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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 March. 
 
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 only case for the night: 

Case No. 1268 Han-Sul, Inc.: Request for a Variance to allow the construction of a 
single-family residence on the parcel as regulated by zoning ordinance in Article II, 
Section 245-10.2.C. The property is located on Jaffrey Road, Parcel No. R003-029-
000, in the Business/Industrial District. 
 
Chair Monahan noted the application was supported by an exhibit plan and 
architectural drawing of a single-family dwelling. She clarified the permitted uses in 
the Business/Industrial District and that the Variance request was for 245-10.2.C. 
Permitted Uses “as residential uses were only permitted if associated with a principal 
business use permitted by the District.” Code Enforcement Officer and ZBA Liaison 
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Tim Herlihy interjected that the original discussion involved a Variance for an 
unpermitted use in the District. “Residential is only a permitted use if it is associated 
with a principal business use permitted but there is not principal business on the 
property, so this is strictly a Variance for an unpermitted use” he said. 

Chris Guida introduced himself as a certified wetland and soil scientist with Fieldstone 
Land Consultants in Milford, New Hampshire and representative for the applicant. He 
reviewed the existing conditions on the 12+ acre, land-locked lot that was previously 
logged and excavated. He also cited special conditions including access issues (no 
frontage) and no access to municipal sewer and water “which impacts the reasonable 
use of the lot under the current zoning.”  

Mr. Guida told the Board a residential use would be the best option to maintain 
buffering to the roads and surroundings in the Rural Gateway Overlay Zone while 
making use of the existing access and Right-of-Way for the dwelling. “Given the 
current issues, a commercial use would be quite challenging, so we are asking for a 
residential use” he said. Mr. Guida concluded by noting the abutting lots included an 
old sand/gravel pit which is the site of a proposed self-storage facility and residential 
neighborhoods.  

Mr. Guida went on to describe the applicant’s plans to purchase other parcels of land in 
the area (contiguous lots) in the area if they obtained an approval for the Variance. He 
cited the land-locked lot as being tucked up on the hill and more appropriate for a 
residential use adding “this will leave commercial uses to the lots closer to Route 202 
therefore not encumbering any future use regarding the highway.” Mr. Guida then 
reviewed the Variance Criteria: 

 

 
Granting the variance would not be contrary to the public interest because:  

Granting this variance would allow for the productive use of the existing property. 
Variances are contrary to the public interest when they conflict with the ordinances 
basic zoning objectives. In this case, the proposed development of the property 
would maintain property buffering along the perimeter and along Route 202. The 
health and safety of the public would not be decreased as the proposed use would 
not create any noise, light, or sound pollution as a residential use. Therefore, 
granting this variance would not be contrary to the public interest. 
 
The spirit of the ordinance is observed because: 
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The proposal for this site is in our opinion consistent with the surrounding areas.  
The lots to the north are single family residential and the adjacent lot to the east 
is a multi-family/condo use. Construction of a single-family dwelling and 
associated site improvements include loaming and seeding of lawn areas that are 
currently disturbed areas. This project will improve a previously impacted 
vacant lot and will meet all setback and buffering requirements. This proposal 
will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood or threaten the health, 
safety or general welfare of the public. For all these reasons we believe that 
granting the variance would observe the spirit of the ordinance. 
 
Substantial justice is done because: 
It would be substantial injustice when any loss to the individual is not 
outweighed by a corresponding gain by the general public. Since we do not 
believe there is a loss to the general public with this proposal, we believe 
allowing our client to develop this property as proposed would provide 
substantial justice to the applicant. Denying this request would create a lost 
opportunity to develop the lot in a way that minimizes environmental impacts 
and limits extensive costs with no apparent gain to the general public. 
 
The values of surrounding properties are not diminished because: 
This project would have no negative impacts on the neighboring property 
values. All proposed site modifications are improvements to the current 
conditions. This project will not create any significant stormwater, noise, 
lighting or traffic impacts. For all these reasons we do not believe that this 
proposal will have any negative impacts on the value of surrounding properties.  
Our experience has shown that new development can often have positive 
impacts on surrounding property values. 
 
Literal enforcement of the provisions of the ordinance would result in an 
unnecessary hardship because: 
The lot is unique in several ways. The primary distinguishing factor for this lot 
is that it has no frontage along a public Right-of-Way. The 12+ acre lot is 
accessed by a gravel drive that passes through three separate lots under the same 
ownership. The property is also zoned industrial but does not have direct access 
to municipal sewer and water so industrial development is not practical at this 
time. Building a single-family house on the subject site will allow the property 
to be utilized in a productive manor with little to no impacts on the surrounding 
properties. 
 
Owing to these special conditions, no fair and substantial relationship exists 
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between the general public purpose of the ordinance provision and the specific 
application of that provision to the property because: 
Section 245.10.2.C. does not permit residential use as the primary use but is 
accepted if associated with a principal business use. This to us means that a 
residential use is permitted under the right circumstances. This property does 
have special conditions that distinguish it from other properties. The property is 
landlocked, has a unique access into the site and the development of the site is 
limited since the property does not have direct access to public services (water 
and sewer). Since this project’s proposed use offers improvements over what 
currently exists, we do not believe there is a fair and substantial relationship 
between the general public purpose of the ordinance and the specific application 
of that provision to the property. It is also worth noting that the owner of this 
home is also one of the owners of the proposed self-storage facility that is 
proposed on an adjacent property (Parcel No. R003-025-703). In reviewing this 
proposal with staff, the construction of the house is not accessory to the 
principal business use because the developments are not on the same property 
but certainly the uses otherwise would be permitted. 
 
The proposed use is a reasonable one because: 
We believe that the proposed use is a reasonable one for all the reasons 
previously stated.  The following is an outline of why we believe the proposed 
use is reasonable: 

• Granting this variance would allow for the productive use of the exist property. 
• The proposed development of the property will result in a significant 

improvement to the property with no negative impacts to the surroundings. 
• The proposed redevelopment will increase the local tax base. 
• The proposal will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood or threaten 

the health, safety or general welfare of the public. 
• The proposed site improvements will not result in negative impacts to the 

surroundings and will result in improvements over what exists now. 
• The development of this property will ultimately result in reclamation of the lot 

which will improve the stability of the subject property.    
 
For all these reasons we believe that the proposed use is reasonable. 
 
Explain how, if the criteria in paragraph (A) are not established, an 
unnecessary hardship will be deemed to exist if, and only if, owing to special 
conditions of the property that distinguish it from other properties in the area, 
the property cannot be reasonably used in strict conformance with the 
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ordinance, and a variance is therefore necessary to enable a reasonable use of 
it: 
The subject parcel is a 12+ acre, landlocked lot that was previously excavated. It 
has access issues and does not have access to the town water and sewer systems. 
The special conditions impact the reasonable use of the lot under the current 
zoning. We believe in order to maintain buffering to the roads and surrounding 
neighborhoods and make use of the existing access way a residential use if the 
best option for this lot. 
 

Chair Monahan opened the hearing to questions from the Board and began with her 
own. She asked about the need for a Variance citing a section of 245-31 Lots of Record 
which states “all contiguous lots owned by the same entity, including but not limited to 
an individual, corporation, partnership or trust shall not be transferred as a buildable lot 
for the construction of any structure without obtaining subdivision approval from the 
Planning Board unless each of the individual lots complies with dimensional 
requirements of the district except for those lots that had dwellings located on them at 
the enactment of zoning in 1970. In cases where a subdivision approval is required, the 
Planning Board shall take into consideration the character and density of the 
surrounding area, the size of the surrounding lots, and, if not on the public sewer 
system, the ability of the available land area on each of the subject lots to support a 
septic system. The Planning Board may require that lot lines be shifted to bring lots 
closer int compliance with the district requirements.” 

A brief discussion about the lots followed with Mr. Herlihy noting the lot in question 
was Parcel No. R003-029-000 which was a separate lot adjacent to the proposed self-
storage facility to be located on R003-025-000. There was also a brief discussion on 
the potential of future lot line adjustments and how to best manage the lot with no 
frontage. It was also noted that lot line adjustments would not change the zoning or 
permitted uses for the district.  

Ms. Leedberg asked for clarification noting she could not see how to get to Route 202 
without going through another parcel of land without buying it or having an agreement 
with the that landowner. Mr. Guida told the Members the applicant was also looking to 
purchase additional lots if an approval was obtained for the residential use. Ms. 
Leedberg replied, “so going along with what Sharon (Chair Monahan) said, buying 
that lot and merging with the lot you want build on, wouldn’t you have to subdivide?” 
She went on to say, “I am a little confused on how it works. That you own a piece of 
property with no way to get to it and you want to build a road or a driveway to it 
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through someone else’s property and then you want to buy the property and say it is all 
OK. I am just really confused with this one.”    

Mr. Guida noted the intent of the applicant to buy all the surrounding lots so they 
would not be crossing someone else’s land for access “but the issue here really is the 
use of a residential dwelling” he said.  

Ms. Leedberg also noted no designation of wetlands or the Groundwater Protection 
Overlay on the plan. Mr. Guida noted those items would be addressed later in the 
project. “This is the first step” he said adding “if the residential use is not permitted 
then obviously the developmental potential is significantly reduced.” Mr. Guida also 
noted all environmental issues would have to reviewed if the Variance were approved 
and the project progressed. “But again, it depends on the approval of the use” he said.  

Ms. Laurenitis asked for a better clarification of the surrounding properties and how 
they relate to the parcel with the proposed dwelling. Mr. Guida reviewed the plan for 
the Members defining the sand/gravel pit area where the self-storage facility would be 
located as well as the other straggler lots that would be purchased for access. Ms. 
Laurenitis then asked about the Purchase & Sales Agreement (P&S) on the parcels and 
asked who it was from and what it was for. Mr. Guida replied the P&S was from 
Patriot Holdings, LLC located in Las Vegas, Nevada and the purchase was for Parcels 
R003-025-000, R003-028-000 and R003-029, He indicated the business owner’s 
representative was Jeremiah Boucher. “He is one of the primary owners of Patriot 
Holdings and would be the developer of the self-storage facility” he said adding “this 
will serve as a home for him, he lives out of state but does a lot of business in New 
Hampshire.”   

Ms. Laurenitis then note the parcel in question was a land-locked property and said she 
did not understand how a residential use could be allowed when there was no access 
guaranteed to the property. Mr. Guida pointed out the intended access (the existing 
gravel road) located on R003-029-000 and the applicant’s intent to purchase that lot. 
He then reiterated such issues were secondary to the approval of a residential use 
variance and would be sorted out as the project progressed through Planning Board 
reviews.  

Ms. Leedberg asked about a lot line adjustment for the driveway to go out to Route 
202 and asked, “wouldn’t that place a residential use on a lot that was not approved for 
that? I am seeing a chicken and egg problem here” she said. Mr. Guida noted that 
doing a lot line adjustment and creating frontage did not necessarily make a lot 
residential. “I agree” interjected Mr. Herlihy. 
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Chair Monahan noted “to be clear you are asking for a variance for a residential use 
(single-family dwelling) on a 12-acre parcel on a lot in the Business/Industrial District 
without a principal business located on it.” “Yes, that is correct” replied Mr. Guida. 

Mr. LaRoche asked for confirmation that the use would be restricted to one single- 
family dwelling. “Yes, to the best of my understanding that is the request” replied Mr. 
Guida. Mr. LaRoche noted “so this will not be a multi-family, it will be just one single 
residence” with Mr. Guida relying, “yes that is my understanding, a single-family 
home primarily for the future owner when he is in town.” 

Mr. Selby asked if any wetlands had been observed on the parcel. Mr. Guida replied 
“if I had to guess there probably would be some” but he also pointed out the steep 
slope and sandy soil would indicate the wetlands are minimal. He also asked about the 
wetland setback requirements with Chair Monahan noting they would be applicable 
“but tonight the applicant is before the Board to secure a residential use variance.”  

Chair Monahan then opened the hearing to the public. 

Michael Morison introduced himself as an abutter and commented on the significant 
pollution problem (lead and other toxins) on the Scott Perry and Monadnock Gun Club 
properties that was currently being disputed by the Town of Peterborough and NH 
DES. Mr. Guida replied he was not aware of that issue “and I am not sure the owner is 
either, but I can certainly pass that along.” Mr. Morison then noted he had looked up 
Patriot Holdings and told the Board it was a real estate investment firm that develops 
storage facilities but also multi-family housing properties. He said he felt it odd that the 
applicant would buy lots as a business and construct one single-family dwelling. He 
asked if the applicant could be restricted to just one dwelling. Mr. Guida replied, 
“yeah, I don’t have any detailed information on that, if that were a restriction by the 
Board it would be something, I would have to run it by my client to see if they are 
comfortable with it.” 

Allan Hollander introduced himself as an abutter and asked why the applicant had not 
chosen land closer to Route 202. Mr. Guida replied the applicant felt the lots closer to 
Route 202 were more valuable as commercial properties and more appropriate for 
commercial use. “It is just more desirable to keep them as commercial” he said.   

Francie Von Mertens introduced herself as a member of the Conservation Commission 
and pointed out a conservation easement on the Long Hill Estates condominium 
neighborhood (due east from the property). She asked if an aerial map depicting the 
old sand/gravel pit and its steep slopes could be projected so the Board could get a 
good picture of the need for reclamation and stabilization in the area. Ms. Von Mertens 
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then cited State Statute 155-E:5 Minimum an Express Reclamation Standards and its 
pertinence in this case. Mr. Guida told the Board portions of the lot was self-stabilizing 
with the native vegetation filling in the area and pointed out the sandy soils that 
infiltrate much better than clay or glacial till (for the purpose of reclamation of the pit) 
“but we do propose reclamation of the pit to put vegetation back in there” he said.  Ms. 
Von Mertens again asked if an aerial graphic of the lot be projected for clarification. “I 
think that would show you a very big sand pit with very little vegetation” she said. Mr. 
Herlihy interjected “the problem with that is that not all of the Members can see the 
screen, so we are trying to keep what is projected limited to what the Members 
received in their packets.” Ms. Von Mertens replied “OK, I hate to repeat myself, but 
this is not a voluntary action” adding a reclamation plan must be submitted to the 
Town and the Conservation Commission for review. “I absolutely think there will be 
reclamation, but I think follow up is a good idea” she said.  

When Mr. Herlihy asked if anyone knew the age of the excavation operation Glen 
Swanson introduced himself as the Abutment Committee Chairman for the Long Hill 
Estates condominium neighborhood and replied, “yes, I believe it goes back to the 
1980s as far as use of our territory is involved (approximately 75 acres that abut the 
propose housing lot). Mr. Swanson went on to ask what the timing and the methods 
planned for reclamation and site improvements were going to be. “What will happen in 
tandem? What is separate? and when do these actions take place?” he asked. 

Mr. Guida noted reclamation would take place in tandem with site improvements to 
Parcel No. R003-025-000 (the lot on which the self-storage facility would be 
developed) adding “that lot however is a separate lot, it is not tied to the dwelling lot.” 
He went on to say he would have to speak with his client for specifics on reclamation 
as their request tonight was for a variance for the use on Parcel No. R003-029-000, 
where they would like to construct the single-family dwelling.  

Mr. Swanson asked if the applicant needed access to the landlocked lot what work 
would be anticipated and would there be any operations dealing with Long Hill Estates 
property. “If so, we would certainly request further review of how it may impact the 
land” he said. Mr. Guida replied he did not believe the project would endanger, 
encompass or encroach the development’s land at all “but if it did, we would certainly 
need permission from you.” 

David Weir had difficulty in getting into the cue for making a statement and did so by 
a relay through the Office of Community Development. He noted he felt an approval 
would destroy the zoning framework for the whole town and that zoning defines 
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neighborhoods and should not be picked apart with spot zoning. “This is the beginning 
of the end for good planning in Peterborough” he said.  

With no other questions or concerns Chair Monahan closed the public input session of 
the hearing.  

Ms. Laurenitis asked about the state statute Ms. Von Mertens had mentioned and who 
was required to do the reclamation. Ms. Von Mertens replied, “155 E states that within 
12 months of completion of excavation activity reclamation must begin. She noted this 
would be accomplished by minimum standards of spreading topsoil or stripping 
capable of sustaining vegetation and suitable to prevent erosion. “It is the ABC’s of 
sandpit management” she said adding “the RSA stays with the property and the 
landowner at the time is responsible (and) a plan must be filed with the Town and the 
Conservation Commission.” When Ms. Laurenitis asked how long the statute had been 
in existence Ms. Von Mertens told her the town has been told the pit pre-existed the 
state and town statutes “so they have been flying under the radar, however with the 
activity stopped 155-E applies so there is a limit to flying under the radar. The RSA 
lays out the procedure, they are very fundamental reclamation steps.” 

When asked if he had any questions Mr. LaRoche replied, “no questions, just a couple 
of recommendations.” He went on to say he thought the approval should be for a 
single-family dwelling only and that the pit must be reclamated prior to the applicant’s 
receipt of a Certificate of Occupancy. 

Mr. Herlihy attempted clarification by reading where the applicant was seeking relief 
(Relief is requested for the provisions of Article 2, Section 245-10.2, Paragraph C) was 
to “construct a residential dwelling on a Business/Industrial zoned lot. Which confirms 
the Variance requested (and worded) that it is not for a blanket residential use but a 
single residential dwelling the Business/Industrial District.” 

Chair Monahan reviewed the parcels and frontage accesses of the contiguous parcels 
confirming which lot was to be the location of the self-storage units. She confirmed 
with Mr. Herlihy that while the sand/gravel pit was in between seasons it was still a 
permitted site. Chair Monahan noted the self-storage lot has frontage and access to 
Route 202 and asked, “so what is the hardship of the applicant to be in compliance 
with the zoning ordinance and have the single dwelling unit on that lot?” Mr. Herlihy 
replied, “that lot is also in the Business/Industrial District” with Chair Monahan noting 
“right but if the owner wants a single-family home why doesn’t he put on that parcel, 
the parcel he already owns?” 
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Mr. Guida responded by noting he would have to speak to his client about the Chair’s 
question and suggestion. He told the Board he could not answer that with certainty 
whether it was an option or not “but if I had to guess I would l say they feel the current 
lot for the dwelling is less highly industrial, more isolated and has the most limited 
capacity for the district.” He noted an issue with anyone looking to purchase the 
parcels is that the current dwelling parcel, while in the industrial district “any 
development would be fairly significant with land disturbance and grading. It may be 
more appropriate as a residential use with far less square footage and environmental 
impacts to use the land for the best purposes of the property.”  

Citing all the permitted uses for the district Ms. Laurenitis asked if there had been any 
consideration other than residential on the lot. Mr. Guida replied, “that was not the 
proposal, I know the applicant is looking to have a residence and I cannot speak to the 
other uses.” 

For the public and the Board Chair read the permitted uses for the Business/Industrial 
District which included office subject to meeting parking requirements; professional 
services; industrial uses, light industrial uses; wholesale warehousing and storage 
facilities; conference facilities; recreational facilities; lodging establishments (except 
B&Bs); retail and restaurants if incidental to a principal business use permitted in the 
district; motor vehicle sales, storage or restoration; self-storage facilities; 
public/private uses; personal services; accessory uses and health care facilities. 

When finished she noted her struggle to understand why anyone would want to use 12 
acres of prime land in the Business/Industrial District. “With that many permitted uses 
just to put a single-family home confuses me” she said. 

Mr. Guida replied, “I guess the answer is that is what they are looking for. I don’t 
always ask people what their desire is, people have different opinion, like and dislikes. 
I can’t really speak to that I guess.” 

Chair Monahan then noted her experience was that you cannot sell a parcel of land 
without access so the applicant would have to purchase all the lots. She noted “going 
back to the zoning ordinance I’d like to read 245-31 Lots of Record” adding “I don’t 
know we have the authority to do this because of how these read:”  

A. In any district, notwithstanding limitations imposed by other sections of the 
ordinance, single lots of record at the effective date of the ordinance may be built 
upon, provided the setbacks are complied with but if any such lot abuts one or 
more lots in the same ownership, and any of them are nonconforming to the size, 
frontage or setback requirements for the district, 245-31B shall apply. 
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B. All contiguous lots owned by the same entity, including but not limited to an 
individual, corporation, partnership or trust shall not be transferred as a buildable 
lot for the construction of any structure without obtaining subdivision approval 
from the Planning Board unless each of the individual lots complies with 
dimensional requirements of the district except for those lots that had dwellings 
located on them at the enactment of zoning in 1970. In cases where a subdivision 
approval is required, the Planning Board shall take not consideration the character 
and density of the surrounding area, the size of the surrounding lots, and, if not on 
the public sewer system, the ability of the available land area on each of the subject 
lots to support a septic system. The Planning Board may require that lot lines be 
shifted to bring lots closer into compliance with the district requirements.  

Chair Monahan noted this RSA created confusion over their authority to approve the 
application. “We have a stand-alone use for a land-locked parcel associated with 
contiguous lots owned by the same entity” she said.  Mr. Guida interjected “I think the 
intent of the regulation is to try to minimize existing nonconforming lots of record and 
I am not sure that it is as applicable to a use variance versus more of a dimensional 
thing.”  

Chair Monahan asked Mr. Herlihy what his opinion was with Mr. Herlihy noting he 
was not completely familiar with that section of the ordinance and he’d have to 
research it further. He noted several other concerns that had been mentioned 
throughout the hearing (frontage, access, wetlands) and the hearing itself was the first 
step in the approval process “but we need to clarify 245-31 because I am not sure how 
it may impact a Zoning Board decision.” Mr. Herlihy went on to wonder whether or 
not merging the lot in question with another lot (so it was no longer existing 
nonconforming) if 245-31 would even still apply. “There are a lot of questions to 
answer” he said adding “but the first question is can they put a home on this lot or not, 
that is my takeaway.” Ms. Leedberg interjected “so it is back to the chicken and egg 
problem which is how to give an approval to a use that when you look at the ordinance 
straight forward, is not allowed.” Mr. Herlihy replied, “but no matter what they do the 
lots are still in the Business/Industrial District and they would need a variance either 
way.” 

Mr. Selby noted the Business/Industrial District required the same type of access as a 
single-family dwelling “so I am not so sure access to Route 202 is a big factor here.” 
When Chair Monahan asked Mr. Selby for clarification he replied, “well if the owner 
decides to put a permitted use on the lot, they will need the same amount of access as a 
single-family dwelling would so using that logic access may not come into play 
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because the way it is zoned now, they can put up a business and not require a variance. 
“OK, I understand your point now” replied Chair Monahan. 

Allan Hollander introduced himself and as a point of clarification asked about the 
contiguous nature of the lots owned by the applicant. Mr. Guida replied he believed 
both R003-025-000 and R003-029-000 were owned by the applicant. Mr. Herlihy 
confirm that Lot R003-028-000 was also owned by the applicant according to current 
tax card record.  

“So, let’s talk about the neighborhood” said Chair Monahan and asked, “are there were 
any other single-family dwellings in the district that is not associated with a business?” 
Mr. Herlihy replying, “in this area, no there are none that I can see.” Chair Monahan 
noted “so they are all business and industrial uses permitted in the district correct?” 
“Correct” replied Mr. Herlihy. Chair Monahan then asked for a sense of the Board as 
to what their next step would be. “Do you feel you have enough information? Would 
you like a site visit? Do you want to go into deliberation?” she asked.   

Ms. Laurenitis noted a site visit would be helpful. Noting the uniqueness of the 
property Mr. Guida told the Members he would be happy to do a site visit reiterating 
the remoteness of the lot it would be better served with a residential use.  

Chair Monahan added a site visit may help to answer some of her ZBA versus 
Planning Board questions. She then formally suggested a site visit with all Members in 
agreement via a roll call vote.  

Chair Monahan then requested some reference flagging be in place for the visit and a 
brief discussion about time, date, weather factors, conditions of access, length of walk 
to the site and consideration for time and travel after the visit followed.  

Ms. Laurenitis also requested a copy of the aerial map “to get that perspective.”  

Next Meeting: 

Case No. 1268, Site Visit to 425 Jaffrey Road, Monday, March 29, 2021 at 4:00 p.m. 

Other Business: 

A brief discussion about the Town meeting (date undetermined) and whether the ZBA 
was meeting in May (they are if there is a caseload) followed. The Members also 
briefly discussed upcoming educational webinars.  

 

Minutes: 
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With changes to the draft January Minutes, it was noted they would be redistributed for 
review and approval at the April Meeting.  

The meeting adjourned at 8:25 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Laura Norton  

Office of Community Development 

 


