
 
 

KEENE PLANNING BOARD 
Council Chambers, Keene City Hall 

September 28, 2026 
6:30 PM 

 

 
 
 
    
A. CALL TO ORDER & ROLL CALL 
    
B. MINUTES FROM PRECEDING MEETING 
  1. August 24, 2026 
    
C. EXTENSION REQUESTS 
    
D. FINAL VOTE ON CONDITIONAL APPROVALS 
  1. Applications Ready for Final Approval 
    
E. BOUNDARY LINE ADJUSTMENT 
  1. PB-26-28 - Boundary Line Adjustment - Ash Brook Ct - Applicant GM2 

Associates Inc., on behalf of owner The State of NH, proposes to transfer 
~1.4-ac of land from the ~11.4-ac parcel at 6-15 Ash Brook Ct (TMP 
#110-001-000) in the Agriculture District to the ~0.74-ac parcel at 0 Ash 
Brook Ct (TMP #109-029-000) in the Commerce District. 

    
F. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
    
G. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
  1. PB-26-26 - Major Site Plan & Congregate Living & Social Services 

Conditional Use Permit - Anew Behavioral Health, 232 Winchester St 
-  Applicant and owner, Anew Behavioral Health LLC, proposes to convert 
the mixed-use building at 232 Winchester St (TMP #592-017-000) into a 
small group home with 8 beds. The parcel is ~0.4-ac in size and is located 
in the High Density District. 

  2. PB-26-29 - Major Site Plan - Fast Food Restaurant, 348 Winchester St 
- Applicant Bohler Engineering, on behalf of owner Riverside 
Improvements LLC, proposes to demolish the former Rite Aid building and 
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construct an ~4,576-sf fast food restaurant with a drive-thru on the parcel 
at 348 Winchester St (TMP #111-004-000). A waiver is requested from 
Section 21.6.2.B.2 to allow for the drive-through to be located along the 
western building facade adjacent to Winchester St. The building is located 
in Riverside Plaza, which is ~18.7-ac in size and is located in the 
Commerce District. 

    
H. OTHER BUSINESS 
  1. City Council Referral - Request for written findings from the Planning 

Board to support a temporary moratorium on data centers and 
cryptocurrency mining facilities. 

    
I. STAFF UPDATES 
    
J. NEW BUSINESS 
    
  UPCOMING DATES OF INTEREST 

  • Joint Committee of the Planning Board and PLD - Tuesday, October 13, 
6:30 PM  

  • Planning Board Steering Committee - Tuesday, October 13, 12:00 PM  

  • Planning Board Site Visit - Wednesday, October 21, 8:00 AM - To Be 
Confirmed 

  • Planning Board Meeting - Monday, October 26, 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, August 24, 2026 6:30 PM Council Chambers, 

City Hall 

Members Present: 

Harold Farrington, Chair 

Roberta Mastrogiovanni, Vice Chair  

David Bergeron  

Michael Hoefer  

Kenneth Kost 

Mayor Jay V. Kahn 

Councilor Molly Ellis 

Stephon Mehu, Alternate 

Joseph Cocivera, Alternate 

 

Members Not Present: 

Andrew Madison 

Tammy Adams, Alternate 

 

Staff Present: 

Paul Andrus, Community Development 

Director 

Megan Fortson, Planner 

 

 

 

  

 8 

 9 

A. CALL TO ORDER & ROLL CALL  10 

 11 

Chair Farrington called the meeting to order at 6:30 PM and a roll call was taken.  12 

Stephon Mehu was invited to join the session as a voting member.  13 

 14 

B. MINUTES FROM PRECEDING MEETING  15 

1. July 27, 2026 16 

 17 

Chair Farrington offered the following correction: 18 

Line 428 – “forum” should be “form” 19 

 20 

A motion was made by Roberta Mastrogiovanni that the Planning Board approve the July 27, 21 

2026 meeting minutes as amended. The motion was seconded by Mayor Kahn and was 22 

unanimously approved. 23 

 24 

 25 

C. EXTENSION REQUESTS 26 

 27 

None 28 

 29 

Page 3 of 170



PB Meeting Minutes  DRAFT 

August 24, 2026 

Page 2 of 14 

 

 30 

D. FINAL VOTE ON CONDITIONAL APPROVALS  31 

1. Applications Ready for Final Approval 32 

 33 

Planner Megan Fortson stated the first item ready for final approval is PB-26-10, Cottage Court 34 

Conditional Use Permit for Habitat for Humanity on Grove Street. There were four precedent 35 

conditions of approval for the application: Owner’s signature appear on the final plans; Submittal 36 

of five full size paper copies and a PDF version of the final plan set and elevations; Submittal of 37 

an updated proposed conditions plan showing the ZBA approval number; and Submittal of draft 38 

written documentation of any easements or other legal instruments necessary for the application. 39 

The applicant has met all conditions precedent and staff recommends the Board issue final 40 

approval. 41 

 42 

A motion was made by Roberta Mastrogiovanni that the Planning Board issue final approval for 43 

PB-26-10. The motion was seconded by David Bergeron and carried on a unanimous vote. 44 

 45 

The second application ready for final approval is PB-26-12, Major Site Plan and Cottage Court 46 

Conditional Use Permit application for Elm City Commons. The applicant had seven conditions 47 

precedent: Owner’s signature on the final plans; Submittal of full-sized copies of the final plan 48 

sets and elevations; Submittal of a recorded voluntary merger for the four subject parcels; 49 

Submittal of a security; Submittal of draft written documentation of any easements or other legal 50 

instruments necessary for the application; Submittal of an updated plan sets showing a native 51 

replacement for the Callery Pear trees; and Completion of a sewer flow study to demonstrate that 52 

there is adequate capacity in the City sewer line. Ms. Fortson stated the applicant has satisfied all 53 

conditions precedent and staff recommends the Board issue final approval for PB-26-12. 54 

 55 

The Chair asked whether staff knows the results of the sewer study. Ms. Fortson stated the 56 

applicant is proposing to upgrade the sewer infrastructure within the public right of way, which 57 

negates the need for the completion of a sewer flow study. She added the actual upgrade of the 58 

sewer would take place once work has started on the project and the applicant would need to get 59 

an initial approval of the infrastructure from City Council. Once it is constructed, it would need 60 

to be inspected by the Public Works Director to make sure that it met all necessary City 61 

standards and go back to City Council for final acceptance of the utilities and infrastructure as 62 

public infrastructure. 63 

 64 

A motion was made by Roberta Mastrogiovanni that the Planning Board issue final site plan 65 

approval for PB-26-12. The motion was seconded by Stephon Mehu and carried on a unanimous 66 

vote. 67 

 68 

The third application ready for final approval is PB-26-15, Major Site Plan and Surface  69 

Water Conditional Use Permit for changes to the Eversource L163 transmission line. There were 70 

four conditions precedent: Owner’s signature appears on the final plans; Submittal of five color 71 

copies of the final plan sets; Submittal of documentation of all necessary permits and approvals, 72 

including an NH DES Statutory Notification,  Alteration of Terrain Permit,  US Army Corps of 73 

Engineer Permit,  and EPA general construction permit; and lastly, Update the proposed plan set 74 

to include a note stating that Old Gilsum Road will be returned to pre-construction conditions. 75 
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Ms. Fortson stated all precedent conditions of approval have been met and staff recommends 76 

Board issue final approval. 77 

 78 

A motion was made by Roberta Mastrogiovanni that the Planning Board issue final approval for 79 

PB-26-15. The motion was seconded by Mayor Kahn and carried on a unanimous vote. 80 

 81 

The last item ready for final approval is PB-26-18, Boundary Line Adjustment involving the 82 

parcels at 35 and 39 Kendall Road. There were three precedent conditions:  Owner’s signature 83 

appears on the final plans;  Submittal of paper and mylar copies of the final plans; and Submittal 84 

of a check to cover the cost of recording fees. Ms. Fortson stated the applicant has satisfied these 85 

conditions, and staff recommends the Board issue final approval. 86 

 87 

A motion was made by Roberta Mastrogiovanni that the Planning Board issue final site plan 88 

approval for PB-26-18. The motion was seconded by Mayor Kahn and carried on a unanimous 89 

vote. 90 

 91 

E. BOUNDARY LINE ADJUSTMENT 92 

 93 

None  94 

 95 

F.     CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS: 96 

 97 

None 98 

 99 

G.    PUBLIC HEARINGS  100 

1. PB-26-21 - Major Site Plan - Bensonwood Parking Lot Modifications, 25 101 

Production Ave - Applicant Bensonwood, on behalf of owner LIDA Realty LLC, proposes to 102 

construct a new 46-space employee parking area and make associated site improvements on the 103 

parcel at 25 Production Ave (TMP #110-007-000). The parcel is 6.87-ac in size and is located in 104 

the Industrial District. 105 

 106 

A. Board Determination of Completeness 107 

 108 

Planner Megan Fortson stated the applicant has requested exemptions from submitting a separate 109 

landscaping plan, elevations/renderings, a traffic report, a soil analysis, a historic evaluation, a 110 

screening analysis, and an architectural analysis. Planning Staff have made the preliminary 111 

determination that granting the requested exemptions would have no bearing on the merits of the 112 

application and recommend that the Board accept the application as “complete.” 113 

 114 

A motion was made by Roberta Mastrogiovanni that the Board accept this Application as 115 

complete. The motion was seconded by and was unanimously approved.  116 

 117 

B. Public Hearing      118 

 119 

Ms. Liza Sargent of SVE Associates addressed the Board and referred to a rendering that showed 120 

the existing conditions at the site. She explained that this is an existing facility for  121 
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manufacturing panels for Unity Homes. She indicated currently the product is being stored in the 122 

parking lot. She referred to an existing gravel roadway along the north side of the building, a tax 123 

ditch along the border with Eversource to the south, Ash Swamp Brook is along the west side of 124 

the property. She indicated the applicant is having a difficult time storing the product they are 125 

making. Delivery trucks and tractor-trailers are having a difficult time backing into the site. 126 

 127 

Ms. Sargent stated there is no change to the number employees. The proposal is to store product 128 

in the paved area to the south with an employee only driveway along the north side with parking 129 

along the face of the building. There are doors at that location for employees only. Ms. Sargent 130 

explained the alignment is such that fire trucks can make it around the building, but the general 131 

public will not be driving in that area. 132 

 133 

This project requires a Shoreland Permit, which has been applied for and will be submitted to the 134 

City. 135 

 136 

Ms. Sargent went on to say there is a series of catch basins in the southern parking lot that 137 

discharge to the front. The two tax ditches have culverts that outlet to Ash Swamp Brook. 138 

 139 

She noted lighting will be along the face of the building and there will be no light trespass.  140 

 141 

Screening of the parking lot – she noted it is very limited on the north side. There is power line 142 

easement and water main in this area. She noted there is existing vegetation along the tax ditch 143 

which the applicant is going to try to maintain, but an alternative would be to add plantings in the 144 

front of the building to try to shield the existing parking at the face of the building, which she 145 

added is an enhancement along Production Avenue.  146 

 147 

Drainage - Storm water that runs off from the parking is being captured in the catch basins along 148 

the curb line as well as into the cleaned-out, expanded storm water pond at the front of the site. 149 

The City Engineer has requested some improvements to the drainage, such as a rip rap apron to 150 

the outlet of the pipe along the tax ditch. Other alternatives the applicant has proposed in dealing 151 

with storm water would include porous asphalt, but in this climate, this option would be a 152 

challenge to maintain. This concluded Ms. Sargent’s comments. 153 

 154 

Mr. Bergeron pointed out there were some questions from Public Works about water and sewer  155 

lines along that side and asked whether that has been addressed. Ms. Sargent stated they have 156 

made those modifications and the City Engineer has reviewed them and has accepted them. 157 

 158 

Staff comment were next. 159 

 160 

Ms. Fortson addressed the Board and stated this subject parcel is approximately 6.87 acres in 161 

size, located at the end of Production Avenue. The site is developed with an existing, 162 

approximately 104,428 square foot building that house Bensonwood and Unity Homes. 163 

The parcel currently has site access via an existing curb cut along Production Avenue.  164 

There are light industrial uses to the north and east. To the south and west is undeveloped land as 165 

well as residential uses. 166 
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This parcel is located in the industrial district and the parcels to the west are located in the rural 167 

district. 168 

 169 

Ms. Fortson went on to say that the applicant is proposing to create a second curb cut on the 170 

property and construct a 43-space parking area which would consist of approximately 22,970 171 

square feet of asphalt. This work is proposed to be completed along the northern portion of the 172 

site, which is currently a grassed with a small gravel access road and some trees. 173 

 174 

Under Section 26.12.3.8.1.e of the Land Development Code, the installation of new impervious 175 

surfaces exceeding 10,000 square feet of contiguous area meets the threshold for major site plan 176 

review by this Body.  Ms. Fortson stated this is the reason this application is before the Board 177 

tonight – because of the amount of impervious surface that is being added. 178 

 179 

During staff’s review of the application, staff did not feel the project had the potential for 180 

regional impact, but ultimately this is something the Board would need to address.  181 

 182 

In regards to staff comments on the application, Ms. Fortson stated the Zoning Administrator did 183 

note that the proposal typically would have to comply with the landscaping standards for 50 or 184 

more parking spaces. In this case, the applicant is proposing an alternative landscaping design 185 

due to the site constraints and the proximity of the northern most building facade to the northern 186 

property line. 187 

 188 

Ms. Fortson stated the Fire Department made some specific comments related to signage and 189 

parking spaces not blocking their connections to the building; the applicant has addressed those 190 

comments. As was mentioned by Mr. Bergeron, there were some comments from the City 191 

Engineer related to the property infrastructure and the potential drainage on the site. The 192 

applicant has submitted a revised grading and drainage plan and has submitted a revised drainage 193 

narrative. Those materials were reviewed by the City Engineer and he had no further comments. 194 

 195 

Ms. Fortson next reviewed the application analysis. All standards relevant to this application are 196 

under Article 21 of the LDC.  197 

 198 

Drainage - Currently, storm water from the existing paved parking and storage area is directed 199 

into a detention basin at the front or the eastern end of the site. The basin discharges into a City 200 

tax ditch along the southern property line that connects to Ash Swamp Brook. Ms. Fortson 201 

pointed out that Ash Swamp Brook makes up the entire western property boundary of the parcel. 202 

Runoff from the north side of the building goes into tax ditch along the northern property line 203 

and then into Ash Swamp Brook. Storm water from the new parking lot on the northern side of 204 

the building is proposed to be collected in catch basins and piped into the existing storm water 205 

basin, which will be expanded to handle the additional volume of runoff.  206 

 207 

The City Engineer had questions regarding post development storm water runoff rate, as well as 208 

specifications regarding the design of the new drainage infrastructure. Staff has received updated 209 

materials from the applicant and this material has addressed all comments and questions raised 210 

by the City Engineer. 211 
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Ms. Fortson stated Planning Staff recommends as a condition of approval that the Board include 212 

the submittal of security to cover the cost of as-built plans.  213 

 214 

Sediment and Erosion Control - The applicant is proposing to install silt fencing along the 215 

northern and northwestern portions of the site to protect the City tax ditch from siltation during 216 

construction. Planning Staff recommends that the applicant submit a security to cover the cost of 217 

sediment and erosion control measures, and also recommend the Board include a condition 218 

related to Community Development Staff inspecting these measures prior to the start of 219 

construction or site work – This standard appears to be met. 220 

 221 

Snow Storage and Removal - Snow storage areas are shown in the proposed conditions plan to 222 

the west of the proposed parking lot area and the applicant has also added a note on the plan 223 

stating that snow cannot be pushed into or stored within the 30 foot surface water buffer. 224 

Because this parcel is located in the industrial district, the applicant has to maintain a 30-foot 225 

buffer from the edge of Ash Swamp Brook. The proposed changes are well outside of that 30- 226 

foot buffer. Ms. Fortson noted as Ms. Sargent had mentioned, the applicant would need to obtain 227 

a Shoreland Permit. Staff recommends the Board include the submittal of that approved permit 228 

as a condition of approval. 229 

 230 

Landscaping - The applicant is proposing to remove nine existing trees along the western side of 231 

the north building facade to allow for the creation of the new parking area. Under Section 232 

9.4.4.A of the Land Development Code, a perimeter landscaping area is required to be created if 233 

a new on-site parking lot will be visible from the public right of way and/or is located to a 234 

residential zoning district. Ms. Fortson noted the proposed new parking area on the northern 235 

portion of the site is going to be minimally visible from Production Avenue to the east and on the 236 

western side; the travel aisle is going to be adjacent to the rural district. Hence, screening applies 237 

not only to the northern property boundary, but also a portion of the eastern property boundary 238 

and the western property boundary as well.  239 

 240 

The applicant is proposing to install 13 low Bush Blueberries and 12 Inkberry Hollys along the 241 

eastern portion of the site to screen the parking area from Production Avenue as well as soften 242 

the transition between the building and the public right of way. To screen the rear portion of the 243 

site from the adjacent rural district to the west, the applicant is proposing to maintain a 25-foot 244 

wooded buffer. Ms. Fortson noted the applicant is allowed to satisfy that requirement to screen 245 

this industrial use from an adjacent residential zoning district. There is a provision in the parking 246 

lot landscaping standards that states that you can maintain that 25-foot wooded buffer. 247 

 248 

Ms. Fortson went on to say, during the review of this application, Planning Staff noted there was 249 

aerial imagery included which shows that, on the southwestern portion, there is an unpaved area 250 

being used for parking that goes into that 25 foot wooded buffer. In order to provide that buffer 251 

completely the applicant is going to be rototilling the soil in that area and then installing some 252 

new trees. This is an effort to prevent future parking in that area to make sure that any runoff 253 

coming from that portion of the site that goes into the brook won’t have any discharge from 254 

vehicles.  255 

 256 
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The applicant is also required to install one tree for every 10 new parking spaces and create 257 

interior parking lot landscaping areas. Ms. Fortson noted the applicant is proposing to install five 258 

Red Maple trees on the eastern portion of the site. She noted there is a specific provision under 259 

Section 9.4.5.B5 of the Land Development Code that the Planning Board may approve an 260 

alternative design for interior landscaping of parking lots as part of a site plan, if the Board 261 

determines that the proposed design generally meets the intent of this article. Planning Staff 262 

recommend a condition of approval related to the submittal of a security to cover the cost of 263 

landscaping. 264 

 265 

The existing City tax ditch vegetation is proposed to screen the parking lot from the property to 266 

the north and west. The property owner is proposing to maintain that 25-foot vegetated buffer 267 

with one small area of remediation. Ms. Fortson explained the Board would need to determine if 268 

what the applicant has proposed meets the intent of the parking lot landscaping regulations.  269 

 270 

Lighting - The applicant is proposing to install four new wall-mounted, full cut-off light fixtures 271 

with a color rendering index greater than 70 and a color temperature of 3,500 Kelvin or less – 272 

That standard appears to be met. 273 

 274 

Sewer and Water - The narrative states no changes are proposed to the existing utilities other 275 

than raising the grade of the rims, clean outs, curb stops and gate valves to match the new finish 276 

grade as necessary - That standard appears to be met. 277 

 278 

Traffic and Access Management – Ms. Fortson noted there is going to be a new curb cut on 279 

Production Avenue to access the northern parking lot, which would be identified as an employee 280 

only entrance using signage.  There will be no truck traffic going around the site from the 281 

northern curb cut. The north and south parking and storage areas are going to be connected via 282 

an existing concrete pad. Circulation around the building will be limited to use by emergency 283 

vehicles only. The southern portion of the site will be reserved for delivery vehicles picking up 284 

finished product and the proposed conditions plan shows that a 22-foot-wide travel aisle is going 285 

to be maintained between the outdoor storage areas and the installation of a bike rack near the 286 

northeastern corner of the building near the employee entrance - That standard appears to be met. 287 

 288 

Filling and Excavation - The narrative states that there will be minimal filling and excavation 289 

and notes that the proposed employee parking lot will require stripping and installation of gravel 290 

and asphalt, which will result in proposed finished grades that are close to the existing site 291 

grading – That standard appears to be met.  292 

 293 

Ms. Fortson noted because the applicant is staying further away than the required 30-foot buffer 294 

from Ash Swamp Brook, they do not require a surface water conditional use permit under the 295 

City’s regulations but are subject to the Shoreland Water Quality Protection Act and would be 296 

required to obtain a Shoreland Permit. 297 

 298 

Hazardous and Toxic Materials - None proposed as part of this application – That standard is not 299 

applicable. 300 

 301 

Noise - Noise levels are not going to be changed - That standard is not applicable. 302 
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 303 

Architecture and Visual Appearance – Do not apply as there are no changes proposed to the 304 

outside of the building. The parking lot, under the architecture and visual appearance standards, 305 

has to be located to either the side or the rear of the building. This parking lot is located to the 306 

side of the building so it complies with that standard. 307 

 308 

Ms. Fortson next reviewed conditions of approval as outlined in the staff report.  309 

 310 

Mr. Kost asked for the definition of alternate landscaping plan.  311 

 312 

Ms. Fortson stated how it is defined in the Land Development Code is “the Planning Board may 313 

approve an alternative design for interior landscaping of parking lots as part of a site plan 314 

review if they determine that the proposed design meets the intent of this article.” Ms. Fortson 315 

stated there are two sections that this relates to. There is interior parking lot landscaping that 316 

would need to be installed in terms of landscaping islands within the parking area, and there is 317 

also the perimeter parking lot landscaping standards. The applicant is requesting an alternative 318 

landscaping plan for both these categories and the Board have this provision carved out in the 319 

regulations to be able to approve that. Ms. Fortson added it was pointed out to the applicant the 320 

prior plan approved in 1993 had more landscaping along the eastern portion of the site and staff 321 

encouraged the applicant to install some extra landscaping to make up for the fact that there is 322 

the lack of landscaping along the northern property boundary. 323 

 324 

The Chair asked for public comment next. 325 

 326 

Kevin Thatcher of 28 Evans Circle addressed the Board and stated he is opposed to this proposal. 327 

He stated the primary reason is related to storm water management. He felt this project does not 328 

comply with Section 21.2 of the Land Use Code – “Drainage and Storm water Management”. 329 

He stated Section 21. 2.1. regarding runoff volume and velocity, he stated he understands this 330 

issue has been addressed with a revised drainage narrative with the City Engineer. He noted he 331 

has not had the opportunity to review this but the original application did not provide enough 332 

information for that determination. 333 

 334 

Regarding volume, Mr. Thatcher stated this project does not comply, as it increases storm water 335 

runoff volume from the site as it represents a significant increase in impervious area of about half 336 

an acre and proposes no infiltration of storm water. 337 

 338 

He further stated Section 21.2.2 regarding low impact design. Mr. Thatcher felt it does not 339 

appear that there is enough information in this application to show that these methods have been 340 

appropriately vetted for this site. Specifically, fire retention, porous pavement and vegetated 341 

swales all seem like they could be possible used in some capacity. He also felt the applicant’s 342 

requested exemption regarding soil analysis is not warranted as that would give more data 343 

towards the potential design of LID practices on the site. 344 

 345 

Finally, Section 21,2.3 regarding discharge of storm water to surface waters. He asked that this 346 

discharge be treated to the standards of the Federal Clean Water Act. 347 
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The storm water treatment being proposed is an existing dry detention basin with limited 348 

detention associated with it. He noted a dry detention basin is not an approved storm water 349 

quality measure. It is primarily for volumetric control of storm water. Mr. Thatcher stated at the 350 

very least, to enhance storm water quality, the design should be modified beyond its expanded 351 

grading to include control with extended detention on the possibility that any of the LID methods 352 

are not feasible. 353 

 354 

Mr. Thatcher referred to other issues related with this application. He noted the applicant has 355 

indicated that they have applied for a State Shoreland permit but the plans do not depict the 356 

wetlands on the site. The applicant has identified setbacks associated with Ash Swamp Brook, 357 

but they do not identify the wetlands associated with Ash Swamp Brook. Likewise, he felt it 358 

needs to be verified that the tax ditch areas and the storm water basin have been evaluated to 359 

make sure they don’t have wetlands within them, if they do, the grading for the proposed project 360 

has wetlands impact. 361 

 362 

Regarding sediment and erosion control, Mr. Thatcher stated the existing storm water basin the 363 

applicant is proposing to use on the southeast side of the building also receives storm water from 364 

the unchanged storm water system on the south side of the building. He added the proposed 365 

erosion controls for this project do not address separating that storm water from the construction 366 

activities associated with this project. He suggested creating a temporary bypass for that storm 367 

water system or at the very least creating a diversion with proposed erosion controls to allow the 368 

storm water from that system to discharge from the site without disturbing the grading revisions 369 

necessary for the storm water basin. Mr. Thatcher’s asked that the Board continue this 370 

application so that the applicant may provide more information regarding these topics. 371 

 372 

With no further comment, the Chair closed the public hearing. 373 

 374 

C. Board Discussion and Action 375 

 376 

A motion was made by Roberta Mastrogiovanni  that the Planning Board approve PB-26-21 as 377 

shown on the plan set identified as “Employee Parking; 25 Production Avenue, Keene, New 378 

Hampshire” prepared by SVE Associates at varying scales on July 10, 2025 and last revised on 379 

August 11, 2026 with the following conditions:  380 

 381 

1. Prior to final approval and signature of the plans by the Planning Board Chair, the following 382 

conditions shall be met:  383 

a.  Submittal of an approved NHDES Shoreland Permit and the inclusion of the approved 384 

permit number on the proposed conditions plan.  385 

b.  Owner’s signature appears on the plans. 386 

c.  Submittal of five (5) full-size paper copies and a flattened PDF version of the final plan 387 

set.  388 

d.  Submittal of a security to cover the cost of landscaping, sediment and erosion control 389 

measures, and as-built plans in a form and amount acceptable to the Community 390 

Development Director.  391 

 392 
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2. Subsequent to final approval and signature of the plans by the Planning Board Chair, the 393 

following conditions shall be met:  394 

a.  Prior to the commencement of site work, all sediment and erosion control measures shall 395 

be installed and inspected by the Community Development Director or their designee.  396 

b.  Following the installation of landscaping, the Community Development Department shall 397 

be contacted to perform an initial inspection.  398 

c.  One year following the installation of all landscaping, the Community Development 399 

Department shall be contacted to perform a final landscaping inspection.”  400 

 401 

The motion was seconded by Mayor Kahn. 402 

 403 

The Chair stated he would like to hear comments from the Board on landscaping/screening for 404 

the parking lot and the storm water issues raised by Mr. Thatcher.  405 

 406 

Mr. Hoefer felt the alternate plan for landscaping was appropriate for the site. He noted because 407 

the adjacent property to this site is another industrial use with parking and storage, the need for 408 

screening is minimized. He felt the addition of trees to the west and east of the building would be 409 

a good improvement.  410 

 411 

The Mayor stated the alternate landscape plan does address the screening.  412 

 413 

Mr. Kost stated he would like to receive additional information regarding the storm water issues 414 

raised by Mr. Thatcher. The Chair invited the applicant to comment. Ms. Sargent stated with 415 

reference to soil analysis, she stated this was an already disturbed site that has had modifications 416 

since the 90s and the applicant is mostly importing fill. 417 

 418 

With reference to alternative storm water practices, Ms. Sargent stated the applicant did look into 419 

other alternatives other than expanding the existing basin. The porous asphalt or concrete would 420 

need to be modified, the subbase removed and good draining soils brought in. She also added 421 

this facility is currently in the 500-year floodplain. The applicant does not require a flood permit, 422 

but they are limited in depth for any storm water practices. 423 

 424 

With reference to wetlands, the applicant did have a certified wetland scientist review the ditches 425 

in the storm water basin. She stated if the Board would like the applicant to provide a stamped 426 

plan, indicating there are no wetland impacts, one can be provided.  427 

 428 

As it pertains to sediment and erosion control for the existing storm water in the parking lot, Ms. 429 

Sargent stated those modifications could be added to the plan and approved by the City Engineer, 430 

if requested by the Board. 431 

 432 

Mr. Kost noted that Mr. Thatcher has raised concern that the dry retention as not being sufficient. 433 

Ms. Sargent responded by saying the classification of the storm water basin AOT specifications 434 

are very specific on what sort of storm water infrastructure you use. She indicated the City of 435 

Keene is less descriptive and hence, the reason the applicant is proposing what is shown on the 436 

plan. 437 
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If Mr. Thatcher were looking for a storm water basin, additional modifications would be required 438 

on the site.  439 

 440 

Mr. Mehu stated at a minimum, he would like to see the wetland scientist data that was collected 441 

as a subsequent condition. 442 

 443 

Mr. Bergeron stated he echoes what others have said. With respect to landscaping, he felt what is 444 

being proposed is the best plan based on the size and the condition of the site. The amount of 445 

work that the applicant has on the other side of the building, what is being proposed is a much-446 

improved layout which would keep the employee vehicles separate from the area where trucks 447 

are being loaded and materials moved around. He agreed with the request from Mr. Mehu so it 448 

can be verified that there are no wetlands impacts. 449 

 450 

Mr. Kost felt if the City Engineer has approved the storm water requirements there isn’t anything 451 

more that could be requested and stated he was comfortable with what is being proposed.  452 

 453 

Councilor Ellis stated she too agrees with what has been stated by other Board members; because  454 

City Engineer has signed off on this proposal she too was comfortable with what is being 455 

proposed. She also added because of the constraints of the site the alternate landscape plan also 456 

does make sense.  457 

 458 

The Chair asked for the purpose of the Shoreland Permit. Ms. Fortson explained in the State of 459 

New Hampshire, there are certain water bodies that are subject to the Surface Water Quality 460 

Protection Act which are within 250 feet of the edge of the surface water. Certain water bodies, 461 

depending on the activities proposed, are required to obtain a permit from DES indicating that 462 

you are not going to be negatively impacting any of the land within that buffer. Ash Swamp 463 

Brook is the body of water this permit covers.  464 

 465 

Mr. Hoefer noted this application does not have any regional impact. 466 

 467 

The Chair asked whether the Board would like to see a plan, which shows the wetlands. Mr. 468 

Mehu stated he would like to see this plan. 469 

 470 

A motion was made by Stephon Mehu to amend the motion to include delineation of wetlands on 471 

the site plan as a condition precedent. The motion was seconded by Michael Hoefer and 472 

unanimously approved. 473 

 474 

Mr. Kost stated there was testimony from Mr. Thatcher regarding separating the storm water 475 

from the construction at the south of the site. Ms. Sargent responded by saying that Mr. Thatcher 476 

has requested erosion control prevention to the storm water that discharges into the storm water 477 

basin located at the southerly location. She indicated that perhaps sandbags are something that 478 

could be used to separate the construction area from the storm water discharge to the existing 479 

parking lot; this is a note that could be added on the plan and coordinated with the City Engineer. 480 

The Mayor asked whether this was feasible without much expense and clarified that there was 481 

already a silt fencing being proposed. Ms. Sargent stated a silt fence is being proposed  482 
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for the outlet of the storm water basin, but adding another one to where the storm water 483 

discharges from the existing parking lot would be another silt fence and sandbags in the general 484 

vicinity. 485 

 486 

Mr. Hoefer stated he was concerned about this requested addition. He felt if this was required it 487 

would have been raised by Planning staff or the City Engineer. 488 

 489 

The Chair suggested another amendment. 490 

 491 

A motion was made by Kenneth Kost to amend the motion that a condition precedent to add silt 492 

fencing that would separate storm water runoff from the construction runoff. The amendment 493 

failed for lack of second. 494 

 495 

The original motion to approve carried on a unanimous vote.  496 

 497 

Ms. Fortson provided additional information on the question raised regarding the purpose of the 498 

Shoreland Permit. She noted she found the following language online: 499 

Any water bodies in the State of New Hampshire that are greater than 10 acres in size, or if they 500 

are year-round, flowing waters such as streams or rivers that are of the fourth order or higher, 501 

certain designated rivers, streams and coastal waters, are all subject to the Shoreland Water 502 

Quality Protection Act in the State of New Hampshire. DES has a list of consolidated water 503 

bodies on their website. Within the City of Keene there are certain water bodies that meet the 504 

criteria and they are as follows: Portions of Ash Swamp Brook, Ashuelot River, and the 505 

Minnewawa River.  Any time there is development, excavation, or removal of vegetation 506 

proposed within that 250-foot buffer and it is one of those specific segments of the river which is 507 

identified in this list, a Shoreland Permit is required.  508 

 509 

H.     OTHER BUSINESS  510 

         1. Opportunity Zone 2.0 Nomination 511 

 512 

Deputy City Manager Rebecca Landry addressed the Board and stated she is before the Board to 513 

ask for support in the form of a letter from the Chairman to the Governor for the nomination for 514 

two census tracts to be nominated as opportunity zones. She indicated this would be the second 515 

round of the Opportunity Zone Program. This is federal incentive.  516 

 517 

Ms. Landry referred to language regarding this program: 518 

An opportunity zone is a federal program that encourages private investors to put their capital 519 

gains into long-term community projects (capital gains tax shelter). This designation is limited to 520 

census tracts that meet federal low-income criteria, where median family income is no more than 521 

70% of the State average or poverty is 20% or higher. It draws private money into areas that 522 

might otherwise get passed over. 523 

 524 

Ms. Landry noted the City has two eligible tracks, including the current OZ 1.0 tract, which was 525 

the Inaugural Opportunity Zone program. She indicated the Board has information on the 526 

existing tract. There is another tract that is now eligible, which is the smallest of five tracts in 527 

Keene and is generally downtown; Washington Street to about Routes 9 and 12 along West 528 
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Street. She explained endorsing the nomination does not cost the City any money; It requires no 529 

matching funds. It grants 0 tax abatements locally. This is not a local tax incentive, it is a federal 530 

program. 531 

 532 

The local zoning and planning processes will remain. Because opportunity zones are a federal 533 

tax incentive, transactions take place privately between investor funds and property owners. 534 

The City may never know where specific developers use the incentive on a given project but the 535 

City is not involved in the process.  536 

 537 

By supporting the nomination, the Board is helping put Keene on the map. Local properties and 538 

projects are competitive for private investment capital. Ms. Landry explained a big difference 539 

between the OZ original and OZ 2.0 is this specifically makes rural communities more appealing 540 

to investors who are looking for this capital gains tax shelter because there is a 30% forgiveness 541 

of the tax obligation in a qualified rural opportunity zone as opposed to others who do not 542 

qualify for that. One of the limitations of the first opportunity zone program was much of the 543 

funding was going to bigger cities and there wasn’t much of an incentive to invest in rural 544 

communities.  545 

 546 

Deadline for the nominations is Friday, August 28th. Ms. Landry noted MEDC is assisting in the 547 

preparation of the supporting materials. They have a lot of information on what has been done 548 

recently, the pipeline for development projects and their assistance has been key in helping to 549 

prepare the nominations. This concluded Ms. Landry’s presentation.  550 

 551 

The Chair asked whether Ms. Landry knows of any projects that have happened in the 552 

opportunity zone. Ms. Landry stated if there have been any she is not aware, as they don’t have 553 

to file paperwork with the City. She added there is no guarantee that both tracts will be approved. 554 

There are more than 50 eligible tracts in New Hampshire, and the Governor can only approve 25. 555 

 556 

The current opportunity zone has areas like Optical Avenue where the City could see some 557 

development in the future. The newer opportunity tract that is eligible goes along West Street 558 

and there are areas through to Court Street and to Washington Street where the City could see 559 

some development. She added the Kingsbury property is not eligible for this particular program. 560 

 561 

Mr. Kost asked whether the first zone needs to be renewed. Ms. Landry stated the first one is 562 

effective through December 2028. She added the City will be submitting two nominations, one is 563 

to extend the current tract and another nomination for a new tract. She added there is a 2 ½ year 564 

deadline for an applicant to make renovations that are equal to or greater than half the value of 565 

the property they are investing in. 566 

 567 

A motion was made by Roberta Mastrogiovanni that the Planning Board Chair be directed to 568 

submit a letter of support for the City of Keene’s Housing Opportunity Zone 2.0 expansion 569 

nomination. The motion was seconded by Stephon Mehu. 570 

 571 

The Mayor stated Council had requested the Mayor’s endorsement which he has provided.  572 

 573 

The motion was unanimously approved.  574 
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 575 

I.       STAFF UPDATES  576 

 577 

None 578 

 579 

J.      NEW BUSINESS 580 

 581 

None 582 

 583 

         UPCOMING DATES OF INTEREST  584 

• Joint Planning Board and PLD Committee — September 14 at 6:30 PM  585 

• Planning Board Steering Committee — September 15 at 12:00 PM  586 

• Planning Board Site Visit — September 23 at 8:00 AM — To be Confirmed  587 

• Planning Board Meeting — September 28 at 6:30 PM  588 

 589 

K.    MORE TIME ITEMS  590 

 591 

ADJOURNMENT 592 

 593 

There being no further business, Chair Farrington adjourned the meeting at 7:54 PM. 594 

 595 

Respectfully submitted by, 596 

Krishni Pahl, Minute Taker 597 

 598 

Reviewed and edited by, 599 

Mari Brunner, Senior Planner 600 
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2026-439  

 

CITY OF KEENE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 
ITEM #D.1. 

 
     
Meeting Date: September 28, 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 any 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.  
 
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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2026-435  

 

CITY OF KEENE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 
ITEM #E.1. 

 
     
Meeting Date: September 28, 2026 
    
To: Planning Board  
    
From: Evan Clements, Planner 
    
Through: Mari Brunner, Senior Planner 
     
Subject: PB-26-28 - Boundary Line Adjustment - Ash Brook Ct - Applicant GM2 

Associates Inc., on behalf of owner The State of NH, proposes to transfer 
~1.4-ac of land from the ~11.4-ac parcel at 6-15 Ash Brook Ct (TMP #110-
001-000) in the Agriculture District to the ~0.74-ac parcel at 0 Ash Brook Ct 
(TMP #109-029-000) in the Commerce District. 

     
  
Recommendation: 
To review the attached staff report and application materials in preparation for the public hearing. 
  
Attachments: 
1. Staff Report 
2. Applicant Narrative 
3. Plan Set 
4. Application 
5. Abutter List 
  
  
Background: 
The purpose of this application is to adjust the boundary of the parcel containing the former NH 
Liquor Store and State Police facility (lot 110-001) and the parcel containing the front parking lot of 
the former NH Liquor Store building (lot 109-029) in order to combine the former NH Liquor Store 
building with the front parking lot. This will result in both the State Police facility and the former NH 
Liquor Store building being on their own parcels. This adjustment will transfer ~1.4-ac of land from 
the State Police parcel to the parking lot parcel. 
 

Page 18 of 170



STAFF REPORT 
 

PB-26-28 – BOUNDARY LINE ADJUSTMENT – NH LIQUOR STORE BLA, 6 ASHBROOK CT 
 
Request: 

Applicant GM2 Associates Inc., on behalf of owner The State of NH, proposes to transfer ~1.4-ac 
of land from the ~11.4-ac parcel at 6-15 Ash Brook Ct (TMP #110-001-000) in the Agriculture 
District to the ~0.74-ac parcel at 0 Ash Brook Ct (TMP #109-029-000) in the Commerce District. 
 

Background: 

The subject parcels are 
existing lots located on the 
northeast corner of the 
Ashbrook Rd and Ashbrook 
Ct intersection, directly 
north of Michaels in the 
Monadnock Marketplace 
shopping plaza. Both 
parcels are owned by The 
State of NH and originally 
developed under the 
Governmental Land Use 
statute RSA 674:54.  
 
The purpose of this 
application is to adjust the 
boundary of the parcel 
containing the former NH 
Liquor Store and State 
Police facility (lot 110-001) 
and the parcel containing 
the front parking lot of the 
former NH Liquor Store 
building (lot 109-029) in 
order to combine the former 
NH Liquor Store building 
with the front parking lot. 
This will result in both the State Police facility and the former NH Liquor Store building being on 
their own parcels. This adjustment will transfer ~1.4-ac of land from the State Police parcel to the 
parking lot parcel. 
 
Determination of Regional Impact: 

Staff have made a preliminary evaluation that the proposal does not appear to 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 has requested exemptions from separate existing and proposed conditions plans 
and all technical reports. After reviewing the request, staff have made the determination that 

Fig:1 Subject parcels outlined in yellow with the boundary line to be 

adjusted in blue 

Page 19 of 170



STAFF REPORT 
 

granting these exemptions would have no bearing on the merits of the application and 
recommend that the Board accept the application as complete. 
 

Application Analysis 
 
Article 20 – Subdivision Regulations: 
 
20.2.1  Lots: Both lots are existing and all zoning dimensional requirements will be maintained. 

The resulting parcel containing the former NH Liquor Store building will be in both the 
Commerce and Agriculture districts. Depending on the proposed future use of the building, 
the parcel may need to be rezoned or a Variance from the Zoning Board of Adjustment 
may be required. This is beyond the scope of this application. This standard has been met. 

 
 
 

 

 

 

20.2.2  Character of Land for Subdivision: Both lots are developed and the proposed boundary 
adjustment will not alter the existing character of the parcels. This standard has been met. 

20.2.3  Scattered or Premature Development: Both parcels are developed and located adjacent to 
state highways, municipal infrastructure, and the Monadnock Marketplace Shopping 
Plaza. This standard has been met. 

20.2.4  Preservation of Existing Features: There are existing delineated wetlands located on lot 
110-001. No additional development is proposed as part of this application. All existing 
features will be maintained. This standard has been met. 

20.2.5  Monumentation: The plan indicates that new monuments will be set at proposed boundary 
corners and existing monuments will be utilized whenever possible. This standard has 
been met. 

20.2.6  Special Flood Hazard Areas: The narrative states that the majority of both parcels are 
located within the 0.2% annual flood hazard zone. No improvements are proposed with 
this application. This standard has been met.  

20.2.7  Fire Protection & Water Supply: Existing fire protection and water supply systems will be 
utilized. No changes are proposed with this application. This standard has been met. 

20.2.8  Utilities: Both properties are serviced by existing municipal water and sewer services. No 
changes to these systems are proposed with this application. This standard is met. 

 

Table 1. Area of Land Affected by Proposed Boundary Line Adjustment 

Lot Sizes 
Lot 109-029 Lot 110-001 

Commerce (COM) Agriculture (A) 
Required in District 15,000-SF 10-ac 

Before BLA 32,451-SF or .74-ac 496,467-SF or 11.40-ac 
Amount of Land 

Transferred 
0 60,866-SF or 1.4-ac 

After BLA Parcel 
Size 

93,317-SF or 2.14-ac 435,601-SF or 10-ac 
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Recommended Motion:  

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

“Issue final approval for PB-26-28 as shown on the plan set title Boundary Line Adjustment 
Survey prepared by GM2 Associates, Inc. at a scale of 1”=60’ and dated September 11, 
2026.” 
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197 LOUDON ROAD, SUITE 310 ▪ CONCORD, NH 03301 

gm2inc.com 

 

 

BOUNDARY LINE ADJUSTMENT NARRATIVE 

 

Land of State of New Hampshire 
Tax Map 109, Lot 29 & Tax Map 110, Lot 1 

6 & 15 Ash Brook Court, Keene, New Hampshire 
 

September 11, 2026 
 

Project Narrative: 

 

GM2 Associates, Inc. (GM2) has contracted with the State of New Hampshire to facilitate a Boundary Line 

Adjustment (BLA) between two State-owned parcels along Ash Brook Court in Keene, NH. The 

accompanied Boundary Line Adjustment Survey identified “Parcel 1” as Tax Map 109, Lot 29 which falls in 

the Commerce zoning district and “Parcel 2” as Tax Map 110, Lot 1, which falls in the Agricultural zoning 

district. Following the boundary line adjustment, “Parcel 1” will fall in both the Commerce and Agricultural 

zoning districts. 

 

The State of New Hampshire had previously contracted with a different consultant in 2005 to accomplish a 

similar boundary line adjustment. The survey was performed, a plan was developed, the new boundary 

monumentation was installed, and the survey was recorded with the Cheshire County Registry of Deeds in 

Cabinet 13, Drawer 1, Plan 044. The City of Keene and State of New Hampshire have no record of this 

boundary line adjustment survey receiving Planning Board approval. 

 

Since the 2005 project never received approval, there are two separate uses today on Tax Map 110, Lot 1, 

an existing office building supporting the NH Department of Safety on the southerly portion of the parcel, 

and a retail store that previously served as a NH Liquor Store. Much of the existing parking lot the served 

the NH Liquor Store exists on Tax Map 109, Lot 29. 

 

The intent of this BLA is to adjust the common boundary lines between the two subject parcels in order to 

make them more conforming with their existing uses. 

 

 

Existing Lot Information: 

 

Map 109 Lot 29 :  

• Area: 32,451 Square Feet or 0.74 Acres 

• Frontage: 230.05’ on Ash Brook Court 

• Use: Existing parking lot and associated improvements for NH Liquor Store (Vacant) 

• Access: Parcel is accessed through its frontage along Ash Brook Court 

 

Map 110 Lot 1: 

• Area: 496,467 Square Feet or 11.40 Acres 

• Frontage: 105.01’ on Ash Brook Court and 809.91’ along US Route 9 

• Use: Existing NH Department of Safety Building and Existing NH Liquor Store (Vacant) 

• Access: Parcel is accessed through Map 109, Lot 27, via its frontage along Ash Brook Road. 

 

Proposed Lot Information: 

 

Map 109 Lot 29 :  

• Area: 93,317 Square Feet or 2.14 Acres 
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gm2inc.com

• Frontage: 335.06’ on Ash Brook Court 

• Use: No changes proposed – NH Liquor Store (Vacant) 

• Access: No proposed changes 

 

Map 110 Lot 1: 

• Area: 435,601 Square Feet or 10.00 Acres 

• Frontage: 50.00’ along Ash Brook Court, 809.91’ along US Route 9 

• Use: No changes proposed - NH Department of Safety Building 

• Access: No proposed changes 

 

No improvements or changes of use are proposed as part of the Boundary Line Adjustment. 

 

 

Site Development Standard Compliance  (Article 21 of the Land Development Code) 

 

 21.2 Drainage & Stormwater: There are no proposed changes to the existing drainage or 

 stormwater infrastructure on either parcel. 

 

 21.3 Sediment & Erosion Control: There are no proposed changes or improvements on either 

 parcel. Sediment & erosion control is not warranted as part of this BLA. 

 

 21.4 Snow Storage & Removal: There are no proposed changes or improvements on either 

 parcel. Snow storage & removal will continue as it has on each parcel. 

 

 21.5 Landscaping: There are no proposed changes or improvements on either parcel. Existing 

 landscaping will remain. 

 

 21.6 Screening: There are no proposed changes or improvements on either parcel. Existing 

 screening and wooded areas are to remain. 

 

 21.7 Lighting: There are no proposed changes or improvements on either parcel. Existing lighting 

 is to remain. 

 

 21.8 Sewer & Water: There are no proposed changes or improvements to either parcel. Both 

 parcels are serviced by municipal water and sewer systems. No new connection are proposed as 

 part of this BLA. 

  

 21.9 Traffic & Access Management: There are no proposed changes or improvements to either 

 parcel. Traffic & Access Management will continue as they have in the past. 

 

 21.10 Filling & Excavation: There are no proposed changes or improvements to either parcel. No 

 filling or excavation is proposed. 

 

 21.11 Surface Waters & Wetlands: There are no proposed changes or improvements to either 

 parcel. Existing jurisdictional wetlands were identified by GM2 in September of 2025 and are shown 

 on the survey. 

 

 21.12 Hazardous & Toxic Materials: There are no proposed changes or improvements to either 

 parcel. Hazardous & toxic materials are not stored on either parcel. 

 

 21.13 Noise: There are no proposed changes or improvements to either parcel. No changes in 

 noise levels will be realized at either parcel as a result of this BLA. 
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gm2inc.com

 

 21.14 Architecture & Visual Appearance: There are no proposed changes or improvements to 

 either parcel, including the existing structures’ architecture or the parcels’ visual appearances.  

 

 

Subdivision Regulations Standards Compliance  (Article 20 of the Land Development Code) 

 

 20.2.1 Lots: The proposed BLA works to improve the lot configurations to better align with existing 

 uses. As proposed, Map 110, Lot 1 in the Agricultural zoning district does meet the 

 minimum lot size of 10 acres.  The remaining dimensional requirements for both parcels are met.  

 

 20.2.2 Character of Land for Subdivision: The BLA will not adversely impact the character of the 

 subject parcels and aims to resolve existing non-conforming uses. 

 

 20.2.3 Scattered or Premature Development: There are no proposed changes or improvements 

 to either parcel. The BLA aims to resolve existing non-conforming uses. 

 

 20.2.4 Preservation of Existing Features: There are no proposed changes or improvements to 

 either parcel. The existing features will be preserved on both parcels. 

 

 20.2.5 Monumentation: The existing boundaries of the subject parcels are sufficiently 

 monumented.  

 

 20.2.6 Special Flood Hazard Areas: The majority of both parcels fall within FEMA Zone X, area 

 subject to 0.2% annual chance of flood hazard. There are no proposed changes or improvements 

 to either parcel. 

 

 20.2.7 Fire Protection & Water Supply: There are no proposed changes or improvements to 

 either parcel. Existing infrastructure for fire protection and water supply will remain in place.  

 

 20.2.8 Utilities: There are no proposed changes or improvements to either parcel. Both parcels 

 are currently serviced by municipal water and sewer systems and no new connections or changes 

 in use are proposed. 

 

 

Conclusion 

 

This Boundary Line Adjustment Application aims to resolve an existing, non-conforming use. The existing 

NH Liquor Store was constructed during 2005 without a boundary line adjustment being approved by the 

City as was likely intended. Please accept this application in an effort to resolve this unique land-use 

situation.  

 

 

Respectfully,  

GM2 Associates, Inc. 

 

 

 

Seth P. Hill, PE 

Director of Engineering – Northern New England 
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JOB NO. 42613.00

SHEET NO. 1 of 2

DATE: Sep. 11, 2026

SCALE: 1" = 60'

GM2 Associates, Inc.
197 Loudon Road, Suite 310

Concord, NH  03301

Tel:  603-856-7854
Fax:  603-856-7855

240'180'60' 120'0'

BOUNDARY LINE ADJUSTMENT SURVEY
prepared for

NEW HAMPSHIRE LIQUOR COMMISSION
land of

STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
Tax Map 109 Lot 29 & Map 110 Lot 1

6 & 15 Ash Brook Court
City of Keene, New Hampshire

County of Cheshire

I CERTIFY THAT THIS PLAN WAS PREPARED BY ME OR THOSE UNDER MY DIRECT
SUPERVISION AND MEETS THE PRECISION AND ACCURACY REQUIREMENTS OF A CLASS
"U" REAL PROPERTY SURVEY.

DATE    ________________________               ____________________________________________
  LICENSED LAND SURVEYOR

GRAPHIC SCALE
1" = 60'

PLAN REFERENCES:

1.) Plan entitled " LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT OF LANDS OWNED BY THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE". Prepared by Clough Harbour & Associates, LLP, dated March 11, 2005 and on
file with the Cheshire County Registry of Deeds in Cabinet 13 Drawer 1 No. 844.

2.) Plan entitled "MONADNOCK CONDOMINIUM - FIRST AMENDED SITE AND FLOOR PLANS". Prepared by SVE Associates. Sheet 2 of 11. Scale: 1" = 100', dated January 16, 2004 and
on file at the Cheshire County Registry of Deeds in Cabinet 12 Drawer 9 No. 105.

3.) Plan entitled "SUBDIVISION PLAN PREPARED FOR KONOVER DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, LAND OF AUBREY W. & ELLIS S. BARRETT, ASH BROOK ROAD, CITY OF
KEENE, CHESHIRE COUNTY, NEW HAMPSHIRE". Prepared by SVE Associates. Dated June 25, 2003, revised July 3, 2003. On file at the Cheshire County Registry of Deeds in Cabinet 12
Drawer 9 No. 7-11.

4.) Plan entitled "RESUBDIVISION AND LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT PLAT PREPARED FOR KONOVER DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, LAND OF AUBREY W. & ELLIS S.
BARRETT, ASH BROOK ROAD". Prepared by SVE Associates. dated July 23, 1999. On file at the Cheshire County Registry of Deeds in Cabinet 12 Drawer 4 No. 179-181.

5.) Plan entitled "PLAN OF TAX DITCHES ON LAND OF AUBREY W. & ELLIS S. BARRETT, ASH BROOK ROAD, CITY OF KEENE, CHESHIRE COUNTY, NEW HAMPSHIRE".
Prepared by SVE Associates. Dated september 13, 1999. On file at the Cheshire County Registry of Deeds in Cabinet 12 Drawer 7 No. 83.

6.) Plan entitled "LAND IN KEENE MEADOWS OWNED BY AUBREY W. BARRETT AND ELLIS S. BARRETT, KEENE, NEW HAMPSHIRE". Prepared by Roy K. Piper. Dated
December 1985. On file at the Cheshire County Registry of Deeds in Cabinet 12 Drawer 7 No. 185.

7.) NEW HAMPSHIRE STATE RIGHT OF WAY PLANS OF PROPOSED LAND ACQUISITION PROJECT #23141 and u013-1(16) on file with the NH Department of Transportation.

8.) Plan entitled "ALTERATION OF ASH BROOK ROAD AND LAYOUT OF ASH BROOK COURT, LAND OF AUBREY W. & ELLIS S. BARRETT, CITY OF KEENE, CHESHIRE
COUNTY, NEW HAMPSHIRE". Prepared by SVE Associates. Dated October 17, 1999. On file at the Cheshire County Registry of Deeds cabinet 12 drawer 7 no. 85.
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SURVEY NOTES:

1.) The purpose and intent of this survey is to adjust the common boundary line between parcels 110-1 &
109-29, conveying 60,866 square feet or 1.40 acres from parcel 110-1 to parcel 109-29.

2.) An on-the-ground survey was performed by this office in September of 2025 using a 3" Leica robotic total
station and Trimble R12 GNSS receivers. A closed traverse with an error of closure better than 1:15,000 was
established to survey the boundaries of the subject parcels.

3.) The survey's bearings and distances reference the New Hampshire State Plane Coordinate System
NAD83(2011).  The vertical datum references NAVD88. Initial site control was derived using VRS corrected
RTK utilizing the above mentioned equipment.

4.) The owner of record for both subject parcels is the State of New Hampshire, with parcel 110-1 having a
physical address of 0 Ash Brook Court , Keene, NH 03431 and a mailing address of PO Box 503, Concord, NH
03301, and parcel 109-29 having a physical address of 6-15 Ash Brook Court , Keene, NH 03431 and a mailing
address of PO Box 483, Concord, NH 03301.

5.) Parcel 109-29 falls within the Commerce use district within the City.
     After the Lot Line Adjustment as shown a portion of Parcel 109-29 would fall
     within the Agricultural district.

Minimum Lot Area: 15,000 sf
Minimum Road Frontage: 50 ft
Minimum Front Setback: 20'
Minimum Side Setback: 20'
Minimum Rear Setback: 20'

6.) Parcel 110-1 falls within the Agriculture use district within the City.

         Minimum Lot Area: 10 acres
         Minimum Lot Area (per dwelling unit): 10 acres
         Minimum Lot Width at Building Line: 200 ft
         Minimum Road Frontage: 50 ft
         Minimum Front Setback: 50 ft
         Minimum Rear Setback: 50 ft
         Minimum Side Setback: 50 ft

7.) The subject site is primarily located within a FEMA Zone X, area subject to 0.2% Annual Chance of Flood
Hazard as shown of FEMA map 33005C0266E with an effective date of 5/23/2006 and subject to a Letter of
Map Revision 08-01-0182P with an effective data of 3/20/2008.

8.) An underground gas main with witness posts exists along the easterly boundary of Map 110 Lot 1. No
written easement was found during the course of this survey benefiting the utility owner. The gas line exists in
an area where Pitcher Road once existed.

9.) Temporary shelters with occupants were witnessed throughout the wooded areas of Map 110 Lot 1 at the
time of the survey.

10.) Unwritten rights in land, through they may exist, are not shown on this survey. Easements, rights, and
restrictions shown or identified are those which were found during research at the Cheshire County Registry of
Deeds and the City of Keene. Other rights, easements, or restrictions may exist which a title examination of the
subject parcel(s) would determine.

11.) Sheet 1 of 2 is to be recorded with the Cheshire County Registry of Deeds upon Planning Board Approval.
Sheet 2 of 2 contains site data such as topography & floodplain data and will remain on file with the City of
Keene and this office.

LOCUS MAP
SCALE: 1" = 1,400' +/-

WETLAND CERTIFICATION:

Wetlands were delineated by Jennifer Riordan, (NH Certified Wetland
Scientist #269) of GM2 Associates, Inc. on Tax Map 109 Lot 29 and Tax
Map 110 Lot 1 on September 11, 2025. The wetland delineation was
performed in accordance with the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
1987 Methodology and the USACE Northcentral and Northeast Regional
Supplement (2012).

KEENE PLANNING BOARD APPROVAL

DATE CHAIRPERSON

APPROVED BY THE CITY OF KEENE PLANNING BOARD

CONCRETE BOUND FND

STEEL PIN FND

SEWER MANHOLE

EXISTING BUILDING

EDGE OF PAVEMENT

EDGE OF DELINEATED WETLAND

LEGEND

CATCH BASIN

REBAR FND
TREELINE

GRANITE BOUND FND

IRON PIPE FND

APPROXIMATE BOUNDARY LINE

BOUNDARY LINE

CONTOUR LINE

FLOOD HAZARD BOUNDARY

                               OWNER'S SIGNATURE

DATE    ________________________               ____________________________________________
  SIGNATURE
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JOB NO. 42613.00

SHEET NO. 2 of 2 

DATE: Sep. 11, 2026

SCALE: 1" = 60'

GM2 Associates, Inc.
197 Loudon Road, Suite 310

Concord, NH  03301

Tel:  603-856-7854
Fax:  603-856-7855

240'180'60' 120'0'

BOUNDARY LINE ADJUSTMENT SURVEY
prepared for

NEW HAMPSHIRE LIQUOR COMMISSION
land of

STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
Tax Map 109 Lot 29 & Map 110 Lot 1

6 & 15 Ash Brook Court
City of Keene, New Hampshire

County of Cheshire

I CERTIFY THAT THIS PLAN WAS PREPARED BY ME OR THOSE UNDER MY DIRECT
SUPERVISION AND MEETS THE PRECISION AND ACCURACY REQUIREMENTS OF A CLASS
"U" REAL PROPERTY SURVEY.

DATE    ________________________               ____________________________________________
  LICENSED LAND SURVEYOR

GRAPHIC SCALE
1" = 60'

TOPOGRAPHY & FLOOD HAZARD AREA NOTES:

1.) The existing contour information shown on this plan was derived from aerial LiDAR data collected by a
fixed-wing aircraft between the years of 2011 and 2019. Contour data shown on this plan has been reduced to
show bare-earth conditions at the time of the collection and was published by GRANIT Earth Systems Research
Center of the University of New Hampshire for public use with credit given. Contour information is shown for
reference and planning purposes only. GM2 Associates, Inc. assumes no liability for the use of this data.

2.) The existing special flood hazard area boundaries show on this plan were derived from from FEMA map
noted in note #7 on sheet 1 of 2 of this plan set.

CONCRETE BOUND FND

STEEL PIN FND

SEWER MANHOLE

EXISTING BUILDING

EDGE OF PAVEMENT

EDGE OF DELINEATED WETLAND

LEGEND

CATCH BASIN

REBAR FND
TREELINE

GRANITE BOUND FND

IRON PIPE FND

WETLAND CERTIFICATION:

Wetlands were delineated by Jennifer Riordan, (NH Certified Wetland
Scientist #269) of GM2 Associates, Inc. on Tax Map 109 Lot 29 and Tax
Map 110 Lot 1 on September 11, 2025. The wetland delineation was
performed in accordance with the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
1987 Methodology and the USACE Northcentral and Northeast Regional
Supplement (2012).

APPROXIMATE BOUNDARY LINE

BOUNDARY LINE

CONTOUR LINE

FLOOD HAZARD BOUNDARY

                               OWNER'S SIGNATURE

DATE    ________________________               ____________________________________________
  SIGNATURE
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Planning Application
Project
Number: PB-26-28 Date Submitted: August 21, 2026
Project
Name: NH Liquor Store BLA Zoning:  AG

Project
Address: 6 ASH BROOK CT. Parcel Size: 11230

Parcel
Number: 110001000000000

Owner Information
STATE OF NH 33 HAZEN DR CONCORD NH 03305
Name Address City/State/Zip

Applicant Name Applicant Phone #

Authorized Agent Name Authorized Agent Phone #

Project Description
Transfer 1.4ac of land to parcel #1 (map 109 lot 29) from parcel #2 (map 110 lot 1) by adjusting the property lines
of both parcels.

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

Location Map Traffic Report /
Analysis Exemption Requested

Existing Conditions
Plan Exemption Requested Soil Analysis Exemption Requested

Proposed Conditions
Plan Submitted Historic Evaluation

Grading Plan Screening Analysis
Landscaping Plan Architectural Analysis

Lighting Plan Other Reports /
Analyses N/A

Elevations /
Renderings

9/15/26, 11:16 AM about:blank

about:blank 1/1Page 27 of 170
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2026-436  

 

CITY OF KEENE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 
ITEM #G.1. 

 
     
Meeting Date: September 28, 2026 
    
To: Planning Board  
    
From: Megan Fortson, Planner 
    
Through: Mari Brunner, Senior Planner 
     
Subject: PB-26-26 - Major Site Plan & Congregate Living & Social Services 

Conditional Use Permit - Anew Behavioral Health, 232 Winchester St 
-  Applicant and owner, Anew Behavioral Health LLC, proposes to convert 
the mixed-use building at 232 Winchester St (TMP #592-017-000) into a 
small group home with 8 beds. The parcel is ~0.4-ac in size and is located 
in the High Density District. 

     
  
Recommendation: 
To review the attached staff report and application materials in preparation for the public hearing. 
  
Attachments: 
1. Staff Report 
2. Application 
3. Narrative 
4. Plot Plan 
5. Floor Plan 
6. Traffic Generation Estimates 
  
  
Background: 
The subject parcel is ~0.40-ac in size and is located on the south side of Winchester St in the High 
Density District. The site is developed with a ~2,262-sf building and a paved driveway leading to a 
gravel parking area. The building was previously occupied by an office and two apartment units. 
Adjacent land uses include apartment buildings to the east and south, the Ashuelot River to the west, 
and a motorsports retail store to the north. The site is almost entirely within the 500-year floodplain; 
however, no portion of the lot is currently in the 100-year floodplain or the floodway. 
 
The Applicant proposes to change the use of this building from a mix of apartments and office space 
to an 8-bedroom small group home, Anew Integrated Recovery (AIR). Per Section 3.6.5 of the Land 
Development Code (LDC), this use is permitted in the High Density District subject to the issuance of 
a Congregate Living & Social Services (CLSS) Conditional Use Permit (CUP). This application was 
previously reviewed and conditionally approved by the Planning Board on January 26, 2026; 
however, the application expired on July 26, 2026 before the Applicant satisfied all conditions 
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2026-436  

precedent, which included the submittal of five paper copies of the final plan set signed by the 
property owner.  
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STAFF REPORT 
 

PB-26-26 - Major Site Plan & Congregate Living & Social Services Conditional Use Permit - 
Anew Behavioral Health, 232 Winchester St 

 

Request: 

Applicant and owner, Anew Behavioral Health LLC, proposes to convert the mixed-use building at 
232 Winchester St (TMP #592-017-000) into a small group home with 8 beds. The parcel is ~0.4-
ac in size and is located in the High Density District.    
 
Background: 

The subject parcel is ~0.40-ac in 
size and is located on the south 
side of Winchester St in the High 
Density District (Figure 1). The 
site is developed with a ~2,262-
sf building and a paved driveway 
leading to a gravel parking area. 
The building was previously 
occupied by an office and two 
apartment units. Adjacent land 
uses include apartment 
buildings to the east and south, 
the Ashuelot River to the west, 
and a motorsports retail store to 
the north. The site is almost 
entirely within the 500-year 
floodplain; however, no portion 
of the lot is currently in the 100-
year floodplain or the floodway. 
 
The Applicant proposes to 
change the use of this building 
from a mix of apartments and 
office space to an 8-bedroom 
small group home, Anew 
Integrated Recovery (AIR). Per 
Section 3.6.5 of the Land 
Development Code (LDC), this 
use is permitted in the High 
Density District subject to the issuance of a Congregate Living & Social Services (CLSS) 
Conditional Use Permit (CUP).  
 
This application was previously reviewed and conditionally approved by the Planning Board on 
January 26, 2026; however, the application expired on July 26, 2026 before the Applicant satisfied 
all conditions precedent, which included the submittal of five paper copies of the final plan set 
signed by the property owner.  
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STAFF REPORT 
 

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 has requested exemptions from submitting a grading plan, landscaping plan, 
lighting plan, elevations/renderings, and all technical reports. 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.” 
 
Departmental Comments: There were no departmental comments received on this application. 

 
APPLICATION ANALYSIS 

 

Congregate Living & Social Services Criteria (Section 15.2 of the LDC): 
 
A. “The nature of the proposed application is consistent with the spirit and intent of the Zoning 

Regulations, this LDC and the City's Comprehensive Master Plan, and complies with all the 
applicable standards in this LDC for the particular use in Section 8.3.4.”  

 
The LDC defines a small group home as “A facility in a residential dwelling providing living 
accommodations and care for no more than 8 unrelated natural persons who are in need of 
personal care services and/or are in need of supervision. Small group home[s] may include non-
medical drug and alcohol rehabilitation.” The standards specific to this use state that there 
shall only be one group home permitted per lot; group homes may not operate without an 
approved CUP; a CLSS license shall be obtained and renewed on an annual basis; and that the 
building exterior shall maintain the appearance of a residential structure. 
 
The project narrative states that the proposed use will “…provide a safe, structured, and 
substance-free living environment for adults in recovery from substance use.” The building will 
be staffed by a Recovery Monitor or Peer Support Worker/Driver and the House Manager 
during the day. Overnight, at least one credentialed staff member will be present. Medical and 
clinical services will be provided to residents off-site through licensed Anew Behavioral Health 
programs or other qualified treatment providers. Additionally, the length of stay for residents 
will be based on individual circumstances and is evaluated using Anew Integrated Recovery’s 
six-phase model. No changes are proposed to the exterior of the building, which looks like a 
residential structure (Figure 2).  
 
In the project narrative, the Applicant states that they will obtain an annual CLSS license as 
well as a certification through the New Hampshire Partnership for Recovery Residences. 
Planning Staff recommend that obtaining and submitting copies of all required local and state 
approvals be included as a condition subsequent to approval for this application.  
 
Section 6.1 of the 2025 Comprehensive Master Plan (CMP) outlines the goals and action 
items for the Livable Housing Pillar. Goal #5 of this pillar is to “Address the housing needs of 
all residents, current and future.” Action item #5.7 states that the community needs to “Ensure 
zoning and development regulations allow for diverse housing.” This use will provide needed 
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STAFF REPORT 
 

dwelling units and services to a vulnerable population in the Keene community. The proposal 
appears to be consistent with the spirit and intent of the zoning regulations, the LDC, and the 
Master Plan.  

 
B. “The proposed use will be established, maintained, and operated so as not to endanger the 

public health, safety, or welfare.”  
 
The project narrative states that the facility will operate 24-hours a day with at least one 
credentialed staff member on-site at all times to provide supervision, respond to concerns, 
and manage operations. Daily facility processes will be performed according to Anew 
Behavioral Health’s CARF-accredited (Commission on Accreditation of Rehabilitation 
Facilities) policies and procedures. Additionally, residents will be required to complete a 
formal orientation to the AIR Resident Handbook upon admission. This handbook outlines 
policies and procedures including but not limited to treatment engagement, substance use, 
personal conduct, curfews, and neighbor relations.  
 
The narrative goes on to state windows and doors are equipped with functioning locks to 
prevent unauthorized access. Residents are also issued keys to enter the building, which is 
locked at all times. Unauthorized visits are not permitted and there will be no public waiting 
or intake areas on the site. The project narrative states this combination of operational, 
staffing, and physical design elements will create a secure, supervised residential setting that 
prioritizes safety, privacy, and stability.  

 
C. “The proposed use will be established, 

maintained, and operated so as to be 
harmonious with the surrounding area and 
will not impede the development, use, and 
enjoyment of adjacent property. In addition, 
any parking lots, outdoor activity areas, or 
waiting areas associated with the use shall 
be adequately screened from adjacent 
properties and from public rights-of-way.”  

 
Figure 2 shows the main (north) façade of 
the building), which is an early 20th-century 
colonial-style house. The project narrative 
states that adjacent multi-family buildings 
along Winchester St. and Winchester Ct. 
are similar in style and appearance. The 
proposed use aligns with the intent of the 
High Density District to provide higher-
density residential uses compatible with 
the surrounding development. Additionally, 
the narrative states that the proposed use 
will provide a needed housing resource that promotes recovery, safety, and community 
integration without altering the scale or character of the neighborhood.  
 
The project narrative states there are no other congregate living or social service uses located 
within 750’ of the subject parcel. Screening for the site is provided by an existing wooden 
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STAFF REPORT 
 

stockade fence to the south and east; the Ashuelot River and existing mature trees to the 
west; and the existing building screens the parking area from view of Winchester St. to the 
north. 

 
D. “The proposed use will be of a character that does not produce noise, odors, glare, and/or 

vibration that adversely affects the surrounding area.”  
 

The project narrative states that the only outdoor activity area proposed is a ~40-sf covered 
structure that will be added to the southern portion of the site. This will serve as the 
designated smoking area and will have two covered sides to provide screening from 
Winchester St. and adjacent parcels. The Applicant has submitted a plot plan showing the 
proposed location of this structure outside of the required 30’ surface water buffer. This is 
discussed further under the “Surface Waters & Wetlands” section of the staff report below. 
This standard appears to be met. 

 
E. “The proposed use will not place an excessive burden on public infrastructure, facilities, 

services, or utilities.”  
 

The project narrative states that traffic activity associated with the residence will be limited 
and is estimated to be lower than the previous office and apartment uses. Trips for residents 
are scheduled in advance and use company passenger vans, which will reduce the number of 
vehicles entering and exiting the site. The narrative states that ~10 vehicle trips are expected 
per weekday and ~6 vehicle trips are expected per weekend day. Residents will not be eligible 
to keep vehicles on-site until after at least 90 days of residence and clinical approval. The 
existing parking area can accommodate ~8 vehicles. One parking space will be used routinely 
for Recovery Monitor Staff parking and the remaining 7 spaces may be used for resident 
parking and/or temporary staff parking. Public transportation is accessible via nearby 
established sidewalks and the rail trail. The site is also located within a ~0.4-mile distance of 
the City Express black and red bus routes.   
 
The site has access to City water and sewer utilities from Winchester St, and the narrative 
states that no increase utility demand is anticipated from the change of use. During the 
previous use of the site as an office/apartments, it is estimated that ~10-15 were occupying 
the building at any given time. If operated as a small group home, there would be a maximum 
of 8 residents and 2 staff in the building. The project narrative acknowledges that, during and 
throughout the interior renovation and certification process, additional analyses from a 
mechanical engineer or other licensed professional may be required to ensure that the 
existing infrastructure will meet the demands of the proposed use. This standard appears to 
be met.  

 
F. “The proposed use will not result in the destruction, loss, or damage of any feature determined 

to be of significant natural, scenic, or historic importance.” 
 

The existing building was constructed in 1910 and is similar in age to adjacent residential 
buildings along Winchester St. and Winchester Ct. Given that there are no changes proposed 
to the building exterior or site, this standard is not applicable. 

 
G. “The proposed use will not create a traffic safety hazard or a substantial increase in the level 

of traffic congestion in the vicinity of the use.” 
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The existing parking area can accommodate eight vehicles, and the anticipated traffic 
generation is ~10 vehicle trips per weekday and ~6 vehicle trips per day on the weekends. 
Given the combination of low anticipated traffic demand, the limited number of resident and 
staff vehicles that will be parked on the site, and the proximity of the site to various types of 
public transportation, the City Engineer did not express any concerns that the proposed use 
will create a traffic safety hazard or a substantial increase in the level of traffic congestion in 
the vicinity of the proposed use. This standard appears to be met. 

 
H. “The proposed use will be located in proximity to pedestrian facilities (e.g. multiuse trails and 

sidewalks), public transportation, or offer transportation options to its client population.” 
 

As stated previously in this staff report, the proposed small group home will have access to 
sidewalks, the nearby Cheshire Rail Trail, and will be located ~0.4-miles from the City Express 
red and black bus lines. Additionally, AIR will have a dedicated vehicle that will be used to take 
residents to pre-scheduled appointments. This standard appears to be met. 

 
Site Development Standards (Article 21 of the LDC) 
 
21.4 SNOW STORAGE & REMOVAL: The Applicant has identified a snow storage area on the 

southern portion of the site. This standard appears to be met. 
 
21.6 SCREENING: The Applicant is proposing to construct an ~40-sf covered outdoor smoking 

area on the southern portion of the site that will be screened on the western side by the 
existing tree line and along the south and east sides by the existing fence. The northern 
side of the enclosure will be covered to screen it from view of Winchester St. This standard 
appears to be met. 

 
21.8 SEWER & WATER: Information about water and sewer utilities is provided under Section 

E above. 
 
21.9 TRAFFIC & ACCESS MANAGEMENT: Site access will be provided from the existing curb 

cut and driveway on Winchester St, which are not proposed to be changed. Additionally, a 
bike rack will be installed at the southwestern corner of the building for residents and staff 
to use. Traffic generation estimates for the previous and proposed uses are addressed 
under Section G above. This standard appears to be met. 

 
21.11 SURFACE WATERS & WETLANDS: The western edge of the subject parcel is bordered by 

the Ashuelot River and is subject to the Surface Water Protection Overlay District. The only 
new development proposed on the site is the construction of a ~40-sf covered smoking 
area, which was originally proposed to be within the 30’ surface water buffer. In response 
to staff comments, the Applicant submitted an updated plot plan showing this structure 
outside of the 30’ buffer. Additionally, a note has been added to the second page of the 
plot plan stating that any future development within the 30’ buffer may require the 
submittal of a Surface Water CUP to the City of Keene Planning Board. This standard 
appears to be met. 
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Recommended Motion:  

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

“Approve PB-26-26 as shown in the application and supporting materials submitted to the 
Community Development Department on August 3, 2026 and last revised on September 4, 
2026, with the following condition subsequent to the final approval and signature of the 
plans by the Planning Board Chair: 

1. The Applicant shall obtain all required state and local permits and approvals.” 
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Description of the existing and proposed uses. Description of the services provided to the 
clients or residents of the facility 

The existing two-story commercial office building at 232 Winchester Street will be adapted into 
an 8-bed, peer-supported, Level 3 Recovery House known as Anew Integrated Recovery (AIR). 
The residence will provide a safe, structured, and substance-free living environment for adults in 
recovery from substance use. The program follows the social model of recovery, emphasizing 
shared accountability, mutual support, and community integration. There are no medical or 
clinical services provided on site; residents engage in treatment separately through licensed 
Anew Behavioral Health programs or other qualified treatment providers. 

No changes are proposed to the exterior of the building or landscaping requiring excavation. The 
proposed use will be similar to the previous mixed residential/commercial use and similar in 
intensity to a residential home. Other site development standards not already addressed in the 
narrative are not applicable. 

 

Description of the size and intensity of the use 

The property lies within the High Density (HD) zoning district. Under the City of Keene Land 
Development Code, the proposed use qualifies as a Group Home, Small, a category that permits 
up to eight unrelated occupants in a supervised residential setting by Conditional Use Permit. 
The proposed occupancy of a Level 3 Recovery House with up to eight residents and continuous 
on-site staff supervision is consistent with this classification. 

The home will always operate twenty-four hours per day with at least one credentialed staff 
member present. No staff will live on site. The anticipated maximum number of staff present at 
the recovery home during daytime operations is two: a Recovery Monitor or Peer Support 
Worker/Driver and the House Manager. On a routine basis, including during overnights and 
weekends, there will be one staff member present on the property with the residents. The House 
Manager may regularly visit the residence, but their office will be located off site at an Anew 
clinical building. 

 

Description of any proposed development or redevelopment 

No exterior construction or site expansion is proposed. The reuse will meet applicable life-safety 
and residential occupancy code requirements. Interior modifications will convert former office 
areas into sleeping areas, shared living and dining spaces, and required life-safety features such 
as smoke and carbon monoxide detection, fire extinguishers, and posted evacuation plans. All 
work will comply with applicable building and fire codes for residential occupancy. The existing 
building footprint, parking, and access points will remain unchanged. A Congregate Living and 
Social Services License will be obtained and maintained, as well as certification through the 
New Hampshire Partnership for Recovery Residences (NHPRR). 
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Staff provide oversight, support, and structure while fostering resident leadership and 
participation in maintaining the household. Residents will follow house guidelines that include 
curfews, random substance screening, and participation in peer meetings. These measures 
maintain safety and accountability while promoting stability and recovery. 

Anew Integrated Recovery is an adaptive reuse of an existing building that aligns with the intent 
of the HD district to support higher-density residential uses compatible with surrounding 
development. The project provides a needed housing resource that promotes recovery, safety, 
and community reintegration without altering the scale or character of the neighborhood. 

 

Description of the physical and architectural characteristics of the site and the surrounding 
neighborhood 

The building is an early 20th-century colonial-style house on a 0.40-acre lot that was converted 
to its current use as a mixed residential and commercial space. It is similar in style and use to 
other properties in the area. The property abuts a 0.54-acre lot to the east at 218–228 Winchester 
Street that contains two buildings of similar style and appearance, which are currently used as 
affordable housing units. The lot to the south, off Winchester Court, is a 0.90-acre parcel with 
three newer residential apartment buildings. 

The Ashuelot River runs along the western border of the lot. Mature tree growth along the 
southwest corner of the lot obscures views of the river and partially obscures views of the 
Winchester Court lot. Across the river to the west is the Winchester Street parking lot, used 
primarily for Keene State College parking. Across the street to the northeast are two commercial 
buildings. 

 

Description of how the site and/or use is designed to address the safety and security of its 
client population. Description of the size and location of indoor and/or outdoor waiting or 
intake areas, if applicable 

The safety and security of residents are addressed through a combination of qualified staffing, 
structured operations, and physical safeguards within the residence. AIR staff hiring and 
onboarding follow Anew Behavioral Health’s CARF-accredited clinical policies and procedures 
to ensure that staff working with this vulnerable population are appropriately qualified and 
trained. At least one credentialed staff member is present on site at all times to provide 
supervision, respond to concerns, and manage emergencies. 

Residents complete a formal orientation to the AIR Resident Handbook upon admission. This 
orientation covers expectations and procedures related to treatment engagement, substance use, 
urine drug screening, searches, smoking, personal conduct, grievance processes, emergency 
contacts and procedures, communicable disease protocols, and medication policies. This also 
includes policies and expectations related to curfews and neighbor relations. 
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Windows and doors are equipped with functioning locks to prevent unauthorized access, and 
blinds are installed and maintained on all windows to protect resident privacy. Residents are 
issued keys to access the building, which remains locked at all times. No unauthorized visitors 
are permitted at the residence, and there are no public waiting or intake areas on site. 

A detached, covered, one-story accessory building is proposed to function as a designated 
smoking area (see attached material). This structure will have at least two sides covered to 
function as windshields and provide privacy from adjacent property. The size of this covered 
area will be approximately 10x12 square (120 square feet). It will not contain any electricity or 
plumping.  

Daily operations further support safety through routine household chores assigned to residents to 
maintain a clean, orderly environment free of hazards. Together, these operational, staffing, and 
physical design elements create a secure, supervised residential setting that prioritizes resident 
safety, privacy, and stability. 

 

An analysis of estimated traffic generation associated with the proposed use 

Traffic activity associated with the residence will be limited and is estimated to be lower than the 
former office use. Trips are scheduled in advance and use company passenger vans for 
efficiency, which reduces the number of vehicles entering and exiting the property. We estimate 
10 trips total per weekday and 6 trips total per weekend day. Based on the average rate of trips 
per bed, AIR will add ~1 trip during peak traffic hours (4-6pm) (see attached traffic analysis). 
We estimate that this will be similar to, or lower than historical use given the multi-use function 
of the building. This building has historically seen 10-15 individuals living/working/and/or 
patronizing the space on a regular basis and driving individually compared to the carpooling 
practice that will be used by AIR. 

Information about the estimated parking demand for the proposed use and the number of 
parking spaces to be provided on site. Description of the staffing of the facility, including 
the number of on-site managers, if any 

Company vehicles will be parked at a nearby Anew clinical office. Staff transporting residents 
will park their vehicles at that location as well, using parking at the recovery residence only for 
temporary pick-up or drop-off. 

The existing parking area provides adequate capacity for eight vehicles. One parking space will 
be used routinely for Recovery Monitor staff parking, and the remaining seven spaces may be 
used for resident parking and/or temporary staff parking. Many of these spaces are not expected 
to be utilized regularly, as residents are not permitted to keep vehicles on site until after at least 
90 days of residence and clinical approval. 

Public transportation is accessible nearby via established sidewalks and the rail trail. The 
recovery home is within 0.4 miles walking distance of the City Express black and red bus routes. 
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Residents are not permitted unscheduled visitors at the recovery home. Visits, if applicable, are 
scheduled in advance and occur at an Anew clinical office. Transportation to employment, 
appointments, and recovery meetings is scheduled in advance and coordinated by staff. Residents 
participate in clinical treatment off site at an Anew clinical building or another local treatment 
provider; therefore, much of the traffic associated with appointments and work originates from 
those locations.  

 

Information about the proximity of the facility to other known congregate living and social 
service uses within 750 feet 

To the applicant’s knowledge, the property line is not within 750 feet of another building with a 
use listed under Section 15.1 of the Land Development Code. 

 

For congregate living uses, the average length of stay for residents/occupants of the facility 

The length of stay for each resident varies based on individual circumstances and recovery 
capital. AIR’s model uses six phases to monitor progress. These phases vary in length and have 
different minimum requirements. For example, to be eligible to graduate from Phase 5, residents 
must have lived at the recovery home for a minimum of six months with an equal or greater 
amount of time in recovery. In Phase 6, residents continue progressing toward independence and 
may remain in this phase indefinitely. 

Conversely, some residents may only need a short stay, such as less than one month. In addition, 
given the nature of substance use disorder as a chronic, relapsing brain disease, there may be 
circumstances in which it is clinically appropriate to abruptly shorten a resident’s stay to 
transition them from recovery housing to a higher level of care for stabilization. 

 

Utilities 

The current mixed residential/commercial use of the building spans both stories and includes 
multiple offices, bedrooms, bathrooms, and a kitchen. No increase in utility usage is anticipated. 
As stated, previous use of the building included 10-15 individuals using the space regularly, 
much higher than the max number of beds (8) proposed for AIR. In addition, AIR understands 
that during subsequent inspections during/throughout the interior renovation and certification 
process, additional analysis from a mechanical engineer or other professionals (eg fire marshal) 
may be required to ensure the infrastructure will meet the demands of the proposed use. 
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Anew Behavioral Health and Anew Integrated Recovery (herein referred to as ABH) 
understands group homes may not operate without an approved Conditional Use Permit. 
ABH will maintain annual renewal of its Congregate Living and Social Services License to 
also maintain its Conditional Use Permit.  

Standard A. To align with the Zoning for a High Density District, the building exterior will 
maintain the appearance of a residential structure.  

To align with the Livable Housing Pillar that ensures diverse housing and the 
Comprehensive Master Plan, the proposed house provides dwelling units and services to a 
vulnerable population in the Keene community.  

Standard B. The company implements several procedures that will take place both inside 
the building and outside of the building to ensure that all residents are going to be safe. 
There will be locked doors, secured medication, prohibited items, and residential chores 
to ensure the property is well maintained, both inside and out.  

Standard C. There are not going to be any waiting areas, residents must be screened prior 
to entry to the home. The only outdoor area that is proposed is the 48 square foot smoking 
shelter towards the southern portion of the site. The property is screened with fencing and 
natural vegetation to screen from the Ashuelot River.  

Standard D states as follows: the proposed use will be of a character that does not 
produce noise, odors, glare and or vibration that will adversely affect the surrounding area. 
Most of the use will be inside the building, as it is a residential use, and the site itself is 
screened on most sides by fencing or the Ashuelot River, which already has an existing 
vegetated buffer.  

Standard E states as follows: The proposed use will not place an excessive burden on 
public infrastructure, facilities, services or utilities. This site anticipates decreased traffic 
generation from the previous uses. There will not be a drastic increase in utility usage as 
the house will have shared resources and appliances. 

There is an approximation of about 10 vehicle trips per weekday and six vehicle trips per 
weekend day. There is only parking available for eight vehicles, which is what is driving the 
number of beds on site (one bed per space for this use). 

Standard F: The proposed use will not result in the destruction, loss, or damage of any 
feature determined to be of significant natural, scenic, or historic importance. The house 
does not fulfill any significant importance criteria.  
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Standard G: The proposed use will not create a traffic safety hazard or a substantial 
increase in the level of traffic congestion in the vicinity of the use. On-site vehicle privileges 
are earned after 90 days of residence. Additionally, the use of carpooling will reduce the 
impact of vehicle trips.   

Standard H: The proposed use will be located in proximity to pedestrian facilities (e.g., 
multiuse trails and sidewalks), public transportation, or offer transportation options to its 
client population. The Cheshire Rail Trail is located .4 miles from the site. The City Express 
is .5 miles from the site, and the facility will also have its own transportation for its 
residents. There are sidewalks outside the site. 

Snow Storage and Removal: There is a large snow storage area on the southern portion of 
the site.  

Screening: The outdoor smoking area will be screened on at least two sides from view of 
the public right-of-way and adjacent parcels.  

Surface Waters and Wetlands: The subject parcel is located right next to the Ashuelot River 
and is located in the High Density District. The applicant is required to maintain a 30-foot 
buffer from the edge of the river onto the parcel, and they have submitted a plan and 
supplemental information indicating that they are aware that they cannot place any 
structures within that 30-foot buffer 

The site is open to anyone from the State based on their licensing, however, we have a 
waitlist and do not foresee much participation from outside of Keene. 
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Clarification of the smoking shelter architectural features 

The smoking shelter will be an 8'x5' metal gazebo equipped with a designated ash and 

cigarette disposal receptacle with signage posted to identify its purpose. It will permit rain and 

snow to not increase the impervious area taken on the property. Contrary to the prior plan, and 

upon suggestion by the NHPRR, it will be placed along the west side of the property to distance 

from other property lines while respecting the 30-foot buffer from waterways and the 20-foot 

buffer from openings to the home.  
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Supplemental material/key to 232 Winchester Street  
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1 inch = 35 feet scaled map.  

Red buffer line: 2.2 centimeters (~30.3) feet from river. Any future developments within the 30 foot surface 

water buffer may require the submittal of a Surface Water Protection Conditional Use Permit application to the 

City of Keene Community Development Department for review by the Planning Board.  

Black parking lot area. 5.3 centimeters long by 3.05 centimeters wide (~73 feet x 42 feet) which is sufficient for 

one 16'x18' parking space and seven 8'x18' parking spaces.  

Orange area: snow storage area. Can be expanded to the south property line if need as area is well over 30 feet 

from the river.  

Bright yellow: bike rack area. 0.5 centimeters by 1 centimeter (~94 square feet). Additional 0.5 cm x 1 cm of 

additional area on the West side of the building that does not cross the red buffer line if needed for an additional 

bike rack.  

Black: designated smoking area.0.6 cm x 0.2 cm (~40 sf). The smoking area is to be sheltered from rain but will 

not have a concrete foundation that renders the land beneath impervious. It will comply with Sec. 6-112 of the 

Keene Code listed below. 

(a) Such area be not less than five feet on any side and shall contain a receptacle designed for the safe disposal 

of tobacco products. 

(b)Such area is not located within 20 feet of any entrance or exit, or walkway to such entrance or exit, or other 

area open to the public where smoking or use of tobacco products is otherwise prohibited. 

(c)Such area is posted with one or more conspicuously displayed sign(s) that identify the area as a designated 

area for smoking or tobacco product use. 

(d) The city manager may require, in their sole discretion, that any such area be modified or removed if it 

creates a nuisance or public health hazard. 
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2026-437  

 

CITY OF KEENE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 
ITEM #G.2. 

 
     
Meeting Date: September 28, 2026 
    
To: Planning Board  
    
From: Megan Fortson, Planner 
    
Through: Mari Brunner, Senior Planner 
     
Subject: PB-26-29 - Major Site Plan - Fast Food Restaurant, 348 Winchester St - 

Applicant Bohler Engineering, on behalf of owner Riverside Improvements 
LLC, proposes to demolish the former Rite Aid building and construct an 
~4,576-sf fast food restaurant with a drive-thru on the parcel at 348 
Winchester St (TMP #111-004-000). A waiver is requested from Section 
21.6.2.B.2 to allow for the drive-through to be located along the western 
building facade adjacent to Winchester St. The building is located in 
Riverside Plaza, which is ~18.7-ac in size and is located in the Commerce 
District. 

     
  
Recommendation: 
To review the attached staff report and application materials in preparation for the public hearing. 
  
Attachments: 
1. Staff Report 
2. Application 
3. Narrative 
4. Engineering Staff Comments 
5. Plan Set 
6. Elevations & Renderings 
7. Drainage Report 
8. Flood Storage Exhibit 
9. Traffic Study 
10. Vehicle Turning Exhibit 
11. Lighting Specification Sheets 
  
  
Background: 
The proposed area of redevelopment sits on the western portion of Riverside Plaza, which is located 
to the north of Routes 12 & 101 and to the east of Winchester St (Fig. 1). The shopping plaza is 
occupied by retail uses as well as a dental office, bank, and restaurant. Adjacent uses include the 
Keene State College (KSC) parking lot to the north; commercial businesses to the west; the Ashuelot 
Rail Trail and KSC athletic fields to the east; and undeveloped agricultural land to the south. 
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The Applicant proposes to demolish the ~10,000-sf former Rite Aid building and construct a new 
~4,576-sf fast food restaurant with a drive-through. Waivers have been requested from Section 
21.6.2.B & Section 21.7.4.B.1 of the Land Development Code (LDC) regarding the screening 
requirements for drive-through restaurants as well as the average illumination levels for canopy 
lighting.  
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PB-26-29 – MAJOR SITE PLAN – FAST FOOD RESTAURANT, 348 WINCHESTER ST 
 
Request: 

Applicant Bohler Engineering, on behalf of owner Riverside Improvements LLC, proposes to 
demolish the former Rite Aid building and construct an ~4,576-sf fast food restaurant with a drive-
thru on the parcel at 348 Winchester St (TMP #111-004-000). Waivers are requested from Section 
21.6.2.B and Section 21.7.4.B.1 of the Land Development Code related to screening drive-thru 
lanes and canopy lighting. The property is ~18.7-ac and is in the Commerce District. 
 
Background: 

The proposed area of redevelopment 
sits on the western portion of 
Riverside Plaza, which is located to 
the north of Routes 12 & 101 and to 
the east of Winchester St (Fig. 1). The 
shopping plaza is occupied by retail 
uses as well as a dental office, bank, 
and restaurant. Adjacent uses 
include the Keene State College 
(KSC) parking lot to the north; 
commercial businesses to the west; 
the Ashuelot Rail Trail and KSC 
athletic fields to the east; and 
undeveloped agricultural land to the 
south. 
 
The Applicant proposes to demolish 
the ~10,000-sf former Rite Aid 
building and construct a new ~4,576-
sf fast food restaurant with a drive-
through. Waivers have been 
requested from Section 21.6.2.B & 
Section 21.7.4.B.1 of the Land 
Development Code (LDC) regarding 
the screening requirements for drive-through restaurants as well as the average illumination 
levels for canopy lighting.  
 
Determination of Regional Impact: 

Staff have made a preliminary evaluation that the proposal does not appear to 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 has requested exemptions from submitting a historic evaluation and screening 
analysis. After reviewing these requests, 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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Departmental Comments: 

• Building & Floodplain: 

o The project is located in a special flood hazard area (SFHA) and will require a Floodplain 
Development Permit in accordance with Section 24.2.4 of the Land Development Code. 

o A building permit for the demolition and construction of the structure is required. 

• Zoning:  

o Branded directional signage will need to be less than 4-sf in size to be exempt from the 
Sign Code. The Planning Board does not approve signage. 

o Verify that the parking stall and drive aisle widths comply with Table 9-3 of the Land 
Development Code. 

• Fire: The building permit application will need to be reviewed for compliance with the NH 
State Fire Code. 

• Engineering: Comments from the City Engineer are outlined in the attached memo dated 
September 17, 2026. 

 
Application Analysis 

 
21.2 Drainage: The proposed stormwater measures include the construction of a bioretention 

system with an internal storage reservoir at the northwestern corner of the site. The new 
building and site modifications are designed to drain to the bioretention system via a 
conventional closed-pipe drainage system with cast basins with deep sumps and hooded 
outlets. Pretreatment of stormwater runoff not conveyed to the bioretention pond will be 
achieved by a hydrodynamic separator for stormwater flowing to the catchbasin at the 
southwestern corner of the site. The drainage report states that the volume of water being 
directed to the existing stormwater system will be reduced in the post-construction 
conditions.  

 At the time of this staff report, Planning Staff were waiting for the Applicant to submit an 
updated drainage report addressing the City Engineer’s comments. An update on the 
status of this review will be provided during the public hearing for this application on 
September 28th.  

21.3 Sediment & Erosion Control: Proposed sediment and erosion control measures include 
the installation of catch basin inlet protection, a stabilized construction entrance at the 
northeastern corner of the site, and silt fencing along the proposed edge of pavement and 
detention pond adjacent to Winchester St. Planning Staff recommend that the Board 
include conditions of approval related to the submittal of a security to cover the cost of 
the sediment and erosion control measures as well as the inspection of all sediment and 
erosion control measures by Community Development Department Staff following their 
installation. 

21.4 Snow Storage & Removal: Snow storage areas are shown in five locations around the 
perimeter of the proposed building. This standard appears to be met. 
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21.5 Landscaping: The proposed 
landscaping includes 14 shade 
trees, 22  arbor vitae plants, 148 
shrubs, and 220 perennials 
around the building and 
perimeter of the project area 
(Fig. 2).  

Landscaped areas to the north 
and south of the building will be 
planted with a mix of sugar 
maple and honey locust trees; 
inkberry, yew, and juniper 
bushes; and coneflower, 
foamflower, and catmint 
perennials. The landscaping 
adjacent to Winchester St will 
include a mix of 6 sour gum 
trees; 12 inkberry shrubs; 9 
arborvitae; and 17 yew shrubs. 
The detention basin at the 
northwestern corner of the site 
will be stabilized with a basin 
seed mix over 6 inches of 
topsoil.  

Planning Staff recommend that 
the Board include a condition of 
approval related to the 
submittal of a security to cover 
the cost of all landscaping as 
well as the completion of initial 
and final landscaping 
inspections.  

21.6 Screening: The dumpster 
enclosure at the southwestern 
corner of the project area is 
proposed to be screened by a 
concrete masonry enclosure 
with metal gates, both of which will be finished in a dark brown color.  

The drive-through lanes, which are located along the Winchester Street frontage, will be 
partially screened with evergreen shrubs (compact inkberry and dense yew) that will be 
between 2-2.5 feet at planting and 4 feet at maturity. The northern end of the drive-through 
lanes are adjacent to the proposed detention pond, leaving them visible from Winchester 
St. Section 21.6.2.B of the Land Development Code states that drive-throughs shall not be 
located along the building frontage or along a façade with a primary entrance and must 
be screened from view of the public right-of-way by an evergreen hedge that is at least 3 

Figure 2. Excerpt from the proposed landscaping plan submitted by 
the applicant. The detention basin is shown shaded in blue, and the 
trees are shown shaded in green.  
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feet tall at planting and 4 feet tall at maturity. The Applicant has requested a waiver to 
allow the northern section of the drive-through to remain visible from Winchester St. The 
submitted waiver request states that the drive-thru must be located along Winchester St. 
to minimize adverse impacts to flood storage in the floodplain.  

In deciding whether to grant this request, the Board will need to determine if the waiver 
criteria detailed in Section 26.12.14 of the LDC have been satisfied: 

“26.12.14 Waivers  

A. Unless otherwise set forth in this LDC, the Planning Board may grant a waiver from 
strict compliance with provisions of the Site Development Standards in Article 21 or 
site plan review standards in Section 26.12, on a case by-case basis, so long as the 
Board finds, by majority vote, that:  

1. Strict conformity would pose an unnecessary hardship to the applicant and the 
waiver would not be contrary to the spirit and intent of the regulations; or,  

2. Specific circumstances relative to the site plan, or conditions of the land in such 
site plan, indicate that the waiver will properly carry out the spirit and intent of 
the regulations.  

3. In granting a waiver, the Planning Board may require any mitigation that is 
reasonable and necessary to ensure that the spirit and intent of the standard 
being waived will be preserved, and to ensure that no increase in adverse impacts 
associated with granting the waiver will occur.”  

21.7 Lighting: The applicant proposes to install 5 pole lights, 11 building-mounted lights (4 
downlights & 7 cylinder lights), and 9 canopy lights. The photometric calculations are 
shown in the table below in footcandles (fc).  

 Max Light Levels (fc) Ave Light Levels (fc) Uniformity Ratio 

Proposed Required Proposed Required Proposed Required 

North Parking Lot 3.8 N/A 1.52 Max 3.5 3:1  Max 5:1 

South Parking Lot 5.1 N/A 2.14 Max 3.5 4.3:1 Max 5:1 

Drive Thru Canopy 37.2 N/A 24.92 Max 12.5  1.8:1 N/A 

Window Canopy 28.9 N/A 15.74 Max 12.5 3.21 N/A 

North Walkway 3.4 Max 5 1.45 Min 0.5 14.5:1 N/A 

South Walkway 3.9 Max 5 2.31 Min 0.5 4.6:1 N/A 

 
The Applicant requests a waiver from Section 21.7.4.B.1 of the LDC to allow for an average 
light level of 24.9-fc where 12.5- fc are permitted for the drive-thru canopy adjacent to 
Winchester Street and an average light level of 15.74-fc where 12.5-fc is allowed for the 
window canopy on the east building façade. The waiver request states that above-average 
light levels are desired due to the potential for employees to take orders and deliver food 
to customers in the drive-through lanes during business hours from 6:30am-10pm.  

For context, the Mobile Gas Station located at 219 West St has a canopy that is 15.5’-tall 
as measured from the ground to the underside of the structure. The photometric plan 
approved when the property was redeveloped in 2017 (SPR-578 Modification #1) shows 
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an average light level of 5.17-fc and uniformity ratio (the ratio of the average to the 
minimum lighting levels) of 1.99.  

Staff have concerns that the proposed canopy lighting will result in bright pockets of light 
on the site with darker zones around them. This is in conflict with the intent of the lighting 
standards in the LDC, which aim to provide lighting levels that are reasonably uniform to 
avoid very bright and very dark areas across a site for both pedestrian and motorist 
comfort and safety.  

In deciding whether to grant the requested waiver, the Board will need to determine 
whether the waiver criteria in Section 26.12.14 have been met (listed above under 
“Screening”).  

At the time of this staff report, Planning Staff were waiting to hear back from the Applicant 
regarding the 7 cylinder lights proposed to be installed around the building perimeter. Per 
Section 21.7.2.B of the LDC, uplighting is prohibited. Planning Staff will share an update 
on the status of this item at the September 28th Planning Board meeting. 

21.8 Sewer & Water: The Applicant proposes to connect to the existing City sewer and water 
utilities serving the former Rite Aid building. At the time of this report, the City Engineer 
had provided additional comments regarding the revised stormwater report, plan set, and 
response letter submitted by the applicant on September 14th. Planning Staff are waiting 
to see how the applicant plans on addressing these items and will share an update during 
the Planning Board meeting. It is recommended that the Board include a condition of 
approval related to the submittal of a security to cover the cost of as-built plans. 

21.9 Traffic & Access Management: The existing building has three main access points: one 
along Winchester St to the south of the project area, a slip lane into the site from the 
Winchester St & Key Rd roundabout, and access from the east from the main plaza. The 
applicant proposes to close off the slip lane to the north of the existing building so that 
vehicles enter the site to the northeast of the new building and follow a one-way traffic 
pattern counter-clockwise around the site. Rite Aid currently has 25 parking spaces; 
however, the new retail use will only require 15 spaces. Fourteen of these spaces will be 
provided in the project area and the last space will be obtained using the overflow parking 
elsewhere in the plaza. Two accessible parking spaces will be installed along the northern 
building façade and crosswalks will be added to connect parking spaces to the north and 
east of the main restaurant entrance. A bike rack will be installed in the landscaping island 
at the northeastern corner of the project area.  

  The traffic study indicates that the former pharmacy use would have generated a range 
of 104-130 total trips between the weekday midday/afternoon and Saturday midday peak 
hours. The quick service restaurant is anticipated to generate a range of 268-340 total 
trips per weekday midday/afternoon and Saturday midday peak hours. When the number 
of pharmacy peak hour trips is subtracted from the fast food restaurant peak hour trips, 
the anticipated new traffic demand ranges from 148-236 new vehicle trips per weekday 
midday/afternoon and Saturday midday peak hours. The summary of this report is 
included as an attachment. 

Page 60 of 170



STAFF REPORT 
 

21.10 Filling & Excavation: The majority of the parcel is located within the 100-year flood zone, 
which is a special flood hazard area. All building design and site work will be reviewed for 
compliance with the Floodplain Development Regulations outlined under Article 24 of the 
LDC as part of the building permit process. This standard appears to be met. 

21.11 Surface Waters & Wetlands: There are no jurisdictional wetlands or surface waters 
present in the project area. This standard is not applicable. 

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

21.13  Noise: The narrative states that the proposed development will comply with the City’s 
noise ordinance. This standard appears to be met. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
21.14 Architecture & Visual Appearance: The building is proposed to be constructed with a two-

tone white and brown color scheme featuring brick veneer and stucco finishes and dark 
bronze metal accents for the windows and trim (Fig. 4). The building will be ~22’-tall 
inclusive of a parapet that will range in height from 4’-7” to 5’-9” tall that will serve as 
screening for any potential rooftop units. The narrative states that the proposed building 
orientation has been largely dictated by the project area’s placement within the 100-year 
floodplain. The Board will need to make a determination as to whether the proposed 
building design complies with the massing/scale, visual interest, and site design 
regulations outlined under this section of the code.  

 

 

Recommended Motion: Planning Staff will provide a recommended motion at the Planning Board 
meeting on September 28, 2026. 
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3 Washington Street 
Keene, NH 03431 

 

(603) 352-5440 

KeeneNH.gov  

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:   Joey Fonseca, Bohler Engineering   
 
FROM:   Bryan Ruoff, City Engineer 
 
THROUGH:  Megan Fortson, Planner 
 
DATE:   September 17, 2026 
 
SUBJECT: PB-26-29 – Major Site Plan – Additional City Engineering Comments – Fast 

Food Restaurant, 348 Winchester St 

1. The culvert sizing appears to account for an open culvert condition not a closed 
interconnected stormwater condition as designed. It is unclear why the culverts are not 
included in the stormwater model. Additionally, the Bioretention Pond is modelled as a free 
flowing outlet but also connects to downstream culverts, if a tail water condition existed the 
pond might not be sufficiently sized for the hydraulic conditions, all culverts needed to be 
modelled in the Hydro CAD model in lieu of including sub catchment areas in the hydraulic 
model. 

2. The preconstruction conditions for the stormwater model calculate the entire site runoff as 
one stormwater tributary but must be broken out to all of the discharge points to the existing 
system to confirm no increases to those discharge points. 

3. The proposed domestic water service is in conflict with the ET&C lines, at a minimum 3’ 
between utilities is required to be provided. 

4. The stormwater model accounts for infiltration but the infiltration rate and groundwater level 
have not been determined to confirm this is feasible for the design. The Applicant’s engineer 
has responded that a test pit will be performed prior to construction. Given that is the basis 
for the design of this drainage system, this is required to be confirmed as part of the design. 

5. Based on the provided turning movements, it appears that emergency response and delivery 
vehicles cannot maneuver the site without impacting parked cars in the lot. 

6. The responses to previous comment #14 references a yard hydrant detail but no detail for the 
hydrant is provided. Additionally, it should be clarified whether this is intended to be a hose 
bib, which is assumed to be based on the ¾” water service or a yard hydrant. 

7. A large portion of the parking lot drainage area and building roof drains are directed to the 
existing drain infrastructure in the adjacent parking lot with no pre-treatment, which 
contradicts the drainage report. The Applicant’s engineer has responded that this is an 
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existing condition; however, the existing condition is required to be corrected for the proposed 
development to provide treatment for the developed site. 

8. The list of anticipated permits should be revised to include obtained permits and associated 
numbers. The required list of permits for construction should include Public Works Excavation 
& Utility Permits and a grease trap permit.  

9. The Applicant’s engineer has responded that a minimum of 12” of cover, the minimum pipe 
cover is recommended to be provided in accordance with pipe manufacturer’s 
recommendations, or alternative pipes should be provided. 

10. The plans provide a fire hydrant detail but the existing hydrant is specified as being reused. 
Please remove the detail or update the hydrant and gate valve details to match City of Keene’s 
Public Works standards. 

11. Site specific soils are required to be confirmed by a soil scientist licensed in the State of NH. 

12. The hydraulic model demonstrates sufficient capacity for the 100-year storm event but is also 
required to provide 1-foot of freeboard without overtopping the 50-year storm event. 
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50 Washington Street, Suite 2000 
Westborough, MA 01581 

 508.480.9900 

 
August 21, 2026 (rev. 9/17/26) 
 
 
Community Development Department 
3 Washington Street 
Keene, NH 03431 
 
Attn: Mari Brunner, Senior Planner, Community Development Department 
 

 
RE: Major Site Plan Review 
 Proposed QSR with drive-through  
 354 Winchester Street 
 Keene, NH  
  
 
Project Narrative: 
 
The existing site consists of a 21.16 acre property along the easterly side of Winchester Street and the 
northerly side of NH State Route 12 & 101 in the City of Keene, New Hampshire. The site consists of an 
existing shopping plaza containing a Walmart, Sierra, HomeGoods, and other various users. The focus of 
this project is limited to the standalone former Rite Aid building on the westerly side of the property adjacent 
to Winchester Street. 

The proposed project consists of a razing the existing Rite Aid building and construction of a 4,576 square 
foot Quick-Service Restaurant with drive-through. The proposed project also consists of modifications to 
the existing parking area, including but not limited to, providing one-way circulation around the building and 
drive-through area, as well as modifications to landscaping areas directly surrounding the proposed 
restaurant building, which overall provides a net decrease in impervious surfaces. Additional site 
modifications consist of proposed utility service connections and stormwater management system 
modifications and improvements. 

The proposed project is in compliance with the Site Development Standards stated in Article 21 of the Land 
Development Code. The below sections of Article 21 have been broken out to individually describe how the 
standards have been met: 
  

- 21.1 – Drainage & Stormwater Management: The site is in compliance with the Drainage & 
Stormwater Management Standards as there is a net decrease in impervious area, which as a 
result decreases the overall volume and velocity of stormwater runoff. The stormwater quality is 
also being enhancements through stormwater quality devices and bioretention areas. Please refer 
to the Drainage Report prepared by Bohler and submitted as part of this application for additional 
information. 
 

- 21.3 – Sediment & Erosion Control: The proposed site plan documents include an Erosion & 
Sediment Control Plan Sheet which goes into detail on the erosion and sediment controls to be in 
place before and during construction to prevent erosion and sediment runoff on site. 
 

- 21.4 – Snow Storage Removal: The proposed site plan documents include locations of snow 
storage areas on site which are shown in a way to prevent erosion of drainage runoff and prevent 
and impediment of parking spaces. 
 

- 21.5 – Landscaping: The proposed site plan documents include a Landscape Plan Sheet and 
Landscape Detail Sheet which conforms to the requirements set forth in Section 21.5.  Also, the 
table included within Landscape Sheet L-100 lists the landscape requirements for Section 9.4.4. 
and how these requirements are met. 
 
For Section 21.5.1.C, Turfgrass is being proposed at a minimum given the location and existing 
surrounding area.  There is currently a side lawn area between the parcel and Winchester St. This 
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area is mostly covered in proposed landscape materials but does incorporate some lawn areas to 
blend in with the surrounding.  The landscape island that is currently south of the proposed building 
along the entrance drive off of Winchester will be converted from all grass/lawn to landscaped. The 
proposed landscaping generally complies with this section providing additional screening but also 
blending in with the existing lawn areas.  

 
The Proposed Landscape Plan includes a table that lists all requirements of article 9 and how the 
project complies. Refer to Sheet L-100 
 
For Section 21.6.2.B.2 & 3 of the LDC, the landscaping being proposed with a mixture of Sour Gum 
trees and various shrubs along the drive-aisle adjacent to the drive-thru lane.  A small portion along   
the drive-thru entrance will not contain the same treatment due to the small detention basin required 
for the proposed development. There is an area between the bioretention basin and the property 
boundary, however there are overhead power lines in close proximity to the parcel boundary that . 
 

- 21.6 – Screening: The proposed site plan documents provide appropriate screening for specific 
areas as described in Section 21.6. That includes but is not limited to screening for the trash 
enclosure, screening the drive-through lane along Winchester Street, and screening of the parking 
lot. Please refer to the included Landscape Plans and submitted as part of the application. 
 

- 21.7 – Lighting: The proposed site plan documents include a Lighting Plan Sheet and Lighting 
Detail Sheet which conforms to the requirements set for in Section 21.7. The existing light fixtures 
within the plaza have yet to be identified and our office is currently working to obtain that 
information.  Once we are able to model those fixtures, a revised lighting plan will be submitted. 
 

- 21.8 – Sewer & Water: The proposed sewer & water connections as shown on the Utility Plan 
Sheet comply with the City’s Utility Standards. The services will connect to the existing utilities that 
served the former Rite-Aid. 
 

- 21.9 – Traffic & Access Management: The Traffic Report has been prepared by Bowman 
Consulting and has been included in with the application submittal. 
 

- 21.10 – Filling & Excavation: All filling and excavation taking place as part of the development 
will be in compliance with both the Earth Excavation Regulations and the Floodplain Regulations 
as a portion of the development falls within the floodplain. 
 

- 21.11 – Surface Waters & Wetlands: All wetland and surface water regulations are met. The 
development does not fall within any jurisdictional areas. 
 

- 21.12 – Hazardous & Toxic Materials: There is no proposed work anticipated that will involve 
receiving, handling, storing or processing hazard or toxic substances. 
 

- 21.13 – Noise: The proposed development will comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance and City 
Code of Ordinances as it relates to minimizing sound or noise impacts. 
 

- 21.14 – Architectural & Visual Appearance: Color Architectural Renderings with materials and 
color indicated prepared by HFA have been submitted as part of this application.  
  
Visually, the building is a two-tone brick façade for visual interest.  The overall building height is 
±22-feet including the parapet wall to block the roof top units. The proposed building materials and 
color are also similar to the surrounding plaza out parcel buildings. Due to the site constraints 
including floodplain, the proposed front door is  orientated similar to the former Rite-Aid building in 
order to limit the cut/fills onsite.  The building façade facing Winchester Street has incorporated 
additional windows as opposed to a mostly brick façade in their porotype. 
 
Due to the slight taper of the roof, the parapet wall will vary from approximately 5’-9” to 4’-7” above 
the flat roof surface. The architects are currently working on a few site views to confirm the wall 
height, and this will be provided to the Planning Board. 
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Waiver Requests: 
 
 
Screening Drive-thru Businesses.  Section 21.6.2.B.1. - Drive-through windows and lanes shall  
not be located along the building frontage or along a building facade with a primary entrance. 
 
Waiver being requested due to the site being located within the FEMA Floodplain. In an effort to minimize 
cut/fills and maintain flood storage volumes for this area of the parcel, the restaurant’s front door is being 
proposed in a similar location to the former Rite-Aid.  This orientation will require the drive-thru to be located 
along the frontage, Winchester Street.  The landscape plan has been prepared to add additional landscape 
screening between the drive-through and Winchester St.   
 
 
Waiver Criteria 1: Please describe how strict conformity would pose an unnecessary hardship to the 
applicant and the waiver would not be contrary to the spirit and intent of the regulations. 
 
Given the site location and the nature of the quick service restaurant, the drive-through along Winchester 
St is unavoidable. The former Rite-Aid also had the drive-through located along Winchester St. 
 
Waiver Criteria 2: Please describe how specific circumstances relative to the site plan, or conditions of the 
land in such site plan, indicate that the waiver will properly carry out the spirit and intent of the regulations. 
 
Due to the FEMA Floodplain location, the proposal requires the restaurant’s front door be located in close 
proximity to the existing door location of the Rite-Aid.  This results in less cut/fill disturbances in order to 
maintain Floodplain storage volumes. 
 
 
Screening Drive-thru Businesses.  Section 21.6.2.B.2. - Where allowed, drive-through lanes shall be 
screened from any adjacent public rights-of-way (not including alleys), existing residential property, or 
residential zoning districts.   
 
Waiver being requested as a portion of the proposed stormwater basin prevents a portion of the drive-thru 
entrance from being screened along Winchester Street.  
 
Waiver Criteria 1: Please describe how strict conformity would pose an unnecessary hardship to the 
applicant and the waiver would not be contrary to the spirit and intent of the regulations. 
 
Due to the stormwater requirements and providing additional pre-treatment, the size of the stormwater 
basin limits area to amount of landscape screening in this portion of the site. With the parcel being located 
within the floodplain, areas for stormwater improvements are very limited as well. Removing the stormwater 
basin would not provide the stormwater quality enhancements that this project will be providing to the area.    
 
Waiver Criteria 2: Please describe how specific circumstances relative to the site plan, or conditions of the 
land in such site plan, indicate that the waiver will properly carry out the spirit and intent of the regulations. 
 
Overhead powerlines also exist along the property boundary that would prevent any screening material 
from being proposed between the basin and the property boundary. The majority of the drive-thru does 
contain a mixture of trees and shrubs to meet these requirements.   
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Site Lighting Standards.  Section 21.7.4.B.1 - Areas around pump islands and under canopies shall be 
illuminated so that the average illuminance at grade level does not exceed 12.5-footcandles. 
 
Waiver being requested to allow for the lighting values as shown under the proposed canopies which are 
greater than 12.5-foot candles. The canopy lighting is recessed cans within the ceiling and the canopy 
height is only 9-ft (as opposed to much higher gas station canopies.).  Employees may be located within 
these canopy areas, and the tenant requires these areas to be well lit as there will be moving vehicles. 
 
Waiver Criteria 1: Please describe how strict conformity would pose an unnecessary hardship to the 
applicant and the waiver would not be contrary to the spirit and intent of the regulations. 
 
With employees under these canopies taking orders and delivering meals, the tenant requests a waiver 
from these standards to provide a well-lit area to perform these tasks within a drive-thru. 
 
Waiver Criteria 2: Please describe how specific circumstances relative to the site plan, or conditions of the 
land in such site plan, indicate that the waiver will properly carry out the spirit and intent of the regulations. 
 
The canopy lighting consists of recessed cans and will be turned off during off-hours.  During operating 
hours and as mentioned above, since there is a potential for employees to be under these canopies with 
car moving through the drive-thru, we request the area be well lit.  They will add additional light spill for the 
right of way along Winchester St as these canopies only have a height of 9-ft. 
 
Should you have any questions or require additional information please do not hesitate to contact me at 
508-480-9900.  We appreciate your consideration and review of the proposed site development plans, and 
I look forward to discussing the project further with you. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Bohler, LLC  
 
 
 
Joey Fonseca 
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Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total

161 161 322 134 134 268 170 170 340

 -Internal Capture Trips 2 -32 -32 -64 -27 -27 -54 -34 -34 -68

External Trips 129 129 258 107 107 214 136 136 272

-64 -64 -128 -59 -59 -118 -68 -68 -136

65 65 130 48 48 96 68 68 136

1

2

3 ITE does not provide pass-by information for LUC 929, so pass-by data associated with LUC 934 (Fast-Food Restaurant 

with Drive-Through) was used. LUC 934 indicates that approximately 50% of weekday morning and 55% of weekday 

afternoon trips are attributed to pass-by trips. ITE does not provide pass-by data specific to weekday midday or 

Saturday midday so the 50% pass-by rate is applied. 

Saturday Midday

Peak Hour

 -Pass-by Trips 3

Net New Quick Service Restaurant Trips

ITE Land Use Code 929 (High-Volume Fast-Food Restaurant), based on 4,576 square feet.

NCHRP estimates an internal capture rate of 29%. To be conservative, an internal capture rate of 20% was applied to 

peak hour trips.

Total Quick Service Restaurant Trips1

Description

Weekday Midday

Peak Hour

Weekday Afternoon

Peak Hour

Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total

161 161 322 134 134 268 170 170 340

-65 -65 -130 -60 -60 -120 -51 -53 -104

96 96 192 74 74 148 119 117 236

1

2

ITE Land Use Code 929 (High-Volume Fast-Food Restaurant), based on 4,576 square feet. This is the total number of vehicle 

trips including new trips, pass-by trips, and internal capture trips; see Table 1 above for information on the Project trip 

generation.

ITE Land Use Code 881 (Pharmacy/Drugstore with Drive-Through Window), based on 11,650 square feet. This is the total 

number of vehicle trips including new trips, pass-by trips, and internal capture trips

Total Proposed Quick Service Restaurant Trips1

 -Total Former Rite Aid Pharmacy Trips 2

Description

Weekday Midday

Peak Hour

Weekday Afternoon

Peak Hour

Saturday Midday

Peak Hour

Additional Project Trips
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Unsignalized 

Intersection

≤10

>10-15

>15-25

>25-35

>35-50

>50

A

E

F

Average Vehicle Delay 

Level of 

Service

B

C

D
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LOS1 Delay2 V/C3
LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C

EB LTR B 10.5 0.28 B 10.7 0.28 B 11.2 0.29 B 12.8 0.34 B 13.5 0.36

WB L B 12.9 0.64 B 13.2 0.65 B 14.4 0.68 C 17.2 0.75 C 19.2 0.78

TR A 4.7 0.13 A 4.7 0.13 A 4.8 0.13 A 5.0 0.15 A 5.1 0.15

NB LT A 5.0 0.26 A 5.0 0.27 A 5.1 0.28 A 5.3 0.30 A 5.4 0.31

R A 5.8 0.34 A 5.8 0.35 A 5.9 0.36 A 6.3 0.39 A 6.4 0.40

SB LT A 8.9 0.28 A 9.0 0.28 A 9.4 0.30 B 10.5 0.34 B 11.0 0.35

TR A 8.2 0.28 A 8.3 0.28 A 8.6 0.30 A 9.6 0.34 B 10.0 0.35

NEB LTR A 5.5 0.02 A 5.6 0.02 A 5.7 0.02 A 6.0 0.02 A 6.2 0.02

A 8.6 0.64 A 8.8 0.65 A 9.3 0.68 B 10.6 0.75 B 11.3 0.78

EB LT C 19.0 0.57 C 19.4 0.58 D 25.3 0.66 D 25.3 0.67 D 34.9 0.77

R A 9.4 0.24 A 9.5 0.24 B 10.4 0.25 B 10.7 0.28 B 11.8 0.30

WB LT C 18.2 0.51 C 18.5 0.52 C 21.9 0.61 C 23.1 0.58 D 28.5 0.69

TR B 10.7 0.25 B 10.8 0.26 B 13.2 0.40 B 12.5 0.29 C 15.6 0.44

NB LT B 10.9 0.51 B 11.1 0.52 B 12.3 0.54 B 13.0 0.58 B 14.7 0.61

TR B 10.6 0.51 B 10.7 0.52 B 11.9 0.54 B 12.6 0.58 B 14.1 0.61

SB LT C 16.9 0.64 C 17.2 0.65 C 21.4 0.72 C 22.0 0.74 D 28.9 0.81

TR C 15.6 0.64 C 15.9 0.65 C 19.7 0.72 C 20.3 0.74 D 26.5 0.81

B 14.3 0.64 B 14.5 0.65 C 17.5 0.72 C 18.0 0.74 C 22.7 0.81

WB R B 13.3 0.13 B 13.4 0.13 B 13.7 0.14 B 14.0 0.14 B 14.4 0.15

NB TR A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00

SB T A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00

EB L A 9.6 0.13 A 9.6 0.13 B 10.1 0.14 A 9.6 0.13 B 10.1 0.14

R A 8.9 0.23 A 8.9 0.23 B 10.7 0.36 A 8.9 0.23 B 10.7 0.36

NB LT B 11.2 0.41 B 11.2 0.41 C 15.8 0.62 B 11.2 0.41 C 15.8 0.62

SB TR A 7.7 0.08 A 7.7 0.08 A 8.3 0.09 A 7.7 0.08 A 8.3 0.09

1

2

3

Winchester Street at

Plaza Secondary Driveway

(Unsignalized)

Intersection Movement

2026

Island Street/

Overall

Pearl Street

(Unsignalized)

Key Road/

Plaza Main Driveway

(Roundabout)

Level-of-Service

Average vehicle delay, in seconds

Volume to capacity ratio

Plaza Main Driveway at

Plaza Internal Drive Aisle

Existing No Build

Winchester Street at

(Roundabout)

Overall

Winchester Street at

Build No Build Build

2027 Opening Year 2037 Design Year
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LOS1 Delay2 V/C3
LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C

EB LTR B 10.6 0.31 B 10.8 0.31 B 11.2 0.33 B 13.1 0.38 B 13.5 0.39

WB L B 12.5 0.63 B 12.8 0.64 B 13.8 0.67 C 16.6 0.73 C 17.9 0.76

TR A 4.8 0.13 A 4.8 0.13 A 4.9 0.13 A 5.1 0.15 A 5.2 0.15

NB LT A 5.1 0.27 A 5.1 0.27 A 5.3 0.29 A 5.4 0.30 A 5.5 0.31

R A 5.8 0.34 A 5.9 0.34 A 6.0 0.35 A 6.4 0.38 A 6.5 0.39

SB LT A 8.7 0.27 A 8.8 0.27 A 9.1 0.29 B 10.2 0.33 B 10.5 0.34

TR A 8.0 0.27 A 8.0 0.27 A 8.3 0.29 A 9.3 0.33 A 9.6 0.34

NEB LTR A 5.4 0.01 A 5.5 0.01 A 5.6 0.01 A 5.9 0.01 A 6.0 0.01

A 8.5 0.63 A 8.6 0.64 A 9.1 0.67 B 10.4 0.73 B 10.9 0.76

EB LT B 14.2 0.40 B 14.4 0.41 C 16.8 0.46 C 17.3 0.48 C 20.5 0.53

R A 8.3 0.15 A 8.4 0.15 A 9.0 0.16 A 9.3 0.18 A 10.0 0.19

WB LT B 13.1 0.43 B 13.3 0.43 B 14.7 0.50 C 15.5 0.48 C 17.5 0.55

TR A 8.6 0.24 A 8.7 0.25 A 9.9 0.34 A 9.8 0.27 B 11.2 0.37

NB LT A 7.8 0.40 A 7.9 0.40 A 8.4 0.42 A 8.7 0.45 A 9.4 0.47

TR A 7.8 0.40 A 7.9 0.40 A 8.4 0.42 A 8.7 0.45 A 9.4 0.47

SB LT C 15.2 0.63 C 15.5 0.64 C 18.2 0.69 C 19.3 0.72 C 23.5 0.78

TR B 14.3 0.63 B 14.5 0.64 C 17.0 0.69 C 18.1 0.72 C 22.0 0.78

B 11.7 0.63 B 11.9 0.64 B 13.6 0.69 B 14.2 0.72 C 16.7 0.78

WB R B 12.3 0.08 B 12.3 0.08 B 12.5 0.09 B 12.8 0.09 B 13.0 0.10

NB TR A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00

SB T A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00

EB L A 9.7 0.13 A 9.7 0.13 B 10.1 0.14 A 9.7 0.13 B 10.1 0.14

R A 9.0 0.23 A 9.0 0.23 B 10.6 0.35 A 9.0 0.23 B 10.6 0.35

NB LT B 11.8 0.46 B 11.8 0.46 C 16.0 0.62 B 11.8 0.46 C 16.0 0.62

SB TR A 7.9 0.10 A 7.9 0.10 A 8.4 0.11 A 7.9 0.10 A 8.4 0.11

1

2

3

(Roundabout)

Plaza Main Driveway

Winchester Street at

Key Road/

Movement

2026

Intersection

Existing No Build Build No Build

Volume to capacity ratio

Average vehicle delay, in seconds

Winchester Street at

Plaza Secondary Driveway

(Unsignalized)

Level-of-Service

Plaza Internal Drive Aisle

Plaza Main Driveway at

(Unsignalized)

Build

2027 Opening Year 2037 Design Year

Overall

Overall

Winchester Street at

(Roundabout)

Island Street/

Pearl Street
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LOS1 Delay2 V/C3
LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C

EB LTR A 7.5 0.18 A 7.6 0.18 A 8.0 0.19 A 8.7 0.22 A 9.1 0.23

WB L A 9.0 0.48 A 9.1 0.48 A 9.7 0.51 B 10.6 0.55 B 11.4 0.58

TR A 4.0 0.06 A 4.0 0.06 A 4.0 0.06 A 4.2 0.07 A 4.2 0.07

NB LT A 4.7 0.25 A 4.7 0.25 A 4.8 0.26 A 5.0 0.28 A 5.1 0.29

R A 4.9 0.27 A 5.0 0.28 A 5.0 0.29 A 5.3 0.31 A 5.4 0.32

SB LT A 7.0 0.23 A 7.1 0.24 A 7.4 0.25 A 7.9 0.27 A 8.3 0.29

TR A 6.5 0.23 A 6.6 0.24 A 6.9 0.25 A 7.4 0.27 A 7.7 0.29

NEB LTR A 4.9 0.01 A 5.0 0.01 A 5.1 0.01 A 5.3 0.01 A 5.5 0.01

A 6.6 0.48 A 6.6 0.48 A 6.9 0.51 A 7.4 0.55 A 7.8 0.58

EB LT C 15.9 0.47 C 16.1 0.48 C 20.2 0.56 C 19.5 0.55 D 25.2 0.64

R A 8.3 0.17 A 8.4 0.17 A 9.2 0.18 A 9.2 0.20 B 10.0 0.20

WB LT C 17.8 0.56 C 18.1 0.57 C 22.6 0.67 C 22.4 0.63 D 29.5 0.74

TR A 9.5 0.27 A 9.7 0.27 B 11.1 0.35 B 11.0 0.30 B 12.7 0.39

NB LT A 9.5 0.46 A 9.6 0.47 B 10.9 0.50 B 10.8 0.52 B 12.5 0.56

TR A 9.4 0.46 A 9.5 0.47 B 10.8 0.50 B 10.8 0.52 B 12.4 0.56

SB LT C 16.7 0.63 C 17.0 0.64 C 21.1 0.70 C 21.4 0.72 D 27.9 0.79

TR C 15.5 0.63 C 15.8 0.64 C 19.5 0.70 C 19.8 0.72 D 25.7 0.79

B 13.3 0.63 B 13.5 0.64 C 16.5 0.70 C 16.3 0.72 C 20.7 0.79

WB R B 12.8 0.11 B 12.9 0.11 B 14.1 0.21 B 13.5 0.12 B 14.9 0.23

NB TR A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00

SB T A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00

EB L A 10.0 0.14 A 10.0 0.14 B 10.6 0.15 A 10.0 0.14 B 10.6 0.15

R B 10.8 0.37 B 10.8 0.37 B 14.4 0.53 B 10.8 0.37 B 14.4 0.53

NB LT B 14.9 0.58 B 14.9 0.58 C 25.0 0.78 B 14.9 0.58 C 25.0 0.78

SB TR A 8.4 0.12 A 8.4 0.12 A 9.1 0.13 A 8.4 0.12 A 9.1 0.13

1

2

3

(Unsignalized)

Winchester Street at

(Roundabout)

Island Street/

Pearl Street

Key Road/

Plaza Internal Drive Aisle

Plaza Main Driveway at

(Unsignalized)

Volume to capacity ratio

Average vehicle delay, in seconds

Winchester Street at

Winchester Street at

Plaza Secondary Driveway

Movement

(Roundabout)

Level-of-Service

Intersection

Overall

Overall

Plaza Main Driveway

2027 Opening Year 2037 Design Year

Existing No Build Build No Build Build

2026
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Approaching

Posted 

Speed

(mph)

SSD1

Required

(ft)

SSD

Measured

(ft)

Meets

Required

SSD?

Northbound 30 200 >300 Yes

1 Stopping sight distance (see AASHTO equations 3-2 and 3-3) based on the posted speed limit.

Location

Riverside Plaza Secondary Driveway

at Winchester Street

Looking

Posted 

Speed

(mph)

ISD1

Recommended

(ft)

ISD

Measured

(ft)

Meets

Recommended

ISD?

Left (South) 30 290 >300 Yes

1 Intersection sight distance (see AASHTO equations 9-1 and 9-2) based on the posted speed limit.

at Winchester Street

Driveway Location

Riverside Plaza Secondary Driveway
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PROJECT NARRATIVE 

I. Description 

Riverside Improvements, LLC (“Applicant”) proposes to redevelop 354 Winchester Street (Map 
111, Lot 4) in Keene, New Hampshire. Redevelopment efforts consist of constructing a new quick-
serve restaurant w/ drive thru with associated parking, landscape, and stormwater improvements. 

II. Pre-Development Conditions 

The subject site is a 21.16± acre parcel of land, denoted as Lot 4 on Assessor’s Map 111. The 
site is located on Winchester Street within the Commerce District. The site is primarily surrounded 
by wooded areas with commercial businesses to the west, Route 101 to the south, and 
Winchester Street to the east. The site consists of an existing commercial development with 
multiple retail tenants, parking, and landscaping, and can be accessed by two curb cuts from by 
Winchester Street.  

The site is located in other areas Zone X (areas of minimal flood hazard) and special flood hazard 
area Zone AE (base flood elevation determined) per map entitled “National Flood Insurance 
Program Flood Insurance Rate Map, Cheshire County, New Hampshire, (All Jurisdictions), Panel 
266 of 610, Map Number 33005C0266E, with a map revision date of May 23, 2006.  

Most of the on soils are mapped as Occum fine sandy loam which are classified by the Natural 
Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) as Hydrologic Soil Group (HSG) “A”.   

The site primarily drains to existing catch basins within the parking areas which collect runoff and 
convey flows through a subsurface stormwater network to a detention basin south of the project.  

III. Post-Development Conditions 

The project proposes the construction of a single 4,576± square foot (SF) quick-serve restaurant 
w/ drive-thru with associated paved parking areas, driveways, landscaping, utilities, and 
stormwater management systems. The site will be served by public water, sanitary sewer, and 
gas. The electric and communication services are proposed by connections to existing 
infrastructure proximate to the site frontage. 

There is a net decrease in impervious area of 118 square feet and total disturbance of 1.08 acres. 

The stormwater management system has been designed in accordance with the standards 
described in Env-Wq 1500.  

The stormwater control measure (SCMs formerly best management practices (BMPs)) 
incorporated is a bioretention system with internal storage reservoir. The proposed development 
area has been designed to drain to the SCMs via a conventional closed-pipe drainage system 
with catch basins with deep sumps and hooded outlets. Pretreatment of stormwater runoff not 
conveyed to the bioretention pond is achieved by a hydrodynamic separator for stormwater 
flowing to catch basin A-21. Under existing conditions, a large portion of the parking area and 
building roof area directed stormwater to the existing stormwater infrastructure within the plaza 
with no pre-treatment. Under the proposed condition, the total area that is being directed to the 
existing stormwater system is being reduced. The remaining portions of the site will have 
improved stormwater quality through the proposed bio-retention basin and water quality device. 
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Please refer to the enclosed Site Plan Documents and HydroCAD for additional detail regarding 
the proposed stormwater management features included as part of the project.  

IV. Drainage Analysis 

The analysis was completed with HydroCAD, utilizing the SCS TR-20 Runoff Method, 24-hour 
duration NRCS Type III storm distribution, and rainfall depths from NOAA ATLAS 14 for the site 
location. 

Pipes have been designed for the 25-year storm using the Rational Method. Outlet Protection in 
the form of riprap apron or riprap scour hole is provided at each outfall and designed for the 25-
year storm for stormwater basin inflows. A pipe sizing table can be found in Appendix F. 

The table below summarizes the pre-development versus post-development peak discharge rates 
at the design point (DP), where DP1 is the existing stormwater system. 

 

In accordance with NHDES Env-Wq 1500: Alteration of Terrain, New Hampshire Stormwater 
Manual, the following criteria is met. 

Env-Wq 1507.03 - Pollutant Discharge Minimization 

This criterion is met by providing WQV in the SCM and by treating WQF (for pretreatment). Refer 
to the SCM worksheets enclosed for additional detail. The project includes a LID practice 
(Bioretention) and a proprietary treatment unit (Contech CDS) to treat runoff prior to discharge 
into the existing stormwater system. 

Env-Wq 1507.04 - Groundwater Recharge 

The redevelopment results in a net decrease of impervious area from existing conditions, 
therefore GRV calculations are not provided.  

Env-Wq 1507.05 - Channel Protection 

This criterion is met as the site complies with 1507.05(b)(1)b. A separate HydroCAD link is 
included representing the proposed disturbance areas other than the basin outflows. The 
hydrograph from the basin outflows and this link represents the proposed disturbance areas and 
reports <2cfs from the 2-yr storm event. 

 1507.05(b)(1) The 2-year, 24-hour post-development peak flow rate generated from the 
proposed disturbance shall be equal to or less than the 2-year, 24-hour pre-development 
peak flow rate and:  

o a.  The 2 year, 24-hour post-development storm volume, directed to a channel, 
downstream receiving water, or wetland has not increased over the pre-
development volume by more than 0.1 acre-feet;  
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Env-Wq 1507.06 - Peak Runoff Control 

The table above demonstrates the attenuation of peak rates of post-development runoff for the 1, 
2, 5, 10, 25, 50 and 100 yr events.  

Env-Wq 1507.07 – Long-Term Maintenance 

An Operation and Maintenance Plan is enclosed.  

V. Erosion and Sediment Control Measures 

The project proposes temporary and permanent erosion and sedimentation controls. A complete 
description of the controls can be found on the accompanying plans and detail sheets. The project 
is subject to the NPDES Stormwater Permit Program requirements. A SWPPP will be developed 
prior to the start of construction and modified as needed throughout the construction period.  
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2026-438  

 

CITY OF KEENE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 
ITEM #H.1. 

 
     
Meeting Date: September 28, 2026 
    
To: Planning Board  
    
From: Mari Brunner, Senior Planner 
    
Through: Paul Andrus, Community Development Director 

Amanda Palmeira, City Attorney 
     
Subject: City Council Referral - Request for written findings from the Planning 

Board to support a temporary moratorium on data centers and 
cryptocurrency mining facilities. 

     
  
Recommendation: 
To develop written findings in accordance with NH RSA 674:23 to support a temporary moratorium 
on Data Centers and Cryptocurrency Mining Facilities. 
  
Attachments: 
1. Council Action - Request for Consideration of a Moratorium 
2. White Paper: Data Center 101 for Urban Planners 
  
  
Background: 
New Hampshire municipalities have the authority under NH RSA 674:23 to enact a temporary 
moratorium on the issuance of building permits or the granting of subdivision or site plan approval for 
up to one year when there are unusual circumstances that affect the ability of the municipality to 
provide adequate services. On September 17, 2026 the City Council voted unanimously to refer a 
request for consideration of an ordinance establishing a temporary moratorium on data centers and 
cryptocurrency mining facilities to the Planning Board.  
 
The role of the Planning Board is to make written findings which: 

a. Describe the unusual circumstances that justify the ordinance. 
b. Recommend a course of action to correct or alleviate such circumstances. 

 
Unusual Circumstances 
Data centers have been around since the 1940s and 1950s (Fig. 1). However, due to rapid 
technological advancements, the size and resource needs of these facilities along with the pace of 
development has accelerated significantly in the last few years. The City's current definition and 
zoning requirements for data centers do not adequately account for hyperscaler data centers, 
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cryptomining facilities, AI energy computing campuses, or other large scale (>100,000 square feet, 
>100 MW) facilities that consume vast amounts of land, energy, and water. These large-scale 
facilities also produce significant volumes of truck traffic during construction and during power 
outages, when fuels are delivered to power backup generators, as well as noise pollution, light 
pollution, air pollution from backup generators, and visual impacts.   

 
 
Course of Action 
A temporary moratorium would provide time for staff to adequately research the potential impacts of 
large-scale data centers on municipal services and develop appropriate regulations in response to 
those impacts. Regulations for large-scale data centers should address continuous-operation noise 
and light standards, water use disclosure requirements, decommissioning requirements, and off-site 
impacts to public infrastructure, among other issues.  
 
Recommended Motion: 
If the Planning Board is in favor of issuing written findings in support of a temporary moratorium on 
data centers or similar uses, the following language is recommended for a motion: 
 
"Move to recommend City Council pursue an ordinance enacting a one-year moratorium on data 
centers or similar uses based on the following findings: 

A. New or rapidly evolving land use 

Data centers represent a new and rapidly expanding form of industrial land use at a scale that is not 
specifically addressed in the City’s current Land Development Code. 

B. Inadequacy of existing regulations 

The current zoning framework: 
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• Does not differentiate between traditional and emerging large-scale (or 
“hyperscale”) Data Centers 

• Does not define or regulate Cryptocurrency Mining Facilities  
• Does not include conditions or performance standards reflecting their unique 

impacts 
• Does not address the potential scale and/or intensity of these facilities 

As a result, without a moratorium, development could proceed in a manner inconsistent with the 
City’s goals and needs before regulations are put in place. 

C. Potential impacts require further consideration 

The Planning Board has identified several areas of concern: 

• Water resources, including impacts on aquifers and groundwater 
• Public and environmental health, including from waste heat generation, noise, and 

pollution 
• Energy needs, including uniquely high demand and potential need for new 

infrastructure 
• Fiscal impacts, especially the uncertainty related to the relative municipal tax 

revenue and municipal costs resulting from the use 
• Transportation concerns, including traffic resulting from construction or during power 

outages.  

D. Risk of premature development 

Absent a moratorium, there is a substantial risk that data center projects may be proposed under 
existing regulations. Such projects could vest development rights inconsistent with future regulation 
and with the 2025 Comprehensive Master Plan, and the City’s ability to thoughtfully plan its long-term 
future would be compromised. 

E. Consideration of the Master Plan 

The proposed moratorium is consistent with the following goals in the 2025 Comprehensive Master 
Plan: 

Thriving Economy Pillar: 

• Prioritize economic sustainability and resiliency 

Connected Mobility Pillar: 

• Create a connected and accessible network of multi-modal transportation 
infrastructure 

• Prioritize vulnerable road users in infrastructure design, operations, and 
maintenance 

• Expand and promote environmentally sustainable mobility options that are 
convenient and attractive 

Vibrant Neighborhoods Pillar: 
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• Support a built environment that encourages social connections and interactions 
• Foster a high quality of life for all residents 
• Ensure safe and efficient movement around town 

Adaptive Workforce Pillar: 

• Meet quality of life needs and reduce workforce barriers, such as housing 
availability, childcare, and transportation 

• Prioritize workforce and community health and wellness 

Flourishing Environment Pillar: 

• Promote smart land use and development 
• Prioritize environmental protection and sustainability 
• Implement the Sustainable Energy Plan:  

o Meet 100% of the electricity needs of all Keene residents, businesses, and 
other electricity customers with renewable sources of energy by 2030.  

o Meet the community’s transportation, heating, and cooling needs using 
renewable sources of energy by 2050." 

 
 

Page 120 of 170



 

2026-378  

 

CITY OF KEENE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 
ITEM #D.2. 

 
     
Meeting Date: September 17, 2026 
    
To: Mayor and Keene City Council 
    
From: Planning, Licenses and Development Committee, Standing Committee 
    
Through:   
     
Subject: Councilor Jones - Request for Consideration of an Ordinance Establishing 

a Temporary Moratorium on Data Centers and Cryptocurrency Mining 
Facilities 

     
  
Council Action: 
In City Council September 17, 2026. 
Voted unanimously to carry out the intent of the report. 
 
                                                                               A true record; 

                                                                                         Attest:    
                                                                                                                 City Clerk 
  
Recommendation: 
On a vote of 5 to 0, the Planning, Licenses and Development Committee recommends that the 
Request for Consideration of an Ordinance Establishing a Temporary Moratorium on Data Centers 
and Cryptocurrency Mining Facilities be referred to the Planning Board. 
  
Attachments: 
None 
  
Background: 
Chair Filiault welcomed comments from the petitioner, Councilor Philip Jones. Vice Chair Jones said 
he first got thinking about this when he was up in the Statehouse and there was a bill before the 
house. It was Senate Bill 439, which would have allowed these entities to happen in any industrial or 
commercial zones of a municipality. Fortunately, it was tabled at the House and never brought back, 
so it died on the table, he said thankfully. He said that got his mind going about this. He noted it had 
been in the news a lot lately. He cited that Arizona had 180 of these data centers suddenly; they 
decided they wanted to be reactive, and they are suddenly finding out there are a lot of things they do 
not like about them, so they are putting a moratorium on them. Vice Chair Jones explained that 
Texas was inviting them to come to their state. Now, just this week, Governor Scott decided that they 
need to have regulations. The Governor of New York just introduced a two-year moratorium so they 
can create more regulations The City of Lowell, Massachusetts, has the largest data center in New 
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England and Councilor Jones said they were going through lots of problems with the neighbors, for 
example. They have 28 generators running all day long with long diesel spewing fumes, with the 
diesel motors going all the time (air conditioners on the roof are humming all the time because they 
must keep it cool). So, he said it is bad quality of life for the people in Lowell, and they are finding out 
the hard way. 
 
Vice Chair Jones said the reason for suggesting a two-year moratorium is an indefinite sunset. He 
was asking for the two weeks so the Committee could be educated; there is a lot on social media, 
and they do not know what to believe. He called the keyword impact. He thought one way they could 
educate people on this would be to have a presentation or report from the Energy and Climate 
Committee on how this would impact Keene’s Sustainable Energy Plan, the 2015 Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions report, and how it would affect Keene adapting to climate change. He wondered how it 
would affect Keene’s 2004 Climate Action Plan. He also thought about the Community Development 
perspective and how the data centers would affect Keene’s Master Plan; the Building, Health, and 
Fire Codes; the Water Department; and the Assessing Department and certain neighborhoods. He 
thought it would be great to hear from the Monadnock Economic Development Corporation because 
they might have another side to it: they might have the features and benefits to the City, especially 
ratables and employ-ables. He also thought the Council should hear from Southwest Region 
Planning Commission because this should be a regional issue. Vice Chair Jones added input from 
the New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services would be beneficial because they may 
already have some restrictions and they could help the City to write some restrictions or regulations. 
He also believes that the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission already has some regulations 
that would be great for the Council to hear. He suggested hearing from Eversource and Liberty 
Utilities as well about what is available for power (e.g., some of these places run off propane gas). He 
said there is a lot to be learned about all of this. Finally, he said the Council should hear from the 
public about this because it could affect their neighborhoods. He was not saying the City should not 
have data centers, he was just saying the Council should be proactive and not reactive. 
 
Vice Chair Jones said he asked City staff whether a resolution or an ordinance would be more 
appropriate, because an ordinance creates a law and a resolution creates a policy. Chair Filiault said 
he spoke with City Attorney Palmeira about that today and her recommendation was that the next 
step should be to send this to the Planning Board. Chair Filiault asked if that would be the correct 
procedure. City Attorney Palmeira said there is a specific channel to go through for the process they 
would recommend for the moratorium. There is a state statute on moratoria, and it is specifically for 
all the reasons Vice Chair Jones just described; these are all the various areas of information we 
want to adhere to while regulating it. 
 
The City Attorney said it would take a lot of research and a lot of understanding. She stated that a 
moratorium is the tool to freeze the status quo and to prevent any development while the City is 
doing that research. She said the moratorium does get referred to the Planning Board and first, the 
Planning Board by statute makes a recommendation of the need for a moratorium on the specific 
categories of use. Then, that recommendation would come to the legislative body, our City Council, 
to pass an ordinance. So, the City Attorney noted that the statute says that it would go through an 
ordinance. She also wanted to flag that the statute states a time frame for a moratorium of no more 
than one year, so the City would try to get all its work done in that time period. 
 
Chair Filiault recalled that the City would not set a precedent here because as mentioned, the Town 
of Nottingham, New Hampshire, and others have already made moratoria. That reminded Vice Chair 
Jones that there was a recent announcement that the Governor of New Hampshire was going to 
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request a moratorium because of Nottingham and now Bow, New Hampshire, dealing with issues. He 
said unfortunately, the Governor is putting it through the budget process, which means it would go to 
House Bill 2, which is the “Christmas Tree Bill” where everybody puts their “ornaments” on it. It would 
not even be heard until April 2027, and it would not be finished until June 2027. Vice Chair Jones 
thought that was too much time. He thought Keene should get something on the books before that 
happens because there is no guarantee she would even be the Governor; there is no guarantee what 
the House and Senate would do. 
 
Councilor Haas thought there was a process laid out where it goes through the Planning Board and 
he imagined this Committee would make that recommendation. Reviewing the Land Development 
Code as the Committee had, Councilor Haas said there were virtually no limitations as such right 
now. The LDC does define data centers, but they are widely permitted with no special restrictions. He 
appreciated the City Attorney’s guidance. 
 
Councilor Williams said he had a few thoughts. First was that he was not terribly concerned about 
data centers opening in Keene soon because our price of electricity is so expensive. He said they are 
opening in Texas and Arizona, which are places with ample solar renewable energy, and that is really 
what these things are moving into to take advantage of. Councilor Williams added that data centers 
have some very negative environmental effects. He cited particular concern about the effect on 
water: not just that it uses water, but that it heats water up, which is terrible for an ecosystem if it is 
then released into the environment. Nevertheless, he said he was not super concerned about them 
opening in Keene. He said we could see that here. Which was not to say he was against a 
moratorium. Yet he wanted to make sure it is not “bigfooting a lot of the, I wouldn't call them a data 
center.” He compared these giga scale centers with their own power plants to the office where he 
works, which has a server room and several racks of servers. He would like to continue being able to 
have a server room and several racks of servers. He would like to be able to build that without too 
much hassle anywhere in Keene. Councilor Williams said he recognized there is a certain scale at 
which the City would probably want to say, “let's not do that,” but he wanted to understand what that 
scale is before agreeing to a moratorium. 
 
Vice Chair Jones added that at the Joint Planning Board-Planning, Licenses and Development (PB-
PLD) Committee meeting he would have a request for definitions to use for zoning purposes. He said 
it would be a little bit different than how they are identified as uses within certain zones. He thought 
they would probably be conditional uses or overlays, where they can be regulated and not put up 
against neighborhoods (e.g., like the City did with casinos). Vice Chair Jones asked whether the 
Planning Board (PB) would make a recommendation that would come back to the Council, because 
the Planning Board cannot create an ordinance, the Council can. The City Attorney said that is right. 
 
The City Attorney said, to Councilor Williams’ question, part of the City Council’s requirement for 
creating a moratorium is identifying categories of development to which the ordinance applies. She 
said staff spoke internally about how data centers are already defined and the City’s own IT 
Department was a little concerned about prohibiting its own servers. So, there would be an intent to 
narrow it down to not prohibit what the City wants and have it really serve as a temporary definition 
while staff do the work for the Zoning Ordinance. To Vice Chair Jones, the City Attorney said he was 
correct and that his letter would be coming up at the Joint PB-PLD Committee, starting the 
conversation of how the City is going to define data centers for more of a permanent Zoning 
Ordinance, not the temporary one that would be in the moratorium. The City Attorney's office will be 
at the Joint Committee to talk about that, and their recommendation is going to be if this Council does 
suggest going forward with a moratorium, then the Joint Committee should put that on more time 
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while the moratorium gets in place. Then, that would be the trigger to start the long-term work for the 
regulation. Vice Chair Jones said that was exactly the way he would like to see it and thanked the 
City Attorney. 
 
Mayor Jay Kahn (of Mountain View Drive) said it was good to hear the one-year guard rail. He 
thought it was helpful that there would be some standard established across the state. He thought 
there would be a lot of evidence that comes from legislation, regardless of whether it is finalized in 
April, but he thought Keene was clearly in an investigative point in our country. He did not think that 
anybody wanted to act out of fear in prohibition because this is progress and we ought to be trying to 
set up what are the appropriate guardrails to that progress. The Mayor shared a story about being on 
Dan Mitchell’s radio show and discussing data centers in Keene. He agreed with Councilor Williams 
about questioning the definition of a data center. Mayor Kahn said there are lots of potential data 
centers: there is a website on WMUR listing about one dozen in New Hampshire; four of those are 
under the name of First Light and one of those First Light locations is in Keene. There is also one in 
Lebanon, Portsmouth, and Manchester. The Mayor said the City does not want to put a prohibition or 
a moratorium on existing data centers; they are not causing much harm currently and he has not 
heard complaints. So, Mayor Kahn said the City’s definitions really need to be forthcoming. He 
suspected if this went to the PB, there would be a Public Hearing. There is not necessarily action to 
be taken following a Public Hearing but at least the Council would get more perspective on what the 
definitions ought to be. Mayor Kahn called it a good question that Vice Chair Jones raised. The 
Mayor said the City does not want to make guidelines that inhibit current uses because its definitions 
were not accurate enough. 
 
Al Smith (of Keene) has lived in Keene for one year and has 30 years’ experience in the data center 
industry working for a private company, which wrapped up with the design and build of data centers 
globally (a private company; they were all very small). The question Mr. Smith kept coming back to is 
“what is a data center?” He worked with ASHRAE and some other significant industry experts and 
said no one can answer the question because they range from a small telecom closet to in the case 
of Lowell, 350,000 square foot buildings, which is a reuse of an old factory. Mr. Smith called the latter 
a great opportunity, but it does come with the negatives: the noise, the diesel exhaust. In the 
company he worked for, they ran generator tests every single week on a Tuesday morning and they 
knew not to park their cars near the exhaust, or they would be covered in diesel soot. He provided 
other examples of how neighbors might have been disrupted on the weekends. He explained the 
noise that comes from the commercial locations, which could be next to residential locations, and it is 
very concerning because the noise carries. He shared experience of being at “data center row” in 
Ashburn, VA, stating that they never get a break. Mr. Smith commented on how the background 
humming noise is still there even when the cicadas go away. He said to imagine that in this nice 
valley, stating that it would be all anyone hears in the background: there would never be another 
quiet night. 
 
Mr. Smith continued that most companies who are building a data center are going to get a deal with 
an electric company because they are buying a lot of power, so they get a better price, and that is 
something else to be concerned with as well, because that raises the demand. If they are getting a 
better price, then the people who are just living in a house that are not making a big payment are not 
going to get the same deal. Those are the concerns Mr. Smith has as a resident. He continued about 
when you start talking about the thousands of gallons of water. It is not always cooling; sometimes it 
adds humidity to keep the equipment running. He pointed out that Keene is not heavily connected. 
Unlike Lowell, Keene does not have a main heavy duty fiber connection into Boston. That is why 
Lowell was a potential connection. So, Mr. Smith said there are a lot of negatives. He knew one of 
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the big pluses was that states like Texas and Arizona were convincing companies to move there. He 
said that does not make sense when you look at the water requirement, and they promise jobs. Mr. 
Smith wanted to warn people, having worked in a couple of data centers that were 50,000 plus 
square feet, he said they minimize the number of people on the floor: there are not a lot of jobs 
actually on site, they are remote workers doing things, possibly in another country sending the 
instructions to those servers. He said for every positive that is sold there is a negative. He added that 
they are great for construction jobs in the short term, but he did not think there were any companies 
in Keene that were experts at building data centers; they would come in from outside as well. 
 
Vice Chair Jones asked, when Mr. Smith said Keene does not have the connection, was he talking 
about the data connection? Mr. Smith said yes, the heavy-duty fiber connectivity to bring in gigabits 
of data transfer, which would be more in the metropolitan areas. He discussed the subsea cables that 
come across the Atlantic Ocean, terminating in Virgina, making Ashburn, Virginia, the perfect spot for 
data centers. Boston has some of that connectivity as well, in addition to New York. Without access 
to subsea cables, Mr. Smith said it would be less likely that companies would move heavy duty 
colocation facilities like the one in Lowell, Massachusetts, to Keene, New Hampshire. It would involve 
a lot of heavy-duty trenching and underground work. Mr. Smith shared an experience building a 
remote site in Western Maryland and leasing cables that were run already along Route 70 all the way 
up to Colorado. The big telecommunication companies have already put these in; they generally stick 
to the major highways. He said Brattleboro is closer to Hwy-91, so those commercial facilities would 
be more readily available to connect than Keene’s. Mr. Smith called it something to think about, 
stating it was nothing to do with the moratorium and more to do with education. He closed by stating 
the four things needed for data centers: (1) water, (2) power, (3) cooling, and (4) connectivity. Vice 
Chair Jones appreciated Mr. Smith as an excellent resource. 
 
Councilor Williams reiterated what Mr. Smith said about connectivity. Councilor Williams investigated 
hosting servers in Keene. It is far more expensive because of the lack of connectivity. 
 
Chuck Redfern (of 9 Colby Street) thanked Mr. Smith for providing great information. In Mr. Redfern’s 
opinion, stating he is no expert at this, but he thought Mr. Smith did throw a bit of a cautionary tale 
not to jump into it with blinders. Mr. Redfern said that feeds into the need for a moratorium, not to 
stop it, but to give us a chance to figure it out. Technology is moving at a rapid rate, just like so many 
things in the technology field, but this is one that we need to grasp where in Keene a data center 
would likely go. He said a lot of things in the “unknown” column end up in the East Keene 
neighborhood, where he resides. So, Mr. Redfern had some concerns that he wanted addressed 
during the moratorium. He would like to look at the other towns that were mentioned and do an AI of 
the pros/cons on the subject. He mentioned considerations like noise generated from the AC units on 
roof fixtures. He asked why to be the first in the area to implement it. He asked what would be wrong 
with a relatively short moratorium of one year, which he hoped would be two years; he felt one year 
was short. Mr. Redfern said the output value to the community has got to be the bottom-line question. 
He said we must somehow limit the output from these facilities (i.e., water use, which is precious). 
Mr. Redfern cited a Mayoral study from a few years ago about trends occurring with the water supply 
and change in the environment with global warming. Mr. Redfern said this is something that must be 
careful and well thought out. He said none in the room were experts; the closest was probably 
Councilor Jones. Mr. Redfern asked whether this would be going to the Joint PB-PLD Committee, 
and Vice Chair Jones said no, the Planning Board. The City Attorney clarified that Vice Chair Jones 
submitted two letters so there were two tracks: (1) if this Committee recommended to the City 
Council to refer this to the PB, (2) if that gets carried out the second letter from Vice Chair Jones, 
would be at the Joint PB-PLD Committee, concerning definitions for a data center. Mr. Redfern 
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concluded by stating that he does question the value of cryptocurrency and whether it is a value to 
our society or not. He suggested a moratorium to do some more serious research on this. 
 
Robin Walden (157 Pako Avenue) said she has a lot of concerns around data centers in our 
community. First, electricity. Also, a lot of times when data centers install new plants, substations, 
and lines, often those costs get downshifted to residential customers. Ms. Walden cited water usage; 
any research she had done, or news reports, showed that communities near these data centers do 
not have water pressure. She asked what would happen if that occurred in Keene? Next, she cited 
the constant noise of the data centers. Ms. Walden stated that she has lived a blessed and quiet life 
at her home for the last 29 years and she is not looking to change that. She said the diesel 
generators emit fumes and fine particle pollutants that harm local air quality and human health: the 
decibels emitted from these generators can reach 90 decibels and levels over 85 are harmful to 
hearing. Ms. Walden mentioned lower property values and the taxes: “if I ever go to sell my house 
and there's a data center near me, that's not going to happen. 
 
I'm not going to recoup what I've put in.” Her research agreed that there are far fewer jobs after data 
centers are built. For the case in Lowell, Massachusetts, she believed they had 12 people on site for 
that massive facility. So, she thought that advertising more jobs to Keene would be a false narrative. 
She also read that public health researchers have started evaluating how the broader environmental 
and structural footprints of data centers, specifically emissions from generators, cooling chemicals, 
and resource strain, could indirectly act as risk factors for reproductive health. Finally, Ms. Walden 
mentioned wildlife: we are disrupting their ecosystems, pulling water from rivers, and disrupting all of 
that. Ms. Walden stated that she would love the whole thing kiboshed but would be happy if the 
Council at least did a moratorium to look into this further. She does not think the City should put 
progress ahead of human health and quality of life. 
 
Councilor Laura Tobin (of Center Street) said she, like a lot of people, has concerns. She thought 
there were a lot of unanswered questions. She cited a couple of things she hoped the Council would 
consider if it chose to do a moratorium. She cited the City’s renewable energy goals and how that 
would fit in with this. She noted that a lot of people are using AI now, and she wondered what the 
City’s fair share is of carrying that infrastructure. She wondered how that fit in with the PB’s Process. 
She does not want to be the City that says we have to just build somewhere else; she felt that the 
City had been there with a lot of other things too. 
 
Eli [last name not given] (of Keene) said his concern is about the ecosystem and the environment. He 
has some knowledge in that as a fisherman. He said the biggest thing is studying and knowing your 
environment and how the ecosystem works. He noted there are a lot of great ecosystems locally in 
and around Keene, and if you are pulling water from the watersheds to cool that down, possible 
pollutants could easily cripple some of the great ecosystems we have. Let alone he said it is probably 
not the best for animals or human consumption on top of that if it produces a noise. He noted that 
high humming and everything else is not the best for anyone’s health, from animals to people, and 
could lead to some different syndromes. Still, Eli said the biggest thing is the not the water being 
cooled but the pollutants that cripple the ecosystem and make it a lot rougher for outdoorsmen 
especially to make money from guiding and everything else that is very fragile. It could very well 
impact the environments locally too. Eli said that is the biggest thing to keep in mind when doing 
research into it: it is something that a lot of the outdoorsman would want the Council to keep in mind. 
He said on top of whether this is something that we should allow in our communities or not. 
 
Councilor Michele Chalice said she received two calls about this, so she thanked Councilor/State 
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Representative Jones for bringing this to the Council’s attention. The two calls Councilor Chalice 
received were requests to add U.S. Department of Human Services Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement (ICE) detention centers to the list of data centers and cryptocurrency mining facilities 
due to the fact that a large facility would be potentially having similar impacts to our natural 
resources: water quality, water quantity, air quality, and potential sound disturbances. They were 
specifically requesting that if the Council were going to go through all this research that they would 
make sure they cover all their bases of potential large impacts to our community by these larger 
developments. Vice Chair Jones stated that detention centers were in his request to the PB-PLD 
Committee for definitions. 
 
Jeannie Kingsbury (of Spruce Street) was glad to be having this meeting on data centers and about 
these broader impacts that can be called progress, but she questioned whether progress is so great 
when we live in a bowl. So, she said all that noise and pollution is trapped here with all of us; it is 
foggy, you can smell things, and you can see the pollution. She said they already get poor air quality 
alerts on their phones, and this would have an impact. She said these other places like Texas and 
Arizona are large, big, flat areas with a lot less populace, where the noise is less of a problem. 
Whereas in Keene, with the populace the noise and pollution would be a problem. She said it would 
not bring in jobs, citing the example from Lowell. She said these data centers are meant to replace 
people and jobs nationwide, which is why the people with the money are pushing for them. So, Ms. 
Kingsbury said the Council has to look at what kind of community we want here in Keene: do you 
want a welcoming community to manufacturers or companies that are actually going to employ 
people or places that are actually going to work to get rid of people. She was glad that the City was 
saying that it needs to slow down on this and look at what is going on. She agreed that there are 
businesses with server rooms, yes, but said those businesses employ a lot of people, using the 
hospital as a prime example. In the big scheme of things she said they were talking about impacts to 
people, to public lands and animals, and the environment. Ms. Kingsbury was glad Keene was saying 
to investigate this a little bit more. She said we cannot just let these companies steamroll themselves 
in saying progress, because progress is not always a good thing. Chair Filiault agreed. 
 
Terry Clark (of 14 Barrett Avenue) did not come to necessarily speak for or against data centers, AI, 
or any of that, because as been noted, data centers and AI have been around here for a long time. 
The data centers especially. He thought the reason that we had been hearing so much about it is the 
dramatic increase in the interest in AI and in the number of companies that have that have formed to 
get into it in a big way. Mr. Clark is a member of the Nonpartisan National Association of Counties, 
Energy, and Land Use Steering Committee, which has been helping to craft a resolution urging 
protection of local authority over data centers, data privacy processing facilities, and which include 
cryptocurrency mining operations. He said the reason they got involved is because President Trump, 
in March of 2026, issued an executive order 14-318 titled Accelerating Federal Permitting of Data 
Center Infrastructure that was directing federal agencies to ease regulatory burdens and rapidly build 
out large data center projects. He said the translation of that is to cut local governments out of the 
regulatory loop and forego the usual impact studies that could identify problems and implement 
solutions. State and federal lawmakers have already proposed or enacted legislation that limits or 
prohibits local governments from regulating the development of these energy and water hungry 
facilities, and it had been noted about the price of electricity around these data centers. Mr. Clark 
said utility customers in Maryland and Washington, DC, are some of the first in the country to see the 
effects of the data center boom show up on their residential electricity bills. Much of that price 
increase is due to the anticipation of future demand. That is the way the pricing works and is a part of 
the reason we have very high energy costs in New England data centers; they can be built faster 
than new supply resources like power plants, so the market is not competitive because projected 
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demand exceeds supply and new supply cannot be timely built to restrain the prices. 
 
Mr. Clark said the Nonpartisan National Association of Counties, Energy, and Land Use Steering 
Committee’s proposal urges Congress to pass legislation to protect the authority of local 
governments to regulate, restrict, or ban data centers within their jurisdictions. The National 
Association of Counties, Energy, and Land Use Steering Committee is a 3,600-county strong 
organization that has been very effective in influencing the actions of Congress. So, Mr. Clark said 
the technology is here to stay, and he does not really oppose it; in fact, it can be beneficial if applied 
with proper safeguards. He said that if we do not let technology get ahead of the society curve. We 
will have a medical breakthrough and implement something just to find out that this miracle drug 
causes mass addiction, for example. So, he said we must be careful to slow things down, so that we 
can understand them before we start acting with them. Mr. Clark thanked the Councilman for bringing 
it all up because we really need time to sort all these things out. He said there are a lot of really 
serious questions: who owns and benefits from the technology and the centers, and where are they 
best located? How do we safeguard our electrical grid and water supplies? Most importantly, who 
makes those decisions? Mr. Clark was glad the Council was getting involved because this was really 
taking off at the County level and he hoped the City would be successful. 
 
Vice Chair Jones agreed with motion but first wanted to ask the City Manager if the various entities, 
boards, departments, and so on that he mentioned in the beginning could be notified and asked if 
they would like to present some data that the Council or Planning Board could use in their research. 
The City Manager thought we would want to invite them to the Planning Board for their process when 
they are considered. Vice Chair Jones said that was what he was asking: for the Planning Board 
Public Hearing. 
 
The following motion by Vice Chair Jones was duly seconded by Chair Filiault. 
 
On a vote of 5 to 0, the Planning, Licenses and Development Committee recommends that the 
Request for Consideration of an Ordinance Establishing a Temporary Moratorium on Data Centers 
and Cryptocurrency Mining Facilities be referred to the Planning Board. 
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