
 
 
 

Planning Board – Monday, October 22, 2018, 6:30PM 
City Hall Council Chambers – 3 Washington Street, 2nd floor 

AGENDA 
 

I. Call to Order – Roll Call 
 
II. Minutes of Previous Meeting – September 24, 2018 Meeting 
 
III. Request to Extend Conditional Site Plan Approval  

1. SPR-01-18 – Summit Athletic Center – 809 Court Street, Keene – Fieldstone Land 
Consultants, PLLC, on behalf of property owner Hillsborough Capital, LLC, is requesting 
a 6 month extension of the 180-day conditional site plan approval timeframe.  This 
conditional approval is for the redevelopment of the 1.812 acre property at 809 Court 
Street (TMP# 188-01-001), including removal of the existing 19,943 SF structure to build 
a new, 28,800 SF indoor athletic training facility.   

 
IV. Public Hearing 

1. SPR-11-18 – 96 Dunbar Street – Site Plan – Applicant Jim Phippard of Brickstone Land 
Use Consultants LLC on behalf of owner, Knotty Pine Antique Market Inc., proposes to 
convert the existing 12,655 sf building at 96 Dunbar St into space for 91 indoor self-
storage units and a 4,900 sf auction gallery, and to make renovations to the exterior 
of the building. The site is 0.39 acres in size and located in the Central Business 
District (TMP #585-007-000-000-000). 

 
V. Community Development Director Report  
  1. Building Better Together: Land Use Code Update  
 
VI. New Business 
 
VII. Upcoming Dates of Interest – November 2018 

Planning Board Meeting – November 26, 6:30 PM 
Planning Board Steering Committee – November 13, 12:00 PM 
Joint PB/PLD Committee – TUESDAY, November 13, 6:30 PM 
Planning Board Site Visits – November 21, 8:00 AM – To Be Confirmed 
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CITY OF KEENE 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 

PLANNING BOARD 

MEETING MINUTES 

 

Monday, September 24, 2018 6:30 PM Council Chambers 

 

Members Present 

Gary Spykman, Chairman  

Douglas Barrett, Vice-Chair 

Mayor Kendall Lane 

Michael Burke 

Martha Landry 

Councilor George Hansel 

Pamela Russell Slack 

Chris Cusack 

Nathaniel Stout 

 

Staff 

Rhett Lamb, Community Devel. Dir./ACM 

Senior Planner, Tara Kessler 

 

 

 

I. Call to order – Roll Call 

Chair Spykman called the meeting to order at 6:30 PM and roll call was taken. 

 

II. Minutes of previous meeting – August 27, 2018 Meeting 

Planning Board Meeting 

A motion was made by Mayor Kendall Lane to accept the August 27, 2018 minutes. The motion was 

seconded by Councilor George Hansel and was unanimously approved.  

 

  III. Public Hearing 

 1. S-07-18 – 3-Lot Subdivision – 15 Langley Road – Applicant Russell Huntley of Huntley 

Survey & Design, PLLC, on behalf of owners, Nicholas and Donna Kellar, proposes to subdivide the 

existing 17.37-acre parcel at 15 Langley Road into three separate lots. The proposed lots will be 5.30 acres, 

6.09 acres, and 5.98 acres in size and are subject to the Hillside Protection and Surface Water Protection 

Ordinance. The site is located in the Rural District (TMP# 243- 021-000-000-000). 

 

A. Board Determination of Completeness. 

Senior Planner Tara Kessler stated since there is no development being proposed at this time, the applicant 

is asking for certain exemptions from providing reports that would typically be submitted should there be 

development. She stated that staff recommends that the Board grant these exemptions and accept 

Application S-07-18 as complete. A motion was made by Mayor Kendall Lane that the Board accept this 

application as complete. The motion was seconded by Councilor George Hansel and was unanimously 

approved. 

 

B. Public Hearing 

Mr. Russ Huntley of Huntley Survey and Design stated he was representing Nicholas and Donna Kellar 

who own a 17.3 acre land on Langley Road. The request is to subdivide this land into three parcels; the 

land itself slopes towards the northwest.  

 

The perimeter of the northwest corner is wooded and this property is surrounded by stone walls. 

 

There are two wetland areas on the property, one stream and a small basin located on the northerly end of 

the property; the rest of the property is open field. The request for subdivision is for each parcel to be five 

acres with one of those parcels having the existing house, septic, well and driveway (towards the west). The 

remaining two parcels, which are located towards the east of the existing lot, would share a common 

driveway.   
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Mr. Huntley noted that if these two undeveloped parcels were to be developed, there is enough space on 

each lot for a building envelope close to Langley Road, which meets the required frontage and setback, 

without affecting the wetlands or steep slopes on the site.  He explained that this property is in the Hillside 

District, as there are some precautionary and prohibitive slopes but this has been taken into consideration 

for the minimum zoning requirements of each lot. This concluded Mr. Huntley’s presentation. 

 

Staff comments were next. Ms. Kessler noted there were precautionary and prohibitive slopes on this 

property but as has been noted they have been accounted in the deduction in the minimum lot size and each 

lot is exactly five acres in size and meets the minimum lot size for the Rural District. Ms. Kessler noted the 

common driveway, which has been included on the plan. She noted that staff are recommending that a 

condition be added, if the Board were to approve the subdivision, that requires the owner obtain all 

necessary permits to install this driveway when it would be developed in the future.  

 

Mayor Lane congratulated Mr. Huntley for his presentation as this is Mr. Huntley’s first presentation before 

the Keene Planning Board since he has been in business for himself. 

 

With no further comments, the Chairman closed the public hearing. 

 

C.   Board Discussion and Action  

A motion was made by Mayor Kendall Lane that the Planning Board approve S-07-18, as shown on the 

plan identified as “Three Lot Subdivision Plat, Land of Nicholas L. & Donna A. Kellar located at Tax Map 

Parcel No. (243-021) 15 Langley Road, Keene, Cheshire County, New Hampshire” prepared by Huntley 

Survey & Design, PLLC, dated July 18, 2018 at a scale of 1” = 20’ with the following conditions:  

1. Owner’s signature appears on plan prior to signing by Planning Board Chair.  

2. Prior to the installation and construction of the common driveway, the owner must:  

A. Obtain all necessary permits for work within the public right-of-way; and,  

B. Demonstrate compliance with all City of Keene ordinances and regulations related to driveways 

and vehicle parking areas at the time of installation and construction with the appropriate official 

or City body; and,  

C. Coordinate with the City of Keene prior to the removal of any trees within the public right-of-way. 

 

The motion was seconded by Councilor George Hansel and was unanimously approved. 

 

2.   SPR-11-16, Mod. 6 – Hillside Village – 81, 95 & 100 Wyman Road – Site Plan – Applicant 

Brickstone Land Use Consultants, on behalf of owner Prospect Woodward Home, requests modifications to 

the west-facing façade of the Hillside Village Community Building including changes to fenestration, 

exterior materials, and screening of roof-mounted mechanical equipment. The site is 35.7 acres in size and 

is located in the Rural District (TMP# 221-019-000- 000-000).  

 

The Mayor recused himself from this application due to a previously indicated conflict of interest. 

 

A.   Board Determination of Completeness. 

Senior Planner Tara Kessler recommended to the Board that they accept Application SPR-11-16 as 

complete. A motion was made by Councilor George Hanse that the Board accept this application as 

complete. The motion was seconded by Nathaniel Stout and was unanimously approved. 

 

B. Public Hearing 

Jim Phippard addressed the Board on behalf of Hillside Village. He stated this was  

Modification #6 for this Site Plan and stated it was not unusual to have this many changes on a project of 

this size and the construction timeframe is over a year long for this project. He noted that staff have 

allowed the applicant to accumulate proposed minor modifications and combine them into one major 

project application.  
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Mr. Phippard stated the modifications before the Board are located on the west elevation of the community 

center. He referred to the plan which was approved in 2016 as well as to a plan with the modifications 

being proposed.  

 

The first change is to the windows. Currently, the plan specifies arched windows located on the first floor 

of the north and south wing. The proposal is to change this to more conventional rectangular shaped 

windows.  Mr. Phippard noted that the parking garages that are proposed in front of the Community 

Building need to be enclosed due to building and fire codes.  This was not known at the time the site plan 

was approved.  As such, the areas where the applicant is proposing to replace the arched windows will not 

be visible from Wyman Road.   

 

Mr. Phippard noted that they are also proposing to remove the cultured stone, which was approved as part 

of the first floor’s exterior treatment on the building’s westerly facade.  This material will be replaced with 

vinyl siding. He explained that the areas where the cultured stone would be removed would be obscured 

from view by the covered parking garages.   

 

Mr. Phippard noted that they propose to install elevator hoists on the roofs, which would be screened with 

materials similar to the rest of the building. All other proposed changes relate to modifications to the 

exterior doors and windows on the western façade, including the proposed addition of a sky light in the roof 

of the building’s main community room, and the replacement of a solarium at the south end of the building 

with conventional walls, fixed windows, and vinyl siding. Mr. Phippard reviewed these proposed changes.  

 

Mr. Phippard referred to an error he had made on the submitted plan.  The mullions on the Community 

Building’s entryway windows were not shown on the prior plan and these are proposed to remain. He 

referred to mechanical equipment being added on the roof which will be partially visible from Wyman 

Road. There is a vinyl wall being added to shield this equipment. Mr. Phippard stated some of these 

changes are to accommodate the desires of the residents. This concluded Mr. Phippard’s presentation. Ms. 

Landry asked whether the issue with the wall for fire regulation purposes was not noticed with the 2016 

plan. Mr. Phippard stated it was not noticed by the architect and came about during third party review. 

 

Ms. Landry thanked the applicant and staff for incorporating the 2016 version of the plan for easier 

clarification of the changes coming before the Board. She asked whether there were many changes being 

proposed today compared to what was approved in 2016. Mr. Phippard stated the changes were incremental 

in nature.  

 

Mr. Stout asked for a completion date. Mr. Phippard stated they are looking for occupancy to happen in 

February 2019. 

 

Ms. Landry asked whether any of these changes have already happened. Mr. Phippard stated some of the 

windows are already installed but the contractor is aware not all the changes will be approved and they may 

be forced to make changes.  

 

Staff comments were next. Ms. Kessler stated the focus of the application is on proposed modifications to 

the Community Building and noted this is the first set of changes to this particular building since the 2016 

approval. She stated many of the proposed changes will be covered from view from Wyman Way by the 

covered parking garages. She stated that with respect to Development Standard 19, Architecture and Visual 

Appearance, staff view the changes being proposed as consistent with the look and feel of the building and 

the surrounding structures. However, she understands that multiple modifications to the appearance of a 

building can have a cumulative impact that may lead to a design that is significantly different from the one 

originally approved by the Board.   

 

Mr. Burke asked whether revisions typically happen before they are approved and whether other applicants 

would receive the similar leeway. Ms. Kessler stated approval is required before modifications can be made 

but there are instances when this does not happen. She noted as Mr. Phippard has indicated, this applicant is 
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aware should the Board not approve the changes that have been made, they would be required to revert 

back to the original plan at their expense. 
 

Chair Spykman asked whether the Board could approve certain changes and not the others the applicant has 

brought forward today. Ms. Kessler stated the Board could craft a motion which approves certain items. 

The Chairman asked whether there was also another change that happened before the Zoning Board with 

respect to an additional floor. Ms. Kessler stated this was for the healthcare building. 
 

Ms. Landry asked how common it was for an applicant to group all these changes into one and bring it 

before the Board; she felt this makes the Board’s deliberations irrelevant. Ms. Kessler stated this is 

common with large scale projects and it is something that has happened in the past. She added grouping 

items together saves a lot of time for the applicant, staff, and board in the review process, if they are minor 

changes.   
 

Chair Spykman asked for public comment. With no comment from the public, the Chairman closed the 

public hearing. 
 

The Chairman stressed the Board should not be pressured to approve what the applicant has already done. 
 

Ms. Landry stated these are seasoned professionals who are working on this project and she does not want 

to stand in the way of a great project. On the other hand, there is a reason the Board has rules and 

regulations in place.  
 

Councilor Hansel, stated that having experience with how these large projects work, he feels the contractor 

probably didn’t give much thought to Board approval. He noted it would be up to the contractor to change 

his plan should it not fit in with what the Board approves. He felt the changes proposed were minor. 
 

Mr. Lamb added the Board is in a tough position because the Board prefers the original plan to the current 

proposal. He stated the task before the Board is to determine whether the plan before the Board can be 

approved under Standard 19. 
 

Ms. Landry felt the new plan is beginning to look more institutional. The Chairman stated Ms. Landry 

could always make a motion to modify, vote against the motion and if additional information is necessary, 

ask for a continuance.  
 

Vice-Chair Barrett stated a contractor moving forward with changes prior to Board approval is something 

the Board has seen in the past – and agreed the Board has rules and regulations but also recognizes this 

Board has no enforcement role but rather an approval role. He added that he agrees with Councilor 

Hansel’s assertion that if this plan came before him as an original plan he would have approved it even 

though he might not have liked it as much. 
 

Mr. Stout stated it is unfortunate the Board is at a disadvantage as it does not get to see the parking at the 

front of the site and how it affects the overall view. He also felt the applicant has made an effort by 

bringing these items before the Board which might not have happened with another situation, which brings 

about enforcement issues. He stated he too agrees with Councilor Hansel. 
 

C.   Board Discussion and Action  

A motion was made by Councilor George Hansel that the Planning Board approve SPR-11-16, 

modification 6 as shown on the elevation entitled “Community Center Front (West)” for Hillside Village, 

Wyman Road, Keene, New Hampshire prepared by Tsomides Associates Architects Planners at a scale of 

1/8”=1’ on August 10, 2018 with the following conditions:  

 

1. Prior to signature by Planning Board Chair:  

a. Submittal of revised elevation with stamp from a NH licensed Architect.  

b. Owner’s signature on the revised elevation. 
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The motion was seconded by Nathaniel Stout. 

 

Martha Landry proposed an amendment to this motion, which is to include language that would retain the 

original arch windows. The amendment was seconded by Pamela Russell Slack. 

 

Ms. Landry felt the quality of the building has been degraded because of the removal of the arch windows 

and even though she was not present in 2016, she felt the shape of the building is one of the reasons this 

plan was approved. 

 

Councilor Hansel stated he shares in the disappointment; however, he did not view the proposed changes as 

being in conflict with Standard 19. Ms. Landry disagreed and noted that she sees these changes as 

impacting Standard 19. Councilor Hansel asked how this change differs from Standard 19. Ms. Landry 

stated the manner in which the windows were presented in 2016 was part of the plan being in compliance 

with Standard 19. Ms. Landry noted one item to consider is that the work has already been done.  

 

Vice-Chair Barrett stated he would be more inclined to support Ms. Landry if the arch windows were 

visible from the road. Mr. Stout felt there were other very significant architectural features and the change 

being proposed was not that significant, especially because the parking structures sit in front of them. Dr. 

Cusack stated he agrees with Ms. Landry but does also agree the change is not as significant and hence 

could not support the amendment. 

 

On a 2-6 vote, the amendment made by Martha Landry failed. 

 

The original vote made by Councilor Hansel carried on a 7-1 vote, with Martha Landry voting in 

opposition. 

 

Mayor Lane rejoined the Board. 

 

3.    SPR-930, Mod. 4 – Subaru of Keene – 11 Production Ave – Site Plan – Owner, Wilco Realty Corp., 

is proposing a 2,940 sf single-story addition to the west-side of the existing Subaru building to house six 

additional auto service bays. The site is 5.67 acres in size and is located in the Industrial District (TMP# 

242-002-000-000-000). 

 

A.   Board Determination of Completeness. 

Senior Planner Tara Kessler recommended to the Board that they accept Application SPR 930 as complete. 

A motion was made by Mayor Kendall Lane that the Board accept this application as complete. The motion 

was seconded by Councilor George Hansel and was unanimously approved. 

 

B. Public Hearing 

Mr. David Bergeron addressed the Board on behalf of the applicant regarding an addition to the existing 

Subaru building on Production Avenue. This proposal is to install an addition at the rear of the building to 

house six additional work bays. An existing smaller bay would be demolished to accommodate the six new 

bays. The existing vehicle circulation pattern would still exist after the expansion. As part of this proposal 

the applicant would like to pave the existing gravel parking lot. There will be a reduction in the row of 

parking spaces to accommodate the addition. There are no other changes being proposed.  

 

Mr. Bergeron reviewed how the application meets the Board’s relevant development standards. He noted 

that the paving of the gravel parking area has a minor effect on drainage but the original design had ample 

storage for runoff. There will be silt fencing added to protect the area outside the developed area from 

erosion and sedimentation. The site will continue to drain in a similar manner as it has been.  There are 

several areas allocated for snow storage, which are outlined on the plan submitted. There are no changes 

being proposed within the 100-year floodplain.  At this time no changes are proposed that require 

landscaping.  Three additional wall-mounted lights are proposed to be added to the building, all of which 

are fully shielded LED fixtures. As a result of the addition, there may be one additional employee hired, 
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and this increase would not have an impact on traffic patterns.  Mr. Bergeron noted that there is sufficient 

room on the site for vehicles to travel as well as ample parking for customers.  There is good sight visibility 

of Production Ave from the site entrance.  With respect to architecture, the addition will continue the same 

pattern of design and appearance that the existing building has. This concluded Mr. Bergeron’s 

presentation. 

 

Mayor Lane asked if the landscape screening that exists today would also be extended to reduce visual 

impact of the building from Route 9. He remembered that this was a condition of the original approval for 

the site.  Mr. Bergeron stated they were not planning on adding any more trees but perhaps they could add 

one more tree. The Mayor asked for at least two more trees. Mr. Bergeron referred to two additional mature 

trees along the highway. 

 

Staff comments were next. Ms. Kessler called the Board’s attention to engineering comments regarding 

drainage, and noted that these concerns have been addressed. She noted that Mr. Bergeron did a thorough 

job addressing the development standards in his presentation.  She reviewed the relevant standards and 

noted that staff are recommending the Board include a condition in their approval, if they were inclined to 

approve the project, that would require the issuance of a shoreland protection permit prior to signature by 

the Planning Board chair.   

 

With respect to landscaping, staff did refer to the conditions of the original site plan approval.  As there was 

no additional parking being installed, staff had viewed this development standard as being met.  Ms. 

Kessler went on to say the proposed appearance of the building matches what exists today. The site is 

within the floodplain, but the applicant has indicated there would be no impact to floodplain. There are no 

significant changes being proposed for traffic. The wall packs being proposed meet the Board’s standard. 

 

With that the Chairman asked for public comment. Mr. Bergeron stated the applicant would be agreeable to 

replacing the two mature trees should they be damaged at this time. He added the Board is going to be 

seeing him back as the applicant is making more changes to this site – adding a car wash, as well as new 

parking. 

 

Mayor Lane stressed the need for two more trees along the north-facing elevation (for a total of four trees). 

Mr. Lamb stated according to the aerial photo, it seems like there is one tree at the present time. 

 

With no further comment, the Chairman closed the public hearing. 

 

C.   Board Discussion and Action  

A motion was made by Mayor Kendall Lane that the Planning Board approve SPR-930, Modification 4 as 

shown on a plan entitled “Modification #4, SPR 930, proposed addition for Subaru of Keene, 11 Production 

Avenue, Keene, NH 03431” prepared by Brickstone Landuse Consultants on August 17, 2018, and last 

revised on September 5, 2018 at a scale of predominantly 1” = 30’ and as shown on the elevations entitled 

“Subaru of Keene Addition” prepared by Bruce Ronayne Hamilton Architects on August 15, 2018 with the 

following conditions:  

 

1. Prior to signature by Planning Board Chair the applicant shall submit:  

    a. Owner’s signature on plan;  

    b. An approved NH DES Shoreland Protection Permit; 

    c. A security for landscaping, site stabilization and an “as-built” plan in a form and amount acceptable to 

the Community Development Director and City Engineer; and, 

    d.  Submittal of a revised conditions plan, sheet 2 that shows the installation of four trees to screen the 

north facing façade. 

 

The motion was seconded by Councilor George Hansel and was unanimously approved. 
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It was clarified that the applicant would be responsible for replanting the original two trees, if any were 

missing from the site, and that two additional trees would be installed to screen the approved addition from 

Route 9.  

 

IV.   Assistant City Manager/Community Development Director Report  
a. Protocol for temporary Chair of Planning Board meetings  

Mr. Lamb reminded the Board about the unique circumstance last month where the Chair, Vice-Chair, 

Mayor were absent from the meeting. Typically, the protocol for selecting a chair to run the meeting, 

absent the Chair, Vice Chair and Mayor, is for the Board to elect a pro-tem chair at the start of the meeting.  

This is usually the most senior member of the Board. As some Board members were unaware of this 

practice, it was advised that language be drafted to outline the protocol for electing a pro-tem (temporary) 

chair.   

 

He asked the Board to review the language being proposed for this protocol. He indicated if the Board is 

comfortable with same the Board could vote to adopt it.  

 

What the language says is that the Chairman presides over a meeting; in his or her absence the Vice-Chair 

takes their place. In the absence of both the Chair and Vice Chair, the Mayor would conduct the meeting.  

When all three are absent, a member of the Board would call the meeting to order and the Board would 

nominate and elect a Chair Pro-Tem. 

 

Ms. Slack stated because of the confusion last month she would like to vote on this item tonight. 

 

Ms. Landry asked whether the third member of the Steering Committee, other than the Chair and Vice 

Chair, could serve in this position. Chair Spykman stated according to the Rules of Order this is not a titled 

position. Dr. Cusack asked what happens when the Mayor Chairs a meeting but has to be recused for an 

item. Mayor Lane stated at such a scenario, the Board would vote for someone else to take over. 

 

A motion was made by Mayor Kendall Lane that the Board approve the Temporary Chairman Protocol. 

The motion was seconded by Councilor George Hansel and was unanimously approved. 

 

b. Other  

None at this time.  

 

V. New Business  

None at this time.  

 

VI. Upcoming Dates of Interest –  

Chair Spykman state the following upcoming dates of interest.  

Planning Board Meeting – October 22, 6:30 PM  

Planning Board Steering Committee – October 9, 12:00 PM  

Joint PB/PLD Committee – TUESDAY, October 9, 6:30 PM  

Planning Board Site Visits – October 17, 8:00 AM – To Be Confirmed 

 

VII. Adjourn – 

 

On a unanimous vote, the meeting adjourned at 8:15 pm 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Krishni Pahl 

Minute Taker 

Reviewed by: Tara Kessler, Senior Planner; edited by Lee Langella 

Page 8 of 26



Page 9 of 26



STAFF REPORT 
 

SPR-11-18 SITE PLAN REVIEW – 96 Dunbar Street 

AUCTION GALLERY AND SELF-STORAGE FACILITY 

 

Request: 

Applicant Jim Phippard of Brickstone Land Use Consultants LLC on behalf of owner, Knotty Pine 

Antique Market Inc., proposes to convert the existing 12,655 sf building at 96 Dunbar St into space for 91 

indoor self-storage units and a 4,900 sf auction gallery, and to make renovations to the exterior of the 

building. The site is 0.39 acres in size and located in the Central Business District (TMP #585-007-000-

000-000). 
 

Background: 

The proposed project involves 

utilizing an existing vacant 

warehouse building on 0.39 

acres to relocate Knotty Pine 

Antique Service from Swanzey 

to Keene.  The two story 

building has a total of 12,655 

square feet of area, with 6,700 

square feet on the first floor and 

5,955 square feet on the second 

floor. The applicant received a 

variance from the Zoning Board 

of Adjustment in June of 2018 

to allow the self-storage use in 

this District, where it is not a 

permitted use. 
 

The applicant proposes to 

occupy approximately 4,900 square feet of the first floor for the auction gallery.  The remaining area 

would contain nine (9) self-storage units and an elevator lobby.  The entire second floor would be utilized 

for up to 82 self-storage units.  Hours of operation for the storage units would be 7:00 A.M to 10:00 P.M. 

daily.  The auctions would be conducted on average once or twice a month, typically on a Saturday, 

beginning at 10:00 A.M.  The property currently has 11 parking spaces.  The applicant states that there is 

a plan to purchase 0.2 acres on the east side of the building to accommodate additional parking in the 

future. As there are no minimum parking requirements for the Central Business District, the applicant is 

not required to provide on-site parking for this use. 

 

The subject building is situated on 

a street of densely-developed 

mixed-uses of commercial, 

industrial and residential (see 

Figure #2).  The property itself is 

not in the Historic District; 

however, it is abutted on the north, 

south and east of that District.  If 

the applicant does proceed with 

the additional parking plan, that 

land on the east side of the 

building is in the Historic District 

and would be subject to any 

applicable standards. 

Figure #1:  96 Dunbar Street 

Figure #2:  96 Dunbar Street and Surrounding Area 
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Completeness: 

Staff has reviewed the application materials and finds that the relevant submission items have been met.  

The application notes a number of items for which exemption is requested; in the opinion of staff, these 

requests are reasonable, since they deal with items that are not present on this site.  Therefore, staff 

recommends that the Planning Board accept the application as “complete.” 

 

Departmental Comments: 

The following comments have been addressed by the Applicant in a revised plan set, which was shared in 

the meeting packet:   

 

Code:  

 “To be in compliance with the ZBA condition, 18-11, provide the total square footage of the self-

storage facility.” 

 

Police: No issues. 

 

Fire: No Issues.  

 

Engineering:  

 “Please confirm that all symbology used in the drawings is defined correctly in the legend (e.g., 

utility pole, sewer main, trees, etc.” 

 “The site plan shows neither the existing sewer main nor sewer/water services to the building.” 

  

Application Analysis: 

The following is a review of the Board’s relevant standards in relation to the proposed application: 

 

1. Drainage: No changes are proposed to the existing paved areas and therefore, no increase in the peak 

rate of runoff or runoff volume from the site.  This standard appears to be met.  

 

2. Sedimentation and Erosion Control:  No changes are proposed to the existing site.  This standard 

appears to be met.   

 

3.  Hillside Protection: No precautionary or prohibitive slopes are present on the site. This standard is not 

applicable.  

 

4. Snow Storage:  Snow from the parking and circulation areas are proposed to be stored on the east side 

of the site, while excess snow would be removed as necessary. The site plan provided by the 

Applicant depicts the location of this snow storage location.  This standard appears to be met.  

 

5. Flooding: The subject parcel is not located within the 100-year floodplain as shown on FEMA FIRM 

panel 33005C0267E dated May 23, 2006, therefore it is not subject to the City’s Floodplain 

Ordinance.  This standard appears to be met. 

 

6. Landscaping:  There is an existing small landscaped planter area adjacent to the south building 

entrance.  The applicant proposes to maintain that area and a new flowering crab tree and two gold-

tipped junipers.  This standard appears to be met.  

 

7. Noise:  The application states that no excess noise is expected to be generated as a result of this 

proposal. This standard appears to be met.   
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8. Screening:  The applicant proposes to locate a new dumpster pad on the east side of the building at 

the north end of the property.  The pad would be enclosed with a six-foot high solid wood fence, as 

required.  This standard appears to be met.   

   

9. Air Quality:  No impact to air quality is anticipated as a result of this proposal.  

 

10. Lighting:  The applicant proposes to add two wall-mounted, full cutoff LED lights on the west side of 

the building and one wall-mounted fixture on the east side. The lighting plan calls for an average of 

0.84 foot candles with a uniformity ratio of 2.8, which lighting shall be reduced by 50% after 10:00 

P.M.  This standard appears to be met. 

 

11. Sewer and Water: The property is served by City water and sewer.  No changes are proposed as a 

result of this plan.  This standard appears to be met.  

 

12. Traffic:  The application provides average daily traffic for the proposed uses based on the ITE Trip 

Generation Manual.  The combined estimated daily traffic for both uses is 75 vehicle trips per day.  

This standard appears to be met. 

 

13. Comprehensive Access Management: The applicant proposes to use the existing curb cut on Dunbar 

Street with no changes.  There is an existing sidewalk on the north side of Dunbar Street.  A new 

bicycle rack is proposed adjacent to the north wing of the building in the northwest corner of the 

existing parking lot.  Handicap parking and access is proposed to be provided at a new entry on the 

south side of the north building wing.  Both City Express and the Friendly Bus provide bus service to 

this area.  This standard appears to be met. Nevertheless, it seems reasonable to assume that for the 

auction events there will be much parking off-site and people walking to the property – most likely 

from Community Way.  The application does not show any plan for getting pedestrians on- and off-

site from adjacent parking areas. 

 

14. Hazardous and Toxic Materials: This application does not propose dealing with hazardous 

substances; furthermore, the property owner has no knowledge of prior environmental contamination 

at this property.  This standard appears to be met.  

 

15. Filling/Excavation: No fill or excavation is called for in this project.  This standard is not applicable.   

 

16. Wetlands: No wetlands are present in the immediate vicinity of the project site. This standard is not 

applicable.   

 

17. Surface Waters:  There are no surface waters affecting this application. This standard is not 

applicable.  

 

18. Stump Dumps: There are no stump dumps proposed for this application. This standard is not 

applicable.  

 

19. Architectural and Visual Appearance:  The original submittal proposed to remove existing windows 

and infill the openings with wood framing, sided with dark green vinyl shakes; this would consist of 

removing 11 windows on the second floor of the east side of the building, six large and two half 

windows on the west side, two windows on the south side next to Dunbar Street, and two windows on 

the second floor of south side of the north wing.  There are two sections of building where windows 

were previously removed and replaced with Texture 1-11 siding.  The application proposes to side 

these areas with the dark green vinyl shakes.  On the ground floor, an existing overhead door is 
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proposed to be removed and replaced with two 36” passage doors and brick to match the existing 

building.  All existing exposed brick would remain as is.   

  

   

 Regarding compliance with this standard, there are two sections in particular that seem to most 

directly relate to this application, those being Subparagraph b. 1 & 4, as follows: 

 

Subparagraph b.1. states that “Front facades and exterior walls shall be articulated to reduce the 

massive scale and the uniform, impersonal appearances…and to provide visual interest consistent 

with the City’s distinctive architectural identify, unique character, and prevailing human scale.”   

 

Subparagraph b.4. states that “Exterior materials, textures and colors shall minimize visual 

aggressiveness…and shall harmonize with the City’s distinctive architectural identity and unique 

character.”   

 

One other factor considered by staff is the proximity of this property to the Historic District.  While 

the property is not itself in the Historic District (see Figure #3), it is bounded on three sides by the 

District and is therefore visible from the Historic District.   

 

Following comments from 

staff to the applicant 

regarding concerns over 

Standard #19, the applicant 

submitted revised plans in 

which a second color was 

added to the column layout 

for the east and west 

elevations. Whether this 

change will satisfy the 

applicable criteria for 

Standard #19 is for the 

Board to decide. 

 

 

 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION FOR APPLICATION: 

If the Board is inclined to approve this plan, the following motion is recommended:  

 

Approve SPR-11-18, as shown on the plan set entitled “Knotty Pine Antiques & Self Storage 96 

Dunbar Street Keene, NH 03431, Tax Map Parcel 585-007” prepared by Brickstone Land Use 

Consultants, LLC on September 18, 2018, with the following conditions: 

 

1.   Prior to signature by Planning Board Chair:  

 

A. Owner’s signature on plan 

 

B. Submittal of security for landscaping, sedimentation, erosion control, and “as-built” plans 

in a form and amount acceptable to the Planning Director and City Engineer. 

 

Figure #3:  Historic District Boundary 

Subject Property 
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City of Keene 
New Hampshire 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:   Jim Phippard, Brickstone Land Use Consultants 
 
FROM:   Carol Ogilvie, Interim Planner 
 
DATE:   September 27, 2018 
 
SUBJECT: Comments on Site Plan Application for 96 Dunbar Street 
 
Staff from the City of Keene Planning, Code, Engineering, Police and Fire Departments has 
conducted an initial review of the Site Plan application for 96 Dunbar Street (TMP# 585-007).  
Our comments are as follows: 

 
1. In order to demonstrate compliance with the ZBA variance approval, please indicate on the 

plan the combined square footage of the self-storage units. 
 

2. The site plan does not show the existing sewer main nor the connection to the building. 
 

3. The site plan shows the water line but does not show the connection to the building. 
 

4. Lastly, staff have concerns about the way in which the application addresses #19 of the 
City’s Development Standards, in particular b.1:  “Front facades and exterior walls shall be 
articulated to reduce the massive scale and the uniform, impersonal appearances often found 
in contemporary commercial development, and to provide visual interest consistent with the 
City’s distinctive architectural identity, unique character, and prevailing scale.”  This concern 
is largely related to the east and west elevations.  Although vinyl shakes are proposed to infill 
the windows, these are both long, uninterrupted exterior walls with no defined articulation.  
Should the Planning Board decide to conduct a site visit on October 17th, it might be helpful 
if you could be prepared to speak to this issue.   

 
In order to have the revisions included in the Planning Board packets, we would need them by 
Monday, October 8th.  Conversely, you may also choose not to do any revisions and instead, 
discuss your proposed plan / design choices with the Planning Board at its meeting on October 
22, 2018.  Please feel free to contact me with any questions at 603-352-5474 or 
cogilvie@ci.keene.nh.us.  
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