
PETERBOROUGH PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF PETERBOROUGH 

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

 
 

Members Present: Rich Clark, Ivy Vann, Tyler Ward, Blair Weiss, Sarah 
Steinberg Heller, Lisa Stone, 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.  

Public Hearing on Zoning Amendment: 
 
To amend the permitted uses of the Monadnock Community Health Care District, 
under 245-9.2C (5) to allow for housing which is not restricted to staff and students 
affiliated with the hospital by striking out “for staff or students.” The proposed 
amendment would read as follows: “5. Multifamily Housing.”  
 
Ms. Vann began with “I think we should do it, it is actually a chance to get some 
housing built and by saying multi-family we area assured we will not get four big 
houses. I think it is a good place to put it, it has good access and it will be on town 
water and sewer.” 

Ms. Hurley told the members she was not against it but she’d seen several letters to 
the Board about the validity of the hearing’s posting and time line. She also 
suggested a percentage of the multi-family housing project be dedicated to 
workforce housing. A brief discussion about the definitions of affordable, 
workforce and multifamily housing followed with Ms. Vann giving examples of 
mortgage and rental costs with the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD, from NH Housing Finance) as her source. The members also 
briefly discussed the use of the Workforce Housing Ordinance and the flexibility it 
would provide “They may not (use it) but that would be a surprising choice” she 
said. As Mr. Ward asked if they included “workforce housing” in the amendment, 
Ms. Hurley interjected “it would be a condition” with Ms. Vann adding “and we 
would have to wait until next year.” A brief discussion of the required (or not) 
amount or percentage of the project would be workforce housing followed. Ms. 
Vann concluded by saying she did not feel that adding “workforce housing” to the 
proposal would create any advantage. “I just don’t think it would” she said adding 



“and adding a language change would just delay the project for an entire year with 
no advantage to the town.” 

Ms. Heller told the members the way the proposal was brought to the Board was 
outrageous. She wondered why the town attorney did not move heaven and earth to 
be able to be present at the meeting. “I am annoyed and insulted as a volunteer 
member of the Board that he is not here. That is how I feel, and I also feel we are 
all being put in an untenable position” she said adding “and we all know the odds 
are that that this will be workforce housing because it is almost impossible that it 
could be anything else. We all know that our too box has been depleted and while 
registering my dismay (especially with the town attorney) I hope in the future 
MCH has the timelines, so this does not come up again. She concluded that the   
process that got them there tonight was flawed and not right “it is bad behavior, but 
it should not be taken out on individuals at the table or in the audience who are 
trying to make good, meaningful, sustainable changes. I think we should move this 
to the ballot, move forward.” She concluded by stating she intended to send the 
town attorney a note about her feeling of being disregarded and that she did not 
understand why the amendment was brought up in a private session. “It should 
have been the on the agenda and in a public hearing, he created a lack of 
transparency that the Planning Board did not create. Let’s push this forward and let 
the community decide, this is a tool we need in our toolbox.” 

Ms. Stone asked about the buildable land in the district and a brief discussion 
followed with MCH’s Rich Sheinblum introducing himself and giving the Board a 
thumbnail sketch of their (very) preliminary plan. He briefly described the 
potential (two) lots (about 10 acres each) for construction.  

Ms. Stone asked about the potential density of the two lots. Ms. Melone confirmed 
residential development cites 4 dwellings per acre. “So, 32 units on 8 acres” 
replied Ms. Stone with Mr. Sheinblum interjecting “that is the ballpark figure.” 
Ms. Vann asked about the underlying zoning with Ms. Melone replying, “it is the 
Monadnock Community Health Care District.” 

Ms. Hurley read a prepared statement that expressed her concerns about not 
wanting the Planning Board to be exclusionary of workforce housing. Shen noted 
the community’s expression for the need of affordable housing and the Board’s 
duty to respect and follow those wishes, without the excuse of their hands being 
tied and cannot require it. “When allowing high density workforce housing should 
be part of the equation” she said and suggested the members show their support by 
voting for the inclusion of workforce housing in the proposed amendment. 



Ms. Hurley then asked the Mr. Sheinblum if they expected to be building any 
housing in the next year. Mr. Sheinblum replied “no.” Ms. Hurley then suggested 
The Board use the next year to vet the idea and get as much public input and 
feedback as possible and then do the project right.  

Mr. Sheinblum noted he could not speak for the Hospital Board but felt if the 
zoning amendment did not go through another avenue would be to apply for a 
variance through the Zoning Board of Adjustment. “This is one of the top things on 
our Community Benefits Report.” Citing a collaborative effort with other 
community entities and individuals in town he went on to say, “we have other 
partners, we all definitely have a need, and we want to be part of the solution. 
What we have to bring to the table is the land.” 

Mr. Ward interjected that this was the first time he has seen an actual business 
come in with an intent to build (affordable, workforce) housing. He suggested not 
holding up such a proposal because of the exclusion of a technical term or 
definition that may or may not apply and may even come in lower than the 
mathematical definition of affordable housing according to HUD. He noted it was 
not a “the sky is falling” kind of situation, the project small, in its own district and 
would not affect the rest of the town. He concluded by affirming that multi-family 
buildings cost less and that the Board members should not worry about sticking to 
mandating definitions that do not necessarily have to be mandated. “It is time to 
put our money where our mouth is” interjected Ms. Vann with Mr. Ward in full 
agreement. 

Ms. Hurley reiterated that with another year to work with the District on the 
proposal, “I could actually see us granting a greater density that what is in the 
zoning code now.” Mr. Ward suggested that the District could use the Workforce 
Housing Ordinance and get started and that the Planning Board should not be 
working to plan their development. Ms. Heller noted the Board could be working 
equally as well with the district with an approval of the amendment. “While 
continuing the work and the conversation we can take action” she said. Ms. 
Melone added that under the Workforce Hosing Ordinance the District could ask 
for a waiver of the required minimum track size of 25 acres of contiguous land 
cited in the district’s dimensional requirements for regular development.   

Chair Clark opened the hearing to the public. 

Laura Gingras introduced herself and briefly explained the role of the Community 
Benefits Report that includes a community health needs assessment every 3 years 
“and the number one need identified last year was affordable housing for all ages” 



she said adding “so we are doing this but the community is really the driving force 
in this.” 

Joann Carr introduced herself saying “I don’t doubt the merit of this proposal in 
any way at all, I have been sitting with the Affordable Housing Committee (noting 
she was not on the committee) and the sense has been the MCH has great potential 
but I am surprised that the proposal all of a sudden comes after the close of our 
statutory process. The proposal was posted for March 30th but the deadline for final 
hearings on zoning was March 28th and I am left very confused why we are even 
here discussing this.” When asked Ms. Melone agreed on the timeline and the 
situation the Board was in “but legal counsel has told us otherwise.” As Ms. Carr 
held up posted dates of the statute from the New Hampshire Municipal Association 
Chair Clark interjected “we talked to the town attorney ad he has given us the 
advice that we are well within our rights” adding “you shake your head but you are 
not a lawyer, I am not a lawyer so I have to believe him.” Ms. Carr replied, “I do 
have a degree in law and I am a municipal employee and I can’t imagine that we 
are doing this.” Chair Clark concluded “we are going to take his word and go with 
it, if someone wants to take us to court to litigate it then it will be litigated.” Mr. 
Carr note excuse for such a late amendment citing the ample lead time and public 
hearings. “The final warrant should be posted by now and I don’t even see it on the 
website” she said. Ms. Melone noted the information was on the website and 
qualified where it was located as part of the meeting packet posted and the page 
dedicated to zoning proposals. 

Sharon Monahan introduced herself as a member of the Affordable Housing 
Committee and told the Board “I am heartsick over missing the deadlines. The 
Housing Committee supports the amendment, but I am concerned that we may be 
legally vulnerable with the way this has been presented and that even if the voters 
adopted it at Town Meeting, it may be invalidated.” Ms. Monahan went on to say, 
“we know the easiest way to make something invalid is to say it was not done 
properly through the public process.”  

Ms. Monahan noted she was distressed about the whole situation and asked why 
the amendment was not introduced with the other zoning amendment proposals 
months ago, and why is came out of a closed hearing with the town attorney.  She 
concluded by saying “I am sorry I cannot support it because I don’t want it to be 
invalidated. I want this to be successful and if they are not planning to build within 
the year anyway, we can come back and make sure it is damn successful.” 

Mr. Ward interjected that as a Selectboard member he had to really question if the 
town was in jeopardy of the amendment being challenged after 30 years of “all talk 
and no action on affordable housing. And if that is the case we should end the 



discussion right now, close the hearing and walk away. And by the way, why isn’t 
John Ratigan here?” Ms. Heller cited the Traditional Neighborhood Overly Zone II 
that was declared invalid and wiped from the zoning regulation all together. “This 
was done by people combing through the records, so yes, we are in jeopardy” she 
said.  

Chair Clark reminded that the members they were taking public comment and 
reiterated “I have to believe Town Council, he says it is legal so we’re going 
forward with this. I am not a lawyer, I will not pass judgement on laws that I do 
not know.” 

Carol Nelson introduced herself and said she was at the March 14th meeting when 
the public session was closed “and we were kindly asked to depart the meeting 
room so the Board could go into a non-public session.” Pointing at individual 
members she said “you have been on the Board, and you have been on the Board 
and you have been on the Board for years, you are new and you are new (but) you 
all knew that it was wrong and you said nothing.”  “Excuse me, excuse me, it was 
not wrong we were discussing other issues with the attorney” replied Chair Clark. 
Holding up the draft Minute from the March meeting Ms. Nelson reported the 
members went into a non-public meeting at 6:45 p.m. “but you had a public 
session in a non-public session.” Ms. Melone clarified that the very first part of the 
non-public session was when the amendment was introduced and that the Planning 
Office chose to put that portion of the discussion into the public record for 
transparency “and the fact that a motion was made and we did not want that to be a 
part of the non-public record.” Ms. Nelson noted “so if you did consider that to be 
part of the public meeting, it was discussed without public input because there was 
no public there. Do you consider that a public meeting?” Chair Clark interjected 
“we were discussing the possibility of bringing this up.” Ms. Nelson asked “but 
doesn’t the public have to be involved in that creation?” Chair Clark noted they 
were discussing its legality “and that is when he told us that we were legally able 
to do it. If it was not legal this public session would not exist, this is the public 
session.” A brief discussion about the legality of the amendment language changes, 
second public hearings, posting dates, timelines and deadlines followed. 

Loretta Laurenitis introduced herself noted she had sent a letter to the Board 
explaining her thoughts about the issue and asked if the amendment was in 
compliance with right-to-know and if the Board could be challenged on that. “You 
missed the statutory requirement of a deadline and I am really troubled by how that 
happened.” She noted it was not up to the town attorney to be bringing forth 
zoning ordinance amendment proposals, “but it appears that is what happened.” 
Ms. Laurenitis also noted several references to discussions of workforce housing, 



the Hospital’s need for workforce housing “and yet when the motion was made 
there was no mention of workforce housing. I don’t understand.” She concluded by 
reiterating her confusion as to why the Hospital or its representative did not bring 
forth the potential amendment. “It is troublesome, I am fully in support of a project 
like this but I am also concerned about the process, procedure and being in 
compliance with the regulation” she said and noted the zoning amendment to allow 
manufactured housing in that district as well as the West Peterborough District 
weeks ago. “Why didn’t this come up then?” she asked adding “I find it very 
confusing and bewildering the was this all evolved.” 

James Kelly introduced himself as a member of the Affordable Housing 
Committee and the Chairman of the Economic Development Authority (EDA). He 
noted the last FHC meeting the members agreed “this really makes sense and 
would benefit the community. This is a very sensible plan that the Planning Board 
should move forward with the proposed amendment and work with the Hospital as 
their plans come forward.” 

Ms. Carr reiterated the concerns about the process and how the proposal was 
brought forward. She suggested with an election coming up in the fall, to call a 
special town meeting to have a ballot and have the zoning initiative voted on. “It is 
worth considering” she said. She reiterated the very specific timeline surrounding 
posting and public hearings and noted there may have been a miscalculation by 
town council. “The New Hampshire Municipal Association calendar is clear and 
consistent with state statutes” she said adding “and it concerns me that the Board 
feels it is within the statutory parameters. I just want us to follow the rules and if 
we flaunt them what does that say about us as a community? I don’t feel 
comfortable with this, we need to follow the rules, that is why they are laid out.” 
Ms. Carr again expressed her support of the project, advocated showing good faith 
and creating a good working environment with the Hospital through a good public 
process and not considering a proposal that came out of a non-public meeting, 
being heard two days late. “I think a special town meeting is an option and is worth 
investigating with Mr. Ratigan” adding “and you could also investigate how Mr. 
Ratigan counted the calendar because it is the New Hampshire Municipal 
Association’s job to validate the deadlines, it is what they do, thank you.” 

Andrew Bell introduced himself and told the members that his thought was that if 
the proposal was not appropriate for whatever reason “the worst thing is that we 
are back here in a year.” He went on to (as a voter) express his expectations of the 
Board’s representative duties as elected officials for the public they serve. 

With no additional public comment Chair Clark closed the public hearing and 
asked the members if they had any additional comments. Ms. Heller expressed her 



frustration as to how they got to where they were “but I think we should pass this.” 
She went on to say she hoped no one the room was planning legal action, “I hear 
what people are saying but we went over this ad nauseam, and I am going to go 
with what he (Ratigan) said because I want to see this tool in our toolbox.” She 
told the audience “I am happy to spend the next year working on making sure we 
have this publicly vetted because I share Sharon’s feeling of frustration. I am 
willing to say yes to this and do the follow-up work to make sure it is honest and 
reflective of the massive amount of community work that has been done for the 
past 5 or 6 years. That is my promise to you.” 

A moto was made/seconded (Vann/Heller) to amend the permitted uses of the 
Monadnock Community Health Care District, under 245-9.2C (5) to allow for 
housing which is not restricted to staff and students affiliated with the hospital by 
striking out “for staff or students.” The proposed amendment would read as 
follows: “5. Multifamily Housing.”  
 
Chair Clark, Ms. Stone, Ms. Heller and Ms. Vann were for and Mr. Weiss, Mr. 
Ward and Ms. Hurley were against. The motion passes. 
 
Mr. Ward noted his concern over the legality of the issue and said he did not 
believe it was right to put something forward that did not meet the statutory limits, 
cited his fiduciary responsibilities as a Selectman for the town and stated that was 
why he did not vote for it. Chair Clark asked, “so you don’t believe our attorney?” 
with Mr. Ward citing his doubts (questions) about the advice and noted that “as 
Planning Board members we have seen in the past that we are up against a wave of 
people that want to stop things, and that is what is going to happen, regardless of 
how great it is.” “I really do hope that we, after all this talk about housing that we 
are not faced with opposition to this” said Ms. Vann adding “this is our one chance 
in how many years to actually do something that might actually produce actual 
housing units and if someone sues us over this, I think I might be done here” 
repeating “I think I might be done here.” Ms. Heller noted her frustration by telling 
Mr. Ward “you said to put your money where your mouth was and then you voted 
against this – it is so frustrating Tyler. We can argue about it outside, but I am still 
frustrated. We have to do it sometime.”  

Although a screen shot was not available the meeting adjourned at 7:35 p.m. 
according to the clock in the meeting room. 

Respectfully submitted,  

Laura Norton  

Office of Planning & Building 
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