
SELECT BOARD MEETING AGENDA 
TOWN OF PETERBOROUGH 
Tuesday, August 4, 2020 – 5:00 PM 

1 Grove Street, Peterborough, New Hampshire  
 
 
Appointments 
5:00pm – Hope Taylor and Peter Laroche – Affordable Housing Proposal 
5:15pm – Chief Walker 

• Update on COVID-19 
• MaskUp Campaign 

 
New Business 
2020 Assessment to Sales Ratio and Proposal for Partial Statistical Update 
 
Old Business 
Review and Approval of Minutes of June 23, 2020 
 
Other Business 
 
Consent Agenda 
Correspondence: 
Loretta Laurenitis to Select Board re: Complaint Regarding Protest Petition Process and response 7/9/20 
Steven Brouillette to Select Board re: Internet Service and response 7/14/20 
Kevin Brace to Select Board re: Refusal to Serve on Zoning Board of Adjustment, 7/15/20 
Tracy Wagoner to Select Board re: Masks and response, 7/27/20 
 
 
Building Permits: 
BP20-75; Quinn; 91 Greenfield Road; Deck 
BP20-76; Fox; 30 Orchard Hill Road; Electrical 
BP20-77; Stanbury; 45 Blueberry Lane; Electrical 
BP20-78; Humphrey; 82 Union Street; Plumbing 
BP20-79; 115 Wilton Road; Labnon; Reno 
BP20-80; 452 Old Street Road; MCH; Tank Pad 
BP20-81; 21 Burke Road; Blanchette; Barn 
BP20-82; 2 Concord Street; PTL; Reno and Addition 
 
Demolition Permit: 
DP20-7; 29 High Street; 5 Terre LLC; Barn Demo 
 
ADJOURN 
 
 











Together, we can  
save lives.

Please wear a mask in public.
MCH and the Town of Peterborough have joined  
together to remind everyone of the importance  
of wearing a mask, social distancing, and hand  
washing. Together, we can save lives.

Learn more at monadnockhospital.org/mask

452 Old Street Road, Peterborough, NH 03458  |  monadnockhospital.org

Grand Monadnock Rotary Club 
Mask Up Event

Friday 7/10  |  3pm–7pm
Saturday 7/11  |  10am–2pm

South Meadow School  
108 Hancock Rd., Peterborough, NH

Free washable fabric masks distributed

Sponsored by Common Man Restaurants



 

PO Box 1175   - Wolfeboro Falls, NH  03896 

 

 
 
July 20, 2020 

 

To:  Board of Selectmen, Town of Peterborough  

CC: Rodney Bartlett, Town Administrator, Nicole Macstay, Leo Smith 

 

From: Marybeth Walker, Assessor’s agent 

RE: Emerging 2020 Assessment to Sales Ratio 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

The purpose of this memo is to update you on my findings regarding the emerging equalization ratio  

 

We are asking the Board to make a decision on whether they would like us to perform a partial statistical update in 

the 2020 tax year or to wait to see how sale prices emerge moving forward in time. We are prepared to do an 

update this year if that is the direction you would like to take. If the decision is made to update the values this year 

it may not be feasible to perform face to face informal hearings. We would need to wait until the abatement 

process to address property owner concerns. 

 

There is not enough information yet to have a clear understanding on how the Covid19 pandemic will affect the 

residential and commercial market.  You may choose to wait a year and re-evaluate at that time. 

 

In 2018 the town performed a full revaluation and updated all of the assessed values.  The revaluation brought the 

assessed values in line with the 2018 real estate market.  The next full revaluation is due to be performed in 2023. 

 

In the last 2 years the amount of sales in Peterborough has decreased but the sale prices are still seeing a steady 

increase.  This year we are finding that the market has been somewhat stable.   

 

One of the ways that the New Hampshire Department of Revenue Administration, (NHDRA) determines that the 

Town is following the required assessing practices is to perform a ratio study each year.  By comparing the 

assessed values to the sales prices of arms-length transactions, (valid sales), each year they can determine if our 

assessed values are fair and equitable.   

 

Each year the state uses sales from October 1 to September 30.  

 

In 2019 there were 128 “valid” sales.  The outcome of our ratio report showed that we fell within the state 

recommended parameters; therefore we did not suggest an update to the assessed values. 

 

Recent Statistical Study:   

 

We have performed a preliminary analysis to determine whether an update to the assessed values would be 

indicated.  As part of the study we have used valid sales that took place from October 1, 2019 to June 30, 2020. To 

date, 89 arms-length transactions have occurred in town.  (There are still 3 months of sales that have not yet 

occurred and will be considered as part of the ratio study for 2020.) 
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In the table below you will see the ratios for both 2018 and the immerging ratios for 2020.  We have fallen 

below assessing standards and have a choice on whether we would like to perform a statistical update or 

wait. 

 

Ratio comparison: 

 

 2018 

Median 

Ratio 

2019 

Median 

Ratio 

 2020 

Emerging 

Median 

Ratio 

Current mls if 

sold at asking 

price 

Acceptable 

Standards 

All sales 97.5% 

133 sales 

92% 

128 sales 

 89% 

89 sales 

85% 

35 On market 

110% to 90% 

Single-Family 97.2% 

83 sales 

90.7% 

80 sales 

 84% 

61 sales 

82% 

18 on market 

  

Condos 97.6% 

31 sales 

94.7% 

38 sales 

 95% 

20 sales 

95% 

12 on market 

  

Commercial 94.3% 

4 sales 

N/A  89% 

5 sales 

79% 

3 on market 

  

Vacant Land 101% 

5 sales 

N/A  N/A N/A  

 
The 2018 ratio was 97.5 %.  The 2019 ratio was 92%. The emerging median sales ratio, using actual sales, for 

2020 is 89%.  If all properties sell for what the asking price is then they indicate 85% overall ratio. 

 

Conclusion/Recommendation: 

The acceptable range for the median sales ratio as established by the New Hampshire Department of Revenue is 

90% to110%.  The Town of Peterborough’s ratio is currently at 89% ratio with 3 months of sales left in the ratio 

time period. 

 

We would ask that you give us direction on how you would like us to proceed: 

1. Proceed with an update to change the assessed values in 2020.  This will keep up with the falling ratio and 

will help retain equity within the community.   

2. Wait until 2021 to see what the market activity is.  

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

Explanation and acceptable ranges: 

 

Median Ratio: measures the confidence level of the sales data and must be between 90% and 110%. 

We are at 89% low, not within the required guidelines.   

 

Coefficient of dispersion (COD):  Measures the equity and represents the average deviation from the median 

ratio.  This can be no more than 20.  In 2019 our COD was 8.  The emerging COD is 12. This is reasonable 

showing that we have good equity within the assessed values in Peterborough. 

 

Weighted Mean: This is the ratio used to equalize the community to determine what portion of the school tax your 

community pays.  In 2019 our weighted mean was 92.3%; the emerging weighted mean is 89%. 

 

Price related differential (PRD): This is used to measure the equity within the community.  Acceptable standards 

are between .98 and 1.03; with 1.00 being the optimum number.  In 2019 our PRD was 1.00; our emerging PRD is 

1.02 this shows that the towns ratios are starting to fall out of balance; but still within acceptable range. 
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MINUTES 
SELECT BOARD 

TOWN OF PETERBOROUGH 
Tuesday, June 23rd, 2020 – 5:00 PM 

1 Grove Street, Peterborough, New Hampshire 
 

Present: Tyler Ward, Karen Hatcher, Bill Taylor 
Also Present: Rodney Bartlett, Nicole MacStay, Alison Kreutz 
      
 
Chair Ward opened the meeting, conducted via Zoom web conference, at 5:00 PM. The meeting was 
broadcast live on USTREAM, Facebook Live, and Channel 22 (Comcast).  
 
Press Release for Listening Session on Policing and Racial Justice 
Ms. Hatcher read the press release: 
The recent incidents of racial violence in our country have given rise to protests demanding equal justice for people of 
color in communities across the globe.  Hundreds of Peterborough residents have joined protests for the last several 
weeks and dozens have signed their names to a letter earlier this month, asking for more transparency in our 
policing.  Calls have also been made for an examination of the role of local police departments, and the reallocation of 
funds that more appropriately address community mental health needs that are often at the heart of calls for help. 
To hear from the community and inform a thoughtful response going forward, the Town of Peterborough will hold a 
Community Listening Session on Tuesday, June 23, 2020, 6:30-8:30pm. Those interested in participating can log in 
to the meeting using the video conferencing app Zoom or by telephone. The session will be live streamed on Facebook 
and on Channel 22. Facilitators Karen Hatcher and Nicole MacStay will be joined by Chief Scott Guinard of the 
Peterborough Police Department and Chief Ed Walker of Peterborough Fire and Rescue. 
To access the meeting, go to www.zoom.us or dial 929-205-6099. Use the webinar ID: 811 4214 6933. Once the 
forum is open for public participation, callers may press *9 to comment or ask questions. Those logged in on Zoom can 
use the "raise your hand" feature to indicate a desire to speak. You will then be recognized by the host. Questions or 
comments may also be emailed in advance to community@peterboroughnh.gov. 
The information gathered during this session will be used to help prioritize a coordinated effort to address concerns. 
 
Chair Ward asked if participants will be able to ask questions at the event. Ms. Hatcher explained that, as it is 
a listening session, questions will not be answered live during the session, but questions will be collected and 
organized for answering in a Q&A press release and, for larger issues, a planning process will be drafted and 
brought to the Select Board.  
 
Vote to Approve 2020 Social Services Funding Requests 
Ms. MacStay explained that each year money is budgeted to help fund the agencies that provide services the 
Town would otherwise have to provide to its residences. Applications are submitted by agencies that would 
like to be considered. This year there were seven applications received: 
Community Volunteer Transportation Company   $1,500.00 
Home Healthcare Hospice and Community Services  $10,000.00 
Monadnock Family Services     $7,855.00 
The River Center      $3,500.00 
Saint Joseph’s Community Services (Meals on Wheels)  $2,550.00 
Child Advocacy Center of Monadnock Region   $1,000.00 
ConVal End 68 Hours of Hunger    $750.00 
Ms. MacStay said all are worthy organizations, and are good agencies for the Town to support. The total 
amount of all requests is $27,155.00, which is within the $30,000.00 that has been budgeted. Chair Ward 
noted it was less than was requested last year. Ms. MacStay confirmed, and clarified that the amounts put 
forward for approval are the amounts the agencies requested.  

mailto:community@peterboroughnh.gov
mailto:community@peterboroughnh.gov
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Ms. Hatcher asked if the line item for the Food Pantry is separate from this line item, and Ms. MacStay 
explained that it comes out of the same line item, but the Pantry also gets support from the Town as it pays 
for the Pantry’s location (in the Community Center), electricity, etc.  
 
Motion: Ms. Hatcher made a motion to approve the 2020 Social Services Funding Requests as presented. 
Vote: Mr. Taylor seconded. All in favor. Motion carried. 
 
Roadway Management Expendable Trust Reimbursement Request 
Ms. MacStay explained the DPW is seeking reimbursement from the Roadway System Upgrades Capital 
Reserve Fund in the amount of $250,000 for work done in the 2019 paving season, during which seven town 
roads were reclaimed and repaved, in addition to multiple roadway maintenance projects. Ms. MacStay noted 
the 10-year Roadway Management Program is going very well.   
 
Mr. Bartlett added that of the $390,851.28 spent on roadway improvements, the DPW was only asking for 
$250,000 to be transferred from the trust fund to the operating budget.  
 
Chair Ward noted that would leave a balance of $150,000 in the trust fund.  
 
Ms. Hatcher asked if the remaining funds in the capital reserve fund would then be rolled into next year’s 
projects. Ms. MacStay confirmed, and said one of the nice things about the capital reserve funds is they allow 
for money to be saved from one year to the next.  
 
Motion: Chair Ward made a motion to transfer $250,000 from the Roadway System Upgrades Capital Reserve 
Trust Fund to the Operating Budget  
Vote: Mr. Taylor seconded. All in favor. Motion carried.  
 
Chair Ward said DPW Director Seth MacLean was doing great work with the Road Program. 
 
Vote to Approve Select Board Minutes of May 19th and June 2, 2020  
 
Motion: Mr. Taylor made a motion to approve the Select Board Minutes of May 19th and June 2, 2020. 
Vote: Ms. Hatcher seconded. All in favor. Motion carried. 
 
Ms. Hatcher a motion to adjourn the meeting at 5:10 PM. Chair Ward seconded. All in favor. Motion carried.  
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
Alison Kreutz, Department Assistant 
 
 
 
 

PETERBOROUGH  
        SELECT BOARD: 
 
 
        ___________________________ 
        Tyler Ward 
 
          
        ___________________________ 
        Karen Hatcher 
 
 
        ___________________________ 
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        Bill Taylor 
 
 
 

ACTION ITEM PENDING LIST 
 
 

1.  
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Nicole MacStay

From: Nicole MacStay
Sent: Monday, July 13, 2020 10:38 AM
To: Loretta Laurenitis; Tyler Ward; Bill Taylor; Karen Hatcher; SelectBoard
Cc: Rodney Bartlett; John J. Ratigan; prunyon@runyonlawoffice.com
Subject: RE: Complaint Regarding the Protest Petition Process

Categories: Select Board

Loretta,   

I am responding on behalf of the Select Board.    

It appears that you misunderstood me when we spoke over the phone last Tuesday.  To be clear, the protest petition is 
validated based on the criteria laid out in RSA 675 which include determining if the person signing the petition has the 
legal authority to do so, and if the property is affected by the proposed zoning amendment.  It does not include a review 
of statements that the property owner has made about their property.  What Ivy said about the property in a Planning 
Board meeting has no bearing on whether or not the property is affected by the proposed zoning amendment.  The fact 
is, the property located at 50 Summer Street has frontage on Summer Street sufficient to provide access to Town water 
and sewer services, is zoned General Residence and/or Family, and is within the TNOZ boundary.  It appears to meet the 
characteristics of the overlay district that zoning amendment 1 seeks to repeal, and thus meets the standard set by RSA 
675.    

Town Meeting will vote on zoning amendment 1 tomorrow.  Should the amendment fail because of the protest petition, 
you may apply to the Select Board for a rehearing as outlined in RSA 677:2. 

 ‐Nicole 

 

From: Loretta Laurenitis <lbonlaur@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Thursday, July 9, 2020 3:32 PM 
To: Tyler Ward <tyward1198@gmail.com>; Bill Taylor <btaylor@peterboroughnh.gov>; Karen Hatcher 
<khatcher@peterboroughnh.gov>; SelectBoard <selectboard@peterboroughnh.gov> 
Cc: Rodney Bartlett <RBartlett@PeterboroughNH.gov>; Nicole MacStay <nmacstay@peterboroughnh.gov>; John J. 
Ratigan <jratigan@dtclawyers.com> 
Subject: Complaint Regarding the Protest Petition Process 
 

Complaint to the Select Board and Town Administration Regarding the Protest Petition    7/9/2020 

  

To the Select Board and Town Administration: 

I would like to make a formal complaint about the process just used to validate the Protest Petition against the Citizens' 
Petition to Repeal TNOZ I.  Information relevant to whether the 20 percent acreage calculation was met has been ignored, 
leading to an inaccurate assessment and conclusion that needs to be immediately corrected. 

I watched the Select Board meeting of Tuesday, 7/7/20, when the Deputy Town Administrator, Nicole MacStay, discussed 
the Protest Petition.  Ms.MacStay reported that she was able to determine that 20% of property owners who would be 
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affected by a repeal of TNOZ I had signed the Protest Petition, and that, therefore, the Protest Petition is valid. This would 
mean that a two-thirds vote, instead of a simple majority, would be required for the Citizens' Petition to pass. 

I spoke with Ms.MacStay earlier that day to raise my concerns about property owned by Ivy Vann and her husband, Hugh 
Beyer, being counted in the Protest Petition calculations because Ms.Vann had publicly asserted that her property is not 
affected by the TNOZ I ordinance and never has been. (Ms.Vann’s statements are documented in the Minutes of the 
3/9/20 Planning Board meeting and cited below.)   

 Ms.MacStay dismissed my concerns, commenting that perhaps Ms.Vann was incorrect in what she had said. (Now how 
likely is that since Ivy Vann is on the Planning Board and has overseen the development of TNOZ I since its 
inception!)  Ms.MacStay indicated she had no intention of investigating whether the Vann/Beyer properties met the 
qualifications for TNOZ I criteria and, therefore, could be validated as appropriate signatures for the Protest Petition. 
Obviously, Ms.MacStay chose instead to simply accept the Vann/Beyer property as proper to include and went ahead to 
declare the Protest Petition valid. 

I consider Ms.MacStay’s review of the Protest Petition incomplete and inadequate because she failed to address the 
concerns I raised, and those concerns have implications for the validity of the Protest Petition. Her responsibility was to 
verify that each signature and property met the required criteria, and she failed to do that with the Vann/Beyer properties. 
You, as the Select Board, have overall responsibility for both the oversight of Ms.MacStay's evaluation of the Protest 
Petition and ensuring that only "affected parties" have their properties counted in the calculations. 

Ms. Vann's comments that her property (co-owned with her husband) does not come under TNOZ I are documented In 
the Minutes of the 3/9/20 Planning Board meeting. As Vice Chair, she refused to recuse herself from voting on whether to 
support the Citizens' Petition, adamantly asserting that her property does NOT and has NEVER come under TNOZ I. So 
why did she sign last year's Protest Petition and have her husband sign this year's Protest Petition as TNOZ I affected 
property owners? 

In fact, I wrote you as the Select Board on 4/16/20 about this very issue, and cautioned that Ivy Vann's property should 
not be considered if a new protest petition was filed this year because of her public statements refuting that TNOZ I has 
any impact on her property. At this point it appears that the Select Board is totally ignoring this issue as well and, 
therefore, failing to do its own due diligence to ensure that the current protest petition acreage calculation is accurate and 
legally binding. On a matter this important to the voters of this community and to the upcoming vote, it deserves the Select 
Board’s immediate action to determine the correct calculation and status of the current protest petition.  

Ms. Vann's statements at that 3/9/20 meeting included the following quotes: "I have been a member of the Planning Board 
for 9 years. I have worked on the Traditional Neighborhood Overlay Zone 1 from its infancy, and I think (you think) the 
ordinance effects a parcel of land I own and it does not."  The Minutes continue that "She suggested the petitioners 
carefully read the ordinance which states municipal water and sewer may not be extended for the development of a 
project. 'It must be either already served or be able to connect to existing service. My lot does neither and I may not use it. 
This ordinance [TNOZ I] does not affect me and it never has,' she said." 

The protest petition statute (RSA 675:5) states that the petition must be signed by "The owners of 20 percent of 
the area of the lots included in such proposed change." [675:5 I-a (a)]. Ms. Vann has already said her property does 
not meet that criteria. Therefore, it should not be included in any calculations for the protest petition. 

Furthermore, RSA 675:5 II (a) states how the owners signing the protest petition need to identify themselves and their 
property "... so that the selectmen or commissioners may identify such owners as interested and affected 
parties." Therefore, owners signing the protest petition have a responsibility to know that their property would be affected 
by changes to the TNOZ I ordinance because their property met the standards of TNOZ I. And the ultimate responsibility 
for identifying that the owners signing the protest petition are the "interested and affected parties" rests with the Select 
Board. 

Yes, Ms. Vann's and her husband's property falls within the TNOZ I map boundary and is in the listing of the properties 
which are located within the TNOZ I boundary (See page 131 of the Peterborough Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 245, Article 
X). Nowhere is it stated, however, that all of the properties listed meet the minimum standards to qualify under TNOZ I, 
only that they fall within the TNOZ I boundary. Within that boundary and listing are a number of properties not meeting the 
TNOZ I standards --- including Downtown Commercial, Commercial, and Rural parcels.  None of these meet TNOZ I 
requirements. In last year's protest petition review, Ms.MacStay rightfully recognized that these properties were not 
compliant with the required standards and deleted them from the calculations because only General Residence and 
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Family District properties could be impacted by TNOZ I.  Hence the Town is already on record that a protest petition for 
TNOZ I could only be signed by those actually affected by TNOZ I. The Vann/Beyer property does not qualify for TNOZ I 
because it does not have access to water and sewer, and therefore does not meet the minimum requirement of being 
already serviced by Town water and sewer to be able to connect to existing service. Last year, this issue was overlooked, 
but this year Ms.Vann's own public statements make clear that her properties do NOT fall under TNOZ I. 

Although Ivy Vann did not herself sign this year's Protest Petition, she co-owns the properties in question with her 
husband, Hugh Beyer, who did sign for two parcels. One parcel consists of 3.45 acres; the second is 19.92 acres. The 
total of 23.37 acres is significant because, without that acreage, the 20% total would not be met, and the Protest Petition 
would have to be deemed invalid. Therefore, only the majority vote would be required for the Citizens' Petition to pass. 

Although Ms. MacStay was delegated the responsibility by the Select Board to certify that the signatures and related 
properties of the Protest Petition are in compliance with all the requirements and that TNOZ I impacted and regulated 
those properties, the Select Board itself is ultimately responsible for ensuring that those signing the Protest Petition have 
met the required criteria for their property to be counted towards the 20 percent and for the Protest Petition to be valid. 

Since the property co-owned by Ivy Vann and her husband does not come under TNOZ I according to Ms.Vann’s 
own statements, why did they sign the protest petitions knowing this, and why would the Town then knowingly 
include their property in the required calculations for the current protest petition? 

On a matter so important to the voters of this community and to the upcoming vote, it deserves the Select Board’s 
immediate action to determine the correct calculation and status of the current protest petition. Please do your job to 
ensure that the Town’s conclusion about the validity of the current protest petition is accurate before Tuesday’s vote. 

  

Respectfully, 

  

Loretta Laurenitis 
 
____________________ Confidentiality notice: This email transmission may contain confidential or legally privileged 
information that is intended only for the individual or entity named in the e‐mail address. If you are not the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or reliance upon the contents of this e‐mail 
is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e‐mail transmission in error, please reply to the sender, so that 
arrangements can be made for proper delivery, and then please delete the message from your inbox. 
___________________  
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Nicole MacStay

From: Bill Taylor
Sent: Tuesday, July 14, 2020 10:08 AM
To: Brouillette, Steven M (US); Bill.Taylor@peterboroughnh.gov
Cc: SelectBoard
Subject: Re: Internet service

Hi Steve, 
 
Thank you for emailing, and more importantly, thank you for your service to our town. 
 
To say our internet woes are challenging, barely scratches the surface.  
 
Thanks to Danica Melone, our new Town Planner and Karen Hatcher, we have recently submitted Requests 
For Information and Proposals to all qualified internet service providers. The RFI/RFP process will allow us as a 
town to potentially qualify for some Federal Funds from the CARES ACT to address our broadband needs.  
 
On another front, in February I met with a group on the topic. The group consisted of US Senator Maggie 
Hassan, some members of her staff, local town, school and business leaders that are all very interested in 
making things happen. As a result of that meeting the potential of a business partnership between 
Consolidated Communications and WiValley came about. We have discussed at length on several occasions 
the possibility of joining forces to address our needs as quickly and effectively as possible. Your area has been 
brought up specifically as an immediate need and we ALL want to come up with solutions that meet our needs 
immediately as well as in the future. 
 
Your area in particular has been brought up in several conversations with providers. Consolidated 
Communications does have a fiber line that runs the length of Greenfield Rd. As recently as last week I had 
inquired about using it to get that section of town connected and from what I understand there is some 
additional equipment necessary to do so, beyond individual connections to residences. 
 
The bond process has been somewhat of a Catch‐22. Even though it allows for individual towns, and now 
districts, to bond for infrastructure improvements it must be brought to the voters to pass. That process is 
lengthy at best, and we need solutions right now. Another downfall of this process is that it removes any 
incentive for these providers to expand infrastructure on their own dime. Comcast does not appear willing to 
do much in rural areas, but we will see what they, and others come up with in response to the RFI/RFQ 
process. 
 
I have asked that WiValley and Consolidated Communications join forces to come up with ideas on how to get 
us connected sooner and more efficiently. They have agreed to do that, but again, funding is the stumbling 
block. But we are working on that.  
 
It is extremely challenging, but as a Town we are addressing it from every possible angle.  
 
Thanks again for your service, 
 
Bill Taylor 
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Selectman 
Town of Peterborough 
603‐396‐0100 

From: Brouillette, Steven M (US) <steve.brouillette@baesystems.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 14, 2020 9:38 AM 
To: Bill.Taylor@peterboroughnh.gov <Bill.Taylor@peterboroughnh.gov>; Bill Taylor <btaylor@peterboroughnh.gov> 
Cc: SelectBoard <selectboard@peterboroughnh.gov> 
Subject: Internet service  
  
I have come to understand that there is a push to get better high speed internet coverage in Peterborough, led by Mr. 
Taylor. My wife and I moved to Bogle Road in Peterborough four years ago and have absolutely fallen in love with the 
town. My wife has joined the business community and I have become a member of Peterborough Fire and Rescue. Our 
one complaint has been the lack of a good option for internet service.  
  
Early on, I reached out to Comcast and was told that their contract only  required that they service areas with a certain 
minimum population density ( x houses per mile). Living half way down a two mile dead end road with only six houses 
on it, I fear we will never meet that threshold. We first tried Fairpoint DSL which was completely unreliable, so we went 
with Viasat satellite service, which has been adequate for our needs up to now. 
  
With the Covid pandemic and working from home I have discovered that satellite internet technology simply will not 
support a healthy VPN connection regardless of how high a tier of service, it is a function of the time lag of 
communicating thru satellites in orbit 15,000 miles up.  
  
Is there any chance that the town could push Comcast to offer service to ALL addresses in town.  I am fairly certain that 
if it was available most of my neighbors would switch to Comcast. We all have Viasat and the general consensus is that it 
is far from ideal. 
  
Thank you for your time. 
  
Steve Brouillette 
Tech Supp Anst I 
 
BAE Systems, Inc. 
 
T: +x  xxx xxx xxxx  |  M: +x xxx xxx xxxx  |  E: steve.brouillette@baesystems.com 
Street Address, City, State, Zip code, Country 
www.baesystems.com 

Connect with BAE Systems:  
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Nicole MacStay

From: Nicole MacStay
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 4:21 PM
To: Tracy Wagoner
Cc: SelectBoard
Subject: RE: masks

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Categories: Select Board

Good afternoon Tracy,  
 
I am responding on behalf of the Select Board.  There has been some discussion about a policy like this among the 
town’s management team, however we are concerned that it would be up to the police department to enforce a local 
ordinance requiring people to wear masks when out in public.  With all the discussion about policing that has been 
taking place recently, we are wary about the response our officers would receive if they were asked to be on the look 
out for persons not wearing masks and tasked with enforcing such a policy.   
 
That being said, Chief Walker will be putting an article in tomorrow’s Weekly Dispatch that will highlight our initiative 
with Monadnock Community Hospital to #MaskUP, and the volunteer members of the Economic Development Advisory 
board are in the process of getting the #MaskUP posters out to businesses.  An update on this campaign will be on the 
agenda for the Select Board’s meeting on August 4th.   
 
Yours, 
‐Nicole 
 
Nicole MacStay 
Deputy Town Administrator 
Peterborough, New Hampshire 
p: (603) 924‐8000 x. 101 
f: (603) 925‐0908 
w: www.townofpeterborough.com 
 

From: Tracy Wagoner <ldywags@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2020 12:09 PM 
To: SelectBoard <selectboard@peterboroughnh.gov> 
Subject: masks 
 
To the Select Board, 
I am wiring to ask that Peterborough mandate mask wearing in town.  There are some businesses that are still very 
casual about this and many residents are as well.  If you look at our Covid numbers, Peterboeouigh has MORE cases than 
Jaffrey, Rindge or KEENE! Mandating masks is such a small thing we can all do to keep our town safe and the covid 
numbers down.  PLEASE mandate mask wearing for OUR Town. 
Respectfully, Tracy Wagoner 
____________________ Confidentiality notice: This email transmission may contain confidential or legally privileged 
information that is intended only for the individual or entity named in the e‐mail address. If you are not the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or reliance upon the contents of this e‐mail 
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is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e‐mail transmission in error, please reply to the sender, so that 
arrangements can be made for proper delivery, and then please delete the message from your inbox. 
___________________  
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