
Planning Board – Monday, August 24, 2020, 6:30PM 

AGENDA 

NOTE: This meeting will be conducted using the online meeting platform, Zoom.* The public may view the 
meeting online by visiting www.zoom.us/join and enter the Meeting ID: 857 8338 6440. If you are unable to 
attend the meeting online, you may call the toll-free # (888) 475-4499 and enter the Meeting ID to listen to 
the meeting. More info on how to access this meeting is available at ci.keene.nh.us/planning-board. If you 
encounter any issues accessing this meeting, please call 603-757-0676 during the scheduled meeting time. 

I. Call to Order – Roll Call

II. Minutes of Previous Meeting – July 27, 2020 Meeting

III. Driveway Application:

Symonds School Driveway, 79 Park Ave – Applicant and owner, Union School District, is requesting to
create an additional driveway at Symonds School located at 79 Park Ave (TMP# 575-015-000) by opening
an existing gate that is located at the end of Wheelock Street and using it as a bus entrance and exit. The
property is 7.2 acres in size and is located in the Low Density District.

IV.  Public Hearings:

SPR-972, Mod. 6, Site Plan – CONTINUED – Colony Mill Retail Building, 210-222 West Street –
Applicant and owner Brady Sullivan Properties proposes to construct a 4,875-sf retail and office building
with two drive-throughs on the properties located at 210-222 West St (TMP# 576-009-000), 0 Gilbo Ave
(TMP# 576-008-000) and 0 Island St (TMP#s 583-011-000, 583-012-000, 583-014-000, & 583-015-000).
A waiver is requested from Development Standard 10 – Lighting. These properties are 4.6-ac, 0.94-ac,
0.3-ac, 0.21-ac, 0.1-ac, and 0.34-ac in size and are located in the Commerce District.

SPR-01-13, Mod. 2, Site Plan – Indoor Shooting Range, 19 Ferry Brook Road – Applicant and owner
Cheshire County Shooting Sports Education Foundation proposes to install a 3,300-sf indoor shooting
range on the property located at 19 Ferry Brook Road (TMP# 214-021-000). A waiver is requested from
Development Standard #6 – Landscaping. This property is located in both the Town of Sullivan and the
City of Keene. The portion of the property in Keene is 55-acres and is located in the Rural District.

IV.Community Development Director Report

V. New Business

VI.Upcoming Dates of Interest – September 2020

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

 Planning Board Steering Committee –  September 15, 11:00 AM

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

 Planning Board Meeting – September 28, 6:30 PM

*In Emergency Order #12, issued by the Governor pursuant to Executive Order #2020-04, which declared a COVID-19 State of
Emergency, the requirement that a quorum of a public body be physically present at the meeting location under RSA 91-A:2, III(b), and
the requirement that each part of a meeting of a public body be audible or otherwise discernible to the public at the meeting location under
RSA 91-A:2, III(c), have been waived.  Public participation may be provided through telephonic and other electronic means.

1 of 59

http://www.zoom.us/join


Planning Board Meeting Minutes 
July 27, 2020 DRAFT 

1 

CITY OF KEENE 1 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 2 

3 
PLANNING BOARD 4 

MEETING MINUTES 5 

6 

Monday July 27, 2020 6:30 PM Council Chambers 
7 

Members Present 
Douglas Barrett, Chairman  
Chris Cusack, Vice-Chair 
Michael Burke 
Councilor George Hansel 
Andrew Weglinski 
Mayor George Hansel 
Gail Sommers 
David Orgaz 
Pamela Russell Slack 
Councilor Michael Remy 
Emily Lavigne Bernier, Alternate 

Staff: 
Rhett Lamb, Asst. City Manager/Community 
Development Director 
Tara Kessler, Senior Planner 

I. Call to order – Roll Call 8 
Chair Barrett called the meeting to order at 6:30 PM and read a prepared statement 9 
explaining how Emergency Order #12, pursuant to Executive Order #2020-04 issued by 10 
the Governor of the State of New Hampshire, gives authority for public meetings to be 11 
held remotely and shared information about how members of the public can listen and 12 
share comments. Roll call was conducted. All members reported their location and 13 
whether anyone else was present in the room with them.  14 

15 
II. Minutes of previous meeting – June 22, 2020 Meeting 16 
A motion was made by Mayor George Hansel to accept the June 22, 2020 minutes as 17 
presented. The motion was seconded by Councilor Michael Remy and was unanimously 18 
approved by roll call vote.  19 

20 
III. Boundary Line Adjustment: SPR-972 Mod. 6, Site Plan – Colony Mill New21 
Retail Building, 210-222 West Street – Applicant and owner Brady Sullivan Properties 22 
proposes to construct a 4,875-sf retail and office building with two drive-throughs on the 23 
properties located at 210-222 West St (TMP# 576-009-000), 0 Gilbo Ave (TMP# 576-24 
008-000) and 0 Island St (TMP#s 583-011-000, 583-012-000, 583-014-000, & 583-015-25 
000). A waiver is requested from Development Standard 10 – Lighting. These properties 26 
are 4.6-ac, 0.94-ac, 0.3-ac, 0.21-ac, 0.1-ac, and 0.34-ac in size and are located in the 27 
Commerce District.     28 

29 
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David Orgaz asked to be recused from this application. Chair Barrett asked Emily 30 
Lavigne Bernier to take David Orgaz’s place for the public hearing. 31 
 32 

A.   Board Determination of Completeness. 33 
Senior Planner Tara Kessler recommended to the Board that Application SPR-972 Mod. 34 
#6 was complete. She noted the Applicant has submitted a voluntary merger application 35 
to merge the six parcels impacted by this proposal into one parcel, which has been 36 
reviewed by City staff and found to be in compliance with zoning. This merger would 37 
need to be recorded with the Registry of Deeds if the application is approved.  38 
 39 
A motion was made by Mayor George Hansel that the Board accept this application as 40 
complete. The motion was seconded by Councilor Michael Remy and was unanimously 41 
approved by roll call vote. 42 
 43 

B.   Public Hearing 44 
Mr. Rob Pearson introduced himself as the Project Manager for Brady Sullivan and 45 
addressed the Board. He said that he is joined tonight by Charles Panasis and Ben Kelley, 46 
owners of Brady Sullivan, as well as Kelly Dowd, legal representation, Amy Sanders, PE 47 
from Fuss and O’Neil, and Shaun Kelly from Vanasse and Associates.  48 
 49 
Mr. Pearson referred to an aerial image of the site and said this project is going to be 50 
located in the bottom left (southwest) corner of the property off Island Street. He referred 51 
to the proposed demolition plan, which shows the landscape island and pavement that 52 
will be cut out. He added that these areas will be replaced with some changes, which will 53 
be addressed later in the presentation. 54 
 55 
Mr. Pearson referred to the proposed site plan and explained that the new building will be 56 
65 feet by 75 feet with drive through businesses on the north and south sides. The 57 
building will have a brick veneer and white stucco to match existing buildings in the area. 58 
The site plan shows traffic flow and parking within the property to accommodate the two 59 
drive-through businesses. Mr. Pearson also referred to the dumpster layout and bike racks 60 
being proposed for the project. He noted the plan is to have a crosswalk connecting the 61 
two islands where the bike racks will be located and another crosswalk going from the 62 
drive-through for easy transition from the bike rack to the building. Mr. Pearson stated 63 
their proposal is also to provide public access from Island Street to the property. 64 
 65 
Mr. Pearson then referred to the drainage plan completed by their consultant. Three tests 66 
pits were done to make sure runoff was sustainable. With respect to utilities, the bulk of 67 
the utilities will be coming in from Island Street (underground). 68 
 69 
Mr. Pearson continued, stating that the existing lighting will be used and two new lights 70 
are being proposed and they will be installed with no light trespass onto adjoining 71 
properties. Mr. Pearson added if the lights need to be re-scaled, the lighting consultant is 72 
present today and it can discussed. He further stated the applicant did submit a request for 73 
a lighting waiver but this new proposal will eliminate the need for this waiver. 74 
 75 
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Silt fencing will be used to control sedimentation and erosion during construction, and 76 
fencing will also be placed around the existing trees and as many as possible will be 77 
preserved. They are taking down five trees but are adding 14 crab apple trees and maybe 78 
four more as well in the landscape island closest to the casino.  79 
 80 
Shawn Kelly, Traffic Engineer, addressed the Board next. Mr. Kelly stated for this study 81 
they focused on three time periods; weekday morning peak traffic, weekday evening peak 82 
traffic, and Saturday mid-day peak traffic. The intersections that were included in the 83 
study were the intersection at West Street and Island Street, Gilbo Avenue, side access 84 
driveway onto Island Street and Gilbo Avenue and the Intersection of Pearl Street and 85 
Island Street. The traffic expected to frequent this coffee shop and bank is mostly 86 
“bypass” traffic. Based on ITE data for the bank it would 30% - 40% and for the coffee 87 
shop, it would be considerably higher at about 80%. Based on this calculation, this new 88 
use could generate about 50 cars to this site in the morning and evening, and about 76 89 
trips on a Saturday morning. The traffic is projected to come from different directions, 90 
but mostly from Winchester Street. The increase being projected at the highest level 91 
would be about 10-15 cars per hour (1.5% increase or less), which Mr. Kelly noted did 92 
not result in notable impact for traffic operations.  93 
 94 
Mr. Kelly went on to say their focus mostly is on site access and layout, to make sure 95 
there was safe access onto Gilbo Avenue and Island Street. There is a recommendation to 96 
locate the bay queues on the southern end of the side where queuing will be lower than 97 
the northern end. Morning peak queuing could be higher but this will still be contained 98 
within the site and not impact off site operations. He noted the team has been looking at 99 
some potential improvements; connectivity from rail trail and bicycle racks. He felt the 100 
off-site impact because of this proposal would be insignificant.  101 
 102 
Mr. Kelly stated staff had raised concern as to when these traffic counts were done. The 103 
morning and evening counts were done prior to the State of Emergency and felt the State 104 
of Emergency could have had an impact on the count. He stated they had looked at traffic 105 
counts that were done when the gas station across the street was developed. He felt the 106 
volumes were not far off. He noted even if the high level from the gas station was taken, 107 
it would still result in level of service B or C – Mr. Kelly felt there could be some delay 108 
but did not feel this development could push it into failing movements. This concluded 109 
Mr. Kelly’s presentation. 110 
 111 
Attorney Kelly Dowd addressed the Board and asked Mr. Kelly whether he noticed any 112 
decline in level of service at any of the intersections. Mr. Kelly noted if the current wait 113 
today at a signal is 26 second, with this project in place it could increase to 28 seconds 114 
but it is not a significant impact.  115 
 116 
Attorney Dowd went on to address concerns raised in the staff report. With respect to 117 
snow storage, this site has a contract for snow removal and this project would be part of 118 
that contract. 119 
 120 
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In regards to the traffic study, Attorney Dowd went on to say this is a commercial 121 
building constructed on specifications, there is no leaseholder, and it is undetermined 122 
what commercial entity is going to occupy this space. As a result, the applicant has taken 123 
a conservative approach to traffic study by taking into consideration two intensive uses – 124 
Dunkin Donuts and a bank. The attorney stated there will be no change to the level of 125 
service at the intersections. 126 
 127 
He referred to the staff recommendation for 260 feet of sidewalk to be constructed. 128 
Attorney Dowd noted this would be close to 50% of the entire construction cost to the 129 
project. He also noted it has been suggested that the applicant pay for a traffic light at the 130 
intersection of Island Street and the Rail Trial, which would be at a cost of about 131 
$18,000. Attorney Dowd pointed out there is already an existing sidewalk on the west 132 
side of Island Street. There are also three crosswalks; on West Street, at the Rail Trail, 133 
and one south of that location. He felt pedestrians as a result would not have an issue 134 
accessing this site via a sidewalk. Hence, the applicant does not see any rationale for 135 
adding more sidewalks to this site.  136 
 137 
Next he referred to the intersection at the Rail Trail, which also has a sidewalk. Attorney 138 
Dowd stated it is unclear to the applicant how adding a bank and a Dunkin Donuts at this 139 
site would change bike and pedestrian traffic to the extent that a lighted crossing system 140 
would need to be added at the expense of the applicant. He also stated the applicant is 141 
also concerned about the request to extend the Rail Trail through their property. 142 
 143 
Attorney Dowd went on to say this is the third project Brady Sullivan has brought before 144 
this Board unsuccessfully. This project has no zoning issues and is consistent with what 145 
exists in the area. He went on to say the applicant is concerned with the city’s request, 146 
which would cost half as much as it would cost to develop the entire building. 147 
 148 
Community Development Director Rhett Lamb stated that the recommendations to add a 149 
beacon at the bike path, the sidewalk extension, and the pedestrian connection into the 150 
site came from the applicant’s traffic consultant. He felt it was inappropriate for the 151 
applicant to say staff came up with suggestions in order for this project to be approved, 152 
which he indicated was not the case. Attorney Dowd responded by saying there has been 153 
concern raised about pedestrian access on site and noted the applicant will be locating 154 
pedestrian connections through the islands. 155 
 156 
Chair Barrett stated he was surprised at the cost of constructing 160 feet of sidewalk and 157 
asked what this estimate was based on. Attorney Dowd stated they do not know who the 158 
final tenant is going to be. Mr. Pearson added the sidewalk length is 265 feet. Mr. Charles 159 
Panasis of Brady Sullivan stated the cost of sidewalk is approximately $85 per foot to 160 
construct. With reference to the issue with the sidewalk, he noted items 9 – 11 (which 161 
included the sidewalk) came from the city, but it were inadvertently added in with the 162 
Traffic Report. 163 
 164 
Chair Barrett questioned the price of the building construction. Mr. Penasas stated it 165 
would be close to $500,000. It was calculated the sidewalk would be at a cost of nearly 166 
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$200,000. Chair Barrett reiterated based on his calculation it was close to $90,000. 167 
Attorney Dowd stated even if the cost of the sidewalk was $60,000, based on the 168 
commercial establishments that surround this area, he did not feel it was appropriate to 169 
place this burden on the applicant.  170 
 171 
Ms. Russell Slack asked to view the area for this sidewalk. Mr. Pearson stated it would be 172 
north of where this project is going in. 173 
 174 
Staff comments were next. Ms. Kessler addressed the Board, and went through the 175 
Planning Board’s Development Standards that are relevant to this application. 176 
 177 
Drainage – The applicant is proposing two bio-retention systems on site and their 178 
drainage report indicates they are meeting city standards and indicates there will be no 179 
increase of volume or velocity leaving this site due to this proposal.  180 
 181 
Snow Storage – Applicant’s proposal is to remove snow from the site.  182 
 183 
Landscaping – The applicant has indicated some trees will be removed on site, but 184 
overall, there will be an increase in the number of trees on site. There is a landscape 185 
island, which was previously landscaped, and these trees were removed to install a storm 186 
drain and the applicant has agreed to re-install these trees. Should the Board be inclined 187 
to approve this application, staff would suggest the applicant provide a revised plan sheet 188 
showing the installation of those four trees that were removed. 189 
 190 
Screening – The applicant proposes to install a dumpster in the southeast corner of the 191 
site with a chain link fence. Staff recommend that the submittal of a revised dumpster 192 
screening detail to show a wooden fence to match the proposed building, which meets 193 
Board standards, be a condition of approval.  194 
 195 
Utilities – Ms. Kessler said that staff would need the size of the water and sewer 196 
connection prior to signature of the plan. The Applicant has agreed to submit this 197 
information.  198 
 199 
Lighting – Staff has received a photometric plan, but this plan does indicate minor light 200 
trespass at the property line. The Applicant is working on bringing these light levels to 201 
meet the standard. 202 
 203 
Architecture and Visual Appearance – This would be a two-story 4,875 square foot multi-204 
tenant retail and office building. The plan is for three tenants to occupy the building, each 205 
with its own entrance. The exterior would be brick façade with EIFS board and metal 206 
system.  207 
 208 
Comprehensive Access Management – Ms. Kessler stated she was first going to focus on 209 
vehicle traffic on site. She noted this is a proposal that is a first for the city; one building 210 
with two drive-through businesses, The drive-through on the northern side is being 211 
speculated to be a coffee shop. The drive-through to the south is being speculated to be a 212 
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bank. Ms. Kessler noted there is insufficient space on site for vehicles to queue between 213 
the two drive-thrus. She noted there is only space for one vehicle to be able to queue and 214 
wait. Any additional queuing would cause conflict with parking adjacent to it on the left 215 
side.  216 
 217 
The other concern staff has with queuing of vehicles is the conflict they might have with 218 
the exiting northern drive-through lane. She noted staff had discussed safety concerns for 219 
pedestrians navigating through the site and staff has not seen a revised plan to address 220 
this issue.  221 
 222 
With respect to offsite traffic accessing the site, one of the recommendations in the traffic 223 
report submitted by the Applicant was the installation of a flashing beacon at the Rail 224 
Trail and Island Street intersection. This flashing beacon is currently shown on the 225 
proposed site plan. However, in a recent conversation with the applicant they indicated 226 
that they are not interested in making this improvement. Should the applicant not be 227 
interested in this installation, this item would need to be removed from the site plan prior 228 
to signature. Ms. Kessler further stated staff will not be pressing on the issue of the 229 
installation of a sidewalk, but felt the Board may wish to consider this as a topic of 230 
discussion. The other item included in the traffic report was the installation of hi-231 
visibility bicycle crossing warning signs at this intersection. With that, Ms. Kessler 232 
turned the presentation over to Mr. Lamb 233 
 234 
Mr. Lamb stated in talking with the Brady Sullivan team, staff had questions regarding 235 
how counts were collected with respect to the numbers as the pandemic took hold in the 236 
area. He indicated staff raised this question because the level of service at the intersection 237 
and along West Street were numbers he was not familiar with and felt the numbers were 238 
being under represented. Mr. Lamb stated the Brady Sullivan team was advised of this 239 
and they understood the concern raised. The report today breaks down the traffic impact 240 
based on this development and felt this was the right thing to do. Regardless of whether 241 
the level of service is currently B or C probably does not have a significant effect. He 242 
noted he wanted to make sure the data was adequate as a starting point, which is critical 243 
in deciding whether the project will have any impact that needs to be mitigated. 244 
 245 
Vice-Chair Cusack referred to the circle shown on the northern portion of the drive-246 
through, which also has a passing lane where both cars will face Island Street. The Vice-247 
Chair asked which way these vehicles will turn. He also noted on the top of the page 248 
there are two competing one-way lanes. The Vice-Chair stated he was concerned about 249 
the internal traffic pattern. Ms. Kessler noted there would be a one-way sign installed at 250 
the end of the northern drive-thru as well as at the southern drive-thru. 251 
 252 
Mayor Hansel raised a concern about the number of cars in the queue and questioned if 253 
there were industry standards for this type of use. He said that if too many cars are added, 254 
then eventually there is going to be an issue. Mr. Shawn Kelly explained they have 255 
modeled the southern drive-through as a bank and not for restaurant use. He indicated 256 
they plan on having a window at this location just for teller activity and another window 257 
for ATM use to move vehicles along. He indicated they do not expect the southern 258 
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portion to extend into the parking area. With respect to the northern portion, a coffee 259 
shop is busiest in the morning, the average max queue is about nine and the second lane 260 
is a bypass lane but agreed to turning the bypass lane into a right turn only to eliminate 261 
the conflict of two vehicles turning the same way.  262 
 263 
Mr. Lamb stated this discussion with respect to traffic should also take into consideration 264 
where any pedestrian crosswalks would go. He went on to say the Board has two 265 
standards that relate to traffic; one has to do with impact to neighboring streets and 266 
intersections – he referred to the Dunkin Donut site on Avon Street where traffic 267 
constantly extends into the right of way. The Avon Street site plan was approved by the 268 
Planning Board based on a traffic report from their traffic consultant and 269 
recommendations from the owner that the queue will never get that far. He indicated 270 
there is not much concern with the public right of way in this case as there is sufficient 271 
internal capacity. However, when it comes to the Comprehensive Management Standard, 272 
access for vehicles need to be addressed as well pedestrian movement.  273 
 274 
Ms. Kessler referred the Board to the language from the Comprehensive Management 275 
Standard as follows: 276 
“Driveway locations, sidewalks, crosswalks, bicycle/pedestrian paths and accessible 277 
paths of travel shall be considered as an integral design feature of every development 278 
proposal. Where appropriate, connections shall be made for the continuation of 279 
sidewalks, walkways and bicycle lanes within the property, between adjoining properties, 280 
and site amenities shall be installed such as bicycle racks, benches and bus stop 281 
shelters.”  Ms. Kessler noted the Board standards are very clear about adhering to safe 282 
passage for pedestrian travel throughout a site. 283 
 284 
Mr. Pearson stated their plan was to work with the city to add a crosswalk and bike rack 285 
to the main drive to the island and back to the building. 286 
 287 
The Chairman asked for public comment next. 288 
 289 
Mr. Anthony Mastronardi of 70 Island Street addressed the Board. Mr. Mastronardi 290 
stated he has one request; he would like the construction of a six-foot fence along the 291 
southern boundary. He indicated when he constructed his property (when Emile Legere 292 
owned the Colony Mill), the Planning Board requested Mr. Mastronardi to locate a fence 293 
on his side of the property (south side). He explained a fence would address three things; 294 
stationary lights and head lights coming towards his property, as well as the debris that 295 
has been at this location for a few years, and lastly one of his tenants treats children with 296 
disabilities and he does to want them wandering into a traffic lane. 297 
 298 
With no further comment, the Chairman closed the public hearing. 299 
 300 
Vice-Chair Cusack asked for comments on the request for a fence. Ms. Kessler stated 301 
there is a fence requirement under zoning in a residential district. This use, however, is a 302 
commercial use in the Commerce District. She noted this item was raised with the 303 
applicant who has agreed to install landscaping consisting of a mix of evergreen shrubs 304 
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and crabapple trees along this edge of the property. She added it would not be outside the 305 
Board’s purview to request a fence to block vehicular headlight impact on adjacent 306 
properties. 307 
 308 
Vice-Chair Cusack went on to say his concern is with Comprehensive Access 309 
Management – he noted the Board is not specifically approving a bank and is not certain 310 
what use might go into this property. He stated he has concerns about internal movement 311 
of traffic. 312 
 313 
Mr. Lamb stated with respect to pedestrian access, it has been stated today that 314 
crosswalks and walkways could be added to the plan and asked the Board to look closely 315 
at this. He further stated his concern is the Board discussing changes to a plan no-one has 316 
seen yet and cautioned the Board moving forward giving staff the authority to approve 317 
significant changes to the plan. 318 
 319 
Mayor Hansel said that with respect to queuing, it seems there is no danger this could 320 
impact the public right away but felt there could be internal conflicts with tenants and 321 
asked whether there was a different way this should be looked at by the Board. Mr. Lamb 322 
stated some of the Board standards clearly address public improvement and 323 
infrastructure. Many of these are also oriented to what is happening on a site, drainage for 324 
instance. When done properly, drainage will not impact off site uses. In the same manner, 325 
if traffic is addressed correctly, it will not impact off site uses. Mr. Lamb went on to say, 326 
Standard 12, Comprehensive Management is built around the idea of safe access of 327 
pedestrians and vehicles and how they get on to a property. 328 
 329 
Chair Barrett referred to the southern tenant and what exactly that use would be; it has 330 
been stated if this were to be a coffee shop as the applicant’s representative has indicated, 331 
they would need to look at this use. With respect to the sidewalk, he indicated he 332 
understands the applicant’s position that this is not their responsibility but felt it was not 333 
helpful to have such an over statement of the cost for construction of this sidewalk. He 334 
also noted the flashing light that would need to be removed from the site plan. 335 
He went on to commend the landscaping being proposed, he stated he likes the idea this 336 
project will bring vitality to the area and would bring a service to the tenants. 337 
 338 
Vice-Chair Cusack asked if this plan was to be approved whether the Board will be 339 
approving a plan without showing crosswalks on this plan. Chair Barrett stated he would 340 
not be comfortable approving something that is not shown on the plan. Mr. Lamb stated it 341 
would be outside the Board’s authority to approve the plan without walkways and 342 
crosswalks already shown on the plan. Mayor Hansel stated he sees a crosswalk on the 343 
western side of the site and questioned whether this was not the applicant’s plan. The 344 
Chairman stated what is being referred to are additional crosswalks. Mr. Lamb agreed it 345 
was more pedestrian connections from Island Street; what is shown on the plan currently 346 
is a crosswalk to the middle of the accessible parking spaces.  347 
 348 
Mayor Hansel clarified whether a resident of the Colony Mill was to access these 349 
businesses, the preferred route would be to go out to Island Street, down the sidewalk and 350 
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utilize the crosswalk. If they walk through the parking lot, they would be walking in front 351 
of the queue. Mr. Lamb stated this is not something that has been decided, and would be 352 
something the applicant would need to decide and come up with a route. Ms. Kessler 353 
added if you are a resident of the Colony Mill, the question is how you can safely access 354 
the southern portion of the site. Because of the gap in the sidewalk, the safe method 355 
would be to cross over at the intersection at Island and West Street, come down Island 356 
Street and use that crosswalk on Island Street. 357 
 358 
Chair Barrett asked for clarification about what is being referred to as additional 359 
crosswalks within the site. Would this be crosswalk markings located within the parking 360 
area instead of constructing the 265 foot sidewalk on the east side of Island Street?  Ms. 361 
Kessler noted as was stated by Mr. Lamb, staff would be requesting the applicant to 362 
demonstrate how this area has a safe passage of travel for visitors to the site. The 363 
Chairman asked what the timeframe has been with discussion between staff and the 364 
applicant regarding some of these items. Ms. Kessler stated comments with respect to 365 
vehicular conflict within the site was raised in a Memo a week and half after the 366 
application was submitted. Since that time, staff has been working with the applicant on 367 
revised plan sets to address these questions. She noted the timeframe is always pretty 368 
tight for the applicant and staff for review and comment of application; Friday before this 369 
meeting was when follow-up comments were provided to the applicant on the revised 370 
plan. Ms. Kessler went on to say the applicant was made aware of pedestrian safety, 371 
conflict with drive-through queuing, and access to the site from the surrounding sidewalk 372 
network early on in the process.  373 
 374 
Mayor Hansel stated he would like to see a solution as to how pedestrians can safely 375 
move through the northern portion of the site. He noted there is a lot of parking in this 376 
area. 377 
 378 
The Chairman felt there were enough concerns raised that would make it difficult for him 379 
to approve this application tonight. 380 
 381 
Ms. Sommers asked whether the Board had enough information to provide a conditional 382 
approval. Chair Barrett stated with some of these issues, particularly pedestrian access, 383 
by approving this application conditionally, the Board would be asking staff to approve 384 
something the Board has not seen. He asked if specific conditions were placed, whether 385 
staff will then be comfortable. Mr. Lamb stated, as the Board gets clearer about what it 386 
wants, it becomes easier for staff to take on the authority administratively. However, not 387 
having seen a solution to pedestrian access – it is too unknown to ask staff to take this on 388 
administratively.  389 
 390 
Mr. Burke stated he would like to see this property developed but there are way too many 391 
questions that need to be clarified before it can be approved. He suggested continuing the 392 
application for a month.  393 
 394 
Ms. Russell Slack felt there were too many outstanding issues for her to be able to cast a 395 
vote tonight and suggested continuing it for a month.  396 
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 397 
C.   Board Discussion and Action  398 

A motion was made by Pamela Russell Slack that the Planning Board continue this 399 
application to the August 24 Planning Board meeting. The motion was seconded by 400 
Councilor Remy. 401 
 402 
Vice-Chair Cusack stated he would like to see the crosswalk, the fence along the south 403 
side, and new numbers for use of the southern drive-through at the meeting next month.  404 
 405 
Councilor Remy thanked the applicant for coming up with this great plan but agreed there 406 
were some outstanding issues that would need to be answered. 407 
 408 
The motion made by Pamela Russell Slack carried on a unanimous roll call vote. 409 
 410 
Mr. Orgaz rejoined the session. 411 
 412 
IV. Community Development Director Report  413 
Mr. Lamb stated he would like Ms. Kessler to address the public outreach meetings for 414 
Building Better Together. Ms. Kessler stated the draft Land Development Code 415 
document will be reviewed at the Joint Committee session on August 10th and stated she 416 
would be sharing some tools with the Board and public to navigate the draft. August 12 417 
(at noon) and August 13 (6:30 pm) would be zoom sessions the public could join in. She 418 
noted the public has ways to provide comment and raise questions with staff online or 419 
arrange to schedule a one-on-one interview with staff. Staff will also be reaching out to 420 
the development committee during that week. Mr. Lamb recognized all the efforts Ms. 421 
Kessler has put into this document.  422 
 423 
The meeting adjourned at 8:35 PM. 424 
 425 
Respectfully submitted, 426 
 427 
Krishni Pahl 428 
Minute Taker 429 
 430 
Reviewed by and edited by Mari Brunner, Planner 431 
 432 
 433 
 434 
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In City Council October 17, 2019. 
Public meeting is being sponsored by Symonds School 
and is scheduled for October 23, 2019 at 6:00 PM. 
Referred to the November 13, 2019 Municipal Services, 
Facilities and Infrastructure Committee.

Assistant City Clerk
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On a vote of 4-0, the Municipal Services, Facilities, and Infrastructure Committee 

granted more time to allow staff time to research the records of the Planning Board and 

the City Council.  

 

2) Councilors O’Connor and Filiault – Proposed New Bus Route through the 

Wheelock Street, Newman Street, and Pine Avenue Neighborhood 
 

Councilor O’Connor stated that he was contacted by the neighborhood group around 

Symonds School about the proposed bus route change and the crosswalk.  Regarding the 

new bus route, neighbors are concerned about an increase in traffic, future snow removal, 

and the safety of the children walking to and from school. There has been a meeting with 

Symonds School, open to the public, which went well. The Superintendent decided not to 

go forward with the new bus route until this meeting happened. 

 

David Calhoun, of 21 Wheelock Street, stated that he wants to give an update on what 

transpired in the local community.  He continued that he would first read a letter he 

received from Symonds School Principal Richard Cate, on September 26, 2019: 

 

“This letter is to provide notification of an impending change in traffic flow that will 

occur in early November, impacting the Pine and Wheelock Street area.  You are invited 

to attend a meeting Wednesday, October 2, at 6 PM in the school library, at which time 

further details will be provided, should you desire them.  Symonds School was originally 

constructed in 1928 and at the time vehicular traffic was almost nonexistent.  Over the 

years we have struggled to create traffic patterns that are safe for our children and 

provide access to parents by keeping cars, school buses, and pedestrians separate as 

possible.  After several years of studying and exploring alternatives, we have [Mr. 

Calhoun stated that he assumes ‘we’ is ‘SAU 29’] decided to create a bus circle on our 

playground and route our five school buses through Pine and Wheelock Streets.  The 

buses will pick up and drop off students in this newly-created bus circle.  The new bus 

circle will only be for school buses.  The existing gate at the entrance to Wheelock Street 

will remain closed except for brief periods in the morning and afternoons to allow buses 

access to the circle.  The circle on the playground will be fenced to keep play areas and 

bus circles separate.  The circle area in the front of the school will become an area for 

parent drop-off and pick-up, creating a safe environment for our children.  If you would 

like more details and have any questions concerning this, please attend the meeting 

October 2 from 6 to 6:45 in the school library.” 

 

Mr. Calhoun stated that this was the first notification anyone in the neighborhood had 

received saying that this was even a possibility.  He continued that he was the only 

attendee at the meeting referenced in the letter.  The idea was to hear and discuss what 

the potential was.  Since he was the only one, he figured everyone else in the 

neighborhood was happy with the plan.  He found out the next morning he was the only 

one given the letter.  The other parents and pedestrians in that area were not contacted.  

They found out later, after that meeting, about the proposal.  It was a more than a 

proposal.  Construction started two days after the meeting.  They were upset not to be 

informed.  They put together a petition to see if they could halt any further progress.  
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They were informed the school would finish the project because money was already 

made available for it, which surprised him.  On October 23rd about 30 or 40 people met 

at the library to discuss concerns.  They feel that this is not a cure to the problem, it is not 

helpful, and it is a safety issue for the children as well.  About 30 or 40 children walk the 

streets in this area each morning to go to school.  They are requesting a review of this to 

see if there is a way around any kind of option at the school.  It is a school problem but it 

has been made a community problem because it will affect the local area.   

 

Mr. Calhoun continued that he is asking the MSFI Committee to see if things could be 

done differently and to ask if the proper channels have been gone through.  It seems like 

this was done in very little time.   

 

Councilor Manwaring stated that the Councilors present this evening will ask questions 

and then staff will comment and then the public can speak. 

 

Councilor Hooper asked if it is correct that the bus circle has been completed.  Mr. 

Calhoun replied yes.   

 

The City Attorney, Tom Mullins, stated that people from the Keene School District 

(KSD) are here, too.  He continued that Chair Manwaring might want to call on them. 

 

Chair Manwaring asked if there are sidewalks on Wheelock Street.  Mr. Calhoun replied 

on one side, yes, and on one side of Pine Avenue.  He continued that there is none on 

Newman Street, which is adjacent to Wheelock Street. 

 

Chair Manwaring asked to hear from the Keene School District. 

 

Robert Malay, of 5 Morgan Lane, identified himself as the Superintendent of the KSD 

(Keene School District) and SAU 29.  He stated that Symonds School Principal Richard 

Cate is here with him, as is Kenneth Dooley, Director of Buildings and Grounds, and they 

can provide more detail than he can.  He continued that he would defer to them for 

questions. 

 

Richard Cate, of Westmoreland, stated that he has been the principal of Symonds School 

for 40 years.  He continued that the building was built in 1928 and at that point only had 

walking access.  They added a wing in 1952, changing the entranceway.  Access was 

through Wheelock Park.  It has continued that way.  As the school has grown in size, and 

particularly with the advent of modern transportation, increasing numbers of students are 

driven to and from school. Traffic congestion in the park has been a long-standing issue. 

There were a series of near misses starting in 2015.  A student and a staff member were 

each bumped by a car, for example. The traffic is backed up in the morning and afternoon 

and is in gridlock.  

 

Mr. Cate continued that he and other KSD staff have been looking at this situation for a 

long time. The Keene Police Department has sent staff from their Traffic Department out 

several times. There have been consultations.  The bus company complained about the 
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situation because they could not even get in because of all the cars in the loop.  He and 

KSD staff started to investigate and it took a couple years to settle on this option, with the 

bus circle out back.  Budgets are tough; it took a long time to get the project included in 

the budget.  In the spring, it was rumored that there was money to do this project. They 

were not sure it was funded until September.  At that point, it became clear that the funds 

would be available.  He noted Mr. Dooley sent him an email on about September 24, 

saying that they had the money and the project would start the next week.  At that point, 

he sent the letter to abutters.  He only chose the residents on the actual route of the bus 

and did not notify the rest of the neighborhood. Only one person showed up at the first 

meeting. Police have looked at the situation and believe that overall, and given the safety 

issues they have had at the front of the building, this is the safest alternative for the 

children.  They looked at the issues.  The project is taking place. 

 

Kenneth Dooley, resident of Marlow, stated that the project is nearing completion. He 

continued that they did not find out until the end of the summer that they had funds for 

this project.  The Keene Board of Education (KBE) directed them to complete the 

Symonds School circle.  They had to move fast due to weather and contractor obligations.  

The circle will not be in use until further discussion. 

 

Chair Manwaring asked if there has been parent or neighborhood input while the 

investigation of options was happening.  Mr. Cate replied that the PTA has given input, 

but they had not had a neighborhood meeting. He continued that this project was a dream 

they had and they investigated different alternatives and felt this was the best one to make 

the situation better.  It was the best way to separate buses from parent and pedestrian 

traffic as much as possible. There is a sidewalk that runs adjacent to Wheelock Street.  It 

has been a dead end and no longer will be, at least for a half hour each in the morning and 

afternoon.   

 

Chair Manwaring asked how many buses there are.  Mr. Cate replied four or five.  He 

continued that it varies; sometimes Special Education students are bused in.  Next year 

there might be fewer buses once the school start time is changed. 

 

Councilor Filiault asked if it is correct that the new bus route has not yet been 

implemented.  Mr. Cate replied that that is correct.  He continued that they have been 

following the same traffic patterns they have had for 20 years, until it is determined that 

this new situation is safe and everyone is satisfied. 

 

The City Manager stated that the City reviewed this.  She continued that the Police 

Department has been at the school.  They thought that this would be an improvement to 

the safety. All that the City thinks needs to occur is for the KSD to go through the 

Planning Board to get a curb cut approved. That has not occurred.  However, that would 

be an application that would need to come from the KSD.  The City Council cannot make 

a motion and make the KSD do that. She has talked with the Superintendent and they are 

willing to do that. 

 

Chair Manwaring asked what a curb cut does.   
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Mr. Blomquist, Public Works Director and Emergency Management, stated that the City 

became aware of this project at Symonds School when their contractor dropped 

construction plans off as informational.  He continued that to give a brief history, in 1927 

City Council discontinued Wheelock Street for about 500 feet to provide space for 

construction of the school.  Staff did quick research of the 1949 flyovers – it appeared 

that there was an access point at the end of Wheelock Street but it did not appear to be 

used; all of the access appeared to be coming from Wheelock Park and that area.  They 

looked at the 1984 flyovers.  Those had a better indication of the gate and lock. Staff’s 

opinion is that that has not been an access point for a very long time, if ever.  The KSD 

did not realize that access to public ways requires a driveway permit, issued through RSA 

236-13.  The State has granted the Department of Transportation (NHDOT) 

Commissioner and the legislative bodies the authority to regulate access from private 

properties onto public ways.   

 

Mr. Blomquist continued that in this case the City Council has delegated that authority to 

the Planning Board.  The Planning Board issues all driveway permits through their site 

plan approval process or a permitting process, for which applicants apply.  Some people 

say, “I’ve been here a very long time and never got a permit.”  When the RSA was 

adopted, the legislation said, “The Department of Transportation Commissioner or 

Planning Board shall retain continuing jurisdiction over the adequacy and safety of every 

existing driveway, entrance, exit, and approach to highways, whether or not an access 

was constructed or installed pursuant to a permit under this section.”  This means the 

Planning Board has authority to give a permit for these changes to Symonds School.  The 

KSD would submit an application, and staff would review it and talk with the applicant if 

needed, and the Planning Board would review it at one of their meetings and issue a 

decision.  Chapter 70 is the design standards that deals with design in Keene.  Section 

135 deals with driveway standards, mostly safety-oriented around the access point, 

looking at sight distance and that sort of thing. It is not a City Council process; it is a 

Planning Board process. 

 

Councilor Lamoureux asked, if the Planning Board authorizes the curb cut, does that 

mean they can move the gate any time they want, or would that be part of the process?  

Mr. Blomquist replied that it depends on the conditions on the permit.  He continued that 

the permit may restrict the times the gate can be opened. Today it may be opened and 

closed.  The Planning Board does not look at just today; they also look into the future, 

because a driveway permit is a permanent right.  There may be conditions after today.  

There might be a condition to say, “If you change the use you have to come back and see 

the Planning Board.” 

 

Councilor Filiault asked the City Attorney for clarification. Outside of the Councilors 

offering their opinions tonight, what legal structure do they have?  Do they only have 

their personal opinions to offer?  The City Attorney replied yes, essentially.  He 

continued that that is why staff recommends the committee accept this as informational.  

It has to go to the Planning Board.  Any discussion the committee has tonight is just 
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discussion.  He encourages people from the neighborhood to attend the Planning Board 

meeting as well. 

 

Councilor Filiault asked if the committee should make a motion to send this to the 

Planning Board.  The City Attorney replied no, this is a little different.  He gave an 

example of a past incident when it was appropriate for the committee to make a motion 

like that.  He explained that this is different because it is up to the applicant to bring the 

matter to the Planning Board and file the application for the driveway permit.  That is 

why staff recommends the committee accept it as informational. 

 

Chair Manwaring stated that she heard tonight that people have concerns about children’s 

safety, walking to school in that area.  She asked Mr. Blomquist if the Planning Board 

would address that.  Mr. Blomquist replied that he couldn’t say what the Planning Board 

will address.  He continued that for all driveway permit applications, they look at the 

conditions, and the effect on the area.  If pedestrians are a concern, the Planning Board 

will discuss it.  Their rules to follow are in Section 135. 

 

Chair Manwaring asked to hear from the public. 

 

Councilor Jones stated that the committee is hearing what has to be done with the KSD 

and the Planning Board but they are not addressing what the neighbors are asking for. He 

continued that they do not want the traffic coming through there.  He wants to know if 

staff can suggest another way.  Is there some kind of thing they can do in Wheelock Park, 

like a turnaround?  He thinks the neighbors want another option, so that the buses are not 

using Newman Street. That is the heart of the matter, not whether to get a driveway 

permit.   

 

Lisa Bowman of Russell Street stated that she has children at Symonds School.  She 

continued that her concern is that when they did the study and gave statistics for walkers, 

it was grossly understated. It does not address the traffic going in and out of Wheelock 

Park and causing traffic jams. Children would still have to jump across the Wheelock 

Park entrance to get in and out of the school.  With the new sidewalks going in, she wants 

to know if there is a plan to move the crossing guard to the entrance to Wheelock Park for 

the children’s safety. 

 

Chair Manwaring asked who does the crossing guards.  The City Manager replied the 

Police Department.  She continued that she does not know the answer but she knows they 

are moving the crossing as part of this new improvement.  They are looking to take it a 

little bit away from that intersection and maybe that will address it.  She thinks the 

crossing guard will be where they put the crosswalk, which is not as far down as Ms. 

Bowman is recommending. 

 

Councilor O’Connor stated that he appreciates the neighborhood bringing this forward.  

He continued that he also commends Mr. Cate who has been the principal for 40 years 

doing his own studies and trying to figure this out. It is dangerous out front. Trying to 

come up with a plan is important.  He wenton to suggest  an official traffic study to be 
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done.  Mr. Cate did his own and has notes and ideas, but they should have an official one, 

with a combination of City staff and KSD staff to appease both sides and come up with a 

compromise.  The City Council is hearing a lot about neighborhoods and safety lately.  

These conversations have led to changes.  The MSFI Committee has a decision to make.  

They should look at the whole situation and what is happening in this neighborhood.  

Maybe staff can do something like what Councilor Jones mentioned. 

 

Chair Manwaring asked to hear from Mr. Blomquist, asking if he can come up with any 

other ideas.  Mr. Blomquist replied that they have professional staff that can assist, but in 

many ways, this is like any other private property owner who is doing something to their 

own property, following the regulations of the City.  If the KSD wants to chat with the 

City, they are open to that, like they are with any property owner. 

 

Councilor Filiault stated that this is frustrating and he is grappling with where the 

committee can go with this.  They are not on the school board and cannot see the whole 

situation.  The City Council listens to neighborhoods.  When virtually a whole 

neighborhood says they do not like a plan, the City Council listens.  Clearly, this 

neighborhood does not like the plan.  The City Council is limited.  Councilor O’Connor 

is correct.  This seems like trying to fix a problem by creating a bigger problem.  Is there 

anything the City Council can do to prevent this?  Why do this plan if so many people are 

against it?  He thinks more talk needs to happen. The neighbors are showing frustration 

from not having been in the loop long enough.  He hopes the KSD can slow this down 

and talk more.  The Planning Board can slow things down if they choose to.  The City 

Council members can call the Planning Board members and encourage that.  Sometimes 

the City Council goes at a snail’s pace but sometimes they get it right by going slow.  

More people need to get involved with this.  If this were a City issue, he would say no to 

this plan.  He thinks this should not be pushed through. 

 

Councilor Lamoureux stated that he agrees, but that is what the Planning Board process is 

for.  He continued that the KSD needs to apply to the Planning Board so all of that 

discussion can happen, to look at safety and all those things. This is the way to go to 

make the process work. All of that will come up during the Planning Board process.  

Everyone can have his or her say in the proper forum. 

 

Councilor Hooper stated that he agrees with Councilor Lamoureux and Councilor 

Filiault. He continued that it obviously needs more discussion.  The KSD came forth with 

their plan and he gives them credit: safety was their concern.  The neighbors have more 

concerns beyond that. The conversation needs to continue.  He thinks the Planning Board 

should discuss all of these concerns.   

 

Mr. Malay stated that on October 23 the KSD slowed the process to a halt.  He continued 

that they have stopped moving forward with any changes in traffic flow. They were 

notified on October 25 about the need for the driveway permit.  He understands that the 

City Council is limited.  The KSD wants to do right, too. They want to make sure 

students are safe.  He will have his staff work with City staff to see if they see something 

that has not been looked at yet.  They have a discussion planned November 21 at 
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Symonds School, not just for the neighbors, but also for the parents who drop their 

children off and the parents of children who ride the buses and of the children who walk 

from the other side of the school.  It will be an expanded conversation.  They are doing 

exactly what the City Council is saying. Those processes are in motion.   

 

Councilor Filiault asked if Mr. Malay/the KSD has objections to seeking the permit from 

the Planning Board.  Mr. Malay replied no, they will follow the process that everyone is 

expected to follow. 

 

Councilor Clark stated that it seems like this whole problem is emanating from the fact 

that so many people are driving their children to and from school and blocking the 

entrance. He continued that over the last dozen years or so the City has spent so much 

money, millions, on Safe Routes to School (SRTS).  The KSD should think about 

communicating with parents about how it is not that dangerous to let children walk to and 

from school.  It needs to be thought about. There currently is a very dangerous situation 

with traffic.  He tries to avoid certain streets when school is beginning or ending.  People 

could solve this themselves without having to spend a lot of money on circles like this.  

They could ask themselves whether they could do measures in their own homes and 

families to make this a better situation. 

 

Wanda Schumann stated that she has lived on Wheelock Street for over 40 years.  She 

continued that her only point is the safety of the children. It has always been an issue.  

There is a gate that separates the school from Wheelock Street.  There are children 

running all over and parents coming through there, and it is awful. She is surprised a 

child has not been hurt or killed there.  When the neighborhood has all of this heaped on 

them, it is overwhelming to know that the KSD has decided this is the best way to take 

care of the problem.  Wheelock Street is 20 feet wide.  Can you imagine the great big 

buses come down it?  That does not make sense.  She has a problem with what the KSD 

thinks needs to be done. 

 

Chair Manwaring replied that the Planning Board would look at the width of the streets. 

 

Sarah Chavira, of 41 Russell Street, stated that she walks children to and from Symonds 

School.  She continued that she echoes Ms. Schumann’s concerns about the narrow width 

of the street, and in the winter, she mostly has to walk with the children in the street 

because the sidewalks are not plowed well.  Neighbors brought up that concern at the 

meeting at Symonds and the answer was, the KSD assumes that the City takes care of 

plowing the sidewalks.  Mr. Cate spends all of his time at the front of the school dealing 

with the dangerous situation.  He did not know there has been a problem with the clearing 

of the snow. It is already a treacherous walk without the added traffic. Then you add the 

people who want to bypass the mess at the front and drop the children off in the back.  If 

this goes through, how would they prevent parents in cars doing that also in the bus area?  

Are they allowed to say it is for buses only?  Neighbors asked about getting a crossing 

guard for Newman Street, which crosses Wheelock Street, and were told it is not in the 

budget.  Children’s safety is the concern. 

 

27 of 59



MSFI Meeting Minutes  ADOPTED 

November 13, 2019 

Page 10 of 24 

Councilor Jones stated to the neighbors that the Planning Board has criteria they have to 

follow, including traffic and safety.  He continued that the neighborhood should go to the 

Planning Board meeting.  They need actual numbers and to prove their point; they cannot 

just say, “We have a lot of traffic.”  

 

Chair Manwaring encouraged neighbors to attend the Planning Board meeting.  She 

continued that the City Council hears their concerns. 

 

Councilor Filiault stated that the committee is limited as to what they can do, so they will 

accept this as informational.  He continued that the City Council will always listen.  

School issues do not always come to the City Council, but if anyone needs someone to 

talk to or to ask the City Council to make recommendations to the Planning Board, they 

can call the City Council members – their numbers are public. 

 

Councilor Filiault made the following motion, which was seconded by Councilor 

Lamoureux. 

 

On a vote of 4-0, the Municipal Services, Facilities, and Infrastructure Committee 

accepted the communication as informational. 

 

3) Councilor Philip Jones – Maintenance of the Wilson Pond Dam on Arch Street 

and Communication from Robert Malay/Keene School District – Maintenance 

of the Wilson Pond Dam 
 

Councilor Jones stated that he sent this to get it on the agenda and thinks it is very 

important.  He continued that his letter spells out dates that came from the Keene Board 

of Education (KBE).  They want the City to take over the dam.  They are willing to build 

a new one.  They want the City to take over maintenance by January 3, 2020.  He does 

not think that will happen.  There is a question as to who owns it.  Does the KBE have the 

right to make this proposal, since it is not really their property?  He has been finding 

different things from different people.  This was gifted from Phineas Chamberlin, the 

original owner of Keene Industrial Paper and Kipco Party Outlet.  There are permits that 

need to be done.  He has been finding out more from staff and they will talk about the 

legalese. 

 

Councilor Jones continued that he wants to talk about what happens if the dam goes 

away.  About 15 to 20 years ago, there was an article in the Keene Sentinel about how 

environmentally sensitive the area is.  There were pictures of children catching turtles in 

the pond. The flora and fauna might be endangered. That pond affects the market value of 

people who live around it. They need to look upstream and downstream.  There is a park 

kind of behind Shadow Lane that many might not know is there, an area which is 

environmentally sensitive. Near the parking lot of Pizza Down Under, there are wetlands 

because of the dam and those would go away if the dam went away. There are sensitive 

wetlands downstream, too, at the end of Bent Court.  The brook meets up with White 

Brook and it would affect the flow there, too.  Arch Street is flood prone.  The Arch 

Street condominiums sometimes have had over two feet of water, and flooding could 
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SPR-972 MODIFICATION #6 – SITE PLAN REVIEW – COLONY MILL RETAIL BUILDING, 

210-222 WEST STREET 

 

Request: 

Applicant and owner Brady Sullivan Properties proposes to construct a 4,875-sf retail and office building 

with two drive-throughs on the properties located at 210-222 West St (TMP# 576-009-000), 0 Gilbo Ave 

(TMP# 576-008-000) and 0 Island St (TMP#s 583-011-000, 583-012-000, 583-014-000, & 583-015-000). 

A waiver is requested from Development Standard 10 – Lighting. These properties are 4.6-ac, 0.94-ac, 0.3-

ac, 0.21-ac, 0.1-ac, and 0.34-ac in size and are located in the Commerce District. 

 

Background: 

 

The Public Hearing for this Site Plan Application was 

opened at the July 27, 2020 Planning Board meeting. 

This Staff Report provides an analysis of revised plans 

submitted by the Applicant since the July meeting with 

regard to the Planning Board’s Development 

Standards. More information on this proposal, as well 

as a more detailed staff report, can be found in the July 

27, 2020 Planning Board Agenda Packet, which is 

available for review at ci.keene.nh.us/planning-board.  

 

Application Analysis:  The following is a review of the 

Planning Board development standards relevant to the 

most recent revisions submitted to this site plan 

application.   

 

6.  Landscaping: The Applicant has proposed to install a 4-ft high wood fence along the majority of the 

southern property line to address screening of vehicular headlights. With the proposed addition of this 

fence, they have noted that they are no longer proposing to install 7 trees and 18 shrubs along this 

southern boundary. The change would impact the proposed landscaping as follows: 

 - 7 existing trees are proposed to be removed in the area of the proposed project. The trees that 

would be removed include 4 trees along Island Street, 2 trees in the grassy area on the southwest 

portion of the site, and 1 tree in a parking lot landscape island.  

 -7 crab apple trees are proposed to be installed along Island Street. 

 -A mix of 72 shrubs and 12 grass plants are proposed in planting areas around the proposed 

building.  

 In addition to the landscaping described above, the Applicant has proposed to replace 4 trees, which 

were previously removed from an interior parking lot island without site plan approval, as well as 2 

trees on the east side of the site, which are dead and need to be removed. 

8.  Screening: At the July 27th public hearing, the Planning Board heard from an abutter, who owns the 

property at 70 Island Street. This abutter expressed interest in seeing a solid fence installed along the 

southern property line to screen vehicular headlights and to serve as a barrier to individuals seeking to 

travel between the adjacent properties. Since this meeting, the Applicant has submitted a revised plan 

that displays the installation of a 4-ft high solid fence along the majority of the length of the southern 

Image above: The proposed project site at 0 Island St is 

highlighted in red and the star represents the approximate 

location of the proposed building. 
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property boundary. The Applicant has proposed to remove the landscaping proposed for this area of 

the site, which was originally intended to screen the drivethrough lane in this area. See item 6. 

Landscaping (above) for more information on the proposed changes to landscaping on the site.  

10.  Lighting: The Applicant has submitted a revised lighting plan that reduces the amount of light that 

would cross onto the neighboring property at 70 Island Street; however, there is a small amount of 

light (0.1 footcandle) that would shed onto the north side of the property at 70 Island St. The image 

below highlights in yellow the area where light is proposed to cross onto the adjacent property based 

on the photometric plan submitted by the Applicant. 

 

The Applicant has submitted a waiver request from the Standard 10.C.2 which states “Lightng shall 

be designed, located, installed and directed in such a manner as to prevent light levels from crossing 

property boundary lines…” In determining whether to grant this waiver request, the Board should 

consider the Planning  Board’s waiver criteria, which are listed below. 

“X. WAIVER OF REGULATIONS AND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS  

 

1.  Unless otherwise set forth in these regulations, the Planning Board may waive 

strict compliance with the Board’s Development Standards or other regulations on 

a case-by-case basis, when criteria established for the granting of specific 

standards are found to be met, and in any case, as long as the granting of such 

waiver meets each of the following criteria: 

a) That granting the waiver will not be contrary to the spirit and intent of these 

regulations; 

 

b) That granting the waiver will not increase the potential for creating adverse 

impacts to abutters, the community or the environment; and 

 

c) That granting the waiver has not been shown to diminish the property values of 

abutting properties. 

 

d) Consideration will also be given to whether strict conformity with the regulations 

or Development Standards would pose an unnecessary hardship to the applicant.” 

 

Proposed 
Light 
Trespass 
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12.  Traffic: The Applicant has submitted a revised plan, which removes the Rectangular Rapid Flashing 

Beacon (RRFB) from the area adjacent to the existing crosswalk on Island St at Cheshire Rail Trail. 

This Applicant is not proposing to install this device. 

13. Comprehensive Access Management: At the Planning Board meeting on July 27, City staff expressed 

concerns about the safety of pedestrians traveling from parking areas on the site to the proposed 

building, as well as for the connection between the adjacent sidewalk network and nearby rail trail to 

the site. This development standard states that “Driveway locations, sidewalks, crosswalks, 

bicycle/pedestrian paths and accessible paths of travel shall be considered as an integral design feature 

of every development proposal.” In addition, Sub-section e.1. of this standard states “Where 

appropriate, connections shall be made for the continuation of sidewalks, walkways and bicycle lanes 

within the property, between adjoining properties, and site amenities shall be installed such as bicycle 

racks, benches and bus stop shelters.”  

Staff also expressed concern for the potential vehicular conflicts posed by queueing of the proposed 

drive-throughs, as the entrance for the southern-most drive-through is shared with the exit for the 

northern-most drive-through. In addition, concern was noted for the potential conflict that queued 

vehicles in the drive-through lanes would cause with parked vehicles in the adjacent parking areas.  

The Applicant has submitted a revised Site Layout Plan (included in the agenda packet), which 

addresses some of the concerns offered by Staff related to this standard. A portion of this Plan is 

displayed on the next page for reference (please note that this image of the plan is not to scale). A 

summary of the proposed changes relevant to this standard are listed in A through D below.  Please 

refer to the associated letter (in red) and highlighted areas on the plan image on the next page to view 

where on the site these proposed changes would occur.   

A. Internal Sidewalk – The Applicant is proposing to install a paved walkway in a parking lot island 

to provide a path of travel for pedestrians parking onsite to the proposed building. The Applicant 

has proposed to shift back the stop line for the northern-most drivethrough lane to accommodate 

a painted crosswalk, which would connect this walkway to the proposed building entrance.   

 

B. Right-Turn Only  – The Applicant is proposing to install a right-turn only sign at the exit of the 

northern-most drivethrough lane. This may reduce the potential for vehicles to turn left into the 

southern drive-through lane.  

 

C. Changes to Parking Space Locations – The Applicant has proposed to remove a space from the 

row of parking that is adjacent to the northern drivethrough lane to prevent possible conflict of 

vehicles backing into the travel aisle/drivethrough. The Applicant has also proposed to relocate 

the two accessible parking spaces a few spaces to the north in an effort to reduce the risk that the 

vehicles queuing in the southern drivethrough might block these vehicles from backing out. 

However, there is still the potential for the southern drivethrough lane to cause a conflict with 

these parked vehicles, as there is not enough space for a parked vehicle to back out if the vehicle 

queue exceeds the space provided in the drivethrough lane by more than two vehicles. Staff have 

encouraged the Applicant to consider alternative designs to this southern drivethrough to provide 

more space for vehicles to queue behind the menu board located on the plan.   

 

D. Walkway Connecting Island St – The Applicant has proposed to install a walkway that would 

connect the interior of the site to the sidewalk network on Island Street.  This walkway would 

connect to the front of the proposed building via a crosswalk. In addition, the Applicant has 

proposed to relocate the bicyle rack and concrete pad to an area directly adjacent to this walkway.   
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Recommended Motion:  

Staff will provide a recommended motion at the August 24, 2020 Planning Board meeting. 

A 

B 

C 

C 

D 
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STAFF REPORT 
 

SPR-01-13, Modification #2 –SITE PLAN REVIEW – Indoor Shooting Range, 19 Ferry Brook Rd 

 

Request: 

Applicant and owner Cheshire County Shooting Sports Education Foundation proposes to install a 3,300-

sf indoor shooting range on the property located at 19 Ferry Brook Road (TMP# 214-021-000). A waiver 

is requested from Development Standard #6 – Landscaping. This property is located in both the Town of 

Sullivan and the City of Keene. The portion of the property in Keene is 55-acres in size and is located in 

the Rural District. 

 

Background: 

This property is located about 3.1 miles northeast 

of Central Square and about 0.25 miles north of NH 

Rt. 9 in the Rural district. The site is currently used 

as an outdoor shooting range, with a shooting deck 

and small, 1,152 square foot clubhouse with access 

from Ferry Brook Road. The majority of the parcel 

is located in the Town of Sullivan; however, the 

portion of the parcel with the clubhouse and 

shooting range is located in Keene.  

 

This property received conditional site plan 

approval in 2013 for the construction of a 26,000 

square foot indoor shooting range (SPR-01-13). A 

modification to the site plan was approved by the 

Planning Board in 2015 (SPR-01-13, Modification 

#1); however, the building was never constructed 

and the site plan associated with that project has 

expired.  

 

The current proposal is to install a 3,300 square 

foot indoor shooting range that would be connected 

to the existing clubhouse building by an 8 foot by 8 foot airlock. This use is allowed as an accessory to the 

main use on the site, which is classified as “outdoor recreational use as a business.” 

 

Completeness: 

The Applicant requests exemptions from providing a Landscaping Plan, a full traffic study, and a soils 

report. Staff have determined that the requested exemptions would have no bearing on the merits of the 

application and recommend accepting the application as “complete.” 

 

Departmental Comments: 

 Zoning: The parking calculation provided by the Applicant shows that 10 spaces are required for 

4,600 sf of building area; however, the site data table indicates that building coverage for the lot 

is 6,770 sf, which would require 14 spaces. 

 Code Enforcement: Please show the accessible path of travel from the van-accessible parking 

space to the entrance, as well as any curbing and curb ramp details.  

 Engineering: After reviewing the revised materials and responses to staff comments, Engineering 

staff have no remaining questions or comments. 

 Fire & Police: No comments. 

Figure 1. Image showing the parcel located at 19 Ferry Brook Road. 

The portion of the parcel located in Keene is shaded in red. 
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Application Analysis:  The following is a review of the Planning Board development standards relevant 

to this application.  

 

1. Drainage:  The Applicant proposes to install a level spreader to the west of the proposed building 

addition to infiltrate runoff from the roof of the new addition, as shown on the “Post Development 

Drainage Plan” (Sheet D-2). According to the drainage report prepared for this project on July 8, 2020, 

the post-development condition will consist of runoff sheet-flowing from the roof to the level spreader, 

resulting in slightly less runoff as compared to pre-development conditions. This standard appears to 

be met. 

2.  Sedimentation and Erosion Control: The Applicant proposes to install straw wattle or silt fencing along 

the western (downhill) edge of the project area, between the area to be disturbed and the existing 

wetland. Details for the straw wattle and silt fence are included on Sheet 5 of the plan set, which also 

includes “Sediment and Erosion Control Notes” detailing best management practices for installing and 

maintaining sediment and erosion control measures. This standard appears to be met. 

3.  Hillsides: The proposed project would not impact any precautionary or prohibitive slopes. This 

standard does not apply.  

4.  Snow Storage: The Applicant notes in the project narrative that snow will be stored on site. There is 

ample room for snow storage along the edge of the existing driveway and parking area. This standard 

appears to be met.   

5.  Flooding: There are no floodplains present on this property. This standard does not apply.  

6.  Landscaping: The Applicant has requested a waiver from this standard, which requires the installation 

of one tree per 10 parking spaces for parking lots of 10 or more parking spaces. The written waiver 

request, which is attached to this staff report, notes that the parking area for this site is in a location 

that is not visible from the road and is surrounded by mature vegetation. The Planning Board should 

consider the Planning Board Waiver Criteria, listed below, in making a decision to grant or deny this 

waiver request.  

 “X. WAIVER OF REGULATIONS AND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

 

1. Unless otherwise set forth in these regulations, the Planning Board may waive strict 

compliance with the Board’s Development Standards or other regulations on a case-by-

case basis, when criteria established for the granting of specific standards are found to 

be met, and in any case, as long as the granting of such waiver meets each of the 

following criteria: 

 

a) That granting the waiver will not be contrary to the spirit and intent of these 

regulations; 

b) That granting the waiver will not increase the potential for creating adverse 

impacts to abutters, the community or the environment; and 

c) That granting the waiver has not been shown to diminish the property values of 

abutting properties. 

d) Consideration will also be given to whether strict conformity with the regulations 

or Development Standards would pose an unnecessary hardship to the 

applicant.” 
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7.  Noise: In a memo to staff dated August 7, 2020, the Applicant states that the noise levels on the site 

will not increase from the proposed new indoor shooting range. The Applicant further notes that the 

concrete masonry block walls of the proposed new shooting range provide an effective noise barrier, 

and that the building would be located about 350 feet from the nearest residence.  

8.  Screening: The Applicant does not propose any screening as part of this project. There is an existing 

dumpster located on the site that will be moved to a new location with a concrete pad. This dumpster 

will not be visible from the road. 

10.  Lighting: The Applicant proposes to install three pole mounted lights on 15-foot poles in the parking 

lot area and two wall-mounted lights above the egress doors, as shown in the Lighting Plan attached 

to this staff report. All lights will be full cut-off LED light fixtures with a bronze finish color. The 

pole-mounted lights will have a color temperature of 4000K and the wall-pack lights will have a color 

temperature of 5000K. The pole-mounted lights will be on timers that will turn off at 10:00 pm; 

however, the wall-pack lights will remain on throughout the night to provide security lighting after 

hours. 

 According to the Lighting Plan, the average and minimum illumination levels for the parking area will 

be 1.84 footcandles (fc) and 0.7 fc, respectively, and would have a uniformity ratio of 2.63. No 

floodlighting or uplighting is proposed, and no light would cross the property boundary onto an 

adjacent parcel or the public right of way. This standard appears to be met.  

11. Sewer and Water: This site is currently served by an existing well and septic system. The Applicant 

proposes to continue using the existing well and construct a new septic system, which will require 

review and approval by the NH Department of Environmental Services Subsurface Systems Bureau. 

This standard appears to be met.  

12.  Traffic: The Applicant submitted a traffic study that was prepared in 2013 for a previous site plan 

application for a 26,000 square foot indoor shooting range with 40 shooting lanes. This traffic study 

estimates that the average weekday traffic generation would be 70 trips with 10 trips during the peak 

hour, and that Saturday traffic generation would be between 100-150 vehicle trips with 20 vehicle 

trips during the peak hour. The 2013 traffic study concludes that the increase in traffic could be 

accommodated by the existing roadways surrounding the site. However, this building was never 

constructed. The current request is to construct a 3,300 square foot building with 7 shooting lanes, 

which is significantly smaller than the previous proposal for which the traffic study was prepared. 

Based on the results of the 2013 traffic study and the smaller size of the proposed building, the 

Applicant estimates that the average daily traffic generation will be less than 100 vehicle trips per day, 

and that peak hour traffic generation will be 15 vehicle trips or less. Staff have reviewed the 2013 

traffic study and agree with the Applicant’s conclusion that the current proposal would have less of an 

impact on traffic generation than the previous proposal.   

 This standard states that all developments must comply with the parking requirements of the Zoning 

Ordinance. At the time of this staff report, the site plan shows 11 marked parking spaces where 14 

spaces are required, as determined by the Zoning Administrator. The Applicant has been notified that 

three additional spaces will need to be provided to comply with zoning.  

13. Comprehensive Access Management: No changes are proposed to the existing gravel driveway, which 

provides access to the site from Ferry Brook Road. The Applicant proposes to install a bicycle rack to 

provide bicycle parking for visitors and/or employees who travel to the site by bicycle. This site is not 

located along a City Express Bus route and it is not in an area where sidewalks are provided. This 

standard appears to be met.  

37 of 59



 

14.  Hazardous or Toxic Materials: The Applicant notes in the project narrative that the shooting range on 

this site is in compliance with State and federal guidelines for the management of lead on shooting 

ranges. This standard appears to be met. 

15. Filling and Excavation: The Applicant states in the project narrative that no excess material will be 

brought in or out of the site, and that the only material required for this project is gravel for the building 

pad. No fill is proposed to be placed in a floodplain, in a wetland area, or on a steep slope. This standard 

appears to be met.  

16. Wetlands: There are wetlands present on the site; however, all of the proposed work is outside the 75-

foot buffer surrounding these wetlands. This standard appears to be met.  

17. Surface Water: No work is proposed within the 75-foot Surface Water Protection Overlay buffer. This 

standard appears to be met.   

19. Architecture and Visual Appearance: The Applicant proposes to construct a 3,300 sf (110’ long by 30’ 

wide) indoor shooting range oriented north-south that will be connected to the existing wood-frame 

clubhouse by an 8’ x 8’ airlock. The new shooting range is proposed to be a single-story concrete 

masonry unit structure painted to match the existing building. The middle section of the new addition, 

which is about 86’ long, would have a shed roof that slopes from east to west with a maximum height 

of 16’-7 ¼.” At the north and south ends of the building, there will be flat sections of roof about 12’ 

long where HVAC and mechanical equipment will be located. Figure 2 shows the west (front) and 

east (rear) elevations of the proposed building. The full architectural elevations are included as an 

attachment to this staff report.  

 

Figure 2. Image of the color architectural elevations for the proposed new shooting range and existing club house at 19 Ferry 

Brook Road. 
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Recommended Motion:  

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

Approve SPR-01-13 Modification #2 including granting a waiver from Development Standard 

#6 – Landscaping, as shown on the plan set identified as “Proposed Indoor Range, Cheshire 

County Shooting Sports Education Foundation, Ferry Brook Road, Keene, NH” prepared by 

Brickstone Land Use Consultants dated July 17, 2020 and last revised on August 7, 2020, and 

on the architectural elevations identified as “Elevations Sections” prepared by Timothy 

Sampson at a scale of ¼ inch = 1 foot dated July 17, 2020, with the following conditions prior 

to signature by Planning Board chair: 

1. Submittal of a revised site plan to show the provision of 14 parking spaces on the site. 

2. Owner’s signature appears on site plan and architectural elevations. 
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Site Planning, Permitting and Development Consulting

185 Winchester Street, Keene, NH  03431
Phone: (603) 357-0116
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75' WELL RADIUS

SCALE:

DATE:

REVISIONS:

SHEET 

DATE:

1

1"=10'

5/18/2020

Brickstone
Land Use Consultants, LLC

Site Planning, Permitting and Development Consulting

185 Winchester Street, Keene, NH  03431
Phone: (603) 357-0116

EXISTING

SHOOTING RANGE

KEENE, NH

PLANNER:

19 FERRY BROOK ROAD

PROPOSED INDOOR

OWNER/DEVELOPER:

CONDITION
PLAN
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2" STONE,

4" DEEP,

NO LOAM

10' WIDE
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PROPOSED

BIKE RACK
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DUMPSTER PAD

SCALE:

DATE:

REVISIONS:

SHEET

DATE:

2

1"=10'

7/17/2020

Brickstone
Land Use Consultants, LLC

Site Planning, Permitting and Development Consulting
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SHOOTING RANGE

KEENE, NH

ENGINEER:
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OWNER/DEVELOPER:

SVE
SVE Associates
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8/13/20

50 of 59



SLEEVE SEWER

UNDER DRIVEWAY

PROPOSED ADDITION,

OVER EXISTING LEACHFIELD,

TO BE REMOVED & REPLACED

EXISTING BUILDING,

TO REMAIN

SCALE:

DATE:

REVISIONS:

SHEET

DATE:

3

1"=10'

7/17/2020

Brickstone
Land Use Consultants, LLC
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185 Winchester Street, Keene, NH  03431
Phone: (603) 357-0116

SHOOTING RANGE

KEENE, NH
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PROPOSED INDOOR

OWNER/DEVELOPER:

SEPTIC
PLAN
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StatArea_1
PARKING LOT AREA
Illuminance (Fc)
Average = 1.84
Maximum = 3.9
Minimum = 0.7
Avg/Min Ratio = 2.63
Max/Min Ratio = 5.57

StatArea_1
PARKING LOT AREA
Illuminance (Fc)
Average = 1.84
Maximum = 3.9
Minimum = 0.7
Avg/Min Ratio = 2.63
Max/Min Ratio = 5.57

Luminaire Schedule
Symbol Qty Label Arrangement Description

3 S4 SINGLE PRV-C15-D-UNV-T4-BZ/ SSS4A15SFN1 (15' AFG)
2 W SINGLE XTOR1B/ WALL MTD 9' AFG

S4

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.1 0.2 0.5 1.1 1.4 1.1 1.0 0.5 0.2 0.1 0.0

0.4 1.1 2.7 3.2 3.2 3.9 2.2 1.0 0.5 0.2 0.1

0.6 1.3 2.5 2.7 2.9 2.7 1.9 1.2 0.6 0.3 0.1 0.1

0.6 1.1 1.5 2.1 2.5 2.2 1.9 1.6 0.9 0.3 0.2 0.1

0.5 0.9 1.3 1.5 1.7 1.9 1.9 2.3 1.7 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.1

0.5 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.1 1.6 1.9 3.1 3.1 0.7 0.3 0.1 0.1

0.5 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.9 1.5 2.3 2.5 3.2 1.0 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.0

0.7 1.0 1.2 1.0 1.0 1.4 2.2 2.7 3.1 1.1 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.0

1.2 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.3 1.4 1.7 2.2 3.2 1.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0

2.4 3.5 2.6 2.4 1.9 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 0.8 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0

6.7 3.9 2.8 2.8 2.0 1.6 1.3 1.0 0.8 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0

2.2 1.7 3.3 3.4 2.0 1.3 1.0 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.0

0.3 0.6 0.9 2.3 1.6 1.0 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.0

0.1 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.7 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1

0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1

0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0

0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

2.8 1.3 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

6.5 2.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.4 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0

PROPOSED

LIGHT POLE, TYP. OF 2

HANDICAP PARKING ONLY SIGN

MOUNTED ON BOLLARD

WHEEL STOP, TYP.

PROPOSED

BIKE RACK

BY MADRAX

OR EQUAL

CONCRETE

DUMPSTER PAD

SCALE:

DATE:

REVISIONS:

SHEET 

DATE:

4

1"=20'

7/14/2020

Brickstone
Land Use Consultants, LLC

Site Planning, Permitting and Development Consulting

185 Winchester Street, Keene, NH  03431
Phone: (603) 357-0116

LIGHTING 

SHOOTING RANGE

KEENE, NH

ENGINEER:

PLANNER:

19 FERRY BROOK ROAD

PROPOSED INDOOR

OWNER/DEVELOPER:

PLAN

SVE
SVE Associates

P.O. Box 1818

439 West River Road

Brattleboro, VT 05302

T   802.257.0561

www.sveassoc.com

52 of 59



SCALE:

DATE:

REVISIONS:

SHEET 

DATE:

5

AS NOTED

7/17/2020

Brickstone
Land Use Consultants, LLC

Site Planning, Permitting and Development Consulting

185 Winchester Street, Keene, NH  03431
Phone: (603) 357-0116

CONSTRUCTION

SHOOTING RANGE

KEENE, NH

ENGINEER:

PLANNER:

19 FERRY BROOK ROAD

PROPOSED INDOOR

OWNER/DEVELOPER:

SVE
SVE Associates

P.O. Box 1818

439 West River Road

Brattleboro, VT 05302

T   802.257.0561

www.sveassoc.com

DETAILS

1
6
" 

M
IN

.
1
6
"

CONTRACTOR TO COORDINATE
EXACT REBAR HOLE SIZES AND
LOCATIONS WITH WHEEL STOP
MANUFACTURER.

ADDED WHEEL STOPS,

BOLLARD & ADA SPACE

8/7/20

NO SCALE

53 of 59



Top Foundation

Top Slab

Soffit

Peak

10
'-0

"
6'

-7
 1/

4"

16
'-7

 1/
4"

CMU block wall

Provide parapet wall @ flat roof Provide parapet wall @ flat roof

Metal double door

Metal double door

Poured concrete forost wall

Poured concrete frost wall

Metal door

Provide flat roof for mechanical storage Provide flat roof for mechanical storage

Provide soffit with
continuous vent

6" Frieze board
Provide soffit with
continuous vent

Siding to match existing clubhouse

Paint block to match existing club house

Siding @ airlock to match existing clubhouse

12
2

CMU block wall

Provide parapet wall @ flat roof

Provide flat roof for mechanical storage

Poured concrete forost wall

Provide flashing @ all
roof/wall connections

Fascia board and
metal drip edge

Wood framed wall

Provide soffit with
continuous vent

Top Foundation

Top Slab

Soffit

Peak

10
'-5

 1/
4"

6'
-2

"

16
'-7

 1/
4"

Top of Wall

6" Frieze board

Paint block to match existing club house

Asphalt shingles beyond

Siding to
match

existing
clubhouse

New construction Existing

CMU block wall

EPDM Membrane

Provide parapet wall @ flat roofProvide parapet wall @ flat roof

Poured concrete forost wall

Poured concrete frost wall

Metal door

Provide soffit with continuous vent

Provide flat roof for mechanical storageProvide flat roof for mechanical storage

Provide soffit with
continuous vent

10
'-0

"
6'

-7
 1/

4"

16
'-7

 1/
4"

Soffit

Top Frost Wall

Top of Slab

Peak

Asphalt shingles

Paint block to match existing club house

Siding @ airlock to match existing clubhouse

Pre-engineered roof
truss @ 24" O.C.

Min. R-38 insulation

10" CMU block wall

Steel plates

4" Concrete slab

Provide 12" curb @ perimeter

Expansion joint

10" Crushed and
compacted gravel

Sill sealer
Fill any gaps with insulation

See foundation plan and
details for footing information

4" Perforated drain pipe

Expansion joint
6" Concrete slab

Grade (varies)

Min. R-38 insulation

Wrap blocking in metal flashing

Pre-engineered roof
truss @ 24" O.C.

5/8" CDX plywood sheathing
Roofing membrane

Asphalt shingles

Drip edge

10" Crushed and compacted gravel

10" Poured concrete frost wall

Fill any gaps with insulation

Sill sealer
Provide 4-2x6 blocking @ roof edge

10" CMU block wall

Revisions:Date:

 DATE 

 SHEET NUMBER 

 SCALE 

 TITLE 

Prepared For

 PROJECT 

Architect:

Indoor Shooting
Range
19 Ferrybrook Road
Keene, NH 03431

C C S S E F
19 Ferrybrook Road
Keene, NH 03431

Planning Board7.17.20
--
--

Timothy Sampson
NCARB, LEED AP
103 Roxbury Street
Suite 206
Keene, NH
603 769 7736

2019                          WO# 19-057
S A M P S O N    A R C H I T E C T S

.

.

.

.

.

Engineer:

These drawings are LIMITED SCOPE
and are intended only to describe
general design intent, scale, overall
spatial relationships and material
where indicated.
These drawings shall be considered
preliminary for purposes of design
review, comment, or budget pricing
only, unless expressly released for
other purposes as indicated in the
issue log.
The architect assumes responsibility
for errors in the information
provided, and not for omissions.

Elevations
Sections

7.16.20

A2

As Noted

Front Elevation
1/4" = 1'-0"Scale:

Rear Elevation
1/4" = 1'-0"Scale:

Right Elevation
1/4" = 1'-0"Scale:

3 Building Section
1/4" = 1'-0"Scale:

Wall Section @ Flat Roof
1/2" = 1'-0"Scale:
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