
 

 

PETERBOROUGH PLANNING BOARD 

TOWN OF PETERBOROUGH 

Monday, November 14, 2022 - 6:30 p.m. 

Peterborough, New Hampshire 

 

 

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

Andrew Dunbar, Stephanie Hurley, Gary Gorski and Bill Taylor 

 

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 opened the meeting with a welcome and introductions of the Board 

and Staff. She reviewed of the Rules of Procedure and the Peterson Civility Clause 

reminding all present that they needed to be respectful of each other’s comments 

“even when you don’t agree.”  

Mr. Weiss recused himself and a motion was made/seconded (Hurley/Stone) to 

seat Mr. Gorski for the meeting with all in favor via roll call vote. 

Minutes:  

 

A motion was made/seconded (Heller/Stone) to approve the Minutes of October 

12, 2022 with corrections with all in favor except Mr. Gorski who did not vote. 

A motion was made/seconded (Stone/Taylor) to approve the Minutes of October 

24, 2022 with corrections with all in favor except Mr. Taylor who did not vote. 

Continued Public Hearing:  

Application for Subdivision for Walden Eco Village Open Space Residential 

Development at the Well School Staff Housing Site submitted by Akhil Garland to 

convert existing accessory structures that were associated with the Well School 

into an Open Space Residential Development. The proposal consists of converting 

7 accessory structures and creating 12 new open space residential development lots 

with associated site improvements and open space area located at 360 Middle 

Hancock Road (Parcel No. R010-005-001) located in the Rural District. 

Application for a Conditional Use Permit for proposed impacts in the wetland 

buffers submitted by Akhil Garland for his property located at 360 Middle 

Hancock Road (Parcel No. R010-005-001) in the Rural District. 



 

 

Chair Hurley noted she would like to address the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 

first.  

Chad Branon introduced himself as a Civil Engineer with Fieldstone Land 

Consultants, LLC and representative for the applicant. He briefly reviewed the 

Open Space Residential Development (OSRD) application consisting of 12 new 

structures and 7 existing structures. “The CUP was submitted back in February of 

this year” he said as he briefly reviewed what was proposed for the project. Mr. 

Branon pointed out the 15-foot wide access road to the parking area (that may or 

may not be required to widen to 20 feet with a hard surface with improvements to 

2 existing culverts) as determined by the Fire Department; areas of wetland 

impacts and associated buffer impacts with those improvements and a fire pond on 

the southern portion of the development. He reviewed the fire pond’s size, depth 

and diversities as a wildlife pond (fringe wetland areas) while meeting the fire 

protection requirements for the volume of water that would be of benefit to this 

community as well as surrounding homes if needed to fight fire. Mr. Branon also 

reviewed the minimum requirements for a fire ponds (50,000 gallons of water) and 

how their design exceeds that standard and meets the NHDES Wetlands Bureau 

standards for wildlife ponds. 

Mr. Branon noted other items included in the CUP application are existing 

structures that are actually located in the buffer area (where ZBA approval was 

obtained for those structures to remain the buffer area). He reported they had met 

with the Conservation Commission “and they are in support of the design that we 

have” he said adding “and we would request a conditional approval of the CUP on 

receiving plans specific to the wetlands related to the CUP that clearly indicate the 

number of square feet impacted with a final decision of the road width from the 

Fire Department. He concluded by noting part of the approval process from the 

ZBA included a no net loss of wetland functions and values “so a portion of this 

area is also part of the mitigation involved with their approval. This includes 

designing the area to open water/pond resource, area/habitat resource area 

enhanced native wetland shrubs on the shorelines, exposed rocks for amphibian 

sunning and sandy areas for turtle nesting.” 

“Thank you for the summary” said Chair Hurley. She noted she felt it important to 

verbally review all the conditions of the Conservation Commission correspondence 

and read each on to the Board and audience. When asked about other wetland 



 

 

crossings. Mr. Branon noted state permits cover all unpermitted wetland crossings 

“and all our existing improvements are approved through DES.” He also clarified 

that the units to the north (not on the loop unless there was an ADA compliance we 

would have to accommodate) will have driveways with Ms. Melone noting she 

would adjust the staff memo to reflect that change. Chair Hurley then asked about 

houses in the wetland buffer with Mr. Branon assuring her the only way they could 

be expanded is vertically “which was also covered in the ZBA approval.” A brief 

discussion of the square footage of the wetland impact and the size of the fire pond 

followed.  

With no other questions from the Board Chair Hurley then opened the hearing to 

the public. 

Michael Kennedy introduced himself and citing the Conservation Commission’s 

requirement for a 3-year follow-up inspection (beginning with the completion of 

the construction of the pond) with replacement of failed plantings to achieve 90% 

successful growth asked “what if nothing has been done? What if they fail?” 

Ms. Melone noted the if the conditions were added as notes to the plan, the Code 

Officer could go out and check for compliance. Chair Hurley noted this type of 

condition should be managed by the development’s HOA. Mr. Branon added that 

wetland replication projects the state will also (typically) do a 3-year inspection as 

well, “and after 3 years it is really a naturally functioning wetland that does not 

need maintenance and is functioning to an appropriate level not requiring anything 

additional” he said. Chair Hurley asked about maintenance of the fire pond and a 

brief discussion about how fire ponds are not permitted to be used as stormwater 

management features; its maintenance responsibility; water capacities and its best 

location on the parcel followed. 

With no other questions from the public Chair Hurley closed the public hearing. 

With no other questions or discussion from the Board a motion was made/seconded 

(Hurley/Stone) to approve a Conditional Use Permit for proposed impacts in the 

wetland buffers submitted by Akhil Garland for his property located at 360 Middle 

Hancock Road (Parcel No. R010-005-001) in the Rural District with the following 

conditions: 

The Fire Chief shall review and approve of all proposed roadway/accessway widths  



 

 

The applicant shall submit plans specific to wetlands relating to the CUP which clearly 

indicate impacts in square feet and shall reflect the road width approved by the Fire 

Chief. 

Construction of the Wildlife and Fire Pond shall be based upon the plan dated  

November 1, 2022, by Fieldstone Land Consultants, PLLC as presented to the 

Peterborough Conservation Commission on November 8, 2022 or as revised through 

future process approved by the Commission. 

The Peterborough Conservation Commission and/or Town Staff shall provide follow-

up inspections of plantings for a period of three years; the replacement of failed (dead) 

plantings shall achieve a 90% successful growth by the end of the three-year period 

beginning with the completion of construction of the pond. 

The applicant shall design and implement an Operations and Maintenance Plan to 

ensure the plantings and wetland areas perform as intend; a copy of this plan shall be 

submitted to the Office of Planning & Building. 

With all in favor via roll call vote. 

Moving on Chair Hurley read the Subdivision Plan for Walden Eco Village Open 

Space Residential Development at the Well School Staff Housing Site submitted 

by Akhil Garland to convert existing accessory structures that were associated with 

the Well School into an Open Space Residential Development. The proposal 

consists of converting 7 accessory structures and creating 12 new open space 

residential development lots with associated site improvements and open space 

area located at 360 Middle Hancock Road. 

Chair Hurley explained that at the September 12th meeting the Board had requested 

a continuation of the case to a date and time certain of this meeting (November 

14th) giving the applicant two months to come back with the information that had 

been repeatedly asked for. Chair Hurley noted the updates had been received Monday, 

November 7th “with a Friday holiday” adding “it was very difficult to go over it all and 

I want to make it clear that I don’t think I’ll be wanting to make a final decision tonight 

but we should go over it and clarify what we can.” 

Mr. Branon noted he would like to present updates to the case adding “and I would like 

the Board to still hopefully consider a motion this evening. We have made a lot of 

revisions to address numerous staff memos outlining requests and when we were last 

here in July we were requested to meet with town staff to try to come to a consensus of 

what is allowed and what is not but unfortunately we were unable to do that but we did 



 

 

communicate with staff and ultimately the direction we were given was to go through 

the numerous staff memos and make as many revisions as possible while being as 

thorough as possible. It was a less efficient process and took more time to address 

everything but we think we have done so as reflected in the staff memo Ms. Melone 

has prepared for you tonight.” Mr. Branon went on to say, “unfortunately the project 

has changed to a large degree, it started with a focus on agricultural and an agrihood 

concept with a lot of accessory structures for the community to use as site amenities 

but those uses were not allowed to remain so many of the structures are proposed to be 

removed with others becoming accessory to a lot.” Mr. Branon cited the 

disappointment of the applicant “but we made the revisions in order to move it 

forward.” 

Mr. Branon noted they maintained the open space area and shifted the lots around to be 

in compliance. “The roads are the same, we created a lot for the barn and chicken 

coops, created storage space in the former maker space, and every structure has a lot to 

sit on with what is left of the casitas all on a lot and clearly shown as accessory 

structures” he said. Mr. Branon pointed out the removal of the parking area in the back 

to allow the lots in that area to have driveways; added notes added to the plan to 

address the details of the agricultural space defining how it exceeds the 5% threshold 

for the density bonus (8.2 acres); removed noncompliant structures; removed the pig 

pens and removed the storage trailers in the north from the site. “The project has a 

different feel and it is certainly not what we were hoping for but in the end we have 

done what the Board has asked us to do” he said adding “the staff report is much more 

positive and outlines a number of conditions that we are OK with and we hope that the 

Board would consider conditionally approving the project this evening.” He noted only 

one correction (“bullet item #2, that I have reviewed with Ms. Melone”) that says no 

house lot shall be allowed to construct a personal driveway except for those requesting 

ADA accommodations and we ask that note be revised to as no house lots within the 

loop shall be allowed to construct a personal driveway unless there is an ADA 

condition.” 

Mr. Branon then addressed several issues brought forth by a letter received from 

Michael and Kim Sands Porter noting “ultimately, we have addressed all these 

items.  

Mr. Dunbar interjected “I concur with the Chair’s previous statement and the fact 

that this application was not completed in a timely basis and the responsibility of 

the Board for review. It I think we should hold this off for a vote to the next 

meeting.” 



 

 

Ms. Heller noted she was a bit frustrated because “it has been predetermined that 

we are not allowed to potentially take a vote tonight” adding “I understand we 

might not want to take a vote but what I am hearing is that we are not going to 

vote. This has been going on for so long and if we have the information, I think we 

should consider a vote.” “Anybody can make a motion” interjected Mr. Taylor 

with Ms. Heller replying, “I know that, but I don’t want to make a motion when it 

has been clearly stated by the Chair that there is not going to be a vote.” Chair 

Hurley replied, “I feel there are a number of issues that needed to be reviewed 

before a vote. There is a lot of detail here that is difficult to review.”  She 

addressed Mr. Branon and Mr. Garland and said, “I appreciate all the work you 

have done but again there is a timeliness around when it was all received.”  

Ms. Melone acknowledged the conditions in the staff report (she thought) captured 

everything but they had found a few additional small things that the Board could 

talk through. Mr. Taylor agreed adding “the most recent staff report went through 

every single detail.” 

Ms. Heller asked Ms. Melone if she felt there was any hinderance on her end that 

indicates they should not be considering a vote? Ms. Melone repeated she had tried 

to capture everything that she had. “I think everything is captured but as we go 

ahead if we see something I can make a note and we can see where we land at the 

end of this.” Chair Hurley maintained that Ms. Melone had been hard put to go 

through the whole thing with Ms. Heller noting “I did not hear her say that” with 

Ms. Stone in agreement adding “no, not at all.” 

“OK, I have some questions” said Chair Hurley that included two lots that were 

less than ¼ acre and the applicant should have submitted a waiver for them. Mr. 

Branon replied that they were not intended and explained a revision of the back 

line to add more open space and we sole a little bit too much land from those lots.  

“We will adjust those two lots to be a ¼ acre, it is not an issue, and it is an easy 

thing for us to address” he said. 

Chair Hurley then asked about the white house and the red rooster noting they 

needed the specific use of each building. Mr. Branon replied Ms. Melone had made 

a note on the plan about them (they will be used for recreational purposes). He then 

repeated they had no objections to any of Ms. Melon’s findings with the exception 

of the driveways to the north. Chair Hurley the inquired about lot dimensions and 

setbacks be detailed on the plan, the encroachment of the 75-foot buffer by the 



 

 

makerspace, a sand shed and the kiln, with a discussion of leaving existing, 

permitted buildings in place, the existing a boiler shed and finally the calculations 

for the wetlands.  

Mr. Branon explained the wetland and buffer calculations for the plan that were 

detailed with their submission to the Board in February that detailed all the impacts 

with their current design. “All that is on record” he said but adding he was happy 

to review it with the Board, which he did and ended up citing Note 15 on the plan 

set on Sheet 3 that say total gross tract area is 2,287,913 square feet or 52,523 acres 

with subtracting out the wetland area which is 4.583 acres with a resulting area of 

47.94 acres with no slopes over 25% “which is also noted on the plan” he said. 

Chair Hurley clarified she had calculated the 15.98 as the number of allowed lots 

and the rule is that you round down, “so that would 15 lots and then 25% of that 

which is 3.something (rounded down to 3) for a total of 18 lots.” 

Mr. Branon noted they had not rounded down for the 15.98 to 15 lots. Without 

much discussion other than Mr. Taylor thinking rounding down 15.98 to 15.00 was 

silly, Chair Hurley said “so I guess the Board just wants to ignore that one. OK.”  

Ms. Stone replied, “Bill wants to but that is not all of us.” Ms. Heller interjected 

she did not believe Mr. Taylor meant “ignore it” (Mr. Taylor disagreed saying they 

were talking about .02 of an acre “and I am perfectly happy ignoring .02 of an 

acre). Ms. Heller interjected “I would not say that I am perfectly happy to ignore it 

but I would be perfectly happy to have a discussion about where I would say that I 

think it is a very small percent and it is not me ignoring it and moving on, it is me 

acknowledging that it is a micro thing and I think it is alright for us to go beyond it 

but not ignore. I think it is really important that we talk about it. I think we have 

the latitude and the ability to move forward after a discussion.” 

Chair Hurley suggested discussion of the calculation and technically following that 

calculation would yield 18 lots.  

Ms. Heller reiterating it was quite important that the work “ignore” is not thrown 

about “and I think we should acknowledge that it is a tiny, tiny fraction and we are 

able to make a decision on that number.” She noted the work Mr. Branon and Mr. 

Garland have done (“they have met us on a number of things”) with several 

buildings onsite being removed and casitas not being used as dwelling units “so for 

me I hope we cannot ignore it but acknowledge it and accept it.” 



 

 

With no other question from the Board Chair Hurley opened the hearing to the 

public.  

Kate Coon introduced herself and said “if I were sitting on the Board, I would 

make a motion to round the numbers up from 15.98 to 16 and 3.99 to 4. That is 

what I would do if I were sitting where you are.” 

Malcom Watson introduced himself and said, “I would say the rule is the rule and 

the law is the law.” “Which is why I brought it up” replied Chair Hurley. 

Calvin Winey introduced himself and asked for clarification on the density bonus. 

He noted he had reviewed the bonus density requirements “and it gives the 

impression that the purpose of the law is to prevent urban sprawl as the downtown 

grows, not to take a rural area and turn it into an urban concentration, and that is 

what I find is being done.” He noted the rural zone used to be 4- acre lots, currently 

3- acre lots “and if you go down the street everyone has 10, 20, 50, 100-acre lots 

and we have one gentleman who is asking to take his piece of property and turn it 

into a subdivision. If you allow him to do that it is equally valid for me to say I can 

do the same, but I don’t think that is fair to my neighbors and I don’t think this is 

fair to me.” 

Mr. Dunbar asked to get back to the original taking point and questioned if an 

approval in this case would set a precedence for adjacent lots. Ms. Melone briefly 

touched on conventional subdivision in the rural district as well as the use of the 

Open Space Residential Development ordinance. She noted the difference between 

the two was that the applicant has the ability in this case to ask the Board to waive 

or modify the regulation (which was changed after this application was submitted) 

“and any new application would not have that ability.” 

Phil Dunn introduced himself as the Zoning Board Chair from the town of Nelson 

and told the audience, “we just went through a similar thing in our town that ended 

up getting approved but we were told by our lawyers that there is no such thing as 

precedence, and each case is based on the individual issues associated with that 

case. There is no precedent.” 

Chair Hurley noted she thought the calculation was in the regulation (Page 103 of 

the zoning ordinance) states “the Planning Board may award the development a 

density bonus that increases the maximum number of dwelling units available 

under conventional subdivision. Bonuses may be awarded from any combination 



 

 

of the following criteria (additional open space; trails; agriculture land and use; 

forest management; view shed/viewpoint and historic features) but in no case shall 

the bonus result in more than 25% increase in dwelling units. If the calculation 

results in a fraction, that number will be rounded down. 

Mr. Branon noted he did not round down the 15.98, added the density bonuses of 

3.99 to get a total of 19.97 “which we then rounded down to 19 units, so I think we 

did that correctly.” Ms. Melone agreed with that interpretation. 

After a brief discussion Chair Hurley called for a roll call vote of the final number 

of dwelling units for this project. At that time a motion was made/seconded 

(Gorski/Stone) to concur with the Town Planner’s interpretation of the end 

calculation of 19.97 units be rounded down to 19 units.   

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

Hurley and Mr. Dunbar against. 

Reiterating that he felt the Board should take a look at the case again next week, “I 

guess we should take a vote on whether we should go on with this” she then asked, 

“does anyone else have any questions?” Mr. Staley noted they started out thinking 

there was so much more that the Board did not know and should take more time 

“but I think there is enough information here that we can decide whether or not we 

agree that the information laid out is sufficient enough to allow us to take a vote on 

a conditional approval.” Ms. Heller agreed noting I just don’t have think we do 

have enough information and here is an opportunity to take a step and not prolong 

this more. This has been a really intense case for a lot of people and its tough, but I 

don’t know what we are waiting for, that is not clear to me.” 

Chair Hurley briefly went on to review other issues including the kiln being in the 

75-foot buffer and if they should vote on that as well. Ms. Stone interjected “I 

don’t understand why we are doing these little itty-bitty things. We need to go 

through the lists and make sure no one has questions and then ask for public input. 

Chair Hurley noted she had issues she would like to know how both the Board and 

the public feel about. From the audience Ivy Vann introduced herself and noted she 

thought a decision had been made about the kiln. “Did I miss something?” she 

asked. “We did, like months ago” replied Ms. Stone. Mr. Branon reminded the 

Board that they had addressed all the outstanding staff comments, from both the 

Code Officer and the Planner. Mr. Dunbar asked if Ms. Melone had any questions 



 

 

that not been answered yet with Ms. Melone replying, “no, I am all set right now.” 

Ms. Heller asked again why they were not proceeding to a potential vote with 

Chair Hurley replying, “OK let’s hear from the public and then see if we can take a 

vote.” 

Ms. Coon again offered “if I was sitting where you are I would make a motion.”  

Ms. Nelson noted staff reports were for the Board and noted on the latest one Ms. 

Melone wrote she had not had a chance to review it all so there may be additions, 

not yet in the staff report that the public has not seen yet.” She then asked for 

confirmation of 19 house lots, 12 of which were new builds. She went on to ask 

how many builds were on the Woodman’s project (16) and noted they had to get a 

financial bond to start right? Ms. Melone noted they had to post a letter of credit 

for a percentage of the amount of the build. When asked about the criteria for 

requiring a bond Ms. Melone noted “typically it is developments over 15 units with 

projects in the downtown area prioritized.” The brief discussion followed included 

the criteria for a bond, if it could be a condition of approval, and whether or not it 

is something the town should require. Ms. Nelson also asked about from whom the 

approval for the proposed individual septic systems was to come from. 

Mr. Taylor noted the most recent staff report was mostly made up of small changes 

“and not the ones that have been laid out over months and months and months.” 

Chair Hurley brought up the safety of leaving the shared heating source on the 

property and if it could legally be used as an additional heat source, if it was 

regulated and if it could be dangerous. Ms. Melone noted the Code Officer and 

Fire Chief would determine compliance. “That is a building permit question” said 

Mr. Branon. 

Anna Carter introduced herself and asked for clarification on the aquifer that all 

these houses are going to be tapping into and any potential impacts to the 

neighboring wells. A brief discussion of well studies by Fieldstone and 

Hydrosource as well as a third-party independent review requested by the town 

with an overall outcome that the additional capacity of the new development did 

not raise any red flags of causing undue harm to surrounding wells. Chair Hurley 

interjected permits would be necessary for both septic and well for the new builds 

and for the common systems as well. 

Citing the staff report’s many bullet points, Mr. Kennedy noted that many suggest 



 

 

the need for NH DES approval and asked if any work could be done prior to all the 

approvals necessary by the state. “Can anything be done?” he asked. “No” replied 

Ms. Melone adding “I need to have all those conditions fulfilled before the plan 

can be signed.” 

Mary Lord introduced herself noting she had several concerns, including the ¼ 

acre lot sizes. She noted letters (“many letters”) the Board has received from 

abutters about the lot sizes as well as individual septic systems and wells for the 

dwellings and the responsibility the Board has to the citizens they represent when 

making their decisions. “We have safety and water concerns, I would not take this 

project lightly and let it slip through” she said adding “I know there have been 

water studies done but we are residents, some of whom have been here for 

generations. We know the ledge conditions, we know the draught, we know the 

road, the safety issues ad impacts of traffic so please take those into consideration 

when you are making your decision. We need to protect the people who have built 

this town.” 

Chair Hurley briefly reviewed the legality of individual wells and septic systems 

for the project noting she’d reached out to NH DES and was told it would have to 

go through the application process, but it was a possibility with the Open Space 

Residential Development ordinance, adding if they did not get DES approval the 

plan wouldn’t be able to go further.  

Mr. Branon noted he was also a licensed septic designer as well as a licensed 

professional engineer and spoke briefly about site loading and overlap and its 

relationship to land preservation. “We have done everything required (including a 

test pit in the location in every proposed septic system) and those test pits exceed 

state standards so we will be able to do a septic design in that location, provide 

adequate separation to seasonal high-water table so there will be no adverse 

impacts on the water table in those locations.” Chair Hurley thanks Mr. Branon and 

said, “we do not take things lightly, we are trying to do our best for all of you.” 

Ms. Stone interjected she believed the standard was five systems per acre “and this 

is 4 per acre.” 

Ms. Heller said, “I definitely don’t take things lightly, and for those of you who 

know me, I take nothing lightly and I will say we are definitely not taking this 

lightly.” She noted the Board has had extensive conversations about the ¼ acre lots 

“and I understand some residents don’t like the answer, you have my compassion 



 

 

and empathy, but I do not feel we are taking anything lightly.” She noted many 

conversations about the lot sizes, noting they were grandfathered from the zoning 

change in 2021. “Lot sizes has been discussed, they are grandfathered, and they are 

legal. That is the way of it” she said. Heller went on to say she felt Chair Hurley 

was doing a good job in leading us in discussion but if they were to continue to vet 

the ¼ acre lots, “I feel really strongly that she may have a conflict of interest as she 

has campaigned to do away with the adjustment to the Open Space Residential 

Development ordinance as it was a direct push back to this project, it was not 

something that not something that was brewing in the community. I do feel we 

have had more than adequate discussion of the ¼ are lots.” 

Ms. Heller went on to say “I am not from here; I am from New York City expats 

who moved here when I was young. I love Peterborough after moving here from 

Wilton. I am not from here, but I ran the Teen Center when it existed in town. I am 

not from here, but I taught at Keene State and have students that have won Emmys   

and worked on Oscar award winning film set designs. I am not from here, but I 

love this place so I just would caution us to please be careful when we talk about 

protecting the people from here from “outsiders” because as a young jewish 

woman who came to New Hampshire from New York I know what it feels like to 

be on the playground when you are not “from here” I know what that feels like 

when I go out to teach and I am not “from here.” I love this place and I work hard 

volunteering for things and then have people come and say you’re not from here is 

hurtful and it comes up so often. We are all here now and we all love this town, 

that’s why we are here so I just would ask we all remember that. From the audience 

Ms. Lord replied, “I did not intend a criticism of anybody on the Board, you have 

my deep apology.” 

Moving on Chair Hurley noted she would like to bring up the bond issue for the 

road adding “this is one of the reasons I did not want to rush into having an 

approval tonight because this this the first time we have actually had a plan that 

works but there are still details that need to be worked out.” Mr. Taylor briefly 

explained that a road bond is required in case a contractor does not finish the job in 

a development that is going to become a town road adding “this development has 

no intention of being a town road so no bond would be required.” Mr. Branon 

interjected “that is correct” adding “it is also required when tying into town 

infrastructures or on town or state property in case there is damage to the road or a 

sidewalk.” Chair Hurley suggested they consider a bond “not for their road but for 



 

 

Middle Hancock Road” with Mr. Branon interjecting “that would not be bond, that 

would be an impact fee Madam Chair and that does not exist in this town.” 

A brief discussion about road frontage requirements for the development lot (their 

frontage is on the private road with the overall frontage on Middle Hancock Road).  

Mr. Staley noted the condition of Middle Hancock Road was tough “but there were 

16 families living there for quite some time so you are really talking about an 

increase of three units (16 units to 19 units), and I just don’t know if it is a founded  

concern based on the way the lot was used for many years. I am not minimizing 

this, I am just saying it is unusual to find yourself in a situation like this, where 

something was there and it approximates what is going to be there is all that 

different.” 

Mr. Branon cited the traffic study submitted with their application that reported no 

capacity issues, with sight lines addressed, resulted in no measurable impact to 

Middle Hancock Road “so that topic was addressed.” 

Ms. Carter cited the difference in the road from when she first moved there 35 

years ago, (no cars on a mile walk versus always cars now that all drive too fast on 

such a windy, back country road).   

In response to Mr. Staley’s comments Mr. Winey replied “in response from those 

who live there, we had unpermitted building with no bathrooms and no kitchens 

tucked away in there until suddenly it was discovered that they existed. It isn’t that 

the neighborhood saw a new and approved improved development and said great! 

They were slipped in, in the dark of the night and then all of a sudden it was gosh, 

there are seven houses back there. Today we are talking about 19 houses not seven 

shacks.” Mr. Winey concluded by noting he had been to many of these meetings 

and “the response from those meetings has almost been universally against this 

project with every single person that has been here and spoken, so keep in mind. It 

is the opinion of the town and I think that was also reflected in the town vote to 

change the ordinance.” 

Mr. Kennedy cited the beginning of Garland Way up to the parking lot and asked 

about the requirements from the Fire Department. Another individual in the 

audience noted it was a private, legal road. “Whatever it is, if it needs to be 

widened is there a minimum distance between the road and an abutter’s property?” 

asked Mr. Kennedy adding “because it is very close to our property line.” Mr. 



 

 

Branon replied, “there is not, we are improving it to the existing 20-foot width at 

the entrance.” He went on to say “let’s not pretend here, this project is probably the 

most reviewed out of any we have presented to this community in the past 20 years 

and if there was an issue it would be on a letter from a zoning or enforcement 

standpoint and we worked hard to address all the issues and this project includes 

improvements an existing alignment that has more than adequate separation to the 

neighboring properties so there is not an issue that I am aware of or an issue that 

has come up throughout the process.” 

Mr. Watson told the Board that what he could remember after 30 years of living on 

Middle Hancock Road was a “U” shaped driveway at the Well School “where you 

went in one way and came out the other.” He went on to say, “what we have now 

is a road going back to the development that was built for the summer vacation for 

the school staff but it was originally a U-shaped driveway for the school.” Mr. 

Taylor noted the driveway was not a U-shaped driveway adding “what you are 

talking about goes from one part of Middle Hancock Road down to another part of 

Middle Hancock Road that has always been the driveway to the Well School.” Mr. 

Watson cited the road going further out and asked, “when did that appear?” Mr. 

Branon interjected the road has been talked about in the past and reiterated “the 

road is being upgraded to service this subdivision and that is all that really 

matters.” 

With no further questions or comments from the public, Chair Hurley closed the 

pubic portion of the hearing.    

A motion was made/seconded (Stone/Gorski) to approve Subdivision application for 

an Open Space Residential Subdivision consisting of the consolidation of two lots to 

then be subdivided into 19 house lots with 1 open space lot, as submitted by Akhil 

Garland for his property located at 360 Middle Hancock Road (Parcel Nos. R010-007-

000 & R010-005-001), in a motion made/seconded (Stone/Gorski) with the majority in 

favor, with the following conditions imposed:  

The following amendments shall be made to the final plan set: 

A note shall be added to the plan that “Red Rooster” and “White House” are to be used 

as structures for incidental recreational uses for the tenants/inhabitants of this 

development and shall not be open to the public. The footprints of both buildings shall 

not be expanded upon without seeking permit approval for Site Plan Review and/or 

Building Permits.  

a. A note shall be added to the plan that house Lot #1, #2. #3, #4, #5, #6, #7, #8, #16, #17, 



 

 

#18 shall not be allowed to construct personal driveways, with the exception of those 

who may seek ADA accommodations pursuant to state statute. 

b. A note shall be added to the plan that the applicant shall remove all “no trespassing” 

signs, chains, and bars from the property and shall allow Town staff unlimited access to 

the site to confirm that all conditions of approval are being met. Denial of access will 

automatically terminate any further consideration of the proposal.  

c. A note shall be added to the plan that the shed located to the right of the Kiln on Lot 14 

is to be removed.  

d. The applicant shall submit a final plan set showing internal lot size dimensions, 

including but not limited to front setbacks, side/rear setbacks, frontages, and lot sizes for 

each lot.  

e. Page 5 of the plan set presented at the Planning Board meeting on November 14, 2022 

shall be revised to reflect the revisions made to Lot 14.  

f. All house lots will be increased to a minimum of one-quarter (0.25) acre 

2) The applicant shall address every violation provided for in the Town’s violation letter in 

a manner sufficient to local and state building and fire code.  

3) The applicant shall seek State approvals for all unapproved wetland crossings and 

impacts, and new/expanded wetlands crossings and impacts and provide receipt of those 

approvals to the Town.  

4) The applicant shall work with the Peterborough Department of Public Works to ensure 

that all new, reconstructed, and unpermitted roadways meet Town specification.  

5) The applicant shall receive approval from DES for the proposed individual septic 

systems and provide copy of approval to the Town.  

6) The applicant shall receive approval from DES for the increased load for the existing, 

shared septic system and provide copy of approval to the Town.  

7) The applicant shall receive approval from NH DES for the proposed individual wells 

and provide copy of approval to the Town, as applicable.  

8) The applicant shall receive approval from NH DES for the existing shared well and 

provide copy of approval to the Town, as applicable.  

9) The Town’s stormwater and erosion control engineer will, at the applicant’s expense, 

inspect temporary stormwater and erosion control measures during the construction 

process and provide a final inspection once construction is completed.  

10) The applicant shall provide information on all water and septic systems, individual and 

shared, to the Peterborough Department of Public Works for their review, as required 

by §245-26 D (8).  

With Mr. Taylor, Ms. Heller, Mr. Staley, Mr. Gorski and Ms. Stone in favor and 

Chair Hurley and Mr. Dunbar against. 

Memo from Town Administrator regarding Sale of Town Owned Land: 

Mr. Taylor gave the members a brief review of the 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. It was noted RSA 41:14-a 

requires recommendations from Planning Board, Heritage Commission and 

Conservation Commission. 

The memo noted the prior owner had had extended the back yard and driveway as 

well as constructed a shed on other 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,” he said. 

After a short discussion the members suggested that in the future the Selectboard 

consider any opportunities for affordable housing in these situations. 

The meeting adjourned at 9:00 p.m.  

Respectfully submitted,  

Laura Norton  

Office of Planning & Building 
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