
 
 

KEENE PLANNING BOARD 
Council Chambers, Keene City Hall 

August 24, 2026 
6:30 PM 

 

 
 
 
    
A. CALL TO ORDER & ROLL CALL 
    
B. MINUTES FROM PRECEDING MEETING 
  1. July 27, 2026 
    
C. EXTENSION REQUESTS 
    
D. FINAL VOTE ON CONDITIONAL APPROVALS 
  1. Applications Ready for Final Approval 
    
E. BOUNDARY LINE ADJUSTMENT 
    
F. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
    
G. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
  1. PB-26-21 - Major Site Plan - Bensonwood Parking Lot Modifications, 25 

Production Ave - Applicant Bensonwood, on behalf of owner LIDA Realty 
LLC, proposes to construct a new 46-space employee parking area and 
make associated site improvements on the parcel at 25 Production Ave 
(TMP #110-007-000). The parcel is 6.87-ac in size and is located in the 
Industrial District.  

    
H. OTHER BUSINESS 
  1. Opportunity Zone 2.0 Nomination 
    
I. STAFF UPDATES 
    
J. NEW BUSINESS 
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  UPCOMING DATES OF INTEREST 
  • Joint Planning Board and PLD Committee — September 14 at 6:30 PM 
  • Planning Board Steering Committee — September 15 at 12:00 PM 

  • Planning Board Site Visit — September 23 at 8:00 AM — To be 
Confirmed 

  • Planning Board Meeting — September 28 at 6:30 PM 
    
K. MORE TIME ITEMS 
    
  ADJOURNMENT 
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City of Keene 1 

New Hampshire 2 

 3 

 4 

PLANNING BOARD 5 

MEETING MINUTES 6 

 7 

Monday, July 27, 2026 6:30 PM Council Chambers, 

City Hall 

Members Present: 

Harold Farrington, Chair 

Michael Hoefer  

Kenneth Kost 

Mayor Jay V. Kahn (Remote) 

Councilor Molly Ellis 

Joseph Cocivera, Alternate 

 

Members Not Present: 

Roberta Mastrogiovanni, Vice Chair 

David Bergeron  

Andrew Madison 

Stephon Mehu, Alternate 

Tammy Adams, Alternate 

Staff Present: 

Mari Brunner, Senior Planner  

Megan Fortson, Planner 

 

 

 

 

  

 8 

A. Call to Order & Roll Call 9 

 10 

Chair Farrington called the meeting to order at 6:30 PM and a roll call was taken. Joseph Cocivera 11 

was invited to join the meeting as a voting member and Mayor Jay Kahn was attending the meeting 12 

remotely via Microsoft Teams. 13 

 14 

B. MINUTES FROM PRECEDING MEETING – JUNE 22, 2026 15 

 16 

Chair Farrington offered the following corrections: 17 

 18 

Line 160 – the word should be changed from “peer” to “pier”  19 

 20 

Lines 572 and 574: Conditions subsequent #3 and 4 should be renumbered as 2.E and 2.F. 21 

 22 

A motion was made by Kenneth Kost that the Planning Board approve the June 22, 2026 meeting 23 

minutes as amended. The motion was seconded by Joseph Cocivera and was unanimously 24 

approved by roll call vote. 25 

 26 

C. Extension Requests 27 

 28 

None 29 

 30 
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D. FINAL VOTE ON CONDITIONAL APPROVALS  31 

 32 

None 33 

 34 

E. BOUNDARY LINE ADJUSTMENT 35 

 36 

1. PB-26-18 – Boundary Line Adjustment – Applicant Ashley Fetchero, on behalf of 37 

owners Ashley and John Fetchero and Charles Henry, proposes to transfer ~0.09-38 

ac of land from the ~0.58-ac parcel at 35 Kendall Rd to the ~0.45-ac parcel at 39 39 

Kendall Rd (TMP#s 540-013-000 & 540-012- 000). Both properties are in the Low 40 

Density District. 41 

 42 

A. Board Determination of Completeness 43 

 44 

Planner Megan Fortson stated the applicant has requested exemptions from submitting separate 45 

existing and proposed conditions plans and all technical reports. After reviewing each request, 46 

Planning Staff have made the preliminary determination that granting the requested exemptions 47 

would have no bearing on the merits of the application and recommend that the Board accept the 48 

application as “complete.” 49 

 50 

A motion was made by Kenneth Kost to accept the application as complete. The motion was 51 

seconded by David Bergeron and was unanimously approved on a roll call vote 52 

  53 

B. Public Hearing      54 

 55 

Mr. Jon Lefebvre of Fieldstone Land Consultants addressed the Board on behalf of the property 56 

owners. Mr. Lefebvre stated this request is to adjust the common lot line between the two 57 

properties. He stated this application was before the Board a few months ago, but his team missed 58 

the deadline for addressing the precedent conditions of approval prior to the expiration of the 59 

conditional approval. He stated adjusting the lot line would actually bring the lots into more 60 

conformity. This also provides more yard space for the two properties.  He added he also has copies 61 

of the Mylar should the Board wish to sign them tonight. This concluded the applicant’s 62 

presentation. 63 

 64 

Staff comments were next. 65 

 66 

Ms. Fortson stated this application was before the Board in October of last year and explained that 67 

when a project is conditionally approved, the applicant has 180 days to meet their precedent 68 

conditions of approval. For the previous application, the conditions were the submittal of mylars 69 

and recording fees; having the property owners sign the plans; and the completion of a lot 70 

monument inspection. The conditional approval expired on April 26, 2026 and the only condition 71 

that had been met was the inspection of the new lot monuments. She explained that the applicant 72 

has come back to the Board with the exact same application, which involves the transfer of ~0.10   73 

acre of land one parcel to the other. 74 

 75 
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Ms. Fortson noted both properties are located in the Low Density District. Staff has made the 76 

preliminary determination that this application does not have the potential to be a development of 77 

regional impact. 78 

 79 

She next reviewed the subdivision and boundary line adjustment standards as follows: 80 

• Both parcels are going to be in compliance with all necessary zoning dimensional 81 

requirements. 82 

• There is no development as part of the application that would affect the character of the 83 

land for the subdivision. 84 

• There is no scattered or premature development. 85 

• There are no existing features that need to be preserved. 86 

• The monumentation requirements have been satisfied with the setting and inspection of the 87 

new lot monuments. 88 

• Ms. Fortson added that although the southwestern corner of both parcels is located within 89 

the 100-year floodplain, there is no development proposed, so this is not a concern. 90 

• There are no concerns related to fire protection and water supply. 91 

• There are no concerns related to utilities. 92 

 93 

Ms. Fortson went on to say the motion before the Board this evening is to approve the application 94 

with three conditions precedent. Staff has received the mylars, the plans, and the check, so staff’s 95 

recommendation would be to conditionally approve the application subject to having the owner 96 

sign the plans. 97 

 98 

The Chair asked for public comment. With no comment from the public, the Chair closed the 99 

public hearing. 100 

 101 

C. Board Discussion and Action 102 

 103 

A motion was made by Kenneth Kost that the Planning Board approve PB-26-18 as shown on the 104 

plan identified as “Lot Line Adjustment Plan” prepared by Fieldstone Land Consultants, PLLC at 105 

a scale of 1 inch = 20 feet on August 25, 2025 and last revised on February 2, 2026 with the 106 

following conditions precedent to final approval and signature of the plans by the Planning Board 107 

Chair:  108 

 109 

1. Owners’ signatures appear on the proposed BLA plan.  110 

2. Submittal of two (2) mylar copies of the plans.  111 

3. Submittal of a check in the amount of $51 made out to the City of Keene to cover recording 112 

fees. 113 

 114 

The motion was seconded by Michael Hoefer and carried on a unanimous roll call vote. 115 

 116 

F. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING 117 

 118 

1. PB-26-16 – Cottage Court Conditional Use Permit – Applicant Zack Leroy, on 119 

behalf of owner Michael Evan, proposes to convert a two-family home into a 120 

triplex by adding a dwelling unit to the second story of the attached barn. The 121 
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~.21-ac parcel at 128-130 School St (TMP# 555-001- 000) is in the Low Density 122 

District.  123 

 124 

A. Board Determination of Completeness 125 

 126 

Planner Megan Fortson stated the applicant has requested exemptions from submitting separate 127 

existing and proposed conditions plans, a grading plan, a lighting plan, a landscaping plan, and all 128 

technical reports. Staff recommend that the Board grant these exemptions and accept the 129 

application as complete. 130 

 131 

A motion was made by Kenneth Kost to accept this application as complete. The motion was 132 

seconded by Councilor Ellis and was unanimously approved on a roll call vote 133 

 134 

B. Public Hearing      135 

 136 

Mr. Zack LeRoy, representing the owner, addressed the Board. Mr. LeRoy stated this request is 137 

for the addition of a third unit on this existing property. He stated currently there is an existing 138 

two-family house with an attached barn on the property. He noted there is a large living space 139 

already in the barn and the applicant would like to convert it into an actual living space by adding 140 

a bathroom, kitchen and bedroom. He noted there is plenty of parking on the property. This 141 

concluded the applicant’s comments.  142 

 143 

Mr. Kost asked whether the existing parking is adequate for what is being proposed.  Mr. LeRoy 144 

stated they have space to reconstruct the driveway to add spaces, but currently as it stands, there 145 

is adequate parking. He noted there is a parking plan included in the Board’s packet. He referred 146 

to the five spaces shown on the plan.  147 

 148 

Mayor Kahn stated parking was the issue raised by neighbors and he questioned how many tenants 149 

are in the current residence. Mr. LeRoy stated the current residence has two adults in each unit and 150 

one child. The Mayor asked whether this property was owner-occupied. Mr. LeRoy answered in 151 

the affirmative. Mr. LeRoy went on to say that under the Cottage Court Ordinance, they are 152 

allowed to have fewer parking spots per unit. There are currently seven existing bedrooms with 153 

and a total of four parking spaces. 154 

 155 

The Mayor asked whether this necessitates a Cottage Court application. It was indicated this 156 

question would be addressed during staff comments. 157 

 158 

Staff comments were next.  159 

 160 

Ms. Fortson stated this property is located in the Low Density District and the only way for a 161 

triplex to be developed would be to go through the Cottage Court process because this use is not 162 

permitted by right in the LD District. 163 

 164 

Ms. Fortson went on to say that this is an existing 2.1-acre residential lot located on the western 165 

side of School Street approximately 130 feet south of the intersection with Leverett Street. She 166 

indicated that this property contains an existing duplex, which was built in 1880 and has 167 
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approximately 2,800 square feet of living area. Attached to the rear of the duplex is an 168 

approximately 600 square foot barn, which is connected to the main building by an above-ground 169 

breezeway. 170 

 171 

The property also contains a driveway with four parking spaces. The purpose of this application is 172 

to convert the second floor of the barn into another dwelling unit, which would be approximately 173 

600 square feet in size. This unit would only contain one bedroom. The exterior of the barn is 174 

proposed to be changed by installing a door to provide access to the unit. She noted that there are 175 

no other changes proposed to the building exterior or the site itself. 176 

 177 

In terms of regional impact, Ms. Fortson stated staff did not feel the proposal had the potential for 178 

regional impact.  179 

 180 

In regards to departmental comments, staff did hear back from the City Engineer. As required by 181 

the State Building Code, a meter pit and a back flow preventer will need to be installed at the 182 

property line. 183 

 184 

Ms. Fortson stated because that this application involves the creation of fewer than five units, it is 185 

not subject to Major Site Plan Review. She next the reviewed Cottage Court Conditional Use 186 

Permit standards outlined under Article 17 of the Land Development Code (LDC). 187 

 188 

She stated that as mentioned earlier, this application proposes to convert an existing duplex into a 189 

triplex by converting the loft in the attached barn. The new unit will be attached horizontally to 190 

the existing duplex, thereby meeting the triplex definition. That standard has been met. 191 

 192 

In terms of development types that are allowed, the project is going to be developed on a single 193 

parcel of land with a property management entity to manage the rental units. That standard has 194 

been met. 195 

 196 

She then reviewed the Conditional Use Permit Standards outlined under Section 17.5.3 of Article 197 

17  of the LDC: 198 

 199 

• Dwelling Unit Size.: The proposed 600-sf unit is well below the 1,250-sf gross floor area 200 

(gfa) maximum required for Cottage Courts and is also below the 900-sf building footprint 201 

that is required.  That standard has been met. 202 

• Parking: She explained that a maximum of one parking space per bedroom or a minimum 203 

of one space per unit could be provided. For this application, the minimum number of 204 

parking spaces required would be three and the maximum that could be provided would be 205 

seven for the proposal. The applicant is proposing four parking spaces, so this standard 206 

appears to be met.  207 

• Building Separation: She noted that this standard is not applicable to the proposal because 208 

the barn is already attached. 209 

• Driveways: The existing driveway will continue to be utilized in its current configuration. 210 

That standard is met. 211 

• Screening: She explained that this standard is not applicable in this situation, given the fact 212 

that it is an existing barn that is proposed to be converted. It is not being enlarged or 213 
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increased in height. The intensity of the building form on the property will not be changed 214 

as there are no additional structures or exterior building additions that may alter the existing 215 

form. However, the Board will need to determine if additional screening may be needed.  216 

• Architectural Guidelines: Not applicable because again, this is an existing building that is 217 

being converted. 218 

 219 

In terms of a recommended motion, Ms. Fortson stated this application is ready for final approval. 220 

In the staff report, staff included two precedent conditions of approval. The first was the submittal 221 

of five copies of the final plans and the second was the submittal of revised plans showing the 222 

correct number of proposed dwelling units. Ms. Fortson noted the that applicant has satisfied both 223 

of those conditions and the property owner has signed the plans. Staff would recommend that the 224 

Board issue final approval this evening. This concluded staff comments.  225 

 226 

Councilor Ellis noted that one of the abutter letters indicates that this this property was located in 227 

the Historic District and asked for clarification. Ms. Fortson stated that this parcel is located in 228 

close proximity to, but not within, the Downtown Historic District.  229 

 230 

Mr. Hoefer asked if there was some sort of a connector between the main house and the barn for 231 

fire safety issues. Ms. Fortson stated the floating hallway is what makes this a triplex and noted 232 

that she has not heard any concerns regarding life safety issues.  From looking at the plans, she 233 

stated she wasn’t sure if the hallway was going to be accessible from the new unit. Ms. Brunner 234 

stated that it was and noted the area in the breezeway is going to be utilized as a laundry facility. 235 

She added that the separation between the units is subject to the building and fire code. She went 236 

on to explain this application was reviewed by Building and Fire Department Staff, who did not 237 

express any concerns during their review of this application. She added that these aspects of the 238 

project would be reviewed as part of the building permit process. 239 

 240 

Mr. Kost referred to the letters submitted by abutters and asked if there were any standards with 241 

which the applicant did not comply. 242 

 243 

Ms. Fortson stated this was a difficult application; All Standards in the Land Development Code 244 

as it pertains to the Cottage Court Conditional Use Permit (CUP) have been met. This is why staff 245 

is recommending final approval tonight; however, she noted that staff has heard from members of 246 

the public, are concerned about the proposal based on the behavior of individuals who have lived 247 

in these units previously. She noted this is not something that is under the purview of the Planning 248 

Board. If there are verbal altercations, those are issues that would need to be reported to the Police 249 

Department and are not addressed under the Cottage Court Standards.  250 

 251 

Similarly, if there were to be issues with property maintenance, it would be addressed by the City’s 252 

Code Enforcement Officer, Ryan Lawless. This again would not be addressed under the Cottage 253 

Court Standards.  254 

 255 

Ms. Brunner added there are two areas in the Cottage Court ordinance where there is some 256 

discretion on the Board’s part. The first is the screening standard, which has been reviewed by Ms. 257 

Fortson. There are also architectural guidelines. Ms. Brunner noted the applicant is not really 258 
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proposing to change much to the exterior of the barn. She indicated those two areas are where there 259 

is some level of discretion for the Board. 260 

 261 

Councilor Ellis referred to the abutter letters where it is indicated there is the potential for the 262 

owner to vacate the main residence and rent it out, which she indicated they could do after living 263 

in the main residence for one year. She asked whether living in the main residence is a condition. 264 

Ms. Fortson stated that with an Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) you could technically have two 265 

units on any property where there is a single-family home and one of the units is owner-occupied 266 

in Keene, but there is no timeframe attached to it.  267 

 268 

Ms. Brunner added that in a residential zoning district, you can have a single-family home by right 269 

without having to go through a Planning Board process. An ADU  is considered to be “accessory” 270 

to the primary single-family residence, but only if one of those two units is owner-occupied in 271 

perpetuity. You cannot lose owner occupancy and still keep the status of an ADU. At that point, a 272 

property would become a duplex or 2-unit rental. 273 

 274 

Chair Farrington referred to page 33 of the agenda packet, which showed aerial imagery and asked 275 

whether there was enough room at the end of the driveway if a car is parked for other cars to make 276 

the turn and enter the other spots. Ms. Fortson felt this was nebulous. She did not feel somebody 277 

would have room for 5th parking spot because typically a parking spot has to be eight feet wide by 278 

18 feet long. The spot on the southernmost area near the property boundary is probably not eight 279 

feet wide. She added they could use it as a parking space but whether or not it would actually 280 

function as a proper parking space, she wasn’t sure. However, the other spaces should be able to 281 

function properly.  282 

 283 

The Chair asked for Mr. LeRoy’s comment on this issue. Mr. LeRoy stated the architect’s plan 284 

does not accurately depict the space they really have. He stated that there was actually more space 285 

closer to the barn. He stated currently five cars have parked in the lot and are able to move in and 286 

out. He added it could be tight if someone parked a large truck.  287 

 288 

Mr. Hoefer referred to Section 17.5.3 of the LDC, “Parking Minimums,” which states that one 289 

space per unit is required. He asked whether this would mean only three spaces are required for 290 

this property. Ms. Fortson agreed it does.  291 

 292 

The Chair asked for public comment. 293 

 294 

Ms. Mary Ida Kendall of 127 School Street addressed the Board first. Ms. Kendall stated she is 295 

concerned how this additional unit would devalue the neighborhood and noted this is a Low 296 

Density neighborhood. She noted there are a few duplexes, but said she felt this triplex would be 297 

too much density for the neighborhood.  She called the Board’s attention to this property being 298 

located next to a school. Ms. Kendall noted she paid half a million dollars for her property to be 299 

located in a Low Density neighborhood, but that won’t be the case with a triplex across the street. 300 

 301 

She added that once this property is not owner-occupied, the living situation could change and 302 

stated that this property has had troublesome tenants in the past. She felt what is proposed on this 303 

property negates the values of the other residents. 304 
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 305 

Ms. Ruth Venezia of 138 School Street was the next speaker. She stated she has lived in her 306 

property for 44 years. She stated that many years 43 years ago she came before the Board and 307 

asked to turn the ell in their home into an apartment and it was denied because of Low Density 308 

zoning designation. Ms. Venezia stated when this property was owner occupied the living 309 

arrangements were acceptable, but since the landlord does not live there anymore she has had to 310 

call the police.  311 

 312 

Ms. Venezia stated she has met the new owners and does like them but does not want to see a third 313 

unit added to this property. She questioned how the City would protect the value of other properties 314 

on School Street. She did not feel adding Cottage Court as an overlay, thereby causing spot zoning 315 

was fair.  316 

 317 

Councilor Tobin stated she too lives in this neighborhood. She stated she understands the concerns 318 

about the number of people living in this property. She felt having this unused building occupied 319 

would make the neighborhood safe and felt it would be used appropriately.  320 

 321 

Ms. Linda Boisvert of 23 Castle Court addressed the Board next. She stated that as a neighboring 322 

property owner, she is concerned about this proposal on a property that already has history of 323 

maintenance and upkeep issues. She stated over the years she has experienced ongoing problems 324 

with debris and leaves from trees on to her property as well as a tree falling on her house and taking 325 

down her fence. With these issues, she questions whether the property can adequately support a 326 

more intense use. 327 

 328 

Ms. Boisvert stated she is also concerned about the impact that adding more residents would have 329 

on the neighboring properties. She indicated this property generates noise that can be heard during 330 

all hours of the day. Vehicle headlights entering and exiting the driveway at night also affect her 331 

property. She stated the residents leave their cars running for close to an hour and this is directly 332 

next to where her kitchen is located. She felt a fence could help with noise and trash coming onto 333 

her property. She indicated adding more units would add noise and light pollution and felt this 334 

addition would affect the quality of life for the neighborhood and asked that the Board deny the 335 

application. 336 

 337 

Mr. Owen Harvey of 108 School Street stated he too was not in favor of this Cottage Court 338 

application. He felt this proposal would change the nature of the neighborhood.   339 

 340 

Ms. Venezia addressed the Board again. Ms. Venezia suggested the barn could perhaps be used 341 

for storage. As far as the topography of the property, she stated that the land has a steep slope into 342 

the abutting property which is not reflected on the plan. 343 

 344 

With no further comment, the Chair closed the public hearing.  345 

 346 

C. Board Discussion and Action 347 

 348 
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A motion was made by Kenneth Kost that the Planning Board issue final approval for PB-26-16 349 

as shown on the plan set identified as “Evan Michael Barn Renovation” prepared at varying scales  350 

on July 20, 2026 with no conditions. The motion was seconded by Councilor Ellis. 351 

 352 

Councilor Ellis thanked the neighbors for attending tonight’s meeting. She stated she has reviewed 353 

the application and it seems to meet all the standards and did not feel the Board had any basis for 354 

denying this application. She further stated this type of infill development and making use of an 355 

empty barn is exactly the type of development the City is looking for. She stated she was in favor 356 

of this application 357 

 358 

Mr. Kost stated he understands the concerns raised by the neighbors. He explained what the Board 359 

looks at is the Land Development Code and he also could not find any basis on which to deny this 360 

application. He added that not all renters come with a bad reputation.  361 

 362 

Mr. Hoefer stated the addition of one unit to a two-unit property does not meet the standards for 363 

regional impact and also does not require notification to surrounding communities. He went on to 364 

say all requirements for meeting the conditional use permit application have been satisfied by the 365 

applicant. He stated this is a new standard for Keene. He stated he would have like to have seen 366 

an elevation of the architectural plans for the barn because the barn is in a state of disrepair. 367 

 368 

Mr. Hoefer went on to say that after hearing comments from the neighbors on Castle Court, he felt 369 

it would be under the jurisdiction of the Board to suggest some sort of fencing along the rear of 370 

the property. 371 

 372 

Chair Farrington noted that the Cottage Court Ordinance is a result of the City Council prioritizing 373 

infill development in order to provide additional housing units to meet the demand identified as 374 

part of the Housing Needs Analysis. He stated with each application the Board would learn from 375 

it and “fine tune” the regulations as needed.  376 

 377 

Mayor Kahn stated there is no clear basis to deny this application, but there is historic character to 378 

this street. He expressed concern about the density of the number of bedrooms and questioned if 379 

there would be sufficient parking on the site. The Mayor stated he was not sure he was prepared 380 

to vote in favor; however, he would vote in favor of adding a condition of approval related to 381 

adding additional screening to the property. 382 

 383 

Ms. Brunner stated she has heard two amendments to the proposed motion so far and advised the 384 

Board that they would need to make a motion to amend the motion to add those two items, vote 385 

on it, and then vote on the original motion. 386 

 387 

The Chair reopened the public hearing and invited Mr. LeRoy to speak again. 388 

 389 

Mr. Kost asked whether there was going to be any changes to the barn’s exterior façades. Mr. 390 

LeRoy stated the long-term plan is to match that façade to the house, but for budgetary purposes 391 

the property owner did not want to commit to as part of this application. Mr. Kost asked whether 392 

this would be completed before someone moves in. Mr. LeRoy stated that decision would be based 393 

on the budget.  394 
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 395 

A motion was made by Michael Hoefer to amend the motion to include the following: 396 

1. The submittal of an architectural drawing of the façade of the unit to make sure it fits in 397 

with the character and nature of School Street.  398 

2. The installation of screening along the western portion of the property to shield the 399 

neighbor at 23 Castle Court from the additional traffic entering the site. 400 

 401 

The amendment was seconded by Joseph Cocivera. 402 

 403 

Mr. Kost stated he wasn’t sure what the Board was asking for; how high should the fence be? 404 

Would it be sufficient to block the light trespassing onto the abutting property as was indicated by 405 

the neighbor? Regarding the potential façade modifications, the applicant has indicated the work 406 

may not be completed right now, but the Board may want to see these changes included as part of 407 

this application. 408 

 409 

Councilor Ellis noted she has a neighbor who has a tree and leaves blow into her yard and she was 410 

not sure how you solve an issue like this. 411 

 412 

Ms.  Brunner noted that in looking at the online contour map, it does look like the parking area for 413 

this property is about 10 feet higher than the western property line and she wasn’t sure if the fence 414 

would necessarily block the lighting, if this was the intent with the screening. 415 

 416 

Mr. Hoefer stated he was thinking of stockade fence, potentially 10 feet high. If the property is 417 

higher than the stockade fence, an eight foot stockade fence along the western front would block 418 

all the headlights coming in and out of that driveway. He added that he was looking for staff’s 419 

advice on the architectural standards that could be applied here to protect the values of the 420 

neighborhood. The Chair reminded the Board that screening can also be vegetation.  421 

 422 

The Chair asked staff whether there was a screening provision under the Cottage Court standards.  423 

Ms. Brunner stated the way it is worded is when the type of development is more intense than the 424 

surrounding uses of the property, screening could be required. This neighborhood has single-425 

family homes, so the proposed triplex could be considered a more intense use; however, there is 426 

some gray area with this application, which is why the staff report was not very direct. She noted 427 

the built forum of the barn is not changing. There is an existing semi-attached barn that is being 428 

converted. The actual buildings on the site are not changing, but the intensity of the use is higher 429 

than the surrounding uses. As a result, the Board has the ability to require landscaping in the form 430 

of a stockade fence or vegetation. 431 

 432 

Mr. Cocivera felt screening would be helpful because of the lighting issue raised by the abutter. 433 

He stated the screening could also perhaps address the noise issue. 434 

 435 

Mr. Kost stated he has some knowledge about noise abatement and noise walls and noted a 436 

stockade fence would not prevent noise.  437 

 438 

The Mayor stated in this case perhaps vegetative screening would be better. He also added that 439 

without input from the property owner, it may be prudent to put this item on more time.  440 
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 441 

Mr. Hoefer felt the application is lacking the standards to be approved under Cottage Court 442 

Ordinance and added it was not the role of the Board to design what type of screening should be 443 

provided.  444 

 445 

Councilor Ellis stated she agreed with Mr. Kost that the proposed screening options are not going 446 

to solve the concerns. She added that if the building facade is not going to be changed at the present 447 

time, that item does not need to be part of the application. However, if they are going to change it 448 

in the future, she felt it needs to be part of the proposal. She asked for the applicant to provide 449 

clarity on this issue.  450 

 451 

Mr. Hoefer withdrew his motion to amend. Mr. Cocivera withdrew his second. 452 

 453 

Mr. Kost withdrew his original motion. Councilor Ellis withdrew her second. 454 

 455 

A motion was made by Councilor Ellis to continue this application to the August 24, 2026 Planning 456 

Board meeting. The motion was seconded by Mr. Kost. 457 

 458 

Mr. LeRoy stated the applicant has spent a lot of time with staff on this application. The abutters 459 

have taken time to come before the Board tonight and he did not feel it was fair to request that 460 

everyone come back again next month. He stated they were willing to work with the abutter to 461 

address the light pollution and it is not something they were aware of. He added they are not 462 

opposed to constructing a fence or installing vegetation. He added that they could also commit to 463 

painting the barn as is in the same color. He added they provided everything the City requested 464 

and would have provided the required elevations or screening if that was something that was 465 

requested. He stressed again they are willing to work with the neighbors. 466 

 467 

Mr. Kost stated in this application there is no proposal included to change the exterior of the barn. 468 

The discussion he heard was at some point in the future, the owner would address this issue. Chair 469 

Farrington noted architectural and visual appearance is the purview of the Board and this is 470 

something the Board could request. Ms. Brunner added that under Cottage Court standards, if the 471 

Board feels this is something that is necessary to meet the Ordinance, the Board could request a 472 

change to the façade.  473 

 474 

Mr. Hoefer stated this could be a great addition to the neighborhood as a studio apartment but 475 

noted that he wants to make sure it fits in with the neighborhood. He felt it was within the Board’s 476 

purview to deny this application based on a failure to comply with Section 17.5.4 of the LDC.  477 

 478 

Mr. Kost noted this is not new construction. There is nothing needing to be done to the outside of 479 

the barn to accommodate the creation of the new interior apartment. The barn is an existing 480 

structure that, in his opinion, does not need to be changed. He added the application came before 481 

the Board seeking to add a 600-sf apartment inside of a building, but now the Board seems to be 482 

requesting all these additional items. 483 

 484 

Councilor Ellis stated her confusion is that the applicant had indicated they would be willing to 485 

make changes to the exterior. However, if they are saying they are not wanting to make changes 486 
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to the exterior, she would agree with Mr. Hoefer that it would be under the Board’s purview to 487 

request a change to the exterior.  488 

 489 

A motion was made by Kenneth Kost that the Planning Board issue final approval for  PB-26-16 490 

as shown on the plan set identified as “Evan Michael Barn Renovation” prepared at varying scales  491 

on July 20, 2026 with no conditions. The motion was seconded by Councilor Ellis. 492 

 493 

The motion was approved on a 3-2 roll call vote with Mayor Kahn and Michael Hoefer voting in 494 

the opposition.  495 

 496 

2. Change of Governmental Land Use – In accordance with NH RSA 674:54, the 497 

parcels at 0 Gilbo Ave & 0 School St (TMP#s 575-016-000 & 575-017-000) are 498 

proposed to be used for temporary construction storage Page 1 of 51 on behalf of 499 

the City of Keene during the Downtown Infrastructure Project. The parcels are 500 

~2.86-ac in size and are in the Downtown Growth District. 501 

 502 

A. Public Hearing 503 

 504 

Ms. Brunner explained this a public hearing for the Board and members of the public to learn about 505 

this project and for the Board to provide non-binding recommendations. 506 

 507 

Public Works Director, Don Lussier, addressed the Board and stated the notification of 508 

governmental land use in front of Board tonight is a requirement of state law under NH RSA 509 

674:54. When the government asserts its authority to use a property, it may not comply with all 510 

Planning Board standards. He explained that this proposal involves two vacant properties located 511 

at the corner of Gilbo Avenue and School Street that are owned by Main Street America (National 512 

Grange Mutual Insurance). Main Street America has generously agreed to allow the City to use 513 

that vacant parcels as a construction staging area during the Downtown Infrastructure Project for 514 

the next three years. 515 

 516 

Mr. Lussier stated the City’s contractor would be using the parcels for the storage of sand, gravel, 517 

stone, as well as pipes, concrete structures for storm drains, etc. There will be shipping containers 518 

stored on the property to hold materials, tools, and equipment. He added that this is for the 519 

contractor. The sub-contractor will all have their own containers and storage area on the site as 520 

well. 521 

 522 

He explained that the paved portion of the property will be used as for parking for their employees 523 

during the workday. There will also be a job trailer located on the site.  524 

 525 

Chair Farrington asked how many employees are expected. Mr. Lussier stated it could range 526 

between 30-40 employees (two crews working on different projects). 527 

 528 

Mayor Kahn asked about security fencing around the site. Mr. Lussier stated they would be 529 

installing temporary chain link construction fencing around the site. Mr. Lussier added the City 530 

has asked for the fencing to be located inside the existing vegetated buffer on site. 531 

 532 
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Mr. Kost noted there are pedestrians and bicycles that travel in the area and he asked that safety 533 

be considered as trucks travel in and out of this site. He also asked that attention be paid to 534 

hazardous materials that may be uses on the site. Mr. Kost asked whether the residential properties 535 

in the neighborhood have been notified. Ms. Fortson stated abutting property owners within 200 536 

feet have been notified. Ms. Brunner noted the notice went to the property owners and the renters 537 

might not have been notified through this process and she felt that perhaps the City could reach 538 

out to them.  539 

 540 

The Chair asked for public comment. With no public comment, the Chair closed the public hearing.  541 

 542 

Mr. Kost asked for some form of signage to be added for pedestrians and bicycles that travel 543 

through this intersection to be aware of turning trucks. Mr. Lussier noted the bike path already has 544 

a stop sign on either side of that driveway. He felt people would quickly understand that this site 545 

is being used for construction; however, if the Board would like a sign, then one can be installed.  546 

 547 

A motion was made by Chair Farrington that the Planning Board provide a non-binding 548 

recommendation to the City of Keene to increase public awareness that there will be trucks 549 

entering and exiting this site. The motion was seconded by Michael Hoefer and was unanimously 550 

approved by roll call vote.  551 

  552 

H. Other Business 553 

 554 

None 555 

 556 

I.   Staff Updates  557 

1. Overview of Administrative and Minor Site Plan approvals issued from January-June 558 

2026.  559 

 560 

Ms. Brunner addressed this item. She indicated a list of Administrative Planning approvals 561 

reviewed between January-June of this year were included in the Board’s packet on pages 50 and 562 

51. There were no Minor Site Plans approved during this time period and only four administrative 563 

approvals were issued. She noted that administrative approvals letters are posted on the 564 

Community Development webpage on the City website after they are issued and are deleted on a 565 

quarterly basis. 566 

 567 

J.   New Business 568 

 569 

Mr. Hoefer felt the Cottage Court CUP process is being used in a way not originally intended by 570 

the City. For example, the conversions of smaller units versus the larger development that is 571 

happening near the hospital. Chair Farrington agreed, but added that the overarching goal is to 572 

increase density and infill in all districts of the City.  573 

 574 

Upcoming Dates of Interest 575 

• Planning Board Steering Committee: Tuesday, August 11, 12:00 PM  576 

• Planning Board Site Visit: Wednesday, August 19, 8:00 AM - To Be Confirmed  577 

• Planning Board Meeting: Monday, August 24, 6:30 PM  578 
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 579 

The Chair asked that the Board respond regarding their availability to attend site visits when they 580 

are contacted by City Staff. 581 

 582 

K. More Time Items  583 

 584 

Ms. Brunner noted the Joint Planning Board & Planning, Licenses, & Development (PLD) 585 

Committee meeting has been cancelled for August 10th due to lack of quorum from the PLD 586 

Committee.  587 

 588 

Adjournment 589 

 590 

There being no further business, Chair Farrington adjourned the meeting at 8:24 PM. 591 

 592 

Respectfully submitted by, 593 

Krishni Pahl, Minute Taker 594 

 595 

Reviewed and edited by, 596 

Megan A. Fortson, AICP – Planner & Deputy Zoning Administrator 597 
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2026-393  

 

CITY OF KEENE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 
ITEM #D.1. 

 
     
Meeting Date: August 24, 2026 
    
To: Planning Board  
    
From: Mari Brunner, Senior Planner 
    
Through: Paul Andrus, Community Development Director 
     
Subject: Applications Ready for Final Approval 
     
  
Recommendation: 
To issue final approval for applications that have met their conditions precedent to final approval. 
  
Attachments: 
None  
  
Background: 
This is a standing agenda item. 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 applications are ready for final approval: 
 
1. PB-26-10 - Cottage Court Conditional Use Permit - Habitat for Humanity Duplex, 0 Grove St 
(TMP# 585-057-000) 
2. PB-26-15 - Surface Water Protection Conditional Use Permit - Eversource L163 
Transmission Line 
3. PB-26-18 - Boundary Line Adjustment - 35 & 39 Kendall Rd (TMP#s 540-013-000 & 540-012-
000) 
 
If any other projects meet their conditions precedent between the 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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CITY OF KEENE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 
ITEM #G.1. 

 
     
Meeting Date: August 24, 2026 
    
To: Planning Board  
    
From: Megan Fortson, Planner 
    
Through: Mari Brunner, Senior Planner 
     
Subject: PB-26-21 - Major Site Plan - Bensonwood Parking Lot Modifications, 25 Production 

Ave - Applicant Bensonwood, on behalf of owner LIDA Realty LLC, proposes to 
construct a new 46-space employee parking area and make associated site 
improvements on the parcel at 25 Production Ave (TMP #110-007-000). The parcel 
is 6.87-ac in size and is located in the Industrial District.  

     
  
Recommendation: 
To revew the attached staff report and application materials in preparation for the public hearing. 
  
Attachments: 
1. Staff Report 
2. Application Form 
3. Narrative 
4. Approved Site Plan from SPR-796 
5. Plan Set 
6. Drainage Report 
7. Lighting Specification Sheet 
  
  
Background: 
The subject parcel is ~6.87-ac in size and is located at the south end of Production Ave. The site is 
developed with an existing ~104,428-sf building that houses Bensonwood & Unity Homes. Site 
access is provided via an existing curb cut along Production Ave and connects to an open paved 
parking area on the southern portion of the site. Industrial uses surround the parcel to the north and 
east while the Ash Swamp Brook and rural residential uses are located to the west and south.  
 
The applicant proposes to create a second curb cut and construct a 43-space parking area consisting 
of ~22,970-sf of asphalt along the northern portion of the site. Twelve additional parking spaces will 
be delineated on the southern portion of the site adjacent to three outdoor storage areas that will be 
used to hold finished product while it is waiting to be picked up by trucks. 
 

Page 18 of 46



STAFF REPORT 
 

PB-26-21 – MAJOR SITE PLAN – BENSONWOOD, 25 PRODUCTION AVE 
 
Request: 

Applicant Bensonwood, on behalf of owner LIDA Realty LLC, proposes to construct a 43-space 
employee parking area and make associated site improvements on the parcel at 25 Production 
Ave (TMP #110-007-000). The parcel is ~6.87-ac in size and is located in the Industrial District.  
 
Background: 

The subject parcel is ~6.87-ac in size 
and is located at the south end of 
Production Ave (Fig. 1). The site is 
developed with an existing ~104,428-
sf building that houses Bensonwood & 
Unity Homes. Site access is provided 
via an existing curb cut along 
Production Ave and connects to an 
open paved parking area on the 
southern portion of the site. Industrial 
uses surround the parcel to the north 
and east while the Ash Swamp Brook 
and rural residential uses are located 
to the west and south.  
 
The applicant proposes to create a 
second curb cut and construct a 43-
space parking area consisting of 
~22,970-sf of asphalt along the 
northern portion of the site. Twelve 
additional parking spaces will be 
delineated on the southern portion of 
the site adjacent to three outdoor storage areas that will be used to hold finished product while  
it is waiting to be picked up by trucks (Fig. 2). Per Section 26.12.3.A.1.e of the Land Development 
Code (LDC), the installation of new impervious surfaces exceeding 10,000-sf of contiguous area 
meets the threshold for Major Site Plan Review by the Planning Board. 
 
Determination of Regional Impact: 

Staff have made a preliminary evaluation that the proposal does not have the potential for 
“regional impact” as defined in RSA 36:55. The Board should make a final determination as to 
whether the proposal could have the potential for regional impact. 
 

Completeness: 

The applicant requests exemptions from submitting a separate landscaping plan, 
elevations/renderings, a traffic report, a soil analysis, a historic evaluation, a screening analysis, 
and an architectural analysis. 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.” 
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Engineering Staff Comments: 

1. The proposed drain is shown directly on top of the existing water main. A minimum of 12" 
of vertical separation is required in accordance with NHDES requirements and insultation 
provided between the drain and water main, additional details are required to be specified 
on the plans and detailed out for clarity.  

2. The limits of the relocated water main should be specified on the plans, and a note added 
to the plans requiring the contractor to coordinate with Public Works and obtain an 
excavation permit for the relocation of the water main.  

3. Provide turning movements confirming that the largest vehicle that will access the site 
and the largest KFD vehicle can access and maneuver though the site.  

4. There is an increase in the stormwater runoff rate to Ash Swamp Brook in the post 
development conditions, no increase is peak stormwater runoff is allowed.  

5. The existing sewer line and water line are shown in potential conflict with the proposed 
drain.  It is recommended that the elevation of those two utilities be confirmed for the 
proposed design in lieu of in construction as specified on the plans.  No direction is 
specified regarding the minimum separation of the relocated utilities, if required based on 
an identified conflict and in the case of a conflict with the sewer, the drainage system 
would need to be remodeled and redesigned.   

 
APPLICATION ANALYSIS:   

 
21.2 Drainage: Currently, stormwater from the existing paved parking and storage area is 

directed into a detention basin at the front (east) end of the site. This basin discharges 
into a city tax ditch along the southern property line that connects to Ash Swamp Brook. 
Runoff from the north side of the building goes into a tax ditch along the north property 
line and then into Ash Swamp Brook.  

Stormwater from the new parking lot on the north side of the building is proposed to be 
collected in deep sump catch basins and piped to the existing stormwater basin, which 
will be expanded to handle the additional volume of runoff. The applicant submitted a 
revised drainage report dated August 6 which shows that overall volume of stormwater 
runoff from the site will be reduced. However, the City Engineer noted during his review 
that the amount of runoff to Ash Swamp Brook is proposed to increase, which is not 
allowed. At the time of this staff report, the applicant was still working with the City 
Engineer to address his questions regarding the proposed drainage and stormwater 
management measures. Planning Staff will share an update regarding the status of these 
items during the public hearing for this application at the Planning Board meeting on 
August 24, 2026.  

21.3 Sediment & Erosion Control: The applicant proposes to install silt fencing along the 
northern and northwestern portions of the site to protect the City tax ditch to the north 
from siltation during construction. Planning Staff recommend that the Board include a 
condition of approval related to the submittal of a security to cover the cost of sediment 
and erosion control measures as well as the completion of an inspection of these 
measures prior to the start of construction. This standard appears to be met.  
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21.4 Snow Storage & Removal: Snow storage is shown on the proposed conditions plan to the 
west of the proposed parking area and a note has been added to the plan stating that no 
snow will be pushed into or stored within the 30’ surface water buffer from Ash Swamp 
Brook, which is directly to the west. The narrative also states that any excess snow will be 
removed from the site. This standard appears to be met. 

21.5 Landscaping: The applicant proposes to remove 9 existing trees along the western side 
of the north building façade to allow for the creation of the new parking area. Per Section 
9.4.4.A of the LDC, a perimeter landscaping area is required to be created if a new on-site 
parking lot will be visible from the public right-of-way and/or is located adjacent to a 
residential zoning district. The proposed new parking area on the northern portion of the 
site will be minimally visible from Production Ave to the east and is adjacent to the Rural 
District across Ash Swamp Brook to the west.  

The applicant proposes to install 13 lowbush blueberries and 12 inkberry hollies along the 
eastern portion of the site to screen the parking area from Production Ave as well as 
soften the transition between the building and the public right-of-way. To screen the rear 
portion of the site from the adjacent Rural District to the west, the applicant is proposing 
to maintain a 25’ wooded buffer, which is allowed in lieu of perimeter landscaping per 
Section 9.4.4.A.5 of the LDC. During the review of this application, Planning Staff noted 
on aerial imagery (Fig. 1) that vehicles were encroaching into this 25’ buffer on the 
southwestern corner of the site. To discourage the continuance of this practice and 
maintain the required wooded buffer, the applicant is proposing to rototill the compacted 
soil in this area and install 4 juniper bushes as a remediation measure. 

Per Section 9.4.5 of the LDC, the applicant is also required to install 1 tree for every 10 
new parking spaces and create interior parking lot landscaping areas. In addition to the 
shrubs proposed on the eastern portion of the site, the applicant is proposing to install 5 
red maple trees. Due to the fact that the southern portion of the site is occupied by existing 
pavement and there is limited space between the building and northern property boundary, 
the applicant is requesting that the Board approve an alternative landscaping plan in 
accordance Section 9.4.5.B.5 of the LDC. This section of the code states that, “The 
Planning Board may approve an alternative design for interior landscaping of parking lots as 
part of a site plan review, if they determine the proposed design generally meets the intent 
of this Article.”  

The Board will need make a determination as to whether the proposed landscaping is 
sufficient to satisfy the intent of these standards. Planning Staff recommend that the 
Board include conditions of approval related to the submittal of a security to cover the 
cost of landscaping as well as the completion of initial and final landscaping inspections. 

21.6 Screening: Section 21.6.1.A.4 of the LDC requires that parking lots be screened from 
adjacent properties. In addition to the screening described under Section 21.5 above, the 
applicant also proposes to maintain the existing vegetated buffer in the City tax ditch 
along the northern portion of the site to screen the parking area from the Eversource 
parcel directly to the north at 19 Production Ave. The Board will need to decide if the 
existing landscaping in this area is sufficient to satisfy this screening requirement. 
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21.7 Lighting: The applicant proposes to install four new wall-mounted light fixtures along the 
north building façade to illuminate the new parking area. All fixtures will be full cut-off with 
a color temperature of 3,500K or less and a color rendering index (CRI) greater than 70. 
This standard appears to be met. 

21.8 Sewer & Water: The narrative states that there are no changes proposed to the existing 
sewer and water utilities other than raising the existing rims, cleanouts, curb stops, and 
gate valves to the new finish grade as necessary. This standard appears to be met. 

21.9 Traffic & Access Management: A new curb cut on Production Ave is proposed to provide 
access to the north parking lot and will be identified as an “employee only entrance” using 
signage. The north and south parking / storage areas will be connected via an existing 
concrete pad and drive aisle located to the rear of the building; however, circulation around 
the building will be limited to use by emergency vehicles only. The southern portion of the 
site will be reserved for delivery vehicles picking up finished product. The proposed 
conditions plan shows that a 22’-wide travel aisle will be maintained between the outdoor 
storage areas and shows the installation of a bike rack near the northeast corner of the 
building near the employee entrance. This standard appears to be met. 

21.10 Filling & Excavation: The narrative states that there will be minimal filling and excavation 
and notes that the proposed employee parking lot will require stripping of the topsoil and 
the installation of gravel and asphalt, which will result in proposed finished grades that 
are close to the existing site grading. This standard appears to be met. 

21.11 Surface Waters & Wetlands: No impacts are proposed to the 30-ft surface water buffer. 
Although a Surface Water Protection Conditional Use Permit is not required for the 
proposed scope of work, a Shoreland Permit will need to be obtained from the New 
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Hampshire Department of Environmental Services (NHDES) for the proposed 
disturbances within the 250’ shoreland buffer. Planning Staff recommend that the Board 
include a condition of approval related to the submittal of an approved Shoreland Permit 
and the inclusion of the permit number on the proposed conditions plan. This standard 
appears to be met. 

21.12 Hazardous & Toxic Materials: There are no hazardous or toxic materials involved with this 
project. This standard is not applicable. 

21.13  Noise: There are no changes proposed to the noise levels generated on this site. This 
standard is not applicable. 

21.14 Architecture & Visual Appearance: There are no changes proposed to the architecture 
and visual appearance of the building. This standard is not applicable.  

 

Recommended Motion:  

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

“Approve PB-26-21 as shown on the plan set identified as “Employee Parking; 25 Production 
Avenue, Keene New Hampshire” prepared by SVE Associates at varying scales on July 10, 
2025 and last revised on August 11, 2026 with the following conditions: 

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

a. Submittal of an approved NHDES Shoreland Permit and the inclusion of the 
approved permit number on the proposed conditions plan. 

b. Owner’s signature appears on the plans. 

c. Submittal of five (5) full-size paper copies and a flattened PDF version of the final 
plan set. 

d. Submittal of a security to cover the cost of landscaping, sediment and erosion 
control measures, and as-built plans in a form and amount acceptable to the 
Community Development Director. 

e. Submittal of updated plans and any other application materials necessary to 
satisfy all remaining comments from the City Engineer.   

2. Subsequent to final approval and signature of the plans by the Planning Board Chair, the 
following conditions shall be met: 

a. Prior to the commencement of site work, all sediment and erosion control 
measures shall be installed and inspected by the Community Development 
Director or their designee. 

b. Following the installation of landscaping, the Community Development 
Department shall be contacted to perform an initial inspection. 

c. One year following the installation of all landscaping, the Community 
Development Department shall be contacted to perform a final landscaping 
inspection.” 
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Planning Application
Project
Number: PB-26-21 Date Submitted: July 10, 2026
Project
Name: Employee Parking Zoning: 

Project
Address: 25 Production Ave Parcel Size:

Parcel
Number:

Owner Information
LIDA Realty LLC 6 Blackjack Crossing Walpole NH 030608
Name Address City/State/Zip

Applicant Name Applicant Phone #
Liza Sargent 802-257-0561 ext. 202

Authorized Agent Name Authorized Agent Phone #
Liza Sargent 802-257-0561

Project Description
Construct employee parking north of existing building as existing parking on south side of building is being used to
store product.

Attachments
Narrative & Plan Set Technical Reports
Narrative Submitted Drainage Report Submitted

Location Map Submitted Traffic Report /
Analysis Exemption Requested

Existing Conditions
Plan Submitted Soil Analysis Exemption Requested

Proposed Conditions
Plan Submitted Historic Evaluation Exemption Requested

Grading Plan Submitted Screening Analysis Exemption Requested
Landscaping Plan Exemption Requested Architectural Analysis Exemption Requested

Lighting Plan Submitted Other Reports /
Analyses N/A

Elevations /
Renderings Exemption Requested

7/22/26, 10:34 AM about:blank

about:blank 1/1Page 24 of 46
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439 West River Road, Brattleboro, VT 05302    Phone:  (802) 257−0561       Fax (802) 257−0721  E−mail svek@sveassoc.com 
 

P:\Project\NH PROJECTS\K2822 Bensonwood-Production Ave\Docs\Permit Apps\PB\K2822 PB APPLICATION NARRATIVE 6-
30-2026.docx 

PROJECT NARRATIVE 
 

Employee Parking 
25 Production Avenue 

Owner: LIDA Realty, LLC 
Applicant: Bensonwood 

 
July 10, 2026 

 
SVE Associates, on behalf of the applicant the Bensonwood, is submitting this site plan 
application to construct an employee parking lot for the existing facility at 25 Production 
Avenue.  The project consists of construction of a 46-space parking lot for the existing 
employees.  The reason for the proposed relocated employee parking is because the 
facility is storing their finished product in the existing employee parking lot. There isn’t 
room for both. Almost the entire parcel is within the zone X, 500-year floodplain. 
 
The proposed plan complies with all City Development Standards: 
 

1.) Drainage & Stormwater Management:   
There will be no net increase in stormwater runoff. See attached drainage narrative. 
Stormwater from the proposed parking lot will be treated and detained in the deep 
sump catch basins and expanded stormwater basin onsite. 
 
2.) Sedimentation/ Erosion Control: 
Erosion control will consist of silt fence along the perimeter of the project. The 
Contractor is to install, monitor, and repair erosion control measures on a regular 
basis.  These instructions are included in the notes on Sheet N-1 and details on Sheet 
C-5.   
 
3.) Snow Storage and Removal: 
Snow storage is proposed to the west of the proposed parking and south of the 
proposed driveway. If snowfall exceeds available snow storage, snow will be trucked 
offsite. 
 
4.) Landscaping: 
Five red maples are to be planted to screen the existing parking south of the building. 
 
5.) Screening: 
The new parking lot will be screened by the existing building to the north on the 
adjacent parcel. We are respectfully requesting no additional screening required for 
the new parking for the following reasons: (1) no residential lots abut the property to 
the north, (2) the majority of the lots on Production Avenue currently do not have 
parking lot screening so it does not adversely affect the neighborhood, and (3) the 
north property line contains easements for both overhead and underground utilities 
and is adjacent to the City tax ditch, neither of which are conducive to screening. 
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Required trees for the new parking spaces are proposed to be planted in a location 
that will better screen the existing parking spaces to the south of the building. 
 
6.) Lighting: 
There are 6 wall mounted lights proposed. All lights are full cut-off.  

 
7.) Sewer & Water: 
No changes proposed, other than raising rims, cleanouts, curb stops, gate valves to 
new finish grade as necessary. 
 
8.) Traffic & Access Management: 
No significant changes to amount or timing of trips to the site. Employee vehicles 
will be separated from the delivery vehicles transporting the products. Employee 
vehicles will use the north driveway, delivery vehicles will use the south driveway.  
 
9.) Filling and Excavation: 
There will be minimal filling and excavation. The employee parking lot will require 
stripping of the topsoil and installation of gravels and asphalt. Proposed finished 
grades are close to existing. The existing stormwater basin will be expanded. 
 
10.) Surface Waters & Wetlands: 
The property abuts the Ash Swamp Brook to the west and the City’s drainage swales 
to the north and south. There are not wetland impacts.  The project requires a NHDES 
Shoreland permit for disturbance within the 250’ shoreland buffer. 
 
11.) Hazardous & Toxic Materials: 
Not applicable. 
 
12.) Noise: 
The proposed employee parking lot will generate noise typical of a parking lot. 
 
13.) Architecture and Visual Appearance: 
Not applicable. 
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K2822 Bensonwood 
Employee Parking 
Drainage Narrative  
August 6, 2026 

2 
 

1.0 Introduction 
 

This Drainage Narrative documents the drainage impacts associated with the proposed employee 
parking lot off the north side of the building at 25 Production Avenue in Keene, NH. The property 
is currently owned by LIDA Realty LLC and contains an existing light industrial building, 
associated parking that is currently being used for storage of finished materials. LIDA Realty LLC 
would like to construct the new employee parking along the north side of the existing building to 
provide more space for storage and limit conflicts with transporting the finish product. 
 
 

2.0   Existing Conditions 
 

2.1 Site Characteristics 
 
The site is developed, with a light industrial building, associated municipal utilities, 
an existing stormwater basin that discharges to the adjacent tax ditch. The area where 
proposed employee parking would be is currently lawn space. On the north side of the 
building, the property slopes generally to the north tax ditch. To the east side of the 
building, the property slopes to the stormwater basin located between the building and 
Production Avenue. The existing parking lot has several catch basins that drain to the 
stormwater basin. The property abuts Ash Swamp Brook to the west.  

2.2 Soil Characteristics 
 
Review of the Natural Resources Conservation Service Web Soil Survey indicates the 
project area is Rayham-Wareham complex, occasionally flooded. The soils are 
considered to have a hydrologic classification of C/D.  

 

2.3 Flood Plain 
 

Review of the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for the City of Keene, New 
Hampshire, Community Panel 33005C0266E effective date: May 23, 2006, indicates 
the subject property falls primarily within zone X, the 500-year floodplain. The 100-
year floodplain elevation varies from 471.3 to 472.8 in this area.  
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2.4 Existing Hydrology 
The drainage area studied for this project is approximately 6.6+/- acres in size. 
Hydrological calculations indicate the expected runoff generated from the existing 
property. The majority of stormwater runs either overland or through storm drain 
piping to the stormwater basin on the property, then out the outlet culvert to the tax 
ditch along the southern property line eventually to the Ash Swamp Brook.  A smaller 
portion of the stormwater runs from the north side of the building to the tax ditch 
along the north property line and then to the Ash Swamp Brook. 
 
The table below summarizes the results of the existing runoff calculations for the 
property. Flow is represented in cubic feet per second (CFS). 
 

Design 
Storm 

Existing 
100R 

Existing 
101R 

Existing 
102R 

Q10 9.08 2.35 1.86 
Q25 9.84 3.19 2.51 
Q50 10.41 3.97 3.10 
Q100 11.00 4.88 3.80 

 

3.0 Developed Conditions 
 

3.1 Design Objectives 
The objective of this Stormwater Management Report is to analyze the pre- and post-
development stormwater runoff conditions and impacts to downgradient properties for the 
proposed development of the property. There will be approximately +/-22,970 square feet 
of added impervious area. Stormwater generated on the developed site will be collected in 
the new catch basins and piped to the expanded stormwater basin. 
 

3.2 Developed Hydrology 
The limited drainage area studied for the developed hydrology consists of the same overall 
area examined in the existing hydrology.  
 

 3.3 Summary of Post Developed Hydrology (CFS) 
   

Design 
Storm 

Developed 
100R 

Developed 
101R 

Developed 
102R 

Q10 9.37 1.12 1.86 
Q25 10.12 1.48 2.51 
Q50 10.69 1.82 3.10 
Q100 11.31 2.21 3.80 
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Design 
Storm 

Existing 
100R 

Developed 
100R 

Existing 
101R 

Developed 
101R 

Existing 
102R 

Developed 
102R 

∆ 

Q10 9.08 9.37 2.35 1.12 1.86 1.86 -0.94 
Q25 9.84 10.12 3.19 1.48 2.51 2.51 -1.43 
Q50 10.41 10.69 3.97 1.82 3.10 3.10 -1.87 
Q100 11.00 11.31 4.88 2.21 3.80 3.80 -2.35 

 

4.0 Stormwater Management Standards 
The Surface Water Drainage System is consistent with the City of Keene Land Development 
Regulations.  

A. There is no significant increase in runoff off the site in the post development 
condition. 
B. The stormwater runoff will be collected in the deep sump catch basins, and 
collected in the expanded stormwater basin; therefore, no degradation of water 
quality is expected. 
 

5.0 Conclusion 
 
This Drainage Narrative has been prepared to document the stormwater impacts associated with 
the development of the new employee parking, currently lawn at 25 Production Avenue in 
Keene. The calculation presented have been completed in accordance with the City of Keene 
Land Development Regulations. The proposed storm drainage system was designed for the 10 
and 25-year design storms. The conclusion based on system design indicates the onsite runoff 
will be managed and there will be no adverse impacts to downstream abutters.  
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Project Catalog # Type

Prepared by Notes Date
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BUY AMERICAN ACT

Quick Facts
•	 Lumen packages range from 2,700 - 52,000 

(20W - 373W)
•	 14 optical distributions
•	 Efficacy up to 160 LPW

Interactive Menu
•	 Ordering Information page 2

•	 Product Specifications page 2

•	 Energy and Performance Data page 3

•	 Control Options page 9

Dimensional Details

Wall Mount Luminaire

GWS Galleon II Wall Slim

Light ARchitectTM

Connected Systems
•	 WaveLinx PRO Wireless
•	 WaveLinx LITE Wireless

9-3/4" 
[248mm]

9-3/4" 
[248mm]

22" 
[556mm]

9-3/4" 
[248mm]

22" 
[556mm]

14-3/4" 
[375mm]

6-1/2" 
[166mm]

22-1/2" 
[571mm]

6-1/2" 
[166mm]

14-3/4" 
[375mm]

6-1/2" 
[166mm]

1 Square - Housing

Weight: 10.0 lbs (4.5 kg) Weight: 19.6 lbs (8.9 kg) Weight: 32.9 lbs (14.9 kg)

2-3 Square - Housing 4-6 Square - Housing

NOTES: 
1. Visit https://www.designlights.org/search/ to confirm qualification. Not all product variations are DLC qualified.   
2. IDA Certified for 3000K CCT and warmer only.

 1 

 2

 1 

AVA IL ABL E

CO

MPLIANT  OPTIONS

BABA
BUILD AMERICA 

BUY AMERICA

Product Certifications

Product Features
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Product Family 1, 2
Light Engine Color  

Temperature
Voltage Distribution and IES NEMA Type (HxV) Finish

Configuration Drive Current

GWS=Galleon Wall Slim
BAA-GWS=Galleon Wall 
Slim Buy American Act 
Compliant 18

TAA-GWS=Galleon Wall 
Slim Trade Agreements Act
Compliant 18

BABA-GWS=Galleon Wall 
Slim Build America Buy 
America 21

SA1=1 Square 
SA2=2 Squares 
SA3=3 Squares 
SA4=4 Squares 
SA5=5 Squares
SA6=6 Squares 

A=350mA3

B=450mA
C=615mA
D=800mA
E=1050mA
F=1200mA
Z=Configured 19

722=70CRI, 2200K
727=70CRI, 2700K
730=70CRI, 3000K
735=70CRI, 3500K
740=70CRI, 4000K
750=70CRI, 5000K
760=70CRI, 6000K
827=80CRI, 2700K
830=80CRI, 3000K

U=120-277V 
1=120V 
2=208V 
3=240V 
4=277V 
8=480V 5  
9=347V  

T1=Type I
T2=Type II
T3=Type III
T4FT=Type IV Forward Throw
T4W=Type IV Wide
SL2=Type II w/Spill Control
SL3=Type III w/Spill Control
SL4=Type IV w/Spill Control
SLL=90° Spill Light Eliminator Left
SLR=90° Spill Light Eliminator Right
RW=Rectangular Wide Type I
5NQ=Type V Square Narrow
5MQ=Type V Square Medium
5WQ=Type V Square Wide

AP=Grey
BZ=Bronze
BK=Black
DP=Dark Platinum
GM=Graphite Metallic
WH=White 

Ordering Information
SAMPLE NUMBER:  GWS-SA1C-740-U-T2-GM

Options (Add as Suffix) Controls and Systems Options (Add as Suffix) Accessories (Order Separately)

DIM=External 0-10V Dimming Leads 6

F=Single Fuse7

FF=Double Fuse7

20K=20kV surge protective device
2L=Two Circuits 8, 20

CC=Coastal Construction
L90=Optics Rotated 90° Left
R90=Optics Rotated 90° Right
HSS=Factory Installed House Side 
Shield 9

GRSBK=Glare Reducing Shield, Black 4 

GRSWH=Glare Reducing Shield, White 4

AHD145=After Hours Dim, 5 Hours10

AHD245=After Hours Dim, 6 Hours10

AHD255=After Hours Dim, 7 Hours10

AHD355=After Hours Dim, 8 Hours10

HA=50°C High Ambient
DALI=DALI Drivers
WG=Factory installed Wire Guard 11

SLD=Factory installed Vandal Shield
TB=3-position Terminal Block

BPC=Button Type Photocontrol (120, 208, 240 or 277V. Must Specify Voltage)
PR=NEMA 3-PIN Photocontrol Receptacle
PR7=NEMA 7-PIN Photocontrol Receptacle12

WPS2XX=WaveLinx PRO, SR Driver, Dimming Motion and Daylight, WAC Programmable, 7’ - 15’ Mounting 17

WPS4XX=WaveLinx PRO, SR Driver, Dimming Motion and Daylight, WAC Programmable, 15’ - 40’ Mounting 17

WLS2XX=WaveLinx LITE, SR Driver, Dimming Motion and Daylight, Bluetooth Programmable, 7’ - 15’ Mounting 17

WLS4XX=WaveLinx LITE, SR Driver, Dimming Motion and Daylight, Bluetooth Programmable, 15’ - 40’ Mounting 17

SPB1=Dimming Motion and Daylight Sensor, Bluetooth Programmable, < 8’ Mounting14

SPB2=Dimming Motion and Daylight Sensor, Bluetooth Programmable, 8’ - 20’ Mounting14

SPB4=Dimming Motion and Daylight Sensor, Bluetooth Programmable, 21’ - 40’ Mounting14

DIM10-L08=AirMesh Occupancy Sensor (<8’ Mounting)12

DIM10-L20=AirMesh Occupancy Sensor (9’-20’ Mounting)12

DIM10-L40=AirMesh Occupancy Sensor (21’-40’ Mounting)12

OA/RA1016=NEMA Photocontrol Multi-Tap - 105-285V
OA/RA1027=NEMA Photocontrol - 480V
OA/RA1201=NEMA Photocontrol - 347V
OA/RA1013=Photocontrol Shorting Cap
OA/RA1014=120V Photocontrol
MA1252=10kV Surge Module Replacement
WOLC-7P-10A=WaveLinx Outdoor Control Module 15

TL7-HVG=AirMesh 7-PIN node, 110-480V 15

LS/HSS=Field Installed House Side Shield 9, 16

LS/GRSBK-2PK=Glare Reducing Shield, Black 16, 4

LS/GRSWH-2PK=Glare Reducing Shield, White 16, 4

LS/PFS=Perimeter Shield, Black 13

LS/WG/1=Field installed Wire Guard, 1 Sq 11

LS/WG/3=Field installed Wire Guard, 3 Sq 11

LS/WG/6=Field installed Wire Guard, 6 Sq 11

LS/SLD/1=Field installed Vandal Shield, 1 Sq
LS/SLD/3=Field installed Vandal Shield, 3 Sq
LS/SLD/6=Field installed Vandal Shield, 6 Sq

NOTES: 
1. Customer is responsible for engineering analysis to confirm fixture compatibility for all applications. Refer to our white paper WP513001EN for additional support information
2. DesignLights Consortium® Qualified. Refer to www.designlights.org Qualified Products List under Family Models for details
3. Available with SA1 only. Not available with 347V or 480V.
4. Not for use with T4FT, T4W or SL4 optics. See IES files for details. 
5. 480V not to be used with ungrounded or impedance grounded systems.
6. Low voltage control lead brought out 18” outside fixture. Not available with DALI or integrated controls options
7. Single fuse (F) specify voltage 120V, 277V or 347V. Double fuse (FF) specify voltage 208V, 240V or 480V.
8. 2L is not available with SPB at 347V or 480V. Not available with WaveLinx or Enlighted sensors, or 20kV surge option
9. Not for use with 5NQ, 5MQ, 5WQ or RW optics. The light square trim plate is painted black when the HSS option is selected
10. Requires the use of BPC photocontrol or the PR7 or PR photocontrol receptacle with photocontrol accessory.
11. Extended lead times may apply.
12. Not available if any SPB or WaveLinx sensor is selected
13. Set of 4 pcs. One set required per Light Square. 
14. Sensor configuration mobile application required for configuration. See controls page for details
15. Requires PR7 receptacle
16. Order one shield per Light Square.
17. WAC Gateway required to enable field-configurability: Order WAC-PoE and WPOE-120 (10V to PoE injector) power supply if needed. WAC not required for Bluetooth Programmable sensors
18. Only product configurations with these designated prefixes are built to be compliant with the Buy American Act of 1933 (BAA) or Trade Agreements Act of 1979 (TAA), respectively. Please refer to DOMESTIC PREFERENCES website for more information. Components 
shipped separately may be separately analyzed under domestic preference requirements.
19. Customer specific specifications utilizes standard products with small adjustments to meet unique requirements such as packaging, labels, wattage adjustments, etc.
20. Available with SA1A for 120V only.
21. Only product configurations with these prefixes are built to be compliant with the Buy American Act of 1933 (BAA) or the Build America Buy America  Act (BABA). BABA is the minimum Government compliance requirement for the Build America Buy America standards 
which is part of the Infrastructure and Investment Jobs Act (IIJA). Individual Government Agencies may have more stringent compliance standards. Please refer to the DOMESTIC PREFERENCES website or consult the CLS Domestic Preferences team for more information. 
Components shipped separately may be separately analyzed under domestic preference requirements.

Construction 
•	 Single-piece die-cast aluminum housing with 

integrated heat sink
•	 Available in three housing sizes: small (1 light 

square), medium (2 or 3 light squares), and large 
(4, 5, or 6 light squares)

•	 Housing and optics IK10 impact rated
•	 Housing and optics IP66 rated

Optics
•	 High-efficiency injection-molded AccuLED Optics 

technology
•	 14 optical distributions for wall mount applications
•	 3 shielding options include HSS, GRS and PFS
•	 SLD constructed of Makrolon GP, UV stabilized 

clear polycarbonate, with a thickness of 3/16” and 
impact rated IK10; Secured at 4 fastening points 
and spaced 3/16” from optical lens

•	 WG constructed of 11-guage wire in a 1”x1” cell 
pattern; Chrome color poly powder coat finish

•	 IDA Certified (3000K CCT and warmer only)

Electrical
•	 Standard with 0-10V dimming
•	 Standard with 10kV surge module, optional 20kV 

surge module
•	 Suitable for operation in -40°C to 40°C ambient 

environments
•	 Optional 50°C high ambient (HA) configuration

Mounting
•	 Gasketed and zinc plated rigid steel mounting 

attachment for wall mount only

Typical Applications
•	 Exterior Wall, Walkway

Finish
•	 6 standard finishes use super durable TGIC 

polyester powder coat paint, providing 2.5 mil 
nominal thickness and salt-spray tested to 3,000 
hours per ASTM B117

•	 RAL and custom color matches available
•	 Coastal Construction (CC) option available

Compliance
•	 This Cooper product is manufactured in the US 

and meets the BABA cost of components rule. 
To verify a configured product with specific 
accessories and options meets BABA Domestic 
Preference Requirements; submit this catalog 
number to Cooper Lighting Quotation team for 
validation by our Engineering and Manufacturing 
teams. Our BABA designation is based on the 
minimum compliance requirement for BABA. 
Individual Government Agencies may have more 
stringent compliance standards

•	 Please refer to the DOMESTIC PREFERENCES 
website or consult the CLS Domestic Preferences 
team for more information. Components shipped 
separately may be separately analyzed under 
domestic preference requirements

Warranty
•	 Five year limited warranty, consult website for 

details www.cooperlighting.com/legal

Product Specifications
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CITY OF KEENE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 
ITEM #H.1. 

 
     
Meeting Date: August 24, 2026 
    
To: Planning Board  
    
From: Rebecca Landry, Deputy City Manager 
    
Through: Paul Andrus, Community Development Director 
     
Subject: Opportunity Zone 2.0 Nomination 
     
  
Recommendation: 
To direct the Planning Board Chair to send a letter of support for the City of Keene's Opportunity 
Zone 2.0 Expansion nomination. 
  
Attachments: 
None  
  
Background: 
Opportunity Zones are federally designated low-income census tracts where private investors can 
receive tax incentives for investing in long-term projects that drive economic and community 
development. The original Opportunity Zones ("OZ 1.0") allowed investors to defer prior capital gains, 
with those deferrals expiring at the end of 2026. The City of Keene has one designated census tract 
under the OZ 1.0 program, 33005971403, shown in dark blue in the figure below from The National 
Opportunity Zones Map (OpportunityZones.com). These legacy zones remain active until December 
31, 2028.  
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CAPTION: A map showing the outline of Census Tract 9714.01 along with key statistics, 
including: 33% poverty rate, $63,182 Median Family Income, 77.3% MFI Ratio, and 5,430 
population. 
 
New federal legislation has made the Opportunity Zone tax incentives permanent. While the 2018 
tracts remain active, newly designated OZ 2.0 tracts run alongside them for a temporary two-year 
overlap. The City of Keene has two census tracts that are eligible for OZ 2.0, including 33005971403, 
shown above and 33005971300, shown outlined in orange in the figure below from The National 
Opportunity Zones Map (OpportunityZones.com). 
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CAPTION: A map showing the outline of Census Tract 9713 along with key statistics, 
including: 14.5% poverty rate, $85,804 Median Family Income, 69.9% of Area MFI, and 3,636 
population. 
 
According to the NH Office of Business and Economic Affairs, the State of New Hampshire will use 
Community Nomination Form submissions, federal data, and direct outreach to submit 25 tracts for 
designation to the U.S. Treasury by September 28, 2026. Designations take effect January 1, 2027, 
and run through December 31, 2036. To nominate a tract, an authorized official of the city or town 
containing the eligible tract and/or landowners and prospective developers must submit a nomination 
form that asks for a description of local organizations, planning boards, or economic development 
entities supporting the nomination. The nomination period closes on August 28, 2026. 
 
The City intends to submit a nomination to expand Keene's Opportunity Zone to include both eligible 
Census tracts. Staff request a letter of support signed by the Planning Board Chair to signal the 
Board's endorsement of this application. 
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