
MINUTES 
PETERBOROUGH PLANNING BOARD 

TOWN OF PETERBOROUGH 
Monday, July 12, 2021 – 6:30 p.m. 

Peterborough, New Hampshire 
 
 

Members Present: Ivy Vann, Rich Clark, Sarah Steinberg Heller, Stephanie 
Hurley, Lindsay Dryer, Josh Blair and Tyler Ward  
 
Also Present: Laura Norton and Danica Melone, Office of Building and Planning 
 
Election of Officers: 
 
Chairman: A motion was made/seconded (Heller/Hurley) to nominate Rich Clark 
as Chairman with all in favor. 
 
Vice Chairman: A motion was made/seconded (Heller/Ward) to nominate Ivy 
Vann as Vice Chairman with all in favor.  
 
Alternates: A motion was made/seconded (Heller/Ward) to nominate Lisa Stone as 
an Alternate with all in favor. 
 
A motion was made/seconded (Vann/Clark) to re-nominate Lindsay Dreyer as an 
Alternate as her term expires this year with all in favor.     
 
From the floor Blair Weiss indicated he was interested in an Alternate position on 
the Board. A motion was made/seconded (Hurley/Ward) to recommend Blair 
Weiss as an Alternate with all in favor. This appointment will go to the Board of 
Selectmen for approval. 
 
Minutes: A motion was made/seconded (Vann/Hurley) to approve the Minutes of 
June 14, 2021 as written with all in favor. 

Chair Clark relinquished the meeting to Vice Chair Vann as he was recusing 
himself for the first two cases.  
 
Vice Chairman Vann (Ms. Vann) appointed Ms. Dreyer to sit for member Andy 
Dunbar and read the first case. 
 
Public Hearing: Application for a Professional Home-Based Business submitted 
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by Kim Gebro for her Trauma Informed Movement, Meditation, & Energy 
Alignment business to be located at her home at 60 Wilder Street (Parcel No. 
U032-022-000) located in the West Peterborough District.   

A motion was made/seconded (Ward/Heller) to accept the application as 
substantially compete with all in favor but Chari Clark who recused himself.  
 
While awaiting Ms. Gebro’s attendance via the telephone Ms. Melone said the 
application was straight forward and covered all the bases. She noted the applicant 
had reached out to her landlord and her neighbors and had ample parking. She 
noted ADA accessibility was intact and both Fire Chief Ed Walker and Code 
Officer Tim Herlihy had reviewed the application. “I have nothing more to add” 
she said.  
 
There were no questions from the Board. Ms. Vann opened the hearing to the 
public and there were no questions. 
 
A motion was made/seconded (Dryer/Hurley) to approve Professional Home-
Based Business Trauma Informed Movement, Meditation, & Energy Alignment 
business to be located at Ms. Gebros’s home at 60 Wilder Street with all in favor 
but Mr. Clark who recused himself. 

Public Hearing: Boundary Line Adjustment Application submitted by Richard 
and Donna Clark between their properties 837 Greenfield Road (Parcel No. R012-
043-000) and 853 Greenfield Road (Parcel No. R012-043-100), both located in the 
Rural District. 

A motion was made/second (Ward/Dryer) to accept the application as substantially 
compete with all in favor but Chair Clark who recused himself.  
 
Carl Foley introduced himself as a Senior Project Engineer with Fieldstone Land 
Consultants, PLLC and representative for the applicant. He briefly reviewed the 
plan for a boundary line adjustment that would reduce the lot at 837 Greenfield 
Road from 6.029 to 3.014 acres and simultaneously increase the 853 Greenfield 
Road lot from 6.425 aces to 9.46 acres. “It is pretty straight forward” he concluded.  
 
Ms. Hurley asked if the lots would be conformance with the dimensional 
requirements of the rural zone once the boundary line adjustment was completed 
(they will). 
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With no other questions from the Board Ms. Vann opened the hearing to the 
public.  
 
Gail Robinson stood and introduced herself as an abutter. She asked, “is the 
property going to be used as a business?” Mr. Clark replied, “I operate my business 
out of my house now” adding “I have a sign but no on-site employees.” “So, no 
business?” asked Ms. Robinson with Mr. Clark replying “no.” He went on to say 
he intended to use the space in the future for a solar array. He noted he intended to 
sell the lot his parents currently reside on and build a barn. Ms. Robinson asked if 
his sign was permitted with Mr. Clark replying “yes” with Ms. Melone noting Mr. 
Clark was incompliance with all rural district rules.  
 
A motion was made/seconded (Heller/Blair) to approve a Boundary Line 
Adjustment between Mr. Clark’s properties at 837 Greenfield Road (Parcel No. 
R012-043-000) and 853 Greenfield Road (Parcel No. R012-043-100), with all in 
favor but Chair Clark who recused himself.   
 
Chair Clark rejoined the Board and read the last case of the evening: 
 
Continued Hearing: Application for Subdivision for Walden Eco Village Open 
Space Residential Development at the Well School site and new Application for 
Conditional Use Permit. 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 Road (R010-005-001) located in the Rural District. 
A Conditional Use Permit to address wetland impacts has been submitted to be 
heard in conjunction with this subdivision application.  
A brief intermission was taken at 6:53 p.m. as the case was scheduled for 7:00 p.m. 
and the agents for this case were not yet present.  
At 7:00 p.m. Chair Clark re-read the continued case. Mr. Ward recused himself. 
Attorney Chris Swiniarski of McLane Middleton, PA introduced himself as the 
representative for applicant Akhil Garland who was also present.  
Attorney Swiniarski reviewed their June 7, 2021 response to the request of the 
Board for a final revised plan; well feasibility, traffic and impact and septic 
(ganged v. individual) analysis at the April 2021 meeting. He also noted the 
submission of a Condition Use Permit requested by the Planning Department.  
He noted that with minimal impacts to traffic wells and septic viability “the two 
salient issues remaining are the lot size and the number of lots.”  
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Lot size: A comparison graphic was projected which showed the results of the 
three lot sizes that have been proposed. The first was 16 3-acre lots (by right) with 
no open space remaining (“which is traditional for the district” said Attorney 
Swiniarski); 16 ¾-acre lots (by right) with approximately 35 acres open space 
remaining and 20 ¼-acre lots (Board approved) with approximately 47 acres of 
open space remaining. 
 
Attorney Swiniarski noted little to no and only minimal buffers for abutters with 
both by right developments but a large buffer with the Board approved 
development. He also noted there were no other amenities (hiking trails, 
agriculture, forest, viewshed and historic features preservation) with the by right 
development, adding the potential 20-lot Board approved proposal both uses and 
satisfies the objectives and intent of the Open Space Residential Development 
Ordinance. 
 
Number of Lots: Another comparison graphic was projected which showed the 
number of lots allowed based on a percentage of density bonuses. Attorney 
Swiniarski reiterated the ordinance provided a calculation that totaled 9.6 (rounded 
down to 9 units) open space (20%); hiking trails (5%); agriculture preservation 
(10%); forest preservation (15%); viewshed preservation (5%) and historic features 
preservation (5%). He also noted the total number of bonus units should not exceed 
25% of the allowable traditional units for the district (16), “but the Board has full 
authority to modify this requirement at its discretion and it is reasonable for the 
applicant seek the 9 bonus units.” He also noted the applicant was only seeking 4 
bonus units leaving significant open space; hiking trails and the preservation of 
forest, agriculture, viewshed and historic features for the community to enjoy. He 
made it clear that they were amicable to the Board crafting the way they wanted to 
award the density bonuses. “We are here for your input and to answer any 
questions” he concluded. 
 
Ms. Heller asked about the agriculture bonus “and what features are being 
preserved?” Mr. Garland replied that while currently the fields were unused, he 
hoped to have them cleared for vegetation and animals in the future. “Again, we 
are looking for your direction” interjected Attorney Swiniarski. “What about 
historic features?” asked Ms. Heller with Mr. Garland pointing out several historic 
stone walls on the property.  
 
Ms. Melone pointed out that the 10% agricultural bonus is only applicable if 25% 
of the open space is available for agriculture. Attorney Swiniarski again noted, 
given the amenity graphic, they felt it was better for the Board to use its discretion 
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in determining what combination to use to reach the requested 4-unit density 
bonus.   
 
Ms. Hurley asked specifically about the plan that submitted with ¼ acre lots 
depicted. Attorney Swiniarski noted an informal straw vote of the members at a 
past meeting supported the ¼ lots. Ms. Hurley cited the recent adoption of a 
Citizen’s Petition at Town Meeting where the language of the Open Space 
Residential Development Ordinance was amended to remove language that gave 
flexibility to the Board to grant less than ¾ acre lots in the rural district. Noting the 
Board must follow the rules and the rules states that while consideration shall be 
given to the flexibility in site design, in no case shall the minimum lot size be less 
than 25% of the required area for a lot in a conventional subdivision. “And 25% in 
this case is ¾ acre lots” she said. Attorney Swiniarski explained the Board had 
accepted the application prior to the petition adoption and was grandfathered. “It 
does not apply to this application” he said.  
 
Ms. Hurley then systematically went through the amenities noting open space (the 
OSRD is designed to increase open space on no less than 3.4 acre lots, 60% or 
more to be protected as such in perpetuity with groomed fields); hiking trails 
(current trails are isolated and not part of a trail system or network; questions on 
pedestrian traffic as well as lack of access and public parking); agriculture 
(protection of the agriculturally valuable lands and it sue in perpetuity and must be 
25% or more for a density bonus; questions on what if any agriculture use does or 
can exist); forestry (defined to be mostly mature forest where cutting is well 
distributed and based upon a management plan developed by a licensed forester 
and approved by the planning Board, no such plan exists); and historic features 
(defined as historically significant buildings and landscapes with Mr. Garland 
noting only several stone walls as being features).   
 
Ms. Hurley also questioned the overlapping septic radius shown on several lots less 
than ¼ acre in size (ranging from .207 to .224 acres). Attorney Swiniarski noted 
that while some lots were less than ¼ acre others were greater ranging in size from 
.241 to .271 acres. “This is typical” he said, adding the septic systems are designed 
with compact, protective radius that sometimes touch other properties. “The idea is 
not to have each lot be exactly ¼ acre, it is to encourage flexibility in the design of 
residential land use” he said. Mr. Garland added “it is designed to follow natural 
logic and is played out to preserve things like mature trees and old stone walls.” 
Ms. Heller noted her support of ¼ acre lots for the project. “It makes the most 
sense and gives a more concrete commitment to agriculture and clear delineation 
of the trails” she said. Attorney Swiniarski demonstrated how the lots could be 
made larger by extending their back yards (thus taking ownership of that land, 
decreasing open space,) where the ¼ acre lots allowed that land to be enjoyed and 



Planning Board Minutes         July 12, 2021    pg. 6 of 13 
 

shared by everyone. Ms. Vann agreed noting she, also, preferred the ¼ acre lots 
which limits the amount of land attached to a house. “That is the intent of the 
ordinance” she said.  
 
Ms. Dreyer interjected “as a Planning Board do we really care if they are ¼ or ¾ 
acre lots?” Ms. Vann replied “yes” adding “people will choose to live on a small 
lot with the rest of the area open space.” Ms. Dreyer confirmed that 16 units were 
allowed regardless with Ms. Vann replying “yes, by right.” Ms. Dreyer then asked 
who was responsible for policing the amenities used to calculate the density bonus. 
Ms. Melone replied, “I believe it would be up to me.” Attorney Swiniarski agreed 
noting that generally the responsibility was generated at the municipal level 
through easements granted by the town giving it or a designated person the right to 
enforcement. Ms. Heller asked if there was going to be an HOA that would have 
maintenance obligations with Mr. Garland replying “yes, there is.” 
 
Moving on to the requested reports received June 7, 2021, Chair Clark questioned 
the validity of the reports the Board received. He noted the reports were lacking in 
methodology and detail, he pointed out the lack of professional letterhead and the 
absence of signatures from an engineer or licensed professional. He noted the 
traffic study and an evaluation of gang versus individual septic systems was 
missing. Chair Clark also noted (on town counsel’s advice) the applicant submit a 
waiver request pursuant to RSA 676:4 Board’s Procedures on Plats (stating the 
Board shall begin formal consideration and shall act to approve, conditionally 
approve or disapprove within 65 days, subject to an extension or waiver provided.) 
“That has been requested but not received” he said adding “we don’t want to make 
a judgement without all the facts, and we don’t want the applicant to run out of 
time.”   
 
Attorney Swiniarski replied “it is not like a deadline” with Chair Clark noting 
“after 65 days we have to vote.” “Well 65 days was a long time ago” replied the 
attorney. He cited temporary pauses in the case and suggested the town’s attorney 
be in touch with him directly regarding the matter.  
 
Ms. Dreyer inquired about the wetland delineation with Attorney Swiniarski 
replying that delineation had been done. He pointed out the wetland areas on a 
projected graphic and noted “one is 8875 square feet and the other is 8000-
something square feet as well” concluding “they are under 10,000 square feet so no 
buffer is required.” 
 
As Ms. Hurley inquired about a discussion on the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 
submitted by the applicant she suggested a certified wetland scientist chosen by the 
town and paid by the applicant be hired. “We need to know where the wetlands 
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are, this had been a long-standing question” she said adding “and it looks like there 
may be more wetland than you have pointed out.” From the audience Conservation 
Commission representative Francie Von Mertens agreed adding “a signed and 
dated plan by a wetland scientist is the first thing you do in a subdivision.” 
 
Ms. Melone interjected that Fieldstone’s wetland scientist Notes section (page 3 of 
the plan) states “jurisdictional wetlands shown herein were verified and mapped by 
this office. The reference delineation was reviewed and confirmed by Christopher 
A. Guida, C.W.S. in April 2020 and April 2021 and are in accordance with the 
“Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual, Technical Report y-87-1, dated 
January 1987.” 
 
Attorney Swiniarski reported that Mr. Guida had done the delineation. Again from 
the audience Ms. Von Mertens questioned if the plan was stamped by a certified 
wetland scientist. Upon investigation Chair Clark discovered the stamp on page 4 
of the plan. Ms. Von Mertens also pointed out an issue with contiguous wetlands 
on the site that were not counted as such. She pointed out wetland areas located by 
a road crossing at the Fire Pond and a culvert on the lot that were not accounted for 
as being contiguous. Mr. Garland gave a brief history of the status of the wetlands 
when the cottages were built on the site. “We hired a wetland scientist then and the 
town gave us permission to construct the cottages” he said. Chair Clark replied, 
“we cannot comment on what town did before, we’d like a wetland scientist to 
recalculate this and create a new plan showing us the buffer and the removal of lots 
18, 19 and 20 if applicable.” As Mr. Garland began to reiterate the cottage 
structures were permitted Ms. Heller interjected a suggestion that they focus us on 
the plan at hand and not what may have been done in the past.  
 
Going back the CUP Ms. Hurley noted the application had been submitted but was 
incomplete. “It doesn’t have anything on it” she said. Attorney Swiniarski replied 
all the information was in the subdivision plan. After a brief discussion Ms. Vann 
agreed “generally the information is in the subdivision plan, the application serves 
as a reminder of all the things that have to be on the plat and it becomes an easier 
way to look at everything instead of going through the plan page by page.” “And 
yet it doesn’t have anything on it” replied Ms. Hurley. Attorney Swiniarski 
suggested there may have been a computer glitch when printing the form for 
submission and that he would look into it.   
 
Ms. Von Mertens noted the existing structures have been referred to as 
grandfathered, “they are not but they are there” she said and asked if any of their 
footprints would change. Chair Clark reiterated “if they are in the buffer they will 
have to get rid of them and lose the lots.” 
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Ms. Hurley indicated that she felt strongly about the size of the ¼ acre lots (and not 
having them). She said she understood the concept of compromising the size of the 
lots to match the lay of the land and make more open space “but I feel strongly 
about having the septic systems on their own lots.” Chair Clark replied, “they can 
do that.” Ms. Hurley also cited a statement she’d seen about a town’s development 
and the number of people that it brings to town (1%), which equated to about 65 
people in Peterborough. A very brief discussion about new homes, bedroom counts 
and number of people in households followed before Chair Clark interjected “OK, 
I am going to put a pin in this right now, this is a moot point, and we are not going 
there.” 
 
Ms. Von Mertens noted “one more thing” citing the Drainage & Utility Sheet of 
the plan. “¼ acre lots not on town water and sewer are condoned and this is a big 
step for the town to take” she said and pointed out “individual systems cannot fit 
on Garland Way and you don’t have the correct well radius. How can you 
guarantee protection of the wellhead if its radius is divided amongst your 
neighbors? That radius is there to protect you and your water.” 
 
Attorney Swiniarski reiterated the plan was common in this type of development 
and buyers make a choice to purchase their homes knowing this ahead of time. “It 
is a choice people make” he said.  
 
A brief discussion about the radius of septic systems encroaching and crossing 
property lines as well as a brief explanation of the nomenclature of well water 
systems followed before Chair Clark opened the hearing to the public.  
 
John Lord introduced himself and addressed the density bonuses. “A bonus is a 
reward for doing something extra, above and beyond” he said adding “if you 
follow the regulation and by right get 16 ¾ acre lots with about 35 acres of open 
space, why do you get a bonus for that? Isn’t that double dipping?” He noted he 
did not see the logic of awarding a density bonus for following the rules. 
 
Malcom Watson introduced himself and noted the hydrology report         submitted 
“does not tell you anything about the wells.”  
 
Anna Carter introduced herself and spoke briefly about her concern for the not 
only the current wells but potential new wells in the neighborhood. “Does anyone 
know what aquifer they will tap into? Does anybody know who else has a straw in 
that aquifer? Is anybody going to look into this?” she asked. She concluded by 
realizing and respecting the real threats of natural phenomena like wildfires and 
drought be taken into account. 
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Mary Lord introduced herself and noted her major concern was the availability and 
sustainability of the water resources in the neighborhood. She also noted the need 
for a geologic hydrology study by an independent, certified professional that is 
authorized by the town. “Water in rural areas does affect lot size” she said adding 
wells for 20 or more houses on a concentrated few acres of land cannot be done 
without affecting the neighborhood. 
 
Mike Kennedy introduced himself and noted the preliminary hearing for the 
project was in January of 2020. “Why, after a year and a half and discussing this a 
lot, why has there not been a site walk?” He went on to say protected wetlands 
were encroached, and structures and the Garland Way road should not be where 
they are. “I’d like to request a site review before you go any further” he said. He 
also suggested the applicant listen to the town planner, “an expert in the field” and 
that professional, independent firms do the requested studies. 
 
David Johnston introduced himself and citing the hiking trails density bonus noted 
his property was not a part of their trial system, not open to the general public and 
off limits. 
 
Mark Fernald introduced himself as an attorney representing several residents on 
Middle Hancock Road. He began by citing the complexity of the project. “It is 
really complicated, (OSRD) it is an ordinance with a lot of gray areas and a lot of 
discretion should be exercised by the Board.” Attorney Fernald went on to say “but 
you still need facts to make a decision” noting he had several to point out before 
taking the next steps. These points included the 3-acre lot issue and the “in no case 
shall minimum lot size per dwelling be less than 25% of the required area for a lot 
in a conventional subdivision.” Attorney Fernald asked the Board to think about 
where that language came from. “It came from you. It was written by the Planning 
Board in 2006 or 2007 and approved by the town. It was written for all the future 
planning boards. When they wrote this they were talking to you.” He went on to 
review other dimensional requirements noting “the density of the cluster depends 
on what district you are in” adding “it was not their intent to create ¼ acre lots 
when this was written and when the town voted for it.” 
 
Attorney Fernald cited the required 75-foot vegetated buffer where no mowing or 
cutting of trees is allowed “and may also require more vegetation be planted if 
deemed necessary. He told the Board “there is no plot plan depicting ¾ acre lots on 
file at the Town House so you cannot see what they look like.” He reiterated a 
detailed wetland mapping had not been provided “and you have good reason to 
require it now” he said.  
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Attorney Fernald noted the dates reflected on the wetland review as being done in 
April of 2020 and again in 2021 and said “looking at the vegetation before things 
started growing is the wrong time of the year to do a confirmation. This is a crucial 
point.” He noted three existing cottages within the wetland buffer. “Yes, they are 
existing but you are going to have decide what to do with them. This is a whole 
new development with a whole new purpose.” 
 
Attorney Fernald suggested the Board request an independent hydrology study 
adding the Well School is the largest user in the neighborhood but they had not 
been mentioned; a traffic study that included the impacts of additional traffic as 
well as a very dangerous intersection to the well school and two driveways 50 feet 
apart, one of which (the entrance to Garland Way) “was never permitted.” 
 
Citing the septic systems Attorney Fernald noted the subdivision regulations 
require showing the location of the leech field (in case of need of replacement) and 
a 75-foot well radius on the lot, “and that radius is not there.” Ms. Stone interjected 
“that is only if it is waterfront.” 
 
Attorney Fernald went on to briefly review the request for density bonuses noting 
the hiking trails were 600 feet off Middle Hancock Road with no entrance access 
or parking (“inaccessible to the public”); the historic features consist only of some 
stone walls; the fields were neglected and overgrown with Mr. Garland’s hope of 
restoring them to agricultural uses in the future. “Don’t grant bonuses based on 
someone’s hope” he said adding “these should be fact-dependent, and you have 
very few facts at this point to decide if they qualify, thank you.” 
 
Mike Kennedy introduced himself and suggested (at the Site Visit) the Members 
investigate the road conditions; the current speed limits (“that are not observed”); a 
dangerous bend the road by the entrance to the Well School and the level of traffic 
on the road. “Adding more traffic to that is going to be a real problem” he said.  
 
Sarah Grossi introduced herself noting traffic was high on her list of concerns. She 
also noted many people in the neighborhood go out and walk the road, “many of 
them with their children.” 
 
June Winey introduced herself and also mentioned people walking on the road. 
“The cars speed by, it is scary at times” she said adding “the road is narrow and is 
not meant to have the traffic it has.” 
 
David Buren introduced himself and told the Members he often hikes the trails 
along the village complex (“never on their property”) and noted he was doing so 



Planning Board Minutes         July 12, 2021    pg. 11 of 13 
 

recently when “Akhil (Mr. Garland) appeared, took my photograph and told me I 
was trespassing. I have been walking the trail for 20 years.” 
 
Calvin Winey introduced himself and spoke brief about how zoning in different 
districts of town were in place to protect those areas. Citing the character of the 
road (“4 miles out of town with 40 houses and plenty of open space”) and told the 
Members owning parcels with 10, 20 and even hundreds of acres is the norm for 
the rural district. “They say this project is a normal type of development and is a 
good thing because Peterborough needs housing but I’ll tell you many landowners 
(like himself) have bought acreage to protect what we have. It encourages people 
to hoard their land so they can enjoy their property and their space without it 
getting ripped out from under them.’” He concluded by saying “we all let people 
hike and walk our land and we do it without any kind of a bonus. That is just the 
way we are.”  
 
Kate Coon introduced herself and asked for clarification on the number of houses 
allowed by right versus the number of houses allowed with the bonus density.  
 
Ms. Grossi voiced her concern that the development was creating a suburb in a 
rural area. She told the Members they bought their home for the rural character of 
the neighborhood and if they’d foreseen this type of development coming they 
would not have purchased it. She reiterated her concern about the traffic impact 
adding “that in addition to all the other issues, and those concerns need to be 
addressed.” Ms. Grossi concluded by asking if any sort of a similar development 
had been done in the rural district in town “and if so, can we see it?”   
 
Mrs. Lord spoke briefly about the reason for larger lots in the rural district. She 
noted the narrow road with houses spread out to fit the land. She noted the ecologic 
sensitivity to the water issues with larger lots and noted that if the road surface in 
the development was gravel it would require a lot of maintenance. She concluded 
by reiterating the importance of realizing the potential consequences when 
considering the applicant’s request for a development of this size.  
 
Chair Clark asked if anyone in the audience had any new information to bring to 
the discussion and if not, he would be closing the public portion of the hearing. 
“It’s getting late, I am tired and I want to go home” he said.  
 
Hannah Johnston introduced herself and acknowledged many of the concerns were 
the same, said differently. “But this is our homes” she said adding “and you ought 
to have the courtesy to listen to what we have to say.” 
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Mr. Ward responded by noting it was not just the Middle Hancock Road 
neighborhood that approved the citizen’s petition to amend RSA 245-26 by 
repealing Paragraph 1.3 (which authorizes the Board to modify the requirements of 
the ordnance as deemed reasonable) at town meeting. He also noted the Board 
members are volunteers who dedicate their time and commitment to their roles and 
that he never wanted to hear “I am tired, and I want to go home” again, from 
anyone, ever again.  
 
Acknowledging Mr. Ward Chair Clark replied, “I hear what you are saying but 
carrying on with the same things repeated over and over again is tiring.” 
 
Chair Clark then summarized the Board planned to meet on Monday, July 26th at 
5:30 p. m. for a Site Walk on the property and asked for a motion. 
 
A motion was made/seconded (Vann/Heller) to schedule a Site Walk at the Eco 
Village (Vann/Heller) for Monday, July 26, 2021 at 5:30 p.m. with all in favor but 
Mr. Ward who recused himself.    
 
A motion was made/seconded (Vann/Hurley) to have a hydrology study and 
wetland delineation performed by an independent wetland scientist (chosen by the 
town and paid for by the applicant) to be submitted to the Board before their next 
regularly scheduled meeting in August with all in favor but Mr. Ward who recused 
himself.  
 
Ms. Hurley interjected “I would like to make a motion for an independent traffic 
study as well.” Chair Clark replied he thought that was premature and there was no 
second to the motion. Ms. Hurley then asked if Garland Way was a permitted 
(legal) road noting “I’d like to see more information on that as well.” Chair Clark 
suggested they get through the Site Visit first.’’  
 
Other Business: 
Planning Board Recommendation: 

Resident Serena Berube appeared before the Board for a recommendation for how 
to handle her newly acquired property on Greenfield Road. Ms. Berube’s plan is to 
inhabit the existing farmhouse while demolishing an existing barn and build a new 
home in its location, then demolish the farmhouse and build a new barn in that 
location. After a brief discussion on the lack of adequate frontage and non- 
conforming lots the Board recommended she go to the Zoning Board of 
Adjustment for a Variance for nonconforming lots cand come back to the Planning 
Board for a Boundary Line Adjustment. 



Planning Board Minutes         July 12, 2021    pg. 13 of 13 
 

MPSC Poster Board Project: 

Ms. Heller told the Member the posters were up around town and that their 
participation was welcome.  

The meeting adjourned at 9:00 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  
 
Laura Norton 
Office of Community Development 
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