
 

 
PLANNING BOARD MEETING MINUTES 

Thursday, June 18, 2026, 7:00 p.m. 
Springfield Memorial Building 

 

 
PRESENT: 
Tanner Jacques – Chair  
Steve Dzubak – Vice-Chair 
Mike Howard – Member 
Ken Jacques – Member  
John Trachy – Member 
Tim Josephson – Upper Valley LSRPC  
Tim Bray – Zoning Coordinator 
Jen Roberts – Ex Officio 

ABSENT : 
Darrin Patten – Member  

 
ALSO PRESENT: 
Attorney Sheridan Brown, Jill Hastings, Justin Hastings, Sgt. Ryan Gamble, Steve Piispanen, and Renee Theall UVLSRPC 

 
 

• The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chair Jacques. The Board members 
introduced themselves to the audience. 
 

• Chair Jacques moved to enter nonpublic session pursuant to RSA 91-A: 3, II (l) at 7:01 
p.m. John Trachy seconded the motion. Chair Jacques voted aye, Vice-Chair Dzubak 
voted aye, Ken Jacques voted aye, John Trachy voted aye, and Jen Roberts voted aye. 
Member Mike Howard joined the nonpublic session after the vote had taken place.  

 
• At 7:17 p.m. Ken Jacques moved to exit the nonpublic session and seal the minutes. Jen 

Roberts seconded the motion. Chair Jacques voted aye, Vice-Chair Dzubak voted aye, 
Ken Jacques voted aye, John Trachy voted aye, Mike Howard voted aye, and Jen Roberts 
voted aye.  

 
• At 7:18 p.m. Chair Jacques reopened the public hearing for the Select Shepherds site plan 

application. Chair Jacques stated that there was an objection before the Board regarding 
whether members of the Board should recuse themselves. After speaking with Town 
counsel, the Board decided that recusal was not necessary and the hearing would 
continue as scheduled. Chair Jacques also noted that because public comment remained 
still open for this hearing, the Board would limit public comment to seven minutes per 
individual. Chair Jacques also asked that public comment be pertinent to the application 
and hearing before the Board and that all questions be directed to the Chair.  

 
• Chair Jacques noted that at the end of the May 21, 2026, hearing, the Board was 

discussing potential noise issues and the definition of adult dogs. The application 
provided a document outlining potential conditions for site plan approval. Chair Jacques 
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asked whether Board members had additional questions for the applicant after further 
reviewing the application.  

 
• Chair Jacques asked Attorney Brown whether the location referenced in the application 

was the best location for the structure, as recommended by Mr. Bodwell, the expert 
acoustician. Attorney Sheridan Brown affirmed that the location shown on the plan 
allowed for the greatest setback from the property lines and took advantage of the heavily 
forested vegetation buffer. The goal was to situate the building to take advantage of the 
buffer, with the enclosed sides of the building facing the other direction. Chair Jacques 
asked Attorney Brown whether an earthen berm for additional buffering had been 
considered or whether it would be an after-the-fact consideration when testing ambient 
noise. Attorney Brown stated that an earthen berm would be an after-the-fact 
consideration and that Mr. Bodwell was confident that the sound-absorbing panels would 
achieve the desired mitigation of ambient noise. Attorney Brown stated that the proposals 
included in the application were different options that could be used as an overall 
approach to mitigate ambient noise as needed. Vice-Chair Dzubak reconfirmed that the 
openings to the runs faced northwest toward the forested areas of the property. Attorney 
Brown confirmed that the runs would face the forested areas and the runs would include 
side skirts to help mitigate sound. Chair Jacques clarified with Attorney Brown that there 
were kennels for dogs and an additional outdoor run and that these outdoor runs would be 
paneled with noise-buffering material. Attorney Brown confirmed that the open runs 
would have top and bottom screens to help mitigate sound.  

 
• Chair Jacques questioned whether lighting would be on all night. Attorney Brown 

responded that outdoor lighting would be motion-activated and down-shielded. Chair 
Jacques clarified with Tim Bray that the allowable sign dimensions under Springfield’s 
Site Plan Review Regulations, Section 5, were no greater than 12 square feet. Chair 
Jacques questioned whether snow removal would be required in the play yard or whether 
other significant snow removal would be required for the operation. Attorney Brown 
responded that no snow removal would be required in the play yard and that no 
significant snow removal would be required for the operation other than snow-blowing 
walkways. Chair Jacques questioned whether an increase in traffic volume was 
anticipated. Attorney Brown stated that no change in traffic levels was anticipated 
because the operation would not have visitors coming to the kennels for sanitation and 
dog-health reasons. Placements were often made before pups were born, with off-site 
visits for those placements. Chair Jacques questioned whether refuse is still being taken 
to the dump if it’s double-bagged. Attorney Brown confirmed that refuse would be taken 
to the dump and that, if this changed the applicants would contract with a private hauler 
to remove it.  

 
• Chair Jacques asked the Board whether it had any remaining questions for the applicant. 

Tim Bray, Zoning Coordinator, asked whether, if the application were approved, the plan 
included in the application was one he could cite for the zoning permit. Attorney Brown 
replied that the plan labeled “Appendix C: Sketch of Building Locations” showed the 
proposed building location. Chair Jacques noted that the proposal before the Board 
defines adult dogs as dogs 16-weeks or older. The ZBA decision did not include a 
definition of adult dogs verus younger dogs, but the minutes of the ZBA decision meeting 
referred to adult dogs. John Trachy noted that the discussion about dogs was premature 
and should occur during the deliberative session. Attorney Brown stated that in a 
transcript created from his recording of the ZBA meeting, using AI, the terms “dogs” and 
“adult dogs”, were used interchangeably because no one raised a concern that puppies 
would be noise-generating or create any other impact on the neighborhood. The 
applicants proposed as conditions (Appendix D), that no more than 15 adult dogs (dogs 
older than 16 weeks) and 12 puppies (dogs younger than 16 weeks) be kept on the 
property.  

 
• Chair Jacques opened the floor to public comment. Mr. Steven Piispanen noted that the 

minutes of previous ZBA hearings stated that the applicant would obtain a pet vendor 
license. Mr. Piispanen cited NH RSA 436:99 (Diseases of Domestic Animals, 
definitions), which defines dogs as any male or female K9, sexed or neutered. Mr. 
Piispanen pointed out that this RSA does not distinguish between puppies and dogs. Mr. 
Piispanen also questioned what the structure would be made of: wood, concrete, or steel. 
Chair Jacques responded that the plans provided showed that the structure would be 



wood-sided, and that this could be made a condition should the Board proceed to 
approval. Mr. Piispanen questioned the flooring type, because the application to the EPA 
stated that the floors would be mopped, while the application to the Planning Board 
stated that the floors would be gravel and concrete. Mr. Piispanen also questioned how 
discharged water would be filtered through an on-site septic system if the wastewater was 
to be mixed with wood shavings and taken to the transfer station for disposal. Mr. 
Piispanen stated that he believed this defeated the purpose of the DES instructions. Mr. 
Piispanen stated that he saw no drainage going to the septic system on the plans. Mr. 
Piispanen also stated that he believed allowing a business to be built, would not conform 
to the neighborhood. Mr. Piispanen noted that Section 9 of the application stated that 
prospective buyers would arrive at the business site, while Attorney Brown had earlier 
stated that there would be no visitors to the site. Mr. Piispanen provided the Board with a 
written copy of all his concerns as an abutting landowner (Appendix A). Mr. Piispanen 
stated that if the permit were approved, he would be dispute it legally.  

 
• Chair Jacques asked Mr. Piispanen what building material he would prefer and why. Mr. Piispanen 

stated that concrete would be preferable because it would last forever. Mike Howard noted that if 
the Board were to condition this, it would be because a particular building material affected the 
neighbors. If a building material made a difference in the distribution of sound, that could be added 
as a condition, however durability alone could not be made a condition. Mr. Piispanen questioned 
whether the expert acoustician had provided input on building materials and their impact on noise 
mitigation. Chair Jacques asked Attorney Brown about the materials used for the flooring. Attorney 
Brown stated that the building would have a full concrete pad and possibly additional non-porous 
vinyl flooring for the dogs’ comfort. Attorney Brown stated that with respect to the NH DES 
permit, the reference to discharge into the existing septic system was to shampoo, water, etc. from 
washing dogs. The waste had been presented to DES as being absorbed into wood shavings, 
bagged, and disposed of at the transfer station. Chair Jacques asked what construction material was 
intended for the building. Attorney Brown stated that the intention, if approved, would be to work 
with the expert acoustician to determine what the most cost-effective material that would achieve 
the presented noise limits. The outdoor structures would be covered with mass-loaded vinyl. Sound 
mitigation would result from the building site, the use of mass-loaded vinyl, vegetation, and other 
factors.  

 
• Chair Jacques noted that Attorney Brown had stated that there would be no visitors coming to the 

kennel and asked whether visitors would be coming to the property itself. Attorney Brown stated 
that the application spoke for itself; the applicants did not intend to have the public come to their 
kennel for sanitation and health reasons. There might be a very small number of people invited to 
visit the property, but this would occur infrequently, if at all. Chair Jacques asked Attorney Brown 
what municipal requirements were needed to obtain a pet vendor license. Attorney Brown stated 
that certification of municipal approval was required. Chair Jacques clarified that this would mean 
full site plan approval.  

 
• Attorney Brown pointed out that the discussions throughout the January 7, 2025, and January 27, 

2025, ZBA meetings, concerned a maximum of 15 adult dogs and that the conversation was clear. 
The applicants have presented a good-faith proposal to the Board, and part of the error in the 
minutes occurred because there were several interruptions. Attorney Brown stated that the totality 
of the conversation was clear as to what approval was sought regarding the number of dogs. 
Regarding training, the applicants would train their own dogs on the property, but would not train 
dogs for the public, any public training would take place off-site. Attorney Brown also noted that 
vegetation had been proposed along the back side of the building. Although not an expert, Attorney 
Brown did not know whether this would help with sound mitigation, but he noted that planting in 
this area could obstruct visual sight lines and that roots could cause issues in the septic area.  

 
• Chair Jacques closed the floor to public comment. John Trachy moved to close the public hearing 

and move to deliberation. Jen Roberts seconded the motion. All Board members voted aye.  
 
• ZBA minutes from September 3, 2024, January 7, 2025, and January 27,2025, were provided to the 

Board. Board member John Trachy provided the Board with documents titled “Findings of Fact – 
Select Shepherds, LLC – 06182026” (Appendix B) and “Site Plan Conditions – Draft Commercial 
Dog Kennel- Select Shepherds, LLC et al” (Appendix C). John Trachy also stated that the State 
now mandates that planning boards prepare individual findings of fact. Tim Bray clarified that the 
document reflected John Trachy’s interpretation of the findings of fact. Vice-Chair Dzubak asked 
whether the Board had had enough time to read the documents John Trachy had provided. Mike 



Howard stated that the issue of the definition of a dog and how the kennel would be populated 
hinged on a careful reading of the ZBA minutes and should be treated as a separate issue; the Board 
should not vote until that issue had been addressed. Mike Howard also stated that the issue of how 
trees should be handled would be outside of the Planning Board’s scope. The Board discussed 
verifying with the State the number of dogs transferred in a year and using that information as an 
enforcement record for any conditions regarding the number of dogs transferred. Tim Bray asked 
whether the documents John Trachy had provided were to be used as a guideline for writing 
conditions or simply as general discussion among the Board. Tim shared that he had concerns 
about some of the proposed conditions in the documents. Tim stated that he felt the document titled 
“Findings of Fact’ was salted with opinion and matters outside the Planning Board’s jurisdiction. 
Vice-Chair Dzubak asked John Trachy whether he could clarify his concerns so the Board could 
draft conditions if it moved forward. John Trachy stated that the document provided was a list of 
his concerns. Vice-Chair Dzubak stated that he echoed what Tim Bray had said: the document 
extended beyond facts and into areas outside the Planning Board’s purview, including enforcement 
mechanisms of the Select Board and, through the Select Board, the Health Officer and Zoning 
Coordinator. Vice-Chair Dzubak stated that the Select Board was the Town’s governing body and 
could enforce or decline to enforce violations, because enforcement was outside the Planning 
Board’s scope. Mike Howard stated that the documents provided were a personal list of concerns; 
most were good concerns, but what he asked of John to distill them into a set of conditions the 
Board could vote on. John Trachy stated that the other document provided was a list of suggested 
conditions. Mike Howard stated that he was uncomfortable voting on something that was largely 
personal rather than the opinion of the Board and that exceeded the Board’s mandate; much of the 
content did not require a vote and was already implicit in the application. The Board reviewed the 
proposed conditions document circulated by John Trachy. Tim Josephson clarified that findings of 
fact must be centered on how the application meets or does not meet the Town’s regulations. The 
findings must be complete so that a reviewing court knows the reasons for the Board’s decisions 
and so that, if the Board denies an application, the applicant has instructions regarding the time to 
appeal.  
 

• Chair Jacques polled the Board to determine whether it could move forward with approval subject 
to conditions. Board members stated yes that they believed they could move forward with approval 
subject to conditions. Chair Jacques asked the Board to review the health and safety issues, 
residential issues, and recommended highest-priority conditions set out in John Trachy’s document 
and to identify conditions on which the Board could agree and any additional conditions others 
might consider appropriate. Chair Jacques reviewed page 7 of the document “Site Plan Conditions 
– draft’, under the “Health and Safety” section. Jen Roberts noted that septic approval was granted 
by DES and that she would not want to challenge anything DES had already approved. Tim Bray 
noted that the septic system was not part of the application before the Planning Board because DES 
had already considered it; the applicants were not going to tie into the septic system, and refuse 
would be absorbed in shavings, bagged, and removed from the site. Tim Bray noted that the 
Planning Board had no oversite of an existing septic system. Vice-Chair Dzubak clarified that the 
applicant had a DES permit and had provided MSDS sheets for the cleaning products. He stated 
that solid waste from the facility was a different issue and that it would be appropriate for the 
Board to discuss conditions concerning how long solid waste could be held at the facility; however, 
any condition concerning a possible failure of the septic system was an issue for the Health Officer.  

 
• Mike Howard proposed a condition requiring as-built plans to be submitted to the Planning Board 

so that the Board could confirm that the construction complied with the site plan conditions. The 
Board discussed requesting building plans before authorizing the Zoning Coordinator to issue a 
zoning permit rather than requesting an as-built plan after the construction was completed. The 
Board also discussed recording the ZBA conditions on the plan. John Trachy expressed the opinion 
that the Board should have the full history filed and recorded at the Sullivan County Registry of 
Deeds. Tim Bray shared that the former Town Administrator had explained to the Board the types 
of records that could be recorded at the Registry of Deeds. The types of documents that could be 
recorded there would be provided to the Board at the next meeting.  

 
• Chair Jacques moved the conversation to Section B, Scope of Approved Use and Dog-Count 

Limits. The Board discussed receiving clarification from the ZBA on the special-exception 
conditions as they related to the number of dogs and puppies. Mike Howard stated that it was not 
clear from the ZBA minutes whether the discussion concerned dogs and puppies or only adult dogs, 
and it was unclear how to obtain ZBA clarification. Vice-Chair Dzubak stated that the decision 
should be made by the Planning Board because the application before the Board. John Trachy 
stated that he did not think it was in the Planning Board’s best interest to alter what the ZBA had 



already decided and that this was a ZBA issue. Vice-Chair Dzubak asked John to clarify what he 
was proposing. John stated that he proposed to send the matter back to the ZBA for clarification if 
the applicant did not agree to a condition limiting the total number of dogs on the premises to 15. 
Mike Howard pointed out that the Board had not heard testimony about how much noise puppies 
made, or why puppies should not count in the 15-dog limit. Mike also stated that it was clear to him 
that puppies would not make much noise and did not have loud voices and that he would be more 
comfortable with clarification from the ZBA concerning its intent. Jen Roberts stated that this was 
discussed at the last meeting and that puppies were not allowed outside; they were kept inside and, 
did not touch the ground until after receiving all their shots at 12 weeks old. She stated that the 
puppies were kept inside the house and, therefore, would not contribute to outdoor noise levels. 
Chair Jacques questioned whether the Planning Board had the authority to usurp what the ZBA had 
decided and whether, if it was a specific condition, the Planning Board had the ability to do that. 
Tim Bray explained that the special exception was the permit to run the business and that the site 
plan review involved conditions placed on that permit. The permit was for 15 dogs; unfortunately, 
the discussion of puppies was silent in the decision. Mike Howard noted that the applicants were 
bending over backwards and that he felt the Board should do the same, at least to learn the ZBA’s 
intent. Vice-Chair Dzubak asked how many days the Board was into the application. It was noted 
that the application had been accepted at the previous month’s meeting, so the Board was 30 days 
into its review. Vice-Chair Dzubak stated that his preference was to obtain a legal opinion on the 
number of dogs, the language, and the ZBA permit, then return next month; with the remaining 
time the Board could move other issues forward.  

 
• The Board discussed other possible conditions concerning lighting, signage, traffic, waste removal, 

and the submission of an as-built plan upon completion of construction. The Board outlined a 
lighting condition requiring dark-sky compliance, down-shielded and motion activated lights, and 
no direct lighting leaving the property. The Board outlined a signage condition requiring no lights 
on the sign and a maximum size of 12 square feet. The Board outlined conditions for parking and 
visitation, including visitation between 8:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. and off-street parking. The Board 
stated that it was comfortable with the applicant’s proposal for weekly waste removal. The Board 
outlined an acoustics condition requiring post-construction test results from the acoustician at the 
property line. Tim Bray asked the Board to request construction drawings for Planning Board 
review before the Board authorized the Zoning Coordinator to issue a zoning permit.  
 

• Ken Jacques moved to continue the Select Shepherds hearing to the next meeting on July 16, 2026, 
at 7:05 p.m.  Mike Howard seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.   

 
 

• John Trachy moved to accept the minutes of May 21, 2026. Mike Howard seconded the motion. 
The motion passed unanimously. 

 
 

• Renee Theall of the Upper Valley Lake Sunapee Regional Planning Commission presented 
the pilot project that it was working on regarding home-based and family-based childcare.    
The UVLSRPC had identified several communities, including Springfield, where home-
based and family-based childcare was needed. UVLSRPC was looking to engage planning 
boards and community stakeholders and conduct an audit of zoning ordinances and site 
plan regulations to ensure they were consistent with applicable RSAs. The pilot project 
was funded through October, and Renee asked whether the Planning Board would be 
interested in participating. Renee shared that Springfield was in the middle of the pack 
regarding regulations for home-based childcare. Springfield had revised the site plan 
requirement to a conditional use permit for home-based businesses, which was allowed but 
has been identified as a barrier, together with the floor-size restriction of 1000 square feet 
under the current site plan review regulations. There was also an outdoor area limit, which 
was needed for home-based, family-based childcare. These were opportunities to update 
regulations to help reduce barriers.  

 
• Chair Jacques introduced the list of Zoning Ordinance conflicts and cleanup items 

compiled by John Trachy. John Trachy noted that some changes could be made by the 
Board, while others required approval at Town Meeting. Tim Bray asked that 
administrative rules for the Planning Board be compiled for consideration at the next 



Town Meeting, specifically including a time limit for public comment so that expectations 
would be clear to the public. 

 
• Chair Jacques adjourned the meeting at 9:45 p.m. 

 
 
 

Submitted by: Emily Rogers, Administrative Assistant 
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