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Participants 

Carol Ogilvie, Gilsum; Paul Roth, Dublin; Christine Robidoux, Temple; Scott Chase, Marlow; 
Tom Willey, Marlow; Marcia Levesque, Marlow; Julie Atkins, Marlow; Peter Rhodes, Alstead; 
Lisa Anderson, Harrisville ; Brian Bazarnicki, Gilsum; Leslie Casey, Sullivan; Vickie Ayer, 
Gilsum; Mike Sadowski, Greenville; Tom Julius, Gilsum; Kevin Woolley, Fitzwilliam; Todd 
Horner, SWRPC; Chloe Gross, SWRPC. 

Roses, Buds, and Thorns 

Attendees shared accomplishments (roses), upcoming priorities (buds), or current 
challenges (thorns) related to their role as a citizen planner.  Below is a summary of the 
discussion. 

Roses 
1. Several towns mentioned success in improving their ADU ordinances (Fitzwilliam, 

Gilsum, Harrisville). 
2. Technology and uniformity updates have proven beneficial for numerous towns 

(Gilsum, Sullivan, Temple). Improvements include: 
a. Consistent communication with designated Planning Board email addresses. 
b. Easy access to organized files, resources, and information on a single platform 

such as OneDrive or Dropbox. 
3. Routines 



   

 

a. Defined rules, procedures, and timelines (Greenville, Gilsum).  Clarity about 
who is in charge of what (Greenville, Sullivan) and establishing individual 
members or small groups focused on reviewing applications, addressing 
various topics, and working towards specific goals (Harrisville). One 
advantage of well-defined rules of procedure is more effective time 
management, which can help prevent meetings stretching long into the night. 
Effective time management can help reduce the odds of burnout among 
planning board members. 

b. Consistent interaction with experts such as attorneys, NH Office of Planning 
and Development (OPD), consultants (Greenville, Temple). Joint meetings 
with ZBA (Alstead). Discussing issues with Select Board and submitting a 
warrant article (Alstead). 

c. Routine maintenance of ordinances. This helps identify inaccuracies, highlight 
areas to update, and generally ensure relevance: tease out existing issues 
and avoid future problems. Established ongoing ordinance review committees 
(Greenville, Harrisville) or routinely discusses ordinances (Gilsum). 

Buds 
1. Upcoming master plan updates (Temple, Harrisville, Gilsum, Sullivan) 
2. Learning about planning board functions, grants, and resources. Some topics 

discussed were Housing Opportunity Grants, OPD videos and documents, NH 
Housing financial resources (Temple, Marlow, Gilsum, Fitzwilliam).  

3. Public involvement and continuing education for residents.  
a. Such as a housing event series (Sullivan). 
b. And designating individual groups (such as a Housing Research Project Group, 

Master Plan Committee) to collect specific data (Harrisville). 
4. Attendees shared several subject matter areas that are top-of-mind for their 

respective planning boards. A commonly cited issue was housing. Others included 
steep slopes and telecommunications antennae.   

Thorns 
1. Differing opinions and tension between planning boards and other municipal 

committees.  
a. Resistance to change cramps Planning Boards’ ability to make forward-

thinking decisions or run productive meetings. 
2. Inconsistent volunteer base, often resulting in members on multiple boards (Alstead, 

Marlow, Harrisville, Sullivan) 
3. Overstretched capacity: Planning Boards feel overloaded and under supported. 

a. Limited access to board members’ time and energy (Temple, Greenville, 
Sullivan, Harrisville, Marlow). Several towns acknowledged that their planning 



   

 

boards have chronic vacancies and that recruiting new volunteers is 
challenging. 

b. Disproportionate burdens on small towns regarding right-to-know, paperwork, 
and breadth of responsibilities (Sullivan). 

c. Lack of external support, be that written resources, administrative assistance, 
grant guidance, or training. There is a sense of “how do we even begin to ...?” 
(Fitzwilliam, Sullivan, Greenville, Harrisville, Gilsum, Temple, Marlow). 

d. Inadequate funding. 
4. Current use taxation was cited by multiple communities as a challenge that limited a 

town’s ability to raise sufficient revenue for public services. 
5. Ambiguity on the location of Class VI roads and the related confusion this ambiguity 

creates when reviewing development applications (Harrisville). 
6. Chicken-and-egg issue about taxes to support services like schools, fire dept, police 

force, development to maintain character while attracting potential residents, 
housing infrastructure improvements, and other data updates that would improve 
town functioning (Temple, Marlow, Harrisville). 

Other Observations from SWRPC Staff 

1. Attendees brought positive energy to the meeting and seemed eager to participate 
in the discussion. The roundtable appeared to fill a gap, providing a needed outlet for 
planning board members to connect with one another. 

2. It was encouraging to see planning board members troubleshoot for one another in 
real-time, referring one other to resources that might help address articulated 
challenges. 

3. Some attendees provided positive feedback on holding the event in the Gilsum 
Library, which provided a homey, small-town atmosphere. We might not have seen 
the same attendance by smaller towns if we had held the meeting in Keene or 
another one of our larger communities. 

Next Steps 

SWRPC will follow up with attendees and other interested citizen planners regarding (1) 
resources that may help address the issues raised over the course of the discussion and (2) 
input on how to structure the next roundtable, tentatively scheduled for December 5th in 
Temple. Potential items for input include: 

1. Frequency of future roundtables? Is there sufficient interest to meet on a quarterly 
basis? 

2. Would folks prefer in person meetings? SWRPC staff notes that the energy and 
discussion during the initial meeting in Gilsum suggests that in person meeting may 



   

 

be the most appropriate format. It would be difficult to replicate the same dynamic 
over Zoom. 

3. If feasible, would attendees and other citizen planners be interested in inviting 
subject matter experts to address particular issues of interest? From the discussion, 
potential topics include: 

a. Balancing housing with conservation. 
b. Volunteerism. 
c. Steep slopes (and perhaps other issues related to natural resource 

conservation). 
4. Alternatively, should meetings continue to focus on peer-to-peer networking and 

learning? 
5. Would it be worthwhile exploring a circuit-rider planning service? 


