
PETERBOROUGH PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF PETERBOROUGH 

Monday, July 11, 2022 – 6:30 p.m. 
Peterborough, New Hampshire 

 
 

Members Present: Blair Weiss, Andrew Dunbar, Lindsey Dreyer, Gary Gorski, Bill Taylor, 
Carl Staley and Lisa Stone with Sarah Steinberg Heller and Stephanie Hurley via Zoom 
 
Also Present: Danica Melone, Office of Planning & Building and Tim Herlihy, Code 
Enforcement Officer 
 

Minutes:  

A motion was made/seconded (Dunbar/Staley) to approve the Minutes of June 13, 2022 as 
written with all in favor. 

Vice Chairman Blair Weiss (Mr. Weiss) read the first case: 

Public Hearing – Preliminary Review Application for a combined workforce housing and 
active adult housing development consisting of a subdivision and consolidation plan with 
associated site improvements, proposed by Eldon Munson of The Old Stone Barn, LLC for the 
properties located at 81 Old Street (Parcel No. U002-039-100) and 63 Old Street (Parcel No. 
U002-039-000), both located in the Family and Rural Districts. 

Tom Hanna introduced himself as an attorney with BCM Environment and Land Law who has 
practiced land use law out of his Keene for over 40 years. He noted the team put together for this 
project was extremely reminiscent of the team that worked on the Scott Farrar project about 10 
years ago. Attorney Hanna introduced Eldon Munson of Munson and Associates, LLC as the 
Project Manager, Erol Duymazler of Ducal Development specializing in the work force housing 
component of the project, Tom Burns, PE of TF Moran and Steve Humphreys, Project Architect 
of EGA Architects to briefly go through all the aspects of the project.  

Mr. Munson spoke about addressing the need for senior housing in Peterborough and an idea 
known as active adult senior living. “That would be the basis of the larger part of this project” he 
said.  

Mr. Munson explained the new concept of active adult senior living as a no licensed type of 
service (unlike assisted living memory care facilities) that is a less structured component of 
independent living creating a community for retired, semi-retired or actively working adults in an 
environment highly social for active living. He noted maintenance, groundskeeping and snow 
removal would be provided as well as many opportunities to socialize and pursue all outdoor 
activities. Mr. Munson noted a large community area for open and flexible community 
gatherings adding there was no plan for food service or a restaurant. 

Mr. Duymazler introduced himself and spoke briefly about incorporating workforce housing as 
part of the development project. He noted his lengthy experience with workforce housing 
proposals with a primary focus of age-restricted (55+) workforce housing. “Workforce housing 
can be stand alone or it can be incorporated into a larger development” he said as he went on to 



describe the benefits of a larger community that included marrying architecture with the 
engineering and quality of construction. Mr. Duymazler spoke about the need for workforce 
housing locally to nationwide and incorporating this type of housing into larger developments is 
a unique aspect to be considered. 

Tom Burns introduced himself as a Senior Project Engineer with TF Moran and briefly reviewed 
the site concept for the Board. He pointed out two parcels (32-acre Highland Farm and 5-acre 
residential) with the intent to do a lot line adjustment and subdivision to create three lots 
consisting of the existing single-family home (Shea House), the workforce housing component to 
the rear of that residence (15 units) and the Stone Barn parcel housing the active adult senior 
living (apartments, and cottages) totaling 67 units. He described the public or private roadway 
that would allow the frontage required for the new lot. Mr. Burns also noted all units would be 
serviced by municipal water and sewer with a pump station required for the sewer tie-in. He also 
pointed several small (narrow) wetlands crossings and concluded by reviewing the three phases 
of the property development including site work infrastructure and stabilization of the stone barn, 
extension of the driveway and utilities and finally the addition of the two 12-units extending off 
the back of the barn. 

Mr. Humphreys introduced himself and briefly reviewed the Stone Barn’s unique and special 
history in Peterborough adding the intent was to leave the barn “as is” with refurbishing where 
necessary. He described the various potentials of the barn including a community/common areas 
on the first floor, apartments on the second floor and two identical 12-unit wings added to the 
back of the barn with parking spaces below (both designed in a way that they would not impact 
the historic façade of the building). He concluded by noting the design and positioning of the 
housing was orchestrated to capture the views of Mt. Monadnock to the west. Mr. Humphreys 
concluded by reviewing a rendering of the barn with the members and audience. 

Attorney Hanna stood and summarized the intentions and next steps of the project: securing a 
Special Exception for elderly housing for all of the housing, the subdivision of the Shea property 
and potentially making it additional workforce housing units and a full site plan review for the 
Board. He cited 237:28 of the Planning Board Subdivision Regulations (Condominium 
Provisions) requiring the internal road be sufficient length such that each unit to the condo 
project is given the amount of frontage required for the underlying rural district (200 feet). “If 
that is the case, the current road you see would have to be three or four times longer” he said 
adding “and if those condominiums were marketed as rentals, that requirement is not there so 
we’ll be requesting a waiver for provision.” He also cited NH RSA 356-B 5 that states 
municipalities cannot treat condominium ownership differently from rental ownership as the land 
use is identical.  

Ms. Heller asked if all the workforce housing came under the elderly housing regulation and if 
some of the housing would be available to non-elderly people, specifically under the 55 years of 
age. Attorney Hanna noted all the workforce housing component of the project will be 55 years 
and older. In the brief discussion that followed Mr. Duymazler noted that their research found 
that the regulation states that one resident of every home must be the age of 55 or older. Ms. 



Stone cited a new state law which stipulates density bonuses for 55+ requires workforce housing 
be a part of the project and recommended that they take a look at the language of that regulation. 

Attorney Hanna noted he had read the regulation and agreed with Ms. Stone but noted they 
would not be seeking any density bonuses. Ms. Stone asked if the workforce housing would be a 
separate lot and Attorney Hanna explained it would be kept as a separate lot however there is the 
potential to include the Shea lot. She then inquired about the total square footage of non-wetland 
acres on site with Attorney Hanna replying he did not have that number on hand but would get it 
for the Board. Mr. Munson pointed out two active wells as well as a freshwater pond on the site 
and told the members they had no plan to use them but intended to preserve the quality of the 
water as a future resource. He also noted all setbacks from the wells and pond have been 
respected.     

Mr. Staley asked about Mr. Munson’s statement about the need for active adult housing in a 
town that was already so gray. Mr. Munson noted they had sent out a survey and while the 
response was limited, it did show the desire for more apartments and cottages. He noted they’d 
worked with a marketing firm to do a research study of the region to review the need for active 
adult housing (and) determined who the current providers are and what the demand is. “And 
from that we found the history with these facilities is that they are full with waiting lists so there 
is a significant need for additional active adult category in the area” he said. 

Ms. Dreyer added that her thought was that there were a lot of folks between the ages of 55 and 
70-ish were aging in place in their larger homes that they would be willing to give up for this 
type of living “and that would potentially be a way for older folk to pop out the top allowing a 
younger family to move into their home.” 

Mr. Gorski asked if the cottages were single-story. Mr. Munson responded that while they were 
going to be multi-story the floor plan offered single floor living accommodations. Mr. 
Duymalzer noted the developments they have done in recent years that were 55+ with single-
floor living appeal to a large segment of the community that is aging but they cannot find them 
so they end up staying in their homes which is more than they want to maintain, more costly and 
tying up resources for younger people who may otherwise move into the area. “The migration 
and desire is there but the inventory is not, I think you’ll find that this property would be highly 
desirable in the community.” 

Mary Gotovich introduced herself and asked if the workforce housing units would be single-
floor living. Mr. Duymalzer replied that they expected those units to be single level. 

Stan Fry introduced himself and added that when the plan had moved forward several years ago, 
they had received over 20 deposits “and 14 of them were 55+” 

Jim Lawler introduced himself and asked if someone could speak to the 55+ population 
demographics for the cottages versus apartments. He also noted he was curious as to what the 
price points would be. Mr. Munson confirmed the entire development was for 55+ and that 
pricing had not been developed and he was not prepared to speak about pricing at this time. 



Charlie Hough introduced himself and asked if there would be an opportunity for the public to 
give comment and noted his disappointment that he had not been contacted or consulted about 
the project. Mr. Weiss briefly reviewed the process of a preliminary review. Mr. Hough went on 
to say his property is the largest abutter to the project and he had not been spoken to at all about 
the development until he was asked to visit the property for a recent one-hour open house. He 
went on to say, “not only did we not get asked for any input on the project, most of the names 
around the perimeter of the plan (listing abutters) are wrong, they are incorrect names, so we 
didn’t get the notice for this meeting which was supposed to occur last month.” Ms. Melone 
interjected that the abutters listed on the plan do not reflect the abutter list for this project and the 
developer has the correct abutter’s list from the get-go. 

Mr. Hough noted two issues he asked the developers to address: density and scale. He noted a 
total of about 100 housing units, most of which with two bedrooms “so that is 200 housing units 
with 200 parking spaces added to our community. Nobody has really talked about that” he said 
adding “what is that going to do to our road here?” He cited dimensional requirements for the 
cottages in the rural district mandated them being further apart, he noted his concern about the 
two 12-unit wings on the back of the barn telling the members they would be giant institutional 
buildings that are half a football field long each. “They are massive, giant buildings that do not 
fit with the style of the neighborhood. It is not Old Street Road single-family homes or my small 
Bed & Breakfast, they are giant buildings that will be there forever” he said. Mr. Hough 
concluded by saying there was too much density for the parcel, he calculated about “maybe a 15-
acre lot” when all the wetlands were taken out and noted the destruction of natural habit for all 
kinds of wildlife. 

Steven Faccidomo introduced himself and asked about a traffic study for the project. Mr. Weiss 
explained the perimeters of a preliminary review. 

James Kelly introduced himself and asked if there were any units for folks under 55 years of age 
with Attorney Hanna replying the project was aimed at 55+ but reiterated that it was not 
exclusive of people who were younger than 55 years old. Mr. Duymalzer reiterated the federal 
regulation states that one resident must be 55 years of age but does not exclude people less than 
55 years of age. 

Ms. Hurley asked Ms. Melone if the language of the workforce housing ordinance had 
restrictions on age with Ms. Melone replying that the ordinance did not have a provision of an 
age limitation. Ms. Hurley expressed her disappointment that the project was geared to 55+. “We 
need workforce housing in Peterborough for all ages” she said noting she was also concerned 
about the density of the project and limitations on developments increasing the population of the 
town by more than 1% in one year. “I need to know if this is something we should be aware of” 
she said adding “and it is in our zoning code so I would like the developers to address that issue.” 

Ms. Heller added that she was a bit disappointed to hear that the workforce housing would be 
limited to just 55+ and added that she felt the project could be more creative. She told the 
applicant they had the opportunity to create something unique, that she was sad to see the 



previous plans for the barn fall apart. “Before tonight I thought there was going to be the 
possibility to have more workforce flexibility, we need all housing in this region and without 
casting judgement I think you can do a better, I think this could be a better project than what you 
are presenting.” 

Attorney Hanna asked Ms. Heller (what) besides the issue of workforce housing it was that could 
make the design more creative. Ms. Heller mentioned concerns related to the density and the 
massing of the buildings. Ms. Heller mentioned the institutional look of the Scott Farrar facility 
and reiterated that she really wants to see structures that are integrated into the surroundings and 
are reflective of the historic, pastoral look of the neighborhood.  

Ms. Dreyer agreed, adding “as someone who lives across the street from Scott Farrar, it is nice to 
look at, but it is not the most aesthetically pleasing building in town and I would be in favor of 
seeing the structures better integrated.” She told the applicant the two buildings slated for the 
back of the barn did not look like they belong, “they just look like two appendages on the back” 
she said.  Ms. Heller also noted the potential of the project and how they could continue to 
enhance and beautify the gateway at Old Street Road. 

Ms. Hurley asked about the next steps as far as feedback from the Board goes as well as the 
potential for a site visit, input from the Conservation Commission and a traffic study. Ms. 
Melone noted they typically were not at the point to ask the applicant to do such things when 
there was not a formal application submitted. Ms. Hurley also noted the issue with the density of 
the project and the dimensional requirements of the Rural District. Ms. Melone noted multi-
family units were allowed under Elderly Housing in the Rural District. Ms. Hurley also asked if 
one road would be sufficient for access into and out of the project.  

Francie Von Mertens introduced herself and asked if the Board had/could establish what the 
density of the development with Ms. Melone noting that there was no formal density calculation 
in either the elderly housing or workforce housing ordinances. Ms. Von Mertens replied, “I think 
it would be in the best interest of the developer to nail down the density before spending a lot of 
money on engineering and roads.”   

Andy Peterson introduced himself and requested the members consider the application in a 
positive light, particularly because it is a difficult property to develop. He noted other potential 
projects at the Stone Barn and the thoughtful consideration of the current owners as to who they 
worked with as well as the design requirements for the property (keeping the façade of the barn 
to be preserved for example). He expressed the perspective of the previous owners of the Shea 
property and what their wishes were for the house on their property and that this type of proposal 
come forward would be a net positive for their legacy. Citing the recent Open House at the 
property Mr. Peterson noted “a good process yields a better result” and said he felt the 
developers have invested both their time and money into the project “they bring a lot of 
experience to the table and a good process with the Planning Board can yield a better result. I 
look forward to a positive process to do just that.” Ms. Von Mertens interjected “I knew Jim and 
Janet Shea and this is not the type of development they would have wanted to see with their 



property.” Attorney Hanna stood and objected to any comments characterizing what deceased 
individuals may have wanted.  

With no other questions or comments Mr. Weiss closed the meeting. He asked the applicant to 
reach out to the Conservation Commission in preparing for their formal application. 

Continued Hearings: Application for Subdivision for Walden Eco Village Open Space 
Residential Development at the Well School Staff Housing Site submitted by Akhil Garland to 
convert existing accessory structures that were associated with the Well School into an Open 
Space Residential Development. The proposal consists of converting 7 accessory structures and 
creating 13 new open space residential development lots with associated site improvements and 
open space area located at 360 Middle Hancock Rd. Parcel No. R010-005-001, in the Rural 
District; and Conditional Use Permit Application for Proposed Impacts in the Wetland Buffers 
submitted by Akhil Garland for his property located at 360 Middle Hancock Rd., Parcel No. 
R010-005-001, in the Rural District.  

Mr. Weiss recused himself from the case and with Chair Hurley citing the limitations a virtual 
participant may encounter a motion was made/seconded (Staley/Heller) to appoint Mr. Dunbar as 
acting Chairman with all in favor. 

Mr. Dunbar began by reading a list of outstanding planning and zoning issues associated with the 
project. This list was written on June 7, 2022 and provided for the July 11, 2022 Planning Board 
Meeting:  

1) Barn (A) – There needs to be a note on the plan clarifying how this will be used. Will it be locked 
off and only used for the animals and thus can only be accessed by maintenance personnel?  Is it 
an AirBNB? Is it a yoga studio? What is the proposed use and how is it compliant with zoning?  

2) Existing Structures (not cabins/casitas). The latest response from Fieldstone indicates that “All 
of the structures not located on individual lots will be owned and managed by the Homeowners 
Association.” Because this site is in violation, each structure not on an individual lot needs to 
have a clearly defined use which is compliant with planning and zoning. Below is a list of those 
structures with corresponding number to be seen on the plan. 

a.  
 

b. Chicken Coops (B) – There needs to be a note on the plan clarifying ownership and 
use. Will the chicken coops be owned and maintained through the HOA? Will an 
outside entity come in to maintain and feed the chickens?  

c. Pig Pens (C) – Same question as above.  
d. Greenhouse (D) – There needs to be a note clarifying ownership and use.  If this for 

HOA residents only? Who will maintain it? What is it used for?  
e. Shed (E) – Clarify ownership and use. Who has access? What is it for?  
f. Trailers (F) – Clarify ownership and use. Who has access? What is it for? Two trailer 

bodies constitute a junkyard by statute and should be removed from the property, but I 
would entertain a solution if the applicant can articulate how they will be used, 



maintained, accessed, and brought up to code for use by residents of the HOA or its 
staff.  

g. Makerspace (G) – The use needs to be explained in further detail so that it can be 
confirmed whether this is a compliant use of the space. Makerspaces typically are 
classified as light industrial or commercial use because they invite people to come in 
use the space to manufacture or create various products. Whatever the use of this space 
is needs to be very clearly defined. It is highly likely we will need a variance to allow 
for its accessory use to a residential development.  

h. Kiln (H) – Clarify the owner and use of this building. Who has access? What is it used 
for? Is it for drying wood? Firing pottery? How is it maintained? Who owns and pays 
for the electricity?  

i. Shed (I) – Who owns and pays for? What is it being used for? Who can access it?  Can 
the HOA lease it as an apartment? An AirBNB?  

 

 

 
 

My recommendation is that: 

If the applicant is unwilling to comply and refuses to address ALL of the planning and zoning violations 
brought forward through the Town’s violation letter, then my recommendation is that the Board deny 
both applications.  

“How does the Board feel about this moving forward?” said Mr. Dunbar. Ms. Stone said she 
hoped the applicant would be bringing new plans to them that would address these concerns, 
“because we have been asking the same questions over and over.” 

Chad Branon introduced himself as a Civil Engineer with Fieldstone Land Consultants and 
representative for the applicant. He told the members they had responded to many of the 
questions with the plan submitted June 7th and what has been inferred in the Staff Memo may 
need additional clarification “but we certainly want to present the revised plans as they represent 

3) Casitas. In February it was requested that the plan include a note saying “17. All casitas and 
sheds will be removed from the site until a compliant repurposed use is approved by the Town 
Planner, Code Enforcement Officer, and Fire Department.” The revised plans note: “17. All 
casitas and sheds may be repurposed on-site on lots or in shared space as sheds, offices, or 
workshops or may be removed.” This note cannot be left as written and needs to be revised to 
say what has been provided, or another form of the note to be agreed upon by the Board.  

1) The Board open the public hearing,  
2) Read aloud this list of outstanding items, 
3) Request that the applicant submit a document clearly articulating how all of these items will be 

addressed in a revised edition of the plan,  
4) Require this document be submitted no later than Monday, August 8 to be heard for Monday, 

September 12, and,  
5) Continue the hearing to Monday, September 12 



the progress we have made with the plan itself, the Conservation Commission and the Zoning 
Board.” He cited notes on the plans addressed many of the uses in questions and that one 
structure has already been removed. “It is important to review the details and to try to gain some 
traction as we have not been able to speak with the Board on any productive level since January 
of this past year” he said adding “and there a number of things that have been done.” 

Mr. Branon noted Mr. Garland had prepared a letter of response to the Staff Memo that addresses 
the issues in detail and asked for permission to submit it to the Board, going through each item to 
explain what is proposed “which is to bring the site entirely into compliance” he said. As Mr. 
Garland distributed a copy of his response to the members, he cited problems in getting timely 
copies of the Staff Memos and the most recent one, while written in June “didn’t get received by 
us until last Thursday, a month after it was written.” 

Ms. Hurley asked to be recognized and went on to say she did not think anything that was in the 
present Staff Report was not in previous Staff Reports and it was her impression that “we have 
been seeing these items since Sarah read them aloud at a meeting months ago. You are making it 
sound like you are just getting this list of things to be taken care of” she said adding that what 
was on the list were items still not clarified on the plan. Ms. Hurley asked about the date of the 
updated plan. Mr. Branon replied “June 7, 2022 with a response letter addressing the previous 
Staff Memo addressing every single comment in that memo including notes on the plan;  a 
wetland mitigation summary; a response letter to the Staff Memo of February 4th; a  
supplemental Conditional Use Permit wetlands narrative; approvals on the existing community 
septic system; a revised stormwater management report; revised plan sets and a buffer exhibit 
plan clearly depicting the location of all of the structures and which were to be relocated with 
notes on the plan addressing uses.” He concluded by noting “if there are additional revisions or 
notes to be added to the plan that is part of the process and that is why we are here tonight.” 

Ms. Hurley again noted that the material they have received, all the items in question have been 
on numerous, earlier Staff Reports. “That is what we are looking for answers to” she said. Mr. 
Branon refuted that statement noting the difficulty in replying to a Staff Report they had received 
just 6 days prior to the meeting. Ms. Hurley reiterated the list was not new to the applicant. Mr. 
Branon asked when the list was originally provided to the applicant with Ms. Melone replying 
“December 2020.” Mr. Branon reiterate the issues have been articulated on the plans and suggest 
they walk through it.  

Ms. Heller questioned the conversation and suggested the current dialogue was an incredibly 
antagonistic way to approach the issues. She asked that the back-and-forth bickering stop and 
that they move forward and address the issues. “Let’s just do it” she said. 

With all in agreement, and Mr. Garland expressing their wish to collaborate with the Board and 
hear their thoughts as they work together, read through his response to each of the items in the 
Staff Report: 

1A: the barn was to be used as an unlocked animal barn to be open to Walden Village residents 
for farming purposes and owned and managed by the HOA.  



1B: the chicken coops are private and owned and managed by the HOA. An outside agent may 
come in to help with the feeding the chickens.  

1C: the pig pens these are very small moveable structures dependent on the needs of the animals 
(pigs, goats, sheep) with the potential for an outside agent to come in and help with the feeding 
of the domestic animals. Mr. Branon added the existing location of the pig pens would be moved 
out of the wetland buffer area in accordance with their ZBA approval. He also noted their June 
response letter that stated all structures in the common open space areas would be owned and 
managed by the HOA, maintaining the agriculture use of the buildings. 

Stating she did not want to put Chief Walker or Mr. Herlihy on the spot as they had just received 
Mr. Garland’s response Ms. Melone reminded that applicant that all responses must be compliant 
responses for both town officials. 

1D: the greenhouse is built to be mobile and can be moved. This structure is private and owned 
and managed by the HOA.  

When Ms. Melone asked if there was a commercial aspect to the greenhouse Mr. Garland noted 
it would be an amenity for the residents of Walden Village. 

1E: the shed that was put up and since collapsed and will be removed per ZBA requirements.  

Mr. Herlihy interjected a clarification that the zoning does not allow for group-shared facilities in 
the Rural District for zoning ordinances. He went on to say, “the sheds are accessory structures 
go the lot they are located, for instance my shed will be on my lot, not down the road on 
someone else’s lot.” 

Mr. Branon responded that there are allowed amenities with shared spaces and facilities of an 
open space community, (club houses, community areas, community gardens, yoga studios, and 
office areas when not used commercially). He concluded that the Open Space Regulation allows 
for them as amenities “and your regulation promotes those types of agricultural uses.” He went 
to note any shed or casita located on a lot would be used in private “but there are other casitas in 
the open space we tend to keep as shared spaces, (not residences) owned and managed by the 
HOA. This is articulated on the plan.”  

Mr. Staley asked about the condominium documents with Mr. Branon explaining the HOA 
would define all of the features.  

Ms. Heller cited the systems at hand and the adaptation of the applicant to those systems. “It may 
not be as simple and straightforward” she said adding she was excited to be getting past this 
hump.  

Ms. Dreyer asked if the zoning of the rural district was stuck on whether or not it was and if was 
a Homeowner’s Association under a Condo Association or Condo Association under a 
Homeowner’s Association.  

Mr. Garland responded to Ms. Heller that he agreed and was very excited to be collaborating on 



the project.  

1F: the trailers use is storage only, is private and owned by the HOA. 

Mr. Garland responded he had been unable to get answers from Mr. Herlihy.  

1G: the makerspace would be a shared amenity which would not be open to the public and 
would only be available to the residents of Walden Village. Typical endeavors include carpentry, 
repairs, woodworking, electronics work, sewing and many other similar hobbies and interests.  

Chair Dunbar asked if the definition was clear with Ms. Melone replying “no, the Town of 
Peterborough has permissive zoning so that if something is not clearly defined as a permitted use 
it requires a variance” when she was interrupted by a member of the audience who interjected 
“but they have one at Rivermead.” Chair Dunbar called for order and reviewed the process of 
being acknowledged to speak at the meeting. Ms. Melone added Rivermead had a totally 
different zoning district. 

1H: the kiln private and owned and managed by the HOA. The kiln is a highly efficient 
gasification boiler as well as a heated kiln to dry hardwood and softwoods used for flooring, 
cabinets, furniture, molding trim and other building materials. 

1I: Unclear it is not clear what structure the map is referring to but it may be an existing storage 
shed used in the past to store equipment such as trailers, sand, sand, boats and other items. It is 
private and managed by the HOA. 

1J: the shed located to the far southeast of the property, this shed is a soccer shed used by the 
Well School and can be moved to the property it belongs to.  

Casitas: Mr. Garland noted on the current plan (an outcome of the ZBA approval/decision on May 2, 
2002) that some casitas would be removed from their current location and repositioned with others 
being private and managed by the HOA to be used as shared space by Walden Village residents for 
uses such as yoga studios, zoom offices or other similar uses. 

It was noted that in February it was requested that the plan include a note saying “17. All casitas and 
sheds will be removed from the site until a compliant repurposed use is approved by the Town 
Planner, Code Enforcement Officer, and Fire Department.” The revised plans note: “17. All casitas 
and sheds may be repurposed on-site on lots or in shared space as sheds, offices, or workshops or may 
be removed.” This note cannot be left as written and needs to be revised to say what has been 
provided, or another form of the note to be agreed upon by the Board.  

Mr. Garland noted the most recent plan submitted (June 7,2022) specifically articulates what 
casitas would be moved and those casitas to be used for shared community amenities.  

Ms. Stone asked if the current plan could be projected so they could see which casitas were 
going to be moved. This was not possible as the connection was being used for Zoom so Mr. 
Branon used a graphic to review the plan. This included relocating of the pig pens, Hickory Hill, 
the White House and Love Shack #9 out of the wetland buffer area with the Boiler House, 



Woodshed, Farmer’s Cottage, Green Bean and Red Rooster staying in their current locations. 

Chair Dunbar thanked the applicant for the detailed explanation noting all the criteria needed to 
be clearly added to the plan.  

Ms. Hurley asked about the small shed located up near the maintenance area. Mr. Brannon 
responded that it was going to be removed. Ms. Hurley asked about requirements for commonly 
shared spaces. Mr. Herlihy explained that a single-family home goes by International Residential 
Code “for your house, your shed your chicken coop, and all others fall under the Commercial 
Code that covers plumbing, mechanical, fire, life safety and accessibility features” (which also 
must be kept in mind as they are going to be shared buildings).  

Ms. Heller commented that she appreciated the explanation of all the structures presented by the 
applicant. “I feel like we are getting through so many important things tonight but some of your 
statement seem to come from a place of privilege, like you are above the zoning that the rest of 
the people are subject to. The bottom line is that some of these buildings may need to be moved 
or come down. That is the system we have to work within. We may not be able to work all of 
this out and I hope part of the collaboration you talk about is that some of these smaller buildings 
may have to go.” 

Ms. Dreyer asked about how the Nubanusit Neighborhood was able to have common amenities 
with Mr. Herlihy replying he would have to look at their plan and their zoning district to see 
what was approved for their development under the ordinances at that time. 

Fire Chief Ed Walker briefly discussed the history of the project and how the application had 
evolved to this point and emphasized “for the last 19 months we have been looking at a 
subdivision that was intended for one thing that evolved into unauthorized uses with an applicant 
that continues to tell us the only way we can move forward is to fit all these things back into the 
box.” 

Chief Walker agreed the project was worthwhile and the development would be important to the 
community “but to me with a primary focus of life safety there are issues, the applicant must be 
willing to work through a defined process to be successful.” Chief Walker noted his frustration 
as he described being put in the worst position in his 40-year professional career during the 
eviction of the Eco Village. “I have seen little or no acknowledgment from the owner of 
responsibility and willingness to work with the town and correct those things to create something 
that is safe and habitable” he said adding “I am pleased with this conversation, but I am also 
incredibly discouraged that we are having it 19 months after having put people out in the cold 
and right before Christmas.” 

Mr. Gorski discussed that he appreciated the explanations of the uses of the casitas “and now 
everyone in the room has questions on things being permitted.” He acknowledged a willingness 
on the part of the applicant n sharing all the information. He hoped they could get to the bottom 
of exactly what will work and what will not. 



Ms. Stone reiterated their job was to evaluate the plan not to evaluate every little house. She 
cited the building permit process taking care of building code compliance “which happens after 
the Planning Board approves the plan and it is not our job to decide whether or not the plan will 
work. “I think sometimes we get into the weeds and past issues; we need to stick with what the 
Planning Board can actually do something about. Stick to those things and then allow the 
applicant to work through getting the approvals” she said. 

Chief Walker added that there could be a structure on the lot that may need to be razed due to 
utility or mechanical deficiencies. Chief Walker discussed that the point here was for the Board 
to approve a plan with a use and not a structure. “This hopscotch of cart and horse with the plan 
is embarrassing and where it is going is what everyone needs to keep in mind” he said. 

Mr. Garland noted the subdivision process started about three years ago when he and Mr. 
Brannon and he met with (then) Town Planner Peter Throop, explaining that Mr. Throop was 
excited about the project and its innovative use of the land (“casitas included, seeing not 
obstacles but opportunities”). He added that (then) Code Enforcement Officer Dario Carrera was 
involved as well. He reviewed the history of the project noting all structures were permitted at 
the time and explained that things unraveled along the way with the new administration. 

Mr. Branon reiterated their intent to repurpose structures and discussion with both the Fire 
Department and Building Official were in order, “but ultimately we are looking for approval of 
lots within a development that can be built on and we appreciate the opportunity to walk through 
the plan and we look forward to talking with Tim so we have a productive path for the future” he 
said adding that the code side of things was not his area of expertise.  

Chair Dunbar responded that the path they were going down was to abide by building and zoning 
code and Planning Board regulations. “It is a nice purpose you have but I am not going to vote 
for it if it doesn’t abide by our code and building regulations, that is the function of this Board” 
he said. 

Ms. Heller reiterated that she was very much in favor of the project and had been cheerleading it 
from sidelines “but the unbelievable hubris demonstrated by the applicant is so difficult and is 
part of the stumbling block we face. She cited a lack of vision and that the endorsement of a 
previous administration’s approval of unsafe living conditions was a backslide. “Please move 
forward” she said adding she just wanted this project to work the right way. 

Mr. Staley cited the compliance issues need to be solved first, “you can’t just ignore it” he said 
adding if they approved the plan as is, they are allowing the existing buildings to be on the site  

Malcom Watson introduced himself as an abutter and told the members “just about every 
neighbor to this establishment is against this project” adding he’s been attending the meetings 
since day 1, with the same questions (water, traffic) are posed and discussed over and over 
without resolution or solution. Mr. Dunbar noted that if Mr. Watson had questions, he did not 
feel were answered that he submit a letter to the Planning Board clearing articulating the 
questions for a response. Ms. Melone spoke briefly on several issues of violation that needed to 



be brought into compliance before moving on to the remainder of the plan.  

Heather Peterson introduced herself and noted Ms. Dreyer’s question about the amenities 
allowed at other neighborhood developments including a common house, community gardens 
and a barn. She asked for greater clarification as that common spaces are necessary for this type 
of community “and if it is not a part of the zoning code, when you have one of your workshops it 
really needs to be incorporated because that is what people are looking for, smaller homes with 
community spaces.” 

A motion was made/seconded (Dunbar/Staley) for the applicant to respond in writing with the 
plan with notes that are required by August 8, 2022 and meet with the Building Inspector no later 
than August 8, 2022 in preparation of a continued hearing on a date and time certain of 
September 12, 2022 at 6:30 p.m. with all in favor. 

Public Hearing: Preliminary Review Application for the last phase of Southfield Village 
submitted by Mathewson Properties, LLC, proposing different buildings than originally 
approved which include sixteen duplex units and one 6-unit building, for the property at 
Southfield Rd., Parcel No. R011-051-000, located in both the General Residence District and 
Groundwater Protection Overlay Zone.  

Chad Branon introduced himself as a Civil Engineer with Fieldstone Land Consultants and 
representative for the applicant, Phil Mathewson of Mathewson Properties, LLC. 

Mr. Branon reviewed the history of the Southfield Village project through Phase 6 noting the 
applicant planned to revise Phases 7 through 11 with 50 units already approved. He reviewed the 
existing conditions on the site citing a series of duplexes and a single 6-unit building that would 
be positioned around existing features of ledge outcroppings and slab-on-grade or walk-outs 
where feasible to work with the existing topography. Mr. Branon noted a total of 38 units (12 
less than approved) and that Phase 7 (Building 7) would be left as an open space buffer to allow 
for reasonable spacing between the buildings. He noted a centralized drainage swale along the 
lower section of the development that would require an amendment to the Alteration of Terrain 
Permit with an additional sewer discharge fee. Mr. Branon also noted a cement pad already in 
place for the mailboxes and finally pointed out one easement encumbering the site, “a pedestrian 
access easement, essentially a trail easement” with no requirements to connection easements.  

Mr. Mathewson added that looking at this property with the issues with ledge, the structures 
which were originally approved really do not fit the location and would require significant 
blasting and would be much more harmful to the land. He went on to explain that the previous 
phase required a lot of blasting which was disruptive to the neighborhood with excessive 
required testing that was very time consuming. 

Ms. Dreyer asked about the width of the duplexes with Mr. Branon replying “40 by 80” adding 
they were very similar in size and style of the development but would be separated structures to 
be more accommodating to the natural terrain.  



Ms. Hurley expressed her appreciation to the thoughtful consideration to the environmental 
aspects of the site and asked if she was correct in hearing that the Phase 7 space would be left 
open for open space. Mr. Mathewson confirmed that was correct and it would be given to the 
existing HOA to be landscaped and maintained. Ms. Hurley asked about the apparent lack of a 
side setback with Mr. Branon noting the line shown was a phasing line of the plan, not the 
boundary line. 

Mr. Gorski asked about the pedestrian easement. Mr. Branon noted and Mr. Mathewson 
confirmed there was not a formal trail, just the existing easement to allow for future trail 
connections between the lots.   

Mr. Staley asked about any setbacks for the easement with Mr. Branon noting there was no 
setback requirement in the easement but that there was space between the easement boundaries.  

Ms. Dreyer noted the location of the turnaround felt awkward and disjointed and suggested 
placing it at the very end (lower to the bottom) so that people may turn around without turning 
into someone’s driveway.  

Mr. Gorski asked if light shining into windows would be a problem for the very last unit with 
Mr. Branon noting there was a garage forward so it would most likely not be an issue at all. He 
reiterated that the features of the site (construction and alignment of units) were all done with the 
consideration of the topography on site.  

Ms. Hurley asked what the timeline for development looked like and Mr. Branon responded the 
intention was to move forward as quickly as possible. Mr. Mathewson added that it was highly 
likely this would not be done all at once but would likely be done in phases so that they could 
have maximum control over pricing in the economy and putting all the pieces together.  

Lisa Koziel-Betz introduced herself and told the members the current HOA supported this 
project and overwhelmingly approved of splitting off the association so that Mathewson could 
proceed with the site as they saw fit. When Ms. Stone asked if a new HOA would be created. Mr. 
Mathewson confirmed there would be a new HOA for the new units. 

Mr. Gorski asked if the remaining space left (Phase 7) would be shared or if it would be owned 
by one entity. Mr. Mathewson noted Southfield would likely hold and maintain it, but that plan 
had not been fully discussed.  

In closing Mr. Branon thanked the Board for their input and noted they planned to hopefully 
submit a site pan for September.  

The meeting adjourned at 9:22 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  

Danica Melone 
Town Planner 
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Continued Hearings: 



Application for Subdivision for Walden Eco Village Open Space Residential Development 
at the Well School Staff Housing Site submitted by Akhil Garland to convert existing accessory 
structures that were associated with the Well School into an Open Space Residential 
Development. The proposal consists of converting 7 accessory structures and creating 13 new 
open space residential development lots with associated site improvements and open space area 
located at 360 Middle Hancock Road (Parcel No. R010-005-001) located in the Rural District. 

Conditional Use Permit Application for Proposed Impacts in the Wetland Buffers submitted 
by Akhil Garland for his property located at 360 Middle Hancock Road (Parcel No. R010-005-
001) in the Rural District. 

Public Hearing – Preliminary Review Application for the last phase of Southfield Village 
submitted by Mathewson Properties, LLC, proposing different buildings than originally 
approved which include sixteen duplex units and one 6-unit building, for the property at 
Southfield Road (Parcel No. R011-051-000) and located in both the General Residence District 
and Groundwater Protection Overlay Zone 

Rules of Procedure – The Board will begin the process for reviewing and editing  

 
 

 

Continued Hearing: Application for Subdivision for Walden Eco Village Open Space Residential 
Development at the Well School Staff Housing Site and application for Conditional Use Permit 
Application for Proposed Impacts in the Wetland Buffers for the Walden Eco Village proposal. 

Other Business: 

The meeting adjourned at 9:30 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  

Danica Melone 

Office of Planning & Building 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


	Also Present: Danica Melone, Office of Planning & Building and Tim Herlihy, Code Enforcement Officer

