
Planning Board – Monday, January 28, 2019, 6:30PM 
City Hall Council Chambers – 3 Washington Street, 2nd floor 

AGENDA 

I. Call to Order – Roll Call

II. Elections

III. Minutes of Previous Meeting – December 18, 2018 Meeting

IV. Continued Public Hearing
1. SPR-08-16 Mod. 1 – 31 Washington Street and 41 Spring St – Site Plan –

Owner/Applicant Washington Park of Keene, LLC proposes site-related modifications
including alterations to the grading, landscaping, retaining wall, and sidewalk in the
northeast area of the parcel as well as the installation of a concrete pad and generator
to the east of the multi-unit apartment building. Other proposed modifications include
the elimination of a concrete walkway to the south of the apartment building, relocation
of a dumpster pad, and installation of an outdoor patio in front of the building adjacent to
Washington St.  The site is 4.94 acres in size and located in the Central Business
District (TMP#s 569-056-000-000-000, 569-055-000-000-000).

V. Extension Request
1. SPR-11-17 – Water / Grove Streets – Commercial Parking Lot – Extension –

Owner/Applicant Jeanette Wright requests a second extension to the deadline to meet
the conditions of approval for SPR-11-17.  The site is located at 0 Grove Street (TMP#
585-057-000-000-000) in the Residential Preservation District.

VI. Community Development Director Report

VII. New Business

VII. Upcoming Dates of Interest – February 2019
Planning Board Meeting – February 25, 6:30 PM
Planning Board Steering Committee – February 12, 11:00 AM
Joint PB/PLD Committee – February 11, 6:30 PM
Planning Board Site Visits – February 20, 8:00 AM – To Be Confirmed
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CITY OF KEENE 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 

PLANNING BOARD 

MEETING MINUTES 

 
Tuesday, December 18, 2018 6:30 PM Council Chambers 

 

Members Present 

Gary Spykman, Chairman  

Douglas Barrett, Vice-Chair 

Michael Burke 

Nathaniel Stout 

Pamela Russell Slack 

 

Members Not Present: 

Martha Landry 

Councilor George Hansel 

Chris Cusack 

Mayor Kendall Lane 

 

Staff: 

Rhett Lamb, ACM/Community Dev. Director 

Mari Brunner, Planning Technician 

Tara Kessler, Senior Planner 

 

 

 

 

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 – November 26, 2018 Planning Board Meeting Minutes 

A motion was made by Nathaniel Stout to accept the November 26, 2018 minutes. The motion 

was seconded by Pamela Russell Slack and was unanimously approved.  

 

  III. Continued Public Hearing 

1. SPR-08-16 Mod. 1 – 31 Washington Street and 41 Spring St – Site Plan –  

Owner/Applicant Washington Park of Keene, LLC proposes site-related modifications 

including alterations to the grading, landscaping, retaining wall, and sidewalk in the northeast 

area of the parcel as well as the installation of a concrete pad and generator to the east of the 

multi-unit apartment building. Other proposed modifications include the elimination of a 

concrete walkway to the south of the apartment building, relocation of a dumpster pad, and 

installation of an outdoor patio in front of the building adjacent to Washington St.  The site is 

4.94 acres in size and located in the Central Business District (TMP#s 569-056-000-000-000, 

569-055-000-000-000). The applicant requests a continuation of the Public Hearing to the 

January 28, 2019 Planning Board meeting. 

 

A.   Board Discussion and Action  

A motion was made by Nathaniel Stout that the Planning Board grant the requested continuance. 

The motion was seconded by Pamela Russell Slack and was unanimously approved. 
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IV. Public Hearings 

1. SPR 01-18 Modification #1 – 809 Court Street – Summit Athletic Facility – Site 

Plan – Owner and Applicant, Hillsborough Capital LLC, is requesting a modification 

to the conditionally approved site plan for 809 Court Street for the demolition of the 

existing 19,943 sf building and the construction of a 28,800 sf indoor athletic facility in 

its place. The applicant is requesting approval to pursue a phased approach to 

developing the site, which would include occupancy of the existing building on the site 

as an indoor athletic facility until the new building is constructed. The parcel is TMP# 

219-005-000-000-000 and is located in the Commerce District.  

 

Chair Spykman noted that this application was approved by the Planning Board in April and the 

request before the Board today relates to how the property is going to be developed. 

 

A.   Board Determination of Completeness. 

Senior Planner Tara Kessler recommended to the Board that the Application SPR-01-18 was 

complete. A motion was made by Nathaniel Stout that the Board accept this application as 

complete. The motion was seconded by Pamela Russell Slack and was unanimously approved. 

 

B.   Public Hearing 

Steven Holland of Hillsborough Capital addressed the Board. Mr. Holland stated they are 

looking to revise the conditionally approved site plan to move forward in a phased manner. The 

plan is to finish renovations to the interior of the existing structure and use the site as originally 

intended. Mr. Holland stated that since the site plan was approved in April, they finalized 

construction estimates and have been pursing financing options but have not been able to obtain 

appropriate financing to move forward with an acceptable schedule. This is due to various 

reasons, such as  rising steel costs, variability in cost estimates, uncertainty in tariffs for steel 

imports, labor capacity in the local market, and demonstrating the scalability of the current 

operation in Marlborough to the new operation at Court Street location, to name a few. Due to 

these unforeseen challenges, a more deliberative approach is required to establish a track record 

in a larger facility, manage cash flow, and demonstrate a return on investment. 

 

Mr. Holland noted that a phased approach will allow the company to answer key questions, 

generate revenue, manage risk, and fully prepare for the transition to a larger facility including 

raising the required capital.  They are looking to renovate and occupy the existing structure for 

use as an athletic facility and maintain the existing layout of the site for a period of time as part 

of the first phase of development. Once the implementation plans are refined and financing is 

available, they will move forward with erecting the new building and implementing the site 

improvements that were part of the approval in April.   

 

He went on to say the phased approach would minimize throw away expenses, maximize the 

reuse of new components, and would include selective construction improvements to the new 

site. For example, during they plan to install new LED lighting at the existing facility; 100 

percent of these lights will be saved and reused for the new facility. Training equipment will be 

moved from the Marlborough facility to this new facility or purchased. There will be some minor 

repairs to the outside, for example repairs to the sidewalk and a wheel chair ramp. Mr. Holland 

stated there are no adverse impacts to the Board’s development standards as all the renovations 

being contemplated are to the interior of the facility. Because the existing facility is smaller than 

what was approved in April – it is less than 20,000 square feet whereas the new facility that was 

approved is almost 29,000 square feet – he anticipates that the traffic and parking will be less 
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than what was contemplated for the new facility. He acknowledged that this phased approach 

will increase the overall project cost in the long run, but the bottom line is that they need to move 

to Keene and get the business running.  He noted they are pursuing the conditions outlined in the 

prior site plan approval in April 2018 such as obtaining a NHDES Shoreland Protection Permit 

and revising the Grading and Utility Plan to include a temporary construction entrance. 

 

Mr. Stout asked about a deadline for completion of the original approved plan. Mr. Holland 

replied that they would like to occupy the existing structure as soon as renovations are 

completed, and they have requested an extension from last October to April and then they need 

to show substantial completeness of the approved site plan within 24 months as stated in the 

prior plan. Mr. Stout asked when the facility would be open for business; Mr. Holland stated that 

they plan to open in late winter or early spring. 

 

Staff comments were next. Senior Planner, Tara Kessler reminded the Board that the applicant 

received approval for the site plan in April and they are seeking to preserve that approval and 

pursue a phased approach to implementing the site plan.  She noted that this is not a unique 

approach; however, typically the Board would see a request for a phased approach when the site 

plan was initially brought before the Board for consideration. The reason that this request is 

coming before the Board today is because the request for a phased approach is coming after the 

fact.  She noted that the original site plan was conditionally approved, and said that it has not 

been signed as the applicant has until April 2019 to meet the conditions outlined in the 

conditional approval.  The conditions of approval are specific to the new development of the site, 

and include obtaining a Shoreland Protection Permit as well as confirming that new development 

would be outside the floodplain.  

 

With respect to the Planning Board development standards, Ms. Kessler noted that there is more 

available parking onsite with the existing building that there would be with the future site plan. 

Currently, there are 79 spaces, however only 58 are required by zoning.  

 

With respect to traffic, a traffic analysis was submitted for the new facility, and it was 

determined that the prior use of this site generated 117 peak hour trips, whereas the use as a 

recreational facility would generate fewer trips during the peak hours (78 in the morning and 69 

in the evening). Since the existing facility is smaller than the new facility that was approved, it is 

expected that traffic impacts will be less than what was calculated for the traffic study that was 

submitted as part of the original application. 

  

Ms. Kessler noted that staff had raised a question about lighting in the staff report. There is 

lighting that currently exists on the building, however the applicant has indicated at tonight’s 

meeting that they plan on replacing the lights with LED fixtures. Staff has yet to review the 

lighting specifications for the proposed light fixtures and the Board might want to require this as 

a condition of approval. The other development standards don’t apply to this application as 

nothing else on the site will be changing. 

 

Mr. Stout noted that, as Ms. Kessler stated, the site plan for this project has already been 

approved and the applicant is seeking approval for a change in the approach to achieving the 

approved site plan. He asked whether the Board should consider this request as if it had been 

made initially when the application first came before the Board, or whether this should be 

considered as a new request. Ms. Kessler reiterated that the applicant is still seeking to pursue the 

site plan that was approved in April. If the applicant does not meet the conditions of the 
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approved site plan or achieve substantial completeness within 24 months, staff is recommending 

that the site plan would then be considered not valid and the applicant would have come back 

with a new application for a change of use to occupy the site. She noted that it is up to the Board 

to decide how to deliberate on this request; the Board could do as Mr. Stout suggests and review 

this as if the request had been made initially.  The Board could also base their deliberations on 

whether the proposed use of the existing facility meets the Board’s development standards, with 

the understanding that the applicant would be moving towards implementing the site plan as it 

was originally approved. 

 

The Chairman asked for public comment next. 

 

City Councilor Terry Clark addressed the Board and began by welcoming Hillsborough Capital 

to Keene. He stated he has been approached by neighbors who live across the street from this site 

with some questions.  He asked whether it would be appropriate to discuss possible revisions to 

issues such as screening of the site. Chair Spykman stated that the site plan is already approved 

plan and what is being requested of the Board is to do a phased approach to the site plan. The 

Board cannot change the approved plan at this point in the process. 

 

Ms. Christa Gilbert of 816C Court Street addressed the Board next. Ms. Gilbert stated she lives 

across from the site and is on the Monadnock Developmental Services family council and is also 

a member of Able New Hampshire.  She is looking for information about the design of the site in 

terms of universal design and access, as well as the plan for creating an inclusive environment 

both in terms of the design and the provision of services within the site. She also noted that she 

did not know about this project when it came before the Board in April, and many of her 

neighbors did not know about it at that time either.   

 

Chair Spykman stated the full approval for this site happened in April with notification being 

provided to abutters, including notice to the Condo Association where Ms. Gilbert resides. He 

added there is nothing on the table tonight that would allow the Board to make changes to the 

approved site plan. He encouraged Ms. Gilbert to bring these questions to the developer. Ms. 

Gilbert clarified that she is not asking for changes to the plan; she is here to represent herself, her 

neighbors, and her community, all of whom were unaware of these changes that will be 

happening directly across the street from them. The Chair noted that the approved plan is a 

public document and is available to view at City Hall.  He also reiterated that all legal abutters 

were notified as part of the original approval process. 

 

Ms. Kessler added that state statute requires abutter notices to the condo association; it is the 

obligation of the condo association to notify the owners within the condo association of the 

public hearing. The City sends abutter notices via certified mail. Ms. Gilbert expressed concern 

about today’s application being readily available to her, as it is only available for viewing 

Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. Ms. Kessler stated the Planning Board 

packets, which include the application and any supporting information that would be included in 

the physical file, are posted on the City website 10 days in advance of the meeting. Ms. Gilbert 

stated this was not information that was provided to her in the letter from the City. Staff took 

note of this for future application notifications. Chair Spykman stated that the Planning Board 

and the City want the public hearing process to be as accessible as possible to the public. Legally 

they are required to make it a public process, but beyond that, they want the public to be 

involved.  If there is anything they can do to make the process more transparent to the public or 

improve it, they are open to suggestions. 
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With no further comment, the Chairman closed the public hearing. 

 

Mr. Stout stated he has no reason not to support this request but felt it is a unique situation. The 

Chairman recalled one other similar application coming before the Board, where the applicant 

initially wanted to build a new building, then revised the plan to occupy the existing building 

while building the new building around it. He is in support of this request.  Ms. Russell Slack 

stated she had no issue with this request.  Mr. Stout said that he is reassured by the fact that there 

is a timeline by which development on the approved site plan will need to start. 

 

C.   Board Discussion and Action  

A motion was made by Douglas Barrett that the Planning Board approve SPR-01-18 

Modification #1 allowing owner, Hillsborough Capital LLC, to temporarily occupy and operate 

the existing building and site at 809 Court Street (YMP #219-005-000-000-000) as an indoor 

athletic facility until the completion of the improvements proposed in SPR-01-18,, which was 

conditionally approved by the Planning Board on April 23, 2018 with the following conditions: 

 

1. The owner will meet the conditions that are required prior to signature of the site plan for 

SPR-01-18 by April 23, 2019. Failure to meet these conditions by this timeframe will result 

in a revocation of the conditional site plan approval for SPR-01-18 and the requirement for 

the owner to terminate operation of the change of use at the site. 

 

2. The owner will achieve substantial completion of SPR-01-18 within 24 months of the Site 

Plan being signed by the Planning Board Chair. 
 

3. The owner will adhere to all relevant building or fire code regulations with respect to 

temporary occupancy and use of the property as an indoor athletic facility. 
 

The motion was seconded by Pamela Russell-Slack and was unanimously approved. 

 

2. SPR-902 Modification #4 – 350-354 Winchester Street – Home Goods – Site Plan – 

Applicant Taylor Associates Architects, on behalf of owner Riverside Improvements 

LLC, proposes interior renovations and site work to the site of the former Shaw’s 

Department store on the property located at 350-354 Winchester St. (TMP# 111-004-000-

000-000). Proposed modifications include renovations to the interior of the existing 

building to create three tenant spaces, modifications to the front façade of the building, 

and the addition of three new loading docks and one receiving ramp to the rear of the 

building.  The site is 21 acres in size and is located in the Commercial District.  

 

A.   Board Determination of Completeness. 

Planning Technician Mari Brunner stated the applicant has requested exemptions from 

submitting a grading plan, landscaping plan, traffic report, lighting plan and the drainage and 

soils reports. Staff has recommends granting these exemptions as they would have no bearing on 

the application and recommended to the Board that the Application SPR-902 is complete. A 

motion was made by Nathaniel Stout that the Board accept this application as complete. The 

motion was seconded by Pamela Russell-Slack and was unanimously approved. 

 

B.   Public Hearing 

Jeff Taylor introduced himself as the architect for this project and the applicant representing the 

owner, Riverside Improvements, as well as DLC Management. He noted that a representative 
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from DLC Management, Glen Wilson, is also present at the meeting.  He stated he was before 

the Board to discuss the redevelopment of the former Shaw’s supermarket, which is 

approximately 65,000 square feet in size. Mr. Taylor noted that this site has been vacant for 

about two years, and the intention with this request is to improve this vacant tenant space and 

turn the space into three tenant retail uses. HomeGoods is a confirmed tenant, and the plan is to 

apply for two permits if they receive approval at tonight’s meeting: one to improve the shell of 

the building, and one to renovate the interior of the space for HomeGoods. The intention is to 

stay within the shell of the existing building. 

 

Mr. Taylor referred to a floor plan for the building, noting that the previous occupant had a 

receiving area in the back of the building as well as a mechanical mezzanine for electrical 

equipment. This mechanical area will be brought down to the main floor so it can be accessed 

from the outside for safety.  

 

A truck turning analysis was done to make sure trucks would be able to maneuver in and out for 

each of the three tenants.  There will be three separate receiving docks for each of the tenants. 

The intention is not to change any of the existing pavement. This site is located close to a 

floodplain, however according to the site plan the applicant has from 2006, the floodplain does 

not go up to the building. They will not be affecting the amount of pervious or impervious area 

on the site.  

 

Originally, there was a concrete ramp proposed for one of the prospective tenants.  Staff raised 

concerns about this due to its location in a floodplain.  If that tenant decides to come to the 

premises, the applicant proposes to use a movable ramp with grates to allow water to flow 

through if there is a need for a ramp at this location.  

 

The existing utility pad and equipment will remain where it is behind the building. The electrical 

service comes from a utility transformer located to the back of the building. Mr. Taylor reiterated 

that the mechanical equipment currently located inside the building will be located on the ground 

floor and will be accessible from the exterior of the building. As he mentioned previously, they 

do not plan to remove or add to the existing pavement however they will be repairing cracked 

asphalt and concrete where necessary.  

 

Mr. Taylor referred to the proposed architectural elevations for Home Goods, which is directly 

adjacent to Walmart.  The other two tenants have not yet been confirmed, however they will be 

retail uses similar to the use that existing here before. There will be three separate canopies to 

identify the three tenants. Mr. Taylor referred to a materials board and noted that the design 

palette will include brick at the base with a white clad aluminum and glass storefront system.  

The existing mansard roof with asphalt shingles will be maintained, however new vertical sign 

canopies will be added for the three tenant spaces.  The asphalt shingle roof will be replaced to 

match the existing asphalt, the three sign canopies will be added, and columns will be introduced 

to support the sign canopies. There will be access to each of the new tenant spaces from the 

parking lot; there will be new curb cuts created for handicap access when they re-do the concrete 

sidewalk.  

 

There is an existing sprinkler system. Each tenant would have separate water and sewer service. 

Currently, the site is serviced by propane tanks, however they are hoping to switch to natural gas. 

Mr. Taylor felt what the applicant was proposing would tie in very well with what exists there 

now and the proposed changes will make it look like a new faciltiy.  
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Mr. Stout asked for clarification on the rooftop utilities. Mr. Taylor stated the large refrigeration 

units that exist at the present time are going to be taken down. Currently, there are seven smaller 

HVAC units and one large unit (approximately 60 tons) located on the rooftop to the rear.  These 

will be replaced with three units that are about 7 feet by 5 feet wide and 4.5 feet tall.  They will 

not be visible from the parking lot or the street. 

 

Mr. Barrett asked whether bike racks are included in the plan. Mr. Taylor stated this is something 

that can be included. Chair Spykman agreed that bike racks should be shown on the plan.  

 

Staff comments were next. Ms. Brunner stated the proposal is to divide the former Shaw’s 

Supermarket space into three retail spaces.  Each tenant space would have a separate raised store 

front façade.  

 

With regards to flooding, the Plans Examiner reviewed the plans submitted by the applicant and 

determined that the proposed receiving ramp is in the 100 year floodplain.  If the applicant 

moves forward with installing a ramp in the area, staff recommends that the applicant obtain an 

elevation certificate to make sure the ramp is outside the flood plain, and if needed, that the 

applicant obtain a floodplain development permit. 

 

Ms. Brunner noted that the proposed loading docks are located to the rear of the building and 

would be screened from view by either the existing building or by a natural wooded buffer. A 

truck turning movement study has been completed which demonstrates that delivery trucks 

would be able access the proposed receiving ramps without requiring any new pavement.   

 

With regards to traffic, the proposed use is similar to the pre-existing use; hence the traffic 

impact will not be changing. The applicant is proposing to use the same access driveway off 

Winchester Street and plans to install three pedestrian access curb cuts to each tenant space.  The 

parking lot will be restriped to create a path of travel for pedestrians to access the tenant spaces 

from the parking lot.  No other changes are being proposed that would impact comprehensive 

access management, however, the request for bike racks could be a condition of approval. 

 

Ms. Brunner noted that there are wetlands present on the southeast corner of the site but the edge 

of the wetlands are 30 feet from the boundary of the site; hence, this standard does not apply. 

 

With respect to the Planning Board Development Standard #19, the applicant proposing to 

change the shape of the west facing façade, which is the front of the building that faces the 

parking lot.  Each store front area would have an aluminum and glass storefront system on the 

ground level. The storefront façade for Home Good would be clad in EIFS materials in earth 

tones with two columns framing the sign. The facades for Tenants B and C would be very 

similar; the only variation would be in the cladding materials for the columns.  The columns for 

Tenant B would be brick and for Tenant C they would be clad in brick on the bottom EIFS on the 

top.  Ms. Brunner stated that the applicant has noted that the variation in appearance is to allow 

for separate identities for each of the tenants while keeping a consistent overall look for the 

shopping center. 

 

The Chairman asked for public comment. 
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Mr. Glen Wilson of DLC Management, which manages Riverside Management LLC addressed 

the Board and stated there is also a commitment for the middle tenant; this site is going to be 

occupied by Harbor Freight and asked that Mr. Taylor present the ramp as this tenant’s 

occupancy is going to be contingent on the inclusion of the ramp. He is in discussion with a 

potential third tenant, which is also a national company, however he is not at liberty to disclose 

the name at this time.  

 

Chair Spykman invited the applicant to present the ramp proposal.  Mr. Taylor stated they could 

introduce a grated pervious ramp structure which can be bolted to the building and would have 

no effect on the water flow and would not displace water. He circulated pictures of the ramp for 

the Board’s information. 

 

Mr. Lamb stated the concern is the volume of space taken up which would otherwise be 

occupied by flood waters in a flood situation; this is the reason for the floodplain development 

permit. He noted it is difficult to say if this ramp takes up any significant amount of volume but 

wanted to raise the issue for the Board’s information. Chair Spykman felt the ramp would not 

take up any more volume than a flatbed trailer would, however, was open to this item being a 

condition of approval. Mr. Taylor suggested turning the pad which the propane tanks sit on into a 

pervious landscaped area. Mr. Wilson stated he couldn’t commit to removing the propane tanks 

until the third tenant is confirmed as this unit needs to be heated with the old system. He said that 

once a new tenant is signed on and the unit is set up with new HVAC and sprinklers, they intend 

to remove the propane tanks.  

 

Mr. Lamb said that, after reviewing the information submitted for the ramp, it appears as though 

the movable ramp would not be a structure that would be subject to the compensatory flood 

storage requirements.  He can confirm with code enforcement staff. 

 

Chair Spykman stated the south side of the building seems to have a graffiti problem. 

 

This concluded the discussion. 

 

C.   Board Discussion and Action  

A motion was made by Pamela Russell Slack that the Planning Board approve SPR-902 

Modification #1, as shown on the plan sheet entitled “Lease Outline Drawing Overall Floor 

Plan” prepared by Taylor Associates Architects at a scale of 3/32” = 1’on June 6, 2018 and 

revised November 15, 2018 and the architectural elevations entitled “Elevation and Partial Plan” 

prepared by Taylor Associates Architects at varying scales on June 6, 2018 and last revised on 

December 3, 2018 with the following conditions prior to signature by Planning Board Chair:  

  

A. Attainment of a floodplain development permit, if necessary. 

B. Submittal of a revised site plan displaying the addition of a bike rack at the front of the 

building 

C. Owner’s signature on plan. 

 

The motion was seconded by Nathaniel Stout and was unanimously approved. 
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V. Community Development Director Report  
 2018 Administrative Approvals 

Mr. Lamb explained administrative approvals are those minor items that are approved by staff. 

Mr. Lamb brought attention to two large solar installations – one on Emerald Street and the other 

at the city facility at 350 Marlboro Street – which were both administrative approvals. 

 

The Chairman felt the administrative approval process seems to be working well.  He noted that 

Mr. Lamb or other planning staff will often consult with him to determine whether a project can 

be approved administratively. 

 

Mr. Lamb noted that Nat Stout’s second term on the Planning Board is coming to a close.  He 

and the Board extended their appreciation to Nat Stout for his dedicated service to the Board and 

to the community. Pamela Russell Slack thanked Chair Spykman for his service in his role as 

chair. 

 

 Adoption of 2019 Meeting Schedule 

Mr. Lamb went over the 2019 meeting schedule. 

 

A motion was made by Pamela Russell Slack that the Planning Board adopt the 2019 meeting 

schedule. The motion was seconded by Douglas Barrett and was unanimously approved. 

 

VI. New Business 

 

VII. Upcoming Dates of Interest – January 2019 

Planning Board Meeting – January 28, 6:30 PM 

Planning Board Steering Committee – January 15, 12:00 PM 

Joint PB/PLD Committee – January 14, 6:30 PM 

Planning Board Site Visits – January 23, 8:00 AM – To Be Confirmed 

 

The meeting adjourned at 7:41 pm. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Krishni Pahl 

Minute Taker 

 

Reviewed and edited by Mari Brunner, Planning Technician 
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SPR-08-16 MODIFICATION #1 – 31 WASHINGTON STREET AND 41 SPRING STREET – 

SITE PLAN – WASHINGTON PARK APARTMENTS 

 

Request: 

Owner/Applicant Washington Park of Keene, LLC proposes site-related modifications including 

alterations to the grading, landscaping, retaining wall, and sidewalk in the northeast area of the parcel as 

well as the installation of a concrete pad and generator to the east of the multi-unit apartment building. 

Other proposed modifications include the elimination of a concrete walkway to the south of the apartment 

building, relocation of a dumpster pad, and installation of an outdoor patio in front of the building 

adjacent to Washington St.  The site is 4.94 acres in size and located in the Central Business District 

(TMP#s 569-056-000-000-000, 569-055-000-000-000). 

 

Background: 

On November 26, 2018, the Planning Board opened the public hearing for and initiated review of this site 

plan application.  At this meeting, the Board voted to continue the public hearing to the December 2018 

meeting. At the applicant’s request, the Board voted at the December 18, 2018 meeting to continue the 

public hearing to the January 28, 2019 meeting. This addendum addresses additional information that has 

been provided by the Applicant in response to questions from staff, and to questions and concerns raised 

at the meeting by Board members and abutters.  It is supplemental to the staff report developed for the 

November 26, 2018 meeting on this application. 

 

The applicant has noted that further revisions will be submitted to the Community Development 

Department prior to the Planning Board meeting; however, these revisions were not available for review 

at the time this staff report was written.  The departmental comments and application analysis included 

below is based on the revised site plan that was submitted to the Community Development Department on 

January 3, 2019. 

 

Departmental Comments: 

 

Fire: Keene Gas does not typically provide service to emergency generators.  How will the generator be 

powered? 

 

Engineering:  

1. The proposed revisions include an additional Redi-Rock® retaining wall to the east of the previously 

installed wall.  The original site plan included details for that system.  However, the manufacturer’s 

detail calls out an underdrain “as specified by Engineer”.  Please specify the type, size and layout of 

the proposed underdrain for this wall segment on the revised sheets.  Also, please clearly identify the 

outlet for said underdrain. 

2. The Redi-Rock® typical detail shows 12” of drainage stone behind the wall and a stone leveling pad 

“as specified by Engineer”.  Please specify the requirement for this layer. 

3. Typical segmental block retaining wall systems require a layer of free draining fill behind the wall 

and an underdrain below the bottom course of block.  Please clarify how this drainage system will be 

installed and day-lighted. 

4. It appears that the bottom of the leveling coarse (elev. 482) will be approximately 8’ below the 

bottom of the Versa-Loc® wall (elev. 490), assuming 12” bury depth and 6” leveling pad.  Please 

specify requirements for temporarily supporting the upper wall while the lower wall is excavated and 

constructed. 
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STAFF REPORT - ADDENDUM 
 

5. The manufacturer’s typical detail for the Redi-Rock® system requires the surface above the wall to 

“grade surface water away from wall”.  Please clarify how this requirement will be met or why it is 

not applicable. 

6. Keene Engineering Division must be notified one business day prior to backfilling the first course of 

the new retaining wall so that we may schedule an inspection of the prepared base and underdrain 

system.  Engineering Inspection Fees, per Sec. 70-26, shall apply. 

7. Keene Engineering Division will perform compaction testing to confirm compliance with the 

approved design.  Contractor shall submit a modified proctor test result for proposed sub-base and 

backfill material. 

8. The previously approved plan set included a construction detail for a “Redi-Rock®” retaining 

wall.  However, the previously constructed wall in this area reportedly used the Versa-Loc® 

segmental block wall system.  Please include the manufacturers standard details for the specific 

product line and installation method used in the stamped drawing revisions. 

9. The designer’s letter certifies that the Versa-Lok® wall was installed according to the manufacturer’s 

guidelines.  Please submit field notes, construction photos or similar documentation that forms the 

basis of that Certification. 

10. The designer’s letter should be stamped by a New Hampshire licensed professional engineer. 

11. The proposed grading around the Versa-Loc® wall is unclear.  The top of the wall is at elevation 

490.5.  The 490 contour line connects to the wall, implying that the ground surface is 6” lower behind 

the wall.  Please clarify how this area will drain. 

12. The proposed grading in vicinity of the dumpster pad is unclear.  It appears that all runoff from the 

area of the entrance and dumpster pad will be channelized and discharged in the northwest corner of 

the adjacent property.  This is not permissible.  Please clarify. 

13. The proposed grading in vicinity of the generator pad is unclear.  It appears that some area around the 

generator pad will direct flows to a concentrated area around the end of the original cast-in-place 

concrete wall.  This will very likely create erosion problems.  Additional spot grades are needed to 

indicate the designer’s intent. 

14. The intent of the depression near the generator pad is unclear.  If this area is intended to infiltrate 

Stormwater, please clarify how overflow will be handled.   

15. A note on Sheet 5 indicates that the paved area south of the historic Middle School is to be overlayed 

with 1” wearing coarse.  In actuality, original pavement in this area was removed and replaced 

entirely.  Please provide original and final spot elevations in this area. 

16. Along the southern property line, a new section of bituminous curbing has been installed.  Stormwater 

flowing along this curbline is concentrated and discharging onto the adjacent parcel.  This is not 

permissible.  It appears that this problem could be addressed by extending the installed section of curb 

further west towards the City’s parking structure.  Additional survey data may need to be collected in 

order to confirm this observation.  

 

Code:  No issues. 

 

Police: No issues. 
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Application Analysis: 

The following is a review of the application with respect to the concerns that were raised by the Board, 

abutters, and staff at the November 26, 2018 meeting.  

 

Northeast corner of site: 

At the November meeting, concerns were raised by the Board, an abutter, and staff regarding runoff, 

landscaping, and screening in the northeast corner of the site which is adjacent to the abutter at 47 Spring 

Street. Following the November meeting, staff received a letter from Mr. Beauregard at 47 Spring Street 

which expresses his concern regarding water runoff from the site onto his property, along with 

photographs which depict water that entered his property from the applicant’s site during a moderate rain 

event that occurred on December 28, 2018.  This letter and attached photos are included at the end of this 

staff report, along with a response from the applicant.   

 

The applicant proposes to address these issues by re-grading the slope along the eastern boundary of the 

parcel in this area to allow for landscaping and a more gradual (approximately 4:1) slope.  The slope 

would be loamed and seeded with grass.  Regarding landscaping in this area, the applicant proposes to 

install two Kwanzan cherry trees to replace some of the trees that were removed, 23 upright boxwood 

plants to screen the retaining wall, and 69 Boston Ivy to screen the black chain link fence.  A 1.5 foot tall 

Redi-Rock® wall is proposed along a portion of the bottom of the slope to allow for the construction of a 

more gradual, 4:1 slope.  

 

As noted in the departmental comments, the City engineer has raised questions about the structural 

integrity of the existing Versa-Lok® wall, which was buried, and has requested more information about 

the proposed Redi-Rock® wall. At the time of this staff report, the applicant had not yet responded to 

these questions. 

 

Southern parcel boundary adjacent to MoCo Arts: 

At the November meeting, concerns were raised by the Board and staff regarding runoff from the 

applicant’s site onto the MoCo Arts property located directly to the south of the site.  Following the 

November meeting, staff received a letter from MoCo Arts expressing concern regarding runoff as well as 

snow storage and removal in this area of the site.  This letter and attached photos which depict damage to 

the MoCo Arts landscaping caused by runoff are included at the end of this staff report, along with a 

response from the applicant. 

 

The City engineer has requested original and final spot elevations in this area, noting that the original 

pavement was removed and replaced entirely.  In addition, the City engineer raised concerns regarding 

runoff from the site onto the adjacent property, which is not permissible. 

 

At the time of this staff report, the applicant had not yet submitted revised plans which address these 

issues; however, the applicant indicated in a conversation with staff that further revisions are forthcoming 

which will include curbing along the southern boundary of the parcel to direct water away from the MoCo 

Arts site to a catch basin located in front of the old Middle School building. 

 

Proposed emergency generator: 

At the November meeting, concerns were raised by a couple of abutters regarding the potential for noise 

and fumes from the proposed emergency generator that would be located to the east of the apartment 

building. In addition, the Fire Department has asked about how this generator would be powered, and the 

City engineer has raised questions about the grading in the vicinity of the proposed generator.  At the time 

of this staff report, the applicant had not yet responded to these questions or provided more information 

regarding the potential for noise or fumes from the generator. 
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Parking lot landscaping: 

At the November meeting, the Board raised concerns about the removal of the two Kwanzan cherry trees 

from the parking lot island where the propane tanks were relocated. The applicant has indicated in a 

conversation with staff that two trees will be added back into the parking lot area; however, at the time of 

this staff report the applicant had not yet submitted these revisions. 

 

RECOMMENDATION FOR APPLICATION: 

 

A recommended motion for this application will be provided by staff at the January 28, 2019 meeting.   
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From: ROBERT BEAUREGARD
To: Mari Brunner
Subject: Re: Planning Board Dec. 18th Rescheduled to Jan 28, 2019
Date: Friday, December 28, 2018 5:55:30 PM
Attachments: PC210168.JPG

PC210169.JPG
PC210170.JPG
PC280171.JPG
PC280172.JPG
PC280173.JPG
PC280174.JPG
PC280175.JPG
PC280176.JPG
PC280177.JPG

Hi Mari

Thanks for letting me know about the continuation to January 28, 2019.  The photos were
taken in Maine at a resort that has a similar slope down to the abutting property line. The
mature trees along the property line were left intact and cedar trees were planted between
them to complete a very pleasant screening between the two properties. Once the grade
along the property line with 47 Spring is corrected to be incompliance there will be an area
between the retaining wall and the toe of the slope for planting the seed mix and some
mature shrubs to replace the ones that were removed when that area was filled in.  (Refer to
page 6 of the staff report for a picture of that vegetated area) 

12-28-18
I am attaching some pictures I took from the second floor of my building during a moderate
rainfall and would ask that they be passed on to the planning board for their consideration at
the January 28 public hearing. I have major concerns for water runoff from the 41 Spring
street property that the applicant purchased. I thank all city staff that came over to view the
runoff from the last storm. With that said, the original plans that were approved by the city for
the northeast  end of that project are not adequate. No water run off should enter the
adjacent property from anywhere on the applicants site. This is not the case, storm after
storm I have run off coming on my property. My major concern is,  if they correct the Spring
street runoff the water will come over the embankment into my side yard. I have dealt with
silt coming around the end of the buried retaining wall in the past and running down by my
apple tree. I would ask that a qualified erosion engineer redesign that northeast area to
correct any runoff that could possibility enter my property. I have enough water coming from
my building in that area and cannot have any more.   

Bob Beauregard
47 Spring Street      

From: Mari Brunner <mbrunner@ci.keene.nh.us>
Sent: Monday, December 17, 2018 2:37 PM
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To: beauregard_r@msn.com
Subject: Planning Board Dec. 18th
 
Hi Bob,
 
Thank you for stopping by City Hall today and dropping off photos to share with the Planning Board
at their meeting tomorrow evening.  I wanted to reach out to you and let you know that the
applicant for 31 Washington Street has requested a continuation of the public hearing to the January
28, 2019 Planning Board meeting.  I will include your photos in the planning board packet for the
January 2019 meeting. 
 
Are these photos images of the type of landscaping you would like to see on the slope? They do not
appear to be photos of the site; were they taken from another site/area of town?
 
Thank you,
Mari
 
Mari Brunner
Planning Technician
Community Development Dept.
City of Keene
 
3 Washington Street
Keene, NH 03431
(603) 352-5440
mbrunner@ci.keene.nh.us
 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
The information contained in this electronic message and any attachments
to this message are intended for the exclusive use of the addressee(s) and
may contain confidential, privileged or exempt information in accordance with
NH RSA 91-A and other applicable laws or regulations. If you are not the
intended recipient, please reply to the City of Keene sender or notify the
City of Keene immediately at (603) 357-9802 and delete or destroy all copies
of this message and any attachments. Any unauthorized use, disclosure, or
distribution of this message and any attachments is strictly prohibited. Thank
you for your assistance.
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From: Tony Marcotte
To: Mari Brunner
Cc: Rhett Lamb; Bob Baskervillle; Mario Plante
Subject: RE: 31 Washington Street - letters from abutters
Date: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 2:22:50 PM

Hi Mari,
 
I wanted to address the 47 Spring Street concerns in a separate email.
 
SUR began reconstruction of the side walk on Spring Street in the Fall of 2018. Because of the earlier
than expected cold weather we were required to temporarily pave the sidewalk (email form Don
Lussier requiring temporary paving). Since the curbing was placed and the grade was not raised for
the sidewalk, the existing condition remains and some water flowed onto the abutter’s property
during a rain event on December 21, a day that I was with my children for Christmas break and could
not be on site. The pictures that the abutter sent were at a time that for the diversion at the
driveway was not completely in place. Once the Spring thaw occurs and the final sidewalk grade is
paved, the water will be diverted to the gutter line is poured. The abutter has spoken to me in the
past and indicated the sidewalk paving  was placed along Spring Street as an attempt to keep the
water off of his property but was not successful. The DPW placed sand bags across the sidewalk
which I can not remove. I would have placed them along the back of the sidewalk to carry the water
further down the sidewalk and slope until the water could flow to the gutter line.
 
We have submitted a landscape and grading plan along the 47 Spring Street property that creates a
flatter slope than what existed before and also adds two trees that were removed from the site. The
shrubs have been added back and we additionally are planting ivy that will grow in the fence which
will aid in buffering the building from the abutter.
 
Thank you,
 

-Tony
 
Tony Marcotte, PE, Realtor
Senior Project Manager
MDP Development, LLC
ECC Realty Group, LLC
9 Old Derry Road
Hudson, NH 03051
603-886-5021 office
603-234-5891 cell
 

From: Mari Brunner [mailto:mbrunner@ci.keene.nh.us] 
Sent: Monday, January 07, 2019 6:30 PM
To: Tony Marcotte
Cc: Rhett Lamb
Subject: 31 Washington Street - letters from abutters
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From: Tony Marcotte
To: Mari Brunner
Cc: Rhett Lamb; Bob Baskervillle; "Reagan Messer"; Mario Plante
Subject: RE: 31 Washington Street - letters from abutters
Date: Tuesday, January 8, 2019 12:50:37 PM
Attachments: 12-28-18 spot grade drawing.pdf

Hi Mari,
 
I reviewed MOCO Arts letter,  but they left out the fact that  we walked the site with them in June of
2018 to review their construction plans. During the site walk we were concerned with their slope
extending to the edge of our pavement without any buffer. The way the plan was drawn, their
grading would have effected the stability of our pavement. We agreed with them that we would
move the edge of our pavement 1’ (one foot) back towards our building and provide a gravel
shoulder. They agreed that the slope of the pavement on the South side of our building could
remain as it was in the existing condition, sloping towards their property. It was agreed that they
lowered the existing grade several feet from what existed, so any erosion of the slope that is
occurring is caused by their change, not ours. Moving the edge of the pavement was a compromise
on our part to allow for their work and not questioning the slope of pavement as it was originally
agreed upon was their compromise.
 
Their letter quotes Section 102-951 of the code which states no increase in drainage is allowed. We
are not increasing the drainage, we are keeping the existing condition the same as it was before.
 
At the planning Board meeting I mentioned the possibility of a rain garden to infiltrate some of the
water. While that would work in smaller storms, larger storms would have a concentration of water
at one spot instead of sheet flow as it is for most of the property line. I can not design that without
MOCO Arts involvement.
 
The best solution is to change the slope on their property to a grass slope so that the water is
infiltrated along the entire length of slope. We offered to maintain the slope and was told we have
to keep the water on our site, which was not what the existing condition was. We are being asked to
fix a condition caused by their design.  
 
We worked in good faith with the abutter, changed our pavement and now the abutter does not like
what is occurring. The current condition is created by their site modifications and the failure to
accommodate the existing water flow prior to construction.
 
Thank you,
 

-Tony
 
Tony Marcotte, PE, Realtor
Senior Project Manager
MDP Development, LLC
ECC Realty Group, LLC
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STAFF REPORT 
 

SPR-11-17 EXTENSION REQUEST #2 – WATER & GROVE ST COMMERCIAL 

PARKING LOT 
 

Request: 

Owner/Applicant Jeanette Wright requests a second extension to the deadline to meet the conditions of 

approval for SPR-11-17.  The site is located at 0 Grove Street (TMP# 585-057-000-000-000) in the 

Residential Preservation District.  

 

Background: 

At its meeting on December 18, 2017 the Planning Board voted to approve SPR-11-17 with a set of 

conditions, which are listed in the attached approval letter.  Following this conditional approval, the 

applicant requested an extension to meet these conditions of approval.  This request was granted by the 

Planning Board at its meeting on June 25, 2018.  The deadline to meet the conditions of approval was 

December 25, 2018. On December 26, 2018, the Community Development Department received a second 

extension request to meet the conditions of approval. According to the letter submitted by Ms. Jeanette 

Wright, the reason for the extension request is to allow for more time to secure funding for the security 

deposit and upgrades to the site. At the time of this staff report, none of the conditions of approval have 

been met for this site plan.  

 

Per Section IV.D.11.d of the Planning Board Site Plan and Subdivision Regulations, “an applicant may 

be granted a second extension if said applicant demonstrates that the second extension is necessary and 

summarizes what changes, if any, have occurred to state law, City Codes, Ordinances or Regulations 

applicable to the project.  In evaluating the request, the Board shall consider whether any changes 

identified by the applicant would have influenced the Board’s decision with respect to the project, 

resulting in either modification of the project, the imposition of additional or different conditions in the 

approval, or disapproval of the project.  If the Board finds that substantive changes to applicable state 

law, City Codes, Ordinances, or Regulations have been adopted which would have resulted in either 

modification of the project, the imposition of additional or different conditions in the approval, or 

disapproval of the project, then the extension request shall not be granted.” 
 

RECOMMENDATION FOR APPLICATION: 

 

If the Board is inclined to grant this request, the following motion is recommended: 

 

Extend the deadline by six (6) months to meet conditions of approval for SPR-11-17. 
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