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City of Keene Planning Board  
 

AGENDA - AMENDED 
 

Monday, September 29, 2025 6:30 PM City Hall, 2nd Floor Council Chambers 
 

A. AGENDA ITEMS 
 

1) Call to Order – Roll Call 
 
2) Minutes of Previous Meetings – August 25, 2025 & September 8, 2025 
 
3) Final Vote on Conditional Approvals 
 
4) Public Hearings 
 

a) Appeal of Decision on Street Access Permit Exception Request – 15 Crestview St – 
Applicants and owners, Christopher Jager & Brittany Hill, are requesting an appeal of 
a denied Street Access Permit exception request from Section 23.5.4.A.8 of the Land 
Development Code related to the allowed driveway width for single- and two-family 
homes. The parcel is 0.22-ac in size and is located in the Low Density District. 

 
b) PB-2025-18 – Major Site Plan – Change of Use – Key Road Plaza, 109-147 Key Rd – 

Applicant Anagnost Companies, on behalf of owner Key Road Development LLC, 
proposes to convert ~61,526-sf of existing retail space in the Key Road Plaza 
development into a charitable gaming facility for Revo Casino & Social House. The 
parcel is ~5.8-ac in size and is located at 109-147 Key Rd (TMP #110-022-000) and is 
located in the Commerce District. 
 

c) 2025 Comprehensive Master Plan – In accordance with NH RSA 674:4 and NH RSA 
675:6, the Keene Planning Board will hold a public hearing on the City of Keene 2025 
Comprehensive Master Plan. The plan is available for review at KeeneNH.gov and at 
City Hall in the Community Development Dept. 

 
5) City Council Referral: R-2025-26 Relating to an Amended Return of Layout for a Public 

Right-of-Way Known as Grove Street – City Council has requested Planning Board review 
and recommendation regarding a proposal to return ~257 sf of land from Grove Street to 
the adjacent parcel located at 0 Grove St. (TMP #585-057-000).  

 
6) Staff Updates 

a) Site Plan Review Thresholds 
b) Correspondence 

 



The full agenda packet can be found on the Planning Board webpage at: keenenh.gov/planning-board. 
 

7) New Business 
 
8) Upcoming Dates of Interest 

• Joint Committee of the Planning Board and PLD – Tuesday, October 14th, 6:30 PM 
• Planning Board Steering Committee – October 14th, 12:00 PM 
• Planning Board Site Visit – October 22nd, 8:00 AM – To Be Confirmed 
• Planning Board Meeting –October 27th, 6:30 PM 

 
B. MORE TIME ITEMS  

 
1. Training on Site Development Standards – Snow Storage & Landscaping 

 
C. ADJOURNMENT 
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City of Keene 1 

New Hampshire 2 

 3 

 4 

PLANNING BOARD 5 

MEETING MINUTES 6 

 7 

Monday, August 25, 2025 6:30 PM Council Chambers, 
            City Hall  8 

Members Present: 
Harold Farrington, Chair 
Roberta Mastrogiovanni, Vice Chair  
Mayor Jay V. Kahn 
Councilor Michael Remy 
Sarah Vezzani 
Armando Rangel 
Kenneth Kost 
Michael Hoefer, Alternate 
 
Members Not Present: 
Ryan Clancy 
Randyn Markelon, Alternate 
Tammy Adams, Alternate 
Stephon Mehu, Alternate 
 
 
 

Staff Present: 
Paul Andrus, Community Development 
Director 
Evan Clements, Planner 
Megan Fortson, Planner 
 

 9 

 10 

I)      Call to Order – Roll Call 11 

 12 

Chair Farrington called the meeting to order at 6:30 PM and a roll call was taken. Mr. Hoefer 13 

was invited to join the meeting as a voting member.  14 

 15 

II) Minutes of Previous Meeting – July 28, 2025 16 

 17 

Chair Farrington offered the following corrections: 18 

Line 94 – to change the word percent to “precedent” 19 

Line 286 and 287 – strike the words after “proposes to” to the word “replace” 20 

Line 367 – the number 350 should be 3 50 21 

 22 

A motion was made Mayor Kahn to approve the July 28, 2025 meeting minutes as amended. 23 

The motion was seconded by Councilor Michael Remy and was unanimously approved. 24 

 25 

III) Extension Request  26 

 27 
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PB-2025-01 – 2-lot Subdivision – Keene State College, 238-260 Main St – Owner, the 28 
University System of New Hampshire, requests a first extension to the deadline to satisfy the 29 
precedent conditions of approval for the proposed 2-lot subdivision of the parcel at 238-260 30 
Main St (TMP# 590-101-000) into two lots ~0.48-ac and ~0.46-ac in size. The property is 31 
located in the Downtown Transition District. 32 
 33 
Planner Evan Clements stated the applicant has submitted an extension request as per Staff 34 
recommendation because their conditional approval expired on August 24.  The application is 35 
ready for final approval, but the Board will not be able to act on that tonight, since the applicant 36 
has yet to submit signed paper copies of the final plat. 37 
 38 
A motion was made by Roberta Mastrogiovanni that the Planning Board grant a first six-month 39 
extension for PB-2025-01. 40 
The motion was seconded by Councilor Remy and was unanimously approved. 41 
 42 

IV) Final Vote on Conditional Approvals  43 
 44 
Mr. Clements stated there were no applications ready for final approval. 45 
 46 
V) Continued Public Hearing  47 
 48 

a) PB-2024-20 – Earth Excavation Permit Major Amendment & Hillside Protection 49 
Conditional Use Permit – Gravel Pit, 21 & 57 Route 9 – Applicant Granite  50 

Engineering LLC, on behalf of owner G2 Holdings LLC, proposes to expand the existing gravel 51 
pit located at 21 & 57 Route 9 (TMP#s 215-007-000 & 215-008-000). A Hillside Protection CUP 52 
is requested for impacts to steep slopes. Waivers are requested from Sections 25.3.1.D, 25.3.3, 53 
25.3.6, and 25.3.13 of the LDC related to the 250’ surface water resource setback, excavation 54 
below the water table, toxic or acid forming materials, and the 5-ac excavation area maximum. 55 
The parcels are a combined ~109.1-ac in size and are located in the Rural District. 56 
 57 
Attorney Ariane Ice addressed the Board representing the applicant, G2 Holdings. She stated her 58 
applicant was here tonight seeking an extension of their current permit for their gravel pit 59 
operation, the conditional use permit for hillside protection, and three related waivers. 60 
She noted one of the four waivers has been withdrawn. 61 
 62 
Attorney Ice introduced the applicant, Cody Gordon, and the technical team consisting of 63 
Brenton Cole and Justin Daigneault with Granite Engineering and Hydrogeologist Joel Banaszak 64 
of Frontier Geoservices. 65 
She noted they also have written opinion testimony from Luke Hurley regarding wildlife, from 66 
Dr. Kathy Emmon Martin, PhD, an expert in noise and vibration issues, and from James 67 
Widener, local realtor with knowledge of the real estate market. They have also submitted a 68 
letter of support from one of the closest and largest abutters to the Keene Property, Granite 69 
Gorge. 70 
 71 
Attorney Ice stated there has been a long process to get the application to this point. She felt the 72 
Keene Earth Excavation Code is probably one of the most comprehensive in the State and in all 73 
instances exceeds the State Earth Excavation regulations under RSA 155-E. She indicated Staff 74 
have done an amazing job with the highly technical subject matter of ensuring that the 75 
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regulations have been met in terms of what is being presented tonight. Under Staff direction, 76 
they hired two independent third-party reviewers to oversee and analyze the technical aspects of 77 
the project. 78 
 79 
Any concerns flagged by the third-party reviewers resulted in numerous plan changes, some of 80 
which are going to be discussed tonight. The Keene Conservation Commission also provided 81 
comments as well as Southwest Region Planning Commission and are satisfied that the technical 82 
aspects of excavation regulations have been met or that reasonable waivers are being proposed.  83 
 84 
Attorney Ice went on to say there has been a minority of the public that has opposed this project, 85 
many of which are not Keene residents.  None of those objectors who have spoken so far about 86 
the project are abutters to the Keene portion of the project. She felt the Sullivan property owners 87 
would have an opportunity to address their comments when the applicant goes in front of 88 
Sullivan at a hearing on September 3rd.  Attorney Ice continued by stating for the purposes of 89 
Keene’s approval, their concerns should be viewed as coming from the general public rather than 90 
those having abutter status.  91 
She felt the comments from the public fall under the category of “not in my backyard,” which, if 92 
afforded too much weight, would completely foreclose gravel pits anywhere unless in a region so 93 
remote that the public’s interest in keeping transportation costs low would also be harmed. She 94 
indicated statue RSA 155-E was passed specifically to resolve this situation.  95 
 96 
Attorney Ice went on to explain that the enactment of RSA 155-E explicitly recognizes the 97 
importance of affordable and accessible construction material to serve the best interest of the 98 
citizens of New Hampshire and the taxpayers of the State. This interest and the stated purpose is 99 
in the preamble to the enactment of the code itself. She stated that the State has decreed that 100 
public concerns and even City regulations must bend to the overriding public interest in having 101 
affordable construction materials and cannot completely ban excavation projects such as this 102 
one. This industry has been flagged as an important industry. She felt independent experts should 103 
carry more weight than individuals that are not backed by science. 104 
 105 
Attorney Ice stated the Keene location is a perfect location for a gravel pit and the applicant is 106 
his own abutter on much of the land. The actual excavation site is very small in comparison to 107 
the overall parcel. This site also falls outside of the City of Keene viewshed.  108 
Its access is off the State highway. The project does not really affect any City roads and it is 109 
surrounded by large commercial areas like Granite Gorge and the shooting range. 110 
 111 
Brent Cole of Granite Engineering addressed the Board next. Mr. Cole stated he was before the 112 
Board in March and gave an overview of the overall project. He stated he is before the Board to 113 
review what has transpired in the last six months. He stated they have been working with Staff, 114 
and this project has been signed off on by Staff, signed off on by the engineers and is a project 115 
that has many safeguards built into it.  116 
 117 
Mr. Cole stated they are proposing the expansion of the gravel operation that this Board 118 
approved in 2022. It involves tax map 215, lot 7 and lot 8 and includes two lots in Sullivan.  119 
 120 
He noted the applicant owns 300 acres of which they are disturbing 31 acres. He noted Keene 121 
regulations require 300 feet to the property line, which far exceeds the 50 feet the State requires. 122 
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He noted the applicant complies with Keene’s regulations. He noted this operation cannot be 123 
seen from Route 9.  124 
 125 
Mr. Cole stated the project is broken up into eight periods to make sure that they are not 126 
disturbing any more land than they have to. Each period requires a compliance hearing which 127 
will require Staff to review the project and a compliance hearing will be held before the Planning 128 
Board. A bond will be in place before the item can move to the next period. 129 
 130 
Period one starts near the current operation and it will work its way uphill towards Sullivan. 131 
The last period is the period the Board approved three years ago, which lowers the current deck 132 
floor and allows the applicant to extract material already approved. At the present time, the 133 
applicant uses that area for processing.  134 
 135 
Mr. Cole explained the first waiver they are requesting is to allow more than five acres to be 136 
disturbed at once. This Board approved that waiver in 2022. He noted the applicant could not 137 
move forward onto another phase unless he opens up more than five acres. Hence, the first 138 
waiver would be allowing him to move into period one, open up roughly about 12 acres, and 139 
then close down the five acres and move on to the next phase. 140 
 141 
Mr. Cole stated storm water has been reviewed by the City Engineer who has signed off on the 142 
design. Each period has a settling basin to allow the water to settle out. 143 
It then migrates down towards the existing gravel operation where it infiltrates into the soils. 144 
There will be a stormwater pond during the final phase that will allow the water from the site to 145 
infiltrate. There are no stormwater impacts off site. Everything is being mitigated.  There are no 146 
adverse impacts to any of the neighboring properties. The applicant is waiting for a response 147 
from the State on the Alteration of Terrain Permit. 148 
 149 
Other permits the applicant requires include a Conditional Use Permit because of the Hillside 150 
Protection Overlay District. This permit was approved in 2022. There are steep slopes that will 151 
be affected,  152 
but there is an erosion control plan as well as a reclamation plan, which have all been reviewed 153 
and signed off on by the City engineer. 154 
 155 
The next waiver Mr. Cole addressed was also a waiver the Board approved in 2022, which was 156 
to reduce one of the wetland setbacks from 250 feet to 75 feet. On a map, Mr. Cole noted a low 157 
functioning wetland that the Board allowed the applicant to encroach upon within 75 feet.  158 
 159 
Mr. Cole noted this proposed site is a well-buffered site on Route 9. It is 300 acres, and the 160 
applicant is only disturbing 10%, which will be reclaimed to somewhat of a natural site once the 161 
work is completed. The closest abutter to this site is 1,600 feet away. There are only two 162 
residential abutters in Keene. He noted the safeguards in place for this work exceed Keene’s 163 
regulations, which are already pretty rigorous.  164 
 165 
 166 
 167 
 168 
Geologist, Joel Banaszak of Frontier Geoservices was the next to address the Board. He 169 
indicated he worked on the acid mine drainage report for this project. Mr. Banaszak explained to 170 
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assess for acid mine drainage potential, quantifiable results need to be provided that indicate this 171 
work either does or does not have the potential to produce acid mine drainage. 172 
He indicated samples of bedrock were collected and sent to a laboratory in Canada to look at the 173 
ratio of potential acid forming minerals versus the potential alkaline forming minerals. 174 
What was discovered is that a lot of the rock in the area actually does have a ratio that is more 175 
acidic than it is alkaline, which does have the potential for this rock to produce acid mine 176 
drainage. 177 
 178 
Mr. Banaszak went on to explain there is no correct recipe at this site to create acid mine 179 
drainage. There is acidic forming minerals and acidic forming compounds, but there also needs 180 
to be water and air to create the acid. In the Granite State, much of the rocks are crystalline, so 181 
they don't have any porosity to them to allow water and air to move through them. Those are the 182 
two components of the recipe that is missing at this location to create the acid mind drainage. 183 
However, he felt the project has the potential, and hence the applicant needs to act with caution.  184 
 185 
Mr. Banaszak went on to say as a result, the first thing that has been done is the development of a 186 
monitoring program to look at groundwater throughout a series of monitoring wells, which are 187 
located at the site. 188 
Second, he looked at the surface water and stormwater. He noted Sanborn Head’s Geologist 189 
reviewed that monitoring program and had great input on it. Those comments are included in the 190 
Staff report.  He added there will be quarterly monitoring as well as monthly reports that will be 191 
produced, which he felt goes above and beyond what is typically required for an actual 192 
contaminated site in New Hampshire. He stated this is just monitoring for something that might 193 
not show up. 194 
 195 
There are also proactive mitigation efforts that will be put in place. A good proactive mitigation 196 
measure would be to line all the stormwater conveyances with alkaline materials. The second is 197 
that none of this water is going to leave the site and all stormwater will be infiltrated into the 198 
groundwater. 199 
 200 
The third would be if acid mine drainage should show up to outline what can be done. Based on 201 
that possibility, the applicant has developed an initial response action plan. Those initial response 202 
actions included a variety of things, such as locating more monitoring wells, initiating immediate 203 
domestic water well sampling, and a treatment of the water. 204 
 205 
This concluded the applicant’s presentation. 206 
 207 
Chair Farrington clarified the next period for disturbance would be seven acres and asked if the 208 
acreage gets smaller as they move forward. Mr. Cole answered in the affirmative and stated there 209 
is one period when the acreage drops to 0.4 acres.  210 
 211 
Mr. Kost clarified the acid mine drainage will not run off the site but would go into an 212 
infiltration pond and infiltrate into the groundwater and noted this would still have an impact on 213 
groundwater areas and wells. Mr. Cole stated he would refer this to Mr. Banaszak but added the 214 
acid being referred to does sound concerning but it is not true acid. Mr. Banaszak stated acid 215 
mind drainage is not like a true sulfuric acid, such as a car battery. It is more about a low pH 216 
level in water, which has the ability to dissolve heavy metals out of rock. 217 
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He added their monitoring program would be looking at places of surface water and 218 
groundwater. If it shows up in the surface water, there is already mitigation efforts in place with 219 
limestone lined stormwater conveyances as well as infiltration ponds, which will be lined with 220 
limestone as well. This is the first item that would stop acid mine drainage from getting into the 221 
groundwater. 222 
 223 
However, if it ends up in the groundwater, this would be an issue that would be addressed down 224 
the line when they figure out how big a problem it is as there are mitigation efforts that are going 225 
to be in place to prevent this from happening.  226 
 227 
Mr. Hoefer stated what he understood from the testimony from Mr. Banaszak is that this issue is 228 
unlikely to happen in New Hampshire based on the quality of rock, but asked if it has happened 229 
on a rare occasion and how has that been handled.  Mr. Banaszak stated he knows of two other 230 
acid mine drainage sites; one site is in Warren and the other is in Vermont, which are very 231 
specific sites where they were going after copper mine and heavy metals. The rocks in this area 232 
were more porous. He added most of the acid mine drainage sites are not modern sites; they are 233 
poorly managed sites in the turn of the century. 234 
 235 
Chair Farrington asked for clarification regarding the acid mine drainage plans. The applicant is 236 
asking for a waiver and yet they have established plans for detection and remediation, etc. He 237 
stated that Sanborn Head has signed off on these plans and asked why the applicant would still 238 
need the waiver.  Mr. Cole stated Keene’s regulations are written not keeping in mind New 239 
England material but more about issues outside the State. The regulations stated if there is any 240 
sort of acid forming detection, the area should not be dug, even though there are many things that 241 
can be done to help mitigate the situation. 242 
It is a binary regulation, so there is a need to request the waiver from it. There are safeguards in 243 
place so that it does not become a safety issue.   244 
 245 
Councilor Remy noted the exact language that states excavation of bedrock shall not be 246 
permitted where bedrock contains toxic or acid forming elements or compounds. Some of the 247 
other language states an exception shall be issued if they meet certain requirements. This one 248 
does not have that language.  Mr. Banaszak responded to that comment by saying much of the 249 
rock will show a mineral that can form acid, which is a common occurance. The regulation is so 250 
overarching that no one should ever be allowed to dig up bedrock; therefore, the waiver is being 251 
requested. 252 
 253 
Mayor Kahn asked who is it that detected that one of those metals is pyrite. Mr. Banaszak stated 254 
it was noticed in the drilling samples. The laboratory analysis that was done was done by SGS 255 
out of Canada, which is a reputable mining laboratory.  256 
 257 
Mayor Kahn noted one could not determine the type of minerals that are present on this site 258 
through the detection method used by the applicant today. Mr. Banaszak stated the method is 259 
actually more looking at the geochemistry of that rock, not necessarily the mineralogy. You can 260 
look at the mineralogy, but that would be gross overview, whereas this method is very specific to 261 
the elemental composition. This is more robust than if you just looked at the mineralogy. This is 262 
a very specific analysis, which gives a quantifiable result as required in the regulations. 263 
The Mayor asked what mineral falls to the alkaline or the acidic side. Mr. Banaszak stated pyrite 264 
has the acidic formula and calcium carbonate is the one you look at for alkaline. The Mayor 265 
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asked about sulfate and iron. Mr. Banaszak stated sulfate comes from pyrite and iron is a 266 
separate metal (not acidic or alkaline). He explained the bedrock is not being turned into powder 267 
with the applicant’s operation, which will not cause heavy metals to leach out, what is being 268 
done is creating nugget sized rock. 269 
 270 
The Mayor referred to filtration, and he asked what the most desirable situation is for water to be 271 
managed given these different elevation levels that exist on the site, in particular, to site eight 272 
where the pond is recommended. Mr. Banaszak stated Granite Engineering did a great job at 273 
developing these phases and making sure that each of them have their individual storm drainage 274 
ponds, or at least for a few of them, throughout the series of the project. He added, as indicated 275 
previously, the stormwater conveyances will be lined with limestone, as will the infiltration 276 
ponds. This is how the water will be managed, as anything that comes off the area that is 277 
currently being mined will go into a conveyance. That conveyance will be lined with the 278 
limestone; the limestone will counteract any potential acid that may be coming off that rock, 279 
even though acid is not expected necessarily based on interpretation. However, Mr. Banaszak 280 
added the applicant is ready for it and will act proactively to mitigate this.  Mr. Cole added they 281 
also tested the water levels at the site, and it has been designed to be six feet above the 282 
groundwater level as per Keene’s regulations. He further stated MSHA (Mine Safety and Health 283 
Administration), a third-party entity that monitors gravel operations, does not permit operations 284 
in the water table. They will also be monitoring the site.  285 
 286 
Ms. Vezzani asked which waiver was being withdrawn. Mr. Cole stated it is the waiver for work 287 
within the water table – Waiver 3.325. He explained there were conflicting wells. There was a 288 
well that was dug in 2022, which was coming up with information that they did not agree with, 289 
so another one was dug in close proximity to offset that. However, what was realized is that the 290 
applicant did not need that waiver because they are not going to be working within the water 291 
table. 292 
 293 
Mr. Kost asked what was involved in the reclamation. Mr. Cole stated there will be a series of 294 
varying ledge faces as you progress up the hill. There will be topsoil brought back. The five 295 
acres that are proposed to be disturbed will now be growing soil for woods to occur or for any 296 
type of development to occur in the future.  Mr. Kost asked for the height from the flat area to 297 
top of the ledge. Mr. Cole stated period one is at about 40 feet and each period goes up and 298 
should be between 30 feet to 60 feet.  299 
 300 
Ms. Vezzani asked for information on groundwater quality results. Mr. Banaszak stated the way 301 
the regulation is written, once the applicant receives approval, they would be required to 302 
complete two baseline rounds of groundwater monitoring, and this is written into the 303 
groundwater monitoring plan for the acid mine drainage. They also have to complete a domestic 304 
water well sampling for anyone that lives within 1/2 mile of the active site. 305 
Ms. Vezzani clarified there has been no blasting done previously anywhere withing the 300 306 
acres. Mr. Cole stated there was blasting on the Sullivan side, but no groundwater testing was 307 
done because that area did not exceed the requirements for having to do testing. 308 
Ms. Vezzani asked where the results would be stored. Mr. Banaszak stated the AOT portion will 309 
be sent to the State and those are recorded annually. The City will get a copy of the result and 310 
will be included in the report within 45 days of receiving the sample results.  311 
 312 
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Ms. Vezzani asked approximately how many landowners in Keene are within half mile of this 313 
site. Mr. Cole stated there are seven properties.  314 
 315 
Staff comments were next. 316 
Planner, Megan Fortson, addressed the Board. Ms. Fortson stated she would like to provide the 317 
Board with some additional background information as to what happened between the July 28 318 
Planning Board meeting and this evening's meeting. The City selected Sanborn Head and 319 
Associates to serve as the third-party hydrogeology consultant for this application prior to the  320 
July 28th Planning Board meeting. The applicant, during that meeting, had requested a 321 
continuation to allow the applicant and the consultant sufficient time to prepare and review 322 
updated materials in preparation for tonight’s meeting. Since the last meeting, there have been 323 
certain iterations of the applicant submitting updated materials, such as updated plans, 324 
hydrogeologic analysis, and stormwater reports. The applicant met with Staff and the consultants 325 
last week to review the final round of revisions. Chad Brannon from Fieldstone Lane Consultants 326 
and Russ Abell, who is attending remotely tonight, has been reviewing the third-party 327 
hydrogeology review with his team and felt comfortable with the project moving forward to the 328 
next step of presenting the application. 329 
 330 
Ms. Fortson stated Chad Brannon felt the applicant had satisfied all the comments that he had 331 
provided in previous memos, and Mr. Abell did have a few comments related to stormwater 332 
infiltration during period one and period eight. Those two periods are right next to one another 333 
because the applicant would be working up the hill and back down. Those two conditions are 334 
included in the recommended conditions for this evening.  335 
 336 
Ms. Fortson next reviewed the proposed conditions of approval. She reminded the Board there 337 
were originally four waiver requests for this application. The first was related to the reduced 338 
surface water buffer. The second was related to the minimum excavation area. The third was 339 
related to acid mine drainage, and the fourth was related to excavation below the water table. 340 
Neither of the consultants, after reviewing the updated materials, felt that the waiver related to 341 
excavation below the water table was necessary, because the applicant was going to ensure that 342 
they are maintaining a six-foot buffer between the seasonal high groundwater table and where 343 
they are excavating as required by the City regulations. 344 
 345 
Should the Board approve this application, the conditions of approval to be met prior to final 346 
approval and signature of the plans would be as follows: 347 
Owner’s signature appears on the plans.  348 
 349 
Submittal of five (full size) paper and digital copies of the final plan set. 350 
 351 
Submittal of a security for sedimentation and erosion control.  352 
 353 
Stormwater management and reclamation for the first permit period of work.  354 
 355 
The applicant or owner shall pay all outstanding third-party consultant fees. 356 
Submittal of all required State and Federal permits.  357 
 358 
Inclusion of the approval number for these permits on the cover sheet of the plan set. 359 
 360 
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Inclusion of the waivers and conditional use permits with the results also added to the cover 361 
sheet. 362 
 363 
Subsequent to final approval, Staff recommends the following conditions:  364 
Erosion, sediment control and drainage measures be installed and maintained during and prior to 365 
the commencement of work and throughout the entirety of the project. 366 
 367 
Over the life of the excavation permit and any renewal thereof, the applicant shall provide 368 
monthly inspections by a qualified third party licensed professional in the State of New 369 
Hampshire regarding erosion and sedimentation control, PH, and stormwater runoff. Reports for 370 
these inspections shall be submitted to the Community Development Department.  371 
 372 
Over the life of the excavation permit and any renewal thereof in accordance with Section 373 
25.3.4.c, the applicant shall monitor groundwater levels and surface water levels on a monthly 374 
basis to determine the extent to which there are any adverse impacts. 375 
 376 
Sub Condition: 377 
The applicant shall notify the Community Development Department within 24 hours of any 378 
adverse impacts on ground water levels.  379 
The applicant shall implement the approved protocol for providing replacement water supplies 380 
for water supplies that are disrupted as a result of the excavation operations. 381 
 382 
The conditions recommended by the hydrogeology consultant are as follows:  383 
In accordance with Section 25.3.3 of the LDC, a monitoring well shall be installed in the area of 384 
Period 1 in Spring 2026 to confirm the seasonal high water table conditions. 385 
  386 
In accordance with Section 25.3.3 of the LDC, seasonal high water level monitoring shall be 387 
completed in bedrock well BRW-09 prior to the commencement of work in Permit Period 8 and 388 
throughout the duration of work within this phase to confirm that the revised grades are at least 389 
6-ft above the water table. 390 
  391 
In accordance with Section 25.3.5.C of the LDC, ongoing monitoring of ground water quality 392 
shall be conducted semi-annually throughout the term of the permit and any renewal thereof, and 393 
for a period of not less than 2-years following the cessation of excavation activities and 394 
reclamation of the excavation site. 395 
  396 
Six months prior to the commencement of work for the next permit period, the property owner 397 
shall submit a Permit Renewal application for review and approval by the Planning Board and 398 
sufficient security to cover the cost of sedimentation and erosion control, stormwater 399 
management, and reclamation for the next permit period of work to be completed. 400 
  401 
Excavation activities shall only occur between the hours of 7:00 am and 5:00 pm, Monday 402 
through Friday. 403 
  404 
The area of unreclaimed, inactive, and active excavation area shall not exceed 12 acres. 405 
  406 
At the end of all excavation operations, the site shall be reclaimed and monitored in accordance 407 
with Section 25.4 of the Land Development Code. 408 
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 409 
 410 
Attorney Ice clarified the hours of operation. She agreed the hours would be 7 am to 5 pm but 411 
there will be some Saturday morning activity that could happen, which won’t be blasting and 412 
wanted to make sure this matches the Keene code. Ms. Fortson stated the condition specifies 413 
excavation activity shall occur between 7:00 AM and 5:00 PM and noted the specific section of 414 
the code states that the sale and loading of stockpiled materials may also occur from 8:00 AM to 415 
1:00 PM on Saturdays. However, no other excavation activities shall be permitted on this day. 416 
 417 
Mr. Hoefer asked what type of authority the Board has between the periods of operation. The 418 
Chair noted at the last meeting the Board delegated authority for inspection to code enforcement 419 
Staff. Mr. Hoefer asked what standing the Board would have to affect the operation of the next 420 
period. 421 
 422 
Ms. Fortson referred to language regarding this item in the recommended motion: 423 
Six months prior to the commencement of work for the next permit period, the property owner 424 
shall submit a permit renewal application for review and approval by the Planning Board and 425 
sufficient security to cover the cost of sedimentation and erosion control, stormwater 426 
management and reclamation for the next permit period of work to be completed. 427 
 428 
She explained the intent behind that condition is to ensure that six months before the next period, 429 
the application will be coming back to the Planning Board for a permit renewal to be able to 430 
provide an update to the Board on the status of the current period that they are working on and 431 
how they anticipate the next period will go. If there were to be any substantial change in the 432 
scope of the project, such as if the applicant expects to get more material or were going to be 433 
excavating at a different period and rate than expected, this could fall under a minor amendment. 434 
If it is a faster timeframe for excavation, it could be considered a major permit amendment and 435 
would need to be reviewed by the Board. 436 
 437 
Councilor Remy referred to Section 25.3.6–acid warning elements–if this was something that 438 
starts to happen during a period, would the Board have the opportunity address it. 439 
Ms. Fortson stated this is why they have the acid mine drainage monitoring plan in place and 440 
would need to address it with Staff to see how it can be addressed. 441 
 442 
Ms. Mastrogiovanni asked what liability the City has for regional impact. 443 
Ms. Fortson stated at the December 16 meeting, the applicant and their team had come before the 444 
Board for advice and comment to see if the Board felt that this project was going to be a 445 
development of regional impact. At that meeting, the Board had decided that this application was 446 
of regional impact. Once application the was submitted and it was accepted as complete, the City 447 
noticed the other community, which in this case was Sullivan, notifying them as well as our local 448 
Regional Planning Commission, in accordance with that RSA. She stated it has already been 449 
determined that it is a development of regional impact. 450 
 451 
Mr. Clements added the City doesn’t necessarily have liability with other towns in the most 452 
literal sense. If the applicant is not operating within the terms of their permit there are remedies 453 
for that under the local ordinance and under State statute.  454 
 455 
Mr. Kost asked for Mr. Abell’s comments next. 456 
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 457 
Mr. Russ Abell of Sanborn Head addressed the Board next. He stated he reviewed the 458 
application for two primary reasons. One was to look at the two waivers, which mostly applied to 459 
hydrogeology in regard to the acid mine drainage concern. The other was the waiver that has 460 
been withdrawn regarding excavation below water table.  461 
He noted in the recommended conditions of approval there is a condition related to 462 
understanding where the seasonal high water table is. Mr. Abell explained groundwater can be at 463 
a higher level or a low level depending on precipitation, time of year, etc. The proposed 464 
condition is related to having information collected during the high water table, mostly during 465 
the springtime when there is a lot of rainfall and snowmelt, so that the applicant can confirm that 466 
their proposed excavation grades will maintain that compliance of six feet above the water table. 467 
They do not have that data right now based on the timing in which they collected their 468 
information. 469 
 470 
Mr. Abell stated that in his opinion, the applicant has satisfied the understanding of where the 471 
water table is currently throughout the area and have designed appropriately to address that. He 472 
added with that condition to collect water in the in a high-water table condition they will then 473 
confirm where the water table is, and then if needed, they would modify their excavation grades 474 
to be sure they meet that six feet above the water table.  475 
 476 
Mayor Kahn asked how the applicant would know it is above the six feet water table.  477 
Mr. Abell stated they will do the monitoring before they start the excavation in those periods and 478 
will be able to understand where the water table is before they start the excavation process. They 479 
are going to install a well in period one, which will be measured in the springtime so they can 480 
understand where the high-water table is. Mr. Clements added if the seasonal high water table is 481 
six feet higher than anticipated, the applicant would be aware of it because of this monitoring 482 
well and would make an adjustment in their practice to remain in compliance with the 483 
regulations when they come in for the compliance hearing, if they haven't already contacted the 484 
City. 485 
 486 
Attorney Ice clarified what was just said regarding the requirement for a compliance hearing and 487 
permit application and wanted to make sure the language is clear that it is not a new permit 488 
process, but to make sure whatever compliance was required under the conditions have been met 489 
to move forward to the next period. Ms. Fortson clarified the language in the motion refers to 490 
“permit renewal period” and the compliance hearing is to address concerns the Board might 491 
have. Prior to a permit renewal, in addition to the logs, plans and reports Staff will be receiving 492 
regularly, there will be site visits to make sure that the site appears to be in compliance with the 493 
approved plans. 494 
 495 
Mr. Rangel asked Staff if Keene approves this plan but Sullivan takes other action, will that halt 496 
the process in any way. Ms. Fortson stated her understanding is that the applicant needs a special 497 
exception to operate on the Sullivan lot; a hearing on that was delayed to wait to hear the 498 
decision from Keene. Mr. Clements stated it is the responsibility of this Board to act on the 499 
application before it tonight. What other towns decide to do with this application is not 500 
necessarily germane to Keene’s action on this application. However, if Sullivan requires a 501 
change to the application, that could require the applicant to come back before this Board.  502 
 503 
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Ms. Fortson reviewed major amendment/minor amendment compared to a permit renewal: She 504 
explained if the applicant wishes to continue their excavation project, they cannot propose any 505 
modifications to the size or location of the excavation, the rate of removal, or the plan for 506 
reclamation (these are the three triggers). As long as those three things are not changing, they can 507 
come back for a regular permit renewal. If there are any changes proposed to location, size of 508 
excavation, or rate of removal, the applicant would need to potentially go through a minor 509 
amendment or a major amendment process. 510 
 511 
 512 
Mr. Abell went on with his comments. With reference to acid mind drainage, Mr. Abell stated 513 
acid mind drainage is uncommon in New Hampshire, particularly, in the types of rocks that we 514 
have. However, there is pyrite in some of the rocks, so that potential is there. However, he was 515 
comfortable with the applicant’s plans to address acid mine drainage if it does become an issue. 516 
Mr. Abell went on to say the changes in the monitoring plan was based on his recommendations 517 
to provide monthly monitoring for pH, etc. for greater frequency of information to be able to 518 
detect if there is going to be a problem. He stated he has also recommended that after a certain 519 
period, if you are not seeing acid mine drainage developing, the applicant could lower the 520 
frequency of data collection because by that time, if you have not seen it by then, it is not likely 521 
to occur. Mr. Abell stated based on this, he is comfortable that their approach, plan, and actions 522 
(if they do see it) are appropriate. However, there is no guarantee that some of it might not get 523 
into the groundwater, lower pH, or some of the dissolved metals, but the applicant has an action 524 
plan in place to stop that excavation and reclaim it if they have those problems. 525 

Chair Farrington referred to Fieldstone’s latest report dated August 23rd (page 15 of the packet) 526 
and to #13 in which every box is checked with a possible exception and noted he did not see this 527 
explicitly referred to in the Staff report. Fieldstone has highlighted the driveway where it goes 528 
into Route 9, where Granite Engineering has their response to that. In blue italics, Fieldstone has 529 
a further comment which leaves it to Staff to address.   530 

Ms. Fortson stated this is related to some erosion present based on aerial imagery on an adjacent 531 
portion of the site, which is part of the former Palmer Lodge that operated on this property a 532 
while ago. Ms. Fortson stated Staff discussed this with the applicant and Staff’s understanding is 533 
that there was previously a stream that ran through here, which was diverted to the pool that was 534 
on this property and was never redirected back. She stated Staff is aware of this but because the 535 
applicant is not proposing to modify this portion of the site at this time as part of the excavation, 536 
it will be something that will be handled in the future as part of a separate potential site plan 537 
application for the development. Mr. Clements agreed with what Ms. Fortson stated it is an 538 
existing condition of the site.  539 
 540 
The Mayor noted he has not seen a traffic analysis on Route 9 with respect to this application. 541 
He indicated his personal experiences on this route have not been pleasant and added if this is  542 
going to be a continuing work site, it does concern him. 543 
 544 
Ms. Fortson stated Staff did receive a traffic analysis in December when the applicant initially 545 
submitted their application. It was actually the original traffic analysis that was performed when 546 
the application was previously approved in 2022. She stated her understanding is that the 547 
applicant was not submitting an updated traffic analysis because they expected the rate of 548 
removal was going to be the same on the property, so they were not expecting a change in the 549 
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number of vehicle trips to be generated as a result of this application and felt it might be prudent 550 
to have this verified by the applicant. 551 
 552 
Mr. Cole addressed traffic and stated the study in 2022 was accurate to what they expect to see 553 
with the current operation. He stated as mentioned, the first phase proposes to open up seven 554 
acres with all the other phases proposing to be less than that. He stated they are not proposing to 555 
have more traffic but that the duration of traffic will be longer. He added as per request of the 556 
Mayor, they are going to be locating extra signage; “trucks entering on the highway” signs are 557 
spaced every 100 feet to make sure that safety is being upheld. He added this is a DOT 558 
jurisdictional roadway and DOT has granted the driveway permit and monitor the roadway for 559 
safety. They have agreed with the traffic study done in 2022. The Mayor stated what he is 560 
concerned about is the eastbound traffic and the hill that descends to the applicant’s driveway. 561 
He noted, when you come around that bend, sight distance is difficult. The Mayor in response 562 
stated he ran the risk of a driver in front of him stopping abruptly when they noticed one of the 563 
applicant’s trucks and he did not see the sign asking him to slow down. Mr. Cole in response 564 
stated the signage they placed strategically, based on Mr. Mayor's, comments were not 565 
necessarily related to the applicant’s plan yet, as it is part of the approved plan but there are signs 566 
that say “trucks entering highway” placed within 425 feet and stated he will get that sign 567 
extended further to make sure to gives as much warning. 568 
 569 
Councilor Remy asked to clarify, given that this is a state highway, if this issue is within the 570 
Board’s purview because the state issued a driveway permit. Ms. Fortson stated the street access 571 
itself is not under the Board’s purview. The applicant had to go through a separate process with 572 
the state to obtain that street access permit. However, the Board could potentially require as a 573 
precedent condition of approval that requires the installation of additional signage on the 574 
applicant’s property; the Board cannot require signage on the State highway.  575 
 576 
With that, the Chair asked for public comment. He asked the public to keep their comments to 577 
the new material addressed tonight.  578 
 579 
Ms. Yulia Sokol of Sullivan stated her home is two miles from this site. She stated she wanted to 580 
focus on the regional impact of this project. She stressed the need to protect the beauty of this 581 
region as it brings in a lot of revenue from tourism. She talked about having to drive through a 582 
cloud of dust due to this project and noted nearly 100 trucks were counted driving through 583 
Gilsum. She indicated she has driven behind a gravel trick on Old Sullivan Road, which she 584 
indicated is not permitted on this road. Ms. Sokol stated Apple Hill Center for Chamber Music is 585 
two miles from this site. She indicated, living two miles from this site, she constantly hears 586 
construction noise, vibration, and felt Apple Hill would have the same experience. 587 
In closing, she noted if this project needs this many exemptions, it probably is not the best 588 
project for this area. 589 
 590 
Ms. Jodi Newell of 32 Leverett Street Keene addressed the Board next. Ms. Newell expressed 591 
her concern that it was indicated that the Board should only listen to the two Keene abutters, and 592 
felt Keene should be good neighbors by looking out for others who are also affected by this 593 
project.  594 
 595 
Mr. Jim Manley of Sullivan NH, abutter to this site, addressed the Board. He noted he has been 596 
requesting a visualization of the end stage of this project and is yet to receive one.  He also 597 
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questioned the one-mile radius when Board regulations call for 2,500 feet. He noted within the 598 
2,500-foot radius there are at least 25 households. Mr. Manley felt beyond the environmental and 599 
aesthetic considerations, the decision comes down to revenue. He noted to the price of $500,000, 600 
G2 Holdings paid for 300 acres and felt the applicant has made their money on this property.  601 
Mr. Manley pointed out according to the Town of Gilsum, there is no liability insurance if 602 
something happens to any of the abutters. This project is causing well contamination, foundation 603 
damage, and quality of life impact. Gilsum is having issues with dust and noise, the applicant is 604 
not using water trucks to mitigate dust. He indicated RSA 155-E is adamant about adverse 605 
impacts to property values and felt this needs to be taken into consideration. 606 
 607 
Mr. Matt Keenan, a Dublin resident, addressed the Board on behalf of Habitat of Humanity. He 608 
stated he would like to present to the Board how generous the application has been to his 609 
organization. He stated Habitat for Humanity occupies their site at no charge for its marketplace 610 
restore concept. The applicant has offered the site next to their current site for development of a 611 
full restore building and noted this is how they raise money to build homes for workforce 612 
housing. He felt this was a good organization that gives back to the community.  613 
 614 
Mr. Michael Brooks, 32 Tyler Lane, Sullivan was the next speaker. Mr. Brooks stated he is a 615 
Sullivan resident who is actually in favor of the project. He stated we need gravel, and the 616 
applicant has been a good business to deal with. He stated he would like to know if there are any 617 
safety aspects as it pertains ledge face. He asked, after the reclamation, if the ledge face was 618 
going to be something that will be addressed.  619 
 620 
Attorney Friedrich Mukhal addressed the Board on behalf of Jim Manley. Attorney Mukhal 621 
stated the applicant’s attorney started her presentation talking about jurisdiction and “not in my 622 
backyard” concept. He stated his response to that is the New Hampshire legislature and the 623 
Supreme Court have decided that when it comes to excavation issues like this, not in my 624 
backyard matters. He noted RSA 155 E finds that gravel pits are necessary, but we do not want 625 
them in our backyard. The overall take away from the statute is in addition to the technical things 626 
that have been discussed tonight is that no one wants to see operations such as this from the road. 627 
He stated when you are standing right at the driveway, you won't be able to see this operation, 628 
but as you drive along Route 9, you will be able to see the 200-foot cliffs, which the engineer has 629 
accurately stated does not need to be reclaimed. He noted if this is approved, the Board will be 630 
approving 200-foot cliffs in Granite Gorge, which would be the result because the statute says 631 
you do not have to reclaim ledge face.  632 
 633 
With reference to AMD, the statement was that these rocks do not have any porosity. He noted 634 
granite and gneiss have porosity. He went on to say it is concerning that the seasonal water table 635 
elevation has not yet been determined.  636 
 637 
Attorney Mukhal continued and talked about what Sullivan is going to do. Sullivan is going to 638 
determine whether to approve a special exception, but so too will Keene, because in addition to 639 
approval under this Board’s jurisdiction, the Keene LDC requires a special exception from the 640 
Zoning Board as well.  641 
 642 
He next referred to traffic. At the last meeting, he noted he provided a handout of what the 643 
applicant stated to this Board in 2022: 30 to 40 loads a day. However, at the Sullivan meeting, 644 
the applicant indicated it would be upwards of 80 loads a day, which he pointed out, would be  645 
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160 trips, which he indicated is consistent with the testimony heard today. He felt this was a 646 
misrepresentation to this Board and felt the applicant was planning on an increase to the volume 647 
daily and for the duration of the project. 648 
 649 
With no further comment, the Chair closed the public hearing.  650 
 651 
Councilor Remy referred to Condition 1. E. of the recommended motion that states submittal of 652 
State and Federal permits and that the approval numbers should be added to the cover sheet. He 653 
felt this condition should be revised to state submittal and approval of State and Federal permits 654 
or perhaps remove the word submittal and replace it with approval of all State and Federal 655 
permits. Councilor Remy stated it was implied that the necessary State and Federal permits must 656 
be approved, but this would make the language clearer. He continued by stating that the other 657 
conditions seem clear, and the Board will need to first address the requested waivers. 658 
 659 
Councilor Remy continued and stated that generally speaking, you cannot not choose where 660 
there is gravel, and you cannot choose where there are the appropriate materials to do 661 
excavation. He felt 155 E is clear on that issue. He asked that the Board consider the motion to 662 
approve be read so the Board could discuss it further.  663 
 664 
Mayor Kahn stated that after a number of months, it would be hard to think that this application 665 
should be continued; however, there is the potential to review the long list of recommended 666 
conditions of approval and new information over the next month. The Mayor continued by 667 
stating he was not sure if he wanted to approve this item during this meeting because it covers a 668 
lot of information and suggested a continuance based on other data provided this evening.  669 
 670 
Councilor Remy felt he would rather discuss each item under the recommended conditions of 671 
approval individually to understand them as a Board than continue the application for a month. 672 
He stated that the applicant and others have been in front of this Board a number of times 673 
regarding this project. Councilor Remy agreed this list of conditions is a lot to review but 674 
disagreed on the more-time idea.  675 
 676 
Ms. Vezzani stated she felt somewhere in between with respect to what the Mayor and Councilor 677 
Remy stated. She stated she has concerns about the wells of the residents in Sullivan and what 678 
blasting had done to those wells. She stated she did not see any information that tells her that 679 
these issues were not true and did not want any other residents’ wells affected. Councilor Remy 680 
stated it was Gilsum residents who were having issues with their wells. Ms. Vezzani stated her 681 
comments should apply to Gilsum wells instead. The Chair stated that Gilsum has different 682 
regulations related to an excavation site and that the code in Keene would likely address the issue 683 
for Keene residents. Ms. Vezzani stated she was concerned that the residents in other towns 684 
would be affected due to this application being of regional impact. Ms. Mastrogiovanni 685 
questioned who would be held responsible if wells in other communities were affected. The 686 
Chair stated that a motion to continue be made.                                687 
 688 
A motion was made by Mayor Kahn to continue PB-2024-20 to the Planning Board meeting on 689 
September 29, 2025 at 6:30 pm in City Hall 2nd flood Councilor Chambers. The motion was 690 
seconded by Sarah Vezzani. 691 
 692 

17 of 70



PB Meeting Minutes  DRAFT 
August 25, 2025 

Page 16 of 23 
 

Mr. Hoefer stated he was not inclined to support a continuance without being specific as to what 693 
additional information the Board would be looking for. He stated he reviewed the provided 694 
documents in the packet and feels the Board knows what they need to know to make a decision. 695 
He felt the Board should be clear as to what specific information is being requested that is 696 
preventing the Board from making a decision at this point.  697 
 698 
The Mayor stated he would like to review a 2022 traffic analysis and satisfy his concern related 699 
to traffic. The Mayor continued and stated the second concern he has is about reclamation. There 700 
were two different kinds of information provided earlier. One was that reclamation was to be 701 
done in stages all the way up, and the other statement made was that reclamation would only be 702 
done at the lower stage. He stated he would like to see it done all the way up the hill. He stated 703 
he is also concerned about regional impact on neighbors and whether or not that issue has been 704 
addressed properly. The Mayor stated he also does not know what to make of the seasonal high 705 
water monitoring. Councilor Remy stated the applicant has indicated seasonal high water table 706 
monitoring would be measured during spring prior to the commencement of work and digging 707 
would remain six feet above where the water table is located. 708 
 709 
Mr. Kost stated he was not sure about visual impact and what someone will see when driving 710 
into Keene. He stated he understands there are three different visual areas that were identified as 711 
sensitive and asked for Staff clarification that this operation would not be in one of those areas. 712 
Mr. Clements stated this site is not in the sensitive visual areas as articulated in the Land 713 
Development Code for Earth Excavation. 714 
 715 
Ms. Mastrogiovanni asked Staff to expand on what Mr. Clements meant by “articulated” and if a 716 
person would see the cliff. Ms. Fortson referred to the Telecommunications Ordinance in Article 717 
13 of the Land Development Code, which divides properties in Keene into three different 718 
viewsheds. Viewsheds one and two are considered more important areas than viewshed three. 719 
This property is in viewshed three and is considered to have lower restrictions. 720 
Ms. Mastrogiovanni, with reference to trucks entering and exiting, asked whether there was any 721 
plan to add a pull-off, which would be safer, but noted this is a State Route.  722 
 723 
Chair Farrington asked for added clarification regarding Viewsheds. 724 
Ms. Fortson referred Article 25.1.2.c.3 - Earth Excavation Regulations. Ms. Fortson stated land 725 
areas identified as zone one or zone two in the view preservation overlay are not allowed to be 726 
developed as a gravel pit, unless the applicant can demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Planning 727 
Board that the proposed operation will not be visible from vistas or public rights of way in the 728 
City. This parcel does not fall into zone one or two. Councilor Remy clarified that this operation 729 
can be visible from the road under the City of Keene regulations because it is located in zone 730 
three. 731 
 732 
Chair Farrington referred to the motion to continue and noted the Board is likely to request a 733 
confirmed traffic analysis, rendering of the reclamation, and decide on the regional impact issue. 734 
Councilor Remy stated the Board already has a traffic study from 2022. With respect to regional 735 
impact, the City has notified the surrounding towns as to this operation. As far as renderings, this 736 
is not an area the applicant needs to hide from the road. He noted the applicant is planning to 737 
reclaim every step but there is not much you can do about ledge face.  738 
 739 
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Mr. Hoefer stated what he was indicating is that if the Board wanted to continue it needs to be 740 
clear as to what it is looking for from the applicant. He further felt the traffic study should be 741 
accepted as is and felt the applicant was testifying to what they believe the traffic would be 742 
coming in and out of this site.  743 
 744 
Ms. Vezzani stated she would like to move on a vote tonight and not continue the item, as all 745 
parties are present tonight. She stated the issue with the wells concerns her and felt it has not 746 
been addressed adequately by the applicant.  747 
 748 
The motion to continue failed on a 2-8 vote, with Mayor Kahn and Roberta Mastrogiovanni 749 
voting in favor.  750 
 751 
  752 
A motion was made by Roberta Mastrogiovanni that the Planning Board approve a waiver from 753 
Section 25.3.1.D of the LDC to allow the excavation perimeter to be within 250 feet, but not less 754 
than 75 feet of surface water resources. The motion was seconded by Councilor Remy. 755 
 756 
Mayor Kahn stated Staff has found that the design at the 75-foot distance is satisfactory and is 757 
inclined to approve this waiver. 758 
The waiver for the surface water setback carried on a unanimous vote.  759 
 760 
A motion was made by Roberta Mastrogiovanni that the Planning Board approve a waiver from 761 
Section 25.3.6 of the LDC to allow excavation of bedrock where bedrock contains toxic or acid 762 
forming elements or compounds. The motion was seconded by Councilor Remy. 763 
 764 
Councilor Remy stated given the fact the third-party consultant was comfortable with this plan 765 
and was satisfied with the requests he was in waiver of approving this waiver. 766 
 767 
The waiver for excavation of bedrock where bedrock contains toxic or acid forming elements or 768 
compounds carried on an 8-2 vote, with Mayor Kahn and Sarah Vezzani voting in opposition.  769 
 770 
 771 
A motion was made by Roberta Mastrogiovanni that the Planning Board approve a waiver from 772 
Section 25.3.13 of the LDC to allow a maximum excavation area of 12 acres. The motion was 773 
seconded by Councilor Remy. 774 
 775 
The Mayor questioned what justifies the expanded 12-acre site. Councilor Remy explained the 776 
applicant is permitted to have up to 12 acres un-reclaimed. The site down at the base of the hill is 777 
five acres now and they are going to leave that un-reclaimed, while they do work in other areas 778 
which are five acres and up to a seven-acre sections in one of the zones. They will leave the five 779 
acres open, which would be the last area reclaimed.  780 
 781 
The waiver to have up to 12 acres un-reclaimed carried on a unanimous vote.  782 
 783 
A motion was made by Roberta Mastrogiovanni that the Planning Board approve PB-2024-20 as 784 
shown on the plan set identified as ‘Gravel and Earth Removal Plan; G2 Holdings, LLC’ 785 
prepared by Granite Engineering at varying scales on December 20, 2024 and last revised on 786 
August 22, 2025 with the following conditions: 787 
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1. Prior to final approval and signature of the plans by the Planning Board Chair, the 788 
following conditions precedent shall be met: 789 

a. Owner’s signature shall appear on the title page and overview plan on Sheet 1 of 790 
the plan set. 791 

b. Submittal of five (5) full size paper copies and a digital copy of the final plan set. 792 
c. Submittal of security for sedimentation and erosion control, stormwater 793 

management, and reclamation for the first permit period of work to be completed. 794 
d. The applicant or owner shall pay all outstanding third party consultant fees. 795 
e. Submittal of all approved state and federal permits. The approval numbers for 796 

these permits shall be added to the cover sheet of the plan set. 797 
f. The requested waivers and conditional use permits with results shall be added to 798 

the cover sheet. 799 
 800 

2. Subsequent to final approval, the following conditions shall be met: 801 
a. Erosion control, sedimentation control, and drainage management shall be 802 

installed before any site preparation and/or excavation work begins and shall be 803 
maintained in good working order during the excavation project. 804 

b. Over the life of the excavation permit and any renewal thereof, the applicant shall 805 
provide monthly inspections by a qualified third party licensed professional in the 806 
state of NH regarding erosion and sedimentation control, PH, and stormwater 807 
runoff. Reports for these inspections shall be submitted to the Community 808 
Development Department. 809 

c. Over the life of the excavation permit and any renewal thereof, in accordance with 810 
Section 25.3.4.C of the LDC the applicant shall monitor ground water levels and 811 
surface water levels on a monthly basis to determine the extent to which there are 812 
any adverse impacts. 813 

                                                               i.      The applicant shall notify the Community 814 
Development Department within 24-hours of any adverse impacts on 815 
ground water levels. 816 

                                                             ii.      The applicant shall implement the approved protocol 817 
for providing replacement water supplies for water supplies that are 818 
disrupted as a result of the excavation operations. 819 

d. In accordance with Section 25.3.3 of the LDC, a monitoring well shall be installed 820 
in the area of Period 1 in Spring 2026 to confirm the seasonal high water table 821 
conditions. 822 

e. In accordance with Section 25.3.3 of the LDC, seasonal high water level 823 
monitoring shall be completed in bedrock well BRW-09 prior to the 824 
commencement of work in Permit Period 8 and throughout the duration of work 825 
within this phase to confirm that the revised grades are at least 6-ft above the 826 
water table. 827 

f. In accordance with Section 25.3.5.C of the LDC, ongoing monitoring of ground 828 
water quality shall be conducted semi-annually throughout the term of the permit 829 
and any renewal thereof, and for a period of not less than 2-years following the 830 
cessation of excavation activities and reclamation of the excavation site. 831 

g. Six months prior to the commencement of work for the next permit period, the 832 
property owner shall submit a Permit Renewal application for review and 833 
approval by the Planning Board and sufficient security to cover the cost of 834 
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sedimentation and erosion control, stormwater management, and reclamation for 835 
the next permit period of work to be completed. 836 

h. Excavation activities shall only occur between the hours of 7:00 am and 5:00 pm, 837 
Monday through Friday. 838 

i. The area of un-reclaimed, inactive, and active excavation area shall not exceed 12 839 
acres. 840 

j. At the end of all excavation operations, the site shall be reclaimed and monitored 841 
in accordance with Section 25.4 of the Land Development Code. 842 

The motion was seconded by Councilor Remy. 843 
 844 
Councilor Remy stated quarry mining is an inconvenience to abutters. He stated he could not 845 
think of a better location than the one the applicant has chosen especially because woods 846 
surround it. 847 
 848 
The Mayor felt the owners have done a good job in answering the questions the Board has raised. 849 
The concern he has is with regional impact and needing to protect the region’s highway, which is 850 
Route 9. He stated the sight view does not bother him as much as the traffic effect, which would 851 
be negative issue for the region and stated he would vote accordingly. 852 
 853 
Mr. Hoefer talked about the necessity for projects such as this, which help with local 854 
construction. He felt the strict regulations the City has would make sure this project operates 855 
according to property standards and stated he would vote in favor. 856 
 857 
Mr. Kost stated having a thorough engineering study from the applicant and a thorough third 858 
party engineering review would help his decision. 859 
 860 
Ms. Vezzani stated the applicant has made an effort to provide the necessary information the 861 
Board needs to review this application. She stated that based on the regional impact she is not 862 
inclined to vote to approve this application. She stated if this item does move forward, she 863 
advised the public that the applicant is required to notify the public, present the data for the pre-864 
water monitoring 45 days prior, and then follow up with the results two years after excavation 865 
cessation. She felt this provides for a lot of water monitoring in the future, which will provide 866 
some comfort for her.  867 
 868 
Chair Farrington stated he always looks for ways to approve projects that come before the Board. 869 
He stated the Board has a responsibility to protect and have smart growth in the City. The Chair 870 
stated each project is reviewed carefully and this project in particular has quite a few conditions 871 
and the applicant has addressed all his conditions as it pertains to this application. 872 
 873 
The motion carried on a 4-4 vote with Mayor Kahn, Roberta Mastrogiovanni, Armando Rangel, 874 
and Sarah Vezzani voting against the motion. 875 
 876 
Mr. Clements stated this vote is a denial. 877 
 878 
Mr. Cole stated there was no motion to deny, but rather that the motion to approve did not pass. 879 
Chair Farrington explained a tie vote is equivalent to a denial. Ms. Fortson referred to Section 880 
5.2 of the Planning Board’s rules of Procedure, which specifies what happens in the case of a tie 881 
vote - in the case of a tie vote on any motion or recommendation, said motion or 882 
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recommendation shall be deemed defeated. Mr. Cole agreed the motion did not pass but the 883 
Board will need to make a motion to deny, continue the motion, or ask for additional items, etc. 884 
The Chair stated that is not how the Board has operated in the past. Mr. Cole in response stated 885 
this would be against State rules.  886 
Councilor Remy stated if the Board is not taking making a decision tonight, he would default to 887 
the position Mr. Cole is taking which is that the motion on the table was defeated, which is 888 
traditionally Robert’s Rules. There is now no motion on the table. The Board could then move to 889 
a continuance if that would help figure out what else is needed.  890 
 891 
Mr. Clements stated, for the sake of at least attempting to take an action on this application 892 
tonight, perhaps a motion to deny would be germane and then if that is tied again then continue 893 
the motion. The Chair suggested considering what Councilor Remy suggested and continuing 894 
this application. 895 
 896 
A motion was made by Councilor Remy that the Planning Board reconsider the continuance of 897 
moving the public hearing for PB 2024-20 to the Planning Board scheduled for September 29th, 898 
2025 at 6:30 PM in City Hall, 2nd Floor Council Chambers. The motion was seconded by Chair 899 
Farrington. 900 
 901 
Mr. Hoefer stated he would like to reiterate his earlier statement that if the Board is going to 902 
reconsider, that the Board needs to have new information available when they meet again in 903 
September. 904 
 905 
Mayor Kahn stated he would like to see an updated traffic impact report. He also stated he would 906 
like to have an overview of the City’s responsibilities as it pertains to regional impact.  907 
 908 
Ms. Mastrogiovanni stated she would like clarification on zone 3. Ms. Fortson referred to Article 909 
13 of the Land Development Code, which states that the view preservation overlay map that 910 
defines the three zones was dated March 2019. The Land Development Code did not go into 911 
effect until September of 2021, so it predates the adoption of the Land Development Code. 912 
 913 
Ms. Vezzani stated she would like to see that the applicant go back to the individuals who were 914 
affected regionally, and that she would like to see data provided on whether or not those claims 915 
are valid. Chair Farrington stated anyone who was impacted was unlikely to have been impacted 916 
by the 2022 dig. The Chair did not feel this was information the Board could require. Ms. 917 
Vezzani stated how can regional impact be determined if the Board cannot be provided this 918 
information.  Mr. Hoefer stated the Board has met its regional impact requirements because the 919 
City has informed the region that this project is happening and invited them to be a part of the 920 
process. Ms. Vezzani stated regional impact is a subjective term and there might be minimum 921 
requirements that you need to meet to alleviate that for some people, and it is going to be 922 
different for others. She indicated this one is different for her. There was a discussion between 923 
members as to the Board’s role in regional impact; subsequently, it was stated that regional 924 
impact only requires a communication through a notice to let the communities designated as 925 
being impacted know what is happening.  926 
 927 
Mr. Clements stated he would like to remind the Board that their responsibility is to weigh the 928 
merits of this application based on the regulations that are before the Board outlined in the Land 929 
Development Code. The Board has already decided that the three deviations from the regulations 930 
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are acceptable for this application and approved those waivers. To then turn around and not act 931 
on this application as a whole, where you have already said that these deviations are acceptable, 932 
is moving outside of the Board’s role in this process. He stated he understands and appreciates 933 
the concern for neighbors and abutting communities. However, the Board’s responsibility this 934 
evening is to look at the application and the materials submitted and reviewed by the third party 935 
consultants and determine whether they meet the standards. Then make a decision whether the 936 
application meets those standard or not.  937 
 938 
Mayor Kahn stated the Board was provided a lot of information tonight and even though the 939 
Board is supposed to make a decision based on the standards outlined in the LDC, he was not 940 
focusing on the motion as there was a lot more information that has been provided, especially the 941 
traffic information provided in December. 942 
 943 
With that, the Board voted on the following motions: 944 
 945 
A motion was made to reconsider a continuation of project PB-2024-20 and carried on a 946 
unanimous vote. 947 
 948 
A motion to continue project PB-2024-20 to September carried on a unanimous vote. 949 
 950 
 951 
Councilor Remy requested the City Attorney be present at the next meeting. 952 
 953 
Mr. Cole clarified information the applicant needed to provide for next meeting:  954 
Unlikelihood of sediment in wells.  955 
Resubmit the traffic study that was submitted in December. Chair Farrington stated this is the 956 
information he recalls and added if there were different traffic information provided to Sullivan 957 
the Board would like to see that information as well. 958 
 959 
Ms. Fortson stated Staff wanted to make sure that it is very clear for the applicant what the Board 960 
is asking them to come to this next meeting with. If the Board is requesting the applicant to 961 
provide data related to wells, she wanted to make sure those are wells are within the City of 962 
Keene. If they are not, then that is outside the purview of this Planning Board. 963 
However, if the Board wanted updated traffic data that would be within the Board’s purview to 964 
ask for updated information related to that. She added that although this is a development of 965 
regional impact, as was noted by Chair Farrington, that really only affords the Regional Planning 966 
Commission and any adjacent municipalities additional notice by the Planning Board. The 967 
purview that the Board has over this project falls within the jurisdiction of the City of Keene, not 968 
Sullivan or anywhere else. 969 
 970 
Ms. Mastrogiovanni asked whether the State portion has anything to do with Keene with 971 
reference to traffic. Ms. Fortson stated the state reviewed and approved the street access permit, 972 
and the state is not going to review anything related to potential traffic generation or traffic 973 
impacts because of the use. Ms. Clements added the state looks at what operation is being 974 
connected to the state right of way. They evaluate the use of the property when they issue a 975 
driveway permit.  976 
 977 
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Attorney Ice stated she would like to point out that a special hearing would need to be scheduled 978 
on this item as the regulations indicate that a decision needs to be made in 20 days after the 979 
hearing. The Chair disagreed and felt it is continued to the next Planning Board meeting. 980 
Ms. Fortson referred to page 324 of the LDC says that within 20 calendar days following the 981 
closing of the public hearing at the Planning Board shall approve with conditions or disapprove 982 
of this application. Notice of the decision shall be provided to the applicant in writing. 983 
 984 
The Chair stated he would leave it up to Staff to work with the applicant on a special hearing 985 
date. 986 
 987 
 988 

VI) Master Plan Steering Committee Referral: 2025 Comprehensive Master Plan – The 989 
Master Plan Steering Committee voted to recommend that the Planning Board set a public 990 
hearing date for the adoption of the 2025 Comprehensive Master Plan, and refer the plan to City 991 
Council to endorse. 992 
 993 
Chair Farrington addressed this item. He stated that the Steering Committee has completed its 994 
ad-hoc efforts and has referred the 2025 Comprehensive Master Plan to the Planning Board to do 995 
two things. The first is to set a public hearing and at that meeting, a vote will be taken to approve 996 
or not approve the masterplan. The next is to refer the master plan to City Council for 997 
endorsement. 998 
 999 
A motion was made by Councilor Remy that the Planning Board refer the 2025 Comprehensive 1000 
Master Plan to City Council for endorsement. 1001 
The motion was seconded by Mayor Kahn and was unanimously approved. 1002 
 1003 
A motion was made by Councilor Remy that the Planning Board set a public hearing for the 1004 
adoption of the 2025 Comprehensive Master Plan for Monday September 29, 2025 at 6:30 PM. 1005 
The motion was seconded by Mayor Kahn and was unanimously approved. 1006 
 1007 
 1008 

VII) Correspondence  1009 
a) Letter from Ariane Ice dated August 8th 1010 

 1011 
No action was taken on this item 1012 
 1013 

VIII)  Staff Updates 1014 
 1015 

None 1016 

 1017 

IX) New Business  1018 

 1019 

IX) Upcoming Dates of Interest  1020 

• Special Planning Board Meeting – September 8th, 5:30 PM  1021 

• Joint Committee of the Planning Board and PLD – September 8th, 6:30 PM  1022 

• Planning Board Steering Committee – September 16th, 12:00 PM  1023 

• Planning Board Site Visit – September 24th, 8:00 AM – To Be Confirmed  1024 
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• Planning Board Meeting – September 29th, 6:30 PM 1025 

 1026 

There being no further business, Chair Farrington adjourned the meeting at 9:51 PM. 1027 

 1028 

Respectfully submitted by, 1029 

Krishni Pahl, Minute Taker 1030 

 1031 

Reviewed and edited by, 1032 

 1033 

Emily Duseau, Planning Technician 1034 
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City of Keene 1 

New Hampshire 2 

 3 

 4 

PLANNING BOARD 5 

MEETING MINUTES 6 

 7 

Monday, September 8, 2025 5:30 PM Council Chambers, 
            City Hall  8 

Members Present: 
Harold Farrington, Chair 
Roberta Mastrogiovanni, Vice Chair  
Mayor Jay V. Kahn 
Councilor Michael Remy 
Sarah Vezzani 
Armando Rangel 
Ryan Clancy 
Kenneth Kost 
Michael Hoefer, Alternate 
 
Members Not Present: 
Randyn Markelon, Alternate 
Tammy Adams, Alternate 
Stephon Mehu, Alternate 
 

 

Staff Present: 
Paul Andrus, Community Development 
Director 
Mari Brunner, Senior Planner 
Evan Clements, Planner 
Megan Fortson, Planner 
 

 9 
I) Call to Order 10 

 11 
Chair Farrington called the meeting to order at 5:30 PM and a roll call was taken. Mr. Hoefer 12 
was asked to join the meeting as a voting member. 13 
 14 
II) Boundary Line Adjustment  15 
 16 

a) PB-2025-16 – Boundary Line Adjustment – 124-126 & 130 Eastern Ave –  17 
Applicant HG Johnson Real Estate, on behalf of owner Bishop 2024 Revocable Family Trust, 18 
proposes to transfer ~0.22-ac of land from the ~0.57-ac parcel at 130 Eastern Ave to the ~0.95-ac 19 
parcel at 124-126 Eastern Ave (TMP#s 588-031-000 & 588-032-000). Both parcels are located 20 
in the Low Density District. 21 
 22 

A. Board Determination of Completeness 23 
Planner Evan Clements stated the applicant has requested an exemption from submitting separate 24 
existing and proposed condition plans and all technical reports. After reviewing each request, 25 
Planning Staff have made the preliminary determination that granting the requested exemptions 26 
would have no bearing on the merits of the application and recommend that the Board accept the 27 
application as complete. 28 
 29 
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A motion was made by Roberta Mastrogiovanni that the Planning Board accept Application PB-30 
2025-16 as complete. The motion was seconded by Councilor Michael Remy and was 31 
unanimously approved. 32 
 33 

B. Public Hearing 34 
Mr. George Hansel of HG Johnson Real Estate addressed the Board on behalf of applicant Terry 35 
Bishop. Mr. Hansel explained that all parcels in question have the same owner. The request is to 36 
adjust the property line at the rear of the parcel and add 0.22 acres from one parcel to the other. 37 
No new development is being proposed but the property owner is looking to add a ground 38 
mounted solar array and would like more space on one of the properties. If the plan for the solar 39 
array moves forward, which is not an item before the Board tonight, that too would need to 40 
comply with the City’s regulations as it would relate to that kind of development. 41 
 42 
He referred to the plan in which these parcels are located next to each other. There are some 43 
wetlands, which have been delineated on this plan. The wetlands are in the opposite section of 44 
the area that the boundary line is going to be adjusted.  45 
 46 
Mr. Hansel referred to Section 20.2.1 – Zoning District Dimensional Requirements – and noted 47 
this adjustment is not going to create any non-compliance. The lots will be in compliance after 48 
the adjustment. 49 
 50 
Section 20.2.2 – Character of the Land:  Mr. Hansel noted the only character of land issue that 51 
could be contemplated are wetlands. However, because the wetlands are located on the opposite 52 
side of one of the lots it is not really affected. The applicant does not feel it is applicable. 53 
 54 
Section 20.2.3 - Scattered or Premature Development: This section is to make sure there is 55 
adequate infrastructure for a subdivision, however, no such development is being proposed here.  56 
Both lots are serviced by city water and sewer and are also serviced by Eversource.  57 
 58 
Section 20.2.4 – Preservation of Existing Features: None of the features are going to be changed 59 
as a result of this adjustment.  60 
 61 
Section 20.2.6 – Special Flood Hazard Area: Property is not located in a flood zone. 62 
 63 
Section 20.2.7 – Fire Protection and Water Supply: Property is connected to City water and no 64 
part of this application would require fire protection 65 
 66 
Section 20.2.8 – Utilities: Property has city utilities.  67 
 68 
This concluded Mr. Hansel’s comments. 69 
 70 
Applicant Terry Bishop stated the plan is to produce nearly 750,000-Kilowatt hours of electricity 71 
into the power grid that they would share. He stated he is waiting for to hear about this new high 72 
efficiency chip, which would produce more kilowatt hours. 73 
 74 
Staff comments were next. Mr. Evans addressed the Board and stated the subject parcels are 75 
located on the east side of Eastern Avenue in southeastern Keene, approximately 1,700 feet from 76 
the Marlboro Street intersection to the South and 350 feet from the Bellevue intersection to the 77 
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north. The property at 124 and 126 Eastern Avenue contains an existing three-unit multifamily 78 
building, an existing single-family building, a carport shed and associated site improvements. 79 
There is also a stream that runs along the northwest corner of the parcel under Eastern Avenue.  80 
The property at 130 Eastern Avenue contains an existing single-family building, detached 81 
garage, shed and other improvements.  82 
 83 
He noted the purpose of this application is to transfer 0.22 acres of land from 130 Eastern 84 
Avenue to 124 and 126 Eastern Avenue. No development is being proposed at this time as part 85 
of this application. 86 
The parcel at 130 Eastern Avenue is 0.57 acres in size and the parcel at 124 and 126 Eastern 87 
Avenue is 0.99 acres. Following the transfer of land, both lots will continue to comply with all 88 
zoning dimensional requirements for the low-density district.  89 
The end parcel size, after the transfer will leave 124 and 126 Eastern Avenue at 1.21 acres in size 90 
and 130 Eastern Avenue at 0.34 Acres in size. 91 
 92 
Mr. Clements noted, as indicated by the applicant, the character of land for the subdivision is 93 
described as gently sloping towards Eastern Avenue with a low point located in the northern 94 
edge of 124 and 126 where that stream is located. A portion of the stream is located on the corner 95 
of the parcel itself and has been delineated by a licensed wetland scientist. A 30-foot wetland 96 
buffer is shown on the plan. This standard appears to be met. 97 
 98 
With reference to scattered or premature development, both parcels contain existing developed 99 
residential uses with access to city water and sewer. This standard has been met. 100 
 101 
Preservation of existing features – Mr. Clements stated there are no impacts to existing site 102 
features as no additional development is proposed. This standard has been met. 103 
 104 
Monumentation – the submitted plan shows the boundaries will be marked using a 5/8 inch 105 
capped rebar post, which will be set in all corners and there is a condition of approval related to 106 
the inspection of that lot. 107 
 108 
Special Flood Hazard Area – This standard is not applicable as neither of the parcels are in a 109 
special flood hazard. 110 
 111 
Fire Protection, Water Supply and Utilities – These standards are also not applicable as 112 
everything is fully developed with no additional development proposed. 113 
 114 
Mr. Clements next reviewed the conditions of approval as outlined in the Board’s packet. Mr. 115 
Clements stated Staff have made a preliminary determination that this project has no regional 116 
impact. This concluded Staff comments.  117 
 118 

Mayor Kahn asked whether the solar array would be sufficient to power all the properties the 119 

applicant owns in the neighborhood. Mr. Bishop stated he would not be using solar but would be 120 

selling it back to the grid.  121 

 122 

As there was no public comment, the Chair closed the public hearing.  123 

 124 

C. Board Discussion and Action 125 
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A motion was made by Roberta Mastrogiovanni that the Planning Board approve PB-2025-16 as 126 
shown on the plan identified as “Boundary Line Adjustment Plan” prepared by Envirespect Land 127 
Services, LLC at a scale of 1 inch = 20 feet dated June 28, 2025 and last revised August 2025 128 
with the following conditions precedent prior to final approval and signature of the plans by the 129 
Planning Board Chair:  130 
1. Owners’ signatures appear on the proposed BLA plan.  131 
2. Submittal of two (2) mylar copies of the plans.  132 
3. Submittal of a check in the amount of $51 made out to the City of Keene to cover recording 133 
fees.  134 
4. Inspection of the lot monuments by the Public Works Director, or their designee, following 135 
their installation, or the submittal of a security in a form and amount acceptable to the Public 136 
Works Director to ensure that the monuments will be set. 137 
 138 
The motion was seconded by Councilor Remy. 139 
The Councilor agreed this is not a regional impact project and felt it was a straightforward 140 
project. 141 
 142 

The motion made by Roberta Mastrogiovanni carried on a unanimous vote. 143 

 144 

III) Public Hearings  145 

 146 

a) PB-2025-15 – Cottage Court Conditional Use Permit – Barn Conversion, 429 Elm 147 
St – Applicant HG Johnson Real Estate, on behalf of owner JC&C Rentals LLC, proposes to 148 
convert a barn into 2 dwelling units on the property at 429 Elm St (TMP# 520-005- 000). The 149 
parcel is ~0.48-ac and is located in the Low Density District. 150 
 151 

A. Board Determination of Completeness 152 
Planner Evan Clements stated the applicant has requested exemptions from submitting separate 153 
existing and proposed conditions plan, a grading plan, a lighting plan, a landscaping plan, and all 154 
technical reports. Staff recommend that the Board grant these exemptions and accept the 155 
application as complete. 156 
 157 
Ms. Vezzani stated she lived close to this property and asked the Board if she should recuse 158 
herself from voting on this application. Ms. Brunner asked Ms. Vezzani to clarify whether or not 159 
she lives 200 feet from this property and Ms. Vezzani answered in the negative. The Board did 160 
not feel it was necessary for Ms. Vezzani to be recused. 161 
 162 
A motion was made by Mayor Kahn that the Planning Board accept Application PB-2025-15 as 163 
complete. The motion was seconded by Councilor Remy and was unanimously approved. 164 
 165 

B. Public Hearing 166 
Mr. Hansel of HG Johnson Real Estate addressed the Board and introduced Mr. Joe Bagster, 167 
applicant.  Mr. Hansel stated this application is for a Cottage Court Overlay District project. He 168 
stated this was a Cottage Court development built in the 30’s and is a legal non-conforming use 169 
right now. Mr. Hansel noted to this property on a plan located on Elm Street. It is an existing lot 170 
that has multiple single-family buildings on it. The request is to convert an existing garage/barn  171 
into two new apartments. There is sufficient parking already on the site. The site has about eight 172 

29 of 70



PB Meeting Minutes  DRAFT 
September 8, 2025 

Page 5 of 16 
 

parking spots, which would allow two more apartments to be added and have one spot per 173 
apartment on the entire lot with two extra spots. 174 
 175 
Mr. Hansel went on to say the overlay district allows for single-family duplex and triplex uses in 176 
the low-density district. There are not many changes being proposed to the outside of the 177 
property, most of the work would be to the interior to create the two new units. The three garage 178 
overhead doors will be removed and replaced with traditional door entrances for the apartments. 179 
Storage areas are also going to be added, and the dormers are going to be expanded to get a little 180 
more headroom on the second floor. The two curb cuts and the loop configuration will remain. 181 
 182 
The dwelling size standard allows for a maximum average unit size of 1,250 square feet and a 183 
maximum building footprint of 900 square feet per unit. Mr. Hansel stated this project, both with 184 
the existing and the new proposed units, is going to have an average unit size of 900 square feet 185 
and an average footprint of 637 square feet, which will fall below the maximum in the standard. 186 
 187 
Parking – The standard requires a minimum of one parking space per unit and a maximum of one 188 
parking space per bedroom. There are eight existing parking spots on the site. Those eight spots 189 
will be shared between the five units and nine total bedrooms. This application, if approved, 190 
would fall into compliance with the standard.     191 
 192 
Building Separation – All buildings exist. The applicant is not proposing any new buildings or 193 
expanding the footprint of any of the existing buildings. The applicant would need to apply for a 194 
building permit if this application is approved, which would address any life safety issues. 195 
 196 
No modifications are being proposed for the driveways.  197 
 198 
There are no internal roads being proposed. 199 
 200 
Screening – No changes are being proposed to the exterior of the buildings. Hence, screening 201 
doesn’t apply. 202 
 203 
Architectural Guidelines – Standard 17.5.4. – Minimal exterior changes.  The only change being 204 
proposed is that the applicant is replacing the garage doors and changing the windows to more 205 
modern energy efficient windows, which Mr. Hansel noted is not a substantial change. 206 
Mr. Hansel noted in his application that he has indicated the proposal would be four additional 207 
units, which he indicated is a typographic error. The addition is only two units.  208 
 209 
Mr. Hansel felt this type of additional housing would help with the housing crisis the City is 210 
experiencing. This concluded Mr. Hansel’s presentation and turned the presentation over to the 211 
applicant. 212 
 213 
Mr. Joe Bagster addressed the Board and stated he would reiterate what Mr. Hansel stated that 214 
this type of housing would address the shortage of housing in the City. 215 
 216 
Ms. Mastrogiovanni stated this was a great idea and stated she has been to this property in the 217 
past and the only issue she has is that tenants seem to block the driveway, which makes it 218 
difficult to get in and out of the property.   219 
 220 
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Mr. Clancy asked for the square footage of the front unit. Mr. Hansel stated the average is about 221 
900 square feet per unit. 222 
 223 
The Chairman asked whether a bathroom needs to be added to the barn. Mr. Hansel stated the 224 
site is currently serviced by City water and sewer and the applicant is looking to see if that line 225 
could be extended or if it needs to be replaced; this will be decided during the building permit 226 
process.  227 
 228 
Mayor Kahn asked if each unit would have its own staircase. Mr. Hansel stated each unit would 229 
have its own entry as required by the building code. Mr. Hansel referred to page 22 showing the 230 
three doorways in the front. One of those areas would be a common area (laundry, storage), the 231 
one in the middle would access the unit upstairs, and the other would access the unit downstairs.  232 
 233 
Staff comments were next.  234 
Mr. Clements addressed the Board and stated the subject parcel is an existing 0.48-acre lot 235 
located on the eastern side of Elm Street, directly across the street from Fuller Elementary 236 
School and about 333 feet from the Timberlane Drive Intersection. 237 
The parcel contains three detached single-family residences, as well as a shed and a barn. 238 
Improvements include a U-shaped gravel driveway with two street access connections. 239 
 240 
The purpose of this application is to convert the existing approximately 1,120 square foot barn 241 
into a duplex with a two bed and one bath unit and a one bed and one bath unit. This will 242 
increase the total count of residential units on the property to five. The property contains eight 243 
parking spaces where only five parking spaces are required. He added there is no proposed 244 
alteration to the site besides the barn conversion, and this project does not meet the threshold for 245 
major site plan review. 246 
 247 
Regional Impact – Mr. Clements stated that after reviewing the application, Staff have made a 248 
preliminary evaluation that the proposed duplex does not appear to have the potential for 249 
regional impact; the Board will need to make a final determination on that. 250 
 251 
He went on to say that the duplex is an allowed development type according to the table in the 252 
Cottage Court ordinance in the Low Density District.  253 
The three existing detached single-family units were constructed between 1936 and 1940. 254 
The existing development of the site is considered legal non-conforming, as the applicant 255 
explained, because multiple principal uses are not normally allowed on a single lot in a 256 
residential zoning district. Approval of this Cottage Court Conditional Use Permit will bring the 257 
property into conformance with the City’s zoning regulations in terms of allowed uses. All 258 
requirements appear to be met. 259 
 260 
Regarding dwelling unit size, this standard requires a maximum of 1,250 square feet gross floor 261 
area and a maximum building footprint of 900 square feet per unit. The proposed project will 262 
result in an average ground floor area of 900 square feet per unit with five dwelling units. Total 263 
building footprint of all existing buildings is approximately 3,185 square feet, with an average 264 
building footprint size of 637 square feet per unit. 265 
Mr. Clements added that each building footprint appears to be less than the required 900 square 266 
feet, so this standard has been met. 267 
 268 
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The parking standard requires a minimum of one parking space per unit and a maximum of one 269 
parking space per bedroom. Each unit within the property has access to one of the eight existing 270 
parking spaces on site. This standard has been met. 271 
 272 
Building separation – All buildings already exist. The conversion of the barn to a duplex will 273 
require a building permit application that meets all applicable building, fire and life safety codes. 274 
This standard has been met. 275 
 276 
Driveways –  The property contains an existing driveway, which appears to be at least 20 feet 277 
wide to accommodate vehicular traffic to parking areas. The standard appears to be met. 278 
Internal roads – There are no internal roads, hence this standard does not apply. 279 
 280 
Screening – The standard says that either a six-foot tall fence or a landscape buffer is required 281 
for screening. If the proposed building type, not density, is more intense than the adjacent 282 
building type. The proposed conversion is an existing barn into a duplex with no significant 283 
changes. 284 
The overall site does not appear to constitute a more intense building type to the surrounding 285 
property. Staff believe that this standard does not apply. 286 
 287 
Architectural Guidelines – Mr. Clements stated the applicant has clearly articulated the intent to 288 
maintain a New England vernacular that already exists at the proposed site and surrounding area. 289 
He suggested the Board have its own deliberation on this issue.   290 
 291 
Mr. Clements reviewed the conditions of approval included in the Board packet. 292 
This concluded the staff comments.  293 
 294 
The Chair asked for public comment. With no comments for the Board, the Chair closed the 295 
public hearing. 296 
 297 

C. Board Discussion and Action 298 
A motion was made by Roberta Mastrogiovanni approve PB-2024-15 as shown on the site plan 299 
identified as “429 Elm Street, Keene” prepared by H.G. Johnson Real Estate at a scale of 1 inch 300 
= 15’8” dated July 8, 2025 and in the application materials received July 9 2025, and August 4, 301 
2025, with the following conditions:  302 
1. Prior to final approval and signature of the plans by the Planning Board Chair, the following 303 
conditions shall be met:  304 

a. Owner’s signature appears on the site plan.  305 
b. Submittal of five (5) paper copies and one digital copy of the site plan. 306 

 307 
The motion was seconded by Councilor Remy. 308 
 309 
Councilor Remy stated this project does not qualify for regional impact and agreed with Staff 310 
that this project looks similar to the existing property. He felt the proposal is a better use of an 311 
existing structure and felt it was a great application. 312 
 313 
Ms. Vezzani stated she agreed with Councilor Remy and felt it was a great addition to the 314 
neighborhood. 315 
 316 
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Mayor Kahn felt it is going to be difficult to maintain a vernacular look that resembles the 317 
existing units on site. He asked whether there would be some process by which Staff would be 318 
reviewing a final plan, which shows the intended finish so that look has some kind of review post 319 
approval. 320 
 321 
Mr. Clements stated this application is different in that it is a commercial site plan with a visual 322 
architectural analysis, which is essentially a collection of single-family and two-family 323 
structures. 324 
 325 
He indicated the Cottage Court Conditional Use Permit gives some sort of guidelines on 326 
architectural appearance. He stated this duplex is not going to be reviewed under the Planning 327 
Board’s architectural and visual appearance standards because this is not a major site plan review 328 
and doesn’t meet the threshold for that type of review. He added if a condition was to be added 329 
regarding final visual appearance, it might be too subjective for Staff to make a determination 330 
on. Staff does not have a clear set of regulations to compare that final product to. He stated an 331 
option would be to require architectural elevations and renderings of the final barn, which would 332 
increase time and cost for the applicant and would probably require the Board to continue the 333 
application to another meeting to give them time to put that together. The Mayor did not feel that 334 
was necessary.  335 
 336 
The motion made by Roberta Mastrogiovanni was unanimously approved. 337 
 338 

IV) Continued Public Hearing  339 

 340 

a) PB-2024-20 – Earth Excavation Permit Major Amendment & Hillside Protection 341 
Conditional Use Permit – Gravel Pit, 21 & 57 Route 9 – Applicant Granite Engineering LLC, 342 
on behalf of owner G2 Holdings LLC, proposes to expand the existing gravel pit located at 21 & 343 
57 Route 9 (TMP#s 215-007-000 & 215-008-000). A Hillside Protection CUP is requested for 344 
impacts to steep slopes. Waivers are requested from Sections 25.3.1.D, 25.3.6, and 25.3.13 of the 345 
LDC related to the 250’ surface water resource setback, toxic or acid forming materials, and the 346 
5-ac excavation area maximum. The parcels are a combined ~109.1-ac in size and are located in 347 
the Rural District.  348 
 349 

Public Hearing 350 

Mr. Manley stated that during the last meeting at the two hour and nine minute mark, the 351 
Chairman closed the public hearing.  352 
 353 
Senior Planner Mari Brunner reminded the Board that this was not a public hearing, and no 354 
public comment was being taken tonight.  The Chair noted the public hearing was closed at the 355 
last meeting and the Board will be continuing its deliberation tonight. He stated he would like to 356 
start the deliberation with a motion. 357 
 358 
A motion was made by Roberta Mastrogiovanni that the Planning Board approve PB-2024-20 359 
for an Earth Excavation Permit Major Amendment and Hillside Conditional Use Permit as 360 
shown on the plan set identified as ‘Gravel and Earth Removal Plan; G2 Holdings, LLC’ 361 
prepared by Granite Engineering at varying scales on December 20, 2024 and last revised on 362 
August 22, 2025 with the following conditions: 363 
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1. Prior to final approval and signature of the plans by the Planning Board Chair, the 364 
following conditions precedent shall be met: 365 

a. Owner’s signature shall appear on the title page and overview plan on Sheet 1 of 366 
the plan set. 367 

b. Submittal of five (5) full size paper copies and a digital copy of the final plan set 368 
in pdf format. 369 

c. Submittal of security for sedimentation and erosion control, stormwater 370 
management, and reclamation for the first permit period of work to be completed. 371 

d. The applicant or owner shall pay all outstanding third-party consultant fees. 372 
e.  373 
f. Submittal of all approved state and federal permits. The approval numbers for 374 

these permits shall be added to the cover sheet of the plan set. 375 
g. The requested waivers and conditional use permits with results shall be added to 376 

the cover sheet. 377 
h.  378 

 379 
2. Subsequent to final approval, the following conditions shall be met: 380 

a. Erosion control, sedimentation control, and drainage management shall be 381 
installed before any site preparation and/or excavation work begins and shall be 382 
maintained in good working order during the excavation project. 383 

b. Over the life of the excavation permit and any renewal thereof, the applicant shall 384 
provide monthly inspections by a qualified third party licensed professional in the 385 
state of NH regarding erosion and sedimentation control, PH, and stormwater 386 
runoff. Reports for these inspections shall be submitted to the Community 387 
Development Department. 388 

c. Over the life of the excavation permit and any renewal thereof, in accordance with 389 
Section 25.3.4.C of the LDC the applicant shall monitor ground water levels and 390 
surface water levels on a monthly basis to determine the extent to which there are 391 
any adverse impacts. 392 

                                                               i.      The applicant shall notify the Community 393 
Development Department within 24-hours of any adverse impacts on 394 
ground water levels. 395 

                                                             ii.      The applicant shall implement the approved protocol 396 
for providing replacement water supplies for water supplies that are 397 
disrupted as a result of the excavation operations. 398 

d. In accordance with Section 25.3.3 of the LDC, a monitoring well shall be installed 399 
in the area of Period 1 in Spring 2026 to confirm the seasonal high water table 400 
conditions. 401 

e. In accordance with Section 25.3.3 of the LDC, seasonal high water level 402 
monitoring shall be completed in bedrock well BRW-09 prior to the 403 
commencement of work in Permit Period 8 and throughout the duration of work 404 
within this phase to confirm that the revised grades are at least 6-ft above the 405 
water table. 406 

f. In accordance with Section 25.3.5.C of the LDC, ongoing monitoring of ground 407 
water quality shall be conducted semi-annually throughout the term of the permit 408 
and any renewal thereof, and for a period of not less than 2-years following the 409 
cessation of excavation activities and reclamation of the excavation site. 410 
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g. Six months prior to the commencement of work for the next permit period, the 411 
property owner shall submit a Permit Renewal application for review and 412 
approval by the Planning Board and sufficient security to cover the cost of 413 
sedimentation and erosion control, stormwater management, and reclamation for 414 
the next permit period of work to be completed. 415 

h. Excavation activities shall only occur between the hours of 7:00 am and 5:00 pm, 416 
Monday through Friday. 417 

i. The area of un-reclaimed, inactive, and active excavation area shall not exceed 12 418 
acres. 419 

j. The boundary between the excavation perimeter and buffer area should be clearly 420 
marked on the site for each permit period to avoid encroachment into the buffer 421 
area. Buffer areas should not be used to store stumps, boulders, earth materials or 422 
other debris in accordance with section 25.3.2 of LDC. 423 

k. The boundary of approved setbacks from service water resources within the 424 
excavation perimeter shall be clearly marked on the site to avoid encroachment 425 

l. At the end of all excavation operations, the site shall be reclaimed using pollinator 426 
friendly plantings and monitored in accordance with Section 25.4 of the Land 427 
Development Code. 428 
 429 

The motion was seconded by Mayor Kahn 430 
 431 
The Chairman noted because this application was reviewed over a period of a few months 432 
whether the Board was adequately versed to vote on it.  433 
 434 
Mr. Hoefer stated he has attended site visits, and meeting and was prepared to vote on the 435 
application. 436 
 437 
Mr. Kost stated he had also attended site visits, and meeting and was prepared to vote on the 438 
application. 439 
 440 
Councilor Remy stated he missed one meeting in March but had watched the video of that 441 
meeting. 442 
 443 
Ms. Mastrogiovanni stated she too was prepared to vote on this issue and did attend many of the 444 
meetings, read all the notes and watched videos of the ones she wasn’t able to attend. 445 
 446 
Mayor Kahn stated he was prepared to vote this evening. 447 
 448 
Mr. Rangel stated he too was prepared to vote. He had attended all the meetings but was not able 449 
to attend the site visit. 450 
 451 
Ms. Vezzani was prepared to vote. She stated she reviewed notes and watched the video of the 452 
meeting she missed. 453 
 454 
Mr. Clancy stated he was prepared and ready to vote on this matter tonight. 455 
 456 
Attorney Ice stated one of the alternate Board members who has voted previously on this project 457 
is now removed from voting, which she felt was an issue. She noted that this alternate member, 458 
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Mr. Hoefer, replaced a Board member at the March meeting and questioned if that Board 459 
member can vote tonight. She indicated Mr. Hoefer replaced one of eight members so only eight 460 
can vote. She stated the Board is allowed by statute to have nine Board members, but the Board 461 
never appointed a 9th member. 462 
 463 
Ms.  Brunner agreed that Attorney Ice did have a point.  She stated because Mr. Hoefer has been 464 
sitting on this matter from the beginning and has been at every meeting, he should continue to 465 
vote this matter. She advised that the Chair ask one of the regular members here tonight to step 466 
down and have Mr. Hoefer pick that spot for this vote. The Chair stated he would ask for 467 
volunteers and otherwise he would name someone to step down. Mr. Clancy was recused from 468 
this vote. 469 
 470 
The Chair stated there are four additional conditions included in the packet and asked that the 471 
Board discuss this first.  472 
The first is a condition subsequent and it is regarding an addition to the reclamation regarding 473 
planning native tree species. Councilor Remy stated he was in favor of this condition. He stated 474 
there is already a lot of tree cover and did not feel the applicant would have to do too much to 475 
comply with this condition.  Ms. Vezzani stated she was comfortable with this condition. 476 
 477 
The second condition was regarding traffic and has two parts: Part A and Part B. Mayor Kahn 478 
stated as he has stated previously that safety is a concern to him on this route. He felt these traffic 479 
considerations are modest and achievable by the owner. He noted Item A and that the current 480 
traffic study outlines 74 trips to and from the site on a weekly basis. He felt what is being 481 
proposed was a generous statement. He further stated the site has increased in size from the 482 
original application of 10 acres to 12 acres. The situation with the eastbound direction is of 483 
concern for site distances and other traffic safety measures. If the applicant is seeking the 484 
guidance both for the updated driveway permit for the additional acres and to gain the best 485 
recommendations from the party responsible for the safety on that highway, which is NHDOT, 486 
this is an important additional condition. 487 
 488 
Councilor Remy stated he agrees with Part A, however, for Part B, he stated he wasn’t sure if 489 
requesting an updated driveway permit is what he would go for as much as perhaps submitting 490 
notification to NHDOT that there has been a concern around the safety and the visibility around 491 
this area and asking for their recommendations. He felt this could trigger a safety study for the 492 
State and how they might make modifications to the road. He stated the applicant is not 493 
necessarily expecting more traffic. However, if the Board has concerns about the current layout, 494 
he felt it was appropriate for the applicant to send a letter to NHDOT with a copy to the City 495 
indicating the concern that exists on this route and for DOT to investigate the issue. The 496 
Councilor noted there is a sign that just says trucks entering on the eastbound side but felt 497 
another sign around the corner could be helpful. 498 
 499 
The Mayor in response stated he agrees with Councilor Remy and to make sure the sign is more 500 
visible would be helpful. The Mayor noted the driveway permit request is because there is an 501 
alteration to the plan and asked for clarification. Ms. Brunner stated her understanding is that the 502 
New Hampshire Department of Transportation, which has jurisdiction over this road, requires a 503 
driveway permit when the use expands or is enlarged. The applicant would have to reapply just 504 
to make sure this is still an adequate driveway. She did not think DOT would necessarily require 505 
anything, but it could give DOT another opportunity to just look at the driveway access points 506 
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and then let the applicant know if there is anything they could do to help improve safety. She felt 507 
this is an avenue to have DOT provide some safety suggestions but added what Councilor Remy 508 
has proposed would also work. She also suggested the Chair could give the applicant an 509 
opportunity to weigh in on some of these conditions, as the applicant has not had an opportunity 510 
to review the new proposed conditions.  511 
 512 
Ms. Vezzani asked whether there was a cost for applying to the DOT for an updated driveway 513 
permit compared to what Councilor Remy suggested. Ms. Brunner stated what Councilor Remy 514 
suggested would not have a cost associated with it but wasn’t sure how much the driveway 515 
permit would cost. Councilor Remy felt writing a letter would be at no cost and will also trigger 516 
the state to review this area. The Chairman stated he agrees with Councilor Remy’s suggestion. 517 
 518 
The Mayor felt the applicant should be the one initiating the correspondence with the state. He 519 
also added that with a driveway permit, this might enable a justification for the department to 520 
make these kinds of recommendations. He felt the idea was to link this with a process the 521 
Planning Department has in place and to not create something different. He added it is a fact that 522 
the trip generation has increased, and the driveway permit in place is based on less traffic. 523 
The Mayor felt the motion is worded appropriately because it gives the Department of 524 
Transportation the rationale as to why they ought to look at this issue. The Mayor did not feel 525 
DOT has any basis to provide this kind of feedback without this kind of regulation in place. DOT 526 
has given approval for a 10-acre site, and this is now a 12-acre proposal, which could require 527 
additional mitigation. 528 
 529 
Mr. Manley addressed the Board and noted as a point of order, Section 2.1 of the Board’s Rules 530 
of Procedure states that the Planning Board is made-up of nine members consistent with state 531 
law. The Chair stated Mr. Manley did not have standing. 532 
 533 
Ms. Vezzani stated she would be in agreement with either one of the proposed suggestions.  534 
 535 
Mr. Hoefer stated, with respect to the driveway permit, he understands the spirit for the request 536 
and asked whether this is not something that the Board should have requested with the original 537 
request to the applicant. He noted the Board was aware that the site was larger from the 538 
beginning of this process.  539 
 540 
Councilor Remy stated that according to what Staff has stated, if the applicant meets the 541 
requirements of having had a change of use, they have to apply for an updated permit if there is 542 
something that triggers the State to require one. He felt if the expanded use required the applicant 543 
to obtain a new permit, they should be aware that this is State law and hence would need to work 544 
with the State. He did not feel this is something the Board should require. 545 
 546 
Ms. Mastrogiovanni stated with respect to traffic and the proposal of a mitigation strategy of 547 
some kind, how does the City keep count of vehicles entering and exiting the site. She stated we 548 
are expecting an increase to traffic and asked if that is the case, what the mitigation strategy 549 
would be from Public Works. She added Route 9 is by far the most important artery into Keene 550 
and it is always a busy artery. Route 9 is not wide enough and to hypothetically see 10-wheeler 551 
dump trucks rolling off into that pit is a concern and wanted to make sure it is safe.   552 
She felt a mitigation strategy and the proper discussion with the State would make sense for this 553 
project.  554 
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 555 
Mr. Kost questioned as of now whether there was an increase to traffic. He stated the number 556 
appears to remain the same but just spread over more years. The Chairman agreed that this was 557 
the information provided in the application.  558 
 559 
The applicant’s representative, Mr. Cole, stated they would be willing to comply with either one 560 
of the items being suggested by the Board.  561 
 562 
The third condition was in reference to monitoring vibration during and after blasting. Mr. 563 
Clancy stated that even though he is not voting on this matter, he is still part of deliberation on 564 
this Board. In reviewing all documents and hearing Board’s concerns at the last meeting, he 565 
wanted to make sure the Board had appropriate tools to address any issues that would arise. He 566 
suggested having a third party monitor a baseline before a blast starts. 567 
 568 
Mr. Kost, after having heard about foundation issues from abutters, agreed with what Mr. Clancy 569 
had stated. He felt what is being proposed would provide opportunity to monitor the work. 570 
 571 
Councilor Remy stated this is not his expertise but wanted to know the applicant’s position on 572 
this; if they are not opposed to it, that would be ok. If not, it would need to be discussed further.  573 
 574 
Attorney Ice felt this is a duplication. She indicated the Board’s packet has expert testimony, 575 
which indicates that outside of ½ mile, there would not be any issues at all. She felt it was 576 
overkill, but if this condition is needed to approve the application, the applicant agrees to it.  577 
 578 
The next new condition was in reference to liability insurance. Attorney Ice stated the applicant 579 
just learned of this condition. The applicant does not have issue with this, but it is usually the 580 
blaster who carries insurance. She stated she wasn’t sure the applicant would be able to obtain 581 
this type of insurance as they haven’t had time to look into it. The concern with this condition is 582 
whether the applicant is going to be able to comply with it. 583 
 584 
Councilor Remy stated the way he would interpret this language “the applicant shall maintain in 585 
full force” – whether it is carried by the sub-contractor or the applicant, they are covered by that 586 
insurance. Ms. Brunner stated in the motion the Board could clarify that language “the applicant 587 
or their blaster should hold the insurance”. 588 
 589 
Ms. Vezzani stated, as someone who has some expertise in this field, she would recommend that 590 
the Board leave it as the applicant shall maintain in full force commercial general liability policy 591 
for $5,000,000 with the City of Keene as an additional insured. She further stated the company 592 
that issues this $5,000,000 policy will require the applicant prove that the sub-contractor is also 593 
carrying insurance.  594 
 595 
With that the following amended motion was made by Councilor Remy: 596 
 597 
m. The applicant shall plant native tree species in reclaimed areas as necessary to mitigate the 598 
view of the excavation operation, cliff faces, and access roads visible from Route 9.  599 
 600 
n. If traffic impacts to Route 9 exceed the proposed conditions of a maximum of 90 trips per day 601 
or a 602 
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maximum of 8 trips per peak hour as stated in the traffic memorandum dated February 18, 2022, 603 
a traffic management plan shall be required to evaluate and propose mitigation strategies. 604 
This plan and proposed mitigation strategies shall be subject to review and approval by the 605 
Public Works Director. 606 
 607 
o. Due to the increase in size of the operation, the applicant shall apply to the New Hampshire 608 
Department of Transportation for an updated driveway permit and shall communicate back to the 609 
Board through city staff any New Hampshire DOT recommendations regarding vegetation 610 
clearing all season, safe sight distance and any other recommended Traffic Safety measures. 611 
 612 
p. All blasting activities shall comply with the vibration and air over pressure standards 613 

established under NH Admin Rule Saf-C 1625.04 and any successor regulations. 614 

 615 

q. Prior to the commencement of blasting, the applicant shall retain a licensed independent third-616 
party blasting consultant acceptable to the City of Keene. The consultant shall 617 

i. Install seismographs at selected structures and locations within a two-mile radius of the 618 
blast site with a focus on the closest residence as well as and other sensitive receptors. 619 

ii. Record vibration and air over pressure levels for the first blast, event. 620 
iii. Prepare and submit a certified monitoring report to the City of Keene Community 621 

Development Department within 14 days of the blast. 622 
 623 
r. If monitoring results indicate the vibration and air over pressure levels exceed allowable State 624 
standards, the applicant shall: 625 

i. Immediately cease further blasting until corrective measures are proposed, viewed and 626 
approved by staff. 627 

ii Conduct an additional round of third-party monitoring for the next scheduled blast, at 628 
the applicant's expense. 629 
 630 
s. All seismograph records for subsequent blast shall be retained by the blasting contractor for a 631 
minimum of 12 months and be made available to the city upon request. 632 
 633 
 t. The applicant shall maintain in full force and effect a commercial general liability insurance 634 
policy with coverage specifically endorsed for blasting and excavation activities, including 635 
coverage for: 636 

 i. Damage to structures, wells and other properties resulting from vibration, error of 637 
pressure, or fly rock. 638 

 ii. Contamination or degradation of groundwater or surface water attributable to the 639 
excavation or blasting operations. 640 
 641 
u. Coverage shall extend to claims by all property owners located within a two-mile radius of the 642 
blast site and shall also apply to any persons or property impacted by groundwater or surface 643 
water contamination within the affected watershed. 644 
 645 
v. The policy shall provide no less than $5,000,000 combined single limit per occurrence and 646 
shall name the City of Keene as an additional insured. 647 
 648 
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w. Proof of insurance, including the blasting, environmental endorsements shall be submitted to 649 
the Community Development Department, prior to the issuance of the excavation permit and 650 
renewed annually. 651 
 652 
x. The applicant shall be responsible for ensuring the claims under this policy are processed and 653 
resolved promptly in the event of verified damage or contamination. 654 
 655 
The motion to amend was seconded by Sarah Vezzani and carried on a unanimous vote.  656 
 657 
Ms. Vezzani stated the Board has addressed the regional impact, gone through the application 658 
with a fine toothcomb, added in appropriate adjustments and conditions to be able to move 659 
forward with this application.  660 
 661 
Mr. Rangel stated this still continues to be a difficult application and appreciates all the 662 
additional work that has been put into this to add the additional conditions, which he felt would 663 
help mitigate some of the concerns. However, he thought it might not address all concerns. There 664 
are still those concerns about noise, drop in property values, historical site preservation, etc. 665 
He felt the additional conditions do help to address some of the larger issues. 666 
 667 
Mayor Kahn agreed the additional conditions, along with the reports Staff have collected from 668 
expert land analysts, help approve this application. He felt there is regional impact, which the 669 
Board had taken into consideration. He felt the concerns of the public could continue to be 670 
evaluated by Staff and this Board. 671 
 672 
Ms. Mastrogiovanni stated this is a difficult subject for both sides. She stated she appreciates all 673 
the planning the applicant had to do and agreed we need gravel as has been indicated by the 674 
State. She felt the process was a difficult one. There is regional impact, which the Board has 675 
voted on. At the last meeting, there were concerns raised by the Board that were addressed at this 676 
meeting. She indicated the Board has done its job and felt it is now up to the City to make sure 677 
what is outlined in the conditions are being followed. 678 
 679 
Councilor Remy stated he supported this item in August. He felt the new conditions should help 680 
provide some comfort to the abutters. He felt these types of applications are always hard but felt 681 
the Board has reached a good spot with this application. 682 
 683 
Mr. Kost stated he too supported this application last month. He felt the items the Board controls 684 
under the Land Development Code were addressed. He indicated the additional conditions make 685 
it easier to continue to support this application. He added the monitoring of this site does have to 686 
happen. He stated he would support this application. 687 
 688 
Mr. Hoefer stated he was in favor of this application last meeting. He felt the Board’s process 689 
was very thorough and noted that the City of Keene does have the strongest permit process in the 690 
State. He stated the City brought in experts whose concerns have been addressed to protect 691 
neighbors and the region. 692 
 693 
Chair Farrington agreed with Mr. Hoefer that Keene does have a strong permit process as it 694 
relates to this item. He stated the Board has learned from the applicant that there are items in the 695 
code that could be modified.  696 
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 697 
The motion to approve this application carried on a 7-1 vote with Mr. Rangel voting in 698 
opposition. 699 
 700 
 701 

V) Staff Updates  702 
None 703 
 704 
VI) New Business 705 
Chair Farrington stated there are AI tools available and they save time but cautioned the Board 706 
in using AI to reach conclusion with applications that come before the Board. 707 
 708 
VII    Upcoming Dates of Interest  709 
• Joint Committee of the Planning Board and PLD – September 8th, 7:30 PM  710 
• Planning Board Steering Committee – September 16th, 12:00 PM  711 
• Planning Board Site Visit – September 24th, 8:00 AM – To Be Confirmed  712 
• Planning Board Meeting – September 29th, 6:30 PM 713 

 714 
There being no further business, Chair Farrington adjourned the meeting at 7:21 PM. 715 
 716 
Respectfully submitted by, 717 
Krishni Pahl, Minute Taker 718 
 719 
Reviewed and edited by, 720 
 721 
Emily Duseau, Planning Technician 722 

 723 
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3 Washington Street 
Keene, NH 03431 

 

(603) 352-5440 
KeeneNH.gov  

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:   Planning Board    
 
FROM:   Community Development Staff 
 
DATE:   September 22, 2025 
 
SUBJECT: Agenda Item III - Final Vote on Conditional Approvals  

 

Recommendation:  

To grant final approval for any projects that have met all their “conditions precedent to final 
approval.” 

Background: 

This is a standing agenda item in response to the “George Stergiou v. City of Dover” opinion issued 
by the NH Supreme Court on July 21, 2022. As a matter of practice, the Planning Board issues a 
final vote on all conditionally approved projects after the “conditions precedent to final approval” 
have been met. This final vote will be the final approval and will start the 30-day appeal clock. 

As of the date of this packet, the following application is ready for final approval: 

1. PB-2025-16 – Boundary Line Adjustment – 124-126 & 130 Eastern Ave 

If any projects meet their conditions precedent between date of this packet and the meeting, they 
will be identified and discussed during this agenda item.   

All Planning Board actions, including final approvals, are posted on the City of Keene website the 
day after the meeting at KeeneNH.gov/planning-board.  
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STAFF REPORT 
 

APPEAL OF STREET ACCESS PERMIT EXCEPTION REQUEST – 15 CRESTVIEW ST 
 
Request: 
Applicants and owners, Christopher Jager & Brittany Hill, are requesting an appeal of a denied 
Street Access Permit exception request from Section 23.5.4.A.8 of the Land Development Code 
related to the allowed driveway width for single- and two-family homes. The parcel is ~0.22-ac in 
size and is located in the Low Density District. 
 
Background: 
Located at the intersection of 
Crestview St and Phil Ln, the 
subject parcel at 15 Crestview 
St (TMP #529-040-000) is 
~0.22-ac in size and is located 
in the Low Density District. The 
property serves as the site of  
an existing single-family home 
with a pool and an attached 
enclosed porch that was 
previously used as a garage.  
 
Owners, Christopher Jager & 
Brittany Hill, are proposing to 
expand their driveway to 
include an additional parking 
space to the south of the 
existing enclosed porch. In 
order to accommodate the 
proposed design, the owners 
are seeking an exception from 
Section 23.5.4.A.8 of the Land 
Development Code (LDC) to 
allow for a driveway greater 
than 20’-wide at the property 
line.  
 
In April 2025, a Street Access Permit exception request was submitted to the City Engineer’s 
Office in accordance with Section 26.19.9 of the LDC. The application was denied due to the City 
Engineer’s determination that there are no unique characteristics of the land or property which 
present a physical hardship to the requester. 
 
The property owners are appealing the City Engineer’s decision to the Planning Board and are 
entitled to a de novo (i.e. – “new”) review of the application and exception request in accordance 
with Section 27.8 of the LDC. While the proposed driveway design has been slightly modified from 
what was initially submitted to the City Engineer’s Office for review, the intent of the proposal is 
largely still the same. 
 
 

43 of 70



STAFF REPORT 
 

Determination of Regional Impact: 
After reviewing the application, staff have made a preliminary evaluation that the proposed Street 
Access Permit exception request does not appear to have the potential for “regional impact” as 
defined in RSA 36:55. The Board will need to make a final determination as to whether the 
proposal, if approved, could have the potential for regional impact. 
 
Completeness: 
The applicant has not requested any exemptions from submittal items as part of this application. 
Planning Staff recommend that the Planning Board accept the application as “complete.” 
 
Departmental Comments: 
1. Engineering Staff Comments.  

a. This is a different proposed driveway widening design than what was previously submitted 
with the original Street Access Permit exception request. With that said, this proposed 
design still does not meet City Code for driveway width as outlined under Section 
23.5.4.A.8 of the LDC.  

2. It looks like the applicant is trying to keep the driveway 30’ long at the road and then is 
proposing 41’ wide at the property line (City code allows 20’). If the Planning Board is 
inclined to approve this driveway expansion, Public Works Department Staff’s preference 
would be to have the driveway squared off at the road to minimize the impacts of cars 
driving over the grassy area between the road and the proposed driveway.  

a. Similar to the previous denial, no information has been provided to demonstrate that this 
property or land has unique characteristics that present a physical hardship to the 
property owner in accordance with Section 23.5.6.C of the LDC. 

 
APPLICATION ANALYSIS: The following is a review of the standards relevant to this application. 
 

SECTION 9.3 – DRIVEWAY DESIGN STANDARDS: 
 
Section 9.3.2 – Driveway Dimensions: This section of the code states that vehicle parking spaces 
shall be a minimum of 8’-wide by 18’ long, must be located to the rear of the front setback or front 
building line, and must be set back a minimum of 3’ from the side property line. The property 
owner is proposing to create an 8’x18’ parking space to the south of the existing enclosed porch 
that will begin behind the front line of this structure and will be set back more than 3’ from the 
southern property line as shown in Figure 2. This standard appears to be met.  
 
Section 9.3.3 – Surface Material: This section of the code states that driveways and associated 
parking spaces must be constructed using either concrete, asphalt, crushed stone, or semi-
pervious materials that are able to withstand vehicular traffic or other heavy-impact uses. The 
project narrative states that the property owner anticipates using asphalt to expand the driveway, 
but notes that they will consult with a professional contractor to make a final determination as to 
what the best material may be. Planning Staff recommend that the City Engineer complete a final 
inspection following the completion of the driveway expansion to ensure that the finished product 
complies with this section of the LDC.  
 
Section 9.3.4 – Grading & Drainage: This section of the code outlines the requirements for any 
grading and drainage measures proposed as part of driveway construction. The project narrative 
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states that the property owner does not believe that any drainage measures will be necessary. 
This standard is not applicable. 
 
Section 9.3.5 - Long Driveways: This section of the code outlines the standards for long 
driveways, which are those greater than 300’ in length. The proposed driveway will not be this 
long, so this standard is not applicable. 
 
Section 9.3.6 – Driveways Crossing Steep Slopes: The proposed driveway will not be crossing 
any steep slopes, which are those greater than 15% in grade, so this standard is not applicable. 

 
SECTION 23.5.4.A – STREET ACCESS PERMIT REVIEW STANDARDS: 
 

1. If the installation of a street access requires disrupting an existing sidewalk, the sidewalk 
must be restored or replaced in compliance with this Article. 

 
The proposed driveway expansion will not require the disruption of an existing sidewalk. This 
standard is not applicable.  
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2. Street access shall be placed so as to ensure that vehicles entering and exiting the street 
access 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-ft in all directions within which there are 
no visual obstructions.  

 
During his review of the submitted plot plan and narrative, the City Engineer did not express any 
concerns related to safe sight distance.  

4. There shall be no more than 1 street access point for each residential lot.  
 
The property owners are proposing to expand their existing single curb cut, not create any 
additional street access points. This standard is not applicable. 
 

6. Street access shall not block the flow of drainage in gutters, drainage ditches or pipes.  
 
The City Engineer did not express any concerns related to the proposed driveway blocking the 
flow of drainage.  
 

7. Street access shall be constructed so that surface runoff runs neither from private 
property onto the City street nor from the City street onto private property.  

 
The City Engineer did not express any concerns related to the proposed driveway expansion 
directing runoff onto the City Street or adjacent private properties.  
 

8. Street access for single-family dwellings and two-family dwellings, including shared 
drives, shall not be more than 20-ft wide at the property line and 30-ft wide at the curbline.  

 
The submitted plot plan shows that the property owner is proposing to expand the existing 
driveway, which is currently ~28’-wide at the property line and curb line. Two additional feet of 
pavement will be added at the curb line for a total width of 30’ of pavement in this area, which will 
comply with this standard. Additionally, the property owner is proposing to expand the pavement 
by ~13’ at the property line, resulting in an overall driveway width of 41’ in this area. In order to 
allow for a width greater than 20’ at the property line, the Board would need to grant an exception 
from Section 23.5.4.A.8 of the LDC.   
 
During his review of the revised application materials, the City Engineer noted that Public Works 
Department Staff would prefer that the driveway maintain a consistent 41’-width from the curb 
line to the start of the parking space to reduce the likelihood of cars driving over the area of grass 
shown between the property line and curb line on the attached plot plan. When Planning Staff 
discussed this with the property owner, he said that he would like to proceed with the design as 
proposed and did not want the driveway to be 41’-wide at the curb line. The Board will need to 
make a determination as to whether or not the proposed driveway design should be modified 
based on the feedback provided by the City Engineer.  
 
In making a determination as to whether or not to grant the requested exception, the Planning 
Board will need to evaluate the criteria below, which are outlined under Section 23.5.6 of the LDC. 
The project narrative states that the unique physical characteristics of the land that create a 
hardship are the fact that the house was constructed diagonally on the lot, which creates an 
inefficient use of space. Additionally, the conversion of the former garage into an enclosed porch 
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by a previous owner has resulted in the loss of a potential parking space. The complete narrative 
addresses each of the below criteria individually and is included as an attachment to this staff 
report.  
 
“23.5.6 Exceptions to Street Access Standards  
Requests for exceptions to the street access standards in Section 23.5 shall be made in writing to 
the appropriate permit issuing authority, as defined in Section 23.5.3, which shall have authority to 
approve or disapprove a requested exception in accordance with the application and review 
procedures for street access permits in Section 26.16 and upon evaluation the following criteria.  

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.”  
11. Street access on opposite sides of the street shall be aligned or offset sufficiently, so as 

to avoid turning conflicts.  
 
This proposal does not involve the creation of a new street access point. This standard is not 
applicable. 
 

12. All street access shall be constructed to standards approved by the City Engineer.  
 
Planning Staff recommend that the Planning Board include a condition of approval related to the 
completion of a final inspection of the expanded driveway following by the City Engineer the 
completion of work to ensure that it has been constructed to the standards deemed necessary 
by the City Engineer.  
 
This is not a temporary street access, so this standard is not applicable. 
 

15 When the installation of a street access requires the cutting of trees or the disturbance of 
stone walls which are within the public right-of-way, separate permission for such cutting 
or disturbance must be obtained, in accordance with Sections 82-158 and 82-187 of the 
City Code of Ordinances, NH RSA 472:6, or other applicable laws. 

 
This proposal does not involve the cutting or trees or disturbance of stone walls within the public 
right-of-way. This standard is not applicable. 
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:  
If the Board is inclined to approve this request, the following motion is recommended:  
 
Exception Request: “Move to grant an exception from Section 23.5.4.A.8 of the Land Development 
Code to allow for a driveway width greater than 20’ at the property line.” 
 
Application Motion: “Move to approve the Street Access Permit for the expansion of the driveway 
at 15 Crestview Street with the following condition: 
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1. Following the completion of construction, a final inspection shall be performed by the City 
Engineer, or their designee, to ensure that all work was completed in accordance with the 
driveway design standards in Article 9.3 of the LDC, Street Access Standards in Article 
23.5.4.A of the LDC, and all other applicable City of Keene regulations.” 
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PB-2025-18 – SITE PLAN REVIEW – CHARITABLE GAMING FACILITY, 109-147 KEY RD 
 
Request: 
Applicant Anagnost Companies, on behalf of owner Key Road Development LLC, proposes to 
convert ~61,526-sf of existing retail space in the Key Road Plaza development into a charitable 
gaming facility for Revo Casino & Social House. The parcel is ~5.8-ac in size and is located at 
109-147 Key Rd (TMP #110-022-000) and is located in the Commerce District. 
 
Background: 
The subject parcel is an existing 5.8 ac lot located on the north side of Key Rd ~1,300 ft from 
Winchester St with Hampton Inn located directly to the south and the Key Road Plaza Shopping 
Center to the east. The parcel contains an existing shopping plaza with several multi-tenant 
commercial buildings, parking areas, and associated site improvements. The plaza contains 
businesses such as the Keene Cinemas, Sherwin-Williams Paints, and Toy City. The NH 
Department of Health & Human Services Keene District Office is also located in the plaza.  

   
The purpose of this application is to seek approval for a change of use and site plan modifications 
to accommodate approximately 15,000 SF change from a retail use to a mixed use that includes 
a charitable gaming facility with 180 gaming positions, a 75-seat restaurant, and 1,000 SF of 
associated storage space. Additional parking spaces, landscaping, parking lot lighting fixtures, 
and screening are also proposed with this application. 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig 1: Aerial of 109-147 Key Rd. located at the red star. 
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Determination of Regional Impact: 
After reviewing the application, staff have made a preliminary evaluation that the proposed Site 
Plan does not appear to have the potential for “regional impact” as defined in RSA 36:55. The 
Board will need to make a final determination as to whether the proposal, if approved, could have 
the potential for regional impact. 
 
Completeness: 
The applicant has requested an exemption from submitting separate existing and proposed 
condition plans, elevations, drainage report, soils, screening, architectural and visual analysis, 
historic evaluation, and other technical reports. After reviewing each request, Planning Staff have 
made the preliminary determination that granting the requested exemptions would have no 
bearing on the merits of the application and recommend that the Board accept the application as 
“complete.” 
 
Application Analysis: The following is a review of the Planning Board development standards 
relevant to this application.  
 
21.2 Drainage: The applicant states in their narrative that the site will not be changed in a way 

that alters drainage patterns on the property. The existing management system will 
continue to operate and no increase in runoff will be generated as no additional 
impervious surface is proposed. This standard is not applicable. 

21.3 Sediment & Erosion Control: There is no proposed earthwork associated with this project. 
This standard is not applicable. 

21.4 Snow Storage & Removal: Existing snow storage and removal operations will continue to 
function as they currently do on the site. This standard is not applicable. 

21.5 Landscaping: The proposed addition of 45 new parking spaces requires the installation of 
five (5) parking lot trees. The application proposes the installation of five (5) White Oak 
trees, three (3) to the rear of the site, one (1) along the eastern property line, and one (1) 
along Key Road. A condition of approval related to a financial security to ensure that the 
proposed landscaping survives is included in the suggested motion. It appears that this 
standard has been met. 

21.6 Screening: A six (6) ft tall solid stockade fence is proposed along approximately 190 ft of 
the northern property line to provide screening of the new parking spaces and the 
charitable gaming facility use from the adjacent multi-family residential use to the north. 
It appears that this standard has been met.  

21.7 Lighting: The applicant proposes to install two (2) wall mounted light fixtures along the 
rear of the building to provide lighting for the new parking area. The fixtures will be 
installed 15 ft high and are full cut off fixtures with a color rendering index of 80 and a 
color temperature of 3000K. 

 The photometric data does not show the average/minimum calculation that is required 
per section 21.7.4.A.2 of the LDC which requires a uniformity ratio no greater than 5:1 in 
footcandles. Staff has requested this information but at the time of this staff report the 
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information was not provided. A condition of approval related to the submittal of this 
information is included in the suggested motion language. The Board should also 
consider if additional lighting will be needed around the rear of the building to 
accommodate the usage of these new parking spaces. The Board will need to determine 
if this standard has been met. 

21.8 Sewer & Water: The applicant states in their narrative that the existing municipal water 
and sewer services will be sufficient to meet the needs of the proposed use. It appears 
that this standard has been met. 

21.9 Traffic & Access Management: The applicant states in their narrative that all traffic access 
will be from the existing street access points along Key Road. There are no proposed 
changes to the location or orientation of traffic access or vehicle circulation throughout 
the site as part of this application. The applicant proposes to create 45 new parking 
spaces within the plaza. Of the proposed 45 new spaces, 25 are proposed within the 
existing rows of parking throughout the site. The remaining 20 new parking spaces are 
proposed to the rear of the charitable gaming use near the existing loading dock. The 
Board should consider discussing with the applicant who the intended users of the rear 
parking spaces are and how they will enter the building. 

 The submitted traffic study notes the existing condition daily weekday traffic volume at 
5,416 trips for the entire plaza. Table 1 below shows the existing and proposed weekday 
daily trips and weekday PM peak hour trips. The net increase for peak hour trips is 13. The 
memo states that the proposed change of use does not reach the ITE and NHDOT 
threshold of 100 trips per peak hour to qualify this proposal as having a noticeable impact 
on surrounding street systems. It appears that this standard has been met. 

Table - 1 Weekday Daily Trips Weekday PM Peak Hour 
Existing 818 99 
Proposed 1770 112 
Net 
Increase 952 13 

 

21.10 Filling & Excavation: There is no proposed filling or excavation activity as part of this 
application. This standard is not applicable. 

21.11 Surface Waters & Wetlands: The property is fully developed, and no wetlands appear to be 
on the site. This standard is not applicable. 

21.12 Hazardous & Toxic Materials: The applicant states in their narrative that there are no 
hazardous or toxic materials associated with the proposed use. This standard has been 
met. 

21.13  Noise: The applicant states in their narrative that the noise generated by the proposed use 
would be minimal as the use will be conducted inside. They anticipate that the use would 
generate noise comparable to a movie theater or other similar use. It appears that this 
standard has been met. 
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21.14 Architecture & Visual Appearance: The applicant states that there will be no changes 
proposed to the façade of the building with this application. This standard is not 
applicable. 

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

“Approve PB-2025-18 as shown on the plan identified as “Site Plan Exhibit” prepared by 
Fieldstone Land Consultants, PLLC at a scale of 1 inch = 40 feet dated August 22, 2025 
and last revised September 15, 2025 with the following conditions prior to final approval 
and signature of the plans by the Planning Board Chair: 

1. Prior to final approval and signature by the Planning Board Chair, the following 
conditions precedent shall be met: 

A. The owner’s signature shall appear on the plan. 

B. Submittal of security for landscaping in a form and amount acceptable to the 
City Engineer. 

C. Updated photometric data showing that the proposed parking lot lighting 
meets the uniformity ratio lighting standard. 

D. Submittal of five full-size paper copies and one digital copy of the final plan. 
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MEMORANDUM

BETA GROUP, INC.
www.BETA-Inc.com

INTRODUCTION
BETA Group, Inc. (BETA) has prepared this Traffic Assessment to summarize the anticipated traffic impacts
associated with a proposed project change to the existing use at 133 Key Road in Keene, New Hampshire.
The site currently contains a 61,526 square foot strip shopping plaza within Key Road Plaza. The proposed
project includes renovating the existing 15,000 square foot Toy City store within the plaza with a 180-
gaming position charitable gaming facility, 1,000 square feet of associated storage space, and a 75-seat
restaurant.

Key Road is legislatively categorized as a Class V: Local Road, functionally classified as a Local Road, and is
under City of Keene jurisdiction. Therefore, review and approval are expected to be required with respect
to traffic through the City of Keene permitting process. In accordance with Article 21.9.1.A of the City of
Keene’s Land Development Code, a traffic study is required for any commercial, office, or industrial
development projected to generate 100 or more daily vehicle trips. This evaluation has been conducted
to summarize the anticipated traffic impacts associated with the proposed project change.

EXISTING CONDITIONS
Existing traffic volumes in the area were researched from historical data provided within New Hampshire
Department of Transportation’s (NHDOT’s) Transportation Data Management System (TDMS) database.
NHDOT conducts a three-year traffic count program along Key Road west of Old Key Road.1 The most
recent traffic counts collected and uploaded to the NHDOT traffic-volume database for this location were
from July 2025.

On Wednesday, July 16, 2025, the traffic volumes along Key Road west of Old Key Road experienced the
highest peak hour demands during the commuting periods between 8:00-9:00 AM and between 5:00-6:00
PM, as well as during the midday period between 1:00-2:00 PM. On Saturday, July 12, 2025, the highest
peak hour demand along Key Road occurred between 1:00-2:00 PM. The NHDOT historical data are
summarized in Table 1 and are provided in the Appendix.

1  NHDOT TDMS, Key Road west of Old Key Road, Keene. (Location ID: 82237137).

Date: August 28, 2025
To: Chad Brannon

Fieldstone Land Consultants, PLLC
45 Roxbury Street
Keene, NH 03431

From: Jason R. Plourde, PE, PTP
Subject: Traffic Assessment

133 Key Road Proposed Project Change
Keene, New Hampshire
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Table 1 – Existing Traffic Volume Summary

Location/Time Period
Daily Traffic

Volume (vpd) a
Peak Hour Traffic

Volume (vph) b
K-Factor

(percent) c

Key Road west of Old Key Road
Weekday Daily 5,416 -- --
Weekday AM Peak Hour -- 180 3.3
Weekday Midday -- 495 9.2
Weekday PM Peak Hour -- 458 8.5
Saturday Daily 5,756
Saturday Peak Hour -- 579 10.0
a In vehicles per day. Collected on Wednesday, July 16, 2025, and on Saturday July 12, 2025.
b In vehicles per hour. Collected on Wednesday, July 16, 2025, and on Saturday, July 12, 2025.
c Percent of average daily traffic occurring during the peak hour.

The K-factor is the proportion of daily traffic that occurs in an hour. This factor helps traffic engineers in
analyzing and designing roadways to meet the demands of varying traffic conditions. Many rural and
urban roadways experience a K-factor that falls between 9.0 and 10.0 percent. The K-factor may exceed
10.0 percent for roadways with heavy peak traffic demand.2 Higher K-factors are generally experienced
along commuting routes and in residential areas when people are driving to and from work. In retail areas,
the K-factors are typically higher during the weekday midday, weekday evening, and Saturday midday
peaks.

As shown in Table 1, the K-factors along Key Road during the weekday AM and PM commuting peaks are
below the typical range (9.0-10.0), which suggests that traffic volumes along Key Road may have had a
relatively even distribution of traffic throughout the day, or that traffic volumes were not the highest
during the weekday commuting peak hours. During the weekday midday and Saturday midday peaks, Key
Road is shown to have higher K-factors when customers are typically patronizing the retail establishments
along Key Road.

BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES
As evaluated within this Traffic Assessment, the proposed development consists of replacing the existing
15,000 square foot toy store with a 180-gaming position charitable gaming facility, 1,000 square feet of
associated storage space, and a 75-seat restaurant.

2  Dowling, Richard, et al. Planning and Preliminary Engineering Applications Guide to the Highway
Capacity Manual. National Cooperative Highway Research Program Report 825, Washington, DC:
National Academy of Sciences, 2016.
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TRIP GENERATION

Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip rates were reviewed to estimate the additional volume of
traffic to be generated by the proposed project change.3 Table 2 summarizes the ITE trip-generation
estimates for the proposed development. The trip-generation calculations are provided in the Appendix.

Based on ITE trip-generation methodologies, the proposed project change is estimated to generate
13 additional vehicle trips (10 entering and 3 exiting) during the weekday PM peak hour of adjacent street
traffic, 63 additional vehicle trips (35 entering and 28 exiting) during the weekday PM peak hour of
generator, and 53 additional vehicle trips (31 entering and 22 exiting) during the Saturday peak hour of
generator.

In accordance with ITE methodologies4 and New Hampshire Department of Transportation (NHDOT)
general guidance,5 a development may result in a noticeable change in vehicular operations if the addition
of site trips would increase peak hour traffic volumes at an intersection by 100 vehicles or more. Traffic
increases less than this threshold could be attributed to the fluctuation of vehicles due to driver patterns
that occur during the day, on different days of a week, or different months of a year. Based on standard
traffic engineering practice and methodologies, the proposed development is not projected to meet this
threshold during the weekday PM peak hour of adjacent street traffic, weekday PM peak hour of
generator, and Saturday peak hour of generator. Therefore, standard traffic engineering practice suggests
that the proposed development would not be expected to result in noticeable impacts to the adjacent
roadway system.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
In summary, traffic engineering practice suggests that the additional vehicular trips associated with the
proposed project change do not meet the ITE and NHDOT 100 vehicle per hour increase threshold for
which developments may have a noticeable impact.

3 Institute of Transportation Engineers. Trip Generation Manual, 11th ed. Washington, DC, Sept. 2021.
4 Institute of Transportation Engineers. Transportation Impact Analyses for Site Development: An ITE

Proposed Recommended Practice. Washington, DC. 2010.
5 Bollinger, Robert E. Inter-Department Communication. New Hampshire Department of Transportation,

Bureau of Traffic. 17 Feb. 2010.
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CITY OF KEENE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 

ITEM #K.2. 

 
     

Meeting Date: July 17, 2025 
    

To: Mayor and Keene City Council 
    

From: Donald Lussier, Public Works Director 
    

Through: Elizabeth Ferland, City Manager 
     
Subject: Relating to an Amended Return of Layout for a Public Right-of-Way known 

as Grove Street and Relating to a Deed for land removed from the Right-of-
Way and an Easement for Public Infrastructure 
Petition - Public Works Director 
Resolution R-2025-26 
Resolution R-2025-27 

     
  

Council Action: 
In City Council July 17, 2025. 
Referred to the Municipal Services, Facilities and Infrastructure Committee and Planning 
Board. Site visit scheduled for September 4, 2025 at 5:30 PM. Public hearing to be held 
September 4, 2025 at 7:00 PM. 
  

Recommendation: 
That the Mayor set a date and time for a site visit and public hearing on a Petition to Amend the 
Layout of Grove Street; and further that the attached petition be referred along with Resolutions R-
2025-26 and R-2025-27 to the Municipal Services, Facilities and Infrastructure Committee as well as 
the Planning Board for their consideration and recommendations. 
  

Attachments: 
1. 2025 0715 Petition to amend the Layout of Grove Street 
2. R-2025-26 Relating to an Amended Return of Layout for a Public Right-of-Way known as Grove 

Street 
3. R-2025-27 Relating to a Deed for land removed from the Right-of-Way and an Easement for 

Public Infrastructure 
  

Background: 
On December 18, 2014, the Keene City Council authorized the acceptance of a deed and the 
modification of the Grove Street layout. These actions were taken in order to widen the roadway at its 
intersection with Water Street. The anticipated development project that required the addition of a 
dedicated left turn lane never came to fruition. In recent years, Public Works has received requests 
from the public to reconfigure the Grove Street / Water Street intersection to better align with 
Community Way and to eliminate the left turn lane. A recently completed traffic study suggests that 
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this request can be safely accommodated. 
 
In addition, Habitat for Humanity has requested that the City return a strip of land acquired from 
parcel No. 585-057 in 2015. This narrow strip of land along the eastern parcel boundary will allow the 
non-profit organization to pursue development of a duplex on the property instead of a single-family 
home. 
 
The attached petition would remove a strip of land, ranging in width from less than three feet to 
approximately 5 feet, from the public right-of-way. A portion of the original 2015 property acquisition 
will be retained, as it is needed to accommodate existing public infrastructure.  Although Public 
Works believes the land is not needed for existing public infrastructure or orderly traffic operation, 
removal of the strip from the right-of-way will likely preclude any future construction of a sidewalk 
along the west side of Grove Street. 
 
If the City Council agrees to amend the layout of the roadway, Resolution R-2025-27 will authorize 
the City Manager to execute a deed conveying the land removed from the public right-of-way to the 
adjacent property owner. In exchange, the City will receive an easement from the property owner to 
retain the current public infrastructure (i.e., a fire hydrant), in its current location. 
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CITY  OF  KEENE

In the Year of Our Lord Two Thousand and             Twenty Five

A RESOLUTION    Relating to an Amended Return of Layout for a Public Right-of-Way known as Grove 

Street

Resolved by the City Council of the City of Keene, as follows:

WHEREAS the Keene City Council has received a “Petition for an Amended Layout of Grove Street”; and,

WHEREAS at a regularly scheduled City Council meeting on July 17, 2025, the Mayor scheduled a site 
visit and public hearing to occur on August 21, 2025, and directed the City Clerk to make appropriate 
notifications to the petitioner and affected property owners; and,

WHEREAS the Petition was referred to the Planning Board in accordance with RSA 670:40; and,

WHEREAS the City Council made a personal examination of the requested amendments at a properly 
noticed site visit conducted on August 21, 2025, and heard testimony from concerned parties at a 
property noticed public hearing held that same day; and,

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT:

The Keene City Council is of the opinion that for the accommodation of the public there is occasion to 
amend the layout of Grove Street for the purposes of altering the highway, utilities and other public 
improvements as described in a “Petition for an Amended Layout of Grove Street” dated July 15, 2025, 
subject to the following conditions:

1. Approval of the final plans and construction by the City Engineer.

2. All expenses associated and in connection with the Petition shall be borne by the petitioner.

3. All affected property owners shall provide a written Waiver of Damages in a form satisfactory to 
the City Attorney.

4. All documentation is in a content and form acceptable to the City Attorney, City Engineer, and 
Planning Director.

_________________________________

Jay V. Kahn, Mayor
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R-2025-27

CITY  OF  KEENE

In the Year of Our Lord Two Thousand and             Twenty Five

A RESOLUTION    Relating to a Deed for land removed from the Right-of-Way and an Easement for 

Public Infrastructure

Resolved by the City Council of the City of Keene, as follows:

The City Manager be and hereby is authorized  to:

1. Execute a deed conveying land removed from the public Right-of-Way as described in 
Resolution R-2025-26 back to the owner of the adjacent parcel; and,

2. To accept an easement to operate, maintain, repair, and replace an existing fire hydrant 
installed within the land to be conveyed; and, 

3. To apply to the Keene Planning Board for a Boundary Line Adjustment, or other such land use 
applications as the Community Development Director may deem necessary; and, 

4. To do all things necessary to carry out the Resolution R-2025-26.

_________________________________

Jay V. Kahn, Mayor

Page 186 of 188

In City Council July 17, 2025.
Referred to the Municipal Services, Facilities and Infrastructure Committee and Planning
Board. Site visit scheduled for September 4, 2025 at 5:30 PM. Public hearing to be held
September 4, 2025 at 7:00 PM.

City Clerk
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City of Keene 
New Hampshire 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Mayor and City Council -J ,, 
Rhett Lamb, Planning Director\L..V' 

November 12, 2014 

Planning Board recommendation regarding R-2014-22 and R-2014-23 -
Resolution relating to the layout of Grove Street and the acquisition of land to be 
added to the existing layout. 

At its meeting of October 27, 2014 the Planning Board voted to recommend adoption of 
R-2014-22 and R-2014-23. 

BACKGROUND 
Mr. Lamb stated that new road layouts under the statute are being referred to the Planning 
Board; the City Council does have the final say but the Planning Board can provide advice to 
the Council. In this case there is a petition filed by the City's Public Works Department to widen 
the approaches to Grove Street to add turn lanes at the southern end of Marlboro Street and at 
the northern end of Grove Street. It was part of the improvements carried out to accommodate 
the additional traffic and the development on the Railroad property. 

The petition before the Planning Board adds to the layout of three parcels at the south end of 
Grove Street on the Savings Bank of Walpole side which is the land acquired from the bank. 
Also, at the corner of Jennison Street, a small corner to accommodate the sidewalk; and at the 
other end where Water Street, Grove Street and Community Way come together to widen the 
road. 

Mr. Lamb stated that there are two Resolutions before the Planning Board; R-2014-22 and 
R-2014-23 for the acceptance of land for the amended portions of Grove Street and the return 
of land to the portions of Grove Street. He indicated that the action the Planning Board would be 
taking is to recommend that the City Council approve the petitions for the amendment to Grove 
Street. Mayor Lane stated that what is happening is a formality because the road has already 
been built. Mr. Lamb added that the amendment puts it in a status of a public highway. 

A motion was made by Michael Welsh that the Planning Board approve the petitions for the 
amendment to Grove Street. The motion was seconded by Gary Spykman and was 
unanimously approved. 
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CITY OF I<EENE GA2 
R-2014-22 

ln the Year of Our Lord Two Thousand and Fourteen ..................................................................................................... , .................. . 

A RESOLUTION ....... ~~9-~.:f.~:~~.~~~~~-~TA..~.~~~ .. ~.~-~.A..~~.~!'::?..?~.I-~!?~ .. ~?:~.~-~~~~!?.~~- .................................. . 
PORTIONS OF LA YOUTGROVE STREET 

Resolved by the City Council of the City of Keene, as follows: 

That the City Council of the City of Keene accepts and hereby 
does accept conveyances from Savings Bank of Walpole, and, 
Michael Lynch and Jeanette Wright for property along Grove 
Street as described in the attached Warranty Deeds. 

That the City Manager be and hereby is authorized to accept deeds 
for the land described in the attached Warranty Deeds. 

This Resolution is conditional upon all documentation be in a fonn 
and content acceptable to the City Attorney, City Engineer, and 
Planning Director. · 

Kendall W. Lane, Mayor 

In City Council October 2, 2014. 

Referred to the Planning Board and the Municipal 

Services, Facilities and Infrastructure Committee. 

Site visit scheduled for 5:30 PM, Thursday, November 

6, 2014. Public Hearing scheduled for the same evening 

at 7:00 PM in Council Chambers. 

City Clerk 
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I YO KEENE 

In the Year of Our Lord Two Thousand and .......... f~~r.~~~~~ ........................................................................................... . 

A RESOLUTION ...... X£?.~.!.~~~.~.~-~~-~!:!?..~~T~.~~ .. ?.r.' ... ~~X?..~:!.'.?..1.~:.~.~Y~.~!.~ .. ~~?.!:!..?.~ ......................... . 
WAY KNOWN AS GROVE STREET 

Resolved by the City Council of the City of Keene, as follows: 

PA'iSED 

The Keene City Council is of the opinion that for the accommodation of the 
public there is occasion to amend the layout of Grove Street for the purposes of 
altering a higlnvay, utilities or other public improvements as described in the 
attached Return of Layout and said Petition, subject to the following conditions: 

1. Approval of the final plans and construction by the City Engineer. 

2. All expenses associated an in connection with the lay Qut and 
acceptance of request street, utilities, and/or public improvement 
borne by the petitioner. 

3. Construction and acceptance by the Public Works Director or 
his/her designee of the laid out utilities, and/or other public 
improvements within a thirty-six (36) month period from the 
approval vote by the City Council 

4. All documentation is in a content and form acceptable to the City 
Attorney, City Engineer, and Planning Director. 

5. If construction has not started within the twenty-four (24) month 
period from the date of Council action, said approval of lay out 
shall not become effective and can only be extended upon petition 
to the City Council. 

Kendall W. Lane, Mayor 

In City Council October 2, 2014. 
Referred to the Planning Board and the Municipal Services, 

Facilities and Infrastructure Committee. Site visit scheduled for 

5:30 PM, Thursday, November 6, 2014. Public Hearing scheduled 

for the same evening at 7:00 PM in Council Chambers. 

City Clerk 
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From: Mari Brunner
To: Kathleen Richards; Evan Clements
Cc: Megan Fortson; Emily Duseau
Subject: RE: For distribution to Planning Board
Date: Wednesday, September 17, 2025 11:43:34 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image006.png

Thank you Kathleen, we will include this in the September 29 Planning Board agenda packet.
 
Best,
Mari
 
From: Kathleen Richards <krichards@keenenh.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2025 10:04 AM
To: Mari Brunner <mbrunner@keenenh.gov>; Evan Clements <eclements@keenenh.gov>
Subject: For distribution to Planning Board
 
Hello Mari and Evan,

The below communications is being distributed by our office to the Mayor and City Council.
 
Would you please also distribute that to the Planning Board.

My best,
Kathleen
 

Kathleen Richards
DEPUTY CITY CLERK

External: (603) 352-0133 x2
Internal: x6029
krichards@keenenh.gov
3 Washington Street, Keene, NH 03431
KeeneNH.gov

 

          
 

 
 
 
From: Erik Murphy <erikmurphy@me.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2025 9:42 AM
To: Kathleen Richards <krichards@keenenh.gov>
Cc: Joan Murphy <joangmurphy@me.com>
Subject: Please distribute to the City Council
 
Keene City Council and Planning Board:

We are opposed to the ordinance until the "6 dwelling units by right" change is
removed.
 
The reason for this letter is to request the addition of three requirements to the
6-unit ordinance:

1. Require site plan for 4–6 units
Trigger administrative/site-plan review for projects >4 units in MD so
staff can check stormwater, waste storage, snow storage, and fire
access (apparatus turning, hydrant offsets). Reference NFPA 1
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access width in the checklist.  
2. Stormwater/LID standard for 4–6 units
Require on-site infiltration sized per the NH Stormwater Manual
(with underdrains where soils are poor) and a canopy/trees
standard (e.g., 1 new shade tree per 2 spaces paved).  ￼
3. Curb management in MD blocks
Direct Public Works/KFD to pre-mark fire lanes where needed, add
stop bar/daylighting at corners with frequent curb saturation, and be
ready to pilot RPP on the first blocks that exceed occupancy
thresholds at night.  ￼

 
ALONGSIDE THE ORDINANCE
Adopting specific mitigations can also reduce the negative impact of new 6-unit
dwellings:
 
A) Parking & curb management

On-street spillover is the typical complaint when minimums of 6 units fit
on legacy lots. Neighbor pushback often cites overflow and character. 

Safety at intersections. More parked cars closer to corners can hide
people biking/walking. Similar cities now “daylight” corners (remove the
first parking space) to improve sight lines. Expect trade-offs with curb
space.   

Mitigations: adopt corner-daylighting rules; signed residential permit
zones or time limits; allow/require shared parking; keep new
driveways/curb cuts to alleys or side streets to preserve on-street supply
and sight lines.

B) Fire & emergency access

Narrowed clear width from heavy on-street parking can impede
apparatus. Standard fire-code language requires 20–26 ft clear widths
and multiple access routes for taller/larger buildings (IFC §503 &
Appendix D).  

Mitigations: stripe “no-parking” fire lanes; require turn-radius
templates in site plan review; ensure aerial apparatus setbacks for
anything >30 ft tall (common with stacked sixplexes).  

C) Water, sewer & stormwater

Localized capacity pinch points (old 4–6” mains, low-pressure zones, or
flat sanitary runs) may trigger service upgrades.
In older New England towns with combined sewers, added roof/driveway
area can worsen CSO risk during heavy rain unless offset by green
infrastructure. EPA guidance is explicit on using LID to curb CSOs.  
Mitigations: require on-site LID (bioretention, permeable paving, tree
canopy targets), roof-leader disconnection, and post-
construction stormwater controls per the MS4 program; use modeling
tools (e.g., EPA SSOAP/SWMM) during review to verify downstream
capacity.  

Please consider both recommendations for improving the ordinance, bringing
flexibility to developers and landlords and protecting the safety and beauty of
medium density neighborhoods. If no revisions are made to the proposed
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ordinance we stand in opposition.

Respectfully,
Erik & Joan Murphy
287 Roxbury Street Keene NH 03431
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