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ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 
TOWN OF PETERBOROUGH 

  
Peterborough, New Hampshire 

 
Present: Sharon Monahan, Loretta Laurenitis, Peter LaRoche, Peggy Leedberg 
Don Selby and Jim Van Valkenburgh     
Staff Present: Danica Melone and Laura Norton, Office of Community 
Development and Tim Herlihy, Code Officer and ZBA Liaison 
      
 
Chair Monahan called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. She welcomed the 
Members and Staff to the regularly scheduled ZBA meeting for January. 
 
Chair Monahan then read a checklist to ensure meetings are compliant with the 
Right-to-Know Law during the State of Emergency declared by Governor Sununu 
(Emergency Order #12, pursuant to Executive Order 2020-04) “which authorizes 
this public body to meet electronically.” It was noted the “Zoom” platform was 
being used for the meeting which would allow all individuals to communicate 
contemporaneously throughout the meeting by using the assigned meeting 
identification. 
 
Chair Monahan requested a roll call asking each Member to introduce themselves 
as a regular member or an alternate and whether they were alone or with other 
individuals at their Zoom station. Each Member complied with each stating their 
name and status and that they were alone at their station.  
 
Chair Monahan read the first case: 

Case No. 1266 Kathleen and Reginald Brewer: Request for a Variance to construct 
a 864 square-foot Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) larger than the 750 square feet 
allowed, as regulated by zoning ordinance in Article IV, Section 245-24.1.A.1. The 
property is located at 27 Keenan Drive, Parcel No. U010-066-000, in the Family 
District. 
 
Chair Monahan noted the section of the zoning ordinance from which the Variance is 
being requested “reads as follows. One Accessory Dwelling Unit shall be allowed as a 
matter of right in all zoning districts that permit single-family dwellings and on any 
parcel where only one existing, legally conforming single-family dwelling already 
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exists.” She noted the minimum area for an accessory dwelling may not be less than 
400 square feet nor more than the greater of 750 square feet or 30% of the gross living 
area of the principal unit, not including unfinished spaces such as but not limited to 
unfinished attics or unfinished basements with no more than three bedrooms 
permitted.” 

 
Chair Monahan read the definition of Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) as “a means of 
secondary residential living unit that is created within or is attached to a single-family 
dwelling or is within a detached structure on the same parcel as the single-family 
dwelling. It is smaller than the principal single-family dwelling unit, and that provides 
independent living facilities for one or more persons, including the provision for 
sleeping, eating, cooking and sanitation on the same parcel of land as the principal 
dwelling unit it accompanies.”  

Chair Monahan briefly reviewed the application checklist which included the 
application, a list of abutters, a plot plan of the proposed ADU and architectural 
drawings. She then reviewed the Rules of Procedure before asking the Brewers to 
present their application. 

Lawrence Brewer introduced himself and his parents, Kathleen and Reginald Brewer. 
He told the Members the request was two-fold, “first, to accommodate my Mom and 
Dad as they get older and allow them to live independently in their home for as long as 
possible.” He went on to say his parents would move into the accessory dwelling and 
(secondly) his sister and her family would move into the primary dwelling. He pointed 
out the 2-bedroom, 1-bath ADU would appropriately accommodate his parents as well 
as a visitor (like himself) or any other type of live-in assistance that may be needed in 
the future. He noted that the space deemed reasonable and functional was 864-square 
feet, “slightly over the limit” he said.   

Mr. Brewer reviewed the architectural plans for the dwelling (2-bed, 1-bath, with an 
attached carport on the west side and a mudroom connecting the ADU to the primary 
dwelling). “We meet all the criteria for the ADU and it will allow Mom and Dad to 
stay home while allowing a family member to move in, stay close and assist as 
necessary.” Kathleen Brewer added “my husband is not well and the second bedroom 
will allow for an in-home care provider to stay if necessary” adding “we also feel that 
it will benefit my daughter by providing her housing not otherwise readily available in 
town. She needs a larger dwelling with her two growing teenage boys.” 
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Mr. Brewer read through the Variance Criteria he had completed for the application. 
As he finished, he noted the dwelling would be constructed on the west end of the 
property with no removal of trees. “The lot size is adequate for what they are looking 
for and will allow for privacy for neighbors and is in compliance with all the other 
zoning ordinances established by the town” he concluded. 

Chair Monahan opened the hearing to questions from the Board. 

Ms. Laurenitis asked about adequate water and septic capacity for the ADU. Mr. 
Brewer noted the lot is served by town water and sewer services, “and can be easily 
tied into the existing supplies.” Ms. Laurenitis also asked how the difference between 
the 750 square feet allowed by the ordinance and what they were asking for (“a little 
bit larger”) would make a difference for this family.” Mr. Brewer noted an attempt to 
scale back the size of the ADU “but the design did not really meet my parents’ needs 
and that is why I kept coming back to the primary purpose in the criteria.”  

Ms. Laurenitis then asked if the design was open concept and whether or not that was 
key in meeting the family’s needs. Mr. Brewer replied it was “because it would allow 
for full accessibility if a walker or wheelchair should become necessary.”  

Ms. Leedberg asked about a specific space on the plan with Mr. Brewer explaining the 
area was designed to be a small mudroom that while connecting the two structures also 
served as a delineation between the two units “It also allows for an egress door out the 
back” he said.  

Chair Monahan interjected the state statute allows a minimum of 750 square feet and 
the town’s maximum of 750 square feet or 30% of the primary structure. “So our 
maximum is the minimum” she said adding “you are not looking for much but I do 
want to ask you about the square footage of the primary dwelling unit.” Mr. Brewer 
noted the primary dwelling unit was 1500 square feet “and when I did the math it only 
added up to 500 square feet.” “OK” replied Chair Monahan adding “so it did not 
benefit you, I see.” 

Chair Monahan opened the hearing to questions from the Public. 

Rachel Austin introduced herself as the Brewer’s daughter. She told the Members she 
was moving to Peterborough and was in desperate need of housing. “Right now I have 
no place to live” she said.  

Richard Frechette introduced himself and his wife Jean telling the Members “we 
support the plan; it looks good and we have no objections but we’d like to ask if the 
dwelling could be moved slightly closer to Keenan Drive.” Mr. Frechette noted that 
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suggestion would afford them greater privacy at their house. “Beyond that, we have no 
objections what-so-ever” he said.  

Mr. Brewer explained the orientation of primary structure with a window in the 
kitchen on the west side “and the ADU was situated to minimize construction by being 
set back from that  window, otherwise we’d be looking at a remodel of the kitchen 
area.” Mr. Brewer went on to say he was open to discussion and he would be happy to 
sit down and talk with Mr. and Mrs. Frechette about the layout.  

Chair Monahan noted the proposed ADU dwelling was located 55 feet from the Mr. 
Frechette property line in a district that requires a 25-foot setback, “that is double the 
setback that is allowed so that is in order” she said. “We’d still be happy to meet with 
them” replied Mr. Brewer. 

With no other comments from the public and confirmation by the Members that no site 
visit was necessary a motion was made/seconded (Monahan/Leedberg) to move into 
Deliberation with all in favor via a roll call vote. Chair Monahan then read the 
Deliberative Statement.  

Deliberation: 

Chair Monahan noted she would call on each Member for an approval or denial and 
their reasons why.  

1. Granting the Variance would not be contrary to the public interest because: We 
believe this ADU will enhance the neighborhood, values and aesthetics, and 
provide additional, affordable housing for their daughter and family to remain 
in Peterborough. 

Ms. Leedberg:  “I have no problem with this.  The ADU will enhance the 
neighborhood values and aesthetics and it doesn’t make the house that much larger 
than those in the neighborhood and it kind of looks like it should be there.” 

Mr. LaRoche: “I agree with what Peggy said and I am willing to grant the 
Variance.” He also cited the colonial features the ADU to that of the neighborhood 
was appropriate. 

Ms. Laurenitis: “I agree as well” adding “I was worried about the hardship criteria 
but then I realized 674:33 Powers of the Zoning Board of Adjustment states the 
Zoning Board may grant a Variance from the terms of a zoning ordinance without 
finding a hardship arising from the condition  of a premises subject to the ordinance, 
when reasonable accommodations are necessary to allow a person or persons with a 
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recognized physical disability to reside in or regularly use the premises.” Ms. 
Laurenitis also noted that the community has “often expressed interest in providing 
more housing in our community and this is a good step towards that.” 

Mr. Selby: “I agree.” Mr. Selby: “Yes, I like the idea and I like the consistency of 
the ADU with the existing structure as well.” 

Chair Monahan: “I agree as well and this request will provide additional affordable 
housing for this family and allow the Brewers to continue to be a part of the 
community and the owners to age in place and that is definitely in the public 
interest.”   

2. The spirit of the ordinance is observed because: This ADU is 114 square feet 
larger than the ordinance allows, however it is a single level, accessible 2- 
bedroom, 1-bath dwelling that meets all other guidelines, off-street parking, 
setbacks, and building codes. The ADU is an open concept, simplified living 
structure. All rooms are traditional in size with standard fixtures and 
construction. 

Ms. Leedberg: “While larger, I feel it is well designed to meet the future needs and 
allow the family to get around easily.” 

Mr. LaRoche: “I agree with Peggy.” 

Ms. Laurenitis: “I agree and think that little bit of additional space will be handy if 
someone needs a walker or wheelchair to get around.” 

Mr. Selby: “I agree with Loretta.” 

Chair Monahan: “I agree with all of you and I would like to point out it meets the 
spirit of the ordinance because the ADU is in compliance with all other aspects of 
the zoning ordinance. It meets setbacks, it is well designed with its layout and it is a 
modest increase in size.” 

3. Substantial justice is done because: Allowing the building of this ADU 
affords the Brewers the ability to remain in their home as they age, 
accommodate in-home care as needed and provide an independent living 
arrangement. In addition, the ADU offers their daughter and family the 
opportunity to remain in Peterborough in an affordable housing environment 
close to family support. 

Ms. Leedberg : It allows the Brewers to remain in their home while giving housing 
to their daughter who needs housing. It is a great solution.”  
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Mr. LaRoche: “I agree with Peggy, it is a great thing to allow the Brewers to stay in 
their house.” 

Ms. Laurenitis: “I agree, I support this.” 

Mr. Selby: “I agree with everybody.” 

Chair Monahan: “I agree with everyone as well.” 

4. The values of the surrounding properties are not diminished because: The 
current property valuations and lot size support the ADU and increased 
value it brings to the neighborhood. 
 
Ms. Leedberg: “I think it adds to the neighborhood and does not detract from it. It 
has a good design and looks like it fits in nicely.” 

Mr. LaRoche: “I agree, it looks like it was meant to be there, an original to the 
neighborhood.” 

Ms. Laurenitis: “I agree, it fits in with the neighborhood .” 

Mr. Selby: “I agree as well, it fits right in.” 

Chair Monahan: “I agree as well, there is no encroachment and it has been 
architecturally designed to fit into the neighborhood.” 

5. Literal enforcement  of the provisions of the ordinance would result in an 
unnecessary hardship (unnecessary hardship means special conditions of the 
property distinguish it from other properties in the area): As the Brewers are 
aging, they require more assistance, up to and including possible in- home 
care. Mr. Brewer is blind and sufferers from other medical conditions that 
require increased attention and Mrs. Brewer has been the sole care giver. 
The ability to have family in the adjacent, original dwelling, affords them 
quality of life at home, increased oversight and assistance of daily duties. 
Without this ADU, the Brewers could be forced into alternative elder care 
living arrangements early, thereby exhausting their savings and 
independence. 
 
5. (Special Conditions): We believe allowing relief of a small adjustment to 
the square footage dimension for the ADU meets the general purpose of the 
ordinance while affording the Brewers the ability to provide for themselves 
and plan for future needs. 
The addition to the current structure offers the family the ability to care for 
one another as they age and minimize the overburden on outside resources. 
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The building and use of the ADU encourages currents residents of 
Peterborough to remain in town rather than search for affordable housing in 
other areas. The building size doesn't encroach on neighbor’s property and 
orientation is towards the rear of the lot. 
 
The Brewers require the additional space, second bedroom in this plan, in 
anticipation of the need for possible in-home care, and to make the dwelling 
accessible in the event of future disabilities or needs. 
 
Ms. Leedberg: “The size allows a little more space to have 2 bedrooms and easy 
mobility within the unit. If the unit was smaller, they would not have enough space 
for provision of added healthcare assistance and that would be a real hardship.” 

Mr. LaRoche: “Peggy said that very well, I agree with her.” 

Ms. Laurenitis: “I agree and I feel that Statute 674-33 makes it so that we don’t have to 
worry about denying a hardship in this case.” 

Mr. Selby: “I agree with everyone before me.” 

Chair Monahan: “I also agree and I think the need of 115 square feet is modest for the 
layout and hardship is demonstrated with the need for a one-level structure as an ADU 
that can be handicapped accessible in the future.” 

Chair Monahan noted since they had established reasons in Part A there was no reason 
to go on to Part B of this criteria.    

A motion was made/seconded (Laurenitis/LaRoche) to approve a Variance to construct 
an 864 square-foot Accessory Dwelling Unit (larger than the 750 square feet allowed) 
as regulated by zoning ordinance in Article IV, Section 245-24.1.A.1. with the 
following Condition: 
The ADU be constructed in substantial compliance with the plan submitted January 4, 
2021 with all in favor via a roll call vote.  
 

NOTICE OF DECISION 
 

Case Number 1266 January 4, 2021 
 
You are hereby notified that the request of Kathleen and Reginald Brewer, for a 
Variance to construct a 864 sf Accessory Dwelling Unit larger than the 750 sf allowed 
as regulated by zoning ordinance in Article IV, Section 245-24.1.A.1, is hereby 
GRANTED.  
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The property is located at 27 Keenan Drive, Parcel No. U010-066-000, in the Family 
District. 
 
In granting this variance, the Board imposes the following conditions: 
 
The Accessory Dwelling Unit will be built in substantial completion with the plans as 
submitted. 

 
 

 Signed, 
 
 
 Sharon Monahan, Chair 

 
Case No. 1267 Aimee Labrake: Request for a Variance to construct a detached 
garage within the front and side property line setbacks as regulated by zoning 
ordinance in Article II, Section 245-8.D.2. The property is located at 19 Elm Hill 
Road, Parcel No. U001-014-100, in the Rural District. 

Chair Monahan reviewed the dimensional requirements for the Rural District as well 
as the application checklist which included the application, a letter of authorization for 
Joel Weiner to present the case, a list of abutters, a plot plan of the proposed location 
of the garage and photographs of the property.  

Joel Weiner introduced himself as the representative for Ms. Labrake. He told the 
Members “this is a simple three-car garage” adding “the log home currently has a 
garage (under) but it is not large enough to get their vehicles in.” 

Mr. Weiner explained the house was built into the hillside “with the roofline being the 
only thing visible from the street.” He pointed out several constraints on the lot 
including the location of the well in the back of the house and the septic system in the 
front of the house. “It doesn’t leave a lot of options to put in something new” he said. 

Mr. Weiner read through the Variance Criteria he had completed for the application. 
As he finished, he reiterated the locations of the well and septic system “and as you 
enter the driveway the land slopes away quite a bit from their home.” He noted the 
submitted photographs which depict the  applicant’s home (front elevation) with only 
the shingled roofline being visible from the road. “The house is built into the hillside 
and when constructed, the garage’s roofline will be the only thing seen as well” he 
said. 
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Chair Monahan opened the hearing to questions from the Board. 

Ms. Laurenitis cited two questions, the first of which was in regard to meeting the side 
setback. “The information we have says the garage is 28 feet from the property line 
and it should be 30 feet” she said.  Noting he thought the side setback was 25 feet and 
that they would be happy to move the garage over two feet to meet the requirement. 
“There is plenty of room to move it over” he said. 

The second question from Ms. Laurenitis was about any particular reason the applicant 
was requesting a three- car garage versus a two-car garage. Mr. Weiner replied “it is a 
three-car garage because Ms. Labrake and her husband each have a personal vehicle  
as well as a recreational vehicle. Ms. Labrake interjected that they maintain their 2-acre 
lot themselves (lawncare and driveway) and the garage will likely be used for storage 
for their tractors, snow blowers and other equipment.  

Mr. Selby asked about the setback from the front. “You mentioned 53 feet from the 
edge of the road” he said and noting some difficulty in reading the graphic, asked what 
the actual front setback of the garage was. “That would be 30-feet” replied Mr. 
Weiner. 

Mr. LaRoche asked for some clarity noting the graphic stated 37 feet off the road, “so 
30 feet off the property line?” he asked. Mr. Weiner replied, “37 feet is showing what 
the neighbor’s building is.” After a brief discussion it was determined the applicant’s 
request was for a garage 30 feet from their front property line. 

Chair Monahan asked if there were any other detached structures on the property with 
Mr. Weiner pointing out a small shed to the right as you enter the driveway. Chair 
Monahan asked about wetlands on the lot. Mr. Weiner pointed out a small brook 
behind the shed which also constrained the lot and the potential location of the garage. 
“So between the brook and the wetland and the location of the septic and well there is 
really no other place to put the garage” said Mr. Weiner. 

With no additional questions or comments for the Board, Chair Monahan opened the 
hearing to the public. 

With no comments from the public and confirmation by the Members that no site visit 
was necessary a motion was made/seconded (Monahan/Leedberg) to move into 
Deliberation with all in favor via a roll call vote. Chair Monahan then read the 
Deliberative Statement.   

Deliberation: 
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Chair Monahan announced that before she would call on each Member for an approval 
or denial and their reasons why she would entertain a straw vote. All the Members 
agreed in general that the Variance request was acceptable. Mr. Selby suggested a 
Condition of Approval be the garage be moved two feet inward to meet the district’s 
side setback of 30 feet.  

Granting the Variance would not be contrary to the public interest because: The 
applicant has a non-buildable property line. 

Ms. Leedberg: “It is practically the only buildable site on the property so I don’t see 
why it would be contrary to the public interest.” 

Mr. LaRoche: “I agree” adding “it fits in with the neighborhood and the and the 
neighbor is closer to the street than they are.” 

Ms. Laurenitis: “I agree, you would expect a house to have a garage, it is just in 
standing with what you would see a homeowner wanting.”  

Mr. Selby: “I agree” adding “and the garage is not visible except for the roofline from 
the road, I think it is good.” 

Chair Monahan: “I also agree, to have a garage as an accessory structure is a typical 
request.” 

The spirit of the ordinance is observed because: Because it will not be closer than 
the neighbors building.  

Ms. Leedberg: “The structure will not be close to any of the neighbors and it does not 
interfere with anything but the front setback and that is amended by the hill and the 
stone wall so it is not bothering anyone”  

Mr. LaRoche: “I agree, it meets the spirit of the ordinance” adding “the neighbor’s  
garage is closer to the street than they are.  

Ms. Laurenitis: “I agree and being tucked behind the stone wall only the roofline will 
be visible.” 

Mr. Selby: “I agree with all before me.” 

Chair Monahan: “”I agree, I feel it is meeting the spirit of the ordinance” also 
commented on the Right-of-Way being larger than other rural roads (also known as 
Route 123)   
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3. Substantial justice is done because: There is no better spot to put a garage on the 
property. 

Ms. Leedberg: “There is really no other place to put it. And they will be digging into 
the hill to build it  tells us there is nowhere else to put it.” 

Mr. LaRoche: “Peggy summed it up well, I agree.” 

Ms. Laurenitis: “I agree.” 

Mr. Selby: “I agree.” 

Chair Monahan: “I agree as well.” 

4. The values of the surrounding properties are not diminished because: A garage 
will be adding to the value. 

Ms. Leedberg: “Adding a garage that is aesthetically pleasing will not only enhance 
the value of the home it also enhances the value of the neighborhood. It is a plus not a 
minus” 

Mr. LaRoche: “I agree.” 

Ms. Laurenitis: “I agree. I also think there are no properties that are really close to this 
property that would be affected.” 

Mr. Selby: “I agree.” 

Chair Monahan: “And only the roofline will be visible from the road, I agree.” 

 
5. Literal enforcement  of the provisions of the ordinance would result in an 
unnecessary hardship (unnecessary hardship means special conditions of the 
property distinguish it from other properties in the area): There is no better spot 
on the property to construct a garage. 
 
5. (Special Conditions): The neighbor’s building is only 37 feet from the 
road edge, there is no better spot to construct a garage and the steep slope 
and possible wetland encroachment make this the best spot. 
 
Ms. Leedberg: “Any other location would have to be far away from the house and that 
doesn’t make sense. They should be allowed to build the garage within the setback.  

Mr. LaRoche: “I agree” as noted the other constraints of the property. 

Ms. Laurenitis: “I agree, especially with the special conditions of the property.” 
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Mr. Selby: “I agree.” 

Chair Monahan: “I agree.” 
 

A motion was made/seconded (LaRoche/Laurenitis) to approve Variance to 
construct a detached garage within the front and side property line setbacks as 
regulated by zoning ordinance in Article II, Section 245-8.D.2. with the following 
Conditions: 
1. The garage be moved two feet to accommodate the district’s side setback of 30 

feet from the property line. 
2. The garage be constructed in substantial compliance with the plan submitted 

January 4, 2021. All were in favor via a roll call vote. 
 

All were in favor via a roll call vote.  
 

NOTICE OF DECISION 
 

Case Number 1267 January 4, 2021 
 
You are hereby notified that the request of Aimee Labrake, for a Variance to construct 
a detached garage within the front and side property line setbacks as regulated by 
zoning ordinance in Article II, Section 245-8.D.2, is hereby GRANTED.  
 
The property is located at 19 Elm Hill Road, Parcel No. U001-014-100, in the Rural 
District. 

 
In granting this variance, the Board imposes the following conditions: 
 
The garage will not be built within the 30’ side setback and will be no closer than 30’ to 
the front property line. 
 
The garage will be built in substantial completion with the plans as submitted. 
 
 
 Signed, 
 
 Sharon Monahan, Chair 
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Minutes: A motion was made/seconded (LaRoche/Selby) to approve the Minutes 
of November 2, 2020 as written with all in favor via a roll call vote. 

After discussion of how to include the ZBA Criteria statements by the Board in the 
Minutes a motion was made/seconded (Monahan/LaRoche) to approve the Minutes 
of November 16, 2020 with typos with all in favor via a roll call vote. 

Other Business: 

Chair Monahan spoke briefly about a meeting to discuss general topics, questions or 
concerns the Members may have. She concluded by suggesting the Members email her 
with agenda items for general discussion, including any legal questions that may 
involve the Town Attorney.  

Ms. Melone told the Members a Planning Board Member had resigned and an effort to 
recruit alternate members was in motion. “While we are looking for alternates, we 
decided we should include the ZBA as well” she said adding “so you will be seeing 
that.” Ms. Laurenitis interjected “since you are considering alternates for the Planning 
Board why not consider Peggy (Leedberg) who had run for the Planning Board last 
year and then you would have a member on both Boards.” 

Ms. Melone welcomed Ms. Leedberg to apply, “and by apply I mean just come to a 
meeting and state your interest as an alternate.” Ms. Leedberg noted she would do so.  

In closing Chair Monahan told the Members the town website was now considered a 
legal venue for posting public meetings.  

The meeting adjourned at 8:05 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  

Laura Norton  

Office of Community Development 

 

 


