 
drought situations which is a part of living, but it is important to come to the table and 
address issues in terms of how this town is going to look in the future and here is the 
opportunity where by you have a conversation about the future that will not stop with 
Akhil Garland or eutopia living. If someone is coming to the table with larger pockets 
and no vision of what is best for the people how will that legacy be in terms of 
posterity of the community and the growing need to house people in a way that allows 
you to vet people and determine the type of people that you want to ultimately take 
over in terms of what will happen in our world.    

Hannah Johnston introduced herself and her husband as abutters and told the Board 
they moved to their neighborhood to raise their children in a rural setting. “We have no 
issues with the village, but we don’t trust the new development.” As he acknowledged 
the discussion was not about code violations or the eviction of tenants last December 
Mr. Johnston told the Board “I don’t think you should separate the past practices of the 
developer as a landlord” adding “it makes me nervous that he is allowed to shuffle 
along without taking that into consideration.” He also asked what kind of preventive 
measures the town may take “to keep what happened in December from happening 
again.”  

Chair Vann took a moment to address the Board and reiterated that by right, 15 homes 
could be constructed under the current zoning in the rural district. “We do not have a 
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mechanism to prevent development in the rural district, but we do have a few tools we 
can use” she said. She went on to note one tool was the OSRD where a developer can 
apply for and use under innovative land use allowing for cluster development and 
smaller lots. She told the Board “we have to do when we think about this project is 
what is best for the town.” She asked, “would it be better to have 15 houses on 3-acre 
lots?” adding “we cannot tell a landowner they cannot develop, we cannot, so we have 
to work together to support the best solution.” 

Sarah Grossi introduced herself as a Middle Hancock neighbor and asked about the 
need for a curb cut on Garland Way to have the 15 homes Chair Vann spoke about. It 
was noted a curb cut existed, but a road was needed. She also echoed Ms. Johnston’s 
comments about moving here because of the rural appeal of the neighborhood. I do get 
a bait and switch feeling about it and I think it will change the dynamic of the road.” 
Concluding Ms. Grossi noted they were not supposed to be talking about the issues 
with the village “but you did allow Ms. Wilson speak about what happened there and I 
felt others were not allowed that same liberty.” 

Chair noted she allowed Ms. Wilson to talk about her experience living in the village. 
What I don’t want people to talk about is the issue of whatever transpired with the 
landlord. I am sorry if that seems unfair to you.” This was allowing someone to talk 
about living in the village versus bringing up the whatever violations and landlord 
issues there have been.” 

Mr. Tompkins spoke again stating he was not against affordable housing “but this does 
not represent affordable housing. It will not be affordable.” He also noted road 
concerns had not been addressed. “Middle Hancock Road is a fragile road closed to 
heavy trucks much of the year” he said cited increases in traffic, excessive speed, 
safety concerns for walkers and cyclists. “These are safety and integrity issues” he said 
“and more people means more impacts.”  

Speaking for the second time Mr. Fernald first noted he appreciated the Chair’s 
comments to the Board and how the Board must decide what is best for the property 
and ow the board cannot prohibit a landowner from developing.” Citing the old Cluster 
Development (which was less restrictive than this ordinance) and noted the Long Hill 
Estates and Southfield Village developments were constructed under this ordinance 
(and) as a result the town concluded that allowing dense condominium development in 
rural areas of town was not the right way to go so the OSRD regulation replaced it and 
it required different densities indifferent zoning districts. He noted the ¾ acre lot size 
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in the OSRD was put in specifically by the Planning Board and the voters and he did 
not feel that should be flexible. 

In conclusion Mr. Fernald spoke of other dense developments and qualified what their 
lot sizes were and if they were I municipal utilities. He presented a picture of a low 
water use environment at the village with the casitas not having running water at all. 
“So that should not be considered a guideline on the water demand.” He recognized 
the need for more housing but asked the Board to consider that not in isolation but with 
the current building trends (actual and planned including Woodman’s and Southfield 
Village). “There is a lot going on and we are building more than in decades but none of 
it is considered affordable with increased construction costs” he said.  

“OK, thank you” said Chair Vann and with no more hands raised she closed the public 
input portion of the hearing and asked for a sense of the Board noting, “I am inclined 
to think in spite of what we heard; I don’t see any particular reason to require ¾ lots for 
these units. The goal of the OSRD is to reduce the impact to the rural district.” She 
noted more road and wetland areas with larger lots. She went on to say she did not 
know the answer to the water situation or what the town may be able to do about it 
“but the owner has a right to develop their property and in this case it is 15 units by 
right, 20 with a density bonus for meeting the criteria of the ordinance. “We have two 
proposals before us (one with ¼ and one with ¾ acre lots) and we need to give the 
applicant some guidance or direction, so what do you want to do? she asked. 

Mr. Dunbar noted a few comparisons to other developments in town and noted “but 
this one is not on town water and sewer.” He also asked how to require and control 
affordable housing with Chair Vann replying, “we cannot unless we build what is 
known in the UK as social housing. We have no other mechanism.” Chair Vann then 
gave a short tutorial on the two types of affordable housing (Big A Affordable Housing 
and Workforce Housing) as well as Area Median Income (AMI) which is $309,000 in 
Peterborough. 

Ms. Stone asked about a DES evaluation of water table. Ms. Melone noted while not 
sure of the cost groundwater evaluation by an engineer may be beneficial. 

Ms. Heller interjected “I have been on the Board for a while now, and I don’t 
understand how the word affordability became a part of this discussion. My 
understanding of being on the Planning Board is that we do not have the power to 
address affordability.” She noted “that is a frustration for me, and I know fellow 
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citizens have it. It also reinforces to me, how high the expectations of the Planning 
Board are and what the Board is and is not capable of, much like as we learn what the 
Select Board is and is not capable of and sometimes that is disappointing. I do think 
there have been some unreasonable asks, and though not intentional we are not able to 
address certain things (like telling landowners what and how to develop their land). 
That is a fundamental thing we cannot do.” 

Ms. Heller noted that how zoning works is very subjective and she asked to revisit the 
decision made by the town attorney about the OSRD and its flexibility. (Town 
Attorney John Ratigan has confirmed the OSRD was adopted under Innovative Land 
Use giving authority to the Planning Board to alter lot sizes) “but some people think 
that is wrong and I hear that.” She said she favored ¼ acre lots, “it makes more sense 
to me. I don’t even see why we are wondering about that” adding “I don’t think it is 
cookie-cutter or suburban sprawl or suburban subdivision. I don’t think it is wasteland, 
I do think it is something that could be innovative.”  

Ms. Heller said she had one last thing to say. “If you know me you know why and if 
not, I guess you’ll find out.” She cited her experiences over the years in community 
participation while living in Peterborough. “When I hear the phrase neighborhood 
character used in these conversations, to me it is a phrase that can be used to cover up 
all means of exclusion and it is also very rooted in systemic racism and classism we 
have in american history that is not fun to talk about. She added in her neighborhood 
“it is a neighborhood that is walkable, we have duplexes, single family homes, Section 
8 Housing and very significantly historic homes all on one street and the sky hasn’t 
fallen, we are all OK.” I understand growing up in a rural area this kind of thing can 
feel overwhelming and hard to swallow but I feel, as I said at the beginning that we are 
only so powerful as a Planning Board.” 

Ms. Dreyer noted the hearing had been informative and she had taken a lot of notes but 
she would like more information on the wetland impacts. She said she liked the 
concept of building envelopes instead of lots suggested by Ms. Carr, feeling that that 
would minimize impacts on the land and the site lines for the neighbors so as to not 
encroach on their lifestyle. She concluded by noting she thought project in particular 
would benefit greatly from that. 

Chair Vann replied with a brief explanation of fee simple lots, “which is what I believe 
they are trying to do.” (In fee simple lots you own you lot and the building on it) Chair  
Vann went on to say “Church Street is a fee simple lot while the development on Vine 
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Street is a condominium lot where they own their building envelope but the rest of the 
land is common land.” Mr. Branon confirmed that was their intension adding “but I do 
think the reduced lot sizes speaks in the same direction as smaller footprints and 
building envelope styles to an extent and where they put the land not needed for 
development into open space.”  

Ms. Dreyer asked, “if we are looking to an innovative, community-based development 
why are you going for fee simple lots? Isn’t everyone in this together?” She suggested 
when people commune in a development, they have to be in it together. She also 
mentioned by right versus bonus density of project noting she was struggling a bit with 
the bonus housing. “Part of it is the impact to the land and the resources as well as how 
to provide effective services with the least amount to those impacts” she said. Ms. 
Dreyer concluded by noting she had not seen a lot of eco-village/eco-friendliness in the 
proposal noting “it seems like a lot of lip service to me.”  

“Thank you, Lindsay. OK let me sum this up” replied Chair Vann. She went on to say 
she believed the majority of the Board was in agreement that smaller lots are better; the 
Board would like to see the consideration of a gang septic rather than individual 
systems to better fit on the land; the Board would we’d like to request a hydrology 
study to evaluate the impact of the development and the Board is comfortable with a 
yield plan on its own of 15 dwellings.” 

Mr. Dunbar suggested a vote on each item and not just agree with the Chair’s 
conclusions. Mr. Zeller noted he thought ¾ acre lots were the regulation “and I think it 
will be a better fit.” 

Chair Vann noted a roll call vote for the four items beginning with 

¼ Acre Lot Size: All were in favor but Mr. Dunbar and Mr. Zeller via roll call vote (4-
2) 

Gang Septic System: All were in favor via roll call vote (6-0)  

Hydrology Study:  All were in favor via roll call vote (6-0) 

Yield Plan: It was noted currently 15 dwelling units were permitted by right with the 
ordinance criteria bonus of 25% increasing that number to 20 dwelling units.  

Mr. Branon pointed emphasized the applicant had met the ordinance’s 25% bonus 
criteria (agricultural land, extra open space, forestry management and existing trails) 
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“and we should be afforded at least that” (meaning the yield consideration would get 
them to 20 dwelling units). Chair Vann replied, “Danica correct me if I am wrong but I 
don’t think we are obligated to give any bonuses.” Ms. Melone replied, “you are 
actually not obligated at all.”   

This item ended in a tie vote with Chair Vann, Ms. Stone and Mr. Zeller in favor and 
Ms. Dryer, Ms. Heller and Mr. Dunbar opposed via roll call vote (3-3)  

Mr. Ward strongly recommended any bonus density awards be monored with strict 
guidelines that they remain active and agriculture land was actually used in an 
agricultural fashion.  

Chair Vann then asked the Board “do we want to certified wetland assessment and 
delineation?” 

Certified Wetland Assessment: All were in favor vial roll call vote (6-0)  

Chair Vann then closed the hearing and continued it to a date and time certain of April 
12, 2021 at 6:30 p.m.  

Ms. Heller interjected “I have one more thing to say” adding, “some of what we have 
dealt with tonight is what broken public trust looks like, when you break the 
community’s trust” and asked Mr. Branon to relay the message to his client. She went 
on to say “as a Planning Board member as we move forward there will be some 
humility around the broken public trust that has contributed to this. It has not been said 
so I just wanted to pass it along. I would be amiss if I did not.” 

Ms. Melone reminded the Members of a Site Visit for the Han-Sul application on 
March 29, 2021 at 4:00 p.m. and a public Hearing for a zoning petition that same day 
at 6:30 p.m. via Zoom. 

The meeting adjourned at 9:00 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
Laura Norton 
Office of Community Development 


