
Zoning Board of Adjustment Minutes           9-9-2020                pg. 1 of 16 

MINUTES 
ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 

TOWN OF PETERBOROUGH 
Wednesday,  

September 9, 2020 – 6:30 p.m. 
Peterborough, New Hampshire 

 
Present: Sharon Monahan, Loretta Laurenitis, Peter LaRoche, Peggy Leedberg 
and Don Selby  
 
Staff Present: 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 September 
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/Laurenitis) to approve the 
Minutes of August 3, 2020 as written with a roll call vote with all in favor. 

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 section of the zoning ordinance (245-5.H.) from 
which the Variance is being sought: “drive-through windows for food and 
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beverage service are not permitted in any zoning district.” Chair Monahan clarified 
that the applicant is seeking a use variance to allow drive thru window for a fast 
food establishment; drive-thrus are typically allowed for pharmacy and banking 
services but not for fast food services.  

Chair Monahan indicated that the current use of the property is an allowed 
commercial use for the District. She then read the purpose and intent of the Village 
Commercial Zoning District (245-9.A), noting that “the purpose is to implement 
the vision section of the Peterborough Master Plan, which includes the support of 
compact settlement patterns, mixed use land development, and walkable 
communities that increase accessibility for people of all ages. Specifically, the 
goals of this section are to: 1) concentrate development; 2) allow and encourage a 
vibrant mix of land uses; 3) encourage infill development and higher densities, 
and; 4) provide a pedestrian-friendly environment.”  

Chair Monahan then invited Attorney Callahan to present the application. Attorney 
Callahan began by discussing his experience serving on the Zoning Board in years 
past and noted that he was also a resident in Peterborough. He introduced the 
applicant Adam Quinn, noting that the Quinn family also resides in Peterborough 
and that the family business is called DJAM, LLC. He then introduced Stephen 
Pernaw as a Traffic Operations Engineer who will provide his expertise on traffic-
related concerns.  

Attorney Callahan provided backstory on how DJAM, LLC acquired the property 
in 2016 and explained that its prior use was a People’s United Bank. He indicated 
that there are currently two drive-thru lanes at the site but the applicant is seeking 
to utilize one lane for the proposed drive-thru services.  

Attorney Callahan then referenced Planning Board minutes from a 2015 meeting 
for a Site Plan Review application for the Dunkin’ Donuts to move to its current 
location. Attorney Callahan indicated that those minutes make some comment 
regarding the drive-thru structure, but the result of the Site Plan Review approval 
provided no conditions indicating that the facility could not use the drive-thru 
structure nor was it noted that use of the structure was prohibited by zoning. He 
added that Dunkin’ Donuts has been operating without a drive-thru since being 
located at their current address.  

Attorney Callahan then discussed the purpose and intent of the Village 
Commercial Zoning District, as Chair Monahan has mentioned.  He noted that he 
felt it was significant that it mentions support for proposals that “increase 
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accessibility for people of all ages” and added that in the enacting clause of the 
Zoning Ordinance (245-1) that its goal is to promote “the orderly and harmonious 
development of the town;  to promote and conserve the health, safety, convenience, 
and general welfare of the inhabitants.”  

Attorney Callahan then explained that he was around at the time that 245-5.H. was 
enacted and that his recollection was that 245-5.H. was nicknamed the “anti-
McDonald’s ordinance” because McDonald’s was looking to come to 
Peterborough and there was a lot of concerns related to allowing that type of 
development in Town. He noted that 4 of the 5 other drive-thru windows located in 
Town were owned by large, public companies.  

Attorney Callahan then discussed how the State of New Hampshire utilizes both 
the statutory law and case law. He pointed out that in his experience as a lawyer, 
the State of New Hampshire has a small amount of statutory law compared to other 
states, and because of that the State relies more heavily on case law.  

Attorney Callahan discussed that there is a good case law example that he’d like to 
point out, called the Harborside Associates v. Parade Residents Hotel. He 
summarized the case which was ruled in 2011 and based in downtown Portsmouth.  
He pointed out that the ruling was based off of physical attributes of the building 
which is similar to his applicant’s proposal to use the existing drive-thru structure.  

Reviewing the first two findings of the five findings of a Variance, Attorney 
Callahan stated that the applicant’s proposal is not contrary to public interest 
because they would be using an existing feature of the building. He added it would 
not have an adverse impact on the health and welfare of Peterborough residents, 
nor would it necessitate public expenditure such as water, sewer, transportation, or 
life safety.  

Attorney Callahan added that the applicant has received many inquiries over the 
years regarding whether or not the drive-thru will ever be used. He noted that these 
requests come primarily from senior citizens; parents with young children in car 
seats or people with pets in the car; and trades people rushing around on their way 
to work. He further explained that while the COVID pandemic is ongoing, offering 
a drive-thru would provide a means for patrons (specifically those persons 
requesting the drive-thru) to purchase Dunkin’ Donuts products without entering 
the building and therefore may be safer because it provides less human contact.  

Attorney Callahan then noted the traffic report that was provided at the August 
meeting and explained that the report was initially supplied to the Planning Board 
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for the Site Plan Review hearing in 2015 but had been updated with some key 
information for the application currently being heard. He explained that the traffic 
currently observed at the site is less than was anticipated in the initial report. He 
explained that 126 vehicle trips during the peak-hours of the morning was 
anticipated but currently they exhibit 78 during those hours. He added that Mr. 
Pernaw indicated in his report that traffic increases from the drive-thru could be 
expected to increase by 10% from the 2015 analysis. He further added that Mr. 
Pernaw’s updated report included that he found no necessity for physical 
modifications to Route 101 or Route 202 to accommodate the use of the drive-thru 
window.  

Attorney Callahan explained that applicant Adam Quinn had conducted outreach to 
residents to see if they support his application. The outreach resulted in about 225 
signatures on a statement of support for the use of the drive-thru.  

Attorney Callahan then went back to the Harborside Case and discussed that in the 
case law, the following was considered in order to establish if the Variance could 
be granted: 1) would it alter the essential character of the neighborhood, and 2) 
would it threaten the general public health, safety, or welfare. He discussed that his 
applicant’s proposal would not do either of those and added that there are several 
drive-thrus in close proximity to the current location. He then discussed how the 
spirit of the ordinance would be observed if the Board granted the application by 
indicating that the use of the facility would not add to overcrowding of the land; 
will not have an adverse impact on the general welfare of the community; would 
promote health and safety through social distancing guidelines; that the parking lot 
would likely exhibit lower numbers of parked cars; and that the use would not 
contribute to added traffic congestion, nor would it alter the essential character of 
the neighborhood.  

Attorney Callahan discussed that the application meets the criteria of the third 
finding of a Variance by indicating that substantial justice would be done because 
vulnerable populations in Peterborough would be allowed to receive food/beverage 
via a contactless visit. He added that he could not identify any public benefit that 
outweighed that hardship. 

Attorney Callahan then discussed that the application meets the criteria of the 
fourth finding of a Variance in that the values of surrounding properties would not 
be diminished. He explained that the applicant worked with Doug Whitney, a 
licensed appraiser, to provide analysis on potential impacts to surrounding 
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properties. He indicated that Mr. Whitney identified that there would be no adverse 
impacts to the values of surrounding properties by the granting of this proposal.  

Finally, Attorney Callahan addressed how the application met the fifth finding of a 
Variance. In regards to 5a of the fifth finding, which considers special conditions 
of the property which distinguish it from other properties in the area, Attorney 
Callahan noted that the special condition of the applicant’s property is that it 
includes a pre-existing drive-thru and is the only current food service business in 
Peterborough with this situation. He added that, compared to the Harborside Case, 
this was a special condition of the property. Additionally, he discussed that if 
someone was opposed to granting the application because of their opposition to 
fast food/quick food or of their opposition of drive-thrus, that both already existed 
throughout Town.  

Attorney Callahan also noted that within the Peterborough Master Plan that there 
was a statement suggesting about half the working population commutes out-of-
town. That being said, he suggested that those commuting would likely be in favor 
of access to a drive-thru.  

Lastly, Attorney Callahan then discussed the second part of the fifth finding, 5b, 
and indicated that he found it difficult to distinguish the difference between 5a and 
5b. He explained that he felt the restrictive aspect of the ordinance, specifically 
“the blanket prohibition of drive-up windows” prevents a reasonable use of the 
applicant’s building.  

Chair Monahan stated she would like to reiterate what documents the applicant has 
submitted as a part of their application that have been referenced during the 
meeting. She specified, as a checklist, that the Board has received:  

• A site plan prepared by Meridian Land Services dated July 28, 2020 

• A petition with 225 signatures of support for a drive-thru window 

• A traffic impact and site access report prepared by Stephen Pernaw & 
company, dated July 15, 2020 

• A letter from Whitney Associates dated July 28, 2020 that the opening of the 
drive-thru window would not have a negative impact on surrounding 
properties 

Chair Monahan asked if a representative of Whitney Associates was present and 
Attorney Callahan indicated that there was not.  
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Chair Monahan then asked Attorney Callahan if there was anyone else who would 
like to present on the proposal. Attorney Callahan introduced traffic engineer 
Stephen Pernaw who then provided a summary of the traffic impact and site access 
report submitted. Mr. Pernaw explained that the original study was done in 2015 for 
the Town and for NH DOT to better understand the potential impacts and 
conditions; he further added it was done with 10-year projections. Mr. Pernaw 
explained that one of the outcomes of the study were suggestions for short-range 
and long-range improvements; he indicated one of those improvements was 
implementing a turning lane for the facility on Route 202 which has been 
completed.  

Mr. Pernaw discussed that the report was updated in 2020 for the meeting and 
explained that a key finding was that utilizing a drive-thru would increase traffic, 
however the net increase of traffic would actually be well below the amount of 
traffic which was forecasted as an impact for the site in 2015.  

Chair Monahan asked applicant Adam Quinn if he would like to speak on anything 
related to the proposal. Mr. Quinn introduced himself and noted his father was also 
present on the call. Mr. Quinn indicated that Attorney Callahan and Mr. Pernaw had 
appropriately presented the application and he had no more to add.  

Chair Monahan asked Mr. Quinn when DJAM, LLC had purchased the current 
Dunkin’ Donuts property. Mr. Quinn responded he believed it was in 2015; DJAM, 
LLC had a Dunkin’ Donuts located across the street prior to its current location. Mr. 
Quinn explained DJAM, LLC received Site Plan Review approval from the 
Planning Board for their current location.  

Chair Monahan then stated she would like to proceed with Board members asking 
their questions first.  

Ms. Laurenitis asked about the traffic study and wondered if Mr. Pernaw had 
considered traffic within the site and how it might impact pedestrians and other 
drivers in the site. She also discussed that patrons wanting to go out Route 101 West 
had to divert themselves around to Route 202 first. Mr. Pernaw responded that the 
current site was designed originally for a bank with a drive-thru and therefore the 
site did not need improvements to accommodate the use of the drive-thru. He added 
that Ms. Laurenitis was correct that for patrons who want to exit out onto Route 101 
West, they would have to travel counterclockwise around the existing building and 
exit onto Route 202. Mr. Pernaw added that the driveway access is located as far 
back from the traffic light as it can be.  
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Ms. Laurenitis indicated that the Planning Board was presented with a computer-
generated traffic simulation to understand the impacts and asked if that visual was 
available. Mr. Pernaw said he was not involved in that Planning Board process, so 
he was unaware. Attorney Callahan reviewed the minutes from the Planning Board 
meeting where the animation was discussed and noted that there was some 
discussion about it but there was never a condition of approval to provide such an 
animation. Mr. Quinn indicated that they did produce such an animation, but it was 
never reviewed, nor was it a condition of approval from the Planning Board to 
submit it. 

Attorney Callahan reiterated that the 2015 traffic study provided 10-year traffic 
estimates for the site and that currently the site exhibits lower volumes of traffic 
than were anticipated. He added that he was aware that if the Board were to approve 
their request, that they would need to go to the Planning Board for full Site Plan 
Review which would encompass traffic and parking considerations.   

Mr. Selby asked the applicant a series of questions related to Dunkin’ Donuts’ sales 
at that current location without a drive-thru. He also inquired into how much of sales 
goes out-of-state versus in-state. Mr. Quinn explained that the majority of the 
revenue goes to DJAM, LLC but that they do pay royalty fees. Mr. Quinn added that 
their biggest expense is payroll for their employees.    

Chair Monahan discussed that the analysis done by Whitney Associates does not 
address other properties within the Village Commercial District and added that the 
analysis address “the neighborhood” as being exclusively commercial uses which 
was incorrect as it housed a mix of commercial and residential buildings. She asked 
if there was any further analysis or consulting on the residentially zoned properties 
and mixed-use properties to investigate how they may be impacted by the proposal. 
Attorney Callahan responded that he could not speak to the methodology of the 
analysis but that the analysis was conducted by a licensed professional who came to 
the conclusion that there would be no negative impact to surrounding properties.  

Ms. Laurenitis asked if there was any outreach to the area’s residents to hear their 
input. Attorney Callahan indicated that he and Mr. Quinn had reached out directly to 
the residential abutters to introduce themselves and encourage them to reach out 
with questions or concerns.   

Chair Monahan then stated that she would like to open up the hearing for public 
comment, but that she would first like to specify what materials had been received 
from the public. Those items received include:  
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• Planning Board minutes for Site Plan Review from October 12, 2015 & 
November 16, 2015 

• Written correspondence submitted by Francie Von Mertens dated July 30, 
2020 

• Written correspondence dated September 1, 2020 from six citizens on their 
findings of how the proposal meets the five findings of variance 

• Email correspondence from Joe Byk dated September 4, 2020.  

Chair Monahan explained that she will allow those parties who have submitted 
public comment to speak but first she would like to open the floor to abutters and 
property owners/business owners in the Village Commercial District.  

Allison Cabana indicated she was a residential abutter at 94 Grove Street. She stated 
her concern about traffic impacts and about the traffic analysis submitted. She 
indicated that she experiences traffic congestion, typically during morning and early 
evening, where travelling east to west on Route 101 is often backed up as far as the 
Black Swan. She added that during those times the traffic on Route 202 and coming 
from the other direction on Route 101 is often backed up significantly, as well.  

Dierdre McGrath and Gary Fischer, owners of the Bagel Mill and Peterborough 
Camera Copies & More, both located in the Village Commercial District, were 
asked if they would like to speak. Mr. Fischer indicated he was concerned about the 
proposal and worried the Board may override the public’s interest in that there were 
repeated votes to not allow drive-thrus in Town. He added that traffic surrounding 
the site currently was also of concern to him; he indicated that he felt the addition of 
a drive-thru would only exacerbate those current issues. He noted that specifically 
he has concern regarding the potential for drive-thru traffic to back-up into the 
roadway. Mr. Fischer asked if anyone had considered that potential for traffic to 
back-up into the road in the traffic analysis; there was no response.  

Colleen Stone indicated she was not a direct abutter but owned a residence at 90 
Grove Street. Ms. Stone indicated she had significant concerns about traffic impacts; 
adding that she has experienced the traffic congestion of that intersection for most of 
her life, having grown up the next house over. She discussed that the back-up of 
traffic at the intersection can be of high volumes. Ms. Stone added that about a week 
ago at the Jaffrey Dunkin’ Donuts, she witnessed 13 cars in the drive-thru lane that 
had backed up entirely across the plaza where it was located. With that said, she 
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reiterated her concern for traffic impacts, specifically in the event of drive-thru 
traffic backed up into the road.  

Ed Juengst discussed that he would like to read the letter submitted from the six 
citizens (third item received, above) and that he would like to separately make 
comment on the matter from his experience of being on the Planning Board when 
Dunkin’ Donuts came for Site Plan Review in 2015.  

Mr. Juengst indicated that he would first like to read the letter aloud. He added that 
the six signers of the letter were Allison Cabana, Melissa Stephenson, Francie Von 
Mertens, Matt Waitkins, Colleen Stone, and himself; he then read the letter. (See 
submitted letter below for transcript.)  
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Mr. Juengst then gave a seperate testimony as a past Planning Board member. He 
discussed that within the October 2015 Planning Board minutes, DJAM, LLC’s 
representative Jay Heavysides introduced the proposal and immediately stated that 
the applicant was aware of the drive-thru structure but was not asking to use it. He 
further added that his recollection from that meeting was that the applicant indicated 
the drive-thru structure was to be used for their employee parking. He added that the 
November 2015 minutes indicated that the drive-thru would be discontinued and the 
approach lanes would be used for their employee parking.  

Mr. Juengst lastly added that he has been involved off-and-on with the Town’s 
Economic Development Authority and Master Plan sessions; he discussed that he 
had been a part of the group that was instrumental in the 1998 petition to have drive-
thrus banned. He further stated that he felt all restaurant and food-related businesses 
in the community had suffered from the effects of COVID-19 and that allowing 
DJAM, LLC to utilize the drive-thru on that basis would be a bad precedent to set. 
Finally, he urged the Board to not approve the application.  

Francie Von Mertens, resident of Peterborough, commented on her letter submitted 
(item 2 listed above.) Ms. Von Mertens indicated that she would give some history 
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and noted that Attorney Callahan had called the ban on drive-thrus an anti-
McDonalds ordinance. She explained that she was also apart of that 1998 group and 
added that the purpose of the “ban” was to specifically ban drive-thrus for fast food 
establishments. She explained that Peterborough welcomes businesses, but that there 
should be a compromise to not force a one-size-fits-all development. She added that 
she found the proposal very pedestrian-unfriendly against the vision of the Town’s 
Master Plan. She lastly discussed that the drive-thru structure where the Dunkin’ 
Donuts is currently located was originally built to meet the needs of a bank, not for a 
fast-food drive-thru.  

Matt Waitkins asked Mr. Pernaw if the estimates of traffic increases from 2015, 
which were updated for this proposal, considered an industry-shift in higher desire 
for the use of drive-thrus. Mr. Waitkins asked how traffic estimates for a fast-food 
drive-thru versus a pharmacy or bank drive-thru were differentiated, if at all. He also 
discussed his own data comparison of a Dunkin’ Donuts in Milford where their peak 
volume was below that of the estimated for the applicants and that Milford’s often 
overflowed into the roadway.  

Mr. Pernaw responded that the 2015 traffic study did not include any drive-thru 
traffic estimates, simply because none was proposed. He added that the 2015 
analysis indicated that there was no question that a Dunkin’ Donuts generates more 
traffic than that of a pharmacy or a bank. He added the initial 2015 analysis included 
a meeting with NH DOT which resulted in the use of DOT’s trip generation 
database. He explained that the use of that generalized data being compared to a 
more rural community could have resulted in higher numbers of trips. Furthermore, 
he explained that the 2020 update included site-specific data and considered 
estimates for drive-thru traffic. Mr. Pernaw lastly explained how it is Dunkin’ 
Donuts’ goal is to maximize the through-put of the drive-thru window.  

Ms. Laurenitis discussed that there was some mention of Dunkin’ Donuts offering 
lunch items; she asked if there would be modifications to mitigate a possible noon-
time peak for lunch customers. Mr. Quinn responded that Dunkin’ Donuts is 
actually halting the sale of lunch items because they recognize they are too slow at 
serving the items.  

Ms. Laurenitis asked if there were any statistics which looked at the traffic volumes 
for locations with and without a drive-thru. Mr. Pernaw responded that they were 
not aware of any such data to assist them.  
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Ms. Laurenitis discussed that Mr. Pernaw’s 2015 analysis indicated the intersection 
was at a “D” level and that by 2026, the intersection would need long-term 
improvements.  Mr. Pernaw responded that by 2026, there would be a need for lane-
groups to accommodate the traffic capacity. He explained that his long-range data 
indicated that the intersection would be over-capacity by 2026 and noted that this 
was regardless of whether the Dunkin’Donuts was located across the street, where it 
was prior to its current location, or where it is currently. He added that the data 
indicated the highest impacts of the intersection would occur in between the hours 
of 4 PM – 5 PM, and 5 PM – 6PM; but that Dunkin’ Donuts traffic was much lower 
during this time period.  

Chair Monahan asked Attorney Callahan if he wanted to rebuke or reiterate any of 
the testimony that was received. Attorney Callahan discussed that their reasoning for 
the application was not “to make an extra buck” during COVID, but that the 
location had received many inquiries from their patrons asking for it be used. He 
addressed the concerns related to the perceived slippery slope of allowing the drive-
thru and discussed that these decisions should be made on a case-by-case basis. He 
further stated that, regarding Town voters continually voting to ban drive-thrus, he 
did not find this to be representative of the Town because Town meeting attendance 
is usually low and furthermore, Variances exist for such circumstances.  

Attorney Callahan addressed the concerns related to traffic and discussed that 
currently, due to renovations to the Main Street Bridge, traffic had become 
worsened for a period. He discussed that the proposal was not going to further 
impact traffic beyond what was originally approved in 2015.  He added that the 
proposal was not contrary to public interest, it would not alter the essential character 
of the neighborhood, and it would not threaten the public welfare. He discussed the 
proposal was a reasonable use of the property and that the existing drive-thru 
structure made it a condition of the building. He reiterated that through the 
application presented along with expert testimony, the proposal met the five findings 
of the criteria for a variance.  

Chair Monahan indicated that the hearing would be continued but first discussed 
closing the public hearing portion. She asked Attorney Callahan if he would like to 
continue the public hearing portion to the next meeting and he responded that he 
would not.  She then asked each Board member to provide input on whether the 
public hearing portion should be closed so that the next meeting would go right into 
the deliberative session.  
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Chair Monahan made a motion to close the public comment portion of the hearing; 
Mr. Selby seconded, Ms. Leedberg disagreed, Mr. LaRoche agreed, and Ms. 
Laurenitis disagreed. The Board agreed to continue the public hearing without 
further public comment with a vote of 3 to 2 in the affirmative.  

Ms. Von Mertens asked for clarification on Chair Monahan’s and Mr. Selby’s vote, 
noting she did not hear it, and Chair Monahan and Mr. Selby both confirmed that 
they voted in the affirmative to close the public hearing portion. 

Chair Monahan made a motion to continue the hearing to Monday, October 5th at 
6:30 PM; Ms. Leedberg seconded, Ms. Laurenitis agreed, Mr. Selby agreed, Mr. 
LaRoche agreed, and Chair Monahan clarified that she agreed. With all in favor, the 
Board unanimously agreed to continue the hearing to Monday, October 5th where 
the Board would go right into the deliberative session.  

 

Other Business: 

Chair Monahan discussed that the Zoning Board of Adjustment was seeking 
alternates and that she had invited prospective alternates to attend the meeting. She 
explained that she would like to open the floor to those interest persons to hear their 
questions regarding becoming an alternate.  

Jim Van Valkenberg discussed that he was interested after listening to the meeting 
and asked if there was any sort of training that was provided to assist in his 
knowledge. The Board discussed that learning all about the Zoning Board’s role and 
responsibilities took time but encouraged Mr. Van Valkenberg that he would pick it 
up quickly. Ms. Leedberg and Chair Monahan added that there are a handful of State 
and NHMA trainings for Board members; Mr. Herlihy noted that if members were 
interested in trainings, they should reach out to himself or Ms. Melone so they could 
ensure the funds were available. Mr. Herlihy added that attending the meetings to 
listen to the cases helped a lot, even if an alternate may not be need, was a good way 
to continue to learn about the Board. Mr. Selby added that he started as an alternate 
and reiterated that listening to the cases and participating as a member of the public 
helped him greatly. Chair Monahan added that alternates would receive the full 
Peterborough Zoning Ordinance, the State’s Zoning Board of Adjustment member’s 
handbook, and the Board’s Rules of Procedures.  

Chair Monahan asked remaining members of the public if they had any questions. 
Marlena Ferstenberg did not reply nor did the video camera turn on. Colleen Stone 
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replied she was not interested at this time in becoming an alternate. Allison Cabana 
indicated that she was unable to be an alternate as she no longer lived full-time in 
Town.  

Chair Monahan encouraged those present at the meeting to send out feelers for 
alternates to join the Board.  

Mr. Herlihy noted that Mr. LaRoche had left the meeting; he had previously in the 
meeting noted his internet was not secure and he may lose connection.  

Chair Monahan made a motion to adjourn, Ms. Laurenitis seconded, Ms. Leedberg 
approved, and Mr. Selby approved. With all in favor, the meeting adjourned at 8:55 
PM.   

 

Next Meeting: 

October 5, 2020 at 6:30 p.m. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted,  

Danica Melone 

Town Planner, Office of Community Development  
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