TOWN OF BEDFORD
January 28, 2019
PLANNING BOARD
MINUTES
A meeting of the Bedford Planning Board was held on Monday, January 28, 2019 at the Bedford
Meeting Room, 10 Meetinghouse Road, Bedford, NH. Present were: Jon Levenstein
(Chairman), Harold Newberry (Vice Chairman), Karen McGinley (Secretary), Chris Bandazian
(Town Council), Rick Sawyer (Town Manager), Jeff Foote, (Public Works Director), Mac
McMahon, Randy Hawkins, Charlie Fairman (Alternate), Matt Sullivan (Alternate), Becky
Hebert (Planning Director), and Mark Connors (Assistant Planning Director)

I.

Call to Order and Roll Call:

Chairman Levenstein called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. Kelleigh Murphy (Town Council
Alternate) was absent. Mr. Fairman was appointed to vote for the vacant position.
II.
III.

Old Business – Continued Hearings: None
New Business:
1. A.S.C. Realty, LLC (Owner) – Request for a sign waiver to allow for a larger
monument sign for the Bedford Medical Park at Washington Place and to allow the
sign to stand taller than 10-feet, 9 Washington Place, Lot 46-51-1, Zoned PZ.
2. A.S.C. Realty, LLC (Owner) – Request for a sign waiver to allow for additional wall
signage for the BASC Imaging Building in the Bedford Medical Park at Washington
Place, 20 Washington Place, Lot 46-51-1, Zoned PZ.
3. ER Bedford, LLC c/o Encore Retail, LLC (Owner) – Request for architectural approval
of Building C in the ‘Market & Main’ mixed-use development, 125 South River Road,
Lots 12-33, Zoned PZ.
4. HIR Realty LLC c/o Jiten Hotel Group (Owner) – Request to amend a previously
approved architectural plan for a proposed 133-unit multi-family residential building at
Goffe Mill Plaza, 121 South River Road, Lots 12-32-3, and 12-32-4, Zoned PZ
5. The Planning Board will conduct the second public hearing on proposed zoning
amendments submitted by the Planning Board and by citizens’ petition. The full text of
the amendments is available in the Town Clerk & Planning offices during normal
business hours and on the Town website at www.bedfordnh.org.
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IV. Concept Proposals and Other Business: None
Mr. Connors stated all of the applications have been reviewed by staff and it is the opinion of
staff that the applications are complete, the abutters have been notified; it is the opinion of
Planning Staff that none of these applications pose a regional impact, staff would recommend
that the Planning Board accept the agenda, and in so doing, find the applications to be complete.
MOTION by Vice Chairman Newberry to approve the agenda as presented. Mr.
Fairman duly seconded the motion. Vote taken – all in favor. Motion carried.

Chairman Levenstein stated at the request of the first and second applicant, I am going to have
that heard a little later and the first thing we will hear tonight is Item #3 on the agenda.
3. ER Bedford, LLC c/o Encore Retail, LLC (Owner) – Request for architectural
approval of Building C in the ‘Market & Main’ mixed-use development, 125 South
River Road, Lots 12-33, Zoned PZ.
Chris Rice of TF Moran and Laura Homich of Prellwitz Chilinski & Associates architects and
they were present to address this application for architectural approval of Building C in the
‘Market & Main’ mixed-use development.
Ms. Homich stated this approval of Building C is the last piece to it. It is good to be in front of
you today, and I am excited to finally present this part of the project to you and hopefully you are
a little excited. We are happy to be here. Recap: Building C is in its totality is 20,000 square
feet of REI, which we have had approved for some time now, the parking garage, which we were
here last month for approval, and then the remainder of the building here, this is the first floor
shown on the screen, but the rest of Building C at around 90,000 square feet or so. It is going to
have a cinema on the top level, retail and restaurants on the first level. The cinema is going to
occupy the entire second floor.
Ms. Homich continued this is the last piece of Building C and essentially the last part that will
define Main Street. That is pretty exciting. At quick glance; we tried to maintain as much as
possible of the original proposal that we had before you back in September of 2016. There are
two specific items that had to be adjusted so we will just start talking to you about those and
what happened and why. The two things are the number of levels and the floor-to-floor height.
We have been coordinating for a number of months now with the movie theater and most movie
theaters just have one mezzanine, this one has two. The purpose of those mezzanines is that one
is a VIP; this VIP mezzanine is so that the theater is able to provide equal access for accessible
seating at the rear of the theater as well as at the midpoint, so this is a code required accesspoint.
It is not as VIP sounding as some theaters are, and we were just talking with Wayne and they had
visited another project that we did some time ago, I think some of you visited it too, called
Legacy Place, where there is a Showcase. That had a VIP level with a bar and everything like
that; this is not that. This is purely for just access for accessible spots for people to sit. The
other mezzanine is the projection mezzanine; it is just simply necessary in order to do the day-today workings of a theater. You don’t provide public access to it so it needs to be separated from
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the public access. They cannot combine these two mezzanines together, so there will be the
second floor and then two mezzanines above. These levels won’t increase the parking required.
Parking is done by the number of seats not by square footage.
Ms. Homich continued the other item was building height. This cinema will have state-of-the-art
theater seating and experiences within it, so as a result to provide those experiences, the theater is
required clear height of 45 feet so that doesn’t include any of the mechanicals, sprinkler systems
or anything like that. What we have done is those theaters will be at the front portion. Posted on
the screen in the drawing you can see the Main Street side over here, the front portion is raised
up higher so that we could provide that 45-foot clear height. What we have done in order to
mitigate the overall increase of height of the building as it is perceived, is we have made the
parapet as low as it possibly can be, about a foot, and then raised the roof to that, and overall the
floor-to-floor height of that space has increased by about 10 feet, and the overall feel, however,
is only increased by 5 feet at the front wall and then we just raised the tower a foot just to give it
a little definition and separation from the rest of the building.
Ms. Homich stated now for the look and feel of Building C. At the early onset of the design of
this building we were always focused on the pedestrian experience as well as the wow factor of
having a movie theater of this caliber onsite and how it would be seen from a distance. We
always try to reflect on other Main Street type buildings and those buildings are often comprised
of two levels or more of a framed area with tenants, their storefront, and with defined and varied
horizontal planes that sort of look like parapets or fascia and then up above what you often have
a large format, larger scale sort of color and texture that is more consistent with the building of
this size. We have sort of taken that approach so the upper stories have that larger format and
texture, meanwhile we have broken down the scale at the pedestrian level, and, again, this hasn’t
changed much at all from the original proposals.
Ms. Homich stated last month, and it is a consistent theme, is that we are trying to have the light
feature that is shown with the white striations. Those are trying to draw from the inspiration of
reflective ripples on a river, so we have created within the texture of the metal panel profile, we
have a light fixture mounted on the profile, and I do have a sample of the profile with me, and
then light shines up and grazes the inside of this face and then hits the top. It will more or less
look like this as shown on the screen. We did do some tests and it is kind of hard in a small
panel and camera apertures and things like that tend to take light and make it more intense than it
really is, it actually does glow a bit better, but it just shows you that within the panel that is the
light fixture at the bottom and that is like the bottom part of that profile. When it shines, it really
just fills that section of the profile, so it is more of a glow, it is not a light fixture within the face.
The idea being, and this was based on conversations with you all in the past, trying to have a
powerful impact but not overwhelm. That is our approach to creating these light striations within
the façade.
Ms. Homich stated we have tried to make a method of how we could limit the amount of light we
would put on the façade, so each face shows what percentage there is. This is the façade that
faces South River Road, and for this one we are stating that this would be 3.6 percent of the
metal panel zone that would have light fixtures on it. So it is just a way to help codify the
amount of lighting that we are trying to do and just thought that that was a simple way to express
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that. Each of these façades that you have been presented already do have that percentage on
there. I don’t know if there are any questions about that. This one for example has 3.7 as well,
this is on the façade that faces the highway, the FE Everett Turnpike, and then this is the one that
faces Main Street and that is at 5.8 percent. Ms. Hebert wrote in your letter that you were trying
to limit it to 3.7. Ms. Hebert responded I don’t know if I had that calculation on my plans, so we
can talk with the Board about that. I was looking at the plans we have and we had a 3.8, I think,
or a 3.7 and the 3.6. Ms. Homich stated and also just to note that this percentage and this
calculation is based on the length of the light fixture and the height of 6 inches, which is the
height of the profile. With this sample, if these were interlocked into one another, this distance
between each panel would be 6 inches, so that is what that area is. If we had considered just like
fixture, it is actually a lot less. Vice Chairman Newberry asked the fixtures then would be a
bright strip at the bottom and then it would fade upward for 6 inches? Ms. Homich replied that is
correct.
Mr. Fairman stated on the towers you have a vertical light. How are those done? Ms. Homich
replied right now, and they are even shown a little bit bigger than what we are doing, those are a
2.5 inch strip fully concealed light that would be flush with the facing material, so those would
be facing, but there is a lens on the front. Everything is going to be color changing, but per our
requirement, it will change just once per day and be consistent for the rest of the day.
Ms. Homich stated the uplighting was #7 on the decision letter. Number 9 was related to
signage. Right now we are showing, it might be a little hard to see on the screen, the dashed
areas of signage that are consistent with what was approved in the tenant signage back in 2016,
and then this portion of the band of this canopy will have a 2-foot by 90-foot long LED band
within that and then the vertical blade sign will be located as shown. We do show that in the
renderings. The tower itself really hasn’t changed location, the design of it has changed slightly
from the original plans, but we think in a better direction. That covered #7, #9 and #10 in your
comments.
Ms. Homich continued then lastly it was discussed some time ago about a space for the Police
Department. This storage space, this is the plan that you were originally given, we have since
obviously been working on the project, so that is that storage space adjacent to the loading dock
and you have direct access from this corridor right here to the front of the building back to this
storage space. This is more than just a storage space, it is actually going to become a little office
for the folks who work here and also it would be accessible to the Police Department with WIFI
and Internet so that they can do whatever they want to do within that space. I am assuming it is
to hold people for a short period of time and talk to them. That is where that would be. This
bathroom would only be for onsite staff. Each tenant will have their own bathroom facilities.
Essentially it will be a place where people can take breaks and they will store equipment as well.
That is about all I have to say. I don’t know if there was anything else you wanted me to touch
upon.
Ms. Hebert stated we probably want a little clarification on the space for the Police Department
because it was my impression that they wanted kind of a closet or some space that was dedicated
for police use only that they could store equipment in and it might need to be secure. This
sounds more like a general breakroom for lots of people. Ms. Homich responded I tried to look
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for the language within the letter and all I could recall was that they wanted a room that they
could go to with Internet. Is there a place where that is written up? Ms. Hebert replied it is. It is
in the approval letter. Ms. Homich asked was it in the decision letter that you sent? Ms. Hebert
replied yes. Town Manager Sawyer stated it is #17. Ms. Hebert stated #17 states, ‘The applicant
shall provide an onsite office and dedicated parking space for the Bedford Police Department and
shall coordinate with the Police and Fire Departments to address land mobile radio
communication needs in Building C and the proposed parking garage to provide adequate
coverage for emergency response.’ Ms. Homich responded it guess it wasn’t our understanding
that it couldn’t be a shared office but it would need to be dedicated to them the entire time. We
did talk with the Fire Department today about their radios and how to address that so we have
that in our specs, so that has been discussed. Ms. Hebert stated nothing in the design of the
exterior of the building affects where this office space is and this is a standing condition from the
original site plan approval. We can coordinate. Ms. Homich responded yes; we will talk to the
Police Department. That sounds good.
Ms. Homich stated I also have material samples available for the Board to see. The materials are
similar to the other materials that we have had on the rest of the project. There is a lot of fiber
cement at the lowest levels, the areas that would be trimmed around the storefronts are a
combination of fiber cement panel and trim, at the base there is a more durable material, which is
the stone-like material indicated here. We are proposing granite, we are hoping to do granite,
otherwise it might be something more like a precast concrete, architectural CMU, but we are
hoping that this will fit the budget. There are two different colors of storefront, which are these
samples. The silver is in the towers, the rest of the storefront would be the browner color, and
then we have two different pallets of paint that would be on the fiber cement. Up here in this
zone is the same sort of wood fiber cement that is on Whole Foods; we also have it on Building
B. So often we try to have consistent materials and colors kind of touch through the project in
different ways just to sort of tie it all together, and this is the sample for that. Then the tower is
also a fiber cement, but a thru-body fiber cement, and that would be more of a rain screen, so it is
a little open, a little more contemporary look to it, and the patterning of that is vertical. We have
two colors of the metal panel up above. The front redder color sample will have a little bit of a
texture but from a distance it will essentially look like a rusty red, a little less vibrant than a
straight-up painted red panel, and then the gray is this gray shown. The brownish color is the
composite metal panel at the parapets. Those are the pallet materials. Are there any questions
about that before it put it down? There were none.
Mr. Fairman asked you didn’t change the size or height of the blade sign at all when you raised
the building? Ms. Homich replied no. We will maintain all of the dimensions that we already
had approved, and once the theater figures out the design of that, they will come back to present
that to you. Mr. Fairman responded thank you.
Town Manager Sawyer asked with the shortened parapet, are there any rooftop mechanicals that
now become visible? I know if you are on Main Street you can’t see it as it is just too high, but
off street, down the street, certainly from the Route 101 overpass. Ms. Homich responded Ms.
Hebert brought that up too. These perspectives up here are included in the presentation, in the
package that was given to you. We do have the mechanical equipment modeled on top of these
roofs. For the most part we are going to try and keep it all on the lower portion. You can see
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from this view you just simply get too far away and the building itself just shields it from any
realistic vantage point. Chairman Levenstein stated if you keep it away from the edges too. Ms.
Homich responded yes, exactly, and this one also shows that we did have a couple of units that
we had up here and you still just don’t see them from this far away from eye level. Vice
Chairman Newberry asked those units are scaled into the rendering? Ms. Homich replied yes.
They are those shown on the posted drawing. They are modeled on top of the roof. Town
Manager Sawyer asked where is Main Street on this? Ms. Homich replied at the bottom; that is
the tower right there, that is that corner and Market Street is out this way. Town Manager
Sawyer asked so the majority of them are on the lower level of the rooftop anyway? I am
assuming that is what that solid line is. Ms. Homich replied that is where we are going to
encourage and even stick a few up there just to test. Obviously we are coordinating this with the
movie theater, but generally speaking, we try to put them over and their mezzanine is here, so we
have pretty good control over this keeping it away from the edges and each theater will have so
many units, two units usually.
Chairman Levenstein asked for further questions from the Board. There were none.
Chairman Levenstein asked for any comments or questions from the audience. There were none.
Town Manager Sawyer stated I think it is just important to note that the waiver for the exterior
building LED lighting was previously approved by the Board, so that is not before us tonight. It
did come with a condition that final review of that be here tonight and I think that is what the
Planning staff was trying to address with Condition #4 that is proposed and the percentage of the
LED lighting. Chairman Levenstein asked Ms. Hebert, what was your feeling about that, that it
was too bright at 5.8? Ms. Hebert replied the plans that we had didn’t identify that percentage.
The other ones were around the 3.7; if we want to say per plan, that would be fine and we can get
copies of those. I am not sure I would want to increase all of the sides to 5.8. Chairman
Levenstein asked but there was nothing magical about your picking 3.7? It was just what you
saw on the others? Ms. Hebert replied Ms. Homich and I spoke and they were trying to balance
the light and come up with a percentage that felt appropriate, so we were trying to find a way to
codify it. Ms. Homich stated if it is per plans, I think that would be good. Town Manager
Sawyer asked the most recent plans that you are showing us tonight dated differently than the
ones in our packet? Ms. Homich replied we had sent these in the supplemental. They weren’t in
the first round, but they were in the second, so all this is is reorganizing of that set. I can send it
around again. Town Manager Sawyer asked do you have a date on the set that you have in front
of you? Ms. Hebert responded we can say as presented at this meeting, because our elevation
A2-11 doesn’t include that 5.6 façade. Ms. Homich stated we can do the 01-09-2019 documents.
Chairman Levenstein asked and the ones we got were 12-17-2018? Ms. Hebert replied yes.
Ours are dated 01-09-2019 and they don’t have that façade with the 5.8 percent. Town Manager
Sawyer stated looking at the notes. Go back to the page where you took the percentage from.
The condition has January 9th listed as well per the proposed motion. I do want to ask Ms.
Hebert; with the comments on the Police Department being a previous condition, does Condition
#3 go away and it sounds like Condition #4 can go away as long as we are referencing the plans?
Ms. Hebert responded I thought this was a nice time to clearly show where that space is going to
be located within the building, so I would like to work that out before the plans are signed by the
Board. Ms. Homich stated we can cut the room in half. I think we will follow-up with Police
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Department just to figure out what it was they are truly looking for. If it is their own space, we
can cut the room in half or however much space they want within that storage area because that
is where we would like to locate it, and then just either add a wall and another door, and I think
we can probably figure it out with them. If they in fact don’t mind sharing, then it will be as it is.
Ms. Hebert responded yes. Vice Chairman Newberry stated I would leave #3 in simply because
it isn’t clearly delineated in the floor plan. It is noted as an issue, but the floor plan as it
currently stands doesn’t clearly address the issue, so I would leave #3 in. Ms. Hebert responded
I would like that. It just clarifies where the space is going to be moving forward.
Vice Chairman Newberry asked had we come to a conclusion on Condition #4? Town Manager
Sawyer responded I think it can be eliminated.
MOTION by Vice Chairman Newberry that the Planning Board grant final
approval for the architectural design of Building C as prepared by Prellwitz
Chilinski & Associates for ER Bedford, LLC (Owner) and Encore Retail, LLC
(Applicant) at 125 South River Road, Lot 12-33 and 12-33-1, Zoned PZ, shown on
plans dated December 17, 2018 and January 9, 2019, with the following precedent
conditions to be fulfilled within one year and prior to plan signature, and the
remaining conditions of approval to be fulfilled as noted:
1. All Conditions of the September 26, 2016 approval, and subsequent
amendments to the conditional approval, shall remain in full effect.
2. The applicant shall return to the Board for final approval of the proposed
electronic message sign and marquee sign for the cinema.
3. The floor plans shall be revised to clearly identify the office and storage
space for the Bedford Police Department.
Councilor Bandazian duly seconded the motion. Vote taken - all in favor. Motion
carried.
Vice Chairman Newberry stated I think you have done a nice job in addressing the Board’s
concerns and overall, to me at least, I think it looks very interesting. Ms. Homich responded
thank you very much. I appreciate that comment.

1. A.S.C. Realty, LLC (Owner) – Request for a sign waiver to allow for a larger
monument sign for the Bedford Medical Park at Washington Place and to allow the
sign to stand taller than 10-feet, 9 Washington Place, Lot 46-51-1, Zoned PZ.
Titus Cramer of Evergreen Harbor Group, Bedford Medical Park at Washington Place Property
Manager, Nick Vailas, one owner, and Denis Maltais, Image Consultant for Classic Signs, were
present to address this request for a sign waiver on behalf of the applicant.
Mr. Cramer stated we have the two waiver requests for the signage to present. The first one
addresses the monument sign at the entrance to the property. This is the main identification sign
for Bedford Medical Park and the various practices that reside in the park. The existing sign is
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the 9-foot, 9-inch sign size and it lists the various practices that are present at the property. We
are requesting a waiver to increase the height of the sign to approximately 12 feet, 6 inches to
allow for three additional sign slats to be listed underneath the existing signage that is there.
Posted is a rendering of what it would look like. The overall signage height change wouldn’t
change the appearance from the street. It would allow for better visibility of the Bedford
Medical Park detail at the very top of the sign. Additionally, adding the three slats at the bottom
would allow for those practices that don’t have any identification at the park currently to have
identification. Overall we believe that this will reduce driver confusion on Route 3 and also
encourage people to enter the park for the various practices that they are looking for.
Nick Vailas, 71 Sandy Pond Parkway, Bedford, stated the signage is important also for our
tenants to add value to their practices. The exposure is important to them and it is also important
to their patients. Bedford is becoming in itself a medical community and there are a lot of
medical practices, so it is easier for them to identify where we are. It is important that our
tenants get to have some signage on the road that is visible. Like I said, for us to keep and attract
tenants, this adds great value to our practice overall.
Denis Maltais, Image Consultant for Classic Signs, stated I am going to be responsible to make
sure that the sign addition and the components added to the existing structure are manufactured
in the exact same way as what is existing. The added panels will be opaque and the illumination
will be from the light fixtures that are currently existing, or the light from above, so there is no
change in the way that the sign is really being manufactured in that the same PVC materials, the
same graphics will be applied to those panels in basically the exact same manner as what is there
now. Increasing the height of the sign just by a slight amount of 2 feet, 6 inches really positions
the title of the sign ‘Bedford Medical Park’ at a better viewing angle than the way it exists
currently. Currently with the sign being as low as it is, it is a little bit buried behind a change in
the landscape, so really the 9 foot, 9-inch height of the sign that is measured from the lowest
portion of the sign that is actually 12 inches below the highest point of the grade there, so really
increasing the overall height of the sign by 2 feet, 6 inches really increases the height at the
highest point by 1 foot, 6 inches, so it is not as a dramatic an increase as you might think because
of the nature of the landscape where it dips off. That will actually position the title of the sign a
little bit higher so it is easier to read from the street side traffic.
Chairman Levenstein asked for questions from the Board. Ms. McGinley stated I don’t have any
questions but I will note that I happened to pass that this afternoon and the parking lot was full. I
can’t imagine being advised by a medical facility that wants you to come here to come to that
and look at our sign, I don’t think you would be able to see everything, and this is one of the first
times I have seen the parking lot full. I think that it is a great set of businesses for Bedford to
have, it is really good for our area, and I think this sign would be beneficial.
Chairman Levenstein stated I feel like we have been here before. Town Manager Sawyer stated
we have. Chairman Levenstein stated I am not trying to begrudge you your request but it feels
like you requested it before and we said no. Mr. Vailas responded it wasn’t me. Town Manager
Sawyer stated it was your ownership group, ASC Realty LLC. Mr. Maltais stated it identifies
the fact that it is a recurring problem that still exists with the sign. Chairman Levenstein stated I
think when we gave them a sign that was twice as big as what they were entitled to last time, we
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had the same discussion about groups that weren’t going to be able to be on it. Mr. Vailas asked
is it an unreasonable request? For a high rent district and trying to draw medical providers, I
don’t think it is an unreasonable request to have a small presence on the road. It is a high
volume medical park. It isn’t like a typical commercial real estate where people are parked and
they are working in their office all day. People are coming and going and many of our clients as
well. We do cataract surgery now, we do lots of colonoscopies, and we have a GI practice there
with a lot of elderly. It is very facilitative.
Vice Chairman Newberry stated according to the staff memo I think the one that was not
approved was a 14-foot request. While you are asking for greater height, have you considered
just making the ‘Bedford Medical Park’ more visible? Making the name of the whole campus
more prominent than it currently is now? I understood the other gentleman to say that bringing
this up the extra 2 feet is going to improve the angle vision of that so that may grant you a little
more visibility, but I wouldn’t expect somebody driving down the road is going to be able to
actually read each one of those individual signs. They are going to be looking for ‘Bedford
Medical Park’ where their provider is. Mr. Vailas responded it is confusing. You have a
medical park just to the north where Dartmouth Hitchcock is near T-Bone’s, they drive down
there, and now you have the Derry Medical to the south. Vice Chairman Newberry stated there
is only one ‘Bedford Medical Park.’
Mr. Hawkins stated the comments say that the sign will be 12 foot, 6 inches overall height and
the added section will provide listings for tenants who have no listing or signage at all. Could
they expect that with this modification everybody who has square footage in Bedford Medical
Park will have adequate representation of their business with this change? Mr. Vailas replied
yes, that is the goal. I think if you were a practitioner you would want some signage on the road.
Chairman Levenstein asked what happens when you get another tenant though? Mr. Hawkins
stated that is where I was going. Chairman Levenstein asked what happens when you have four
new tenants? Mr. Cramer replied all of the spaces are fully demised right now. Mr. Vailas
stated not everyone is represented so we would like to get everyone who is in the park
represented on the signage so there wouldn’t be anymore. The park is full. Chairman
Levenstein stated unless somebody subdivides one. Mr. Vailas responded we will come back for
permission. Vice Chairman Newberry stated I would say the signs get smaller, they don’t get
more square footage.
Mr. Fairman stated I agree with the staff concern about adding signage because it is just going to
make it more confusing for people who are driving, not less. I suggest a couple of alternatives to
making it bigger. The first is make the panels smaller, you could put more panels in, or perhaps
the businesses that have big signs on their buildings don’t need signs out here, so you could
substitute those businesses. I just don’t think we need to add 2.5 feet to the sign. I am against it.
Chairman Levenstein asked how big does that make the total sign? Mr. Connors replied I think
it will be 128 square feet at 12.5 feet tall. Chairman Levenstein asked from 100 square feet to
128 square feet where 50 is allowed? Mr. Connors replied yes. Ms. McGinley stated I have no
interest in this park other than it is good for Bedford, and I still think that the need for this with a
full parking lot around lunchtime for me is a good thing for Bedford. It is good that people who
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need help can find it, and if you have somebody who is needing of medical care, having the
lettering smaller is not necessarily a good thing since a lot of them may be elderly.
Mr. Vailas asked how intrusive is this? You are only talking about another 1.5 feet in general in
elevation. This can help business and help patients. It is not an eyesore. Chairman Levenstein
responded right, but the next guy is going to come along and say you gave those guys 128 when
they were only entitled to 50. You are going to have more than Market & Main with this in your
whole complex. Mr. Vailas asked isn’t controlling the type of signage what you are looking to
do have to do with the looks of the sign? Shouldn’t we be helping businesses thrive especially
that pays high rent and high taxes?
Mr. McMahon stated I have some general comments. A couple of years ago the Town Manager
was the head of the Planning Department and he had an excellent idea and I think it worked out
well. It was dubbed a Sign-Fest. He brought in people from the town, an awful lot of the
business owners and citizens plus the Planning Department, and some agreements were made
roughly about what our signs are right now and to accommodate business owners perhaps in the
future. I think that both parties left there happy with the results of that meeting and for a while
after that I don’t remember that the Board was being presented with so many waivers. In the last
year and a half, the last two years, the number of waivers have increased, and I agree with you, if
this is essentially a 25 percent increase, once allowed it would be more convenient for another
request for a sign to say that if you gave him that, I only want another 8 inches higher than what
has already been approved. Specifically to this, I would have thought when it was built that you
would know the number of tenants, and when you built the sign within the limits that are allowed
by the Town, that you could have left blanks at that time so that you could fill it in. Obviously
you can’t do that now, but there was some discussion and I have a tendency to agree with it, if
you just make the sign smaller, the individual ones, it would still be able to give advertisement. I
also agree with the Chair that if you didn’t know there was going to be this many and now there
are, there is no real guarantee that someone will be able to subdivide and you will have yet
another tenant. As you said, if that comes to be, then you will come back to the Board and ask
for a bigger sign than what you have right now. I am not really too sure where it will all end.
Mr. McMahon stated Ms. McGinley brings up a good point; the parking lot is full. I don’t know
whether or not people are having a problem finding it right now, and you are right, it is a nice
addition to the town, we are very happy for you that you are doing well, but I wonder whether or
not we need to have another Sign-Fest or the Planning Board needs to take another look at how
we are approving waivers and what that approval will do down the road. Thank you.
Mr. Fairman stated in reviewing the previous background, somebody mentioned that you came
in for a big sign that was disapproved, but they also came in for a sign slightly smaller than this
and then withdrew it because of all of the discussion. It was that we disapproved it, but it must
have been going that way so you withdraw it and that was a little bit smaller than this sign. Now
some time goes by and you come back again. How many times do we have to say no? Mr.
Vailas stated this is my first time at the plate. Obviously my predecessor was here.
Councilor Bandazian stated I have some general observations. I am sympathetic about the height
of the sign because it does go on a downslope and not nearly as severe as the one on Iron Horse
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Drive or Hampshire Greens but I drive by this sign regularly and at least the lower part is a little
bit obscured by the downslope. When you say that the tenants have no signage at all, do you
mean that they have no building signs, because I personally would be much more receptive to
giving you latitude for building signs within the complex. Mr. Vailas responded that would help
if people just drive in Bedford Medical Park. Not all tenants have signage on the road, which is
an attraction. It is advertising, it is that simple, and it is just an added benefit to paying a higher
rent and higher taxes. We always hope that that is always taken into account. With that being
said, having bigger signage, which is the next topic for BASC Imaging, it is an independent
diagnostic imaging facility, which has a small sign on the building that is barely legible from the
road. I am coming here to ask for that to be enlarged so you can see it from the road. That
would help having signage, definitely having it on the building. It is confusing down there; there
is a lot of traffic in there. That is a good thing and a good thing for everybody but we would just
like to help patients know where to go.
Vice Chairman Newberry stated in general I support taking a hard line on not randomly granting
sign waivers, but I am looking at the street shot here and the issue that was raised a little while
ago about the grade there also making the measurement a little different on the side away from
the curb, I actually think that in this instance increasing the height of that sign would improve its
visibility to people looking for the site, and I don’t think that it would be something that has so
much height to it that it is something that would be objectionable. In this instance I think there is
reasonable reason to consider granting the requested waiver. Mr. Vailas stated picture snow
banks being there. Chairman Levenstein asked aren’t you going to have the same problems
when you put the three panels on the bottom? Mr. Vailas replied right, but it helps overall. Then
throw snow banks on top of this. Vice Chairman Newberry stated I am not concerned so much
with the individual practice signs as the visibility of the park itself. I think raising that would
make the park more visible whether people can read a page off from the sign or not. I don’t
think it is that significant. Mr. Vailas responded no, but you end up going to an intersection and
stopping there a number of times, you may recognize some of the names on it. It is beneficial to
be at a light.
Mr. Foote asked has there been any consideration to moving the sign southerly where you are at
more of a grade with the road versus being in that fill slope and that way your 9 foot, 9 inch
would be up closer to where you believe you should be? Mr. Vailas replied we haven’t
discussed it but my initial reaction to that it is nice being at a light. When you are parked and
bored, you can look at the sign and see who is there if you pass it enough times. Mr. Foote stated
if you look on that photo, the green overhead sign, which I believe says Washington Place, the
Town sign, so when we reconstructed the road, we did add a nice sign at that location to direct
people in there. That’s just a thought. Ms. Hebert stated the Town standard for a free-standing
sign is to have a monument style sign and we have some specific design standards around how
the monument sign needs to look. And as the sign gets bigger, to me, if becomes more of a
billboard because the sign is intended to be 50 square feet with two columns on either side in a
monument style and the base can’t be narrower than the sign itself. The designer is working with
a certain sign type and as the sign increases in size, it is almost like this type of sign wasn’t
meant to be as big as it is being proposed and maybe the applicant could go back and look at
some different design considerations because it ends up being a wall or a billboard of a sign that
is low to the ground and you can’t see through it and the Bedford Medical Park text is hard to
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read and kind of obscured by the gooseneck lights. I just think that monument style sign wasn’t
intended to be 128 square feet.
Chairman Levenstein as for any comments or questions from the audience. There were none.
Town Manager Sawyer stated I have a few comments as well. This was all predicted by
Chairman Goldberg when this first came up nine or ten years ago. He made these very same
statements to your team at the time when the requests were being strongly reviewed and
ultimately rejected at the time. Ultimately you did get an approval for a 100 square foot sign,
that wasn’t supported by me as Planning Director at the time, so I am having trouble supporting
it now when it is another 25 or 28 percent larger. This is requested at 156 percent of the size that
is permitted in the zone, and Chairman Goldberg back then said it should just say Bedford
Medical Park at the front, that is what we do with our office buildings, this was the first time we
allowed essentially an office building to break out its signage for its individual tenants. It is not
retail; we don’t see office parks as retail, that is not how our sign ordinance is written, and that is
what I think the Planning Director is getting at. To try and say every tenant inside one of our
office parks can have a sign at the street, we have some big office parks that would need a lot of
signage to make that work and it is just never the intent. It is not drive-by retail. Mr. Vailas
asked can we raise it slightly and just not include the other tenants? Town Manager Sawyer
stated I will just continue and then maybe you can rebut. To me, just coming in in incremental
steps and trying to say it is just a small step this time, it is really that you have to look back to
what is permitted in general or overall, and I would say it adds visual clutter to our corridor when
we start having these bigger and bigger signs and it does add to distracted driving for people
trying to read that many small prints. We could have problems if you have that many more on
there. To me, I don’t see any way we could support this. Mr. Vailas stated I apologize for
interrupting you, but can we raise it slightly, keep the same amount of signs but just raise it
slightly so that if there is a snow bank it doesn’t wipe out half of the signage. Town Manager
Sawyer responded that would be up to the Board.
Town Manager Sawyer stated the last question I have is why did you permit CMC to take over
two additional panels. This was a 9-panel sign before CMC was on there. Mr. Vailas responded
I apologize; I wasn’t involved in that discussion. Town Manager Sawyer stated because that is
what we approved previously was a 9-panel sign, so really you would only be short one at this
point it seems like. Mr. McMahon stated your property manager could probably take care of the
snow problem, could he not. Mr. Vailas replied yes.
Town Manager Sawyer stated we don’t penalize people for the height of the sign for the grade of
the land. It is either measured at the land at the sign or at the road, depending on whichever is
more impactful, is the way I will say it. Ms. Hebert do you know if it has been measured to the
road or to the landscaping? Ms. Hebert replied I don’t know. Town Manager Sawyer stated we
did modify the road around the sign so it is possible we raised it up slightly and that is somehow
impacting it, but I don’t know that you impacted the landscaping around the sign Mr. Foote, did
you. Mr. Foote replied the elevation of South River Road remained the same. Town Manager
Sawyer stated I am just saying if the road was higher, you would measure to that. If the
landscaping was higher, you would measure to that. We don’t penalize you for being in a hole
necessarily. If you were in a hole, we let you measure the height to the road. Mr. Vailas
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responded it kind of looks like we are in a hole. Chairman Levenstein asked do we know how
high it is from the road? Mr. Connors stated 10 feet to the interior. Town Manager Sawyer
asked from the inside? Away from the road is 10 feet? It would only buy you a few inches it
sounds like if it is already being measured correctly. It looks like the road might be higher than
the land around the sign but it looked pretty even to me, so it is probably not going to change
dramatically.
Chairman Levenstein asked what are the Board’s thoughts? Do we want to give them an
opportunity to see actually how high it is, do we want to have them possibly come back with a
different design, or do we want to act on this?
Ms. McGinley stated I have a question. Just to support what you are saying, is that the lighting
needs to be there to light the sign but it covers up Bedford Medical Park. Mr. Vailas responded
yes. Town Manager Sawyer stated that was part of the agreement when they proposed a larger
than permitted sign was that it would be externally illuminated. We didn’t want a bigger lit
billboard type sign out there on this site. I believe you also said you wouldn’t come back if you
got 100 square feet. Ms. McGinley stated my question is could there be a change in these lights
so that it doesn’t cover up Bedford Medical Park. Mr. Maltais replied there are more modern
fixtures available today that are smaller in nature. LED fixtures could certainly do a better job of
illuminating the sign and not obscuring that header copy. Certainly changing the way the
illumination exists on the sign can be updated. Those gooseneck lights aren’t really intended for
that application and that is why they obscure the copy really, and that is one of the detriments to
the overall height of the sign being where it is at, is that you can’t really read the header. Town
Manager Sawyer stated I will just note that I heard some Board members say about splitting the
sign. That was one of the conditions of a previous approval was that you couldn’t further
subdivide the panels because the Board at the time was concerned with how small the print
would become and how distracted a driver might be trying to find and see those individual
tenants. Mr. Hawkins stated I concur with Town Manager Sawyer that the whole notion of the
signage is either navigational or it is informational advertising, and you are coming to us with
navigational justification for increasing advertising impact by having more panels, more
businesses advertise. They shouldn’t be navigating when they are using the sign. It should say
Bedford Medical Park and wall signage should do the rest. Whole Foods doesn’t have a sign out
at the sign that says grapes inside. Once we get inside we figure that out. Mr. Vailas responded
but on the back side of Route 3, Whole Foods has one heck of a sign. Mr. Hawkins responded in
that sense then I would sort of align with that thinking. Maximize the impact of Bedford
Medical Park by taking advantage of the square footage that you are afforded. Mr. Fairman
stated with internal signs. Mr. McMahon stated if the Board did decide to have them come back,
one of the options I would like to see is exactly what Ms. Hebert was talking about a sign that is
the right size, a true sign that is met with the width and with your main message on that, so it
would be a narrower, typical sign and with the new lighting and you could probably get a lot
better advertisement for the park itself. That way or any other alternative that you would like to
come back with. But if you do, I would suggest that you have one that conforms to what the
Town has established.
Chairman Levenstein stated it is up to you. Do you want to come back? Mr. Vailas replied sure;
let me talk to my partners. Chairman Levenstein asked how much time do you think you need?
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Mr. Vailas replied I don’t know. Vice Chairman Newberry stated would it just be simpler to
deny it and then have them come back with a new design? Town Manager Sawyer replied but
then it would have to be a material change or if they still want to pursue this. Mr. Vailas stated I
am not sure we want to pursue it. Again, I wasn’t privy to the history of the amount of times you
have considered this. Town Manager Sawyer asked would 30 days work? Mr. Vailas replied
yes. Town Manager Sawyer stated our next meeting is February 25th.
MOTION by Vice Chairman Newberry that the Planning Board table the request
submitted by A.S.C. Realty, LLC (Owner) requesting a sign waiver to allow for a
larger monument sign for the Bedford Medical Park at Washington Place and to
allow the sign to stand taller than 10-feet, 9 Washington Place, Lot 46-51-1, Zoned
PZ, to the February 25, 2019 Planning Board meeting, and this motion shall serve as
public notice to abutters. Mr. McMahon duly seconded the motion. Vote taken - all
in favor. Motion carried.

2. A.S.C. Realty, LLC (Owner) – Request for a sign waiver to allow for additional wall
signage for the BASC Imaging Building in the Bedford Medical Park at Washington
Place, 20 Washington Place, Lot 46-51-1, Zoned PZ.
Titus Cramer of Evergreen Harbor Group, Bedford Medical Park at Washington Place Property
Manager, Nick Vailas, one owner, and Denis Maltais, Image Consultant for Classic Signs, were
present to address this request for a sign waiver on behalf of the applicant.
Mr. Vailas stated this is a request for a sign waiver for BASC Imaging, which has the imaging
center. As you come into Washington Place, you can see it from the road. It is fairly legible
from the road and we don’t have the road signage privy to that, and it has great visibility to the
road and it is a high volume type of practice. It would be nice to be able to get the sign from
where it is just off to the right to the center of the building and a little higher and a little larger so
you see it from the road.
Mr. Maltais stated if I could make a couple of quick comments here. This photo posted is really
difficult to see but that right there is the BASC building. It is more than 300 feet away from the
edge of the road. This existing sign that is in place is a 3-foot x 10-foot, or a 30 square foot sign,
that if you try to even see the sign from the road, it is obscured by trees and even parked cars.
You cannot see that sign and you cannot recognize that that building is the BASC Imaging
building. What they request is is that we will completely remove this sign and replace with a 4foot x 14-foot sign, or 56 square foot sign, a little higher up on the building so that it can be seen
from a distance. The sign will comply with your requirement that it have an opaque background
so really the only imaging on the sign that will illuminate will be the BASC logo and their copy.
It will actually be done with black/white technology so it will appear black during the day but
light white at night and the background will be opaque. Town Manager Sawyer stated can you
just repeat that black/white piece because that sounds like the reverse of our requirement. Mr.
Maltais replied during the day it is an opaque white background with black lettering so that you
can see the black letters against a white background during the day. There is a vinyl film today
called day/night film that appears black during the day and will illuminate white at night, so that
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is the vinyl film that will be used for the copy. At night all you will see that will illuminate will
be the BASC logo, the word Imaging and their tag line. Town Manager Sawyer asked so that
film is actually on the letters and the logo not the white background? Mr. Maltais replied that is
correct. Vice Chairman Newberry asked the field is not illuminated? Mr. Maltais responded the
field is an opaque background. The white as you see it there will be black at night or just not
illuminated at night.
Chairman Levenstein asked for any questions from the Board.
Mr. Fairman stated I think that this goes along with our saying signage in the interior and change
the pedestal to just be Bedford Medical Center.
Mr. Hawkins asked Ms. Hebert, conversations we had previously across the street when we were
moving signs up that high, how are we with moving this above the windows there into the eave
space. Ms. Hebert replied the proposed location of the sign is compliant with our regulations.
Town Manager Sawyer stated I have a question for staff. Have we reviewed this for the formula
that would allow them a bigger sign at 4.25? Are they more than 150 feet away from a right-ofway? Ms. Hebert replied we did. Their address is Washington Place. Mr. Connors stated we
don’t calculate it from South River Road. Chairman Levenstein asked which right-of-way? Ms.
Hebert replied we used the interior roadway. Town Manager Sawyer stated it is hard to tell
without looking at a site plan. Ms. Hebert stated they need a waiver because they are a multitenant building and a multi-tenant building has different regulations. I don’t believe the bonus
sign area applies in the same way because they get up to four signs that the tenants can share.
Town Manager Sawyer asked there are other tenants in this building? Ms. Hebert replied yes.
Town Manager Sawyer asked and they don’t need signage on the South River Road sign face?
Mr. Vailas replied no. Again, this is pretty high traffic. People who are getting ultrasounds,
MRI or CAT scans.
Chairman Levenstein asked for any comments or questions from the audience. There were none.
MOTION by Vice Chairman Newberry that the Planning Board approve a waiver
from Section 275-68 and Table 6 to allow a 56 square-foot building wall sign for the
Bedford Ambulatory Surgical Center Imaging building at 20 Washington Place, Lot
46-51-1, as shown on the plan from Classic Signs, Inc., dated October 17, 2018, as
the Planning Board finds that the applicant has shown substantial compliance with
the purpose statement of the Performance Zone, with the following condition:
1. The existing 30 square-foot BASC Imaging wall sign on the west façade shall
be removed from the building.
Mr. Hawkins duly seconded the motion. Vote taken; motion carried, with Town
Manager Sawyer voting in opposition.
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4. HIR Realty LLC c/o Jiten Hotel Group (Owner) – Request to amend a previously
approved architectural plan for a proposed 133-unit multi-family residential building
at Goffe Mill Plaza, 121 South River Road, Lots 12-32-3, and 12-32-4, Zoned PZ.
Jeff Kevan of TF Moran and Nick Griffin of Cube 3 were present to address this request to
amend a previously approved architectural plan on behalf of the applicant.
Mr. Kevan stated we are here for some architectural modifications to the apartment building over
by the former Wayfarer site. Mr. Griffin will go through what those are and if you have any
questions, we will answer those.
Mr. Griffin stated when we were here last we got this approved. We had a series of views of the
building; architectural design was based on being pretty close to the Whole Foods design, which
I think we all agreed was maybe a little too literal. As we have developed this building over the
past months since we had been here, we had a chance to look at the developments that they did
over in Market & Main next door that they presented today. We looked through those, we took
another pass at the design of the building to try to make it fit in a little bit more now that we
know their context and give updates as we have developed to try to get a better sense of the
design. We didn’t start from scratch really, we just took what we had, changed a couple of
colors, modified a few materials from stone to brick, but for the most part the rest of the building
is fiber cement, that is still how it remains, we just did a couple of different fenestrations and a
couple of different colors. I will walk through a couple of the views quickly.
Mr. Griffin stated these are the views that we previously had from Whole Foods, the pedestrian
walkway, from the Bedford Mall, and from Route 3. Again, kind of looking at some of Building
C, which they presented today, and as you can see here there is kind of a cooler majority with
some warmer accent panels. There is fiber cement, there is corrugated metal with a little bit
more of a modern design. So we took these, saw what we could do on our project and instead of
having yellow as the base, we started looking at kind of cooler gray slate as the base. Here is the
view from Whole Foods, here is the view from the pedestrian walkway, then from the Bedford
Mall parking, and from Route 3. I will go back through these at the end.
Mr. Griffin stated the building remains the same size, same heights, 5/4-story split, same number
of units, same configuration, almost identical footprint, but we started to look through the
materials. Again, the main grey, we kept it fiber cement lap siding, which I have samples of
everything here, which I can show at the end. That is the main base and then on these towers
before it was a gray fiber cement and we have now gone to a lighter gray fiber cement and really
the change we have made on some of the towers is we have panels with color matched seams and
others with metal seams, and I will show these at the end. This just breaks down showing a
couple of examples of projects that have the similar condition of both the vertical based scheme
of these light gray towers and the vertical with visible seams and the tan inserts throughout the
balconies and the accent locations. Posted now shows the main body of the building, which is
lap siding, all of the trim, and our color match so it is more of a monolithic feel, and then we
have these horizontal trim bands that run through the windows, which is the same as the previous
design, just, again, a color change to this current design. At the base before we had a fieldstone
where now we kind of have to match kind of the adjacent, so we went to a 2-tone gray brick that
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runs throughout the base and gives it that similar contemporary kind of look to match the colors.
Lastly, shown here is some of the same, the balconies remain the same and storefront remains the
same up at the amenity location. Here are a couple examples of other projects that we have had
similar at other locations. On the whole right side is a building we have done with this vertical
look that we have where the vertical seams are more visible so it gives a vertical sense to the
towers. On the left here you will see some examples of gray brick we have used with fiber
cement, lap siding is the rest of that building, this has, again, different colors, but we also show
the horizontal bands that run between the floors in kind of the bottom center photo. Here we
show a couple of different things. On the top left is panels that are all the same colors, so all the
joints on those white towers are paint matched to match the tower so it is a little bit more of a
monolithic feel, which we are doing on our light gray towers. The bottom left shows these
panels kind of with a little bit more extreme example with the blue, but they are the kind of side
panels that we are showing on ours, and then on the right there is some 2-tone brick there, which
is red and a darker gray, but it just kind of shows another patterning of brick within all the same
face just a different color change.
Mr. Griffin stated running back through our views from Whole Foods you will see the main
building is a cooler gray with the accent of the warm brown in between that will kind of lighten
things up, warm things out, and then these light gray towers that are similar to our older grayer
towers that march around the 5-story portion. Again, this is a similar view from the walkway
where you get to see a little bit of all of colors as you walk along the street. From the Bedford
Mall parking we have this accent at the amenity location and the balconies with these cool gray
towers that march along the 4-story version and these lighter gray towers in the back on the 5story. Lastly, the view from Route 3.
Mr. Griffin stated I think overall the building form and massing really hasn’t changed at all. The
overall material pallet would be a majority of fiber cement and previous stone now brick remains
the same similar percentages. We just really wanted to bring up the kind of contemporary look,
match the surroundings now that we know what they are and just get a better look that we can all
agree on.
Mr. Griffin stated with the materials I can pass around I have two tones of brick color and then I
have some of the different fiber cement panels along with the riglet patterns. I will just hold up
briefly the kind of differences I was talking about on our brown pattern, on the vertical panels we
have a riglet that is anodized aluminum so you will see that vertical panel where at the horizontal
it is different due to waterproofing and really the way it looks. It is a much less apparent in
between so you will read these vertical versus the horizontal which was shown in some of those
pictures. Then in the light gray tower these will all be paint-matched to be the same color as this.
They will be there just for construction types, but there will be less of a texture versus those run.
Then I am going to have small samples of our kind of dark bronze fiber cement, the vinyl
windows and storefront and then, again, the two tones of brick. I will pass some of these around
and I can answer any questions specific to this.
Chairman Levenstein asked for questions from the Board.
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Mr. Fairman stated you showed some red brick on one of your other facilities. Do you have that
incorporated any place and where is it? Mr. Griffin replied we do not. We did not use the red
brick. Mr. Fairman stated I didn’t think so; you mentioned it. Mr. Griffin stated we just have
these two tone gray colors of brick. Mr. Fairman asked where on your design do you use the 2tone brick? Ms. Hebert stated please flip to your elevations so the Board can look at the entire
location. Mr. Griffin stated I just want to point out that here on the base of this building you can
see the kind of striations in the gray to have a lighter gray as the base and then these kind of
strips of dark gray. Mr. Fairman responded okay, so it is warmer. Mr. Griffin replied that’s
correct. Mr. Fairman stated thank you. Mr. Kevan stated for this type of material. Mr. Fairman
stated now I see it. Mr. Griffin stated that brick would all remain at the same level.
Mr. Fairman stated Ms. Hebert, you suggested to change the corner facing South River Road. I
am trying to understand where exactly that is. Ms. Hebert replied sure. As you look towards the
building kind of past the Starbuck’s/Chipotle building, the structure has that paler gray, very
smooth kind of concrete finish and this design is very different from anything else we have along
South River Road. We have some modern architecture under construction at Market & Main but
this site is a bit of a transitional building where you are moving north toward some of the more
developed areas along South River Road and we don’t have buildings with that more
contemporary finish. I was hoping that the architect would be able to soften that view. Mr.
Griffin asked at this corner right here? Ms. Hebert replied yes. Mr. Griffin stated we show a
smaller portion of that dark gray and we have brought in this light gray at that corner there to try
to help break that end so that instead of one wide end, it broke it up into kind of two separate
forms and used the lighter gray up front there. Ms. Hebert asked could you use some of the gray
brick or the warm brown or something to try and soften that? Mr. Griffin replied we have it on
either end and we could even look at trying at maybe adding it into the center there to break it
up. Ms. Hebert stated it struck me there is significantly less masonry on this design than there
was on the previous design. Mr. Griffin responded yes; I think just in this new update of design
the brick made sense more at the base in the way of the design and this warmer brown tone we
used at our first glance there was much less of it but we realized that we didn’t want it to be too
dark and cold overall, so we tried to incorporate a little bit more, so we incorporated back at the
kind of the amenity entry knowing that was kind of the highlight we wanted to make. Ms.
Hebert asked would the masonry base be visible on this elevation? It looked to me like it was
just along the side facing the mill. Mr. Griffin replied yes, we could wrap it around this front if
that was something we could look at doing. I can confirm on that.
Vice Chairman Newberry stated just a comment. Based on the renderings at least, I like this
better than the renderings that you had proposed before. Mr. Fairman stated I concur. Mr.
Griffin stated thank you.
Town Manager Sawyer stated I think there are a lot of changes that you haven’t talked about
with the window patterns and the number of windows, the sides where the balconies were at least
on the shorter portion of the building it has changed quite a bit. There is a lot more glass and a
lot less wall, I will say, in this. It is much more institutional in my opinion. Mr. Griffin
responded in the previous ones we hadn’t designed the units fully. We have now designed all of
the units and developed this further. Town Manager Sawyer asked could you say that again?
You didn’t design the units previously? Mr. Griffin responded we hadn’t developed the building
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to design all of the individual bedrooms and exactly where every bedroom and living space was
going to be. At the time we had a basic demising plan to get the amount of units, but now that
we have developed the building, we have simplified some of the configuration and the geometry
in some of the units, so now we have everything laid out so that our living rooms and bedrooms
all have the appropriate window configuration. I thought it was pretty close, there may be a little
bit more glass here, but trust me, I would like more glass but there is only so much we can have
in each of the residential buildings. And then I think as far as the windows, which I should have
mentioned before, we zig-zagged windows in that design, we had them shifted from floor to
floor, which we just thought in this new design it didn’t really fit and it is just a little bit more
texture and chaos than needed, so we have simplified everything, all the windows now are
stacking and the balconies, again, are happening in a little bit more of a regularity.
Ms. McGinley stated when I look at this through the same one you are looking at Town Manager
Sawyer from the porch at Whole Foods and looking back at this, it appears that the only light
color are the windows. I know that when this is built and the people are in at night they will be a
lot brighter, but during the day they won’t look light at all, so I have a bit of a concern with no
answer to this is how dark this building would look even in the daytime. That is a concern that I
have, and it may be that with further renderings you can cover that. Mr. Griffin responded yes,
we could try to render the windows in a different color but I think we have this cooler color, a lot
of that was in kind of direct and looking at this kind of context and that it was more of a darker
base with these lighter accents, so that is what we have tried to do here is kind of have that
darker base with these lighter accents. Because this is a little bit of a skewed view, you lose
these kind of warmer portions. Ms. McGinley stated I can see the warmer portions but they are
not in great number in terms of how many units and it just seems dark. Maybe it is just my view
of the plan. Vice Chairman Newberry stated I agree with your point, Ms. McGinley, in that
rendering the window white kind of is misleading visually. Ms. McGinley stated I am sure they
didn’t intend to mislead but having been on the Planning Board as long as I have, I know they
won’t look light during the day when people are not there and lights aren’t on and they are at
work. Mr. Griffin stated again, with this one there is only glass at the bottom, so this building
and the amount of buildings here is much greater than our small kind of building, so I think it is
tough showing ours in this one big view. Ms. McGinley stated your buildings aren’t small.
They are very large for Bedford and I am fine with that that they are.
Ms. McGinley stated I have an unrelated to the color of the building question. If you are on the
highway and you pass the area that was the convention center and the old building that was there
and you see this, almost all of the area is taken up by parking used by other tenants, like Whole
Foods tenants, and I am just worried that there is not going to be enough room for the parking for
this project and then that will take away all of the parking that is now being used for Whole
Foods and that site. Just to let you know of that concern. Mr. Fairman stated some of the
parking you see is commuters. Mr. Kevan stated Whole Foods will be required to park more up
front. We do have the restaurant pad that is not being built at this time and overall the site
conforms to the regulations and we are trying not to overbuild parking. Their employees will be
forced to park more out front in the front areas, and I am sure there will be times when the
parking lot will be completely full. I was down there this weekend and everything in front of
Whole Foods and going down was full; as you get further away from Whole Foods, there were
some spaces still open.
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Mr. McMahon asked would you mind going back to your briefing. You had a shot of four
different types of architecture and you pointed out the upper right-hand one that caught my eye.
That is the one posted on the screen now. You have some similarities in the sense that you have
what I will call bump-outs and they were accentuated by a different type of roofline or cornice or
whatever, and that seemed to set these buildings off a little bit compared to what you have now.
Have you given any thought to try to accentuate the tower implication that you have by the
different relief in the walls? Mr. Griffin responded we do it a little but, not as extreme in this
case just because we are trying to keep down on the height and I think when we went through the
first time height was one of the bigger concerns, so we tried to kind of do a little bit of jogging so
it doesn’t seem like one continuous roof, but we just didn’t feel like we had the opportunity to
really raise up the parapets as far and extreme as this. In this case this is down by the water in
Quincy facing out by the water so you are much farther away in viewing it too so the scale is a
little different. Mr. McMahon stated I am not an architect but this to me is more pleasing to the
eye by being able to isolate different sections of the building based on the relief and the
recession. I don’t know how much it would increase the height for the building, but it seemed
like a cornice of some kind would really make that a lot more attractive than it is now. Town
Manager Sawyer asked didn’t you have more variations in the rooftop under the approved design
than the proposed design? Mr. Griffin replied we tried to maintain about the same but I can look
back to see that. Town Manager Sawyer stated it feels very flat in your rendering now with that
one compared to the new one. Mr. Griffin stated this shows we have the main building, which
even in this case the yellow and the white is the same, and then we have these two bump-ups in
gray and down here this pretty much stays the same with a little bump-up at the gray. In our new
one we have done the same. Where this blue and tan is at the same and these white come up too.
Again, if you are looking for additional height, altering the roof between the darker gray and the
tan I think would be nice to give a little bit more relief. We would have to see in the parapets if
we would be able to do it with the height we have and the sloping of the roofs and drainage and
all of that to make sure it works constructability, but we could look at doing a slight variation
like putting giant caps, and changing the building complicates the building and makes it more
expensive and it is going to look taller for sure. We also are getting to the point where you don’t
want to have just a bunch of these towers that look like they are connected, where it seems to
make things look taller than they are.
Mr. Fairman stated in your change you haven’t changed the ratio of 2-bedroom apartments or
any of that. It is all the same number of apartments? Mr. Griffin replied yes. It is the same mix,
number of units and bedrooms, all remain the same. Mr. Fairman stated I just wanted to make
sure. Thank you.
Ms. McGinley stated I have another question. Will each apartment have a balcony? Mr. Griffin
replied no. Ms. McGinley asked so the relief that the balconies bring is going to be limited to
what we see? Mr. Griffin replied correct. There is a certain percentage of the units that have
balconies but all of them will not.
Councilor Bandazian stated this gets down to aesthetics, and I know you put a lot of work into
this but as I drive on South River Road, what I see is Trader Joe’s, which is a light cream color,
the Provident Bank, which is a light gray color, Whole Foods, which is a yellow color, and that is
20 | P a g e

the view that concerns me. It is not internal to Market & Main and what the building that is far
off the road looks like and that color pallet. I actually prefer what you had done before, and if
you are going to go to an institutional look like this, I would go towards a flatter façade but
recreate a mill building look with a red brick pallet and granite pallet, but that is my aesthetic and
nobody else has to go along with it. Town Manager Sawyer stated I completely agree with you.
I prefer the existing renderings to the proposed. I have been beating myself up all weekend after
getting this packet trying to think about which will look better in 5 years or 10 years or 20 years,
is gray going to look better than yellow, and I don’t know how to answer that question
necessarily. I think the currently approved building blends in better with the entire streetscape
than what is proposed and it is not just the colors for me, it is the windows, the size of the
windows, the pattern of the windows, and everything else that goes with it, the roofline. Ms.
McGinley stated and I agree with what you said and it does look somewhat alike the construction
of the mill buildings in Manchester without the term. Town Manager Sawyer stated that would
be great. Ms. McGinley stated what you described, not this, but this has a different function.
Town Manager Sawyer stated it is purely aesthetics. I don’t think there is anything in our
building architectural guidelines that either project doesn’t meet but it is purely aesthetics. Mr.
Griffin stated as far as ins and outs, I know after the approved Ms. Hebert was concerned about it
looking too flat, so I think that was also in our minds in moving this forward. Councilor
Bandazian stated it is difficult to please everybody. Ms. Hebert stated I think we are more
comfortable with the building materials of the approved elevation because they are materials that
we know and see in Bedford. Mr. Griffin stated you mean the colors and materials. Ms. Hebert
responded I think the materials and the color. You have kind of a stone veneer, which is
something we commonly see, the colors and the more horizontal clapboard-like finish. Mr.
Griffin stated that is what this blue is, which is all clapboard. The majority of the building is still
a clapboard; it just happens to be a dark gray versus the yellow. Ms. Hebert stated on the far end
of the building that would sort of face Market & Main, it looks like on the approved elevation
there was an indent and a series of balconies and it looks like that has been lost in this new
design. Mr. Kevan stated but that is facing the garage of Market & Main. Ms. Hebert responded
yes and the highway. Mr. Kevan stated we thought the new color pallet would be a nice
transition or blend with what you are coming out with at Market & Main. So as you are coming
down that road, you are going past the parking garage and then the building was shown with
these, I guess, darker type colors, the lighter yellow/tan that is on the original I always thought
was a little bit much of that lighter color. Without the newer colors it would blend or transition
better between the two developments. Mr. Fairman stated it does blend in a little better with the
Bedford Mall. It doesn’t go with Whole Foods quite as well perhaps, but with the Bedford Mall
and the transition from Bedford Mall to Market & Main, it fits. The buildings in front of this
may not fit quite as nicely.
Ms. McGinley asked why did they take off the balconies at the southern end? Mr. Griffin replied
just like Mr. Kevan said, it faced the garage so we tried to move them to the side so that the
residents would get better views back towards the river. Ms. McGinley stated they still have
windows. Mr. Griffin responded agreed, but the outdoor space and the way the unit
configuration worked. Ms. McGinley stated I know but in the current approved one with the
yellow they are at the end and they are just around the corner, but in this one there are no
balconies. Mr. Griffin stated on the end yes. Ms. McGinley asked if you go to the top and you
have one balcony, how many units are in that top from where that balcony is? Mr. Griffin
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replied there is the stack of five units here, so it would be 5, 10, 15 and then there are some Juliet
balconies so the unit would have a slider and a rail but they wouldn’t be able to have outdoor
access. Ms. McGinley stated but the people at the end is a separate unit. Is that right? Mr.
Griffin replied yes.
Ms. Hebert asked how would the rooftop mechanicals be screened? Mr. Griffin replied similar
to before. The parapets are there; they are all in this model. I know we had done the studies
from the highway and all of this, nothing has changed in that sense, we haven’t lowered any
parapets or raised anything so it would be the same configuration as before.
Mr. Hawkins stated again, aesthetics like Councilor Bandazian was saying. I don’t want to go
down a rat hole but I really think we are underappreciating the dramatic increase in the number
of windows. What they are going to look like in the daylight is they are going to be dark with
this dark building; I don’t even think it is close. The approved rendition is far better, in my
estimation, than this one and until we see the approved rendition with accurately reflected
daylight window representation to this magnitude, I don’t think we can compare apples to apples.
When I look at this and I think about it in the daylight with the windows appearing dark, we have
a gray block sitting there with very little to break up that block. Mr. Griffin responded I think
what some of the confusion is with the windows, and I will zoom in closely here, is the way that
the windows are shown here they are lighter gray, but we have all of these gray panels beside the
windows, so I think that is where the confusion is that there is extra glass because maybe we
have an extra window here and there for the living room or something. Town Manager Sawyer
stated you have a lot of extra windows. Mr. Griffin responded I just want to make sure that it is
clear that there are these extra panels on a lot of these windows that happen to be the same color
in this rendering, which I apologize for, but the amount of windows should be fairly close.
Again, these panels wouldn’t be the same color as the glass per say, they are just brought in here
to help soften up this large gray mass. I think that is why it also looks like there is a lot of glass
from afar. Town Manager Sawyer stated I see the panels as well. It is not the panels. Mr.
Griffin stated we just want to make it clear that these extra panels aren’t windows and it looks
terrible up here. I imagine your screen is similar to mine where you can see the difference
between the panels next to the windows. Mr. Kevan asked and the panels are made out of what?
Mr. Griffin replied it is that light gray fiber cement panel. Everywhere in the older rendering
where you have those green panels, they just happen to be a similar color to the way that glass is
shown here. Here there is green so it separates from the windows and this new panel happens to
be the same color but, again, they would be panels beside the windows, not glass windows. Ms.
McGinley stated I am not sure what you are saying. Town Manager Sawyer stated he is saying
these are vertical panels not windows. Mr. Griffin stated in the old rendering the regular double
window has a green panel next to it. Here it just happens to be a similar color to the window, but
it isn’t white, it is a gray panel. This window is still the same size here it just has light gray
panels next to it. Ms. McGinley stated I know that; that wasn’t the problem. Town Manager
Sawyer stated if you take that same fourth story on the approved, the pattern is 1-2-1 and then
the new one it is 2-2-1-1. There is an extra window like on each set of elevations. There is at
least one extra window all the way around.
Chairman Levenstein asked what do we want to do. I don’t want to design here. Town Manager
Sawyer stated if they could develop some larger panels that we could stand onsite and compare
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them side by side, I might be willing to look at that. That would be unique for us to do
something like that.
Chairman Levenstein asked for any comments or questions from the audience.
Susan Tufts-Moore, 24 Bedford Center Road, stated I just wanted to comment that I prefer and I
was hoping for more of a traditional design for this apartment building because of its proximity
to the historic John Goffes Mill and also the former Woodbury Estate across South River Road,
which is so beautiful and is yellow. I would think that maybe a tan or something lighter and
brighter would be more appropriate in that area, or as was mentioned, a red brick more like one
of the old mills. I just wanted to express one view from the public. Thank you very much.
Ms. Hebert stated you could table and ask the applicant to come back with some new concepts.
Chairman Levenstein stated that is what I am inclined to do. We could table it and have you
come back with more information and incorporate some of the things that were said here and
maybe work with staff. I think she probably has a better feel for what the Board was looking for
than we can explain among all of us. Ms. McGinley stated it is awfully hard also to take
everything we said and try to put it into one picture; Ms. Hebert is better at that.
Chairman Levenstein asked how much time do you need? Is 30 days too much or is it okay?
Ms. Hebert stated February 25th is our next meeting. We have a meeting on the 11th, we have no
applications submitted for that meeting. Chairman Levenstein stated we can do this February
11th. The applicant replied that would be great.
MOTION by Vice Chairman Newberry that the Planning Board table the
application of HIR Realty LLC c/o Jiten Hotel Group (Owner) requesting to amend
a previously approved architectural plan to the February 11, 2019 Planning Board
meeting, when the applicant will have an opportunity to come back and try to
address some of the Board’s concerns, and this motion will serve as public notice.
Town Manager Sawyer duly seconded the motion. Vote taken - all in favor. Motion
carried.

5. The Planning Board will conduct the second public hearing on proposed zoning
amendments submitted by the Planning Board and by citizens’ petition. The full text of
the amendments is available in the Town Clerk & Planning offices during normal
business hours and on the Town website at www.bedfordnh.org.
ZONING AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE PLANNING BOARD:
Amendment #1 is a housekeeping amendment in response to changes to municipal regulation of
small wind energy systems. RSA 674:63 was amended to prevent municipalities from setting a
noise level lower than what is specified by the Site Evaluation Committee rules. Under the
current statute, the noise limit will change with any future changes to the rules.
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Ms. Hebert stated proposed Amendment #1 is in response to changes at the State level regarding
how noise impacts are measured on small wind energy systems. The amendment is to bring the
Town into compliance with changes to State law and prevents the Town from setting a noise
level that would be lower than what is specified by the Site Evaluation Committee rules.
Amendment #2 is intended to further restrict the land that may be used to calculate the density
of a workforce housing development. The amendment creates a definition for net developable
area and limits density to 12 units per acre of net developable land rather than using the entire
tract regardless of its development capacity. The amendment also clarifies how to calculate
density for mixed use developments.
Ms. Hebert stated proposed Amendment #2 is intended to restrict further restricted land that
may be used to calculate the density of a workforce housing development. The amendment
creates the definition for net developable area and limits density to not more than 12 units per
acre of net developable land. Rather than using the entire tract, regardless of its development
capacity, the current zoning allows 12 units per acre and doesn’t take into account whether or not
the tract may have wetlands or areas of undeveloped land. The amendment also clarifies how to
calculate density for mixed-use developments.
Amendment #3 is a housekeeping amendment in response to changes to state law. RSA 674:33
was amended to clarify when variances granted prior to August 19, 2013, would expire. If the
amendment passes, the Town will be required to post a notice on April 1, 2019 stating that
“Variance and/or special exceptions authorized before August 19, 2013, are scheduled to
terminate, but shall be valid if exercised within 2 years of the expiration date of this notice or as
further extended by the Zoning Board of Adjustment for good cause.” The notice must be posted
for at least a year.
Ms. Hebert stated proposed Amendment #3 is also a housekeeping amendment proposed in
response to changes to State law. This amendment is to clarify when variances granted prior to
August 19, 2013 would expire.
MOTION by Vice Chairman Newberry to open the public hearing on the proposed
zoning amendments. Ms. McGinley duly seconded the motion. Vote taken - all in
favor. Motion carried.
Chairman Levenstein asked the Board for any questions on the three zoning amendments
proposed by the Planning Board. There were none.
Chairman Levenstein asked for any comments or questions from the audience on the three
zoning amendments proposed by the Planning Board.
Kevin Gagne, 51 Federation Road, stated I am speaking as a resident and not on behalf of my
employer. I just wanted to say that Amendment #1 I understand is housekeeping because of
State law. I just simply don’t agree with the State law that allows the State to establish higher
noise limits than any individual New Hampshire town wants, so, in principle, I recommend and
will be voting no on Amendment #1.
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Mr. Gagne stated with regard to Amendment #2, I think it is a great amendment proposed by the
Planning Board. I think it definitely comes from lessons learned on recent projects, and I think it
will help stop the urbanization of Bedford, so I am very much in support of it.
Mr. Gagne stated with regard to Amendment #3, I just simply support #3 as well. I think it
makes sense to have these time limits on these approvals. Thank you very much.
Chairman Levenstein asked for any further comments or questions from the audience on the
three zoning amendments proposed by the Planning Board. There were none.
MOTION by Town Manager Sawyer that the Planning Board move Zoning
Amendments #1, #2 and #3 to the ballot for March 12, 2019. Mr. Foote duly
seconded the motion. Vote taken - all in favor. Motion carried.

ZONING AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED BY CITIZEN PETITION:
Amendment #4 is a citizen petition to remove workforce housing as a permitted use in the
Commercial District and the Office District and to allow workforce housing in the Performance
Zone with the restriction that the lot not have frontage on the F.E. Everett Turnpike or U.S.
Route 3. This amendment also limits the number of units in any one building to 12 for workforce
housing developments in the Performance Zone.

Chairman Levenstein asked is there anyone present to speak on proposed citizens' petition
Zoning Amendments #4.
Kevin Gagne, 51 Federation Road, stated I would like if you don’t mind since I did not make the
last meeting and I did see there was some confusion and questions with regard to #4, #5 and #6.
I wrote #4, #5 and #6 myself. If you would allow me some time to sit down and make a few
statements, I think I can put into context why I wrote them and the reason behind them and what
I think they will do. Chairman Levenstein responded yes, that is what we would like you to do.
Mr. Gagne stated first of all my only goal of writing these zoning amendments was to try to
check what I visualize or see as the over urbanization of Bedford with a priority being of
stopping the urbanization of the Town center. This is a goal that is widely supported in town, as
evidenced by the 1,000+ person petition, and recently the overwhelming resident feedback
during the master planning week-long process that I attended.
Mr. Gagne continued I believe everyone is familiar with the affordable housing law in New
Hampshire. Essentially it is the obligation of every town, according to State law, to provide a
reasonable and realistic opportunity for the development of affordable housing. Listening to the
last meeting at home, the first public hearing on these zoning amendments, I got the impression
that the current workforce zoning that is in place today was definitely written at a time where
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there was a sense of urgency and even fear for writing in language to ward against law suits. It
seemed to be an over whelming theme of what I heard in the last meeting. I wonder where is this
fear coming from. It seems irrational to me. I, again, have read the laws and I am familiar with
the zoning. And then someone on the Board, I think it happened twice, they started referencing a
committee and recommendations from a committee that went into determining what the current
zoning is, and then I heard the words the developer, or a developer, on the committee said this or
said that. So a little lightbulb went off in my head. I was very interested in learning more about
this committee, so I have done some research since the last meeting. What I did find was that
there was a committee called the 2008 Planning Board Subcommittee on Workforce Housing. I
pulled up the final recommendations of the committee, I found that they did include
recommendations of where exactly we should allow workforce housing in the community, they
even had maps. I noticed that their recommendations included what sorts of incentives should be
provided for developers to encourage them to build this sort of housing in Bedford and that is
where the 1/3 density bonus comes from, which is mentioned in zoning amendment #5, I believe.
So that comes from the recommendations of this committee. Most of the recommendations from
this committee can be seen in the final product, which is our actual zoning. So apparently this
committee you would think, certainly I did, would be well represented by people who have the
best interest of Bedford at heart. Imagine my surprise when I got to the list of committee
members. There were two that I believe could reasonably be considered to have Bedford’s best
interest at heart and they were Planning staff. With the other five we have one from the Southern
NH Planning Commission, we have one from the Manchester Chamber of Commerce, we have
one from NeighborWorks of Greater Manchester, and three representatives that I would highly
doubt have any problem with urbanizing Bedford. The kicker here though is the final two
representatives, to me anyway. Robert Crues, he was then President of TF Moran and now on
the Board of Directors, and Mr. Anagnost a local landowner and developer. Both gentlemen
could reasonably be said to potentially benefit financially from local zoning laws that they were
helping craft. Mr. Anagnost, of course, based on land holdings and his work as a developer, and
Mr. Crues as their leading engineering consultant. Since the passing of those zoning laws we
have seen the Copper Door apartments in the area that the committee recommended be zoned for
workforce apartments, we have seen the proposed Shorty’s apartments, which has been working
itself through the project phases right now, and we could possibly see a proposal for more
apartments on the Harvest Market parcel under our current zoning if proposed zoning
amendment #7 were to pass. I am not an expert in conflicts of interest so I had to look it up and
the definition; “A situation in which a person is in a position to derive personal benefits from
actions or decisions made in their official capacity.” In my opinion there may have been a
couple of potential conflicts on that committee. The bottom line is that committee’s
recommendations formed the very foundation of what is in the current zoning and several of the
things that I propose to change with #4, #5 and #6. Personally if you tell me that committee
recommends something for Bedford, I am going to suggest we do as close as possible to the
opposite.
Amendment #4
Mr. Gagne stated the intent of #4, again, is largely because of community feedback and
overwhelming opinion during the master planning process. People love the Town center, Route
101 corridor through Bedford, that is the corridor, which is currently zoned to allow workforce
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housing, the only residential component or element allowed in the commercial zone today, and
that is an area where people said this is where we want to preserve what we feel is the quaintness
of Bedford. #4 would eliminate workforce housing as an acceptable use through that corridor
and in exchange make it an acceptable use in the Performance Zone, which is the Daniel Webster
highway. As much as I heard during the master planning process, and there was division as you
drill down into the weeds on different issues, but there was amongst all sides, I believe, was a
consensus that people preferred to see higher density development on the Route 3 corridor,
where it is today, not see it overwhelm the town center. So that is the reason for #4.
Amendment #5 is a citizen petition to eliminate the provisions for the one-third density bonus
for adding workforce ownership housing units to a single family residential cluster development
in the Residential & Agricultural District and the General Residential District.
Mr. Gagne stated again, I think I alluded to it. There is nothing in State law that requires a 1/3
density bonus. I simply don’t feel that someone should be able to stack-and-pack or cram more
homes on a single piece of land than they could have if they were regular residential homes. I
don’t believe it is the Town’s job to provide that extra financial incentive, and I think if there is
this overwhelming fear that that is something that is going to get us sued while still providing
essentially probably over 90 percent of the available land in town for workforce housing, if we
are going to fear that not providing that bonus is going to get us sued and we feel our lawyer, our
town representative, can’t defend that case against this very general workforce housing law, then
I think we simply need a new lawyer.
Amendment #6 is a citizen petition to reduce the maximum building footprint allowed in the
Commercial District from 40,000 to 25,000 square feet per floor and to limit the height of
buildings to not more than two floors.
Mr. Gagne stated this amendment is simple and I know it created some confusion last time and it
is easy to clarify. What the zoning did in the Historic District overlay was is it limited the size of
buildings, among other things, aesthetics. The size limitation of buildings in the Historic District
overlay was 25,000 square feet. #6 essentially applies what I think was a size and scale decision
about the Historic District and applies it to the entire zone, which is that corridor through the
Route 101 Commercial Zone and the Office Zone. In keeping with the desire of members of the
community to not over-urbanize the town center and the road, Route 101, through the town, this
would essentially take what was a restriction in the Historic District and apply it to development
throughout the area.
Town Manager Sawyer asked can you clarify what you just said about Office Zone? Did I hear
you right? Mr. Gagne replied #6 refers to OF and CO. Ms. Hebert stated it is just commercial.
Mr. Gagne stated I’m sorry, I didn’t bring the exact wording of it. I only brought my summary.
Town Manager Sawyer stated that is why I wanted to make sure because I am only seeing
commercial. Mr. Sullivan stated I believe it is #4 that references both the commercial and the
office districts.
Chairman Levenstein asked for comments or questions.
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Mr. Fairman stated I would like to make a quick comment, Mr. Chairman. I agree with Mr.
Gagne’s goals; I think his approach may be flawed a little bit. The problem I have with #4 is that
it provides for apartment complexes, and I won’t use workforce housing, I prefer apartment
complexes, in the Performance Zone, which gives us a lot more opportunity for apartments in
Bedford thereby putting a lot more stress on our school system, which I think is counter to one of
the goals that we heard about trying to increase restrictions along commercial Route 101. I see
that as a problem moving it to the Performance Zone because we do get a lot more opportunities
for apartments.
Vice Chairman Newberry stated I have a couple of concerns with #4. One is that it has a number
of different things in it. I think I would be more comfortable if it had been written so that they
each stood by themselves so that they could be considered and the consequences of each one be
considered alone whereas looking at this you get all or nothing and that is a real concern to me as
far as potential unintended consequences. The other concern I have there is moving toward
using the Performance Zone as a primary target for housing. I believe the way it currently is, is
that housing can be done in the Performance Zone by waiver, so what that does is it allows the
Town, I believe, more versatility in terms of encouraging dynamic, good-for-the-town
development in the Performance Zone and this is starting to turn things in the direction of it, is
residential in the Performance Zone by right, and that concerns me also. So I have real
reservations about proposed Amendment #4.
Mr. Gagne asked could I respond to Vice Chairman Newberry if you don’t mind briefly.
Chairman Levenstein replied yes. Mr. Gagne stated so my logic for keeping them both together,
as opposed to separating them, was that let’s say you had one amendment that was to remove
workforce housing as an acceptable use in Commercial and a separate amendment to allow it.
My thought would be that if the Town voted to not allow it on that amendment in the
Performance Zone and to eliminate it from the Commercial Zone, we would be now afoul of the
intent of the workforce housing law. Vice Chairman Newberry responded that would be a risk.
Mr. Gagne stated my intent was to create something and if it passed, it would not run us afoul of
the workforce housing law and it would preserve the Town center. There is a misconception, we
know where it starts, that the people in the town are against workforce housing because they
don’t like the kind of people that would be in those apartments. It is about the high density
development and where it goes period.
Chairman Levenstein asked for further comments from the audience on proposed Zoning
Amendments #4, #5 and #6.
Dick Anagnost, 11 West Wind Drive, stated I would like to take a minute to correct the record on
some of the things that were put forth, including the allegations made by the gentleman sitting
before me. In 2009 I had no interest in the apartments behind the Copper Door, I had no interest
in the land behind Shorty’s and I had no interest in any apartments in Bedford. I was asked to sit
on a panel because I was the largest workforce housing developer in the state of New Hampshire
at the time and above all, with his research he failed to point out that the Town hired a consultant
named Roger Hawk that actually came in and consulted with the panel in order to put best
practices in place. Secondly, I agree with Mr. Fairman. If you move the workforce housing into
the Performance Zone, we will have significantly more workforce housing projects than would
28 | P a g e

be available in the Commercial Zone. One of the things that the consultant did for the panel was
to study the number of parcels where workforce housing could be located and determined that in
the Commercial Zone there was significantly less opportunities, although still in compliance with
the law, than would be available in the Performance Zone. And lastly, I would like to point out
that the parcel next to Harvest Market does not have water and sewer, therefore it could not be
considered for workforce housing. Thank you very much.
Chris Riley, 38 Constant Street, stated I came tonight to speak mostly to #6, but after hearing the
testimony, I just wanted to state a little bit about Amendment #4. I was actually a member of the
Planning Board for 10 years and was a member of the workforce housing community along with
a number of you that are still on the Board. For the record, I don’t have any work affiliations, do
any business dealings, or have any relation with Mr. Anagnost, but I can tell you firsthand that
the members of that Board worked in the best interest of this town. There were no personal
interests, in my opinion, from what I witnessed through the months we went through this process
being stated or did I feel that there were any type of back deals trying to be made so that there
would be an advantage financially and personally from any member of that board. The reality is
the Town was faced with a situation as mandated by the State and if a board wasn’t formed to
come up with some type of ordinance on workforce housing, we really would have had a blank
slate for any developer to come into the town and set their own density limits. We were
proactive as a board at the time in setting a committee and setting an ordinance which would
allow for the workforce housing in designated areas to meet the State mandate. It was really
done as a proactive measure so that we didn’t have workforce housing allowed throughout any
area of Bedford with densities that would be able to be regulated by this Board.
Mr. Riley continued secondly, I would like to speak not only as a resident of town but also as a
representative of the ownership of 25 Constitution Drive, 35 Constitution Drive, 43 Constitution
Drive, and 47 Constitution Drive. The Office Zone in Bedford is very limited; it is basically
Constitution Drive. I represent the owners of the majority of the interests in that development as
well as a large undeveloped parcel, and I believe the address on that one will be 29 Constitution
Drive, that was previously approved by the Bedford Planning Board for about 100,000 square
feet. It was never built and the developers understand that any project would have to come
before the Board for another full approval.
Mr. Riley stated the amendments that are presented in front of this Board by citizens' petition I
feel, like the individual who is presenting them, doesn’t have full knowledge of what this Board
and what this Town Council in the town of Bedford has done for decades when it comes to
commercial development in our town. We all who live in town have come to love the town and
the school system is great, our tax base has always been strong and a large factor in that strong
tax base is based on the commercial development that we have throughout the town along the
commercial corridor, along the Office Zone, along the Performance Zone. A large number of
commercial activities result in a tax base which offsets the residential burden to the citizens of
this town. So by limiting what developers can do in areas that have been designated for years for
commercial activity, it really could have a negative impact on how the tax base in town is
established and we are generating revenues. I know most people who will speak as residents are
homeowners in town and as a homeowner myself, I always look at my property tax bill and hate
when that tax bill goes up. Well, the reason we have the tax rates that we have is largely due to
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the planning decade after decade that this Planning Board, as well as the Town Council, has done
to ensure we have a strong commercial tax base. It really has nothing but positive impact on
what this town can do and we are a tax based state. None of the commercial properties put
children into schools, and I am talking about retail, office, service industrial, manufacturing, and
to limit what can happen in these zones and restrict is counterproductive to everything that has
taken place over the last 10 years by the Board. To state that in the Office Zone we don’t want to
see anything but office and designate exactly what those office uses are, I feel that that is going
backwards, that is not going forward as a town. Why would we want to restrict R&D companies
that want to come to Bedford if an R&D company wants to put 80,000 square feet in an Office
Zone and bring high paying jobs to the town Bedford with a strong tax base, that would be
foolish. For those reasons and others that I feel like the Board should really look at, the manner
in which these amendments are written, how they are worded and how they become overly
restrictive to the uses that have made this town a place where people want to be and has secured
a strong tax base. Thank you.
John Russell, 19 Summit Road, stated I just want to address something that I think people don’t
really talk about. I think we need to think in terms of what is possibly going to happen in
Manchester, which could be very exciting, which is a tech boom, and the question I have is, I
came to America when I was 23 going on 24 with a thousand bucks in my pocket, the usual
thing. I didn’t come to Bedford until I was 45. What would it take to get a guy like me into this
town at age 25 to 35, those creative years. What do we do to attract the creative class? My
suggestion is you want to bring apartments into the center of town. What strikes me with the
spirit of these amendments what I find distasteful, is when I lived in apartments for 13 years
coming over here, I didn’t know if I was going back to Ireland or staying in America, so I took a
while to settle. I was always near the center of everything, and it seems to me the feeling of a
large number of these people that were referred to who signed these petitions is to keep those
people out. I keep on thinking of couples I have met who have stayed in an apartment complex
down on the other side of South River Road, they don’t really participate in the town in any way.
They don’t know about the center of town. What do you do to bring that creative class into the
center of town? And as the Planning Board just spiritually or whatever, I would like you to
reflect on the idea of what do you do to get 25 to 35 year olds, creative, artistic, the creative class
into the center of town. That is why I think we actually need to build out apartments in the
center of town. My feeling is the center of town is not really vibrant. That is really my
comments; what do you do to bring vibrancy, youth, and energy to the center of town and in your
deliberations if you could think along those lines, I think it would be very good for Bedford
down the road. Thank you.
Becky Soule, 327 New Boston Road, stated I have been in Bedford for almost 21 years, and I
lived in Manchester before I lived in Bedford and I lived in an apartment in Manchester. I did
not want to live in an apartment in Bedford; I wanted to live in a house, and I worked hard and
my husband worked hard to live in Bedford. My feeling is that, with all due respect to these
developers, including Mr. Riley who is a developer, apartment buildings by the dozen do not
belong by the dozen apartment buildings in Bedford. We are more of a small town, quaint New
England town, and apartments buildings belong in the city. I am not against workforce housing.
I have been accused by this developer of being an elitist, it is not true, I am a blue collar,
working class person, I work every day, I work very hard, and I know that Mr. Gagne has put
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these amendments together in order to try to preserve what we have in Bedford here. Our houses
are basically an investment and bringing a lot of apartment buildings into town and turning our
little town into Manchester is not going to protect those investments. It is going to make us a
city like Manchester. We just saw the apartment buildings that they are putting in where the
Wayfarer used to be, and those are really not Bedford type buildings, they are Manchester
buildings. These variances that are going before the voters are to preserve the quaint feel that we
have in Bedford.
Susan Tufts-Moore, 27 Bedford Center Road, stated I really hadn’t intended to say anything
about the apartments at all, but based on the comments by the last gentleman, I really think over
on South River Road is a more vibrant area for young people to be in apartments. I love our
Historic District and our historic town center. Of course I live here, and it is just not a place
where you can walk down the street and go out on the town in the evening, for example. I really
prefer the idea of having apartments like that in the Performance Zone for those very reasons that
he was stating.
Ms. Tufts-Moore stated but I really wanted to speak about the proposed Amendment #6. As I
had mentioned two weeks ago, there was a lot of concern many years ago when 40,000 square
feet per floor was added to our Town regulations; there was concern about the size of that.
Additionally, at several of the public planning sessions that I have been to for the upcoming
Master Plan, I heard a lot of people say that they would really like to see the Town encourage
smaller businesses, more Mom & Pop type businesses, in town. I think that having a smaller
footprint, 25,000 square feet, in the Commercial Zone, seems to me that that would be of
considerable help in encouraging the smaller businesses here as well as encourage more
traditional and attractive architectural designs for the commercial buildings. We all love
Bedford, we love the historic rural atmosphere and it seems to me that 25,000 square feet would
be more conducive than 40,000 square feet. So I would like to support the proposed Amendment
#6. I hope the Planning Board will support it.
Ellen Mohnkern, 33 Clifton Road, stated I agree with her, and I would like to point out that in
response to somebody who said you had to have 25 year olds to 35 year olds for a vibrant area, I
am sorry, families with children by themselves are very vibrant, and I think that is quintessential
Bedford and something that we should definitely have to reserve and definitely do that by zoning
if that is the way it needs to be done. Thank you.
Vandna Sharma, 3 Sonoma Drive, stated me and my husband work really hard to take care of our
two kids. I really don’t want to be living in Manchester. The reason why we moved here is
because of the small feeling of this town. If I really wanted to be living in Manchester, I would
have moved to Nashua or to Manchester. The last four years I have been here my house tax rates
are going up. We don’t own a big property, we are not a builder, we don’t have unlimited
money. Whatever money we have we are trying to make good use out of it, and I really don’t
think with how many people who have signed the petition, I think more than 1,000 people have
signed the petition, and all of them agreed that the Town should be how it is right now. We
don’t want to have 25 to 35 year olds. The stuff we need to have for 25 to 35 years old would be
downtown Manchester. Do you really want to live like that? If not, then you guys have to
decide. Thank you.
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Chris Riley, 38 Constant Street, stated the things I have heard that struck me, and I understand
you have to work hard, not everybody is moving into Wellesley, MA, not everybody is moving
into Brookline, MA, certain towns have certain demographic characteristics typically because of
the home values, that is usually what drives it by the way. But I keep hearing we want to keep
the town the way it is. My family has been in town for five generations, we have been here a
long time, and we have been involved in politics in town over the generations and active from
roadwork to Town Council to Planning Board. I just wonder where the town would be if the
generations before mine that were involved in town had kept saying we want to keep it a
residential town, an agricultural town, we don’t want to develop South River Road, we don’t
want to have more houses, we want to restrict to 5-acre lots, 7-acre lots. Where would the town
be? A lot of the neighborhoods where people live now wouldn’t exist, so progress isn’t a bad
thing and responsible development isn’t a bad thing and the Town has done a great job, I think,
with responsible development. Educated people sitting on boards that are appointed or elected to
decide which direction the Town should go in the best interest of the Town for the next
generation, because we are not a 1-generation thinking town, we never have been, and I hope we
don’t start becoming that way now.
Ellen Mohnkern, 33 Clifton Road, stated I think you misunderstand our point. Bedford has
become built-out since I have been living here the last 20-some-odd years. It has grown very fast
and yes very well because of the planning, but now I think is a good time to take a look back and
say what are we accomplishing if we keep going forward with plans that were made 10 years
ago, and where do we want to look 10, 20, 30, 40, 50 years from now. I am sorry, we are losing
the family life that attracted so many of us to move into Bedford in the first place and yes I am a
business person, I do agree that there is the trade-off with taxes, but at the same time I come
from New York where we still paid far more in taxes for far less than we do here in Bedford, so I
am willing to pay that price to have the safety and security and less traffic and less craziness that
comes from having apartments right where family life is centered. Thank you.
Vandna Sharma, 3 Sonoma Drive, stated again, I recently moved here and I really like this town
the way it is right now. It took me three years before I was able to find a house. I don’t know
how many number of houses we put an offer on and it did not go through because there were so
many people willing to come to this town because of the School District, because of the look of
the town. If we keep on changing, do you think people are going to come here? Maybe, but do
you think the people who are here are going to be happy? No.
Chairman Levenstein asked for any further comments from the audience with regard to proposed
Zoning Amendments #4, #5 and #6. There were none.
Amendment #7 is a citizen petition to rezone a portion of land at 137 Bedford Center Road and
209 Route 101 (Harvest Market Plaza) from Residential & Agricultural (R&A) to Commercial
(CO) by shifting the district line northerly to the property boundary, so the entire parcel would be
commercially zoned and to move the Historic District line to the northerly property boundary to
remove the commercially zoned land from the Historic District.
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Dick Anagnost, 11 West Wind Drive, and Bill Greiner, 12 Aspen Lane, were present to address
proposed Zoning Amendment #7.
Mr. Greiner stated before we get into the zoning amendment that we put in, I want to apologize
to this Board, other people that have been on other boards and people in this audience for the
continued character assignation and accusations by Kevin Gagne. When he doesn’t agree with
somebody, he attacks, and I think the Board has probably heard enough who have volunteered to
sit on a committee 9 or 10 years ago don’t deserve that. You can disagree but I think we
continue to see lines crossed and it is unfortunate. You guys are volunteers, the other boards in
this town are volunteers, you guys make nothing, you invest a lot of time, and I don’t think that
is always appreciated.
Mr. Greiner stated as Mr. Anagnost mentioned, one of the points that was made, one of the ideas
could be that we would put workforce housing at this property that we own on Bedford Center
Road, that we are going to be combining with the Harvest Market Plaza. First of all, we are
struggling financially to make 90 units work across the street. With 3 acres we certainly couldn’t
make 36 workforce housing units make it, assuming we had water and sewer, which we don’t
have, which there is no plan to bring water and sewer on the other side of Route 101. I don’t
even know if the sleeves are in place to bring both utilities. I think there is a sleeve for one but
not both; without both the regulations do not allow workforce housing, which this Board knows,
so unfortunately I think that argument is simply a red herring.
Mr. Greiner continued be that as it may, I think if you look at this site, and it is being called up
on the screen, the majority of the property that we have in terms of acres is wetland, it can never
be built on, it is vernal wetland, unlike what you might see across the street on another property
that we own, and this has a lot of value, this wetland. In looking at the minutes from the last
meeting, and I apologize, I was not in the country, I think Mr. Anagnost was traveling as well,
we couldn’t be here, but some of the comments that we heard were concerns that the abutting
neighbors on North Amherst or Wallace Road might have their properties encroached upon if
somehow the zoning line is moved. The fact is, those properties are all buffered by wetland,
which isn’t going to change whether this zoning amendment passes or not. Our buildable area is
what it is, and as was properly stated, I think at the last meeting, this is a split zone. In many
communities in the state, I think in most communities, there is something called push zoning
where you can push the line out when you have a property like this where you have the mixed
zoning so that you can either push it and have all one type of zoning or push it the other way and
have the other type of zoning, but you are getting rid of the inherent conflicts you have with dual
zoning. That is really what we are trying to do. This isn’t going to change our buildable area; it
is not going to change how much we could get on our site. In fact, for those of you that may
have been down Bedford Center Road in the last week or so, we have torn down the house that is
there. Ironically, the house, which was in disrepair and uninhabitable, was in the commercial
part of that property. The garage, where there is a commercial operation that has been going on
for a couple of decades, is in the residential zone. For the last 20-25 years that property has been
used inverse to zoning. Again, somebody lived in the house, which was sitting in a commercial
zone and had been there long before we bought it and there was a commercial operation that is
being run out of the residential side. This simply pushes the entire lot into one zone, we are not
going to get any more building area out of it one way or another, wetlands will buffer all of our
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abutters to the north and to the northwest, and when we do come forward with a plan and it
would be a commercial development, part of that property to commercial from residential is
already being used commercially today. There may be a different use, but it will still be
commercial. Nothing different than has happened in the last two decades.
Mr. Anagnost stated if you look at that configuration of split zone, and Ms. Hebert correct me if I
am wrong, you are going to get a better configuration of a commercial project by turning it
commercial because otherwise we would be forced to put the parking behind in the residential
zone and move the building up into the commercial zone, so it is going to be a better
development scenario should it be configured entirely commercial. The other thing to point out
as Mr. Greiner said, we own 20 acres of land there, 11 of it is the Riddle Brook watershed, so
realistically all of that land sits between us and our abutters, nothing will ever be built in that
area, so you are only talking about the portion that is close to Bedford Center Road. The Harvest
Market parcel is somewhat maxed-out except for probably an acre that abuts this property, which
would probably be included to make a good performing commercial development on it. Mr.
Greiner stated what Mr. Anagnost is saying by that is so that acre on the Harvest Market piece
fronts Bedford Center Road, so, again, it is away from any residential properties. And this Board
will recall we came in with a concept 2 to 2.5 years ago and one of the things that we had heard
was they would like to see the building set back from Bedford Center Road, not necessarily on
Bedford Center Road. By having this lot fully zoned commercial, it allows us to do that so we
can wrap the parking around the building or perhaps a little bit in front, but push the building a
little further back so it is not sitting right on Bedford Center Road. That was a concern that we
heard from a previous Planning Board when we were in front of them a couple of years ago.
Ms. Hebert stated just to clarify; any commercial development, including the parking, would
have to happen in the commercial zone, otherwise you would need to get variances to extend
either parking or structures or accessory commercial uses into the residential district. Mr.
Anagnost stated thank you.
Chairman Levenstein asked the picture that you have on the screen shows current zoning? Mr.
Connors replied the yellow is the commercial zone. Chairman Levenstein asked and the piece
behind they want to become commercial? Ms. Hebert stated this is the piece of the Harvest
Market property that is currently zoned residential and in the Historic District and this is the
portion of 137. Mr. Greiner asked Ms. Hebert, could you show just on the Harvest piece first
where the buildable land is? Ms. Hebert replied there is a little bit of buildable land here in the
Commercial Zone, this is Riddle Brook, and you can see the wetlands are kind of in this area
here, they wrap around and take up the majority of the back portion of the lot. Chairman
Levenstein asked and 137 is the lot where the house was just torn down? Ms. Hebert replied this
home is right underneath the 7, and you can see there are some accessory buildings back here
and there is like a commercial contractors’ yard. Mr. Anagnost stated and that is the area that we
are really talking about for utilization because if you go further up on that, you run into the
Riddle Brook waters again. Ms. Hebert responded yes; so you are looking at kind of a buildable
area here and a buildable area here. I think the balance of the property is wet. There is a little
buildable area back here just beyond the Bedford name. Mr. Greiner stated and we had looked at
that as far as parking, we didn’t need it, and based on discussions, I think, when we came in front
of the Board a couple of years ago, we didn’t need the parking, there were some concerns from
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some of the residents so we left it. That would have nothing to do with this developable area that
we are talking about and that was not as buffered at all. It is not. The areas that we are talking
about here are completely buffered, and what has been disturbed now is on 137, that house lot,
that is the extent of what we would be able to day anyway. We wouldn’t be able to go any
further than what has been disturbed. Ms. Hebert stated there is the house at 137 and this is kind
of that buildable area that we just spoke of, this is the Residential/Commercial district line, and
then on the Harvest piece, this yellow line is the Residential/Commercial district line and you
can see the wetlands have the little triangular hatch symbol
Chairman Levenstein asked would anybody else like to speak on this amendment.
Becky Soule, 327 New Boston Road, stated I would like to have the Board recommend against
this amendment. What Amendment #7 essentially does is erase more of the Historic District in
the heart of Bedford where I have never heard anyone who wants to do any building in Bedford
recommend anything other than building a town center and there is not any commercial building
that you could do in that parking lot that would look good in the Historic District. We need to
keep the heart of Bedford Bedford, the Historic District. It is the Historic District for a reason.
All the homeowners that have ever been in the Historic District have been, or any other
businesses, heavily modulated by the boards. Signage, you can’t do hardly anything for signs
and it needs to remain the Historic District. Don’t fall for any Tom Foolery that you are being
fed tonight by these developers who across the street are trying to put in large apartment
buildings that don’t fit in the Historic District. The only reason that they are able to bring that
project before the Board is because for some reason that parcel of land, or those few parcels of
land, at some point recently were changed from historic to a different zoning so that they could
do that building there. They may not have done that, I am not saying that these developers did
that, but that is the only parcel of land in the Historic District that is not zoned historic.
Chairman Levenstein stated I don’t want to be argumentative but the Town voted on that as a
zoning ordinance. We all did. Ms. Soule responded I am not saying that they didn’t, but what I
am trying to address is that we don’t need to have that occurrence come up again where they are
trying to do this. So that is what I am saying, that is the point what I am trying to get at is that
we already have one lot across the street that was changed from historic and now we have that
situation here where they are trying to create the same situation. I am asking that that not be
approved or have any stamp of approval put on that by the Board. Ms. Hebert state I think it was
2012 the Town voted to remove all the commercial land along Route 101 in the center of Town
from the Historic District, so that overlay district was removed from all of the commercial land
along Route 101. Ms. Soule responded but I believe that there is only one parcel, a few parcels
actually, but one area, one general area that is not zoned historic. Isn’t that correct? Ms. Hebert
replied no. Only land in the Residential/agricultural district is within the Historic District at this
point, so the land through the center of Town that was commercially zoned was removed from
the Historic District. We can pull it up just to kind of clarify where it is, capture the center of
town and some properties along Meeting House Road and Liberty Hill Road as you head from
Meeting House Road and Liberty Hill Road towards Route 101. What is posted in the black area
outlines the current Historic District and there is a small neighborhood commercial zone within
that area. Ms. Soule asked is Walgreen’s and the bank in the Historic District? Ms. Hebert
replied they were formally in the Historic District but are no longer in the Historic District.
When they were initially developed, that land was in the Historic District. I think that is where
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some of the confusion may be. Ms. Soule stated I may have seen an old map because the map
that I saw only had the Shorty’s parcel, Bow Lane, and a couple of other parcels that were not
zoned historic. Ms. Hebert responded no.
Vice Chairman Newberry asked could you go back to the aerial view. This amendment would
affect Lots 209 and 137 but not 133, 129 or 125? Mr. Connors replied no; those lots would
continue to be split zoned between commercial and residential. Vice Chairman Newberry stated
that is what I was asking. This amendment as written only addresses 209 and 137? The yellow
line that we see going through 133, 129 and 125 would continue to be there? Mr. Connors
replied yes; they would continue to be split zoned.
Mr. Greiner stated Mr. Chairman, just one point I want to make, and maybe Ms. Soule is just a
little confused, and I am being genuine when I say that. 124 Bedford Center Road and 136
Bedford Center Road, as this Board knows or previous boards know, those were developed when
that land was under the Historic District. Just because property is in the Historic District does
not mean it cannot be developed and does not mean it can’t be commercial, so everything that is
up on the Walgreen’s site was in the Historic District, but it is commercial, because the Historic
District does not govern the zone. It may govern architecture or certain other things that were in
that once upon a time. The same thing with 124 and 133; those were approved before the 2012
Zoning Amendment the community voted on, overwhelmingly I might add, to remove
commercial properties from that because there were issues with the way that was, and I think the
boards before this felt that it made sense, the community felt it made sense to remove the
Historic District. But whether that is there or not, if the amendment passes, there can still be
commercial development on those lots, and I just think that that needs to be clear that the
Historic District doesn’t stop a piece of property from being developed commercially and that
has been pretty clear.
Eric Erickson, 36 North Amherst Road, stated I directly abut both pieces of property. Based
upon what these guys have said tonight, this appears to be a spot zoning request. In their owns
words they have said that everything behind Harvest Market is wetlands and it can’t be utilized.
That leaves only the remaining lot. I also find that this diagram is slightly off, or my calculations
are slightly off, that is that there is 120 feet from Route 101 to Bedford Center Road and that
gives 280+ feet to the back of that property, so that looks a little narrow at that point. In other
words, I am saying that the Commercial District seems to extend slightly beyond that back there,
and because of that, unless I am making incorrect calculations, but they are based off from what
is available from the Town site, there should be enough room to do what they want to do
commercially on this piece of property now. I am not sure what you are trying to accomplish
here, but it seems as though we are only talking about rezoning one lot and we are not really
talking about this plus/minus full commercial or full agricultural residential issue in general.
And, again, looking through your maps in town, there appear to be a number of lots throughout
Bedford along Route 101 that are in the split zone configuration. So if you are going to address
it, make all commercial or all Residential/agricultural and you might address it on a system-wide
basis as opposed to just one lot. Thanks.
Dave Bouchard, 287 Wallace Road, stated it kind of reminds me of the sign thing where you got
approved to go a little higher and now they are coming back and want to go a little higher. I
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honestly don’t see the sense behind this. Once that whole lot behind my lot is zoned
commercial, I feel like I am going to be fighting this for the rest of my life. I have lived in this
town for 33 years, I have lived in that house for 33 years, I have lived next to that lot for 33
years, and nobody else has ever wanted to make that commercial. The previous owners didn’t
want to make that commercial. We have new owners and all of a sudden this has to be
commercial. It wasn’t commercial when they bought the lot, I don’t know why it has to be
changed. We are buffered now; I don’t know what can happen in the future. I don’t want to
fight this for the rest of my life, I honestly don’t, and I think this has a stop right now. If that
stays residential/agricultural, I think it gives us a little bit of a buffer legally. Once it is zoned
commercial, all bets are off. I don’t trust anybody at this point. They put a friggin bank in a
parking lot; if they can do that, they can do anything.
Kevin Gagne, 51 Federation Road, stated speaking as a resident and not on behalf of my
employer. First of all, before I speak about this amendment, I want to say this Board’s members
sat here and listened to this man apologize for me engaging in character assignation. You have
seen me at these meetings, you have seen me at other meetings, you have seen me on the
television, and I am a professional. I might not even be here tonight and all the passion that I am
showing for the Town, if I wasn’t woken up on August 28th after attending a Planning Board
meeting on his project, when he contacted my employer the next day and made allegations that I
had engaged in unethical conduct at that meeting. If it wasn’t for that, I might not even be here.
My employer cleared me. This man is the one who is making accusations, he is the one who is
being a hypocrite, not myself.
Mr. Gagne continued with regard to #7, let’s be honest. These guys don’t come forth with this
effort for no reason. They don’t do it to clean up our zoning map, they don’t do it to remove
split zoning. Anyone who believes that obviously has a screw loose. I am obviously against
Amendment #7. Thank you.
Vandna Sharma, 3 Sonoma Drive, stated I totally agree with Mr. Gagne. After what happened
with Mr. Gagne, I actually went to my employer just to clarify that because I come here and
stand in front of you guys at every meeting, I just wanted to make sure that nothing like that
happens to me because, again, people are working very hard to manage. We don’t have
unlimited money like some of the people here.
Mr. Gagne stated some of the greatest people I have met in the last couple of months have come
alive and come to these meetings for the sole reason that they saw my letter describing what Mr.
Greiner did to me at work.
Mr. Erickson stated I don’t know anything about the squabble but I can say since they took the
house down on that one piece of property, I can now see Route 101. I am in the Historic District,
it directly affects the Historic District, I don’t like that and I don’t appreciate the view of the cars.
Mr. Anagnost asked Mr. Chairman, may I make an interesting observation in closing from our
side. Chairman Levenstein replied sure. Mr. Anagnost stated the three developers in the room
are the people here arguing for appropriate planning for observing zoning for commercial
development, for diversity of housing, yet every time somebody votes, the isolationists try to
37 | P a g e

raise the bar to development. All it does is make all of the holdings that we have that much more
valuable. It is interesting that people that don’t want their taxes raised are the people arguing
against development and arguing against commercial development and want to raise more
barriers to prevent it from coming in. What happens is, without the commercial development,
the tax base shrinks and all of the homeowners pay more taxes. If they are really interested in
holding down their taxes, they would be supporting all of the things that we are trying to put
forth. So it is an interesting paradox. Thank you.
Ms. Soule stated I have been here for 21 years and there has been huge amount of development
in Bedford and my taxes have never gone done, never. In fact, they just went up 12 percent and
there has been a lot of building in the past few years. Never gone down, never. Mr. Anagnost
stated instead of going up 24 percent.
Mr. Anagnost stated the other thing everybody is worried about us turning into Manchester. As
Town Manager Sawyer can attest, there is probably 15 percent of Bedford’s land mass left. If
you take out the slopes and you take out the wetlands and you take out the unbuildable areas,
there is probably 5 percent of available land within the city limits that is still buildable. To build
out 5 more percent of Bedford isn’t going to make it Manchester.
Ms. Sharma stated the point is it is not like what is left, the point is, if you start taking the houses
down and making them commercial, what is going to happen. That is the point.
Mike Becker, 125 Bedford Center Road, stated I am very new to Bedford. I have worked for
municipalities all around Manchester and Concord and Derry; it has been a very interesting
meeting to watch. In this particular instance I would say your job is to fine-tune the design and
build upon the zoning and planning requirements. This particular thing looks very fuzzy to me.
I would say table it and see what the actual plan for this particular parcel is and then revisit the
zoning. That is my recommendation. Thank you.
MOTION by Vice Chairman Newberry to close the public hearing on the proposed
zoning amendments. Mr. McMahon duly seconded the motion. Vote taken - all in
favor. Motion carried.
Chairman Levenstein stated why don’t we go through these one by one and determine whether
we are going to back these or not back these.
Amendment #4
Vice Chairman Newberry stated I have already stated my take on #4. I can’t support #4.
Councilor Bandazian stated we have very good control right now over multi-family. The
Wayfarer example is a good example. We are dealing with the developer, we have limited the
number of 2-bedroom apartments, so according to the developer’s experts it would be revenue
positive for the Town taxpayers. I am a little bit more conservative but I think it will pay for
itself. I think this amendment throws the door open to multi-family. I get the thought is limiting
it to 12 units would control the number of multi-family, but a judge looking at it would say the
voters of Bedford approved multi-family throughout the Performance Zone and the fact that 12
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units doesn’t work for this developer means that the developer gets as many units as the
developer needs to make the project work. I am not in support of Amendment #4.
Mr. Foote asked do we have to take action on any of these? Ms. Hebert replied yes. Chairman
Levenstein stated which is a mistake frankly, but we do. The other thing is we can’t modify any
of these. They go in as they were proposed by the author. Councilor Bandazian stated
unfortunately the choice is support or not support. Ms. Hebert stated State law says that the
Planning Board needs to support or not support the petitioned zoning amendments, and the ballot
is annotated supported by the Planning Board or not supported by the Planning Board.
Ms. McGinley stated I speak as a retired lawyer and I have had clients who have, through
someone else in my firm, put forth amendments to ordinances. It is a very hard thing to get
because the people proposing have a limited view of what we all do year in and year out, and I
do not want to say that it is not important to the proponents of #4, it is, but the amendment
doesn’t fit within what the Town is doing. I don’t know how else to say it. I know that the
rebuttal will be, well I am here and they are not, but we are limited in what we can do and we
have to vote yes or no based upon our experience and the number of years that all of us have
been on this board and recommend amendments that we think are good. Town Manager Sawyer
stated I just want to point out that at the last meeting many of you were here, but some of you
weren’t, and I know there are probably different people viewing that watched last time and aren’t
watching tonight and vice versa, but this staff walked us through each and every parcel in the
Performance Zone that this amendment would allow workforce housing to be put on and we had
a pretty lengthy discussion, at least in my opinion, on those, and I think actually we even added a
few more parcels that weren’t included in their analysis, like along Park and Beaudoin and so
forth, that could also be used as workforce housing. I think the Board had concerns of opening
up all of those parcels for workforce housing. When I was Planning Director I talked to lots of
applicants and I said I think this Board would listen to your request if you had housing on the
second floor and above, and I still, as a Planning Board member, in the Performance Zone would
believe in those types of things but we have such limited land left in the Performance Zone,
especially giving up any more of that to housing, and I know we would have housing
applications in very quickly if this was put into place on those parcels, or at least some of those
parcels. The amendment does try and limit it by only allowing it on parcels that don’t have
frontage on the FE Everett Turnpike or South River Road, but there are still too many parcels, in
my opinion, to be able to support it. Mr. Fairman stated I admit to being very conflicted on this
one. As I said earlier, I agree with the goal as stated by many people, both during the Master
Plan meetings and from what I am hearing in various organizations that I belong to, so I am
conflicted. On the other hand, I believe that this particular one as is written at this point is not
one I can support.
MOTION by Councilor Bandazian that the Planning Board not support proposed
Zoning Amendment #4. Vice Chairman Newberry duly seconded the motion. Vote
taken; motion carried, with Mr. Foote abstained.
Amendment #5
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Chairman Levenstein stated this is about workforce housing, getting rid of the 1/3 increase in
dwelling unit density in the R&A and General Residential zoning districts.
Chairman Levenstein stated my concern there is that the only practical way that somebody can
afford in the Town of Bedford to build something in the R&A zone, other than a single family
house, is to give some sort of density bonus, because otherwise you can’t financially build
something at the price of the land as it is in Bedford. I think that if you get rid of that bonus, you
are basically opening up to arguments that you really don’t have 50 percent of your available
land available for workforce housing. Whether our attorney is good enough or not good enough
to fight it, I think it is a big issue there.
Mr. Sullivan asked the workforce housing ownership that this applies to, is that subject also to
the requirements of water and sewer as multi-family is? Ms. Hebert replied no it is not. This is
for workforce housing, ownership housing, so it could be single family homes, it could be a
duplex unit, you can have up to four attached units permitted through the cluster residential
zoning, which allows you to kind of work with a smaller lot to build shorter roads and have a
tighter neighborhood. Mr. Sullivan responded I think my question was mostly around the
requirement for water and sewer. Those lots would not have to have those services? Ms. Hebert
replied no. Chairman Levenstein asked Ms. Hebert, do you know offhand right now what you
can sell a house for under the applicable rules in our district? Ms. Hebert replied I do have that
information. It is around $276,000; that is in your packet.
Vice Chairman Newberry stated my concern with this amendment would be whether affordable
workforce housing can be developed in the R&A area. I believe one of the expectation
requirements is that municipalities not restrict the financial viability to the point of effectively
shutting out as a potential development. Now whether it is currently economically possible or
not, I don’t know, but I do think that eliminating any bonus is just going to make it further more
difficult economically to even consider this kind of development in the R&A. I don’t think this
is a good move for the Town.
Ms. Hebert stated State law does require the Town to provide realistic and reasonable
opportunities for workforce housing in the majority of the residentially zoned areas in the town,
and if you remember our zoning map, it is primarily R&A. I think it is something to keep in
mind.
Mr. Fairman stated I have two comments. First, we have never had an applicant, I believe, this
would apply too for this density, so I think it is somewhat of a moot point. The other thing
where I have strong disagreement with this is unlike Amendment #4, the workforce housing in
that case was talking about apartment complexes. Here we are talking about specifically
workforce, a segment of the population, therefore, I believe as this is written it is discriminatory
and it is not the intent necessarily but it is the way I read it because it is saying a certain portion
of our population, addressing a certain population, and I can’t remember anything that I read to
be at all discriminatory as I read it. Town Manager Sawyer asked you read the amendment that
way or the State law that way? Mr. Fairman replied I read this amendment discriminates
because it is saying we are not going to allow it.
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Mr. McMahon stated I think I can understand some of the emotion behind this and the good
intents. However, if you were to take the Union Leader, today there is an entire section that was
for job applications. I have never seen that in the Union Leader before. Obviously people that
own businesses are interested in expanding and the expansion based on the tax that is done by
Concord, the money is there but none of it is going to work unless we have people to be able to
come in. The last couple of years there has been a lot of angst by people saying how can we
keep the young people in New Hampshire, and one of the answers was they can’t afford to live
in a town like Bedford and some of the others. So if you take a look if we want to continue our
economic development, if we want to bring kids out of college or out of the high school,
whatever it may be, and use them as a workforce for employers that obviously need employees,
then this may not be productive for what we would see in New Hampshire and not what we see
in Bedford.
Chairman Levenstein asked for any further comments or questions from the Board. There were
none.
MOTION by Vice Chairman Newberry that the Planning Board not support
proposed Zoning Amendment #5 for the reasons that have just been discussed by
the Board. Town Manager Sawyer duly seconded the motion. Vote taken; motion
carried, with Mr. Foote abstained.
Amendment #6
Chairman Levenstein stated are you in favor of the adoption of Amendment #6 as proposed by a
petition of Jane Aiken and others to amend the Town of Bedford Code Chapter 275, Attachment
1, Table 1, Table of Dimensional Regulations to replace Footnote #17 with each building in the
Commercial Zone shall be limited to two floors with no more than 25,000 square feet per floor.
Chairman Levenstein asked Ms. Hebert, in the center of town that is the limit? Right? There are
two limits in the Commercial Zone? One is Commercial 1 and the rest is Commercial 2? Ms.
Hebert replied yes. When the Historic District encompassed commercially zoned land in the
center of Town, there was a restriction on the building footprint and it limited the size of
buildings to not more than 25,000 square feet. Chairman Levenstein asked when that came out
of the Historic District, did that change or is that still limited to 25,000 square feet? Ms. Hebert
replied there are no longer parcels that are zoned both Historic District and commercial, so the
footnote is still in the zoning but it doesn’t apply. There is no land that it applies to. Mr.
Connors stated so a 40,000 square foot restriction is the only restriction for commercial.
Chairman Levenstein stated I didn’t know how that was incorporated into the Historic District. I
thought it was just we set up a different Commercial 1. Town Manager Sawyer stated those are
two different things altogether. Commercial 2 is up by Market Basket. It was pulled out
separately from the rest of the commercial districts. Two different issues done at different times.
Chairman Levenstein responded right, all of commercial has a 40,000 square foot limit. Ms.
Hebert responded yes.
Mr. Fairman stated basically this restriction to 25,000 square feet got lost when the Commercial
District moved out of the Historic District. Mr. Connors responded only part of the Commercial
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District was in the historic overlay, this section between Nashua Road and Wallace Road, so that
section of the Commercial District, when they took that out of the Historic District, the
maximum size went from 25,000 to 40,000.
Chairman Levenstein asked Ms. Hebert, did you do an analysis of what parcels were big
enough? Ms. Hebert replied we did. We looked at buildings that met the 25,000 square foot
footprint. An example we gave was the new Elliot Hospital medical office building that is about
a 25,000 square foot in its footprint. Town Manager Sawyer stated but it is more than two
stories. Ms. Hebert stated that is correct. Buildings that would no longer meet this requirement
are the Harvest Market Plaza is about 27,000 square feet in its building footprint, the
Hannaford’s building on Jenkins Road, the Bedford Falls assisted living facility, the Flatly office
building on Corporate Drive, which is about 30,000 square feet in its building footprint, and the
Optics 1 building. Those are the buildings that we identified that would become non-conforming
with regard to their building footprint. There are several buildings that are more than two stories
in the Commercial District. The Elliot medical office building, the Bedford Grand Hotel, the
Cooper Lane workforce apartment buildings, and there is an office building at 120 Bedford
Center Road. The Bedford Falls assisted living facility, the Kensington Woods workforce
housing development and a portion of the Optics 1 building are all more than two stories, so they
would no longer be conforming. Examples of buildings that meet that size requirement would be
Convenient MD, Murphy’s Taproom restaurant, and the Members First Credit Union, Primary
Bank, and the new vet clinic to give you an idea of scale.
Mr. Fairman stated Mr. Chairman, I need to correct what I just said. The Historic District
Commission did not vote on Amendment #6. They voted on Amendment #7, and I apologize for
the confusion.
Ms. McGinley stated I am not in favor of this because it is too broad. I think perhaps if it had
been proposed less broadly and in an area and for areas that make sense. If you take the
development at Route 101 and Route 114 and look at that and what that has done for the Town,
and if you looked at that and the benefit that that has done for the Town, not only with the taxes
that we get from it but from the uses that satisfy demands from the town in one site, so we don’t
have them spread all over, which seems to be a concern, and I think that is the type of project
that should stay.
Mr. Sullivan stated I have two comments. One is echoing what Ms. McGinley just said. If it had
been more restrictive essentially to the area that had been formerly part of the Historic District
within the Commercial Zone, I understand the intent there to limit the urbanization or the
buildout within those areas. Second, I know that this is going to be one of the things addressed
in the Master Plan and I think it would be more prudent to wait for that to come out as guidance
as opposed to this amendment at this time. Ms. McGinley stated you made a good point because
with an attempt to look at the Master Plan results we can come with a more coherent amendment
to recommend. That is the problem that we didn’t draft these, they weren’t drafted by staff, and
we have an obligation to do what is best for the town.
Vice Chairman Newberry stated I don’t support this because I think that limiting it to 25,000
square feet unnecessarily restricts the possible. Just because 40,000 or any other number is
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allowed doesn’t mean that it will necessarily get an approval. I think that the Town governing
bodies have consistently done a pretty good job in working with proposed developments to try to
get something that is good for all of the participants, the developer, the ultimate tenants, and for
the Town, and to restrict it arbitrarily, I think, just restricts the possible. Yes, it might be nice to
see lots of small Mom & Pop operations, it doesn’t mean something in excess of 25,000 square
feet can’t be designed and done in such a way that it supports small business. I do not support
this for it being unnecessarily restrictive. Mr. Fairman stated Mr. Chairman, I have to disagree
with the Vice Chairman. This is not arbitrary; 25,000 was the restriction while it was in the
Historic District, so I think going back to the 25,000 I would hardly call arbitrary. It seems to me
that perhaps a mistake was made when we took the commercial out of the Historic District and
changed it to 40,000. In response to waiting for the Master Plan, I believe that if the Master Plan
comes out and says we do something else, we can change it next year. But I think at this point
this is a good opportunity to react to the pressure that we are feeling from the Town to start
restricting the commercial zone along Route 101 and restrict it down to 25,000 square foot, 2story buildings. I think it is a good start, I think there are additional changes that we are going to
want to make along the Route 101 corridor, none of us want to see Route 101 become 101A, and
certainly there are signs that that is where it is headed. I would step up and support this one, and
as I say, if the Master Plan doesn’t like it, then we can change it later.
Chairman Levenstein stated a couple of things, and I am not going to argue point by point. I
think though saying that the 25,000 was there but it was only in the Historic District. Mr.
Fairman responded it was in the Commercial Zone part of the Historic District. Chairman
Levenstein stated right, but this isn’t dealing with that. This is dealing with the Commercial
Zone from all the way up Route 114, all the way down to the Amherst line. I think that there has
been lots of development that is bigger than the 25,000 square feet. Mr. Fairman stated 75
percent of what is commercial was in the Historic District. If you look at it, most of it was.
Chairman Levenstein responded that is not true. Mr. Fairman stated look at the map. The big
area that is red was in the Historic District. Now the other outer areas along Route 101 are not,
but that big red area was all originally in the Historic District. Chairman Levenstein responded
no. Town Manager Sawyer stated only to Wallace Road. Chairman Levenstein stated nothing
below Wallace Road was in the Historic District. Mr. Fairman stated and that big area of red
starts at Wallace Road and goes to Nashua Road. Chairman Levenstein stated but there is all of
this area down by where Murphy’s is and down further and down by Hardy Road. Mr. Fairman
stated I agree these other areas are not. I agree. I think 50 percent of it is. Chairman Levenstein
stated and I think that is my problem is that I think that a better way of doing it would be to make
a zone like where the Historic District was, and, again, you can call it Commercial 1, you can
call it Commercial 2, and there you can limit the size of development. But just making the whole
broad Commercial Zone and picking 25,000 square feet and 2-stories, I don’t think it makes
sense. Like Vice Chairman Newberry says, I think it limits you too much. Mr. Fairman stated
again, I don’t want Route 101 to look like 101A, and that is where you are headed if you don’t
restrict the buildings. Chairman Levenstein responded I don’t see it. I haven’t seen that much
development on Route 101.
Ms. McGinley stated what has kept us from having that much development on Route 101 is
South River Road. We have South River Road. Chairman Levenstein stated that and the fact
that there is no water, there is no sewer, and it is narrow frontage of lots, so it makes it harder,
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but I don’t think you should necessarily stop. There are parcels where it could be done. Town
Manager Sawyer stated I do just want to point out that when the Historic District was removed
from that center portion of town; that was highly debated over many months. There was a
subcommittee formed for that. I am trying to remember now if the property owners in that area
petitioned the Council or the Planning Board to form the subcommittee; I honestly can’t
remember. Chairman Levenstein stated I think it was the Council actually; I don’t think it was
the Planning Board. Town Manager Sawyer stated the property owners in that portion of the
zone didn’t want the Historic District restrictions anymore of the architectural review primarily,
but I think there is at least one still in the room tonight that didn’t want the square footage
restrictions as well. That was done over many, many months with a lot of review and a report
back to these boards and then ultimately the voters voted on that. It wasn’t a citizens' petition
process. I believe it ultimately ended up being a Planning Board recommendation. There was a
protest petition that came in place to that but didn’t have enough voters to succeed the protest,
but not everybody in town loved it, certainly, but it did pass.
Richard Moore, 27 Bedford Center Road, stated there was a subcommittee that you talked about
started by the Town Council that did not end up proposing to take that out. Town Manager
Sawyer replied right, they were deadlocked, I agree. Mr. Moore stated rather it was a citizens'
petition that was submitted afterward. So it was originally a citizens' petition and then there was
another petition to try to force a 2/3 vote. Town Manager Sawyer stated I appreciate that; thank
you.
MOTION by Mr. Fairman that the Planning Board support proposed Zoning
Amendment #6. There was no second to this motion.
MOTION by Town Manager Sawyer that the Planning Board not support passage
of proposed Zoning Amendment #6. Vice Chairman Newberry duly seconded the
motion. Vote taken; motion carried, with Mr. Fairman voting in opposition and
Mr. Foote abstained.
Amendment #7
Chairman Levenstein stated a citizens' petition to rezone a portion of land at 137 Bedford Center
Road and 209 Route 101 from Residential & Agricultural to Commercial by shifting the district
line northerly to the property boundary so the entire parcel would be commercially zoned and to
move the Historic District line to the northerly property boundary to remove the commercially
zoned land from the Historic District.
Councilor Bandazian stated I reviewed the Historic District Commission minutes and kind of
found them wanting in terms of comparing what would be allowed and what wouldn’t be
allowed based on the amendment granted or not granted by the voters. So that led me to review
the Land Development Control Regulations architectural standards and landscape standards,
including the checklist in Exhibit C and what the view of commercial development is to look like
from Route 101. I think if you weren’t looking at the Historic District Commission regulations,
you would think that you were because it is a lot more exacting as far as commercial
development is concerned than the Historic District Commission regulations. At least that is my
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reading of them in terms of materials and architectural period what the commercial buildings are
supposed to conform to, and I think if the Planning Board adhered to the Land Development
Control Regulations, you probably wouldn’t know whether or not it had been approved or even
considered by the Historic District Commission. That is just a general overview. Just because
something is not in the Historic District doesn’t mean that it looks like what we looked at on
South River Road earlier today. Again, if we follow the regulations, we would be hard pressed
to say it is architecturally distinguishable, commercial versus Historic District. I just wish I had
the analysis about massing of buildings or architectural styles in the Historic District
Commission’s deliberations but they were missing so I did the reading on my own and came to
that conclusion. Secondly, it seems to me like the only change substantively to be made here in
terms of what would be pulled into the Commercial District is a little spit of land that is now
being used as commercial. I think it would get a variance if it didn’t get a zoning amendment. I
just don’t see how that piece of land, that isolated piece of land, could be used residentially
without getting a variance on the commercial end or vice versa. Mr. Hawkins stated Councilor
Bandazian, I applaud you in your effort. That is above and beyond what I think I could have
gotten myself to do but I think we would be saying the same thing. I think if we were to support
this amendment, we would be doing it in a vacuum. We wouldn’t have the full complement of
information and insight as to what that future development might be proposed or what it would
look like, and I think you are right. If it had to go the course of variance as opposed to rezoning,
I would rather see it be analyzed in that fashion as opposed to what I would term to be
prematurely rezoned without the context within which we are making that move and the potential
for that to be precedence setting elsewhere in these hybrid parcels of land.
Mr. McMahon stated I have a question. I can understand why you would like to have 137
included because you can build on that area, but the land that currently is to the west of that, that
larger parcel, it has already been determined that you cannot build in it so what is the practical
use that you want to take for both of those sections and take it away from the Historic District.
This is not a criticism; I am just curious. Mr. Greiner asked were you on the Planning Board
when we brought forth the self-storage proposal 2 or 3 years ago? That was on that sliver of land
that you are talking about now. When you think about a map when you drive on Bedford Center
Road, you pass the culvert, if you were to take a left there, which is woods, that is actually dry
land, so you are on the other side of the brook. Right now it is an acre and it is zoned
commercial. When I talked to Ms. Hebert originally we were just looking at doing 137 Bedford
Center Road, making that whole lot, and then it made sense because we are ultimately going to
combine the lots. It will come in for a subdivision as one lot, so you will take the two acres that
we have where the house was that is no longer, you will take the 1 acre that is upland, dry and
developable right now, and it will create a 3-acre developed pocket. As was said before by
Councilor Bandazian, we could come and get a variance for that and I think we would be
successful. This just makes it cleaner by having one section of zoning or not. I don’t know if
that answers your question or not. We did come in front of this Board to get a commercial
project approved for that part of the 209 lot in the past, so we are now simply expanding that
with the abutting property. Mr. McMahon responded I think I was thrown off because I thought
I heard somebody say that the area that we are talking about, the larger that is off to the west of
137, that that entire area was a wetland and will not be built. Mr. Greiner responded no, there is
one dry pocket. The majority of what you see there is in fact wet, we can’t do anything with it,
and we have no intention of doing anything with it. That is going to be a natural buffer for a
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long time. I don’t know if the gentleman is still here who was concerned about the buildable part
of it, if you want to call it that, on the west part of the property abutting Wallace Road, and I
think we heard his concerns when he came in when we were looking to realign Bedford Center
Road. As you know, we cut off the access to Harvest Market, created more parking and made
Bedford Center Road a thru-road there and then the bank was built. We considered that dry area
to the west for parking, you can’t build it but you could certainly pave it and park on it. He was
concerned about headlights in his property. We respected that and that is why you have never
seen us come forward for more parking there. I think what you are looking at there, the 1 acre
that is already part of 209 that is developable and is commercial, it is already commercial, that
area would be buffered in perpetuity by the wetland, which is the majority of what you see. I
don’t know if that helps.
Ms. McGinley stated on this map it says that area is commercial. Is it? Am I not reading it
correctly? Ms. Hebert stated this area shown on the screen is commercial, this area shown here
is residential.
Mr. Fairman stated Mr. Chairman, I don’t support this amendment. It is not spot zoning but I
call it zoning creep, and I think it is very dangerous for us to let the commercial zone start
backing away from Route 101. If we do it here, we will continue to do it, and I think it is time to
let everybody know that we are not going to let that happen. I don’t see any viable reason. If
they want to come in for a variance with a plan for a building and plan for what they are doing
for whatever wetlands they are going to around Riddle Brook, are they going to do that, let them
come in then for that, but let’s not change the zoning.
Mr. McMahon stated if I understood what Councilor Bandazian and Mr. Hawkins said, if it is a
variance that can do that, I think I would much rather see that. Primarily for the reason to give
the Conservation Commission a chance to go ahead and take a look and see exactly what the
status of that is, especially when it is discussing Riddle Brook. Councilor Bandazian stated to be
clear, I wasn’t expressing a preference for a variance. Town Manager Sawyer stated and the
zoning change wouldn’t impact any impacts on wetland review either. I struggled with split
zoned properties as a planner for a long time, and it doesn’t take long to look at the map and say
boy if the high school property, which is split zoned, if they had pushed that line on the high
school back to the property line, there would have been a bigger buffer required on the Bow
Lane development. So you can look at it in two different ways depending on which parcel you
are on. My preference as a planner has always been to not have split zoned properties as it has
caused significant problems, they generate variances we shouldn’t be trying to generate.
MOTION by Mr. Hawkins that the Planning Board not support proposed Zoning
Amendment #7 as written. Mr. Fairman duly seconded the motion. Vote taken;
those voting in favor of the motion were Mr. Fairman, Mr. Hawkins and Mr.
McMahon. Those voting in opposition were Town Manager Sawyer, Ms. McGinley,
Councilor Bandazian, and Vice Chairman Newberry. Mr. Foote abstained. With a
majority voting in opposition the motion failed.
MOTION by Town Manager Sawyer that the Planning Board support proposed
Zoning Amendment #7 as proposed. Councilor Bandazian duly seconded the
46 | P a g e

motion. Vote taken; those voting in favor of the motion were Town Manager
Sawyer, Ms. McGinley, Councilor Bandazian, and Vice Chairman Newberry.
Those voting in opposition were Mr. Fairman, Mr. Hawkins and Mr. McMahon.
Mr. Foote abstained. With a majority voting in favor, the motion passed.

V.

Approval of Minutes of Previous Meetings:
MOTION by Town Manager Sawyer to approve the minutes of the January 14,
2019 Planning Board meeting as submitted. Councilor Bandazian duly seconded
the motion. Vote taken; motion carried, with Chairman Levenstein and Mr.
Hawkins abstained.

VI. Communications to the Board: None

VII. Reports of Committees: None

VIII. Adjournment:
MOTION by Mr. Hawkins to adjourn at 10:36 PM. Vice Chairman Newberry duly
seconded the motion. Vote taken – all in favor. Motion carried.

Respectfully submitted by
Valerie J. Emmons
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