
MINUTES 
PETERBOROUGH PLANNING BOARD 

TOWN OF PETERBOROUGH 
Monday, August 9, 2021 – 6:30 p.m. 

Peterborough, New Hampshire 
 
 

Members Present: Rich Clark, Ivy Vann, Sarah Steinberg Heller, Stephanie Hurley, Lisa Stone 
and Josh Blair  
 
Also Present: Laura Norton and Danica Melone, Office of Building and Planning 
 
Chair Clark called the meeting to order at 630 p.m. with a welcome and introduction of Staff and 
Members. 

Minutes: A motion was made/seconded (Vann/Blair) to approve the Minutes of July 12, 2021 as 
written with all in favor. 

Chair Clark read the first case: 

Public Hearing: Public Hearing – Application for Subdivision to Modify the Previously 
Approved Plan for the Cranberry Meadow Farms Subdivision, approved August 13, 2007, off 
Carley Road in the Rural District; submitted by Paul LaRoche/LR3 Development, LLC for 
proposed modifications to the house and driveway locations as they relate to four of lots (Parcel 
Nos. R002-003-111, R002-003-112, R002-003-113, R002-003-114.) 

Paul LaRoche introduced himself as the applicant and reviewed a modification of the 
development plan approval he received in 2007. “Basically, we are relocating the location of one 
of the driveways and moving a house to a higher location on the lot.” he said adding “we are not 
changing anything else.” Mr. LaRoche pointed out the driveway in question (Lot 113) as well as 
the relocation of the house (Lot 114). A brief discussion about moving the building enveloper on 
a lot with plenty of space (each lot has 4 acres) and wetland locations followed. 

When Chair Clark opened the hearing to the public Cynthia Lynch introduced herself as an 
abutter and asked, “where is the road (Carley Road) in relation to the project?” Mr. LaRoche 
pointed it out for her noting “Cranberry Hill Drive (off Carley Road) serves all the lots.” 

With no other comments or questions from the public Chair Clark closed the public hearing. 

A motion was made/seconded (Vann/Blair) to approve the request for a Modification to a 
previously approved plan for the Cranberry Meadow Farms Subdivision, approved August 13, 
2007, off Carley Road in the Rural District; submitted by Paul LaRoche/LR3 Development, LLC 
for proposed modifications to the house and driveway locations as they relate to four of lots 
(Parcel Nos. R002-003-111, R002-003-112, R002-003-113, R002-003-114.) with all in favor.  
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Public Hearing: Application for Conditional Use Permit to Allow for a Home Day Care, a 
Professional Home-Based Business, at their property of 21 Scott Winn Road (Parcel No. U029-
021-000) located in the West Peterborough District, submitted by Mary and Alexandra Killgren.  

There was no representative the audience for this case. Ms. Melone noted she would attempt to 
contact the applicant. 

With the next case posted for 6:45 p.m. the Board used time to discuss Other Business, which 
included a time and date certain for their Planning Board Workshop (August 23, 2021 at 6:30 
p.m.) and a Fire Station Municipal Campus Task Force Update with Ms. Heller (the Planning 
Board representative for the Task Force) giving an update on their progress. The update included 
a bit of historical background, a meeting with HKT Architects from Boston as well as 
consideration and discussion of how to position the campus on Evans Road. The campus 
currently consists of Fire & Rescue and the Department of Public Works, with the potential for 
another municipal department such as the Police Department joining later. Ms. Heller noted an 
informational table would be available at the Night Market August 20th as well as an Open 
House at the Fire Station August 21st from 10:00 to 2:00 p.m. “so you can see their conditions for 
yourself.” From the audience someone asked, “what about the current (fire) location?” Ms. 
Heller replied, “I cannot predict that” and a brief discussion about the potential for affordable 
housing units there followed.  

At 6:45 p.m. Chair Clark read the second case for the night. There was still no representative for 
the applicant. 

A motion was made/seconded (Vann/Heller) to accept the application as substantially complete 
so that it may be continued to a date and time certain (August 23, 2021 at 6:30 p.m.) if necessary. 

Continued Hearing: Application for Subdivision for Walden Eco Village Open Space 
Residential Development at the Well School site and new Application for a 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.  

Attorney Chris Swiniarski introduced himself as a representative for the applicant noting 
Fieldstone Land Consultant’s Chad Branon and applicant Akhil Garland were also present.  

Citing the Site Visit last month and the requests for additional information from a third-party 
review of the hydrology report and the wetlands delineation, Attorney Swiniarski noted 
GeoInsight Environmental Strategy & Engineering had been selected with a report submitted. He 
also noted the Board’s concern their report lacked a signature on letterhead. He noted those had 
not been included initially as the report was considered a draft (adding) “but you have it now.” 
He went on to say, “we have a revised wetland plan that shows wetland buffers to all the 
jurisdictional wetlands on the property, and we have calculated the density bonus with direction 
from the Board including open space and agricultural land and use.” 
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Attorney Swiniarski told the Board he was concerned about the scope of the work for a third-
party review of the hydrology report and wetlands delineation (245-15 G of the Zoning 
Ordinance related to wetland boundary disputes) requested by the Board at the July 12, 2021 
meeting noting Mr. Branon would elaborate.  

Chad Branon introduced himself as a Civil Engineer with Fieldstone Land Consultants in 
Milford, New Hampshire and a representative for the Walden Eco Village. “I would like to 
clarify a few things” he said. He apologized for not being at the last meeting and explained that 
at the Site Visit wetlands of ¼ acre in size or larger were discovered, adding “all the wetlands 
have been field mapped and delineated. I would like to state that for the record. We have hung 
flags on all the wetlands on the site.” he said. He went on to say that the back lot area still had 
wetland flags from a 2006 delineation done by a consultant for TF Moran at that time. “We 
refreshed all the wetland boundaries on the site using a three-prong criteria model (presence or 
absence of hydric soils, hydrology (water table and saturated soils) and disturbance identification 
and reiterated it was not prudent to field survey the back of the property as the old flags were still 
there and that area was not in any proximity to any of the proposed improvements. 

Mr. Branon acknowledged the wetland impacts in the front of the lot required a Conditional Use 
Permit (CUP) with criteria detailed, and that a wetland mapping had been done by Wetland 
Scientist Sharon Monahan previously “that showed a smaller delineation than ours.” He told the 
Members he had the parcel reviewed by two wetland scientists from his office and two other 
wetland consultants. “We feel like the quote to re-map the wetlands is exorbitant, I have to say I 
have never seen a town make a decision to re-map wetlands. The area has been flagged and 
marked by wetland scientists.” Citing a change to the regulations he confirmed there were 
jurisdictional wetlands on the site as there is no disconnect to the wetlands separated by a culvert 
“so we modified the plan with those revisions, and now we have a 50-foot wetland buffer around 
them and we will modify the CUP for that as well.”  

Mr. Branon went on to say “as professionals we need to be unbiased. We are not opposed to a 
review of our stuff, meeting all the requirements of the ordinance defines our work and we are 
confident in our services.” He told the Board, “a review is one thing, we have no problem with 
that, but a redo (of the delineation) is whole other thing.” 

Mr. Branon briefly reviewed the density bonus requests for open space and agricultural land and 
use “to permanently protect the land in perpetuity.” He told the Board and audience the open 
space will provide great buffers for the neighbors. He also pointed out the significant fencing 
already in place on the property and reiterated the agricultural uses would be brought back and 
maintained and that they were only seeking a 10% density agricultural land and use bonus. “This 
is a good plan” he said adding “we have done all the reports, we have provided professional 
studies to move this project along.” Mr. Branon concluded by telling the Board, “we have no 
objections to reviews where any concerns will be put on paper and addressed but a complete re-
do is something we have ever run not in the past and we hope the request was a 
misunderstanding.” 

Chair Clark thanked Mr. Branon for the clarification. Ms. Vann agreed and added” I think we 
were interested in a review and not a redo of the wetland delineation. I thought that is what we 
asked for, essentially a second opinion.” Ms. Hurley interjected “while a new member of the 
Board, we have seen several changes (in the wetland delineation) so it is reasonable to ask for a 
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review.” A copy of the Scope of Work was projected for review and a brief discussion followed. 
Ms. Melone noted she would update the Scope of Work request to reflect confirmation on the 
accuracy of the mapping done. Mr. Branon gave the Members a brief review of what a peer 
review entailed in terms of any areas of concern (disputes), time frames and monetary 
expenditure. “This is a significant property and it will take a significant effort” he said. Chair 
Clark confirmed the area to be reviewed consisted of the area by the houses and culvert by the 
green common aera. Ms. Hurley cited wetlands by the road as well and noted the total amount of 
wetlands (reported to be 4.28 acres) affects the number of units for the project “and all the 
wetlands should be looked at.” Chair Clark interjected “so all the wetlands on the plan are the 
same, with the new plan showing the 50-foot buffers, correct?” “Correct” replied Mr. Branon 
adding “the wetlands have always been on the plan, there is no change.” Ms. Heller agreed and 
asked, “is Garland Way a permitted road?” Ms. Melone replied, “there is not record of it being a 
permitted road.” Ms. Heller asked, “what is happening here?” adding she felt a general building 
of mistrust and that the applicant seemed to have an I’m sorry versus a may I attitude. “This is a 
consequence of not going through the proper procedures the first time” she said.  

Mr. Branon replied it was his understanding that the road was established the for the original 7 
cabins back in 2007. He went on to note the wetlands had been delineated at that time by 
Wetland Scientist Sharon Monahan and reiterated her total number of wetland on the site was 
less than what they had delineated in April 2020. Ms. Heller replied, “is Sharon Monahan the 
Code Enforcement Officer?” Chair Clark asked about a fill and dredge permit (wetlands crossing 
permit) at the time the cabins were built with Mr. Branon noting Ms. Monahan had prepared 
plans to cross the wetlands. Mr. Branon conclude by reiterating the wetlands by Garland Way 
was not a big deal and their proximity to Garland Way was not a problem. 

With no other question from the Board Chair Clark opened the hearing to the public. 

John Prodder introduced himself and asked about an aquifer study to evaluate its availability and 
sustainability.  

Attorney Mark Fernald introduced himself as a representative of several Middle Hancock Road 
residents. He noted that in 2006 Garland Way served as a crossing for emergency vehicles and a 
logging road only. Chair Clark interjected that the case at hand has nothing to do with the 
previous projects at the site. He noted he’d said before and he’d say it again, “that was then, this 
is now, we are not talking about it.” Attorney Fernald replied, “there is no permit for Garland 
Way, its function was for the Well School purposes only.” Chair Clark reiterated that if a fill and 
dredge permit has been obtained “they have done everything they were supposed to.” To which 
Attorney Fernald said, “I’d like to see proof from the state.” Mr. Branon noted he had no 
opposition to a review of the paperwork. 

Attorney Fernald reviewed the delineated wetlands pointing out wetland areas on both sides of 
the green common area that were left out and said, “there is really no way to know how many 
acres (of wetland) there are other than the note on the plan.” He went on to review the allowable 
density calculation for the ordinance (the maximum number of dwellings is determined by 
dividing the total tract area by the minimum lot size for the district(s) in which the proposed 
development is located (in this case three-acre lots) and density shall not exceed what would be 
allowed in the district(s) under a conventional subdivision, except where density bonuses may be 
applied). Pointing to the wetland graphic he said “I think some areas have been left out” adding 
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“the wetland areas were broader on the original plan and all the square footage of wetlands 
matter. It is important to have the delineation reviewed to make sure it adds up to the 4.8 acres 
on their plan.” 

Mike Kennedy introduced himself and thanked the Board for having the Site Visit. He cited the 
lot by Middle Hancock Road as being a key problem area and the area was “riddled” with 
wetlands. He reiterated the Garland Way was not a permitted road saying, “it was a logging road 
that evolved to its current state without town approval” adding, “just like this parking lot.” He 
also pointed out the plan for expansion of that road to 20 feet and asked again about a traffic 
study by a third-party professional selected by the town and paid for by the applicant. “I think 
that is critical, with special attention of the convergence of Middle Hancock Road, the parking 
lot and Garland Way. That is where all the action takes place” he said. Mr. Kennedy conclude by 
noting the study should take place when the Well School parents drop off and pick up their 
children. “That is key” he said.  

Mr. Branon reassured Mr. Kennedy that all the wetlands on the parcel had been mapped with 
wetland flags and that appropriate wetland buffers had been added to the plan. He noted the 
Board’s concern for two particular areas, the side and rear of two existing cottages (on the right 
of the common) and a culvert in the same area. “We can address concerns and answer questions, 
that does not mean something is wrong with the plan” he said.  

Hannah Johnston introduced herself and asked when the original wetland delineations were 
done. Mr. Branon noted the first was April of 2020 and then again in April 2021and briefly 
reviewed the investigation of soils, plants and indicator species. He told the audience what may 
be wet in April may not meet jurisdictional wetlands criteria later in the spring or summer.  

Francie Von Mertens introduced herself and asked about the area around the cottages and 
culvert. Mr. Brannon replied, “the plan shows all jurisdictional wetlands have buffers now.” She 
then asked if the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) they had submitted involved a wetland crossing. 
Ms. Melone interjected it did, but the application was not received in time to be publicly noticed 
and would be discussed at the next meeting. Ms. Von Mertens then told the Board the 
Conservation Commission had no record of a Special Exception for the road, “originally, you 
had to walk up to the cabins” she said. Chair Clark interjected they were dealing with a new 
application and new permitting. “What used to be is irrelevant” he said.  

Richard Scribner introduced himself and noted two large trees at the bottom of Garland Way. He 
asked how they could widen the road to 20 feet with the trees in the way. “What are you going to 
do? Cut them down?” he asked. Mr. Branon explained the had ample room to make the 
improvements with minimal tree cutting. 

David Johnston introduced himself and asked about an intersection study. Chair Clark noted he’d 
gone out to the site to just sit and observe. He noted good sight lines each way with plenty of 
frontage “and I did not see a problem with it” he said. He was quickly reminded that the Wells 
School was not in session and the former residents of the Eco Village were gone.  

Citing their concern for the aquifer another member of the audience asked about a water study. 
“Is there enough for fire suppression? he asked. 

Attorney Mark Fernald noted that the 2010 subdivision plan did not include Garland Way. “The 
only thing there then was the driveway to the Johnston’s house” he said.  
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Chair Clark reminded Attorney Fernald they were dealing with a new plan with new permits. 
“That is history” he said. 

Mary Lord introduced herself and noted her concern with the hydrology study. “If there is not 
enough date to make a good accurate evaluation will there be more studies?” Ms. Melone noted 
further review would be requested.  

Kim Porter Sands introduced herself and added “and the report data needs to be current” adding 
they had experienced drought and aquifer changes over the past ten years. “Knowing the status is 
timely” she said. 

With no other comments from the audience Chair Cark closed the public hearing portion of the 
meeting for further deliberation by the Board. 

Ms. Hurley noted her concern with the well radii crossing other lots on the plan. Mr. Branon 
noted the potential buyers would be informed make a choice “and they’ll make their choice 
ahead of time.” Ms. Hurley replied she did not feel comfortable making that decision citing 
safety issues and the fact they (the Board) had an obligation to protect both the citizens that may 
reside there as well as the environment. She cited 237-22 Septic Systems and Water Supply of the 
Peterborough Subdivision Regulations and read “all new wells shall have a radius of 75 feet that 
is located entirely on its lot. When that cannot be accomplished, the protective radius shall be 
maximized to the extent practicable. The 75-foot radius may extend over the property line(s) 
with written consent of the abutter(s).” She went on to note “the abutters (new residents) are not 
there yet so it is up to us to protect them and make sure the laws are being followed. ¼ acre lots 
are not making it.” She concluded “the well radius of the lots overlap each other and that is not 
acceptable” she said. 

Mr. Branon reminded the Board of the dimensional requirement in a conventional subdivision 
(3-acre lots and 200 feet of frontage) “but this is the Open Space Residential Development 
ordnance we are talking about where we use the entire lot for site loading and well radius use.” 
He went on to say, “with larger lots you have more infrastructure and less open space (and) this 
plan meets all local and state regulations that apply to this type of development. This is not a 
conventional layout; this is not the case.” 

A brief discussion about the language of the ordinance (and the Town vote in May to amend that 
language to relieve the Board of its authority to approve ¼ acre lots) followed. It was noted that 
at a previous meeting a straw poll of the Members favored the ¼ acre lot (with only Members 
Clark and Zeller against). Chair Clark spoke briefly about his realization of the sense that smaller 
lot sizes make and that he was swinging toward them. “As a builder, I like the layout sites” he 
said adding as he listened to all the testimony “I think the property is being used the way it 
should be.” 

A motion was made/seconded (Vann/Heller) to complete a wetland review of the sections of the 
parcel by the cottages and Garland Way as discussed with all in favor. 

Ms. Melone noted she would clarify the scope of work on the RFQ to make it clear this would be 
a peer review and not a new flagging of the wetlands. 

Ms. Heller requested all the wetlands be depicted clearly on the plan.  

With regards the first CUP submitted Attorney Swiniarski: 
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A motion was made/seconded (Vann/Stone) to deny the application for a Conditional Use Permit 
Application for the Wetlands Protection Overlay Zone for wetland impacts at Mr. Garland’s property 
located at 360 Middle Hancock Road. This application is denied because the submitted application is 
incomplete and lacks the required information. All were in favor. 
 

Attorney Swiniarski requested a list of what the Board considered necessary information for the 
next hearing. Ms. Melone noted she would follow up.  

Ms. Heller noted the Board had given guidance on the agricultural uses of the parcel “but the 
trails are also equally important, I just want to make that clear” she said. Attorney Swiniarski 
reiterated they have looked to the Board for a combination of the density amenities and what the 
Board preferred. “We got the sense that open space and agricultural land use was preferred over 
trails and historic aesthetics” he said. 

Ms. Hurley reminded the applicant that for consideration for an agricultural land bonus to apply 
certain requirements must be met. She read thee section the ordinance that stated a 10% bonus 
was applicable “where the development protects agriculturally valuable land and provides 
permission for their use as such in perpetuity” (and) if the portion preserved was equal to 25% or 
more of the tract the full bonus may be awarded. Mr. Branon replied the applicant was seeking 
the 10% “we are not asking for anything larger than that” he said.  

Ms. Stone asked the applicant to think about suggestions on how to clean up the convergence of 
Middle Hancock Road, Garland Way and the parking area. 

A motion was made by Ms. Hurley to request a re-work of the site plan to show all new 
construction on ¾ acre lots, each with an individual septic system and well. There was no 
second. 

Public Hearing: Conditional Use Permit Application for Wetlands Protection Overlay Zone 
Please be advised that following a duly noticed public hearing on August 9, 2021 the Planning Board 
voted to DENY the Conditional Use Permit application submitted by Akhil Garland for wetland impacts 
at his property located at 360 Middle Hancock Road (R010-005-001) in the Rural District. The 
Conditional Use Permit application is denied based on the following information: the submitted 
application is incomplete and lacks required information.  
 

With no other questions Chair continued the case to the September 13, 2021 Planning Board 
Meeting. 

Having contacted applicants Mary and Alexandra Killgren by the phone Chair Clark re-read their 
application: 

Public Hearing: Application for Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to Allow for a Home Day Care, 
a Professional Home-Based Business, at their property of 21 Scott Winn Road (Parcel No. U029-
021-000) located in the West Peterborough District, submitted by Mary and Alexandra Killgren.  

A motion was made/seconded (Heller/Clark) to accept the application as substantially complete. 

Ms. Killgren gave the Board a very brief description of her request for a home day care that 
would service infants and toddlers. 
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Chair Clark asked how many children would be in the day care with Ms. Killgren replying, “6 on 
any given day but we are approved for 12.” 

Ms. Stone asked about licensing from the state with Ms. Killgren noting they were in the that 
process “right now.” When Ms. Stone asked about any safety factors with drop-offs or pick-ups, 
Ms. Melone interjected that the application had been reviewed by both Police Chief Scott 
Guinard and Fire Chief Ed Walker and both chiefs indicated they had no objections or concerns 
related to the request.  

Chair Clark opened the hearing to the public and with no question for concerns he closed the 
public hearing.   

A motion was made/seconded (Vann/Heller) to approve a Professional Home-Based Business 
(Home Day Care) at their property of 21 Scott Winn Road with all in favor. 

The meeting adjourned at 8:40 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  
 
Laura Norton 
Office of Planning & Building 


	Also Present: Laura Norton and Danica Melone, Office of Building and Planning

