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ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 

TOWN OF PETERBOROUGH 

  

Peterborough, New Hampshire 

 

Present: Sharon Monahan, Peggy Leedberg, Don Selby, Loretta Laurenitis and 

Chris DiLoreto  

 

Staff Present: Danica Melone and Laura Norton, Office of Planning & Building 

     

 

Chair Monahan called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. with a welcome and 

introduction of the staff and members.  

Minutes: 

Motion made/seconded (Leedberg/DiLoreto) to approve the Minutes of September 

7, 2022 with corrections with all in favor. 

Chair Monahan reviewed the Rules of Procedure for the meeting. She appointed 

Mr. DiLoreto to sit for recused member Peter LaRoche and read the first case: 

 Case No. 1283 The Old Stone Barn, LLC: Request for a Special Exception to permit 

Elderly Housing on the Parcel at 63 Old Street and a 1.31-acre portion of the parcel at 

81 Old Street as regulated by zoning ordinance Article II, Section 245-8.A.1. The 

property is located at 63 and 81 Old Street Road, Parcel No. U002-039-000 and U002-

039-100 in the Family District. 

 Ms. Laurenitis noted a clarification in that she found the application cited Article II, 

Section 245-8A.1. but it should be from Section 245-43 Special Exception for Elderly 

Housing and the Public Notice failed to mention the parcel identified was also in the 

Rural District, Shoreland Conservation Zone and Wetland Protection Overlay Zone.  

Chair Monahan noted the importance of listing all zoning districts but noted the Special 

Exception request was for a building in the Rural District and did not involve either of 

the Overlay Zones. “Unless a variance is being sought the Wetland Protection and 

Shoreline Conservation Overlay Zones are not considered” she said. Chair Monahan 

then re-read the public notice to include the corrections without seeing any reason to 

re-notice the hearing. “What we are here for is clear” she said. 

The members agreed there was no need to re-notice the request because of a 

transcription error when the intent of the request was clear.  
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Chair Monahan then reminded the members and audience they were in attendance to 

consider a Special Exception for elderly housing (not) workforce housing “and they 

will get their request if they meet the criteria. That is the focus of the Board tonight.”   

Jason Reimers introduced himself as an attorney with BCM Environmental & Land 

Law, PLLC; Project Manager Eldon Munson; Jeff Kevan, Civil Engineer with TF 

Moran; Architect with EGA Architects; Erol Duymazler of Ducal Development 

LLC; Peter LaRoche of CP LaRoche Construction; Paralegal Tara Kessler and 

Real Estate Consultant Brian Underwood of BC Underwood Inc. 

Mr. Munson stood and spoke briefly about the two major goals he has as developer 

and project manager. “The first is creating an active adult community serving an 

independent population and offers recreational and leisure activities as well as 

access to the downtown and everything Peterborough has to offer.” The second 

goal is to recognize the barns’ value (both looks and utility) and preserve it. “We 

believe we’ve found the best and most obvious use for it and intend to create both 

residential and common areas int that space” he said. 

Mr. Kevan stood and with a projected image for reference briefly pointed out the 

Sone Barn and former Shea Property (where a lot line adjustment is anticipated to 

create workforce housing in the future). Mr. Kevan note the parcel has access to 

town water and would be connected to town sewer as well. He reiterated the goals 

of the project and pointed out nine dwelling units (55+) in the barn with common 

spaces in the lower level and the two residential wings on either side of the barn 

with twelve units each for a total of 33 elderly housing units. Mr. Kevan pointed 

road alignment and three wetland crossings (previously approved to be of the least 

impact to the wetlands of about 4000 square feet) as it made its way up the hill to 

an additional 34 elderly housing cottage units as well as a pond and two spring 

water wells before he reviewed a traffic memo prepared by Chief Engineer Robert 

Duval of TF Moran. That memo included ITE Trip Generation totals for the 

multifamily (12 workforce dwelling units); senior adult housing (34 single-family 

dwelling units) and senior adult housing (33 units multi-family dwellings) for a 

final trip generation schedule for project noting age-restricted housing 

developments generated about half the number of trips (roughly 20 trips a.m. peak 

and 24 trips p.m. peak) as an unrestricted-age developments of this kind. 

Mr. Humphries stood and spoke briefly about the history of the barn (a 1½ story 

stone expression on the exterior with beautiful gabled roof and arches over the 

doors and windows) built in 1912 by Forest Mercer, a 16-year-old laborer and 

several masons. He then noted the three main components of the project as being 
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the barn and its proposed additions; the cottages scattered throughout the site and 

the workforce housing, “which is not a part of our Special Exception request 

tonight.” 

Mr. Humphries went on to note somewhat recent renovations to the barn and 

reviewed the plans for the use of the structure from the basement to the upper 

level. He pointed out the parking areas planned to preserve the views of the barn, 

common spaces and resident amenities. Mr. Humphries concluded with a rendering 

of the completed project that was presented to the Planning Board aa a Preliminary 

Hearing in August reiterating the importance of restoring the barn. “It is the focus 

of the property; it is the showpiece of the site. The additions to it will be 

complimentary to without trying to replicate the details of the barn. “That would be 

difficult because they are quite unique and hard to build and never look quite 

right.” 

Mr. Humphries concluded by projecting elevations of existing and proposed plans 

for the site and briefly described the plan for the 34 cottages while dealing with the 

topography of the site and minimizing impacts. The floor plan of the cottages is for 

one-bedroom, single level living with the option to finish out the lower level. 

“They will carry out the theme of the additions to the barn with lap side and 

vertical sidling and gable roofs” he said with a mix of free-standing and duplex 

cottages units and one four-unit cottage complex” he said.  

Chair Monahan asked about the wetlands on site with Mr. Kevan replying 10.9 

acres of the 33.5-acre lot were classified as wetland. 

A brief discussion about density and the number of units in the development 

followed. It was noted the project cites 67 units with an allowed 10 units per acre. 

Mr. Kevan noted “67 units is far less than the 220 units allowed.” 

Ms. Leedberg asked about the status of the former Shea property for workforce 

housing, snow removal and wetlands on the site. Mr. Kevan led a brief discussion 

on the location of the wetland and three wetland crossings previously approved for 

an earlier another project. 

Mr. Selby asked about the need for sanding on the parcel with Mr. Kevan noting 

some sort of de-icing procedures would be in order. 

Ms. Laurenitis asked about the necessary Alteration of Terrain permit from the 

state with Mr. Kevan explaining Alteration of Terran permits are required when 2 

or more acres are being disrupted.  
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A letter of recommendation from the Conservation Commission was noted as 

saying the three wetland crossings impacts have been cited to have de minimum 

impact to the Wetland Protection Overlay Zone (WPOZ). Their recommendation 

was to include a condition that the stormwater management systems neither 

encroach on or impact the town’s WPOZ and the two onsite Wellhead Protection 

areas.  

Attorney Reimers addressed the five Elderly Housing Special Exception Criteria: 

Any site proposed for elderly housing under this section shall be allowed in all 

districts except the Business/Industrial or Office Districts and used only in 

conformity with the regulation cited in subsection A of 245-43 as those regulations 

are now written or later amended. 

-The area of parcel impacted by this development if in the Rural District so elderly 

housing is permitted by Special Exception 

-The development will be an active adult living community (55+) 

-The development will conform to all to the dimensional requirements of the 

Family and Rural Districts, less than the maximum building height of 50 feet, and 

will apply for all required town permits as well as a NH DES Alteration of Terrain 

permit for wetland impacts associated with the proposed internal road 

The review of any site proposed for elderly housing shall take into account its 

proximity to those support services (medial, shopping, places of worship) 

necessary to meet the needs of the elderly. 

-Being 1.5 miles from the downtown area of town the site is ideally located to 

embrace the town’s rich offerings of theater, arts, retail, music, restaurants and 

other community resources such as the Town Library, Community Hospital and 

other healthcare resources 

-Recreational, outdoor opportunities include the town’s many trails and common 

pathways, Miller State Park, Cunningham Pond, and Shieling Forest 

Recognizing the desirability of locating elderly housing developments within the m 

ore intensively developed areas of the community where related support services 

are available, the problems of land assemblage within these developed areas and 

the potential social, cultural and physical advantages to the elderly of group 

living, the Board shall permit a density level of not more than 10 units per acre for 

elderly housings. 
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-The intended density for this development if 67 dwelling units, well below the 

allowed density 

Recognizing the limited active recreational demands of the elderly in relation to 

the more typical multi-family occupant, the Board shall permit a reduction in the 

required lot area to not less than 4000 square feet per dwelling unit. 

-The developable acreage (minus wetlands, steep slopes, surface water) is 28.05 

acres or 1,221,858 square feet making the required lot size for 67 dwellings units 

to 268,000 square feet which is more than sufficient lot area 

In determining the number of required on-site parking spaces, the Board shall 

permit a ratio of a minimum of 1 parking space for every two dwellings. 

-The proposal includes 146 parking spaces for a total of 167 dwelling units 

including two spaces per dwelling and twelve guest parking spaces  

-Each cottage has an attached two-car garage, exceeding the minimum parking 

requirements 

Recognizing the potential physical limitation of the elderly, the Board may permit 

a vehicular drop-off area to the building within the required front yard area within 

a district. 

-A vehicle drop-off area is proposed at the front of the building (barn) which is not 

within the front yard setback 

Chair Monahan then opened the hearing to the public. 

Bill Littles introduced himself and citing the traffic memo submitted by the 

applicant’s representative noted his concern about the traffic impacts to Old Street 

Road. Mr. Kevan briefly reviewed the memo, the number of trips per day and how 

that is calculated. Mr. Littles replied that he begged to differ with the memo. 

Carol Nelson introduced herself and asked if there would be any discussion at all 

about the workforce housing portion of the application at the hearing. Chair 

Monahan confirmed there would be no discussion on that portion of the overall 

project. “That will require a Conditional Use Permit from the Planning Board. We 

are different jurisdictions and that has nothing to do with us” she said. 

Ms. Nelson noted that her understanding, based on RSA 674:58 that if there is 

workforce housing involved with a project “it needs to be dispersed, so I guess that 

is a Planning Board issue also.” Chair Monahan confirmed it was. 
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Carolyn Hough introduced herself and with concerns about depreciation and the 

impact to abutting residents she asked the Board to take into account the effect this 

development will have on the surrounding Family and Rural Districts, regardless 

of the number of units being approved. She asked, “is that a zoning board issue?” 

Ms. Hough reiterated there would be a significant impact to the abutters with Mr. 

Hough interjecting “and when you buy a property, it is zoned a certain way and 

you expect that is going to continue. If someone needs minor relief, they can come 

to you for a variance but to put 200 cars at 67 units in the middle of a residential 

zone is a pretty confronting thing to ask a residential area to absorb. None of the 

properties around that area agree with this project, zero.” When asked about their 

concerns Mr. Hough replied “huge traffic” with Ms. Hough adding “I am more 

concern about the environmental and wildlife impact and the density on the back of 

our (minimally used) Cranberry Meadow Trail. It could be a major environmental 

impact and as far as I know the Conservation Commission has not addressed what 

that impact may be.” 

Elizabeth Littles introduced herself and told the Board she agreed completely with 

what Ms. Hough just said. “We are all very upset about this and think it is too 

dense. I know you don’t care about the wildlife but that lower area a with a million 

cottages will destroy the wildlife.”  She then asked if the development would be on 

town water and sewer noting if so, could the town utilities accommodate the 

development and added that would require a lot of pipes going through the wetland 

area. She asked, “how does than not destroy the wetland?” 

Ms. Melone noted the neighborhood was already connected to town water, but the 

sewer connection must be made. She explained the municipal systems could 

accommodate the additional units via installation of a lift station per the authority 

of the Town’s Utilities Superintendent. Ms. Laurenitis asked for documentation of 

the specifics regarding the municipal systems for the record. Ms. Melone noted she 

would provide email correspondences. 

Mr. Kevan pointed out the location of the utility connection on the site noting there 

would be no negative impact to the area. When asked if current residents would be 

mandated to connect to the town utilities Ms. Melone replied “no, there is no 

requirement, but it could be a benefit as it does offer that availability.” 

Joanne Carr introduced herself and reminded the Board they could request an 

independent third-party assessment for the traffic concerns. She also asked if the 

development road was to be a private road or a town road. She concluded by 

noting the site constraints her understanding was that the ZBA is only looking at 
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density not at the site layout. “The place to ask the site plan questions is at the 

Planning Board during site plan review” she said. 

Mike XX introduced himself and asked for clarification on the criteria for the 

Special Exception and what he believed to be only allowed using a definition from 

Section 8 of the Housing Act of 1973 and asked, “is this going to be Section 8 

housing because it does not appear to be from the application.” He noted it was 

vague but subject to that act adding he was an abutter once removed and shared all 

the concerns voiced so far. “Even reduced from a prior approval of 80 or units, 50 

or 60 units is far too with an extremely dangerous and difficult intersections at both 

end of Old Street Road.” He concluded by asking if the Board had received a legal 

opinion of whether that bylaw can be used for the project.  

Attorney Reimers responded by saying “it will not be Section 8 Housing, you are 

referring to Section 245-43 is looking to Section 8 of the United States Housing 

Act for the definition of elderly handicapped housing, “We couldn’t find that 

definition, so we rely on what is in the zoning ordinances he said.  

Sue Chute introduced herself suggested other density equations for developments 

such as Governor Square, Riverview Apartments and Southfield Village as a point 

of reference for traffic. Ms. Melone reviewed the Parcel Viewer App for some 

examples and a brief discussion about allowable dwelling units per acre followed. 

Mr. Hough reminded the Board that most of the density for this project was the 

Rural District (where a minimum lot size of 3 acres is required). Ms. Chute 

concluded by noting she did not feel the traffic would be a huge problem for the 

road.  

Ms. Nelson asked if the request for a Specia Exception is approved, and it goes to 

the Planning Board and the project gets a thumb’s up “would this be the biggest 

development (besides Rivermead, which I consider an anomaly) in Peterborough?” 

Chair Monahan replied “no, absolutely not.” Ms. Leedberg interjected “Rivermead 

should be counted as it is the age group that we are dealing with, you have to count 

Rivermead.” Ms. Nelson qualitied her question by saying she was thinking more in 

terms of PeterRidge or Robbe Farm Road. Chair Monahan noted that in terms of 

apartments other complexes in town have 50 to over 90 units. She concluded by 

noting Ms. Nelson’s example (comparison) of Governor Square having 23 units on 

4 acres and this project is 67 units of 33 acres. “It helps for comparisons” she said.  

Ms. Melone noted that if the Special Exception was approved and the project went 

to the Planning Board, she urged anyone the audience or watching to send her 
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letters of comment, concerns or things they would like to see the Planning Board 

address. 

Instead of reading into the record the entire correspondence by the representative 

of the project who conducted an analysis of the impact and the valuation of the 

neighborhood, Chair Monahan asked for a summary of that report.  

Brian Underwood introduced himself as a professional who does a lot of 

diminution of value studies across the state. He told the Board they’d find that 

while the change of this parcel is making a difference in the neighborhood you 

have to consider the real question from an evaluation standpoint (which) is does it 

impact the values of surrounding property values. “When it does you can see it, 

smell it, taste it. It is on top of you, it is over the top of you (such as in a cell tower 

or powerlines), in this case you have an existing historic barn that is being 

preserved and repurposed with little impact to the streetscape.” 

Mr. Underwood continued with a synopsis of his inspection of the surrounding 

neighborhoods (Carley Road, Old Street Road and Cheney Avenue). He went 

through several factors involved it the inspections as well as details pertinent to the 

proposed development. Citing mature vegetative screening already in place, a 

strong real estate market, a lack of inventory and a high demand he noted he did 

not think any buyer would adversely look at a property on the street or in the 

neighborhood because of its proximity to this project. “There is no market data to 

suggest that” he said. 

Mr. Underwood concluded that the proposed project will result in minimal impact 

based on the TF Moran traffic memo as well as his own experience and that 

housing developments for the 55+ population approximate half the traffic 

generated by a development that is not age restricted. 

Ms. Laurenitis asked Ms. Melone about the interpretation of 245-43 and Section 8 

housing. Ms. Melone noted she had spoken with the town attorney “and he actually 

had a similar interpretation as Attorney Reimers that the zoning definition would 

supersede anything” she said. Ms. Laurenitis also asked about safe walking 

conditions along Old Street Road and asked if the project would also be investing 

in sidewalks as there are currently none. Attorney Reimers replied there were no 

plans for a sidewalk. 

Chari Monahan noted that was a Planning Board issue “but anything in the record 

here goes on to the next step as well. We are here tonight primarily for the use 

which is elderly housing, density and adequate parking.” 
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When Ms. Laurenitis asked about the Alteration of Terrain from the state Mr. 

Kevan explained that the Alteration of Terrain permit is any project that you 

disturb 2 ½ acres or more. “That is road construction and site work. Their primary 

interest in is stormwater management and erosion control during and after 

construction. It is actually a benefit; it is another pair of eyes ensuring good 

construction practices while minimizing impacts and that anything that is disturbed 

get stabilized property.” 

Chair Monahan asked the Board if they felt they had enough information to go into 

deliberation or if they wanted to continue the public portion of the meeting. A brief 

discussion followed with Mr. DiLoreto noting he felt they were ready to go into 

deliberation. Ms. Laurenitis agreed but asked Ms. Melone about the statement in 

245-43 that mentions establishing some of the Special Exception Conditions. “If 

these are only some of the conditions what are the rest of the conditions we are 

supposed to address?” she asked. Ms. Melone replied she felt that was the list “but 

you don’t have to complete all of them, that is the way I read it.” 

Mr. Selby asked if there were any accident assessment studies done for the 

intersection of Pine Street and US Route 101. Mr. Kevan replied that typically that 

scope of detail would be reviewed at the Planning Board level. “We just gave a 

summary of what was anticipated for this development, we did not look at the Pine 

Street intersection” he said. Mr. Selby replied he was just curious if from or 

previous projects they any knowledge of such studies. 

Chair Monahan asked for any last-minute statements from the public and with 

none she closed the public input portion of the hearing and read the deliberative 

statement. 

Deliberation: 

Chair Monahan then began with a general sense of the Board. 

Mr. Selby: “In general I tend to agree they have satisfied the Special Exception 

criteria and in regard to the Pine Street and Old Street Road intersections, due to 

some traffic and speed calming interventions at Old Street Road I find the Pine 

Streets location is worse and I am not that worried about the Old Street Road 

intersection. 

Ms. Leedberg noted one of her concerns was the traffic “but again with the State’s 

interest in the Old Street Road intersection I don’t see it as a problem.” Ms. 

Leedberg added that most of the dwelling units were going to be one bedroom 
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(and) “I can only drive one car at a time.” Another issue for Ms. Leedberg was the 

snow removal “and they addressed that, so I am good.” 

Mr. DiLoreto: “I agree they have satisfied the six criteria and I don’t find the Old 

Street Road to be a major concern.” 

Ms. Laurenitis: “I do have some concern about how walkable the street is, even for 

active elderly but I think they basically meet the criteria and if they do that, we 

have no choice but to approve the request. 67 units is a lot but if you think about it 

terms of what they could do it is not that different.” 

Chair Monahan: “I agree with everything said here and feel they did a great job of 

satisfying all the criteria and are not maxing out their density at all and it is 

certainly in the public interest to have more elderly housing for active seniors, and 

it is also on the way to the hospital which is right down the road.” She cited a 

similar case with the Scott Farrar project “and I don’t think there have been any 

problems with traffic in and out. I think this is a reasonable proposal.” 

The members spoke briefly about conditions of approval as well. 

A motion was made/seconded (Selby) and with a bit of confusion and a pause,  

A motion was made/seconded (Monahan/Leedberg) to grant the request for Special 

Exception to permit Elderly Housing on the Parcel at 63 Old Street and a 1.31-acre 

portion of the parcel at 81 Old Street as regulated by zoning ordinance Article II, 

Section 245-8.A.1. The property is located at 63 and 81 Old Street Road, Parcel No. 

U002-039-000 and U002-039-100 in the Family and Rural Districts with the following 

conditions: 

   -The project will connect to town water and sewer  

   -The project will be in substantial compliance with the proposed site plan not to 

exceed 67 units submitted by EGA Architects and Munson and Associates LLC on 

October 3, 2022 

   -The stormwater management systems on site will neither encroach or impact the 

Wetland Protection Overly Zone or the Well Head Protection area with the 

exception of the road crossing 

   -The proposed lot line adjustment will be included in the plan   

With all in favor. 
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Case No. 1284 Microspec Corporation: Request for a Variance to permit a 

manufacturing building in the Rural Zone as regulated by zoning ordinance Article II, 

Section 245-8.A.1. The property is located at Jaffrey Road / Route 202, Parcel No. 

U022-035-000 in the Rural District. 

 

Chair Monahan began by noting manufacturing buildings were not permitted the 

Rural District “and that is what they are here for tonight.” 

Shawn O’Connell introduced himself as an Attorney with Shaheen & Gordon in 

Dover, New Hampshire as well as the applicants Tim & Elizabeth Steele. He went 

on to give brief overview of the building (54,000 square feet of manufacturing and 

warehousing space and 6,000 square feet of office space) with potential for future 

development not pertinent to tonight’s meeting. 

Attorney O’Connell pointed out the 111.7-acre parcel on US Route 202 was mostly 

woodland with significant wetlands. He told the Board the lot was unique in that it 

was in in the Rural, Family and Village Commercial Zoning Districts with 240 feet 

of frontage on Route 202. “It is a former gravel pit with remnants of a commercial 

use at one point in time” he said adding “and there are other commercial uses 

(including the Monadnock Plaza directly to the north) nearby.” 

Attorney O’Connell explained the proposal was for a manufacturing building and 

office space with up to 100 employees over three shifts each day, with about 60 

parking spaces. “With the TF Moran traffic memo noting no diminution 

(diminutive?) impact to Route 202” he said.  Attorney pointed out the small area 

zoned Village Commercial (with difficult topographical restraints) to give the 

Board a sense of how the driveway would flow noting the entrance would not be 

immediately adjacent to the highway. 

Attorney O’Connell then reviewed the Variance Criteria: 

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

The spirit of the ordinance is observed because: 

Substantial justice is done because: 

The values of surrounding properties are not diminished because: 

Literal enforcement of the provisions of the ordinance would result in unnecessary 

hardship because: 
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Owing to these special condition of the land no fair and substantial relationship 

exists between the general public purposes of the ordinance provision because: 

The proposal would be a significant improvement to the existing conditions seen 

today, the lot is unique in that it is encompassed within three zoning districts, has 

topographical and wetland issues and has a previous history of commercial use 

prior to this request.  

The proposed use is a reasonable one because: 

The use is a reasonable one for all the reason stated above. The manufacturing 

activity is contained within the 60,000 square foot building which is set back from 

the road, naturally screened limiting noise, light and other emissions. The impact to 

traffic would be minimal and with typical volumes for the area. Denial of the 

variance request would prohibit a reasonable use of an eyesore property with no 

corresponding benefit to the public. 

Attorney O’Connell concluded by citing a correspondence by realtor Andy 

Peterson that states his opinion that the parcel in question was clearly a unique 

property, “for years an unused sandpit marring the attractiveness of the main 

southern gateway entrance.” Mr. Peterson’s letter goes on to note the site has been 

a most challenging parcel to favorably develop due to its many constraints and that 

granting this variance would allow the restoration of natural buffers, protect the 

surrounding residential area and protect the abutters from wholesale development 

of the parcel in the future. Mr. Peterson asked that the Board consider the effect on 

surrounding properties values if the request for a variance was denied. “It is 

location ripe for redevelopment. The site has (for many years) been a quintessential 

example of two features that unquestionably put downward pressure on 

surrounding property values, “an eyesore and a question mark.” 

Ms. Laurentis asked about the use of and protection from the use of chemicals in 

the manufacturing process in regard to the safety and welfare of the public.  

Chair Monahan agreed and noted her environmental concerns including the fact 

that the parcel was located with the Groundwater Protection Overlay Zone 

(GPOZ). Ms. Melone interjected that the proposal was not entirely in that overlay 

and pointed it out on the projected graphic.  

Mr. Steele replied, “for what it is worth the worst chemicals we use is rubbing 

alcohol and silicone. We don’t work with chemicals, we melt plastic pellets and 

extrude it various forms of tubing, one of which happens to be a cure for Type 2 
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diabetes, not quite yet approved by the FDA. That tis a major reasons for the new 

building because we don’t have space at our current facility.” When asked about 

waste disposal Mr. Steele replied, “Waste Management comes and picks it up” 

adding the use solar and ambient air temperature to cool or process water. We are 

very environmentally conscious.” 

Chair Monahan asked about the area to be affected by a lot line adjustment of 5-6 

acres and Mrs. Steel pointed it out on a projected graphic. When she asked about 

impervious surfaces Ms. Melone noted that would be reviewed at Site Plan Review 

by the Planning Board. Mr. Steele went on to point out an area in the rural area of 

the parcel that would be an ideal location for the building “but we cannot build 

there due to a significant amount of wetlands.” Mr. Kevan told the members the 

parcel’s wetlands had been delineated and explained why other potential areas for 

construction were not opportune for further growth or topography issues. 

Mr. Steele explained how he schedules his (up to 100) employees spread over 24 hours 

“It is three-shift three operation” he said. Mr. Kevan added those shifts are designed 

for much of the comings and goings of the workers will miss peak hours (a.m. and 

p.m.) “so there would no significant impact on traffic.”     

When asked Mr. Steele noted his company manufactures medical devices such as 

catheters and surgical equipment. “We had product in the Space Shuttle when it was 

flying” he said. He concluded by noting “it is 98% medial and other electronics or 

aerospace (hi-tech) type things that are all plastic.” 

Chair Monahan asked about the proposed driveway with Mr. Steele pointing it out on 

the graphic. Ms. Laurenitis asked for clarification on the traffic memo that references a 

30,000 square-foot manufacturing building with. Mr. Steele replied, “two floors, a 

30,000 square-foot footprint. Ms. Laurenitis went on to note the memo noted 6,000 

square feet for office space and 54,000 square of manufacturing space, not 24,000 

square feet. Mr. Steel explained the second floor would not be completed right away. 

“54,000 square feet represents future expansion to the second floor” he said. 

Ms. Leedberg asked about the driveway access, a second curb cut, the lot line 

adjustment and snow storge and removal, all of which will be addressed at Site Plan 

Review by the Planning Board. 

 Chair Monahan asked about other consideration such as noise (no noise) and lighting 

(necessary for safety at night and similar to what So Clean and Eastern Mountain 

Sports have at their facilities). She also asked about the proposed building’s distance to 

the nearest residential abutters, determined to be Maple Avenue. Mr. Steele replied, 

“they will not be able to see the building.” Mr. Kevan Mr. Kevan calculated that 
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distance to be 450 to 500 feet away confirming the abutters would not see the building 

due to distance and grade changes. 

Ms. Selby noted the work shifts have been designed to avoid high traffic time s “but 

what I’d like to ask is MicroSpec traffic coincides with NH Ball Bearing traffic, would 

you be willing to change your work hours?” Mr. Steele replied their first shift starts 

between 6:00 and 8:00 a.m. and is staggered “so it does give us some control over the 

safety of people pulling in and out of the facility. There is not an end of shift where 

everyone gets in their cars and leave all at once.” Mrs. Steel added that if there were a 

serious traffic problem, they would be flexible in their shift hours. 

With no other questions from the Board Chair Monahan opened the hearing to the 

public. 

 Ms. Chute asked about the location of the existing Microspec building (about a mile 

south of the proposal). 

Peter LaRoche introduced himself and noted that when Mike Salera had the gravel pit 

he had posted a bond and erected an orange safety fence “which I see has been taken 

down.” He asked that some sort of fencing be a condition of approval when the time 

came.  

Sally Eneguess introduced herself and asked for confirmation that the variance the 

applicant was seeking tonight was for the manufacturing facility, not any other use of 

the property. “Correct” replied Chair Monahan. Ms. Eneguess then noted the unstable 

status of the hill all along the west bank of the property and a brief discussion on a plan 

for stabilization, safety and making that area green again followed.  

Erica Perry introduced herself and asked if here would be another meeting regarding 

the development of the other area of the parcel for workforce housing with Chair 

Monahan replying “yes, there will be another meeting and you be noticed. 

Sean Thompson introduced himself and noted that the variance is intended to be 

granted when a hardship is present with the least impactful resolution. He went on to 

say “from what I understand this hardship is self-imposed because this parcel is not 

zoned for this use, so I question the validity of their request to begin with. The lot was 

purchased with an intent that did not provide the attributes that were needed.” Mr. 

Steele replied, “we were unaware of the wetlands going through the center of the 

sandpit.” Mr. Thompson added “in addition to the wetland you also have different 

zoning districts that do not allow commercial use.”  

Attorney O’Connell took a moment and explained that a use variance is for proposed 

uses on a property that is not permitted the zone in which it is located. “They are all 

like that and this one is no different” he said. A brief discussion about a use variance 

and meeting all of the criteria (including hardship) followed. Mr. Thompson concluded 
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as the criteria is met, it is accomplished with as little impact as possible noting “I 

would question the interpretation used to meet the five criteria as it really seems to 

have a commercial over citizens lens in that there would not be an impact because they 

are all improvements but that is clearly not the case. There will be impacts here, with 

all the criteria considered here the responses were not so clear and they are meeting the 

criteria through a very skewed lens of commercial over citizen.” 

Attorney O’Connell responded by noting “use variances will seek to place a 

commercial use in a zone where it is not permitted, Historical, Rural, Family whatever. 

The question at this point is not whether or not there is no impact, the question to be 

considered is whether the impacts as described meet the criteria as set forth by our 

Supreme Court and the use we propose tonight meets those five criteria.” 

Chair Monahan read the fifth criteria for approval of a variance (unnecessary hardship) 

as related to the special condition of the property that would distinguish it from other 

properties in the area. “They have established special conditions in that the parcel is 

located in three different zoning districts and is a vacant lot that has been excavated 

and the proposed use is a reasonable one. That is what we as a Board look at.” 

Debbie Rogers introduced herself noting she felt the project was a positive one “but I 

like to deal inf acts more so than opinions and I really feel premature for the Board to 

grant anything without an independent environmental impact assessment. They talked 

about melting plastics and there has to be some sort of emissions. I don’t want to 

completely endorse this on faith and trust, I think the town has an obligation here 

especially when you are altering zoning to this degree. We heard the layer’s opinion, 

now I would like to facts and environmental information.” 

Ms. Nelson asked about remediation of the sand embankment leading up to Maple 

Avenue. “This would be similar to the Patriot Holdings sand pit in the south or the 

Woodman’s project on Concord Street” she said as she went onto ask if there were any 

homes in the Family District portion of the lot (there are none). Ms. Nelson concluded 

by pointing out to the immediate south of the parcel is the Monadnock Plaza that has 

lighting 24/7.  

XX Umaglio introduced herself and because of her own health problems noted her 

primary concern reflected any environmental impacts. “I don’t put plastic in my 

microwave. I don’t heat up plastic, there is a ton of scientific research that talks about 

the release of toxins when you do and to think I might be living next door to a plant 

that would be doing that 24/7, I am not sure how that impact my health and impact the 

quality of my life. Maple Avenue is a dead-end street in a quiet residential 

neighborhood. To me, given the first two criteria I would not say this project passes, I 

think they are very subjective. They have not reached to ask how this project would 

affect our lives and community.” 
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Mr. Steele replied by explaining the plastics his company process are put into human 

beings by physicians, “sometimes permanently and there are no fumes that we can 

detect.” A member of the audience interjects “well I can say that there are no fumes 

when I drive a diesel truck but that doesn’t make it true.” Ms. Umaglio suggested a 

recommendation for an air quality impact assessment and compare it to a rural 

neighborhood area that does not have manufacturing plant that deals with plastics or 

thermoplastics. Mr. Steel assured the Board the facility would be a controlled 

environment and a clean room would be located at the new site, “but we would be 

using the same materials they use at the original building “where everything is FDA 

approved.” He concluded by saying “we don’t extrude hazardous materials, the 

materials we throw out go into plastic bags in the dumpster and Waste Management 

picks it up and takes it away.” 

Stephanie Thompson introduced herself and said she felt the meeting was at a point 

where the applicant is applying for a variance without the required information. 

“Anytime we ask you a question it’s well at this site we do this or we do that. Is all this 

information available for us to see? I don’t know that it is. I feel you are applying for 

something that we don’t know anything about.” Mr. Steel replied, “we don’t have 

anything to hide if that is what you mean.” Ms. Thompson noted she would like to see 

actual data to support the project and how the Board thinks they can rule on it. 

Chair Monahan reiterated “this meeting is about a variance for the use. If we approve 

the variance the project goes to the Planning Board for Site Plan Review where they 

work out all the details (traffic, environmental concern, lighting, noise and parking). 

Here we are just looking at the overall use.” 

Chair Monahan then said she would like to continue the hearing and since the applicant 

has heard many of the questions and concerns she urged them to be prepared to 

address them in November. Chair Monahan explained the Board’s responsibility to 

take into account the neighborhood and the abutter’s concerns. “They have legal 

standing” she said adding “and we also want to confirm there is no impact to the 

Groundwater Protection Overlay Zone (GPOZ).” Attorney O’Connell asked for 

clarification on what the Board would like the applicant to specifically provide for the 

next meeting to meet the five variance criteria. “We don’t want that to become a 

moving target” he said. Ms. Leedberg noted the parcel was in this overlay zone with 

Attorney O’Connell replying, “that we can deal with.” Ms. Leedberg adding “and the 

other thing is to speak with the Conservation Commission.” Attorney O’Connell noted 

they had talked briefly with them and their concern was about any proposed building 

in the wetlands. “OK, just have them clarify any concerns they may have” replied Ms. 

Leedberg. “So you are not asking us to come back next time with an environmental 

report” said Attorney O’Connell with Chair Monahan replying “no, it is the 
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groundwater and wetland protection zones that I am concerned about whether you 

need a variance or not.” 

 Chair Monahan suggested a meeting with the Conservation Commission for their 

comments or recommendations be scheduled and a follow-up letter be sent to the 

Board. “You have time to do so” she concluded.  

Chair Monahan continued the hearing to a date and time certain of November 7, 2022 

at 6:30 p.m.  

Other Business: 

Chair Monahan announced that Mr. Van Valkenberg has resigned for the Board. She 

also noted Jonah Wheeler was the audience and has expressed interest in becoming an 

alternate member of the Board.  

A motion was made/seconded (Monahan/DiLoreto) to appoint Mr. Wheeler as an 

alternate to the Zoning Board of Adjustment with all in favor. 

The meeting adjourned at 9:50 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,  

 

Laura Norton  

Office of Panning & Building 


