
PETERBOROUGH PLANNING BOARD 
TOWN OF PETERBOROUGH 

Monday, August 22, 2022  
Peterborough, New Hampshire 

 
 

Members Present: Blair Weiss, Andrew Dunbar, Carl Staley, Stephanie Hurley, 
Sarah Steinberg Heller, Ivy Vann, Bill Taylor and Lisa Stone (via Zoom)  
 
Also Present: Danica Melone and Laura Norton, Office of Planning & Building  
 

Chair Hurley called the meeting to workshop to order at 6:30 p.m. introduced the 
members and staff and cited a public hearing was first on the agenda. 

Ms. Melone announced the workshop was being recorded and streamed live to 
Comcast Channel 22 and You Tube for viewing the workshop. 

Prior to the first agenda item Ms. Vann submitted a letter of resignation, effective 
immediately. Ms. Vann told the members she cared deeply about the town and its 
future and felt she could be most effective as a resource and an advocate for 
housing outside the confines of the Planning Board. On behalf of the Board Chair 
Hurley thanked Ms. Vann for her years of service. 

With Ms. Vann’s resignation A motion was made/seconded (Heller/Staley) to 
appoint Ms. Stone to fill Ms. Vann’s position for the remainder of her term with all 
in favor but Chair Hurley who abstained. 

As Chair Hurley was about to read the Site Plan Review application Halliday 
Properties, LLC Mr. Dunbar inquired about approval of the last meeting’s Minutes. 
When he was told there were no Minutes to approve because the current meeting 
was a Planning Board Workshop Mr. Dunbar then inquired why they were hearing 
a site plan review at a workshop. Chair Hurley noted a special request from the 
applicant as she was trying to get her workforce housing project approved to 
qualify for workforce housing grants. Mr. Dunbar replied, “I totally understand 
that but that should be a part of a regular meeting not part of a zoning workshop 
which has four items on the agenda before the zoning workshop.” Ms. Melone 
interjected “this is a workshop, but the Chair can decide if they want to have a 
public hearing during the workshop.” 

Public Hearing: Preliminary Review Application proposed by Sadie Halliday to 
construct a multi-family family residential development along with associated 



parking and site improvements at 241 Union Street (Parcel No. U029-025-000) 
located in the West Peterborough District. 

Chad Branon introduced himself as a Civil Engineer with Fieldstone Land 
Consultants, LLC and representative for the applicant. He noted the applicant had 
been before the Board in early August with a Preliminary Review. He noted a great 
deal of feedback on the layout and the type of housing being proposed. “We took 
all of that int consideration, we’ve modified the layout and what we would like to 
do tonight is to have some additional dialogue relative to the development, walk 
through the elements we have changed for feedback and proceed with a revised 
plan.” Mr. Branon noted Ms. Halliday’s strong conviction to try to provide 
workforce housing “that is the goal, and we are still trying to incorporate it into the 
plan.” 

Before continuing Ms. Stone asked for a review of the permitted uses in the West 
Peterborough District. Chair Hurley briefly reviewed purpose and intent, permitted 
uses, scale and traffic, dimensional requirements, and performance standards for 
the district. “It is a fairly short list” she said.  
 
Mr. Branon reviewed the modifications to the plan that retained the 34-unit, multi-
family project with a single access drive. He pointed out the road grades and 
contours of the lot to be engaged before reaching the flat plateau at the top. Mr. 
Branon went on to note a change from three multi-family townhouse-style 
buildings (2, 7-unit buildings and 1, 24-unit building) with the single access 
driveway to 4 duplex units with driveway parking and a 6-unit multi-family 
building to the west with 20 units (in a linear format) to the east. He reiterated the 
workforce housing goals was 20% or 6 units.  
 
The revised plan also showed changes in the parking areas with a sidewalk 
throughout the development for connectivity. Mr. Branon noted the new design 
met all the criteria including impervious cover (much less than the maximum of 
80%), stormwater requirements and connection to town water and sewer “with one 
request for a waiver to the Performance Standard of a minimum of a 30-foot 
vegetative buffer or fence from all abutting residential dwellings. This would be 
for the 20-unit building that is inside the 30-foot setback. 
  
Mr. Branon concluded by reiterating the new layout was in response to the 
feedback they’d received “and the project still retains the goal for workforce 
housing which is a big goal and objective that Ms. Halliday has” adding “in order 
to provide workforce housing you have to have density as an offset. We are 
proposing 20% be restricted in accordance with local and state criteria for this 
project.” He noted their goal was to keep the project moving forward. “I have been 



designing projects for over 20 years and we communities all over saying we want 
workforce housing; we need workforce housing but very few communities address 
it.” He noted the West Peterborough District allows a project like this,” where 
everything is in place. Municipal water and sewer; connectivity and walkability.” 
He added “we can address the other concerns about things like traffic but first we 
have to get there. Tonight is an important step for this project and we look forward 
to your feedback so we can proceed.” 
 
Sadie Halliday thanked the members for their time and told the members the 
biggest thing going into this was that the recognition that that the town needs 
workforce housing adding “I get calls every day for people looking for a place to 
live.” She acknowledged that some people were struggling with the project “and I 
respect that but we have an opportunity here to take a step in the right direction” 
adding she’d seen comments about her being a developer. “I am not a developer; I 
am a realtor and I have never done a project like this before:” she said. Ms. 
Halliday noted she was not trying to make money noting “when you run the 
numbers it barely breaks even” and reiterated “the only way to make workforce 
housing work (construction costs, site work costs) is to get the density to a certain 
level. It is the only way to do it.” She concluded “this is an opportunity, and it is 
time for us to make some decisions about what we want our community to look 
like.” 
 
Chair Hurley spent a few moments reviewing the differences between a Variance, 
Special Exception and Conditional Use Permit (CUP). She did so because she did 
not think the Board could grant a waiver to decrease the 30-foot buffer. She cited 
the dimensional requirements of the West Peterborough District reiterating “these 
are very minimal requirements. And big thing is the 30-foot buffer, I want this to 
work but I want to follow the zoning regulations and if we want to change the 
zoning rules, we need to change them as a town, so in this case if you want 
permission for smaller buffers you will have to go to the Zoning Board of 
Adjustment for a variance.” She went on to note she felt the 30-foot buffer was 
important to the lot as it was surrounded by single-family dwellings, and it was 
only fair to those abutters. 
 
Chair Hurley commended the creativity of the design and asked about the 
feasibility of making is narrower. Mr. Branon noted the road was currently 22 feet 
wide and could be reduced to 20 feet without implications. With relevance to the 
buffer, he asked about a requirement for a CUP within the Workforce Housing 
section and that section of the ordinance falls under the Innovative Land Use 
category “so I think through the CUP the Board could grant relief on the buffer.” 
He asked for clarification if a CUP would apply or if the CUP does not and the 
Board would revert to the underlying zoning in the district. A brief discussion 



about the use of a CUP to waive the requirements of the workforce housing 
ordinance was appropriate but it cannot waive sections of other ordinances making 
a variance necessary. Chair Hurley noted “we can’t really say what we would 
allow until the issue of the 30-foot buffer is resolved. Until then we will not know 
what the design will be.” 
 
Ms. Heller asked if there was a potential to conditionally approve the plan pending 
the acquisition of a variance by the applicant as well as asking about the width of 
the road and if narrowing it would help with the buffer issue. Ms. Heller 
commended the new plan saying, “I think this looks much more like a 
neighborhood and I love that.” She went on to note the need for workforce housing 
and rejected the connotation that “developer” was a dirty word. “Local developers 
are people who are invested the community and who live here and rise their 
families here. She concluded by asking if they were sure a waiver was not possible 
and if narrowing the road would help with the buffer issue. 
 
Mr. Branon noted the current width of the road was 22 feet with a potential for a 
narrower road (NFPA minimum is 20 feet) for a slight reduction of as well as an 
opportunity to tighten the layout down the center “but my fear is you will start to 
look too linear again, while losing some of the green space.” He also mentioned 
the potential to move the duplex units further north (which requires only a 10-foot 
setback) and tightening down the unit sizes a bit to make it work.” 
 
Mr. Staley asked about a mention of using fencing to augment the buffer at the last 
meeting and asked and got for clarification on that.   
 
Mr. Dunbar asked about the criteria used to review and approve an application and 
asked if the finances of the applicant were considered. Ms. Melone replied, 
“primarily no but with workforce housing one thing we look for is that the 
applicant can guarantee long term affordability but at the end of the day that goes 
to town counsel for review.” 
 
Mr. Dunbar noted the repeated message that workforce housing has to have density 
to work “and I am not in agreement with that.” He noted the management of the 
long-term affordability of the workforce units but questioned the market value 
units “where the rents could be raised with no limits on the money they could 
make. I am not convinced that you have to have density to make a project work” 
adding “the only concerns we have are space and size and what is outlined in the 
code.” Mr. Branon briefly explained that in researching workforce housing and 
looking at the state statutes “one of the components is economic viability and to 
make a workforce housing project economically viable you have to have density” 
he said. Mr. Branon also noted it unfortunate for members of the Board to make 



statements that density doesn’t have an impact on workforce housing. “You will 
never have workforce housing if you don’t have density, you won’t because the 
project has to offset the workforce housing component.” Mr. Dunbar reiterated his 
question about getting int the finances of an applicant with Ms. Melone interjecting 
“for workforce housing we do” adding “but the Board is not expected to be experts 
in the cost analysis.” Mr. Dunbar replied he has seen nothing to indicate the 
Planning Board has to take into consideration the cost of development. Ms. Melone 
pointed out consideration of additional changes may result in losing workforce 
housing units in a case like this with Mr. Dunbar replying “we are only talking 
about 7 units, that is not going to make or break workforce housing. If that were 
the case all the units built in Peterborough over the past 50 years would have 
solved the issue. There is always going to be more people who want to move here 
and live here, and you are always going to need housing, 7 units is not going to 
solve that.” Mr. Dunbar concluded by noting his concern of the overcrowding of 
the lot with only seven units being workforce housing. 
 
Ms. Heller interjected “I literally don’t know what to say when a fellow Board 
member thinks that those seven apartments won’t make a difference, they will 
make a difference to seven families or couples or individuals. To say they won’t 
makes me have to ask why are you on this Board if you have a cavalier attitude 
like that?”  
 
Ms. Heller went on to say she felt it insulting to herself, the other members and the 
public. She said she understood that Mr. Dunbar did not think density was 
important “but these are rules and policies developed by people who know. It is not 
us delving into finances, it is looking at bare minimum margins to make a project 
work. I feel so insulted right now that you think seven units would not make a 
difference. People need homes, what a cavalier attitude you have.” 
 
Mr. Dunbar responded by asking Chair Hurley about the procedural guidelines to 
be followed regarding respectfully speaking to each other. Ms. Heller interjected “I 
think I am being very respectful.” 
 
Moving on Ms. Stone asked for and received clarification on what building would 
require the waive for the setback (10 feet for single family and duplexes and 30 
feet for multi-family structures). Ms. Stone then asked about the amount of 
impervious coverage on the plan with Mr. Branon noting they had not done that 
calculation “but is it significantly less than the 80%” he said adding they were also 
adding infiltration as a storm water management practices for runoff. Ms. Stone 
noted it seemed like the project would not be seen from the road and asked how far 
from the street it would be. Mr. Branon noted that with the dwellings at the top (on 
the plateau) “it is about 110 feet from the street.” Lastly Ms. Stone noted trainings 



offered by the State and the Municipal Association emphasize density as being key 
in making the numbers work for workforce housing and Planning Boards are 
encouraged to support density when all the key elements of workforce housing 
come together in a neighborhood. 
 
Mr. Staley asked for and received clarification on previously stated market prices 
and the difference between selling and renting workforce housing units. 
 
Chair Hurley noted the project is designed on 2.799 acres, not the original estimate 
of 3.04 acres and doing the calculation for by right development in the district “I 
get 22 houses on that lot.” She went on to note she thought 34 units may be a bit 
too high. She mentioned state law changes effective August 2, 2023 where 
workforce housing will receive the same allowances as elderly housing, which (by 
right) is10 units per acre. “So that would be 28 units here” she said and noted with 
a few less units they could have less of a linear design with and adhere to the 30-
foot buffer. She concluded “30 units would yield 6 workforce housing units with 2 
units over the by right calculation.” Chair Hurley then led a brief discussion of a 
conditional approval statin for several reasons (final plan, design input and the lack 
of public input) she was very uncomfortable with that idea.  
 
Mr. Branon replied by noting the mathematical density of by right is 22 units “but 
with multi-family units it is actually something you have to review, and I feel it 
implies there is the opportunity for more density then factor in workforce housing 
which also implies more density.” He went on to note he did not feel considering 
the by right calculation was a progressive move toward workforce housing. “We 
are proposing a greater density because that is what makes the project 
economically viable. Losing units has a direct impact on what can be proposed for 
workforce housing units, we need to have an understanding from the Board if that 
opinion is shared so we can proceed with the workforce housing component.” Mr. 
Branon then respectfully noted if the project were defaulted to by right density they 
would have 22 units (duplexes) without any issues with the 30-foot buffer. “You 
will still have homes in the exact same location with workforce housing cut out 
which is not our intent. I think that dialogue between us is very important.” To 
Char Hurley’s suggestion Mr. Branon noted “right now we are at 34 units, and I 
am not suggesting we can’t adjust that some but taking 4 units off the plan puts us 
in an area that is close to having workforce housing gone.” 
 
Chair Hurley reiterated why she was uncomfortable with a conditional approval 
without the 30-foot buffer issue resolved and not having any public input (as yet). 
 
Mr. Taylor asked “how long have we been waiting for someone to come in with a 
plan that increases housing in town? I feel we are circling the drain around reasons 



for the applicant to say forget about it. If we wonder why it has been so long, I 
think we are hearing the reason right now. If I were a developer, I would find 
another town to do my work. We’re looking at removing 6 units because of a 
buffer. If the plan doesn’t meet the zoning regulations, they need to go to the ZBA 
for relief and then we can approve the plan. I feel for the neighbors, I get it but we 
have to do something and we finally have someone putting their money where their 
mouth is and we are circling the drain trying to find reason not to let them do it.” 
 
“I kind of resent you saying that because I don’t feel like I am doing that, what I 
trying to do is follow the laws that this town has on the books as well as trying to 
protect the citizens who own property in the neighborhood and to be fair to 
everyone so I will open the hearing to the public” said Chair Hurley.  
 
Mr. Branon interjected that their intent was to modify the plan so they would not 
have to go the ZBA. “We are going to embrace your input and make additional 
changes that will conform to the southern setback” he said adding “I just wanted to 
share that with you.” 
 
Collen Stone introduced herself and asked for and received clarification on rental 
versus selling units and the workforce housing calculations. 
 
Carol Krause introduced herself and noted she was in favor of the project as the 
town need more housing. She noted the importance and need of workforce housing 
an attracting young people who cannot afford to live in town. “It doesn’t make 
sense not to do it” she said. 
 
Angela Pape introduced herself and noted she was excited about the plan, its 
potential to expansion of the housing stock and potential to bring young people 
into town. She agreed with Ms. Heller that there are real families and real people in 
need of workforce housing. To the audience’s disagreement Ms. Pape said she did 
not feel the traffic was all that bad that the street could accommodate the project. 
Lastly Ms. Pape noted it was not unusual for apartment complexes not to have big 
green spaces and she felt the project getting as many workforce housing units was 
more important in adding to a thriving community. “The more, the better” she said. 
 
Laurel Boyd introduced herself noting she was 100% for the project but had 
serious concerns with serious road conditions in West Peterborough (blinds curves) 
as well as current traffic issues (speeding) and speed limits on Union Street.  
 
Chair Hurley encouraged anyone with other examples of specific concerns 
(locations, road hazards, pedestrian safety, parking) to send them to Ms. Melone. 
 



Kate Coon introduced herself noting she was in favor of the project. 
 
Dori Drachman introduced herself, noted her support of the project and encouraged 
the Board to work on solutions to any issues the project may generate and not 
reasons to deny it. She noted she was the agenda after this public hearing to present 
land use issues that will support the tow’s renewable energy plan to reduce energy 
consumption, which is something that helps with workforce housing, (with) 
density being critical to both. 
 
David Cowl introduced himself and echoed his concerns about the traffic on Union 
Street. He noted the situation was getting worse and he especially worried about 
the safety of children in the area of Adams Playground. “It is a real concern” he 
said adding “I think a traffic study would be fantastic and maybe we can figure out 
a way to slow down the traffic.” 
 
Paul Rousseau introduced himself and agreed the traffic situation was dire noting 
he’d even driven to the Police Department to report violators. He also noted the 
dangerous road conditions in the area of West Peterborough grocery store. He 
pointed out 34 units would equate to about 70 (or more) more vehicles. He also 
asked about any impact to the valuation of the neighboring properties. Mr. Staley 
noted most of the rental units would be at market rate value. 
 
Dan Petrone introduced himself and said, “I feel like the town has really failed 
me.” Pointing out the wooded area between his property and the project area he 
told the Board he had a lot of privacy which is why he chose the location. He went 
on to say if the project was built, he felt he would have 34 families able to look 
right into his home. Mr. Petrone pointed out wildlife corridors and said he was 
disappointed in hearing the southern buffer on the plan was only 10-feet. “I feel 
that as a citizen of this town you guys should defend and protect me and I don’t 
think you have done that very well” he said. Mr. Petrone acknowledged the 
struggles of frequent moving, housing insecurities and being raised by a single 
parent. “I know that intimately, but I am furiously against this” he concluded.  
 
Feral McElreavy introduced himself and asked if a fence was used to augment the 
vegetative buffer, “how high will it be?” Ms. Melone clarified by reading the 
regulation which stated, “a minimum of 30 feet of buffer should be provided 
consisting of either vegetative screening and or a fencing as deemed appropriate by 
the Planning Board.” It was agreed this would be bushes or trees with Ms. Melone 
noting fence over 7 feet high would require a building permit. Mr. McElreavy 
interjected “preferably the taller, the better.” 
 



Craig Munger introduced himself and acknowledged the need for housing “but I 
feel the location of this project greatly impacts the character of the neighborhood 
as well as the wildlife habitat including deer, bear, coyotes, foxes, skunks, racoons 
and porcupines. He noted the existence of vernal pools in the area as well and 
asked the members to consider the impact of the change that will occur when the 
wooded lot is cut down. Mr. Munger also cautioned that neither the Board or the 
public has seen a final plan. 
 
Bethany Leblanc introduced herself noting she was torn. “I see the need for this 
housing in the community, but we bought our property just a couple of years ago 
and worked really hard to beatify it” she said adding she did agree with Mr. 
Munger about the wildlife and that she was concerned that it may be taken away. 
She noted her other concern was about the future. “Is this project the tip of the 
iceberg? I foresee the possibility of other lots becoming available in the future and 
my concern is that there may be several projects like this. I just wanted to bring 
that to your attention.” 
 
Bryan Field introduced himself and noted he’d spent 12 years as an environmental 
consultant and on the Peterborough Renewable Committee. He said he was sorry 
for the concerns from the people who live in the neighborhood “but wherever you 
build in Peterborough you are going to cut down trees and animal habitat will be 
disturbed, that is a fact.” He went on to say if the town wants and needs affordable 
housing some people will suffer. “We need it desperately and some people will 
suffer. I say this knowing there is a 70-to-90-acre lot next door to me that could 
easily become something like this, and I say I am fine with that because people 
deserve a place to live, so let’s do it.” 
 
Kristin Armstrong introduced herself noting she was not for or against the project 
noting she agreed with ends of the table. “On the one hand it is providing 6 units 
for people and on the other it is not solving the affordable workforce housing 
issues in town. She went on to ask “so what is next? The next time a property is 
sold that is more than an acre we get another one?” She said she did not think the 
project was strategically planned but was certainly a great opportunity for 
someone, “but I am also concerned about the character of the neighborhood as e as 
the design” adding she didn’t think the project was totally out of view on Union 
Street. “It looks ugly and commercial, and it does affect the character of the 
neighborhood and the remaining beautiful open spaces in West Peterborough that 
people enjoy every day. 
 
Mr. Munger interjected he understood the need for privacy but added the thought a 
fence would just be another barrier to wildlife going through. “I also understand 
the need for housing, I just want to keep the screening as the naturally vegetative 



buffer it is. If bushes are planted, they will be small, and we’ll be lucky if they 
live.” Mr. Munger told Mr. Branon they would be looking after every design 
aspect of the project as it goes forward.  
 
Caitlin McPherson introduced herself noting she grew up in Peterborough and 
chose to return to town after college to raise her family. She told the members she 
worked hard to buy her home and chose the house that she did “because of the way 
the neighborhood was, and I am very concerned, along with many of my neighbors 
with where this may end up.” She noted other parcels of land with major potential 
to develop “bringing this into more of a city that I chose not to live for that 
reason.” Ms. McPherson cited horrendous traffic and road issues on the street as 
well. “I chose to come back here and live here and I understand there needs to be 
affordable housing, I also agree with my neighbors that this is going to change 
what our neighborhood has been and what it is going to become.” 
 
Jean Foster introduced herself telling the members she moved here to be in the 
country and see the green and have fresh air. Ms. Foster noted she was completely 
in favor of this project because she knows of people who work hard but are 
crushed with student debt and cannot afford to live here. “There are things you 
have to give up if you want to do the right thing” she said. Ms. Foster also asked 
for clarification on whether or not abutters were able to waive the setback of the 
district if they agreed with the project (they cannot) and a very brief discussion on 
the process of amending the zoning ordinances followed. 
 
With ample opportunity for public input in the future Chair Hurley closed the 
public hearing. She briefly reiterated with Mr. Branon the applicant’s intent to 
amend their plan to address the 30-foot buffer issue without seeking a variance. 
Mr. Branon to avoid seeking a variance. Mr. Branon told the members “what you 
have to do in a workforce housing project is figure out a way to reduce costs and 
time. We’re hoping to come back before this Board as soon as possible with a 
revised plan based on everyone’s feedback and would like to request a continuance 
of this application.” 
 
A motion was made/seconded (Staley/Weiss) to continue the application to a date 
and time certain of September 12, 2022 at 6:30 p.m. with all in favor. 
 
Presentation from the Peterborough Renewable Energy Planning Committee: 
  
Dori Drachman re-introduced herself as the Co-Coordinator (along with Bob 
Haring-Smith) of the Peterborough Renewable Energy Planning team noting 
several other members were also in attendance. She then began a review of the 
Town’s 2021 warrant article that committed the town to transition to100% 



renewable energy (electricity by 2030 and heating/cooling and transportation by 
2050) “with a plan to make that happen by the end of 2022 and we are the team 
that is coming up with that plan. We have recommendations for the three sectors 
and want to talk to the stakeholders in all these areas to feedback and answer 
questions and concerns” she said. 
 
Ms. Drachman told the members (as she stated earlier) that development and wise 
land use was very relevant in maintaining sustainability and reduce emissions.  
 
Wise Land Use: reduces emissions with a goal of increasing average population 
per developed acre with water and sewer 5% by 2030. “This will have impact on 
reducing vehicle miles (more biking and walking); decreased building energy 
(shared efficiencies of multi-family housing) and increased quality of life (density 
in keeping with the character and landscapes of neighborhoods with greater 
connectivity and socialization) adding “this could be done with a density that 
works for Peterborough.” 
 
Ms. Drachman reviewed ideas on how to increase density through amendments to 
the zoning ordinances (a suggested change from code compliance by Mr. Staley) 
for dimensional requirements and parking; encouragement of Accessory Dwelling 
Units (ADUs) as affordable housing options; enactment of a  development study 
on walk- and bike- ability; emphasizing the identification, prioritization and 
encouragement of redevelopment and infill opportunities and finally incentivizing 
multi-unit, mixed-use development (zoning amendments, fee waivers, tax benefits, 
density bonuses, expedited permitting processing, etc.). 
 
Ms. Drachman told the Board they are recommending hiring an energy coordinator  
as a part of the overall plan to work one-on-one or in small groups to assist people 
in navigating application processes for renewable energy. She noted the new 
Inflation Reduction Act and its incentives as an example. Ms. Vann noted the 
success of ADUs in other places “particularly in Montpelier Vermont where they 
have an ADU program through the State Housing Authority managed by an 
ombudsman and awarding grants and loans with no interest to those who are 
eligible. “ADUs are built by people who are not familiar with permitting and 
codes, not developers” she said.  
 
Ms. Drachman thanked the Board for their attention and welcomed any additional 
suggestions or recommendations be sent along to info@PREPMNH.org  
 
Ms. Melone volunteer to go through the slide show and inventory what the 
Planning Board (through town regulations) has in place and report back. Ms. 

mailto:info@PREPMNH.org


Heller suggested inviting members from the PREP Committee to attend their 
upcoming zoning workshops as “we’ll be talking about all this stuff.” 
 
Alex Bates introduced himself and noted he’d recently looked int a solar farm and 
that Peterborough has a 2-acre maximum and brief discussion of private versus 
municipal solar opportunities followed with Mr. Bates confirming he’d be 
interested in avenues to expand that limit. 
 
James Kelly introduced himself and added another opportunity to think about as 
the town is getting ready to move their fire station is the use of the current fire 
station building for affordable housing right in the downtown. “I think that makes 
the fire station move much more exciting” he said. Chair Hurley replied that 
examples such as the fire station as opportunities were good adding “I am a rule 
follower and want to be respectful to the neighborhoods and their residents. It is a 
balancing act and that is why I like the safety of staying within the rules.” 
 
Bob Haring-Smith introduced himself and pointed out an additional reason to 
support workforce housing is the support of sustainability through their votes last 
year is another reason to go with some ideas that people are putting forward. He 
noted several PREP meetings with small audiences “but now with the plan fully 
drafted we’ll have at least two public hearings in the fall” he said. 
 
Rules of Procedure:  
 
Ms. Melone reviewed a few minor changes with the main item being the retention 
policy on audio and video recordings of the meetings. Ms. Melone explained the 
updated policy is the same retention policy adopted by the Zoning Board’s Rules 
and Procedures. “Essentially you know these meetings are being recorded but do 
not constitute the formal minutes of the meeting. They are available if a Board 
member reaches out, but they are not made public and are stored on You Tube. Ms. 
Melone mentioned budgetary constraints to retaining them any other way. “if 
something catastrophic were to happen to You Tube they may be gone.” 
A brief discussion of the length of time any recording is by her office is 30 days, 
the amount of time allowed for an appeal of a decision (and noted even that is not 
guaranteed) as a thunderstorm caused the loss of half the video from the last 
Planning Board meeting. “We don’t rely on them” she said. 
 
Mr. Staley asked “what about a case that goes on for years, about cases that went 
on for years? Is it 30 days after the application closes?” Ms. Melone replying “well 
first I have to say going on for years is extremely, extremely rare. I know it may 
not seem like that but it is very, very rare and we are doing everything in our 
power to retain the videos for that one particular case.” Ms. Stone suggested 



keeping the recordings for 45 days as the Board meets once a month but not always 
30 days later and sometimes the Board disagrees on something that could be 
clarified by the video. Ms. Melone disagreed because of accountability difficulties 
it would cause for the IT Department and the fact the recording are kept for the 
appeal process only. “It is really for the applicant and not for us” she said adding 
“and if there is a dispute in the Minutes cannot be resolved we usually just omit it.” 
 
Letter to Town Counsel: 
 
Ms. Heller apologized for her tardiness in competing the letter. She read a draft 
and promised she would have a polished draft for review for them at their next 
meeting. 
 
Zoning Workshop:  
 
Continued  
 
The meeting adjourned at 8:45 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  

Laura Norton  
Office of Planning & Building  


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

