
Planning Board – Monday, August 26, 2019, 6:30PM 
City Hall Council Chambers – 3 Washington Street, 2nd floor 

AGENDA 
I. Call to Order – Roll Call

II. Minutes of Previous Meeting – July 22, 2019 Meeting

III. Public Hearings
1. S-04-19 – Subdivision – Monadnock Covenant Church – 90 Base Hill Road: Applicant, Rob Hitchcock of SVE

Associates, on behalf of owner, Monadnock Covenant Church ECC, proposes to subdivide 0.27-acres from the existing
6.83-acre lot located at 90 Base Hill Road (TMP# 242-003-000).. The proposed 0.27-acre lot is the site of an existing single-
family residential building. The remaining 6.5-acres of the lot would continue to be used by the existing Church, which is an
institutional use. The site is located in the Low Density District.

2. S-05-19 – Subdivision – 560 Main Street: Applicant, Huntley Survey and Design PLLC, on behalf of owner, City of Keene,
proposes to subdivide the existing 33.2-acre parcel at 560 Main Street (TMP #114-012-000) into a 9.88-acre lot and a 23.3
acre lot. The proposed 9.88-acre lot lies partially in the Commerce District and the remaining land is in the Industrial District.

3. SPR-886 Modification #2 – Site Plan Review – 12 Bradco Street – Keene Self-Storage: Applicant Brickstone Land Use
Consultants LLC, on behalf of owner Keene Self Storage LLC, proposes the addition of two storage buildings, 800 SF and
5,200 SF in size, to the property located at 12 Bradco Street St (TMP# 117-041-000). Other proposed changes include
modifications to site grading and drainage, the addition of landscaping, and the addition of lighting. The site is 5.12-acres in
size and is located in the Industrial District.

4. SPR-902, Modification #5 – Site Plan Review – 346-354 Winchester Street – Riverside Plaza: Applicant Taylor
Associates Architects, on behalf of owner Riverside Improvements LLC, proposes modifications to the building façade and
site plan for the property located at 346-354 Winchester St (TMP# 111-004-000).  Proposed changes include shifting the
southern-most storefront façade further north to allow for a fourth tenant, changes to exterior materials, the removal of an
existing loading dock, and the addition of a new loading dock and trash compactor. The site is 21-acres in size and is
located in the Commerce District.

IV Driveway Permit 
1. DRIVEWAY PERMIT APPLICATION – 18 McKinley Street – Applicant and owner Maureen Evans is appealing a decision

of the City Engineer relative to a driveway permit application for the two-family dwelling located at 18 McKinley Street
(TMP# 565-003-000).  The request is to allow for a second, gravel driveway 20 feet wide by 35 feet deep. An exception is
requested from Sec. 70-135 (e)(4) relative to the number of driveways permitted on residential lots. The site is 0.41 acres in
size and is located in the High Density District.

V. Community Development Director Report
NH Municipal Association Seminar – “Planning Board Roles and Responsibilities” – October 16, 2019 5:30 PM-8:30 PM

VI. New Business

VII. Upcoming Dates of Interest – September 2019
Planning Board Meeting – September 23; 6:30 PM
Planning Board Steering Committee – TBD
Joint PB/PLD Committee – September 9; 6:30 PM
Planning Board Site Visits – September 18, 8:00 AM – To Be Confirmed
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CITY OF KEENE 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

PLANNING BOARD 

MEETING MINUTES 

Monday, July 20, 2019 6:30 PM Council Chambers 

Members Present 

Chris Cusack, Vice-Chair 

Michael Burke 

Councilor George Hansel 

Andrew Weglinski 

Mayor Kendall Lane 

Gary Spykman 

Pamela Russell Slack 

Staff: 

Rhett Lamb, Asst. City 

Manager/Community Development 

Director 

Mari Brunner, Planning Technician 

Tara Kessler, Senior Planner 

Members Not Present: 

Douglas Barrett, Chairman 

Martha Landry 

I. Call to order – Roll Call

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

II. Minutes of previous meeting – June 24, 2019 Planning Board Meeting

Minutes 

A motion was made by Mayor Kendall Lane to accept the June 24, 2019 minutes. The motion 

was seconded by Councilor George Hansel and was unanimously approved.  

III. Advice and Comment

Charles Michal, on behalf of owner Colonial Theatre Group, Inc. seeks input on

proposed modifications to the main entrance and on the installation of an addition to the rear of 

the Colonial Theatre building located at 89 Main Street (TMP# 575-008-000-000-000). This 

property is 0.36 acres in size and is located in the Central Business District. 

A. Public Hearing

Mr. Charles Michal of Weller and Michal Architects addressed Board on behalf of the Colonial 

Theater. Mr. Michal began by noting that Colonial Theater was built in 1923 and what is being 

attempted is to bring this 100-year old building up to date. He described the existing condition of 

the theater, noting that ropes and pulleys operate all mechanisms. He noted the changes being 

proposed require the building to go higher to allow for an open grid. The shape of the stage 

house also needs to be changed and the theater also needs to be deeper. 

Mr. Michal went on to note this theater currently has three floors, the theater is on the first floor, 

offices on the second and apartments on the third floor. Mr. Michal noted the blue areas on the 

plan are the areas they intend to change in some way. In addition to going higher with this new 

plan as well as going deeper, there is also the need to construct a building in the rear to handle 

the entire back of house for dressing rooms, etc.  

The plan is for the building to be about 15 feet higher, which will require a special exception 

from the Zoning Board of Adjustment. This request has already been submitted. This building 
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also lies within the Historic District and the plans for modifications to the building will require 

approval from the Historic District Commission.  

Councilor Hansel asked whether the mechanical equipment in the rear would need to be moved 

to the rooftop units. Mr. Michal answered in the affirmative and added this is a very large 

mechanical system which would need to be located on the roof.  

Mr. Michal referred to a rendering of what the Colonial looks like right now and what it would 

look like post-construction. He noted they would not be going any closer to Main Street than 

they already are located. Mr. Michal went on to say they are not going to be attempting to 

replicate the historic detailing with this structure and explained it the Secretary of the Interiors 

standards state that observers should be able to figure out what are the historical elements of the 

building and the addition should not mimic the existing historic structure. Hence, they will be 

proposing exterior materials that differ from the existing building so that the new structure would 

look like it is an addition.  

Mr. Spykman noted the proposed picture in the Board’s packet looks different to what was being 

presented and asked whether it was correct to assume the design process is ongoing at this stage. 

Mr. Michal stated that was correct and that the applicant would be before the Board with a 

formal application in August. Mr. Spykman asked whether the loading area would be better than 

what exists right now. Mr. Michal stated unfortunately this area will not change, because of the 

limited area of this site and city parking that exists in the perimeter.  

Mr. Alec Doyle Executive Director of the Colonial stated the improvements that are being made 

to the stage house in the interior will change the loading and unloading process; there will now 

be more area to unload and store boxes with this new design. It will also save on labor moving 

items back and forth. 

Councilor Hansel felt his advice is the back house area should be much more pedestrian friendly 

and suggested shielding as much of the HVAC units as possible. 

Mayor Lane asked about the mechanisms inside the theater, which are currently operated by 

hand. He asked how the new system for this operation would be. Mr. Michal stated 80% of it 

would still be done by hand but because of the new counter weight system the new operation 

would be easier to operate. The walking grid, which is located high, will be motor operated but 

this is a fraction of the operation. Mr. Doyle noted there are automated systems available but 

these are mostly used by theaters that have the same type of shows and this type of system 

requires programming. 

The Mayor asked whether the theater will need to be shut down for a period of time while 

construction happens. Mr. Ted Schrantz, Chairman for the Design and Construction Committee 

stated they were looking at phasing the project; the front of the house is being planned for 

summer 2020 which is their slow period, reopen for the 2021 season and finish the rear portion 

during the summer of 2021. 

Mr. Spykman asked what the front of the house changes are going to be. Mr. Michal explained 

the second floor of the Colonial is currently fully occupied by theater offices. This office area is 

going to be consolidated to provide for an entire suite of new restrooms which will be accessible 

by an elevator (the theater will be introducing an elevator).With the current design the elevator 

will be located on top of the two existing restrooms.  
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The ticket window will be taken down and there will be a much larger expanse of the lobby and 

bring more life to the building. There is now going to be more room for merchandising and 

concession. There is a room created on the second floor, which will double as a conference room 

and VIP Lounge. The elevator will also be moved up to the third floor, which will not be 

accessible by patrons. Mr. Michal added the two existing main doors are going to be moved 

closer to Main Street (the current existing slope of the entryway will be eliminated).  

Mr. Schrantz noted they would also be adding a family bathroom. Mr. Michal explained the 

access from the mezzanine to the new restrooms. He explained anything that is constructed in the 

rear has to be at stage level to function. The stage is about 2.5 feet above ground so an external 

ramp for handicap access to the stage area will be required. However, the Colonial Theater’s 

property line runs through the area where the ramp is going to be located. He also noted the 

location of transformers, which sit on city owned land next to the rear of the building. This 

concluded the applicant’s presentation. The Board wished the applicants the best for a great 

project in the community. 

IV. Community Development Director Report

Ms. Kessler addressed the Board with reference to an update on the land use code update

Project. She noted the Steering Committee for this project have been meeting twice a month

since May to review draft chapters being produced by staff. At the present time about eight

chapters of the Unified Development Code have been reviewed and there are five left. A draft of

the updated code is set to be completed by September and then the entire draft will be presented

to the Joint Committee for its review.

Ms. Kessler stated they are still working with the consultants on the downtown form based 

zoning ordinance. Once staff has a draft they are comfortable with they will be conducting public 

workshops to get feedback (early September). There have also been monthly meetings with the 

development community.  

V. New Business

None

VI. Upcoming Dates of Interest – August 2019

Planning Board Meeting – August 26; 6:30 PM

Planning Board Steering Committee – August 9; 11:30 AM

Joint PB/PLD Committee – August 12; 6:30 PM

Planning Board Site Visits – August 21, 8:00 AM – To Be Confirmed

The meeting adjourned at 7:15 pm. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Krishni Pahl 

Minute Taker 

Reviewed by: Tara Kessler, Senior Planner 
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S-04-19 - MONADNOCK COVENANT CHURCH – 90 BASE HILL ROAD

SUBDIVISION APPLICATION 

Request: 
Applicant, Rob Hitchcock of SVE Associates, on behalf of owner, Monadnock Covenant Church 

ECC, proposes to subdivide 0.27-acres from the existing 6.83-acre lot located at 90 Base Hill 

Road (TMP# 242-003-000). The proposed 0.27-acre lot is the site of an existing single-family 

residential building. The remaining 6.5-acres of the lot would continue to be used by the existing 

Church, which is an institutional use. The site is located in the Low Density District. 

Background: 

The existing parcel is 6.83 acres and is located at the intersection of NH Route 9 and Base Hill 

Rd. The site is currently owned and occupied by the Monadnock Covenant Church, and contains 

two buildings – a 12,144 sf Church and a 1,861 sf residential building.  The single-family 

building is oriented towards Base Hill Road. It had been used as the parsonage for the Church, 

but more recently has been used for storage. The Church intends to subdivide the 0.27 acres of 

land where the residential building is sited, so it can sell this land/building.   

While the parcel is located in the Low Density Zoning District, the Church was built as an 

institutional use in 2006. If the subdivision were approved, the 0.27 acre lot would be in the Low 

Density District and would be considered a residential use. Per Section 102.1113 of the Zoning 

Ordinance, the side and rear building setbacks between institutional uses and directly abutting 

residential properties shall be double those required in the underlying zoning district. In addition, 

all paving must provide a 10-foot setback to all directly abutting residential properties. To meet 

this setback requirement, the applicant is proposing to remove a row of paved parking adjacent to 

the back yard of the residence and replace it with loam and grass.  The Applicant is also 

proposing to relocate an electricity meter that exists along the eastern (rear) property boundary 

on the proposed 0.27 acre lot onto the proposed 6.5 acre Church property. This electricity meter 

is connected to the transformer that services the Church building. No other changes are proposed 

to the site with this application.  

5 of 57



STAFF REPORT 

Completeness: 

Since this application is not associated with any new development, the Applicant has requested 

exemptions from having to provide the following technical reports / plans: Grading, 

Landscaping, Lighting, Drainage, and Traffic. After reviewing this request, Staff has determined 

that exempting the Applicant from submitting this information would have no bearing on the 

merits of the application.  Staff recommends that the Planning Board grant these exemptions and 

accept the application as “complete.”  

Departmental Comments: 

Staff from the Community Development, Engineering, Fire, and Police Departments reviewed 

this application. Engineering staff offered a recommendation that the property owners procure an 

easement for the existing retaining wall and drainage system; however, this would be at the 

discretion of the property owners.   

Application Analysis: 

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

application: 

1. Drainage: Aside from the removal of pavement at the rear of the proposed 0.27-acre lot, no

other changes are proposed as part of this subdivision application that would lead to an

increase in the rate or volume of stormwater runoff from either of the proposed lots.

2. Sewer & Water: Currently, the sewer line from the existing residential building ties into the

sewer line that connects the Church building into the City’s sewer system. The Applicant has

included a note on the plan that the parcel with the existing residential structure will have the

right to tie into the sanitary sewer line servicing the Church lot.  This right will include the

right to lay, utilize and maintain the existing sewer line connection, or to lay a new line in a

revised location, should the existing line become unable to be utilized. The Applicant notes

in their application that the deed to be drafted for the sale of the proposed 0.27 acre lot will

include language documenting this sewer easement.

3. Comprehensive Access Management:  Both of the proposed parcels have existing

driveways/entrances off Base Hill Road.  The Applicant does not propose to change the

configuration or layout of either driveway at this time.

4. Wetlands: Wetlands are present along the southeast portion of the parcel; however, there are

no wetlands present near the location of the proposed 0.27 acre lot.

Photo to left is 

of existing 

single-family 

residential 

building taken 

facing east 

from Base Hill 

Rd. 
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RECOMMENDATION FOR APPLICATION: 

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

Approve S-04-19, as shown on the plan identified as “Two Lot Subdivision Plan Land of 

Monadnock Covenant Church E.C.C. located at Tax Map Parcel No. 242-003-000 90 Base 

Hill Road, Keene, Cheshire County, New Hampshire Book 1673, Page 529” dated July 3, 2019 

and prepared by Huntley Survey and Design, PLLC at a scale of 1-inch equals 40-feet with the 

following conditions:  

1. Prior to Planning Board Chair’s signature on plan:

a. Remove pavement and install loam and seed adjacent to the eastern boundary

of the 0.27-acre lot as shown on the subdivision plan.

b. Owner’s signature on Plan
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S-05-19 – 560 MAIN STREET

SUBDIVISION APPLICATION 

Request: 
Applicant, Huntley Survey and Design PLLC, on behalf of owner, City of Keene, proposes to 

subdivide the existing 33.2-acre parcel at 560 Main Street (TMP #114-012-000) into a 9.88-acre 

lot and a 23.3 acre lot. The proposed 9.88-acre lot lies partially in the Commerce District and the 

remaining land is in the Industrial District. 

Background: 

The 33.2 acre parcel at 560 Main Street is primarily used 

by the City’s Public Works Department for materials 

storage, stockpiling, and handling, and is the current 

location of the City’s 6,240 sf salt shed. The majority of 

the parcel is located in the Industrial District; however, 

there are ~2 acres in the northwest area of the parcel that 

is in the Commerce District. The City is currently 

petitioning the City Council to amend the Zoning Map to 

locate the entire parcel in the Industrial District.   

The parcel is bordered to the north by NH Route 101 and 

Manchester Street, to the east and south by the Branch 

River and NH Route 12, and to the west by Cheshire 

Tire. While there is existing road frontage on Manchester 

Street and on NH Route 101 (aka Main Street), the parcel 

is currently accessed by an easement that runs over 580 

Main St (site of Cheshire Tire). 

The City proposes to subdivide 9.88 acres at the north of 

the parcel into a separate lot, which the City intends to 

sell. The remaining 23.3 acres would be located to the 

south of this proposed parcel and would continue to be 

owned by the City.  The City proposes to retain an 

easement over the 9.88 acre lot to access the rear parcel.  

The City has owned this land since 1876. In the early 1950s, several buildings were constructed 

to house the Public Works Department. These facilities were located here until the Public Works 

building at 350 Main Street was constructed in 2003. Throughout the mid-20th century this 

property was the site of open burning solid waste disposal, the City’s incinerator, and the 

disposal of liquid materials. As a result of these activities there are known environmental 

challenges associated with this property that may impact the future development of the site.   

Completeness: 

Since this subdivision is not associated with any new development, the Applicant has requested 

exemptions from having to provide the following technical reports / plans: Grading, 

Landscaping, Lighting, Drainage, and Traffic. After reviewing this request, Staff has determined 
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that exempting the Applicant from submitting this information would have no bearing on the 

merits of the application.  Staff recommends that the Planning Board grant these exemptions and 

accept the application as “complete.”  

Departmental Comments: 

Staff from the Community Development, Engineering, Fire, and Police Departments reviewed 

this application and had no issues with the proposal.   

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 as part of this subdivision application that would lead to

an increase in the rate or volume of stormwater runoff from either of the proposed lots.

However, the potential contamination of soils on the site may pose challenges to installing

drainage systems onsite.

3. Hillsides:  A small portion of the parcel on the south side of the Branch River is very steep;

however, the majority of the site to the north of the Branch River is relatively flat (0-3%

slope). The Applicant does not propose to impact steep slopes as part of this subdivision

application.

5. Floodplains: Portions of the parcel are within the 100-year floodplain, particularly along the

Branch River and a small area along the northeastern boundary with NH Route 101. The

Applicant does not propose to impact the floodplain as part of this subdivision application.

11. Sewer and Water: The site is not currently serviced by the City’s sewer or water; however,

the Applicant notes that both of the proposed parcels have the ability to connect to the City’s

Sewer and Water systems.

13. Comprehensive Access Management: While there is existing road frontage on Manchester

Street (~60 feet) and on NH Route 12 / Main Street (~160 feet), the site is currently accessed

by a 40 foot wide easement that runs over property owned by 580 Main St LLC, which is the

site of Cheshire Tire (580 Main St). The existing road frontage at Manchester Street is at the

end of a narrow road that primarily serves single-family residences. The frontage along NH

Route 12 / Main Street is land (~3 acres) with steep slopes, located to the south of the Branch

River.  Currently, it is not possible to access the 30.2 acres to the north of the Branch River

from this frontage. Proposed access to the 9.88 acre parcel would be from the existing

easement over the land at 580 Main Street. The Applicant states that the City would retain an

easement over the 9.88 acre lot to access the proposes 23.3 acre lot.

14. Hazardous and Toxic Materials:  The site is a brownfield as it is a former landfill, where

liquid and solid waste materials were disposed.

16. Wetlands:  The Applicant notes that there are wetlands present on this site, primarily along

the banks of the Branch River and along the eastern boundary of the property.  The Applicant
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has mapped these wetland areas on the subdivision plan and has noted that no impacts are 

proposed to these wetlands as part of this application.   

17. Surface Water: The Branch River runs across the property in an east-west direction. The

River bisects 30.2 acres of land to the north of the river and 3 acres to the south of the river.

The Branch River is subject to the State’s Shoreland Water Quality Protection Act.  A

portion of the river near the northwest of the property is exempt from the Shoreland Water

Quality Protection Act as it is located in an urban exemption zone. The Applicant does not

propose to impact the areas adjacent to the River as part of this proposal.

RECOMMENDATION FOR APPLICATION: 

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

Approve S-05-19, as shown on the plan identified as “Two Lot Subdivision Overall Plan Land 

of City of Keene, New Hampshire located at Tax Map Parcel No. 114-012 560 Main Street, 

Keene, Cheshire County, New Hampshire, Book 253, Page 421” dated July 10, 2019 and 

prepared by Huntley Survey and Design, PLLC at a scale of 1-inch equals 80-feet with the 

following conditions:  

1. Owner’s signature on Plan.
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SPR-886 Modification #2 – SITE PLAN REVIEW – 12 Bradco Street – Keene Self-Storage 

 

Request: 

Applicant Brickstone Land Use Consultants LLC, on behalf of owner Keene Self Storage LLC, proposes 

the addition of two storage buildings, 800 SF and 5,200 SF in size, to the property located at 12 Bradco 

Street (TMP# 117-041-000). Other proposed changes include modifications to site grading and drainage, 

the addition of landscaping, and the addition of lighting. The site is 5.12 acres in size and is located in the 

Industrial District. 

 

Background: 

This property is located at 12 Bradco Street in the 

Industrial District and is the site of a self-storage 

company. The parcel is bordered by industrial uses to 

the north and west, and residential uses to the east and 

south.  

 

The previous owner of this property received a 

Special Exception from the Zoning Board of 

Adjustment (ZBA) in 1999 to permit a mini storage 

facility in the Industrial Zone (See Notice of Decision 

ZBA-99-20, attached). The Special Exception was 

granted with two conditions. The first required an 

evergreen buffer along 50 feet of the southeast 

property boundary adjacent to a residential home on 

Bergeron Ave., and the second condition required that 

the construction be of neutral color. Both conditions 

were subject to approval by the Planning Board.  

 

The Planning Board approved site plan application 

SPR-886 in September 1999 for the construction of 15 mini-storage buildings in three phases, with Phase I 

consisting of 14,400 Square feet of construction, Phase II consisting of 14,400 square feet, and Phase III 

consisting of 16,000 square feet.  

 

In October 2018, the Community Development Department conducted an administrative review of a site 

plan modification for this site, SPR-886 Modification #1. Approval was granted for the installation of 34 

American arborvitae trees 5’-6’ in height to replace landscaping that had died, as well as a change in 

building materials from concrete masonry units to metal for Phase III construction. Phase III of this project 

is currently under construction.  

 

The request is to install two, new mini-storage buildings, 800 and 5,200 square feet in size, on a portion of 

the site that was previously used for outdoor storage. These buildings would match the buildings that were 

approved for Phase III of this project in terms of materials and color scheme. A Special Exception was 

granted by the ZBA at their meeting on September 4, 2018 to allow the expansion of the existing self-

storage facility (see Notice of Decision ZBA 18-16, attached). 

 

Completeness: 

The Applicant requests exemptions from submitting a Landscaping Plan, Architectural elevations, and 

Traffic, Drainage and Soils Reports. Staff has determined that exempting the applicant from submitting this 

information would have no bearing on the merits of this application and recommends that the Planning 

Board accept the application as “complete.”  

Figure 1. Aerial view of 12 Bradco Street (highlighted in 

yellow). 
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Departmental Comments: 

 Fire: No comments

 Code Enforcement: No comments

 Police: No comments

 Engineering: Engineering staff initially requested drainage calculations to demonstrate the existing

detention basin could handle the increase in impervious surface. After reviewing a drainage report

prepared for the site in 1999, it was determined that the existing detention basin was designed to

accommodate a full build-out of the site, including the gravel area proposed to be paved.

Application Analysis:  The following is a review of the Planning Board development standards relevant 

to this application. 

1. Drainage: The applicant proposes to install catch basins with three-foot sumps to collect stormwater

runoff and direct it to the existing detention basin on the site; This standard appears to be met.

2. Sedimentation and Erosion Control: The applicant proposes to install silt fencing and stone check dams

to control sedimentation and erosion during construction. Silt fencing has already been installed on the

portion of the site that is currently under construction. This standard appears to be met.

4. Snow Storage: Snow storage areas are shown on the site plan in two locations, one area at the south end

of the site and one at the north end of the paved area. The original site plan application for SPR-886 indicates

that excess snow will be removed from the site. This standard appears to be met.

5. Flooding: A section of the site at the north end of the parcel (adjacent to Bradco Street) is in the 100-year

floodplain. A Floodplain Development Permit was issued in October 1999 to permit the placement of fill

and construction of an onsite compensatory storage area. No changes are proposed that would affect the

area of the site in the floodplain. This standard does not apply.

6. Landscaping: The applicant received approval as part of application SPR-886 Modification #1 to install

34 American arborvitae to replace 12 Austrian pines that had died. In a conversation with staff, the applicant

noted that the owner installed a total of 64 arborvitae. The images below show the installed landscaping.

This standard appears to be met.

Above: Images of the American arborvitae planted along the southeast boundary of the site. Photos taken 

August 12, 2019. 
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8. Screening: This standard states that landscaping should be used whenever possible to form a buffer

between residential and non-residential uses. Per the conditions of the Special Exceptions granted by the

ZBA in 1999 and 2018 (ZBA 99-20 and ZBA 18-16), the owner has installed an evergreen buffer consisting

of 64 American arborvitae to screen the site from an adjacent residential property on Bergeron Avenue.

This standard appears to be met.

10. Lighting: The applicant proposes to install 42 full cut-off, wall-mounted LED light fixtures on the four

buildings currently under construction and the two buildings proposed as part of this application. Each light

fixture would be on a motion sensor to provide lighting in areas of the site where there is activity after dark.

The applicant has noted that, while the site is accessible for use by clients after dark, the site is completely

fenced-in and can only be accessed with a security code. There is one existing pole-mounted light at the

entrance gate to provide security lighting.  This standard appears to be met.

11. Sewer and Water: This site connects to the City’s sewer and water system. No changes to these

connections are proposed. This standard appears to be met.

12. Traffic: The applicant notes that the additional 6,000 square feet of mini storage will be divided into

approximately 38 individual storage units. Per the ITE trip generation manual, this increase in self-storage

space would result in an increase of about 10 vehicle trips per weekday, 10 vehicle trips on Saturday, and

between 2-3 vehicle trips during peak hours on weekdays and Saturday. The applicant has requested an

exemption from providing a traffic study due to the modest increase in vehicle trips anticipated as a result

of this proposal.

15. Filling and Excavation: The applicant notes in the project narrative that existing gravel areas would be

coated with a layer of gravel and paved to provide access to the proposed new buildings on the site. No

wetland, floodplain, or steep hillsides will be affected. The proposed truck route is Route 10 to Bradco

Street. This standard appears to be met.

16. Wetlands: There is an existing wetland at the north end of the property. A NHDES Wetlands Permit

was issued in September 1997 (Permit 97-01028) to allow the fill of wetland for the driveway crossing

and the dredge of 6778 sf of wetland to provide flood storage. No work is proposed in the wetland. This

standard does not apply.

17. Surface Waters: No work is proposed within 30 feet of the existing wetland on the site, and no other

surface waters are present. This standard does not apply.

19. Architecture and Visual Appearance:  In general, this standard is intended to ensure new development

reflects the City’s historic architecture and settlement pattern, provide visual interest, ensure that building

height and massing is consistent with the prevailing architectural style, prevent the use of aggressive colors,

and ensure that the orientation of structures on a site do not interfere with pedestrian travel or detract from

aesthetic character.

This property is located in the Industrial District and is set back from Bradco Street by about 200 feet. As 

previously discussed under Landscaping and Screening, the property is screened from view from adjacent 

residential properties with a landscape buffer. The proposed color scheme includes slate gray walls with a 

shale gray trim and garnet red doors to match the colors on the existing buildings; this color scheme was 

determine to be neutral by the Planning Board in 1999. The two new buildings would have metal siding 

and roofs, and would be 20’ wide by 40’ long and 20’ wide by 260 feet long and 8’-4” high with a ¼ :12 

pitched roof.  
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Above: An image of existing CMU buildings on the site. Photo taken August 12, 2019 

Recommended Motion:  

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

Approve SPR-886 Modification #4, as shown on the site plan identified as “Keene Self Storage, 12 

Bradco St., Keene, NH 03431, Modification #4” prepared by Brickstone Land Use Consultants LLC 

at a scale of 1” = 50’ on July 22, 1999 and revised July 18, 2019 with the following conditions prior 

to signature by Planning Board Chair: 

A. Owner’s signature appears on plan.
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STAFF REPORT 

SPR-902, Modification #5 – SITE PLAN REVIEW – 346-354 Winchester Street – Riverside Plaza 

Request: 

Applicant Taylor Associates Architects, on behalf of owner Riverside Improvements LLC, proposes 

modifications to the building façade and site plan for the property located at 346-354 Winchester St. (TMP# 

111-004-000).  Proposed changes include shifting the southern-most storefront façade further north to allow 

for a fourth tenant, changes to exterior materials, the removal of an existing loading dock, and the addition 

of a new loading dock and trash compactor. The site is 21 acres in size and is located in the Commercial 

District. 

Background: 

This property, located at 346-354 Winchester Street in 

the Commerce District, is currently the site of a variety 

of retail, restaurant, and other commercial uses. The 

parcel is bordered by Winchester Street to the west, NH 

Route 101 to the south, the Ashuelot Rail Trail and 

Keene State College athletic fields to the east, and a 

Keene State College parking lot to the north. Primary 

access to the site is from Winchester Street. 

The applicant received approval from the Planning 

Board in December 2018 to divide the space previously 

occupied by Shaw’s Department Store into three new 

retail tenant spaces (SPR-902 Modification #4). At this 

time, the Planning Board granted approval for three 

separate, raised storefront facades bordered by columns 

and the addition of three new loading docks. Two of the 

tenant spaces, Tenant space “A” and “B,” are currently 

under lease by Home Goods and Harbor Freight, 

respectively.  

The applicant proposes to divide the remaining tenant 

space into two tenant spaces, tenant spaces “C” and 

“D”. In order to accommodate a fourth tenant, the 

applicant proposes to move the storefront façade for 

Tenant C further north and modify the exterior 

materials for the raised façade. In addition, the applicant 

proposes to remove a loading dock intended for Tenant 

C, add a new loading dock in a different location, and 

install a trash compactor to the rear of the building. 

Completeness: 

The Applicant has requested exemptions from submitting a Grading Plan, a Landscaping Plan, and a 

Lighting Plan as well as the Traffic, Drainage and Soils Reports. Staff has determined that exempting the 

applicant from submitting this information would have no bearing on the merits of this application and 

recommends that the Planning Board grant these exemptions, accepting the application as “complete.”  

Figure 1. Photo of the existing facade for Tenant Spaces C 

and D (taken August 6, 2019). 

Figure 2. Photo of the rear of the building where a new 

loading dock and trash compactor is proposed. 
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Departmental Comments: 

There were no comments on this 

application from Code Enforcement, Fire, 

Engineering, or Police. 

Application Analysis:  No changes are 

proposed to drainage, sedimentation and 

erosion control, snow storage, sewer and 

water, traffic, or filling and excavation. 

The following is a review of the Planning 

Board development standards relevant to 

this application: 

5. Flooding: A portion of the site is located

in the 100-year floodplain. The applicant

is in the process of obtaining a Floodplain

Development Permit from the Community

Development Department, which was a

condition of approval for the previous

modification to this site plan (SPR-902

Modification #4). At the time of this staff

report, the Floodplain Development

Permit was ready to be issued.

8. Screening: The proposed new loading dock and trash compactor are located behind the existing building

out of view from the street and parking lot to the west and north, and would be screened by a natural wooded

buffer to the east and south.  This standard appears to be met.

13. Comprehensive Access Management: Vehicle access to the site is from an existing driveway on

Winchester Street.  New accessible pedestrian curb cuts are proposed at each of the entrances to Tenants

A, B, and C. The fourth tenant space would utilize the same curb cut as Tenant C. The applicant has noted

that the parking lot will be re-striped to allow for pedestrian access to each storefront entrance. In addition,

a bike rack will be added to the front of the building to provide bicycle parking, which was a condition of

approval for the previous modification to this site plan (SPR-902 Modification #4).

16. Wetlands: It appears as though wetlands are present near the property boundary on the southeast corner

of the site; however, the edge of the wetlands is located more than 30 feet from the proposed site work.

This standard appears to be met.

19. Architecture and Visual Appearance: The applicant proposes to shift the storefront façade for Tenant C

further north to allow space for a fourth tenant, as shown in Figure 3.  The applicant noted that the reason

for this change is the proposed new retail tenant for the third space requires approximately 18,000 square

feet of space, which is less than the total space available and leaves 5,586 square feet for use by a fourth

tenant. At the time of this staff report, Sierra Trading had been identified as a prospective tenant for Tenant

Space C.

The applicant proposes to change the cladding on the lower half of the columns for the Tenant C storefront 

façade from brick to fieldstone, and change the cladding on the upper half of the columns from EIFS 

material in “Amarillo white” to EIFS material in “Brite White” to match the cladding on the face of the 

façade. This change in design is based on the prototype for Sierra Trading. Figure Four depicts the proposed 

Figure 3. Aerial view of the property located at 346-354 Winchester Street 

(2015 imagery). 
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architectural elevations (top image) and the architectural elevations that were conditionally approved by 

the Planning Board at the December 2018 meeting (bottom image).  

Figure 4. Top: Image of the proposed elevations submitted by the applicant.  Bottom: The elevations conditionally approved by 

the Planning Board for this building in December 2018.  

Recommended Motion:  

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

Approve SPR-902 Modification #5, as shown on the plan sheet identified as “Site Plan” prepared 

by Taylor Associates Architects at a scale of 1” = 50’ on July 18, 2019 and the architectural 

elevations identified as “Lease Outline Elevation at New Tenant C & D” prepared by Taylor 

Associates Architects at varying scales on July 18, 2019 with the following conditions prior to 

signature by Planning Board Chair: 

A. Owner’s signature appears on plan.

The original conditions of approval for SPR-902 Modification #4 shall remain in full force and 

effect. 

PROPOSED 

APPROVED DEC. 2018 
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CITY OF KEENE I PLANNING BOARD - __ -_----=--=-.=:-..<111 
SITE PLAN REVIEW/ MODIFICATION APPLICATION 

Project Name 

Rivers i de Plaza 

Tax Map Parcel number(s) 
.. .. .. .. -~- --- __., __ --- - - .......---

Project Address: 

Riverside. Plaza 

350 Winchester Avenue 

Keene, NH 

Acreage/S.F .of Parcel: 
21.16 / 921 , 741 

Zoning District: 

Commerce 

PRINTED Name: 
Jeffrey Taylor 

Signature: 

- Address: 572 North Broadway, White Plains, NY 106 3 

914-289-0011 
Telephone\ Email: j t@taylorarchitects . com 

Modifications: Is this a modification to a previously-approved site plan: 0 No Q Yes: SPR#: 902 Date: 7 /18 19 

For those sections of the application that are not affected by the proposed modification to the previously approved site 
Ian, ou are encouraged to re uest exem tions in I tcu of submitting required documents. 

• Type of development • Sedimentation Control Cl Scope/scale of development 

• Proposed uses • Vegetation • Parcel size 

• Location of access points • Debris management • Proposed stormwater, drainage & erosion plan 
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Frederick Taylor Associates 

Architects, P .C. 

Taylor Associates Architects 

July 18, 2019 

City of Keene - Planning Board 
City Hall, 4th Floor 
3 Washington Street 
Keene, NH 03431 
P: (603)-352-5474 

572 North Broadway 
White Plains, New York 10603 

Attn: City of Keene Planning Department 

RE: Site Plan Review/Modification Application 
Riverside Plaza 
350 Winchester Street 
Keene, NH 
Shell Work 
FTA Project Number 10,429 

To Whom It May Concern: 

DESCRIPTIVE NARRATIVE 

Tel 914 289 0011 

Fax 914 289 0022 

We are herewith submitting for a Site Review/Modification Application indicating an adjustment to the 
previously submitted and approved site plan to accommodate (4) potential tenant divisions in the 
former Shaw's Grocery Store tenant space. The original submission indicated a (3) tenant sub-division. 

Modifications include a revised storefront fa~ade elevation, a revised lease outline drawing (indicating 
(4) tenant spaces), as well as minor changes to the rear building truck receiving areas. 
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STAFF REPORT 

DRIVEWAY PERMIT APPLICATION – 18 McKinley Street 

Request: 

Applicant and owner Maureen Evans is appealing a decision of the City Engineer relative to a driveway 

permit application for the two-family dwelling located at 18 McKinley Street (TMP# 565-003-000).  The 

request is to allow for a second, gravel driveway 20 feet wide by 35 feet deep. An exception is requested 

from Sec. 70-135 (e)(4) relative to the number of driveways permitted on residential lots. The site is 0.41 

acres in size and is located in the High Density District. 

Background: 

This property is the site of a two-family dwelling 

located in the High Density District, about 0.3 miles 

southeast of Symonds Elementary School and 350 feet 

north of the intersection of West Street and Park 

Avenue. There are two driveways, which currently 

exist on the site: a paved driveway on the south side of 

the building used by tenants of unit 1, and a gravel 

driveway on the north side of the house used by the 

tenants of unit 2.  

According to aerial imagery, the area where the 

second driveway is proposed was not used for parking 

in 1990 or 2002; however, it was being used for 

parking by 2010. Code enforcement staff received a 

complaint in 2011 regarding vehicles that were parked 

on an un-approved surface; at this time, code 

enforcement staff asked the owner to address the 

situation. Hardpack was installed to improve the 

surface where the vehicles were parked, however it 

does not appear that the owner at the time was 

informed that a driveway permit would be required.  

The current owner, who purchased this property in 

March 2019, submitted a driveway permit application 

to the Community Development Department on April 

12, 2019 to increase the size of the gravel driveway to 

be 24 feet wide and 20 feet deep. The City Engineer 

reviewed this application and determined that the 

second driveway was never approved. The applicant 

was informed they would need to seek an exception 

from Sec. 70-135(e)(4), which states that “There shall be no more than one driveway access for each 

residential lot,” and Sec. 70-135(e)(8) which states that the driveway cannot be more than 20 feet wide at 

the property line. 

The City Engineer reviewed the exception request following a notice to direct abutters and determined that 

the request does not satisfy the criteria for granting an exception. Specifically, the City Engineer was not 

able to determine that there is a unique characteristic of the land or property which presents a physical 

hardship to the applicant. Following notification of this decision, the applicant submitted a written letter to 

the Planning Board appealing this decision in accordance with Sec. 70-136(d) of City Code.  

Figure 1. Photo of 18 McKinley Street, taken August 6, 2019. 

Figure 2. Image of 18 McKinley Street, taken from Google 

Map images, dated May 2012.
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Application Analysis:  The following is a review of the relevant driveway standards listed in Section 70-

135 sub-section (e) of City Code: 

(1) If the installation of a driveway requires disrupting an existing sidewalk, the sidewalk must be

restored or replaced in compliance with section 70-127.

This request would not disrupt an existing sidewalk; this standard does not apply. 

(2) Driveways must be placed so as to ensure that vehicles entering and exiting the driveway have an all

season safe sight distance in all directions not only of the road, but also of bicycle and pedestrian

traffic on the sidewalk. For purposes of this section, an all-season safe sight distance shall be at least

200 feet in all directions within which there are no visual obstructions.

According to the City Engineer, the proposed second driveway would have an all-season safe sight 

distance of at least 200 feet in all directions; this standard has been met.  

(4) There shall be no more than one driveway access for each residential lot.

The applicant requests an exemption from this 

standard to allow a second driveway on the lot to 

provide easier access to the second unit. The 

applicant notes in their application that there is no 

safe path of travel from the existing paved 

driveway to the second unit during winter. By 

placing a driveway on the north side of the 

building, tenants would be able to access Unit 2 

using an existing paved walkway on the site. Figure 

Three shows the north side of the house where the 

proposed driveway would be located.  

In deciding whether to grant an exception, the 

Board is required to evaluate the request using the 

following criteria, per Sec. 70-136 (a) sub-section 

(2): 

“a.  Issuance of the exception will not adversely affect the safety of pedestrians, bicyclists and 

vehicles using adjacent streets and intersections. 

b. Issuance of the exception does not adversely affect the efficiency and capacity of the street

or intersection.

c. There are unique characteristics of the land or property which present a physical hardship

to the requestor.

d. In no case shall financial hardship be used to justify the granting of the exception.”

(6) Driveways must not block the flow of drainage in gutters or drainage ditches or pipes.

The City Engineer has determined that the proposed driveway would not adversely affect 

drainage; this standard has been met. 

(7) Driveways must not direct stormwater across sidewalks or onto city streets, except that the portion

of a driveway within the public right of way may drain towards the street.

The City Engineer has determined that the proposed driveway would not direct stormwater onto 

the City Street; this standard has been met.  

Figure 3. Photo of the proposed location for a 

second, gravel driveway. The location of the 

entrance to Unit 2 is indicated by the yellow arrow. 

Entrance 
to Unit 2 
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(8) Driveways for single-family homes and duplexes, including shared drives, shall not be more than 20

feet wide at the property line and 30 feet wide at the curbline.

In the initial application, the applicant proposed a driveway that would be 24 feet wide at both the 

curbline and the property line. During a conversation with staff, the applicant noted that their intent 

is to install a driveway where two vehicles can park side-by-side, and they are willing to reduce 

the width of the driveway to 20 feet. In a letter dated August 13, 2019, the applicant revised the 

request and proposes a driveway that is 20 feet wide; this standard appears to be met. 

(10) New driveways must be placed so as not to conflict with existing driveways.

The City Engineer has no concerns with the placement of the driveway relative to existing

driveways; this standard appears to be met. 

(11) Driveways on opposite sides of the street shall be aligned or offset sufficiently, so as to avoid turning

conflicts.

The proposed driveway would be offset from the next closest driveway on the opposite side of the 

street by approximately 70 feet; this standard has been met.  

(13) All driveways shall be constructed to standards approved by the city engineer. Portions of a

driveways lying outside of the public right-of-way shall additionally comply with the design standards

described in section 102-794.

Section 102-794, “Parking lot and parking space requirements,” includes standards related to the 

acceptable materials that may be used for driveway surfaces. These materials include concrete, 

gravel, paving, or other suitable materials to prevent erosion and raising of dust as determined by 

the City Engineer. The proposed driveway would be construction of crushed gravel and hardpack, 

and would be lined with road fabric. The City Engineer has determined that the proposed 

driveway meets all standards described in Section 102-794 with regards to acceptable materials.  

Additionally, Sec. 102-794(a)(5) states that “Parking areas not included in article VI, division 4, 

shall have the parking surface located to the rear of the front setback or building line and the 

surface shall be at least three feet from the side property line.” 

The applicant submitted a letter dated August 13, 2019 to the Planning Board revising the request 

to meet this standard. Specifically, the proposed dimensions of the driveway are 20 feet wide by 

35 feet deep, which would allow adequate space for vehicles to park behind the front setback 

line, which is 15 feet in the High Density District. 

Recommended Motion:  

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

Grant the request for an exception from Section 70-135, sub-section (e)(4) and approve the driveway 

permit application and attachments submitted by Maureen Evans to the Community Development 

Department on April 16, 2019 and revised on July 23, 2019 for a second residential driveway at 18 

McKinley Street (TMP# 565-003-000), subject to the following conditions: 

1. The Applicant will submit a revised sketch to show the driveway dimensions as 20’ wide by

35’ long.

2. The Applicant will procure all necessary permits and approvals prior to commencing

construction.
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Request for Exception to Keene Ordinance 0-2017-15 for 18 McKinley Ave1 Keene, NH 
Submitted by: Maureen and Robert Evans 

Dear Planning Board, 
We are requesting an exception to this ordinance requirement (e) (4). 
We are requesting to increase the size of an ~ wide x 20' deep existing gravel driveway located 
to the right side of the home to be used by the tenants of unit #2. We are requesting to 
increase the gravel driveway to 24'wide x 20' deep. 

We feel this exception is warranted for several reasons: 
-

.. 

When we purchased the property on March 15, 2019 we had no reason to believe the 
current gravel driveway to the right of the house was not permitted. The previous 
owners realtor actually represented that renters for unit #2 parked in that driveway. It 
is now our understanding per the Keene City Engineer that the current gravel driveway 
was not permitted. 
The access to unit #2 is on the far right side of the building as marked on the attached 
annotated Mortgage Inspection Plan {Attachment 1). 
ff tenants of unit #2 have to use the current driveway they will need to go around the 
entire house to the far side of the building to access their unit and go onto the street. 
There is no sidewalk on that side of the street and during winter conditions or icy 
roadways, we feel this could be dangerous and hazardous to our tenants. 
As we continue to offer our apartment to the wide range of possible tenants1 any 
possible tenants with mobility challenges or other disabilities would be unable to access 
the primary entrances to their apartment without having to walk considerable distances 
to their vehicles. This could prove very challenging for future tenants with these 
challenges, especially during winter conditions and inclement weather. 
The current driveway would need to be expanded to fit the number of cars for both 
units. We would also need to remove a very large healthy tree on the lot to expand the 
existing driveway to provide adequate driveway space. We feel it would be more 
beneficial to the environment to leave the existing tree there and install a pervious 
surface in a location more appropriate to access the right side of the building. 
The property actually is a double lot, as shown in the Attachment 2. 
Our intent with improving/enhancing the existing driveway would be to place 
permeable materials on the driveway area that would allow for the appropriate 
drainage on the property, would not interfere with any sidewalks or roadway access, 
and it would limit the impacts to existing roadways and city drainage systems. 

We feel this request does not violate any of the intents of the standards cited in the ordinance 
(section (d}). 

This improvement will improve drainage on the lot with a permeable surface, will preserve a 
large tree on the property and will keep tenants from having to walk all the way around the 
house on the street to access their unit. 
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Mr. Donald Lussier 
City Engineer 
Keene, New Hampshire 

Dear Mr. Lussier: 

Re: 18 McKinley Street Keene - second driveway permit 

1. My name is Fred Parsells. My wife Karen and I have lived at 11 
McKinley Street for 47 years. 

2. My wife and I are in Javor of and hope that the City sees fit to issue 
a permit to the owner of 18 McKinley Street for a second driveway. 

3. The current illegal "driveway" has existed for some 20 years or so and 
even though it has always been illegal under City codes, it has largely 
been ignored by the City. When we moved into our house in 1972 the 
then long-time owner of 18 McKinley Street did not have said· illegal 
driveway. It was not until an absentee landlord/owner bought the 
property and set about doing, what and as, they wished that the illegal 
driveway happened. When I was a Code Enforcement Officer for 
the City several years ago my partner/co-worker tried to get the then 
absentee landlord to apply an approved surface for the illegal driveway. 
The then absentee landlord put down a coarse of sand and the City let 
the matter go, even though everything about the driveway was still 
illegal by City code. It seemed that the illegal driveway and illegal 
surfacing was by-and-large condoned by the City. If the new owner 
continued to be an irresponsible property owner, as was the previous 
owner, and had not applied for a permit to do the right thing for 
themselves, the City and the neighborhood, it is likely this matter would 
not be the issue it is because Code Enforcement has done almost 
nothing and the City Engineer Department would not have otherwise 
been involved. So much for trying to do the right thing. 

4: The aforementioned absentee landlord/owner allowed the property to 
deteriorate and the illegal driveway to be continued to be used all with 
barely a word from the Code Enforcement Department and/or the City 
Engineer. 
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5. The property has been recently purchased by a new owner who is 
working to restore the property to meet the existing character of the 
well-maintained neighborhood only to be rebuffed by the City upon their 
application to create a permitted and properly constructed second 
driveway. 

6. It might be fair to observe that the real estate agent who represented 
the property told the new owner that the illegal" driveway was in fact 
legal. Who knows what the real estate agent knew, but it is fair to know 
that the new owner did not know any better and took the real estate 
agent's word as to the driveway being regar. 

7. So, thinking the driveway was legal, the new owner wanted to do the 
right thing to make the property more presentable applied for a permit 
to bring t~ illegal driveway up to code in tenns of surface and all other 
applicable standards. 

8. Upon the new owner's desire to do the right thing and follow City 
codes, they were rebuffed by the Engineering Department of Public 
Works. A driveway that has existed for years and all but ignored by city 
staff at all levels for years now has a chance to become legal at all 
levels and under all standards. 

9. One issue at-hand is that of safety. Parking on McKinley Street 24 
hours a day from May 1 thru October 31, is legal but somewhat unsafe 
on the bend in the road in front of 18 McKinley Street and right where 
the illegal driveway in question is located. As a neighbor I much prefer 
from an aesthetics perspective as well as that of safety, to have a legal 
second driveway that meets the City's needs as well as the property 
owners and the neighbors. 

10. While the City is busy working against a property owner that wishes to 
improve the safety and aesthetics of their property and neighborhood, 
other close by properties are busily destroying their property and 
diminishing the property value of their own property as well as that of 
their neighbors. l would hope that you will see your way clear to provide 
the requested waiver and allow the owner of 18 McKinley Street to 
provide a fully code compliant second driveway that meets everyone's 
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needs. It seems to me that that is the right thing to do. 

11. As an aside, while you will likely not hear in writing from any of the 
abutters that received the official letter from the City, I have spoken with 
them and they all agree that a second driveway will be a positive for 
them as wen as the owner of 18 McKinley Street and the neighborhood 
in general. 

12. Pl se o ~ ing. 
---... I 

Fr derick B. Parsells 
11 McKinley Street 

.,/ 
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