
 

   
 

Citizen Planner  
Peer-to-Peer 
Roundtable  

Meeting Notes 
September 25, 2025 

James A. Tuttle Library 
Antrim, NH 

An Event Co-Organized by 
Southwest Region Planning Commission and 

the Monadnock Housing Collaborative  

Participants 

Tom Julius, Gilsum; Fran Shippee, Chesterfield; Paul Roth, MIP; Bob Maden, Stoddard; Erin Anderson, 

Fitzwilliam; Lisa Anderson, Harrisville; Dee Daley, New Ipswich; Tim Kearney, Greenville; Kathy 

MacKenzie, Jaffrey; Lori Nolan, Fitzwilliam; Ken Rubin, Antrim, Scott Slattery, UNH Extension; Nick 

Taylor, Housing Action NH; Darby Wilson, Antrim; Michael Devine, Antrim; Lynne Rosansky, Antrim; 

Mark Murdough, Antrim; Dennis Young, Antrim; Heidi Bukoski, Gilsum;  Chloe Gross, SWRPC; Sarah 

Bollinger, SWRPC. 

Welcome and Introduction 

Tom Julius welcomed everyone to Antrim and gave a brief background of the origin of the 
Citizen Planner Roundtables. He pointed out the Monadnock Region map Citizen Planner 
map and pointed out the diversity of towns that have participated in these roundtables as 
identified by stickies placed on the map by attendees. Tom then led the group through an 
interactive exercise where attendees lined up in order of their town’s population and 
introduced themselves in order. The largest population represented was Manchester (over 
115,000 residents) and the smallest was Gilsum (fewer than 800 residents). After grabbing 
some refreshments and handouts, Chloe Gross reviewed the roundtable agenda and 
introduced the feature topic: recent state legislation poised to affect Monadnock Region 
communities.  

Feature Topic: Recent State Legislative Changes 
Nick Taylor, Executive Director of Housing Action NH, reviewed eight select pieces of state 
legislation from this year’s session and facilitated a discussion with the group. Nick 
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provided a handout that provided descriptions of the bills (now laws) and how they could 
affect rural planning boards. View the handout here. 

NOTE: individual readings of these bill texts, as well as descriptions of the subsequent 
discussions at the Antrim roundtable DO NOT constitute legal advice. Please consult with 
your town attorney and the New Hampshire Municipal Association legal team for official 
legal counsel. 

The bills outlined in the handout and discussed at the roundtable include: 

• House Bill 296, relative to issuing building permits along private roads and ZBA 
appeals. 

• House Bill 413, relative to subdivision regulations on the completion of 
improvements and the regulation of building permits. 

• House Bill 457, relative to occupancy restrictions on dwelling units. 
• House Bill 577, relative to modifying the definition of ADUs. 
• House Bill 631, permitting residential building in commercial zones. 
• Senate Bill 188, relative to third party inspections and the state building code. 
• Senate Bill 281, prohibiting municipalities from denying building or occupancy 

permits for property adjacent to class VI roads under certain circumstances. 
• Senate Bill 284, relative to authority for municipalities to regulate mandatory on-site 

parking requirements. 

Discussion mainly centered around HB 296 and SB 281. Both of these bills address 
development on Class VI or Private Roads. There was some notable confusion about the 
various types of roads and the difference between Class VI Roads and Private Roads. The 
group also voiced uncertainties about ownership of Class VI Roads and Private Roads, as 
well as concerns regarding liability waivers and subsequent municipal responsibilities. 

For definitions and examples, please refer to the NH Municipal Association publication, A 
Hard Road to Travel: New Hampshire Law of Local Highways, Streets, and Trails, 2022 
version. For Road Classifications, see pages 52-55. For Private Roads, see pages 121-122. 
For specific details on Class VI Roads, see pages 136-141. 

Questions regarding this HB 296 included: 

• Would towns have to issue a warrant article to adopt a new policy?  
• What do examples of municipal policies for issuing building permits on private 

https://www.swrpc.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/Citizens-Planner-Handout-re_-2025-Legislative-Bills-Enacted.pdf
https://www.nhmunicipal.org/legal-services
https://www.nhmunicipal.org/product/hard-road-travel-new-hampshire-law-local-highways-streets-and-trails-2022
https://www.nhmunicipal.org/product/hard-road-travel-new-hampshire-law-local-highways-streets-and-trails-2022
https://www.nhmunicipal.org/product/hard-road-travel-new-hampshire-law-local-highways-streets-and-trails-2022


 

   
 

roads look like? What can it include (for example, insurance)?  
• Does this bill create a way to cut the planning board out of the process for issuing 

building permits?  
• How does this bill play into shared driveways becoming private roads with 

increased development? 

Questions regarding SB 281included: 

• Would this bill significantly change the development landscape since some 
insurance companies are shying away from insuring buildings on Class VI roads? 

• What qualifies as proof of insurance? How do you insure a building that doesn’t 
exist? Does construction insurance count? 

• Is this bill trying to use market forces to dictate what can or cannot be approved 
instead of including the planning board? 

• What should planning boards consider when reviewing applications for 
development on private roads? What should planning boards include in approvals 
for private roads on large tracts of land? Where can planning boards find guidance? 

HB 577 generated some discussion about rental restrictions for ADUs. Stoddard noted that 
their 30-day minimum rental requirement for ADUs must now be removed from the 
ordinance because it is not required elsewhere in the housing ordinances. This is because 
ADU ordinances cannot be stricter than what is required of the primary dwelling in 
residentially zoned districts.  

Stoddard also mentioned a recent situation involving a resident who built an ADU-type 
structure not in compliance with Stoddard’s zoning requirements. After building the non-
compliant structure, the resident attempted to turn the structure into an official ADU 
because recent ordinance amendments changed the status of the structure to “non-
conforming.” Since the structure was out-of-compliance with the ordinances at the time it 
was built, Stoddard did not accept this argument. However, the situation highlighted how 
language – such as “non-compliant" and “non-conforming”– can create potential 
loopholes.   

Harrisville noted that the terms “owner occupancy” and “resident occupancy” can also 
have different outcomes for who owns, lives in, and rents out ADUs. For example, since 
Harrisville has a high percentage of lake houses/vacation homes, the town has a six-month 
resident occupancy requirement to ensure that the owners of the property are the 



 

   
 

occupants of either the ADU or primary dwelling. 

Most other bills did not result in any discussion. Attendees seemed mostly interested in 
bills that potentially restricted the planning board’s authority or influence on permitting 
decisions. Attendees also voiced concerns over the lack of input requested of planners 
and planning board members during the creation of these bills, that multiple bills seem to 
not ease the burden on planning board members, how the language of bills can be 
ambiguous to the point of confusion, and questions about how towns can comply with 
requirements that are implemented before towns can amend their ordinances.  

Ideas discussed at the roundtable about how to make the process more accessible to 
municipal volunteers and staff include requiring the legislature to communicate the intent 
of each bill and having a standing roster of ordinances from hypothetical communities to 
“run” a bill through and thereby preview how a bill may impact that type of community. For 
example, how would a six-month residency requirement affect a lakeside community, a 
larger inner-city, a suburban region, a college town, a rural agricultural community, etc.? 
Having examples of how laws and amendments interact with existing ordinances and local 
demographics could help municipalities implement policies that align with community 
goals. 

Next Steps 
SWRPC to create and distribute a meeting summary and upload meeting documents to 
www.swrpc.org/citizen-planner-roundtables. 

SWRPC will also discuss internally how to best address the challenges municipalities are 
facing regarding Class VI and Private Roads. SWRPC to follow up with more information 
and guidance. 

The next roundtable will be held on October 28, 2025 at the Dublin Public Library from 
5:30-7:30 pm. Sarah Brock from Clean Energy NH will present on the model solar 
ordinance and Commercial Property Assessed Clean Energy (CPACE). 
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