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ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 
TOWN OF PETERBOROUGH 

  
Peterborough, New Hampshire 

 
Present: Sharon Monahan, Peggy Leedberg, Peter LaRoche, Chris Diloreto, 
Loretta Laurenitis, Jim Van Valkenburgh and Don Selby 
 
Staff Present: Laura Norton and Danica Melone, Office of Planning & Building & 
Planning and Tim Herlihy, Code Officer and ZBA Liaison 
      

 
The meeting was called to order at 6:30 p.m. with a welcome and introductions. 
Motion for Rehearing for Case No. 1275 submitted by the Monadnock Rod & 
Gun Club. 
Before getting started Mr. LaRoche recused himself and left the table. Chair 
Monahan appointed Mr. Diloreto to sit. Alternate Jim Van Valkenburgh also left 
the table to sit in the audience for this case. 

Chair Monahan read the case by the Monadnock Rod & Gun Club to respectfully 
request the Zoning Board of Adjustment grant a re-hearing of Case No. 1275, in 
the matter of the Administrative Appeal of the Decision of Zoning Official Tim 
Herlihy dated November 3, 2021 and reverse that decision. 

Chair Monahan took a moment to explain the request. Citing RSA 677:2 she noted 
an applicant may file a motion for re-hearing in respect to any matter determined 
by a local legislative Board within 30 calendar days of that Board’s decision. “This 
is a procedural action” she said adding “this is a Board discussion and decision 
only, there is no input from the applicant or the public.” Chair Monahan went on to 
say “if the motion is granted a re-hearing time and date certain will be established. 
It is a do-over to allow the Board the opportunity to correct its own mistake or 
reconsider its decision before an appeal to Superior Court.” 

Chair Monahan concluded by noting “if the Board is satisfied with their decision 
and the hearing process and denies the motion, the applicant may go straight to 
Superior Court.” Chair Monahan asked for confirmation that the motion for re-
hearing was received within the allotted 30-day window with Ms. Melone noting 
“timely receipt was provided.” 
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Chair Monahan the asked for a response from each member.  

Ms.  Laurenitis began by saying “I do not think we need to rehear it. I am satisfied 
with the decision we made and in reviewing the motion I see no new information 
to consider, I choose not to rehear.” 

Ms. Leedberg: “ditto.” 

Mr. Diloreto: “I have nothing to add, I agree with Loretta.” 

Mr. Selby: “I also agree.” 

Chair Monahan: “I agree, I thought the decision was reasonable and within the 
context of our zoning ordinances.” 

A motion was made/seconded (Monahan/Leedberg) that the Monadnock Rod & 
Gun Club’s motion of the Peterborough Zoning Board of Adjustment grant a re-
hearing of Case No. 1275, in the matter of the Administrative Appeal of the 
Decision of Zoning Official Tim Herlihy dated November 3, 2021 and reverse that 
decision is denied with all in favor. 

 
Case No. 1276 Monadnock Rod and Gun Club: Request for a Special Exception for 
a proposed relocation of the shooting range as a change of a nonconforming use as 
regulated by zoning ordinance Article VI, Section 245-30. The property is located at 
595 Jaffrey Rd., Parcel No. R003-032-000 in the Rural District. 
 

Chair Monahan explained “245-30 refers to the enlargement, change or 
replacement of nonconforming uses” and cited the provisions there forth. She told 
the members this was a new case for a Special Exception, and they had to decide if 
the case may reasonably be expected to bring impact on a neighboring 
municipality, invoking RSA 36:55 - Review of Development of Regina Impact. 
“We have to decide first if is a development of potential regional impact as the 
property borders the town of Jaffrey” she said and asked for a sense of the Board 
starting at the other end of the table.  

Mr. Selby: “I feel there is regional impact.” 

Mr. Diloreto: “yes, I agree.” 

Ms. Leedberg: “I agree, especially since we got responses from both the Town of 
Jaffrey and the Southwest Region Planning Commission the last time.” 
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Ms. Laurentis: “It is right on the boarder of Jaffrey, I agree.” 

Chair Monahan: Echoing Ms. Leedberg’s comments Chair Monahan said, “I also 
agree.” 

A motion was made/seconded (Laurenitis/Monahan) to continue Case No. 1276, a 
request for a Special Exception for a proposed relocation of the shooting range as a 
change of a nonconforming use so that the Town of Jaffrey, NH and the Southwest 
Region Planning Commission are notified of the potential for regional impact, to a date 
and time certain of May 2, 2022 at 6:30 p.m. with all in favor. 
 

When asked if the members for any requests for additional information that may 
help expedite the process in May, concerns about the Groundwater Protection 
Overlay District, addressing wetlands, steep slope and flood-prone areas, any DES 
impacts on the project as well as the need for Conservation Commission input 
regarding the usable space available to accommodate the usable area and avoid 
disturbances were mentioned. Ms. Melone reminded the members “right now we 
are looking at the use and whether or not the location was grandfathered. Wetlands 
and groundwater are peripheral to that, but you could ask for more information if 
you tin it would be helpful.” 

Attorney Kelly Dowd noted they had submitted a full-size plan for the Rod & Gun 
Club dated September 13, 2021, with wetland delineations dated October 8, 2018. 
He also said that if Ms. Melone would put in touch with the Conservation 
Commission he’d schedule a meeting “and show them what we are doing right.” 

From the audience Francie Von Mertens noted that in the interest of not losing a 
month, she could provide information that was relevant to the size of the wetlands. 
Chair Monahan noting that because of the finding of regional impact and the need 
to notice additional parties no testimony would be taken. “We are on hold for a 
month” she said. Mr. Selby asked for clarification on the definition of recreational 
facilities and shooting ranges being required to be entirely enclosed, indoor 
facilities amended at Town Meeting in 2019. Chair Monahan noted they would 
take up that clarification at the May meeting. Ms. Laurenitis asked if the DES 
report was relevant to the case before them.  

The hearing was closed at 6:52 p.m. 

As Chair Monahan and Ms. Laurenitis rescued themselves for the next case and left 
the table Vice Chair Leedberg (Ms. Leedberg) noted she would be sitting as Chair for 
the case. Mr. LaRoche returned to the table as did Mr. Van Valkenburgh. Ms. 
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Leedberg appointed both Mr. Van Valkenburgh and Mr. Diloreto to sit noting they 
would remain on the case until its resolution. 
 
Case No. 1277 Walden Eco Village, Akhil Garland: Request for a Variance to 
utilize the 15 existing structures located within the current 50-foot wetland protection 
overlay zone as regulated by zoning ordinance Article III, Section 245-15. The 
property is located at 360 Middle Hancock Rd., Parcel No. R010-005-001 in the Rural 
District. 

Ms. Leedberg began by asking if the members felt a site visit was in order. “We’ve 
seen a lot of visuals but there is a difference between seeing photos and being there 
in person to see what is being talked about is important” she said. After a brief 
discussion, the member felt the were comfortable without a site visit. Mr. Van 
Valkenburg did note he’d like to see the color-coded wetland map that was 
requested by the Conservation Commission. Ms. Leedberg asked if the map had 
been received with Ms. Melone replying, “we have not received anything.” Mr. 
Branon interjected “we brought the map with us tonight” as Mr. Guida distributed 
copies to the members noting the updated delineation was from 2021 with Mr. 
Branon adding “and for the record they were reviewed and verified by West 
Environmental, an independent third-party consultant.” 

Moving on Attorney Mark Beaudoin from Nixon Peabody introduced himself as 
representing the applicant. He introduced Akhil Garland (applicant), Chris Guida, 
(Certified Wetland Scientist with Fieldstone Land Consultants) and Chad Branon, 
(Civil Engineer with Fieldstone Land Consultants). “I am new to the project, but I 
know it has a very, very long history that you all know more about. I was hired to 
look at this with a fresh perspective and help collaborate with efforts to move 
forward with the project and be in compliance with zoning” he said. Attorney 
Beaudoin then told members Mr. Garland had a short presentation to give them a 
sense of the property and show some of its characteristics “and then kick it off to 
the civil engineer and the wetland scientist to discuss the wetland buffer and any 
impacts to wetlands,” adding he would conclude with a review of the five variance 
criteria and answer any questions.  

Mr. Garland began with what he described as the relevant background information 
about the Eco Village and the original intent of the Well School Master Plan. He 
noted the original intent was to create a high quality of life with small-footprint 
cottages with a walking lifestyle to be used by the Well School staff and their 
families. He also noted the intent to integrate a farm environment for teaching 
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ecology and use of the land as a source of healthy foods with fruit orchards, 
agricultural endeavors and a private maker space. He noted that the parcel was 
subdivided but when the Well School’s intent of purchasing the remaining property 
fell through, he decided to continue with the habitat model where people could live 
on the planet with maximum health and minimum impact. “We are now in year 3 of 
our Open Space Residential Development application and were told a year ago (by 
the Planning Board on the advice of the Town Attorney, John Ratigan) that we did 
not need to go to the Zoning Board of Adjustment” said Mr. Garland adding “for 
over a year, we have not been allowed to speak about the past and for the last 
several Planning Board meetings we have not been able to speak at all, (and) at the 
last meeting they told us we had to go before the Zoning Board of Adjustment for a 
Variance as our next step, so here we are.” 

Mr. Garland gave a brief history of the site noting “the 50-foot buffer issue is 
critical” and that before applying for any permits, he had hired a Certified Wetland 
Scientist and pointed out where the structures were to go on the parcel. He 
projected a copy of a letter signed and stamped by the Wetland Scientist in October 
of 2005 confirming upland verification (citing the oval area was upland with a 
forested perimeter surrounding the clearing for 150 feet on all sides). “Then 
permits were applied for” he said. 

Mr. Garland assured the members the process was not a rubber stamp scenario and 
included both thought and consideration for all aspects of the approval process. He 
noted some push back from (then) Code Enforcement Officer Tom Weeks who 
requested additional wetland information. “As a result of that request, it was 
determined that there were wetlands present but the total area consisted of less than 
½ acre in size and did not require a wetland buffer or setback.” Mr. Garland cited 
another letter (February 16, 2021) he’d written to the Town of Peterborough 
verifying the buildings and wetland crossing were conforming to 245-15 Wetland 
Protection Overlay Zone (WPOZ) at the time. 

Mr. Garland then told the members “Building Permits were secured, and the 
structures were built between 2008 and 2008. The structures under 120-square feet 
in size did not require a permit and were initially used for cold storage, drying 
crops, maintenance equipment and beekeeping.” He noted Certificates of 
Occupancy were issued and all the cottages were classified by the Town and taxed 
as dwellings. 



Zoning Board of Adjustment Minutes          04-04-2022                pg. 6 of 14 

Mr. Garland noted an ordinance amendment in 2022 having to do with the 
calculation of the size of a wetlands was passed. As an example, he noted the 
amendment clarified that breaks in wetlands (via road or culvert) did not divide a 
wetland (that wetland was contiguous on both sides of the break) and as a result of 
this amendment, after 2012, a 50-foot wetland buffer setback was required.  

“So, in essence, the 50-foot wetland buffer was created by amending a Zoning 
Ordinance” he said adding “I was not aware there was a change.” Mr. Garland 
pointed out the three cottages that were located on the west side of the parcel, the 
woodshed (built in 2013, after the zoning amendment but with a permit 2013) bult 
in and the boiler building (distributing heat and hot water to the entire village via 
underground pipes) all located in that wetland protection buffer. 

In summary, Mr. Garland told the members his hope was to honor the land that has 
been in his family for three generations. He told the members, “my prayer is that 
we can find a reasonable and equitable solution to move forward and create a 
solution that is better for the neighbors and better for the land. We are open to 
ideas and collaborating with the Town.” He concluded by suggesting that leaving 
the three buildings where they were and not tearing them down was honestly better 
for the neighbors. “If we have to tear those cottages down, we will replace them 
somewhere else, and that “somewhere else” could very well end up, just by the 
nature of the land, closer to the neighbors than they are now. Right now, they are 
far away and well screened. I don’t expect the neighbors to agree, I am just saying 
it would be better for them and better for the land. This is not for profit, it is for 
purpose.” Mr. Garland concluded by noting that the thought that denial of this 
variance would stop all development is not the case. “If we have to tear down the 
cottages, we will build other buildings somewhere else.” Mr. Garland cited his 
right to subdivide and develop his land and by using the Open Space Residential 
Development ordinance he is clustering houses together and conserving and 
preserving land and open space. “It is better for the neighbors and better for the 
land to grant the request. This is my life’s work, it is not a for profit project, it’s a 
for purpose project” adding “for me it is larger than that, it is about coming up with 
a model that can address a lot of environmental issues.” He noted his late Father’s 
advice not to give up on such an important project. “So here I am in year three of a 
subdivision application and yes, it has been very challenging for us all but there is 
something larger at play, yes, it is a wetland issue, but it is also about the 
environment and what is best for Mother Earth.” 
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Mr. Branon reintroduced himself for the record and gave a broad overview of the 
layout of the development. He noted Certified Wetland Scientist Chris Guida was 
present to “get wetland specific” and he was present to explain the “stormwater 
aspect of things.” 

Mr. Branon cited concerns about stormwater issues, wetland characteristics and the 
proximity of the structures in the wetland buffer. He noted how the photographs 
actually do a good job of showing how well the property is landscaped around the 
cottages and show no erosion or sedimentation. “Equally important, from a civil 
engineer’s point of view, it functions much like a rain garden with the kind of 
minimal impact design standard that is being asked to be incorporated into projects 
these days. This landscaping is preforming quite nicely. I think removing or 
relocating structures that appear to have been built in a permitted fashion really 
creates a disturbance and creates alteration and potential for impact and detriment. 
I think the structures as better off in their currently location. They are of minimal 
impact design and on a stable site” he said.  

Chris Guida reintroduced himself and briefly and reviewed the purpose of a 
wetland buffer in protecting the wetlands, groundwater and surface water. He 
noted the layers of vegetation and pointed out the relative flatness of the oval area 
where the cottages were located. He spoke of New England’s nature of history of 
being heavily farmed, deforested, and refarmed over hundreds of years. He noted 
the mature vegetation in the area with wetlands not considered pristine (palestine 
forested wetland, and often seen on old farmland wetlands) “and in the spring and 
early summer you could walk right through and never know it was a wetland. By 
June when the leaves are out there is no more water (due to evapotranspiration) 
and it stays dried up all summer long (but) it does meet the criteria for hydric soils 
hydrology and vegetation.” 

Mr. Guida noted that wetlands do change and the state requires a re-evaluation 
every five years to verify them. He noted a recent re-eval of this particular area 
with a third party independent wetland scientist and briefly reviewed each of the 
criteria of the Highway Methodology of wetland function and values assessment 
including groundwater recharge/discharge; flood flow alteration; fish and 
shellfish habitat; sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention; nutrient 
removal/retention/transformation; production export of nutrients; 
sediment/shoreline stabilization; wildlife habitat; recreation; educational/scientific 
value; uniqueness/heritage; visual quality/aesthetics and threatened or endangered 
species habitat. 
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Mr. Selby asked about the color coding – Mr. Guida replied the dark green 
illustrated the wetlands and the light green, the buffer. He went on to say the total 
of the two was 48,807 square feet connecting through the culvert with the buffer 
area being 98,310 square feet “the building in the buffer area is 1,700 square feet 
or about 2.9% of the buffer.” When asked Mr. Guida reiterated the area would be 
dried up between mid-April and mid-June and stay dry all summer until about mid-
to-late October when the leaves are falling. A very brief discussion about the 
changes in weather patterns and global warming followed. 

Mr. Guida concluded “so the take-away is that these structures are small in square 
footage, the buffer area is 100% vegetated with the exception of where the building 
sit.” He noted stormwater that comes off the immediately goes down into the 
vegetated soil. The flowers beds and the forest duff are great for the bee habitat so 
you have the buffer, it is not gone but it is stable, without erosion or sedimentation.  

Mr. Branon interjected that one of the things they did with the independent review 
was find a wetland mapping plan from 2007 “and it is very, very similar to the 
wetlands we mapped, so in 15 years I would say the wetland boundary in that area 
is within five feet along the entire perimeter. I think that speaks to some of the  
seasonal changes but the soil characteristics and the watershed area has not 
changed over that amount of time, so the wetlands did not change because of the 
structures.” He noted other environmental changes that may expand the wetlands 
but doubted significant change in the next 20, 30, 40 or 50 years “especially 
because there is a drainage culvert downstream.” Mr. Guida also noted a sharp 
break the contour of the topography behind eh cottages that acts as a natural ditch. 

Mr. Selby asked about the dimensions of the cottages with Mr. Garland replying, 
“two of the three cottages are 16 by 24 (384 square feet) the third is about 700 
square feet, the boiler house and wood shed are both small, I don’t recall the square 
footage and the small sheds are all less than 120 square feet.” Mr. Selby then asked 
how the structures were supported with Mr. Garland noting “cinder blocks, 
sonotubes and poured foundation slabs with radiant heat piped from the boiler 
house to heat the homes.” When asked about the two chicken coops Mr. Garland 
noted they were on slabs as well with the other smaller structures set on cinder 
blocks except for two larger ones, set on slabs. When asked about the septic system 
Mr. Brannon told the members the cottages were connected to a shared septic 
system that had been approved by the State and finally when asked if the utility 
sheds would be used for residences, Mr. Brann confirmed “there are not going to 
be people living in them.” 
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Ms. Leedberg asked the location of the underground radiant heat pipes with Mr. 
Garland pointing out the pipes running just to the west of the three cottages in the 
wetland buffer. “Another reason that from our view it would be a tragedy to have 
to rip everything up as we’d be disturbing the area. Everything is interconnected 
and important, they are all puzzle pieces in the design of the village so if half the 
village gets ripped out (not just the structures but the service systems as well) it 
would be a tragedy.” 

 When asked, Mr. Garland confirmed all the structures currently in the buffer zone 
were built before 2012 except for the firewood shed. And a brief explanation by 
Mr. Garland about the original intent of residency in the cottages (faculty housing 
with a shared kitchen) and how the demand for that housing faded and left 
buildings empty. “I made the decision to not have them be empty and they were 
rented” he said and noted he’d talked to the (then) code officer who said it would 
not be problem to rent to non-faculty, “They have been used and taxed as 
dwellings, just not exclusively to Well School staff since” he said. Mr. Van 
Valkenburgh asked about the electrical issues on site with Mr. Garland explaining 
while the cottages were pre-wired, originally there was no electricity to them but 
eventually they were all connected to the grid. 

Mr. Diloreto noted current trends in climate change and inquired about the 
likelihood of any impacts to the wetlands on the sire with Mr. Branon reiterated the 
drainage connection “and there is no additional need for stormwater mitigation in 
the buffer area” and added “and any expansion to the development will have 
stormwater runoff from improvements would be captured, treated and mitigated 
from both qualitative and quantitative standpoints.”  

Mr. Van Valkenburgh asked for clarification on the number of structures on the 
parcel. “`15?” he asked with Mr. Garland citing three cottages, a firewood shed 
and a boiler house as well as many smaller structures in the buffer. Mr. Garland 
added “and as far as the smaller structures are concerned would like to have them 
stay where they are as well because they could be used as yoga studios, meditation 
studios, Zoom offices or just shared spaces within the community.” Mr. Branon 
also noted a couple of small pig pens in another buffer that Me. Guida got up and 
pointed out for the members. Mr. LaRoche asked about exemptions for farm 
animals and structure setbacks with Mr. Garland replying he did not know and that 
could be researched. Mr. Garland concluded by telling the members they were 
anxious to cooperatively and collaboratively come up with great solutions for 
things. 
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Before Attorney Beaudoin reviewed the five Variance Criteria Ms. Leedberg told 
the audience that in order to give fair and equitable time to questions and concerns 
from the public the meeting would take more time than expected, and at 8:30 p.m. 
she would continue the hearing to May 2, 2022. 

Attorney Beaudoin then reviewed the criteria: 

Granting the variance would not be contrary to the public interest because: the 
public interest here is served in protecting against negative effects on the wetlands 
and granting the variance would not create any new impacts on wetlands already 
existing in compliant existing and in compliance previously. Citing the existing 
perennial gardens and the low impact as well as the applicant’s attempt to try to 
preserve the open space concept, the idea is to preserve the procedural setting and 
history of the land and agricultural use. 

The spirit of the ordinance is observed because: granting of the variance would not 
alter the essential character of the locality or threaten the public health, safety or 
welfare. The structures have been in place for the last 15 years with no impacts on 
public safety and that status quo should be preserved. 

Substantial justice is done because: the guiding principle is that this determination 
is that any loss to the individual that is not outweighed by a gain to the general 
public is an injustice. If you allow the structures to stay there is no real public 
benefit but if the applicant was forced to remove them, given the interconnected 
nature of the development (underground heating and utility systems) it would be 
much worse for both the applicant and the environment due to the disturbances.    

Values of surrounding properties are not diminished because: the properties are 
not visible to the abutting neighbors and that the applicant submitted an opinion 
and value from a broker in the area attesting to the fact that there would be no 
diminution of values that submitted with his application. 

Literal enforcement of the provisions of the ordinance would result in unnecessary 
hardship because: unnecessary hardship means the special conditions of the 
property distinguish it from other properties in the area. The special conditions 
here are the unique characteristics of the property. “Probably one of the more 
unique lots in town.” It’s history of being a part of a school and a master plan 
development, the historic nature of the lot and the concept of attempting to keep 
open space with clustered development along with the interconnected nature of the 
structures, “we feel are all special conditions that differ from other lots.” 
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No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public purpose of 
the ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision on this 
because: the public purpose is to protect the wetlands. “We presented evidence 
here tonight that we hope you will agree is that negative effects to the wetlands due 
to the current encroachment in the buffer that have been there for 15 plus years  are 
not so negative as to outweigh the injustice it would cause the cause the applicant 
to remove the structures, given the context of the situation they have gone through   
in good faith back in the mid-2000s to get the certifications from the wetland 
scientists saying they had uplands. There is no bad faith there and we hope you 
grant the variance tonight or quite soon” said Attorney Beaudoin. 

Ms. Leedberg opened the hearing to the public. 

Francie Von Mertens introduced herself and clarified that if you put a road across a 
wetland or a culvert divides a wetland, it does not make two separate wetlands” 
adding “this has been the first night the proper size of the wetland has been shown 
and it is close to an acre in size.” Ms. Von Mertens told a zoning story about way 
back when, (then) Code Officer Tom Weeks did not believe that this was true but 
the wetland is contiguous, and connected by the culvert. “We did not make that up, 
it is in line with federal regulations” she said, “and it makes sense, otherwise you 
could just put a road across it and say it was too small to be jurisdictional and there 
would be no jurisdictional wetland in Peterborough.” Ms. Von Mertens also told 
the members like the last plan they had seen did not have lot line on it “and neither 
does this one. It is important so we can see where the structures are and how close 
they are to the wetland. The Conservation Commission and gave you a preliminary 
comment, the three cottages are in the buffer and I think it would be good to have a 
joint site visit because the whole variance is about the wetlands, while not high 
functioning, they do have function and value.” She also noted they would be able 
to see the size of the culvert Mr. Branon says will prevent overflow on the oval. 
Ms. Von Mertens reiterated the need for the lot lines to be added back onto the 
color-coded wetland map. “It will give you a good sense of the proximity of the 
wetlands, some of the backyards are only the buffer” she said adding “and 
Peterborough has a regulation of loss of buffer functionality” noting evidence of 
some sediment and the wildlife habitat. She noted vernal pools “where there is not 
a fish population but amphibians to in and breed and the extent of ephemeral gully 
erosion. 

Mr. Van Valkenburgh asked about any potential future impact that may exist or 
develop over time on the site and a brief discussion on established principles and 
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non-conforming uses being restricted to the existing footprint. Ms. Von Mertens 
concluded by noting “I think a site visit would be helpful to give us a sense of its 
function in general and then the degree of protection that is necessary.” 

Mike Kennedy introduced himself as an abutter. He stated he had seen a pattern of 
a “obtaining concessions and exceptions and variances and something that is more 
than what is really allowed to make a project happen” adding “and it seems to get 
bigger, unwatched and more developed.” He asked if things were allowed to stay 
as they are, simply because they are already there but not supposed to be, “what are 
teaching everyone else? That it is OK, I’ll just do it anyway and if I get caught, oh, 
it already there so…. It just does not make sense.” 

Richard Scribner introduced himself and said he’s heard a lot about the existing 
buildings, the permits that were files, “this and that, but I agree with Mike that just 
because they are there doesn’t mean they should be and I’d like to ask if anyone 
wants to answer why a year or so ago everyone was told they had to leave the 
premises?” 

Ben Wilder introduced himself and told the members he had helped to build the 
project and at one point Tom Weeks had come out and denied one of the structures 
because the concrete was not right, so he was inspecting stuff as is was getting 
done.”  

Mr. Scribner interrupted and asked, “can I get an answer as to why these people 
were told they had to move out of those buildings? Isn’t there a town letter with a 
reason? There had to be a code violation, there had to be something.” 

Mr. Herlihy replied, “there is a violation letter that was submitted by the town that 
can answer that question.” 

Malcolm Watson introduced himself telling the Board he had been in Peterborough 
for 26 years “and he (Mr. Garland) is just here to make money out of this plot, that 
is what his intent is. He was renting these so-called cabanas; one little bedroom 
shacks people were living in shacks and people were living in them without any 
knowledge that it was against the law. They should not be there, how do we allow 
him to carry on like this?” Mr. Watson also asked about the status of the court case 
with the town. “They (residents) were thrown out for one reason, the houses were 
not up to code, and who is responsible? It is the one who rented to them is 
responsible. I rest my case, thank you.” 
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Ms. Leedberg cautioned that the conversation stay on track and not discuss what 
the applicant did in the past. “That is not why we are here” she said. Mr. Scribner 
interjected “if we don’t learn from history, we are bound to repeat it.” 

Citing the many issues of the project Sterge Laslos introduced himself and told the 
members he’d gone on to the town parcel viewer and that he could only find seven 
primitive structures and asked about the sheds and if they were permitted. He noted 
a separation from the Wello School in 2011 “and regardless of the plans that were 
in place then the focus is on the now.” He noted he purchased his property 
knowing there were people living in the cottages on the oval and came to suspect 
there were people living in the small structures too. Pointing out the small blue 
structure he told the members, “that is not a shed that is a casita or cabana or 
whatever you want to call it. I think the seven cottages were fine, however when 
you start adding the little casitas and things there is whole other story with water 
issues (and) the single septic issues as that borders right on my property. I am very 
concerned when all of this done my sense is that it will be utilized again and I am 
very, very concerned about a single septic system, running downhill because from 
my vantage point, you know you don’t need a lot of engineering to understand they 
are on the hill and I am lower. All of it goes toward me.” Mr. Laslos told the 
members he was tired of coming out to meetings and just wanted to live his life in 
the town he loved. 

Mike Tompkins introduced himself and reinforced the importance of the Board 
doing a site visit. “You can see the whole property so you can properly evaluate 
many of the things you have been told about. You will be able to see the three 
cottages and more. I think it would be very important to see the property, not just 
the images that have been presented” he said. 

“OK, I am going to ask the Board again, are you interested in the site visit now?” 
With the members in agreement Ms. Leedberg asked Mr. Herlihy how to proceed. 
Mr. Herlihy explained the procedure and that the members and applicant would 
decide upon a mutually acceptable date and the site visit would be posted.  

Ms. Leedberg replied, “so we are going to continue the hearing to the site visit 
(where the public is welcome) and then continue it again to a date and time certain 
of May 2, 2022.” 

Ms. Von Mertens noted that by code the Conservation Commission has to write a 
final comment prior to your final hearing “so it would be great to have a joint site 
visit.” 
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Minutes: 
A motion was made/seconded (Monahan/Laurenitis) to approve the February 7, 2022 
as written with typos with all in favor. 
 

The meeting adjourned at 8:45 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  

Laura Norton, Office of Planning & Building  


