
MINUTES 
PETERBOROUGH PLANNING BOARD 

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

Peterborough, New Hampshire 
 
 

Members Present: Tyler Ward, Ivy Vann, Sarah Steinberg Heller, Lisa Stone, and 
Josh Blair  
 
Also Present: Laura Norton and Danica Melone, Office of Building and Planning 
 
Vice Chair Vann (Ms. Vann) called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. and 
welcomed the members to the regularly scheduled meeting for October.  

Minutes: 

A motion was made/seconded (Blair/Ward) to approve the Minutes of September 
13, 2021 as written with all in favor but Ms. Vann who abstained. 

With several members absent, a motion was made/seconded (Blair/Ward) to 
appoint alternate Lisa Stone to sit with all in favor.  

Ms. Vann made the announcement that the continued hearings for the Subdivision 
for Walden Eco Village Open Space Residential Development and a Conditional Use 
Permit application for proposed impacts in the Wetland Buffers submitted by Akhil 
Garland have been continued per the request of Mr. Garland’s attorney to a date and 
time certain of November 8, 2021 beginning at 6:30 p.m. 
 
Public Hearing: Site Plan Review Application Seeking Time Extension as it relates to 
§233-42 for the Bridge Street Recovery project located at 24, 25, & 30 Bridge Street 
(Parcel Nos. U021-001-000, U021-002-000, U021-003-000). The project was 
approved by the Planning Board and has met all conditions of approval.  
It was noted that this approval has been granted a one-year extension already and if 
granted, this extension would be valid for one year.   
 
Ms. Vann noted the application has been approved as substantially complete when it 
was originally approved. 
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Jeff Kevan introduced himself as a Civil Engineer with TF Moran and 
representative for the applicant. He noted no changes to the originally approved 
plan for a 64 bed, 2-story rehabilitation facility that the applicant feels can get to 
construction with the next year. “Nothing else has changed, and I would be happy 
to answer any questions” he said. 

With no questions from the Board, Ms. Vann opened the hearing to the public. 
With no questions from the public Ms. Vann closed the hearing and said she would 
entertain a motion. 

A motion was made/seconded (Ward/Heller) to approve a Site Plan Review 
Application Seeking Time Extension as it relates to §233-42 for the Bridge Street 
Recovery. The project has met all conditions of approval, with all in favor. 

Public Hearing: Site Plan Review Application for a Shooting Range at Monadnock 
Rod & Gun Club to be located at their property at 595 Jaffrey Road, Parcel No. R003-
032-000 in the Rural District and Route 202 Rural Gateway Overlay District.  
 
Ms. Melone interjected that in her Staff Report she the Board deem this application 
a development of potential regional impact under RSA 36:56 (because it meets criteria 
by bordering the Town of Jaffrey) and continue it to the November hearing. In the 
meantime, the Town of Jaffrey and Southwest Regional Planning will be noticed, per 
statutory requirements.  
 
Amotion was made/seconded (Ward/Stone) that the application be accepted as being 
substantially complete with all in favor. 
A motion was made/seconded (Heller/Blair) that this is a project had been deemed 
one of regional interest and must abide by RSA 36:56 with all in favor. 

Ms. Vann noted “OK, now we have mad that official we will continue this 
application to a date and time certain of November 8, 2021 beginning at 6:30 p.m. 
to allow those other parties to weigh in.  

Ms. Vann then recognized Jim Martens who introduced himself and asked the 
Town of Sharon be included in the noticing. Ms. Melone noted the RSA does not 
give her authority to do so “but if that is in the interest of the Board it simply 
entails sending a notice that we have this application deemed as such.” 

An amended motion was made/seconded (Ward/Heller) to include the Town of 
Sharon in the first motion with all in favor. 

Public Hearing: Boundary Line Adjustment Application submitted by Eugene 
Hennessy for his property at 187 Union Street (Parcel Nos. U029-027-000 & U029-
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027-002) located in the General Residence & Rural Districts.  
 
A motion was made/seconded (Blair/Ward) to accept the application as 
substantially complete with all in favor. 

Jeff Kevan once again introduced himself as the representative for the applicant in 
this case. He noted a subdivision on the property separating the building from the 
main parcel had been completed earlier “and this boundary line adjustment just 
makes the smaller lot a little bigger by a1/3 acre and the large lot a little smaller by 
1/3 acre.” 

Ms. Stone asked if the adjustment changed the driveway in any way with Mr. 
Kevan replying “no.” 

With no other questions from the members Ms. Vann opened the hearing to the 
public. Dan Petron introduced himself as an abutter and asked specifically about 
the frontage on Union Street, if the parcel would become land locked and limited 
access (only across for MacDowell Colony) be created if the boundary line was 
adjusted. Mr. Kevan pointed out none of those things would take place. With no 
other question Ms. Vann closed the hearing and said she would entertain a motion. 

A motion was made/seconded (Heller/Ward) to approve a Boundary Line 
Adjustment Application for property located at 187 Union Street with all in favor. 
 
Public Hearing: Combined Boundary Line Adjustment and Subdivision Application 
submitted by Shelley Goguen Hulbert among lots 100 and 105 Old Jaffrey Road 
(Parcel Nos, R003-001-007, R003-001-008, & R003-005-000) located in the Rural 
District.  
 
A motion was made/seconded (Ward/Stone) to accept the application complete 
with all in favor. 

Shellie Hulbert introduced herself and briefly reviewed her request using a 
projected graphic. “The first part of the proposal (pointing to the graphic) is Parcel 
B (3.088 acres and triangular in shape) which belongs to our neighbors, the 
Morisons” adding “they would like to sell it to us and we want to buy it.” Ms. 
Hulbert pointed out her property and noted “once we buy Parcel B, we want to 
shift the lot line so it lines up with the triangle. She told the members that this lot 
line adjustment would leave them with just over 4 acres of land, 200 feet of road 
frontage with an existing driveway and room for a septic system and well (clear of 
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any wetland) “so that if the lot were ever sold it would meet all the zoning 
requirement of the Rural District. It is really pretty straight forward.” 

With no questions from the Board Ms. Vann opened the hearing to the public. 
With no questions from the public Ms. Vann closed the hearing and noted she 
would entertain a motion. Mr. Ward asked a question about the total acreage when 
all was said and done with Ms. Hulbert replying, “I think it is 13.34 acres.” 

A motion was made/seconded (Heller/Ward) to approve a Combined Boundary 
Line Adjustment and Subdivision Application submitted by Shelley Goguen Hulbert 
among lots 100 and 105 Old Jaffrey Road with all in favor. 

Other Business: 

Mr. Ward noted that an announcement that the meeting being recorded was 
inadvertently left out. 

Ms. Vann noted Form Base Code Institute in cooperation with Smart Growth 
America is offering a three-session introductory class on form-based code and that 
Ms. Melone would email them the link. “I hope you think about taking it, it’s 
pretty clear that form-based code is a better way of getting the kind of built 
environment that people want, and it is much less of a blunt tool than our typical 
Euclidian zoning” she said. 

Ms. Vann also noted she had attended a webinar put on by the by Josiah Bartlett 
Institute on regulatory burdens and housing costs. She noted the video was 
available (“and not terribly long”) and suggested they schedule a time to view it. 
Mr. Ward suggested watching the video at the Community Theater with Ms. Stone 
suggesting they think a bout inviting other guests. “In the meantime, I will send 
you a link to the report” concluded Ms. Vann.    

Ms. Heller cited last month’s meeting and their discussion about shoreline 
vegetation and waterway protection and noted a webinar by New Hampshire Lakes 
about these types of vegetation management rules. She went on to ask if perhaps 
something like that webinar could be a resource for the Planning Department 
and/or the Welcome Team so that people are educated on shoreline clearing and 
tree cutting. Ms. Vann added there was a new study about market rate housing and 
people who cannot afford to pay market rates (and) a study in Helsinki on 
neighborhoods that had new market rate housing built and then followed the 
addresses of people in the city and discovered that there was a cascade of people 
moving to different apartments (and) within six months of 100 new market rate 
apartments coming online and available to the lowest economic percentile brackets 
so that tells you when you build apartments at the upper level of fancy “you allow 
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the housing merry-go-round to turn” adding “we always expected that would be 
the case but we never had any actual proof of it” she said adding” if anyone is 
interested I will email you a link to the study, I thought it was fascinating.” 

In response to Ms. Heller suggestion Ms. Melone noted the Planning Department 
has created two quick fact sheets on how to get through the wetland and shoreline 
ordinances. She went on to note it wasn’t posted on the website (yet) but would be 
soon. Mr. Ward noted it may be a good reference for loggers, tree trimmers and 
landscapers. Ms. Melone added another goal was to get the fact sheets out to all the 
developer in the area “and hopefully they will read it.” Ms. Stone interjected that it 
would also be a valuable resource for realtors, especially with difficult zoning 
regulations. Shen noted that in the two of town of Weare, “it is simple, they 
literally have a chart that tells you can have 6 cows if you live here and a herd of 
cows if you live there.” This segued into a discussion about changing the zoning 
ordinances in a piecemeal fashion (per Ms. Heller) “does not get us to what Lisa is 
talking about and I think what we really need (and I know it is exhausting and 
challenging to us and the community), is an overhaul of our zoning where people 
can open the book and decipher what they can and cannot do in their zoning 
district and why” adding “I have said this before but it just is so elitist to have 
zoning that is not accessible.” Ms. Vann agreed noting “as a planning professional 
my goal is that you can open the zoning code and figure out exactly what you can 
do anywhere in town and that you don’t have to hire a lawyer to figure out whether 
or not you can build something.” She then cited past public outreach exercises in 
2018 involving current zoning versus form-based zoning mixed use scenarios and 
the favorable results with the latter. 

Other Business:  

Planning Board Workshop: 

Theis workshop is scheduled for October 25, 2021 at 6:30 p.m. Ms. Melone will 
send out a reminder. To be discussed are zoning suggestions from Zoning Board of 
Adjustment Chairman Sharon Monahan and Planning Board member Stephanie 
Hurley. 

Request from the Board of Selectmen: 

Ms. Stone noted the last item on the agenda under Other Business was a request by 
the Board of Selectmen to review two Purchase & Sales Agreements for the 
building rights at Southfield Village. After a very brief explanation of how the 
town came to own the building rights to the remaining 60 (ish) units, Ms. Melone 
noted one proposal was from a new developer proposing residential and mixed 
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uses and the other from the current developer to continue with residential 
construction only. She noted she and Code Officer Tim Herlihy has reviewed the 
proposals and created reports with suggested next steps. She also pointed out under 
current zoning (Commerce Park District) “Mixed use sounds great, but the 
permitted mixed uses only included churches, daycares and funeral home. She also 
noted having been informed of the zoning restrictions Kathleen’s Place had 
confirmed they could concentrate on residential building only, including several 
types of construction including stacked and single family over garage units. 

Ms. Melone cited the current builder, Matthewson Properties, LLC bid $200,00 for 
the building rights with Kathleen’s Place bidding $150,000 for the same rights. It 
was noted that the current HOA would divide into two independent HOAs 
(existing and new one for the remaining homes to be built). 

Mr. Ward reiterated the entire parcel was owned by the Southfield Condominium 
Association (HOA) and bids for purchase were for the rights to build, not the 
actual land itself. He also noted the HOA had shown their preference to be 
Matthewson Properties and would like the building to be continued by that 
company. It was also noted that 60 units would be the maximum number of units 
built (most likely less due to constraints such as dense ledge on the site and the 
creation of additional green space for the development). 

“So, what do they want?” interjected Ms. Heller with Ms. Vann replying, “our 
thoughts” adding “I personally would like to see mixed unit sizes and types as 
opposed to what has been built but it really doesn’t matter because the HOA has 
the veto power.” 

When Ms. Stone asked or clarification on the ownership of the property it was 
made clear that the Southfield Condominium Association owns the land and it is 
the development (building) rights that are being bid on. Ms. Melone reiterated that 
the representative for Kathleen’s Place has confirmed (due to zoning restrictions) 
they could change their plans for high-end residential rental units. Ms. Vann once 
again noted her preference for rentals but noted “the HOA holds all the cards,” Ms. 
Heller agreed that rental units were desirable and should be preferred. Ms. Vann 
then asked for a sense of the board for a reply to the Board of Selectmen’s request 
for a recommendation. It was noted the sense of the Planning Board was support 
for rental housing at Southfield Village Condominiums.  

Ms. Heller spoke briefly about her frustration with the “not in my neighborhood” 
mentality that seems to resonate from whenever and wherever affordable housing 
is talked about.  
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Town Administrator Nicole MacStay joined the conversation via phone and told 
the members the Southfield HOA had just met (6:00 p.m. this evening) and voted 
their preference for Matthewson Properties “for a number of reasons.” 

Carol Nelson introduced herself and noting the recent outreach of the Master Plan 
Steering Committee emphasized their findings of affordable housing being AT 
THE TOP of the list. Ms. Heller interjected “actually the highest focus was how to 
attract and retain young people and their families” adding “but there certainly is a 
relationship between the two.” Ms. Nelson then reiterated the importance of crating 
housing in general and endorsed the affordable housing merry-go-round concept. 
Ms. Vann agreed noting “it goes back to asking the question where did you first 
live when you were out on your own?” Noting almost everyone rented their first 
homes, “and some of us still rent, it doesn’t make you a proper grown up to own a 
house” she said. 

When asked Ms. MacStay reviewed the process of selling the rights to build once a 
decision on the purchaser was made. “It takes two public meeting sand about six 
weeks” she said.  

Discussion on Zoning Proposals: 

To be discussed at the planning Board Workshop. 

Ms. Heller again noted her frustration about “hacking away at zoning without 
anything getting better. “We need to be responsible and use these workshops to 
create a plan, a larger and more comprehensive plan for 2023” she said. She cited 
the threat of the Covid shadow, the recent theft of taxpayer money and a 
contentious ballot in 2022 against them, “I don’t want all out hard work to go 
down in flames” she said adding, “this has been a hot year.” 

Mr. Ward asked if there was any possible way to incorporate specific zoning 
regulations (permitted uses, lot sizes, frontage, and dimensional requirements) to 
each specific property in the Parcel Viewer. “No, no, no, no, no, no” replied Ms. 
Vann adding “there are just too many variables in our code right now to make that 
reasonable.” 

A brief discussion about the logistics, feasibility, effectiveness, and efficiency of 
such a goal as well as potential for alignment with the International Building Code, 
the International Residential Code and the existing building codes followed. 

The meeting adjourned at 7:35 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  
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Laura Norton 
Office of Planning & Building 


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

