
 

 

PETERBOROUGH PLANNING BOARD 

TOWN OF PETERBOROUGH 

Zoning Workshop 

Monday, October 24, 2022 - 6:30 p.m. 

Peterborough, New Hampshire 

 

 

 

Members Present: Blair Weiss, Sarah Steinberg Heller, Carl Staley, Lisa Stone, 

Andrew Dunbar, Stephanie Hurley, and Gary Gorski (via Zoom)  

 

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

 

It was announced that the meeting was being streamed on UStream Live and 

Comcast Channel 22.  

Chair Hurley called the workshop to order at 6:32 p.m. 

 

Ms. Melone began with a review of proposed amendments to the Peterborough 

Zoning Ordinance where language proposed to be deleted was shown in strikeouts 

and language to be added, shown in italics. She noted pages highlighted in italics 

were not yet incorporated into the zoning ordinance draft as they required 

additional research before a public hearing. 

 

These items included Page 34, rescind 245-11.1 Office District and rezone two 

structures to a more appropriate district; Page 96, rescind 245-24.6 and replace it 

with 245-24.6 Housing Ordinance so that it encompasses workforce, low-income 

and moderate-income housing; Page 119, rescind 245-44 Special Exception for 

Elderly Housing and also on Page 119, rescind Special Exception for low-and 

moderate-income housing. 

 

Ms. Melone went on to note Page 121, and the amendment of 245-48 to add U019-

024-000 (currently a church to the General Residence District and U008-025-000 

(currently a single-family house to the Family District.) Both of these parcels are in 

the soon-to-be defunct Office District.  

 

Ms. Melone projected a parcel viewer image of the parcels for review. When asked 

about the location of other churches in town Ms. Melone noted they were scattered 

between the Family, Downtown Commercial and Business/Industrial Districts. She 

also noted the owners for both parcels had been contacted about the potential 

reassignment with a positive response from the church congregation and (to date) 



 

 

no response from the owners of the single-family home. She added if the 

amendment was recommended to go to ballot both parcel owners would be notified 

of the public hearings via certified mail. 

 

A brief discussion involving the potentials and constraints of reassignment of each 

lot to their new districts followed. The members also suggested additional outreach 

to the owner of the single-family home be extended to get their perspective of the 

potential change.  

 

The members also engaged in a discussion on moving amendments forward. Mr. 

Dunbar suggested they move the church parcel to public hearing and wait for a 

response from the owner of the other lot. Chair Hurley agreed while Ms. Heller did 

not. “We should get this in motion” she said adding “if need be, we can put the 

brakes on, but we should not be waiting for information that may never come in. 

We always find ourselves in a crunch in February with things we did not move 

early enough, I would like to see this moved, that is what I would like to see 

happen.” 

 

A vote was taken on whether to move the amendment to public hear or not. Ms. 

Heller, Ms. Stone and Mr. Staley and Mr. Gorski were for and Chair Hurley, Mr. 

Dunbar and Mr. Weiss were against. The amendment will move to public hearing 

with a 4 to 3 vote. 

 

With no further comments from the Board Chair Hurley opened the workshop to 

the public.  

 

Carol Nelson introduced herself and asked if the initial notifications to the owners 

of the parcels were sent certified mail (they were not but a certified notification 

would be sent for the public hearings). Ms. Nelson asked if reference to “Office 

Park” and its definition would be rescinded as well as she counted up to 12 

mentions throughout Chapter 245. 

 

Amendments to Other Sections of Town Code: 

 

Chapter 207- Building Construction: Amend 206-6 by rescinding “every dwelling 

unit to be used by a single family shall have a minimum of 600-square feet of 

living space except efficiency or one-bedroom units, which shall have a minimum 

of 400-square feet. Sizing of dwellings is governed by the State adopted building 

code, which is dually clarified under 207-1 and removal of this language will allow 

for greater flexibility in designing smaller dwellings, such as tiny homes. 

 



 

 

A great deal of discussion followed with State, HUD and IRC standards but the 

consensus was that at the end of the day the State governs the size and the town 

goes by the State’s square footage. 

 

With no further comments from the Board, Chair Hurley opened the workshop to 

the public.  

 

Ms. Nelson noted no mention of either HUD or IRC in State RSA 674:31. She also 

called out a reference to the Office of Community Development to be removed. 

 

Dori Drachman introduced herself and suggested whatever the requirements were 

or are going to be, “make them as easy as possible for people to understand and 

remove as many hoops to be jumped through as possible.”  

 

Chapter 224 – Manufactured Housing Parks: Amend 224-2 B (1)a by adding “or 

shall provide a community water and septic service.” 

 

The members engaged in a discussion about these potential clustered residential 

developments in the rural district. They reviewed the minimum tract size (5 acres), 

minimum lot size, parking and other dimensional requirements, discussed 

community utility services (currently, the regulation states all manufactured 

housing parks must be connected to town water and sewer), state and local 

requirements, HUD and IRC requirements and the interaction and role of the local 

code enforcement officer. Ms. Heller interjected “we have talked about this 

already, and we hit the nail on the head.” Chair Hurley “yes, we have to try to 

make this allowable.” Mr. Gorski noted he thought the parks should be allowed 

town-wide (all zoning districts) with community septic and water services. Chair 

Hurley agree with the community services but added “I am not sure about the 

town-wide thing, that is a separate issue I think we need to explore.” Ms. Stone 

suggested a town-wide map highlighting town-owned lots, 5 acres or more would 

be helpful to the discussion. This segued into a brief discussion of the potential 

Commerce Park in the north before returning to a review of manufactured housing 

park management responsibilities. 

 

The members reviewed a required register of the occupants of the park that 

included the name and address of each occupant; the model and full name of the 

trailer (including its license and serial numbers); the make and license number of 

each automobile, dates of arrival, estimated length of stay and departure dates. 

 

The reaction of the Board was palpable with responses centered around punitive 

language, income segregation and exclusionary zoning. Ms. Melone agreed noting 



 

 

the odd language in the ordinance. Ms. Heller replied “it is not odd. It is punitive, 

classist and punishes poor people. It is political language for sure.” 

 

With no further comments from the Board Chair Hurley opened the workshop to 

the public.  

 

Ms. Laurenitis suggested the Board extend an invitation to the Zoning Board of 

Adjustment to join them at their next workshop (November 28th) to discuss zoning 

changes. She also suggested members of that Board send Ms. Melone any zoning 

amendments or suggestions they may have for discussion. “I think they would love 

the opportunity to meet and talk about things” she said. She went on to note a 

recent reoccurring problem the Zoning Board has faced are applications for an 

accessory structure on a vacant lot. She briefly reviewed problems they have had 

with the definition of recreational uses in the rural district and even the potential 

removal of that use from the rural district. 

 

Ms. Melone suggested publishing informational articles in The Dispatch, 

Neighbors Together and website as well as social media posts for increased public 

understanding and engagement in the future. 

  

Promoting Development in Areas with Town Water & Sewer/Walkability to 

Downtown: 

 

The members reviewed the dimensional requirements and permitted residential 

uses of the Family and General Residence Districts and identified three areas 

(Evans Road, High Street to MacDowell Road and Elm Street down to Grove 

Street, currently in the Family District) that could be re-zoned to General 

Residence  resulting in greater potential for multi-family and smaller lot size 

capacities. 

 

Mr. Gorski was in favor noting “it is not a big change at all, and the span of the re-

zone is large enough that no one would feet targeted.” 

 

Ms. Heller reiterated that the Traditional Neighborhood Overlay Zone (TNOZ II) 

had been rescinded because of a noticing error and asked her fellow Board 

members to think about how they may integrate parts of that ordinance back into 

zoning “so that we can right some of the possibilities lost when it was rescinded.” 

 

The members spent some time reviewing the parcel viewer layers of town water 

and sewer lines throughout the Downtown area for inspiration. They reiterated the 



 

 

importance of walkability to the town’s services and amenities, but more 

importantly neighborhoods that have been around for a very long time.  

Mr. Staley noted the significant amount of legal non-conforming (small) lots in the 

two districts were very similar and a change to all General Residence may in fact, 

be a nonissue. 

 

Ms. Stone noted the need for greater public comment and suggested some sort of 

public campaign to get people’s attention. 

 

With no further comments from the Board, Chair Hurley opened the workshop to 

the public.  

 

Ms. Laurenitis noted her concern about the discussion of doing away with the 

family district. “It is too extreme, there are other issues with rezoning of property, 

and I am not sure you will get buy-in from the public, you need input from the 

public on that!” she said.  

 

Ms. Nelson suggested creating an impact statement. Citing the recent ADU 

amendment and noted “very little would actually change and like the ADUs, there 

could be little or no pushback” she said. 

 

Ms. Drachman reiterated the importance of increasing density in already developed 

areas. 

 

Ms. Laurenitis requested some sort of documentation on the capacity of the town’s 

water capacity. New developments creating about 100 new dwellings using the 

town utilities were mentioned as well as other (potentially large) developments that 

may be forthcoming. “We hear we have plenty of room for new users, but I have 

never seen a report on the capacity and the limits. I would like to see something 

before other large expansions in town” she said.  

 

Ms. Stone noted the importance of having a clear and concise presentation of the 

plans they wanted to make “with all parts explained and questions and concerns 

answered.” She went on to note they absolutely needed to be prepared to present 

their ideas, how they are to be implemented and how the change compares to other 

ordinance amendments, “a good example might be ADUs” she said.  

 

“I am not happy with where we are landing” interjected Ms. Heller adding “it 

seems messy on our part; it seems amorphous with little consensus of the Board. I 

feel a bit jerked around and I am borderline irritated.” Referring to Mr. Gorski’s 

suggestion to “just make everything General Residence,” she told the members “I 



 

 

did not even know that was an option” adding “we are not ready to put anything 

out, not yet.” Ms. Heller asked the members to contemplate and consider their 

recent patterns of proposals with abutters and neighbors getting upset and trying to 

shut down proposals. She spoke briefly about not in my backyard-ism 

(NIMBYism), “and try to understand what it is and how it is manifested.” 

 

Master Plan Chapter Adoption: 

 

Economic Vitality Chapter: A brief review and discussion of the outreach done 

over the spring and summer months. The chapter reviews employment populations, 

labor force, population by industry (manufacturing, construction, warehousing, 

arts, educational services and professional services to name a few) as well as 

annual income for resident households. Opportunities and threats were also 

reviewed with housing being identified as a crucial need. 

 

Loretta Laurentis introduced herself and asked if the chapters would go to public 

hearings. She was told that only the Land Use and Vision Chapters of the Master 

Plan are required by law to be updated with public hearings on a regular basis.   

 

Cultural Resources Chapter: Ms. Melone again reported on outreach to better 

enhance or promote cultural resources in the community. Again opportunities and 

issues that may pose threats or vulnerability to the community were reviewed. One 

proposed threat was parking regulations which are often difficult to meet along 

with traffic congestion and potential safety hazards. (This chapter was last updated 

in early 2022.)  

 

Chair Hurley noted her concern for the need for the necessity of overnight parking 

in the downtown, “especially if we are encouraging multi-family living in the 

downtown.” Ms. Heller cited what she saw as exclusionary language in the parking 

regulations as well. 

 

The brief discussion that followed included Mr. Dunbar’s previous experience on a 

lighting committee years ago, large housing projects the future and the formula that 

increased housing equates increased vehicles which equates to environmental 

problems. The members also discussed the provision of childcare for greater public 

participation in meetings, workshops, public hearings and Town Meetings.  

 

A motion was made/seconded (Weiss/Stone) to sign the certification that the 

Economic Vitality and Cultural Resources Chapters of the Master Plan were 

adopted by affirmative vote of the Peterborough Planning Board on Monday, 

October 24, 2022 with all in favor by Mr. Dunbar who abstained.  



 

 

 

Sale of Town-Owned Property: 

 

Ms. Melone cited a Memo from the Town Administrator who reported a town-

owned property (acquired by tax deeding in 2001), located at 730 Greenfield Road 

has been sold. The memo notes the prior owner had extended the back yard and 

driveway as well constructed a shed on town-owned property and the new owners 

offered to buy that area of land for $3000.00 “The lot is only accessible through 

the 730 Greenfield Road lot and the sale will remedy both the trespass and 

encroachment issues,” said Ms. Melone adding two public hearings have been 

scheduled for November with a formal vote to follow. She noted the RSA (41:14-

a) requires recommendations from the Planning Board, Heritage Commission and 

Conservation Commission. 

 

Before adjourning Ms. Stone reminded Ms. Melone of her request for a parcel 

viewer map of town-owned properties (5-acres or larger) before their next 

workshop. “That will allow us to see where potential is” she said.  

 

The meeting adjourned at 9:50 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  

 

Laura Norton 

Office of Planning & Building 
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