
MINUTES 
PETERBOROUGH PLANNING BOARD 

TOWN OF PETERBOROUGH 
Monday, September 13, 2021 – 6:30 p.m. 

Peterborough, New Hampshire 
 
 

Members Present: Rich Clark, Tyler Ward, Sarah Steinberg Heller, Stephanie 
Hurley, Lisa Stone, Blair Weis, Lindsay Dreyer and Josh Blair  
 
Also Present: Laura Norton and Danica Melone, Office of Building and Planning 
 
Chair Clark called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. and welcomed the members to 
the regularly scheduled meeting for September.  

Minutes: 

A motion was made/seconded (Ward/Heller) to approve the Minutes of August 9, 
2021 as written with all in favor. 

A motion was made/seconded (Ward/Blair) to approve the Minutes of August 23, 
2021 with a correction with all in favor. 

Chair Clark recused himself from the case and a motion was made/seconded 
(Hurley/Stone) to appoint Ms. Heller to replace him with all in favor.   

A motion was made/seconded (Clark/Ward) to appoint alternate Lisa Stone to sit 
with all in favor. 

A motion was made/seconded (Clark/Ward) to appoint alternate Lindsay Dreyer to 
sit with all in favor. 

Ms. Heller read the only case for the evening as the Eco Village case was 
continued on request of the applicant. 

Public Hearing: After-the-Fact Conditional Use Permit for Vegetation 
Management Work in the Shoreland Buffer submitted by Swift Tree LLC for 
vegetation clearing and management conducted at the property of Tricia Hicks, 
located at 32 Concord Street (Parcel No. U017-147-000) located in the General 
Residence District.  

Swift Corwin of Swift Tree LLC introduced himself and his wife Leah as the 
applicants. Property owner Trish Hicks was also present. Mr. Corwin gave a brief 
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review of the tree job he’d done for Ms. Hicks to make her back yard safer and 
more attractive. “We cleared a lot of invasive species (a whole gambit of invasive 
species) from the property” adding he had submitted a letter for the record 
describing the summary of the work which included removal of a large hazardous 
tree that had fallen over and was hung up on the tops of several other trees 
entangling them all together. Mr. Corwin also described the removal of several 
large dead trees. He told the members the invasive species were chipped, and the 
tree stumps were ground down in place (they were not removed). “After the work 
was completed, we smoothed out the area and seeded with a conservation mix.” He 
noted the process did not disturb the native ferns and with and with excellent 
conditions for growing grass “the site is now stabilized and looks awesome.” Mr. 
Corwin concluded “we did leave a lot of trees along according to state 
specifications and through this process I have become award of the Town’s more 
stringent rules for cutting on the shoreline so that is why we are here tonight.” 

Ms. Heller asked if there was an ongoing management plan for the area with Mr. 
Corwin replying “no, there was nothing to be planned, we managed to cut the junk 
that was in there and now it is clear of invasives and is a lot more attractive spot to 
be in.” 

Mr. Ward mentioned the review and recommendations submitted by the 
Conservation Commission (Mr. Corwin noted he had not seen it.) Mr. Ward 
explained the report described the Shoreland Conservation Zone’s provision of the 
wildlife habitat, riparian corridors and vegetation along the Contoocook River with 
measures to protect soils, banks, water quality and aquatic habitat. It noted a re-
establishment of canopy and native vegetative habitat is recommended and that a 
planting and maintenance plan be created to prevent a regrowth of invasives. 

Conservation Commission representative Robert Wood introduced himself and 
spoke briefly about what he’d seen on his site visit to the location noting his 
mission was to verify what was written in the letter. Mr. Wood noted he had also 
spoken with Code Enforcement Officer Tim Herlihy about what he saw out there. 
He noted he viewed trees left at the neighbor’s property borders with everything in 
the center of the property from the 50-foot line back the 100-foot line having been 
cleared. “I understand there was a lot of invasives, I know there are there, but I also 
looked at an aerial of the canopy before it was cut, and it looked like quite a few 
trees “Not sure how many or what species they were” he said as he acknowledged 
it was often necessary to cut healthy trees to remove the dead ones and accomplish 
the deed. “However, taking all the vegetation out it that 50 to 100-foot zone led us 
to think that some vegetation needs to be vegetation in there and not just for soil 
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stabilization. It is riparian habitat, it is wildlife habitat, it is a wildlife corridor so 
we are recommending a layer canopy that is a tall tree canopy, shrubs and ground 
cover with native species.” Mr. Wood also noted he did observe good ground 
vegetation and that the focus would be on the replanting of the upper and lower 
canopies. He also noted he did not observe any stump grinding below the surface, 
albeit “I really wasn’t looking for that.” 

Mr. Hurley affirmed the recommendation for a replanting and maintenance plan 
for the property and asked Mr. Corwin “I am just curious; you didn’t know there 
were regulations about the shorelands? Were you not aware?” Mr. Corwin replied 
with a general explanation of the state’s regulations (“which are very easy to 
follow”) He explained the 50, 100 and 200-foot buffers based on the basal area 
point system “and we cut within those rules” he said. Mr. Corwin confirmed he 
was not aware that Peterborough had another layer of rules on top of those.   o 

Ms. Hurley replied, “it is under 245-15 Wetland Buffers noting its numerous 
restrictions. “I was just curious if you knew about it because I am concerned about 
work men coming in and not knowing what they need to do or permits they may 
need to pull for the state and from the town” she said. She then asked, “did you get 
a permit from the state?” 

Leah Corwin explained that the work done fell into a category that does not require 
a permit from the state. “What we did was permissible” she said adding “and I 
firmly believe we did to need a permit from the state.” Ms. Hurley noted she’d had 
a conversation with the Chairman of an independent agency that works with DES 
to test the river’s water quality “and he said he believed you needed to apply for an 
after the fact shoreland permit with DES since you completed the work with 
machines within the protected shoreline. He is a licensed engineer, so I think you 
at least check into it.” She added “and I did extensive research into it and I also 
strongly believe that you do need to apply for a state permit.” She went on to not 
ethe state favors stump grinding versus other ways of managing stumps on the 
shoreline. Mr. Corwin noted all the stump grinding they’d done was to the ground 
surface only. 

 

Leah Corwin explained that the work done fell int a category that does not require 
a permit from the state. “What we did was permissible” she said. She then read 
from a state handbook’ FAQs on the subject. The question asked was “can I cut 
trees and remove stumps within the protected shoreland?” 

“The answer is as follows” she said: 
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Under certain conditions trees and saplings may be removed within the protected 
shoreland, Tree and saplings 50 feet from the reference line may be removed in 
accordance with a grid and point system and vegetation within 50 to 150 feet from 
the reference line must comply with the woodland buffer requirements. The 
vegetation management for water quality fact sheet explains these requirements. 
There are no limitations on tree removal beyond 150 feet from the reference line 
regardless of the location within the protected shoreline. Stumps may be ground 
down flush to the ground without a shoreline permit, however a shoreline permit is 
required if further removal of a stump is proposed as stump removal is considered 
excavation. Within 50 feet of the reference line stumps may only be removed with a 
permit if their removal is required for legal placement of a pervious surface or the 
stump is replaced with new woody vegetation. Mr. Corwin looked up and said “so 
we definitely stuck within those rules. The work we did there is how we make our 
living and it is important to us to be able to do it and have people who live on the 
water be able to enjoy it.” He noted people who live on the water manage their 
property through a state system.  “I was not aware of another layer of Peterborough 
rules on top of that but I am now and I am happy to become a student of those 
rules.” 

Mr. Woods interjected a correction “and that is the ordinance of concern here is the 
Peterborough ordinance is 245-12 Shoreland Conservation Zone not the stated 
245-15 Wetland Protection Overlay Zone. What is questions here is the 50 to 100 
foot zone bac from the reference point which is the high water mark.” 

“So it sounds to me like we’re in a situation where you guys didn’t do anything on 
purpose and that you didn’t grind so this just seems pretty cut and dry to me that as 
you go forward you will pay attention to the local ordinances.” The members agree 
when she asked, “does that what it seems like to you?” 

Ms. Heller then opened the hearing to the public. 

Trish Hicks introduced herself and said, “with all due respect as the homeowner I 
can tell you that I could not access the back yard because of all the invasives.” She 
told the members she’d planted two pine trees at the edge of her property that one 
had been taken over already by the invasives. She noted planting 13 other trees on 
her property since she bought it in 2016 “and not a year has gone by that I didn’t 
contract poison ivy.” She noted “the bishops lead consumes a quarter of the area 
and there is brambles that just shred my skin when I mow the lawn.” 

Ms. Hicks went on to say, “and with all due respect I’d like to know if the 
gentleman who came to my property from the Conservation Commission is 
something that is typically done.” Ms. Hicks also asked when the aerial photograph 
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was taken. She concluded by noting “Swift did a beautiful job, as the homeowner I 
think I know the property better an anyone, but I respect the rules, and I am willing 
to do all required to make up for this mistake.” 

Sharon Monahan introduced herself and asked about the involvement of the 
Conservation Commission. “Their guidance and knowledge of the shoreland state 
rules and local ordinances really assist our boards and I wonder if this should be 
postponed until you hear their recommendations” she said. Heller replied they had 
been involved and had submitted their review with recommendations. 

Steve Graves introduced himself and spoke briefly as an abutter in favor of the 
removal. He told the members “our property was also overridden, and we took it 
back slowly all the way to the river (well within 50 feet of it!) but it took years to 
get rid of all the invasive species.” He went on to say, “our and Trish’s properties 
were once Victorian Gardens.”  Mr. Graves reiterated the hazards of the fallen and 
dead trees that had been there for years and said “Swift did an incredible job. I am 
not sure how he did it, in that thicket you couldn’t even walk.” He concluded by 
noting the Conservation Commission’s recommendation for putting in high canopy 
trees. “I don’t know about grandfathering and all the rules, but that property has 
always been a beautiful place to be and I’ not sure what the Conservation 
Commission is thinking but I hope it is in the spirit of the way the property always 
was.” 

Ms. Hurley asked Ms. Melone to clarify questions about conservation assessments 
and the procedure involved. Ms. Melone replied that it was procedural to make an 
appointment and (usually) a staff member (Mr. Herlihy or herself) would be in 
attendance as well. She acknowledged that the site visit was not handled in the 
appropriate way. 

Ms. Hicks, while upset with the way the site visit was handled told the members 
she did receive an apology. She explained how things unfolded the morning of the 
site visit, that she was uncomfortable with the process but was cooperative because 
she did not want to get Swift into trouble. “I did take umbrage with the tone he 
took with me. He was not very polite” she said adding “and while I am ready to 
move forward with the town, I have to say we’re getting called out for not 
following the rules, but the administration isn’t following the rules either. I did get 
an apology; I appreciate that and I am going to do everything I can to work with 
the town in resolving this.” 

Ms. Heller interjected “thank you for sharing that, it sounds to me that you are 
willing to work with the Conservation Commission.” When she asked if there were 
any additional remarks from the public Ms. Corwin replied “I would just like to 
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request that it is clear moving forward moving forward that Swift Tree LLC 
applied for the permit and if there are recommendations or requirements that it is 
very clear if they are being placed on us and our business or if that is being placed 
on Trisha. “That is a good point” replied Ms. Heller adding “at this point I am just 
going to close the public hearing and acknowledge Lindsay. And Tyler.” 

Ms. Dreyer began with “first of all I am sorry, it sounds like we failed you as a 
town in the process and that you guys made an honest mistake Obviously you 
know the state regulations extremely well, so I think instead of going backwards, 
let’s move forward. It sounds like you take a great deal of pride in your home and 
as in my opinion a Planning Board member I think it is unfair for us to tell you 
what exactly what you should plant so I would suggest (taking into account the 
recommendations of the high canopy and types of shrubbery from the 
Conservation Commission), you develop a plan of what you’d like to plant and 
present that back to us. That would be my preference.” 

Mr. Ward asked if there was anything the town could do help educate landowners 
on the responsibilities and regulations for clearing invasives, removing hazards and 
maintain their yards when they live on the river. He noted that it was clear 
everyone has a responsibility in keeping the river water clean and safe. Mr. Corwin 
replied, “yes, I can make a suggestion, you can make the town and state rules line 
up. Every town has a different set of rules. How is a guy supposed to know all the 
rules? It is a major source of frustration.” A brief discussion on how that could 
never happen followed with Ms. Heller suggesting they move on. She went on to 
say she supported Ms. Dreyer’s suggestion to move on and that she saw no need to 
have Swift Tree LLC involved from this point on. “This is just something that 
happened and at this point it is up to Ms. Hicks devise a plan and follow up with 
the Conservation Commission.” 

A motion was made/seconded (Ward/Dreyer) to approve an after-the-fact 
Conditional Use Permit for Vegetation Management Work in the Shoreland Buffer 
submitted by Swift Tree LLC for vegetation clearing and management conducted 
at the property of Tricia Hicks, located at 32 Concord Street (Parcel No. U017-
147-000) located in the General Residence District with all in favor. 

Other Business: Discussion of Suggested Zoning Amendments 

 

Sharon Monahan introduced herself and thanked the Board for their time and 
attention. She began with, “I understand you are not planning on making any 
zoning amendments next year, at least that is what I heard.” She went on to 
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propose four zoning amendments that she has been working on from her time spent 
on the Zoning Board of Adjustment working with the zoning ordinance. She told 
the members the Town’s GIS Parcel Viewer could be used to identify the locations 
of town water and sewer lines “so no you can make the distinction of which 
properties have just town water, town water and sewer and septic and private 
wells” adding “you can have different lot sizes because anything less than 5 acres 
(even if you have town water you, have to have a leach field the state determines 
the minimum lot sizes for you and you must be in compliance.” 

Ms. Monahan noted her first recommendation was for gradual change in the 
Family and Rural Districts. She cited the existing and proposed changes to be “by 
right” (no need to go through Innovative Land Use Controls) were as follows:  

 
Ms. Monahan reviewed the suggested dimensional changes with special attention 
to minimum lots sizes with regards to no town utilities (septic and well systems 
only) or just town water only in the Family District only. She noted many 
neighborhoods in town had a mix of properties that have town water and sewer and 
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properties that have town water only. Ms. Monahan cited instances where (in the 
West Peterborough District (for example) the Performance Standards state that all 
new development must be connected to town water and sewer which had resulted 
in people applying for variances to not be connected to town water and sewer 
because it does not exist. She reiterated this recommendation was for the Family 
District only “I did not include the General Residence District because I think they 
have been picked on enough” she said adding “and they are the only district that 
has both town sewer and water. That is why they keep getting hammered on. I have 
suggestions there.” 

Ms. Monahan concluded her first recommendation by saying, “I am I am trying to 
stick a bug in your ear for future (gradual) changes that I think people would 
accept and would be by right.” 

Ms. Monahan’s second recommendation was for the Rural Zone. “We are zoned 
88% rural” she said adding “the General Residence District is like 1% of the land 
area but concentrated because of the water and sewer connections there” adding 
“this is not really helping us in future development.” She noted that while people 
live in the rural district to maintain the rural character, her recommendation would 
be to change the frontage requirement from 200 to 150 feet.  

 
“That’s it, that’s all, cut if back 50 feet” she said adding “and that is because of my 
third recommendation.” 

. 
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Ms. Monahan’s noted “we do not allow for backlots but if we allowed backlots that 
were greater than 5 acres, reducing the frontage would allow a 50-foot access ways 
to back lots in the rural zone.”

 
Ms. Monahan noted that was her only change and that the rural character of the 
district would have to be maintained. She noted examples of rural areas like Carley 
Road as well as mixed districts of Family and Rural areas like Old Street Road.  

A brief discussion about the access (driveway versus private/shared versus town 
maintained) followed with an emphasis of maintaining rural characteristics as well 
as maintaining underlying zoning requirements followed. 

Mr. Ward noted (as they were discussing zoning changes) he would like to see a 
map of every single parcel that may become available with the zoning change 
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(which he did not think would be many). Ms. Monahan agreed that it would be 
helpful adding “there would not be too many, but they do exist.” Following a brief 
description of how the state mandates lot sizes and septic systems Ms. Monahan 
moved on to her fourth recommendation for manufactured housing parks. 

“Manufactured housing parks have been in zoning for over 30 years (and that they 
would create affordable housing) and yet we don’t have any” she said. She went on 
to explain the reason was that manufactured housing parks are allowed in the Rural 
District (but) they are only allowed if they are connected to town water and sewer 
which is not available in that district. “That’s the dead end” she said adding “so it 
looks like we are trying but we really are not.” She went on to note manufactured 
housing parks ordinance could be combined with the backlot recommendation 
creating a simple change. 

Ms. Monahan reiterated backlot housing (potential manufactured housing) would 
not be seen from the road and creates a realistic opportunity to kill two birds with 
one stone.”  

“I like your thought on that but as a practical person living in town, I see that as 
being difficult” replied Chair Clark adding “I think it would be difficult to 
convince people.” Ms. Monahan answered, “well I brought the RSA” adding “you 
can’t zone against it and frankly that is what we are doing.” “Yes, pretty much so” 
replied Chair Clark with Ms. Monahan noting “OK, we’re breaking the rules” and 
read straight from RSA 674:32 “Municipalities permitting manufactured housing 
parks shall afford realistic opportunities for the development and expansion of the 
parks. In order to provide such realistic opportunities, lot size and overall density 
requirements for manufactured housing parks shall be reasonable.” 

Ms. Monahan noted “we can make this happen but eliminating the sewer and water 
requirement in the Rural District or make the parks permitted uses in other 
districts.” She also noted workforce housing ordinance has the same requirements 
in creating realistic opportunities as manufactured housing parks, again killing two 
birds with one stone.” Referring to Chapter 224 Manufactured Housing Parks Ms. 
Monahan concluded by noting “a manufactured mobile home park required a 5-
acre tract of land; 30% open space; minimum lot size of 6000 square feet; 40 feet 
clearance between homes; front setback of 25 feet and side and read setbacks of 20 
feet (“the same as it is now in the Family District, maintaining the character of the 
district’)“; and a minimum of 320 square feet of swelling space with at least 2 
parking spaces. “This could be the model for your tiny houses, all you would have 
to do is change the sewer and water requirement and allow them to have a common 
water and septic systems which would be easier to maintain. “I just feel these are 
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simple changes to ease into more affordable housing while letting people get what 
they want” she said. 

Ms. Stone thanked Ms. Monahan for her presentation adding “I am sad to hear that 
you were under the impression we would not be considering zoning amendments 
because we will be.”   

Mr. Weis asked if an expansion of town water and sewer under the Capital 
Investment Program (CIP) was an option, Many of the members agreed but noted 
it would mostly likely be cost prohibitive, it was not impossible. 

Ms. Heller suggested they consider all the tools in the toolbox and not just pick one 
thing. She went on to say she was in favor of proposing manufactured housing 
parks “but there are a lot of restrictions, so we have to be careful and not make 
promises or make broad statements so that we create more misunderstanding.” 

A brief discussion about other small houses in the New England area followed and 
the suggestion to explore it further while realizing that Peterborough still has its 
own town code citing a minimum house size of 400 square feet. Ms. Monahan 
spoke briefly about Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) “where the town’s 
maximum size of 750 square feet is the state’s minimum size” and how several 
applications have been before the Zoning Board of Adjustment for variances to 
that regulation. She went on to suggest initiating Special Exceptions for those types 
of requests eliminating the need for a variance and its stringent criteria. 

Ms. Hurley noted “it sounds like a lot of us are interested in trying to see if this 
would work in town” adding she thought Mr. Ward had a valid point about 
reviewing the maps on where they changes could occur. “We need to discuss this 
more” she said. Ms. Heller agreed noting she too, would like to see maps of what 
areas would be affected. “I am very much into the manufactured housing stuff but I 
have some feelings about the other things brought up.” Chair Clark interjected 
“just by changing these doesn’t create anything” with Ms. Dreyer adding “it just 
creates people getting upset.” Ms. Heller went on to say, “I feel we do have, not to 
sound flip about it but we do have work to do, and I think if we are going to tackle 
one thing this year, let’s tackle manufactured housing and the ADU regulations.” 

Noting the affordable housing crisis Ms. Dreyer agreed by saying “yes, we need 
more housing and manufactured housing is a very easy, way to get more housing.” 

Ms. Melone noted that she and Code Enforcement Officer Time Herlihy keep an 
ongoing list of zoning amendment issues that we’ll be presenting to you soon, most 
are housekeeping items like missing definitions and thing like that but we can 
incorporate some of changes Sharon has brought up today, including maps for an 
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impact analysis.” Mr. Ward asked for and the definition of manufactured housing 
from 2021” with Ms. Hurley adding “versus tiny houses because everyone is 
saying they are different and I know they are but it is weird with all the rules.” Ms. 
Stone added “yes, HUD approves houses by zone and a manufactured house that is 
approved in Florida couldn’t just be hopped on wheels and dragged up here.” She 
went on to say, “that is because it would not meet our HUS standards for thing lie 
snow load and insulation.” Ms. Stone told the members “you an have a tiny house 
of 300 square feet if it meets all the HUD requirements.” It was noted that the town 
has a minimum dwelling size of 400 square feet. Ms. Heller suggested whatever is 
proposed for zoning changes involving manufactured housing parks be clear and 
that when you start talking about cluster housing possibilities “I would want to 
make sure that whatever we are proposing is very clear about the boundaries of the 
proposal. Ms. Melone suggested scheduling a workshop for further discussion and 
analysis before coming up with a proposal. The members agreed that was a good 
idea with Ms. Stone suggesting they invite some people from the Zoning Board the 
Conservation Commission. Ms. Heller suggested inviting people from 
communities that have been successful in manufacturing housing parks. After a 
brief discussion the embers agreed on a workshop on October 25, 2021 at 6:30 
p.m.  

Ms. Monahan thanked the Board for their time and said, “we can do this, we can 
find solution and we don’t have to bicker about it.” Loretta Laurenitis introduced 
herself and asked if there was any inventory of successful zoning for tiny houses in 
the manufactured housing parks ordinance that might be available to review for 
models that have been successful in other communities?” Ms. Melone replied, “it 
is tough, I know we were talking about tiny houses in terms of HUD but we still 
have to follow the state’s guidelines (as in the state building code) which requires 
us to have a minimum of 400 square feet as an absolute minimum size. “So if you 
talk to the Code Officer he would say yes, we do allow homes with a minimum of 
400 square feet (which is small but not as small as the 180 square feet sizes you see 
on the Buzzfeed articles). “We don’t have any of that here” said Ms. Melone 
adding “and 400-square foot houses existing right now in New Hampshire are 
mostly part-time living or temporary living situations.” She specifically mentioned 
Manchester’s tiny house village that is set up as temporary housing for the 
homeless. She added it is often used as an example of if they can do it why can’t 
we? With the answer being it is set up like a hotel and we want year-round living. 
“It sounds like an RV park basically” interjected Ms. Dreyer. Ms. Hurley also 
noted a difference between housing on wheels and permanently placed housing. 
Ms. Melone added that “at the same time our building ordinance may dictate that 
instead of being just slab on grade foundation it has to have a full basement “which 
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is a big, big expanse to add to someone who happens to have the money to buy a 
lot.” Mr. Ward asked why that was with Ms. Melone replying “exclusivity?” Ms. 
Stone interjected “really? Because we’re snobs you can’t just have a slab?!” adding 
“there are all kinds of houses on Old Street Road that don’t have a full basement.” 
Ms. Melone noted “the way our zoning is written manufactured housing has to 
have a permanent foundation.” (As a builder) Chair Clark noted he’d had similar 
discussions and told the members, “it’s like everything everybody wants is R42 
(insulation R values) in the room but that is not the thing that is killing us, it is the 
everything of electric outlets every six feet all the way around. Those are all codes 
so now instead of getting into a house really cheap by going without, you can’t do 
without, you have to have these things and every year it gets more and more so the 
bottom line is that the bottom price keeps getting steeper and steeper. I am trying 
to find a better way because R42 is a really hard thing to do.” “So using R42 you 
really can’t have an attic because it just ends up being filled up with insulation” 
said Ms. Stone. 

Minutes: See above    

Other Business: 

Update on the Fire Station Municipal Campus Task Force: Ms. Heller gave a brief 
review (“not a huge update, really”) adding jokingly “but I would to the time, this 
being a public meeting that the Chair has not returned my email about this 
particular topic.” With a smile Chair Clark replied, “I did read it.” 

Ms. Heller reported a good turnout, “well not a great turnout but a spirited turnout 
for discussing the new Fire Station. “There was some great feedback, both positive 
and negative, it was good for the group to hear.” She noted the conversations 
would be ongoing and that there were no concrete numbers yet. “We are trying to 
hammer down any grants or federal programs that may offer financial assistance. 
We’ll continue to hash it out to help everyone understand that we are just talking 
about the Fire Station right now. (The eventual goal is to house the DPW, Fire and 
Police) Ms. Heller concluded that she expected better participation “once the 
numbers start flying around.” 

Ms. Stone noted she was personally disappointed with the turnout.  “I am no 
building or finance expert but you know but we are thinking about spending about 
20 million dollars and when you think about roads and infrastructure and moving 
things around, I can tell you they just fixed my road and it was close to a hundred 
thousand dollars so I know all that stuff is a whole lot of money and there were 
more members of the Fire Department there than members of the public.” Ms. 
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Heller noted the Task Force is hoping to get more interactive and start public 
outreach at upcoming events (re: Peak into Peterborough).  

Before adjourning Ms. Melone noted she needed a Planning Board representative 
to attend and participate in the year’s CIP review. After a brief review of what the 
CIP does and the meeting schedule (one meeting a week from late September 
through early November), Ms. Dreyer volunteered. 

The meeting concluded at 8:00 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  
 
Laura Norton 
Office of Planning & Building 


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

