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MINUTES 
ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 

TOWN OF PETERBOROUGH 
Monday,  

August 3, 2020 – 6:30 p.m. 
Peterborough, New Hampshire 

 
Present: Sharon Monahan, Loretta Laurenitis, Peter LaRoche, Peggy Leedberg 
and Don Selby  
 
Staff Present: Laura Norton and Danica Melone, 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 audience to the regularly scheduled ZBA meeting for August 2020. 
 
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 they 
were alone at their station.  
  
Minutes: A motion was made/seconded (Monahan/Leedberg) to approve the 
Minutes of July 6, 2020 as written with a roll call vote with all in favor. 

 
Election of Officers: A motion was made/seconded (Leedberg/LaRoche) to re-appoint 
Ms. Monahan as Chair with a roll call vote with all in favor. 
 
A motion was made/seconded (Monahan/Laurenitis) to re-appoint Ms. Leedberg as the 
Vice Chair with a roll call vote with all in favor.  
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Continuation of Case No. 1261 Charles and Carolyn Hough: Request for a 
Variance to allow the property to host a limited number of events each year at their 
lodging establishment. The property is located at 226 Wilton Road, Parcel No. U001-
010-000, in the Family District. 
 
Chair Monahan noted “this application was amended on June 26, 2020 from seeking a 
Variance to allow events at the Bed & Breakfast to a Variance to allow events at a 
Lodging Etablishment in the Family District.” 
 
Chair Monahan then noted that Kevin Brace (elected to the Board on July 14, 2020 
as a full Member) has since resigned the position, “and we need to fill this vacancy 
spot.” She went on to say, “I would like to nominate Don Selby to fill that spot for 
a one-year term.” 

Pending his swearing into office a motion was made/seconded 
(Monahan/Leedberg) to appoint Don Selby as a full Member for the term of one 
year with a roll call vote with all in favor.  

Since Mr. Selby had not been sworn in a fulltime member a motion was 
made/seconded (Monahan/Laurenitis) to sit Mr. Selby for the evening with a roll 
call vote with all in favor.  

Chair Monahan explained that there were two cases (continuation of Case No. 
1261 and Case No. 1263) “however I would like to open Case No. 1263 DJAM, 
LLC (Dunkin Donuts) first so that we can continue it to our September meeting to 
give it the time it needs.”  

Chair Monahan told the Members it was in their Rules of Procedure that complete 
applications must be available to the Board and the Public 10 days prior to the  
hearing date. “A complete application consists of pertinent information that 
supports its case” she said adding “ five new (additional) items of information were 
received today (the day of the hearing) leaving little or no time to be reviewed by 
the Board or the public. She then read the notice: 

Public Hearing: Case No. 1263 DJAM, LLC: Request for a Variance to utilize an 
existing drive up window at Dunkin Donuts to serve food and beverages as regulated 
by zoning ordinance in Article II, Section 245-5.H. The property is located at 100 
Grove Street, Parcel No. U018-063-000, in the Village Commercial District. 
Chair Monahan then read the zoning ordinance (245-5.H.) from which the 
Variance is being sought: “drive-through windows for food and beverage service 
are not permitted in any zoning district.” 



Zoning Board of Adjustment Minutes           8-3-2020                pg. 3 of 18 

Chair Monahan asked for a roll call vote that all required notices (local newspaper, 
abutters, town website) for the public notices for the cases had been met. A roll call 
vote was affirmative from each Member.  

Chair Monahan then asked for a roll call vote as to whether or not each Member 
had sufficient time to review the new material. A roll Call vote was negative from 
each Members but Mr. LaRoche.  

Chair Monahan also questioned the status of the re-opening of the Town Hall for 
public meetings. Mr. Herlihy noted the current status of the Town House building 
(closed) adding he had no knowledge of a re-open plan. He suggested the Board 
prepare for another Zoom meeting in September. Ms. Laurenitis asked for a larger 
print site plan (full size copies) for Case No. 1263 be provided to the Board prior to 
the next meeting. Mr. Selby interjected that he has not received the new material. 
Citing email issues, Ms. Melone noted she would follow up with him.  

A motion was made/seconded (Monahan/Leedberg) to continue Case No. 1263 
DJAM, LLC (Dunkin Donuts) to a time and date certain of Wednesday, September 
9, 2020 at 6:30 p.m. with a roll call vote with all in favor.  

In closing Chair Monahan reminded the audience of two things: first, all 
information is available to the public for review prior to the September meeting by 
contacting the Office of Community Development (and) “it is not in our power to 
change the zoning ordinance (however) it is within our authorization under RSA 
674:33 to grant individual property owners a Variance to the ordinance if they 
meet the five-point criteria required by the statute.” 

Thanking the Houghs for their patience Chair Monahan read the continued case: 
 
Case No. 1261 Charles and Carolyn Hough: Continued request for a Variance to 
allow the property to host a limited number of events each year at their Bed & 
Breakfast as regulated by the zoning ordinance in Article II, Section 245-6.A. The 
property is located at 226 Wilton Road, Parcel No. U001-010-000, in the Family 
District. This notice application was amended on June 25th, 2020 from seeking a 
Variance to allow events at a Bed & Breakfast to a Variance to allow events at a 
Lodging Establishment in the Family District and a continuance by the Houghs was 
requested at that time.  
 
With no questions from the Board or the public about the notice, Chair Monahan read 
245-6.A.: “In the Family District land and buildings may be used for single and two-
family dwellings (and uses accessory thereto); recreational buildings and ground 
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for games and sports not carried on for financial gain; Accessory Dwelling Units 
(ADUs) and Workforce Housing. She noted the approval of a Bed & Breakfast 
through a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) application granted by the Planning 
Board September 16, 2019.”  
 
Chair Monahan then read the definition of Event (small, medium, large and 
multiple day events); Event Venue (events, activities, functions, receptions 
ceremonies, meetings, retreats and celebrations) where catering and other support 
services are actively managed and Bed & Breakfast (Lodging Establishment 
operated by property owner that receives transient guests and to whom a morning 
meal is served). 
  
Chair Monahan reviewed the checklist to make sure the required information was 
acknowledged as being in the record. She noted confirmation of a Site Plan 
Review; Staff Report and Minutes from the September 16, 2019; CUP application 
for change in use; June 22, 2020 Site Visit with associated Minutes; Meeting 
Minutes of July 6, 2020 where a continuance was requested; correspondences from 
abutters; a preliminary New Hampshire DOT intersection (Route 101 and Route 
123) Traffic Study; a Stormwater Management assessment and Site Reports from 
the Chief of Police, the Fire Chief and the Conservation Commission. 

Ms. Melone gave a brief report on the completed and pending reports for the site 
noting the Police and Fire Chiefs had no additional significant concerns. She also 
noted the ongoing efforts of the NH DOT’s traffic safety study and warning light 
system and that having met on the request, the Conservation Commission reported 
they did not feel there was a large enough impact on the site to make a comment. 
When asked Ms. Melone noted “all the Conditions for the Site Plan for the Bed & 
Breakfast have been met.” Chair Monahan thanked the Staff and Planning Board 
for a thorough and wonderful job done on the CUP request and asked the applicant 
to proceed with their amended request.  

Carolyn Hough introduced herself and husband Charles and told the Board that 
when they first moved into their home they had applied for a Variance for a Bed & 
Breakfast “but it turns out that getting approval for a Bed & Breakfast was not 
what we should have applied for” adding “we should have applied for a Lodging 
Establishment (from day-one) instead so now we are here to backtrack and start 
over.” 

Ms. Hough told the Members her intent was to have a commercial kitchen on site 
where she could cook not just breakfast for her guests but other meals for both 
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guests and members of the community. “A Lodging Establishment will allow me 
to do that, we should have applied for that in the first place” she reiterated.  

Ms. Hough then reviewed their request for the reclassification to a Lodging 
Establishment noting it would allow them to have a commercial kitchen, allowing 
them to serve lunch and dinner to their guests and members of the community. “It 
will give us the ability to hold functions like cooking classes (Ms. Hough is 
professionally trained chef) as well as demonstrations by visiting chefs; farm to 
table dinners, wine tastings and afternoon teas” she said adding “and on rare 
occasions larger scale events such as weddings or charity fundraisers.” 

Ms. Hough then reviewed the five required criteria for a Variance: 

The Variance will not be contrary to the public interest as Peterborough lacks an 
Inn and a nice place to hold small events. 

The spirit of the ordinance is observed because of their location. “We are located 
on the very eastern edge of the Family District - if our Inn was located just 100 feet 
further east it would be in the Rural District and there would be no issue” she said. 
She reiterated the historic home was originally built as an Inn and Tavern. 

Substantial justice is done because they had sought input for all neighbors 
(abutters) that may be potentially impacted with the most directly impacted writing 
supportive emails that have been forwarded to the Board. 

The values of the surrounding properties are not diminished because now the 
neighbors may walk to a place for dinner and cocktails as they overlook Cranberry 
Meadow. “In fact we believe the value of surrounding properties will actually 
increase” she said.  

Enforcement of the provisions of the ordinance would result in an unnecessary 
hardship because “we’ve poured out life savings into the renovation of Cranberry 
Meadow Farm and respected its history and beauty while doing so” said Ms. 
Hough. She went on to say, “if we cannot host events and meals other than 
breakfast it will dramatically reduce our potential revenue as well as benefit the  
town.” 
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Ms. Hough cited their submission of “Exhibit A” which reviewed the location, 
activity type and mix, visual consequences, access and process as well. In summary 
she reiterated they would be hosting a limited number of events at their Farm and 
create a much-needed luxury event space bringing substantial economic activity to 
the town. “Both through the direct activities related to events and the indirect 
activities related to guests spending money in restaurants and other shops in town” 
she said. 

Chair Monahan the asked the Board for their questions and concerns. 

Ms. Laurenitis asked why another CUP was not necessary or even if the ZBA had 
the authority to approve a Variance that would alter the conditions of the CUP 
granted by the Planning Board. After a brief discussion it was noted that with the 
amended Variance request if the request for an Inn was granted it would no longer 
be a Bed & Breakfast and thus, would not alter the CUP but rather grant a Variance 
for a new use.  
 

Mr. Selby noted he had prepared a written statement regarding (in particular) five 
points of concern with the application. This included his concern for the potential 
for backup of traffic on Old Street Road to the intersection of Route 101  “creating 
a serious traffic hazard.” Mr. Selby spoke briefly about measured distances from 
the intersection where at the Site Visit, he had paced off different (and significant) 
less footage from the intersection than had been reported. “If cars started backing 
up it would only accommodate about 11 or 12 vehicles before backing up on to 
(Route) 101” he said. 

Mr. Selby went on to report the intersection has been the site of several bad 
accidents and was listed as the 35th most dangerous intersection in the state. “It is 
enough of an issue to initiate a traffic study by the state with plans to install an 
Intersection Conflict Warning System (ICWS)” he said.  

Mr. Selby noted five recommendations for conditions of approval which included 
closing off the Route 101 entrance to the property; closing off the Old Street Road 
entrance closest to the Route 101 intersection; providing parking attendants during 
events to organize and expedite traffic on Old Street Road; no events scheduled 
until the ICWS is fully installed and operational and limiting the number of 
attendees (“150 people is too many”) to any one event. While that number is to be 
determined, Mr. Selby strongly suggested the maximum be 40 people. 
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In response Ms. Hough noted the driveway off Route 101 was still being used as a 
construction entrance (“with people coming and going at all times of the day”) but 
it would be closed when construction was completed. “We won’t be using that 
entrance” she said. Ms. Hough noted the driveway on Old Street Road and closest 
to the intersection “is a staff entrance and we have no problem chaining that 
entrance during events.” She also reviewed the need for parking attendants and an 
ICWS be fully installed and operational prior to receiving event guests. She 
reiterated that large functions or events would be very rare and they would not only 
engage in the Special Event Permit process but work with the Town, Police, Fire  
and their Staff to create and respect (safe) alternate traffic patterns and parking. 
“We will take every precaution with large numbers of people but those events will 
be few and far between” she concluded. 

Mr. Selby asked about his recommendation of  a maximum of 40 people with Ms. 
Hough replying they were open to reducing the maximum number if asked. She 
also reiterated their request “is really to enable us to cook meals other than 
breakfast. That is the purpose of this application.” 

Ms. Laurenitis questioned Ms. Hough’s statement about the spirit of the ordinance 
and her statement about their application being a moot point if they were located 
the Rural District. “I take that to mean you believe you can have a lodging 
establishment int the Rural District and that is not the case” she said. Ms. Hough 
apologized telling the Board “I am sorry, that was a mistake. It is where it is 
(Family District) so in the grand scheme of things it is moot so I apologize for that 
mistake.” 

“I just wanted to make sure we were clear on that” replied Ms. Laurenitis before 
she went on to ask “how will you be providing meals for the community? And how 
would that differ from a restaurant?” Ms. Hough replied “In a very important way” 
adding while she would like to provide meals other than breakfast for their guests, 
she would also like to provide meals to members of the community as well. “We 
will not have a menu and we will not be required to be open to the public. It will be 
more like hosting cooking classes and having colleagues instruct with participatory 
dinners. People may call in advance and ask to come for a meal but we will not be 
a restaurant open to the public. It will be a very unique sort of thing.” 

Mr. Laurenitis asked about the standards involved and any differentiation between 
an Inn and a Lodging Establishment. Ms. Hough noted they would have a 
commercial kitchen fully licensed by the State. “Do you plan to live on the 
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premises?” asked Ms. Laurenitis with Ms. Hough replying, “absolutely yes.” A 
brief discussion about providing meals and how to qualify what is an “event” and 
how to qualify them versus a potential lunch, dinner, afternoon tea or picnic 
followed. In conclusion Ms. Laurenitis asked Ms. Hough to clarify the term 
“luxury event space” described in the criteria. Ms. Hough replied “well you saw 
the grounds at the Site Visit, we have the guest rooms overlooking a beautiful 
meadow, all with king beds, steam showers and many amenities and a lot of room 
to spread out. We will not have a menu; the meals will be based on consultations 
with our guests and will be highly selective and personalized. Luxury is actually a 
funny word. It is more like a unique experience, the kind of thing you don’t get to 
do everyday type of experience.” 

Confirming the Houghs will reside on the premises Chair Monahan noted “I see 
two separate requests, the first is changing the Bed & Breakfast to a Lodging 
Establishment with a full restaurant capacity and second, a request to host events at 
an Inn or Lodging Establishment as a banquet and conference facility.” 

Ms. Hough reiterated they had been advised in the beginning (albeit mistakenly) to  
apply for a Bed & Breakfast “and now we are reapplying for a Variance so that 
they could provide meals other than breakfast to their guests and members of the 
community. As a Lodging Establishment we would be able to do that.” She went 
on stress that she felt the focus on large events and banquet and conference 
facilities “is not where we are coming from, that is the farthest removed from what 
we want to do. We have no interest in that at all.”  

When Chair Monahan asked if she would consider meals prepared for their guests 
only Ms. Hough replied, “we love this town and the people in it. I would like to 
cook for members of our community and not being able to do so would limit us in 
our community support (giving the residents an opportunity to come and dine as 
well as their participation within their community). I would like that opportunity; I 
would like that option.”  

Chair Monahan concluded by noting her concern that she saw the request as a 
transient day use of the property without lodging. She asked Ms. Hough to 
elaborate on the number of people permitted for events that were not overnight 
lodgers.” A brief discussion on realistic maximum numbers of people for specific 
events and a reiteration of the  triggering of the Special Event Permit process 
followed.  
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As Chair Monahan readied to open the hearing to the public Ms. Leedberg 
interjected “before we’re done, I have a question.” She noted the request to the 
change of use (a B&B approved by the Planning Board to a Lodging 
Establishment) and asked, “can we do that without the Planning Board being 
involved and having approved it as a lodging establishment?” Ms. Melone 
interjected “a Bed & Breakfast falls under the definition of a lodging 
establishments, it is just that by definition lodging establishments also allow for the 
hosting of events.” Ms. Leedberg went on to clarify that she was asking about a 
request to go up a level in lodging and asked again “has that been approved?” Ms. 
Melone explained the applicant had an approval for a Bed & Breakfast which does 
not permit events “and that is why they are here, to recategorize as a Lodging 
Establishment so they may host events.  

“Do we have the authority to grant that without them having a Planning Board 
approval” asked Ms. Leedberg with Ms. Melone replying ,“they would be 
operating as the Bed & Breakfast with the approval to host events.” She went to 
note that if the applicant wanted to expand on their approved site plan, they would 
have to come back for either Minor Site Plan Review or a full review by the 
Planning Board. Ms. Leedberg reiterated her concern about their authority and the 
need for the Planning Board to approve the hosting of events before they come to 
this Board. “Technically I do not believe we have the ability to do what they are 
asking” she said. 

Chair Monahan interjected and reiterated her point about the differences in use of 
the Variance. “Bed & Breakfasts are allowed in the Family District by CUP. They 
got that. Lodging Establishments were only permitted in the Commercial, 
Downtown Commercial and West Peterborough Districts “so we are looking at a 
Variance request to allow a Lodging Establishment (with event hosting) in the 
Family District.” 

Mr. Herlihy qualified allowance of uses are specific to the zoning districts “so it is 
a what comes first (the chicken or the egg scenario). He noted he has coached 
many applicants through the process by suggesting they look at any request and 
ask first, “can you do it?” (zoning process) then “how do you do it? (planning 
process) and finally the building codes. That is how is goes and, in most cases,, 
there is no need to go back to the Planning Board for certain things. Does that 
help?” 
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Ms. Leedberg replied, “OK so this is actually two separate requests?” Mr. Herlihy  
read the definition of Lodging Establishment to the Board and noted the argument 
could be made that these establishments (down the road) can add meeting rooms 
and restaurants. He noted the applicant was asking for a finite list of events 
knowing they are in the Family District and a more rural area of town versus where 
lodging establishments are allowed by right in tighter neighborhoods. Ms. Hough 
thanked Mr. Herlihy adding “the house was originally built as an Inn, laid out with 
a high profile heading to town. There is a natural progression for what it was and 
what we want it to be now. The location is perfect for what we are trying to do.” 

Mr. LaRoche asked about traffic and Mr. Selby’s requests “does that need to go 
back to the Planning Board for review?” Noting their current permission came for 
the Board via the re-routing of their driveway Ms. Hough replied, “no, we have 
permission and that will not change.” Mr. LaRoche then asked about the maximum 
number of people. Ms. Hough noted 8 guest rooms (double occupancy) “so that 
would be 16 people with their guests if any, our dining room accommodates 20 
people.” Mr. LaRoche then confirmed the maximum number of large events (up to 
100 people) a year to be 4. 

Mr. Selby interjected and then elaborated his concern about the maximum amount 
of people at large functions and lowering the specified 100 people to something 
much smaller. He asked the other Members what they thought might be a 
reasonable number adding “in my mind that would be 40.” 

Chair Monahan replied she preferred a discussion on the details take place during 
deliberation and was anxious to open the hearing to a patient public. 

Allison Cabana introduced herself as a resident and told the Board “I think it is a 
great addition to the town. I was born and raised here and I think it would be 
wonderful addition, I would be very much for this and I would love to attend a 
cooking class.” 

Janet Riley introduced herself as a resident of Old Street Road. She noted she was 
the past director of the Chamber of Commerce and would welcome an Inn like this 
to the community. “This is a wonderful thing to have happen here” she said.  

Sarah Steinberg Heller introduced herself as a resident and told the Board she 
thought it was a great idea and hoped they could come to an agreement on the 
number of guests allowed for large events. 
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Chair Monahan responded by noting she had done function and banquet 
waitressing when she was younger and has seen the progression and expansion of 
small private business to a larger resort facility. “This is a residentially zoned 
property and I am concerned about the expansion of a commercial use.” She went 
on to ask if anyone was aware of any particular existing lodging establishments 
that have set precedent and existed in the Family District (or any other district in 
town for that matter). A very brief discussion about the Little River Bed & 
Breakfast (in the West Peterborough District) and the Jack Daniels Motor Inn (in 
the General Residence District and does not serve meals) followed with “so 
nothing else of this nature in town” concluded Chair Monahan.  

The Board agreed they were ready to enter deliberation and Chair Monahan read 
the deliberative statement and opened the floor for general discussion of the overall 
application before reviewing the criteria. 

Deliberation: 

Ms. Leedberg began the discussion by noting “I am not sure they answered the 
questions. We have heard a lot of information without addressing what we need to 
know and work from. It makes it difficult for me as I want to get through this 
cleanly so that we know what we are talking about when we get to the criteria.” 

Mr. LaRoche interjected “I am not opposed; we just need to frame this (referring to 
numbers of guests and fire and police involvement). Ms. Laurenitis asked what 
exactly would trigger the Special Event Permit process with Mr. Herlihy and Ms. 
Melone reviewing that criteria.   

Without any further general questions Mr. Selby reiterated the statement he’d read 
and asked if his concerns (traffic) would be addressed. “OK, so you are alright 
with the request if your conditions having to do with traffic at the intersection are 
met?” asked Chair Monahan with Mr. Selby replying “yes,” 

Ms. Laurenitis noted her concern that the establishment was located in the Family 
District “and it seems to be allowing a more extensive commercial use than is 
allowed in that district.” She told the Members she did not particularly like the 
label of “Lodging Establishment” and that the label of “Inn” had a better 
connotation to her of a limited number of guest rooms and where services would 
be catered to those guests. 

Chair Monahan agreed noting “I have to agree with you, I have the same issues 
(safety, traffic and parking). It is difficult to make up my mind.”  
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A brief discussion about the applicant making changes to their plan followed. It 
was noted any changes (dependent on the request) would have to go through a 
Minor Site Plan Review or if significant enough, back to the Planning Board for 
review and approval. Ms. Melone reviewed the traffic study being done was an 
ongoing one “with boots on the ground” to assess priorities and subsequent 
monitoring over time to assess interventions and progress. 

The Members also briefly discussed expansion of a commercial use in the Family 
District; traffic and parking safety concerns and the transient public use of the 
establishment (the comings and goings of traffic and the application of a use that 
may not be enforceable). Mr. Herlihy noted the support of the local Police 
Department in working with the applicant as well. 

Mr. Selby interjected a question about the Police presence and if it would include 
Route 101 as well as on Old Street Road. Mr. LaRoche noted the attention would 
be directed to where it was needed at any given time. 

Chair Monahan concluded with her concerns about transient public use as a 
restaurant. “I understand there is a maximum of 18 people. My understanding is 
that as a Bed & Breakfast that is the limit and I am comfortable they’ve gone 
through site plan to get that number but I am not comfortable with transient day 
use changing the number of people coming and going. It creates a traffic and use 
application that is not enforceable.” 

Ms. Laurenitis noted she was still struggled with the issue of Lodging 
Establishment noting its definition as well as Bed & Breakfast with its definition 
and their specific criteria. “I wonder if we can define the type of lodging 
establishment they are talking about. I guess I have an issue with the general 
description of a lodging establishment” she said. Ms. Melone reiterated  any 
changes would have to come back to the Board with Mr. Herlihy suggesting 
condition of approval to include specific number of lodging rooms, a specific 
number of seated guests at meals as well as the number of attendees at larger 
events.  

A brief discussion of what may trigger the applicant to have to go back to the 
Planning Board followed.  

Criteria #1: The Variance will not be contrary to the public interest 

Ms. Leedberg began by stating she was torn but went on to say “I am going to let it 
stand, I agree it is not contrary to the public interest.  
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Mr. LaRoche followed with “I agree, I think they have done a good job. 

Ms. Laurenitis read the explanation of the criteria and cited the fact that the 
abutters did not seem to have a problem with the potential traffic issues, “I agree” 
she said.  

Mr. Selby reiterated his 5 concerns and said, “if the conditions with respect to the 
traffic issues are met and they agree to a maximum of 40 people per event, I 
agree.” 

Chair Monahan stated she did not agree. “I am concerned with the traffic issues  
and events with a transient use of the property and I believe there is a threat to the 
safety and public rights of others so I disagree.”  

Criteria #2: The spirit of the ordinance is observed 

Ms. Leedberg: “I agree.” 

Mr. LaRoche: “I agree”  

Ms. Laurenitis: “I agree with certain conditions placed upon the approval.”  

Mr. Selby: “I agree the spirit is observed.”  

Chair Monahan: “I disagree.” She noted Lodging Establishments were only 
allowed in the Commercial, Downtown Commercial and West Peterborough 
Districts and that the spirit of the Family District has a primary use of residential. 
So I disagree.” 

Criteria #3: Substantial justice is done 

Ms. Leedberg: “I agree substantial justice is being done with conditions being put 
in the proper place for approval. 

Mr. LaRoche: “I agree with Peggy and I also agree we need to put in some limits.” 

Ms. Laurenitis: after weighing the issues she noted “I guess I have to agree 
substantial justice is done, again with conditions.”  

Mr. Selby: “I agree.” 

Chair Monahan: “I agree substantial justice is done if done with some conditions. 
The property is unique in its location but substantial justice is done due to its 
visibility on Route 101 I do feel that is a special condition of the property so I 
agree.” 
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Criteria #4: The values of the surrounding properties are not diminished 

Ms. Leedberg: Yes, I agree with the condition that the restaurant is not open to the 
public.” 

Mr. LaRoche: “I concur with that also.”  

Ms. Laurenitis: “Yes I agree, for me the neighbor’s testimony says a lot. If they 
were concerned about diminished values, there would be objections and there are 
none.” 

Mr. Selby: “I agree.” 

Chair Monahan: “I agree as well given the testimony of the abutters (all in support 
with no concerns ) “so I agree.” 

Criteria #5: Literal enforcement of the ordinance would result in unnecessary 
hardship: A. Denial may result in unnecessary hardship because: and B. The 
proposed use is a reasonable one: 

“This is our hardship criteria” said Chair Monahan adding “and it is a big 
question.”  

A brief discussion of the Special Conditions of the property ensued: 

Ms. Leedberg: Citing the special properties (the building, the layout, the location) 
Ms. Leedberg noted “we (the Board) don’t see a lot of that. She went on to say “I 
think the Hough’s have done a good job at some mitigation. The position of the 
property at the intersection is a special condition of the property that backs up the 
Variance request.” 

Mr. LaRoche: noted the location of the building and its history landmark as of an 
underground railroad serves as a special condition.”     

Ms. Laurenitis: “I agree, it is unique and with its location off Route 101 it is not a 
prime location for a family to own.” 

Chair Monahan: “I agree with everything said” adding her only disagreement was 
the fact that they have 79 acres of land is what makes them unique with the rest of 
the neighborhood being zoned Family and Rural.  

“You forgot Don” interjected Ms. Leedberg 
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Mr. Selby: As he asked about the 5th Criteria for the Variance request Chair 
Monahan replied, “that is what I am trying to get into now we’ve discussed the 
special conditions of the property.”  

Chair Monahan then suggested they move on to discussion of whether or not the 
proposed use of property was a reasonable one. Ms. Laurenitis questioned if there 
would be discussion about the no fair and substantial relationship between the 
public and the special application to the property.  

Sharon OK, let’s comment on Criteria #5: 

Mr. Selby: “I don’t necessarily agree this will result in unnecessary hardship” he 
said adding “the response has a lot of effort put into it but as a property and its use 
I don’t think so. It is not a hardship to me.” 

Chair Monahan: “my tendency is to agree with Don. I find it difficult to support 
the unnecessary hardship as it has been zoned residential from the beginning and I 
think the use has already been expanded with the approval of a Conditional Use 
Permit resulting in an increase in the commercial use already. I find it difficult to 
understand the presumption that one can expand on a commercial use of a property 
when it was never zoned for it in the first place. That is my opinion.” 

Ms. Laurenitis: “I agree with you both, I don’t see the hardship when you have 
already expanded the use for a Bed & Breakfast. That is my feeling as well.” 

Mr. Selby: (Noting his traffic and safety concerns) asked about his 
recommendation of a maximum of 40 people at events. Mr. Herlihy reminded the 
Members of their Site Visit. “We were all there” and citing space along the 
roadway and up to the solar array added “we saw what it could handle.” 

Mr. Selby reiterated his concerns were not so much for parking but for the comings 
and goings of vehicle from the property. Mr. Herlihy again noted the Special 
Events Permit and the consequent traffic details that may be instituted for safety.  

The Members concluded with a brief discussion about the conditions of approval 
that the Members thought would be necessary to make a motion and grant an 
approval. This included their restaurant is not open to the public, classes and events 
have a maximum of 20-30 guests with up to 4 large events a year (with up to 100 
people, inclusive of the Special Events Permit), the lodging establishment have a 
total of nine guest rooms (approved by the Planning Board through their CUP 
application).  
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When traffic and parking concerns as well as the necessity to revisit the Planning 
Board for approvals became a topic of discussion Mr. Herlihy noted a similar 
situation with the Buddhist Temple just east of the property on Route 101. “They 
have events of up to 300 people throughout the year” he said adding “ and through 
their Special Events Permit review process it may be determined they shuttle 
people from different locations to the property. They don’t have parking for 30 
vehicles on site but can accommodate large numbers of attendees because those 
things are reviewed via the Special Events Permit. “The Planning Board is not 
required to re-evaluate the Hough’s site plan in this case.” 

Mr. Selby again interjected his concern for the traffic conditions he’d written as 
well as the maximum number of attendees at any event or meeting be a total of 40. 
He also noted concern on how to set up a condition for the property with an 
unnecessary hardship (“perhaps by limiting it to a Bed & Breakfast and cooking 
events, I am not sure how to handle it being an Inn”) he said. Chair Monahan 
replied, “OK so you are only in agreement if there is maximum of 40 people?” 
“Yes” replied Mr. Selby adding “and it is my opinion that attendees at these events 
will be driving their own cars to the site and not be shuttled.” 

Mr. Herlihy reiterated the total size of the property noting “this is large property 
that can accommodate a lot of cars.” He suggested vehicles could be parked along 
the entrance way as well at the site of their solar array to the east. “We were all 
there, you can see what it can handle” he said. Mr. Selby noted that it was not so 
much the parking as the problem of attendees all leaving at the same time. “That is 
dangerous” he said. A brief discussion and review of the Special Events Permit 
applicability followed. 

Ms. Laurenitis asked if the applicant would be residing on the property (they will) 
as well as confirmation of how many rooms are available for rent (they currently 
have 8 rooms to rent with an approval for 9 rooms from the Planning Board). 
When Chair Monahan asked about the  maximum number of guests for local or 
regional meetings or cooking classes Mr. Herlihy replied, “25 guests for all 
functions, other than that the Special Events Permit process is triggered.” Ms. 
Laurenitis interjected, “so they are allowed to have three meals throughout the 
day?” with Mr. Herlihy noting while that was correct “you want to be cautious of 
how that is worded” adding “you don’t want an unintended requirement that guests 
must eat at the establishment. There will be a licensed commercial kitchen on site 
and the Variance is for the ability to offer meals besides breakfast.” 
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Mr. Selby noted his aforementioned recommendations for traffic conditions with 
Ms. Leedberg interjecting “isn’t that covered in the Special Event Permit process?” 
Mr. Herlihy suggested a Member vote on the number of attendees “to be clear.”  
Chair Monahan  reiterated “so the maximum number of attendees is 25 people 
without the Special Event Permit process kicking in” adding “as well as the 
conditions discussed (closing of current entrances; applicant residency; use of 
signs, parking attendants and/or police details if necessary and having an installed 
and operating ICWS). 

A roll call vote was taken with all Members in favor. Chair Monahan asked the 
applicant “is that acceptable to you?” with Ms. Hough replying “absolutely.” 

A motion was made/seconded (LaRoche/Leedberg) to approve the request for a 
Variance to allow the property to host a limited number of events each year at their 
Lodging Establishment. The property is located at 226 Wilton Road, Parcel No. U001-
010-000, in the Family District. This request is approved with the adherence to the 
following conditions: 

-The lodging establishment does not have a restaurant open to the public 

-The maximum number of attendees at functions is 25 people with larger events 
permitted (up to 100 people) 4 times per year  

-The applicants maintain their permanent residence at the establishment  

-The lodging establishment has a maximum of 9 guest rooms to rent 

-The maximum number of attendees to small functions such as cooking classes is 
25 people  

A roll call vote followed with all in favor but Chair Monahan.  “So 
congratulations, the Variance is granted on a vote of 4 to 1” concluded Chair 
Monahan. 

Other Business: 

Noting the Covid crisis, the Town House lockdown and the indication that future 
meetings will be via Zoom, Chair Monahan requested they define their meeting 
start time and amend their Rules of Procedure to reflect any change. She asked for 
a Sense of the Board for starting their meetings at 6:30 p.m. rather than 7:00 p.m. 
with all in favor with the exception of Mr. LaRoche who did not respond.  

The meeting adjourned at 9:20 p.m. 
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Next Meeting: 

September 9, 2020 at 6:30 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  

Laura Norton 

Office of Community Development 

 

NOTICE OF DECISION 
 

Case Number 1261                                                                 August 3, 2020 
 
You are hereby notified that the request of Charles and Carolyn Hough, for a Variance 
to allow the property to host a limited number of events each year and to change from 
a bed and breakfast to a lodging establishment as regulated by zoning ordinance in 
Article II, Section 245-6.A, is hereby GRANTED with the following conditions. 
 
 
The property is located at 226 Wilton Road, Parcel No. U001-010-000, in the Family 
District. 
 
In granting this variance, the Board imposes the following conditions: 

1. The restaurant shall not be open to the public. 
2. The small functions and events are limited to 

25 people, the large event functions are limited to 4 per year with a maximum of 
100 people, all events over 25 people will require a special event permit.  

3. The owners of the property must maintain 
residency on the property. 

4. This lodging establishment is limited to 9 guest 
rooms.  

5. Small events, functions, and meals are limited 
to 25 people.  

 
 
 Signed, 
 
 Sharon Monahan, Chair 
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