TOWN OF BEDFORD
May 20, 2019
PLANNING BOARD
MINUTES
A meeting of the Bedford Planning Board was held on Monday, May 20, 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, Charlie Fairman (Alternate), Matt Sullivan (Alternate), Priscilla Malcolm (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. Regular members Ms. Murphy
and Mr. Hawkins and Town Council Alternate Phil Greazzo were absent. Mr. Fairman and Mr.
Sullivan were appointed to vote.
II.

Old Business & Continued Hearings: None

III. New Business:
1. New England Pediatric Services (Applicant), Catco Realty Management (Owner)
– Request for approval of a site plan amendment to change the use of 6,400 square feet
of office space to medical office uses at 30 Harvey Road, Lot 35-98-32, Zoned PZ.
2. Harvey Road Commercial Property, LLC (Owner) – Request for a site plan
amendment to change the use of a previously approved industrial warehouse and office
building and to add additional second floor office space at Harvey Road, Lot 35-98-48,
Zoned PZ.
3. 206 Route 101, LLC & Bow Lane Bedford, LLC (Owners) – Request for approval
of a site plan and lot consolidation for a restaurant and a proposed 93-unit workforce
housing development, consisting of three 3-story apartment buildings and associated
site improvements at 206 Route 101, Chestnut Drive, and Bow Lane, Lots 20-22-14,
20-99-1, 20-99-2, 20-99-3, and 20-99-4, Zoned CO.
IV. Concept Proposals and Other Business:
4. Discussion of project of regional impact for a commercial ground-mounted solar farm
at Shirley Hill Road and NH Route 114 in Goffstown, NH.

Town of Bedford
Planning Board Minutes – May 20, 2019

2

Mr. Connors stated all the applications have been reviewed by staff, and staff would recommend
that the Board find the applications to be complete. The abutters have been notified, it is the
opinion of staff that none of the applications pose a regional impact. Staff would recommend
that the Planning Board accept the agenda and in so doing, adopt the staff recommendations that
the applications are complete and that they do not pose a regional impact.
MOTION by Councilor Bandazian to approve the agenda as read. Vice Chairman
Newberry duly seconded the motion. Vote taken – all in favor. Motion carried.

1. New England Pediatric Services (Applicant), Catco Realty Management (Owner) –
Request for approval of a site plan amendment to change the use of 6,400 square feet of
office space to medical office uses at 30 Harvey Road, Lot 35-98-32, Zoned PZ.
Jeff Kevan of TF Moran was present to address this site plan amendment on behalf of the
applicant. Mr. Kevan stated I am the civil engineer that prepared the site plan. This is relatively
straightforward. This change of use is before you because it is over 5,000 square feet. We were
in front of you a couple of months ago, or actually we got staff approval for a change of use in
the southern end of the building where Flight Coffee is located. At this point New England
Pediatric Services is looking to relocate into this first floor space in the corner of the building.
Right now in that main corner there is 4,000 square feet of office, it would go to 4,000 square
feet of pediatric services offices and then there is 2,400 square feet in this location, which right
now is like light assembly type space and that would be a physical therapy area, so there would
be pieces of equipment and so forth in that area. The way it has been explained to me is that
there are approximately seven or eight employees in the space and they are either with a patient
in their office or they then go to the physical therapy area and work with the patient in the
physical therapy area. As parking goes, you will hear that we are short on parking, but we feel
from a practical standpoint we have adequate parking.
Mr. Kevan continued we have requested a waiver for parking for two reasons. In the corner on
the second floor of the building there is a physical fitness center, which uses jujitsu combined
with physical fitness, so they run classes and most of their classes are off-peak hours, it is not
like a regular gym/fitness center where you come in any time that you want. You come in for a
class. That area had come in where Metronics was in that second floor and I don’t believe that
change of use ever came in front of this Board. They have been in there for a couple of years or
so, is my understanding, and we are also including that in this change of use, that change of use
in that second-floor space for that gym. From the parking standpoint, we are short parking in
two ways. For the physical fitness area, I carried it, or I thought it was better suited to call it
more of a warehouse type space because it has fitness equipment and the people that are using
the office then take their patients into that physical fitness area and work with them in there, so it
is not a high parking demand. Staff seemed to think the better parking situation would have been
3.5 per 1,000, which would have been about seven or eight parking spaces just for that area. And
then the second one, the physical fitness center on the upper floor, would have a higher
requirement for parking and in reality they have about 14 or 15 people in a class, including the
instructors, and, again, those are during off-peak hours so we felt for those two reasons asking
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for the parking waiver based on staff’s comments and though we would need 65 spaces, we have
52 on the site. I can answer questions pertaining to that waiver before I go any further.
Chairman Levenstein asked Ms. Hebert, we do it on some things, where we have a calculation
for a formula to use when things aren’t going to be used at the same time. Ms. Hebert responded
the Board can look at alternative parking arrangements and shared parking for uses that might
not share the same peak parking time. This is inconsistent with our regulations, but we felt the
waiver was needed because they are not calculating the uses out at the accepted parking rate that
we use for the various uses, the medical office and the fitness studio. Councilor Bandazian
stated it looks to me like you could at least indicate on the plan as an amendment where 13
additional spaces might be located off the gravel drive in the event that it is ever needed.
Chairman Levenstein asked is there any place? Mr. Kevan replied I don’t know if I would get up
to the 65; I’m not sure if I could put them off of the gravel parking space. I would probably have
to pave that driveway, wouldn’t I? If I were to put parking off from the gravel? Ms. Hebert
replied yes. Mr. Kevan stated I could show them. Staff had recommended or suggested that we
add a note to the plan that kind of references if the use changes from what is being proposed to
another type of physical fitness center or what have you, that they would have to come back to
the Board, and we have no problem with that note. Ms. Hebert stated you could put a note on the
plan that drive and parking spaces to be paved in the future if the 13 spaces are determined to be
necessary. Mr. Kevan responded we could do that. Mr. Sullivan stated Mr. Chairman, that was
my concern as well is that if the jujitsu studio hadn’t been properly vetted in the past to
incorporate spaces, then how would we accommodate that in the future, but it sounds like that
note would accommodate it. Ms. Hebert responded yes. I think we also wanted the use to be
specific to the martial arts studio and not just to general fitness use because that is a really broad
category or uses, and different fitness uses can sometimes have pretty high peak demand on
parking, but a martial arts studio generally has smaller classes, so we were going to have this
plan be specific to the martial arts studio. Mr. Kevan stated and you are getting a real wide
variety now of physical fitness type uses as there is a lot of personal training and what have you,
where it isn’t that people just come in and use equipment, so it is hard to lump physical fitness
into one little category now with the parking because you are seeing a varied type of approach to
it.
Mr. Fairman stated Mr. Chairman, I have a question relative to handicap parking. This pediatric
with a physical therapy area sounds to me like they are likely going to have a fair number of
people coming in that have handicap issues. You only have two handicap spaces, which I
suspect meets our requirements, but I wonder if that really is adequate considering, and I don’t
know the business but, the physical therapy addition to a pediatric office says to me that they
have people coming in with handicap issues. Mr. Kevan responded we have showed the addition
of two other others, so there are four ADA spots in the front in that corner of the building. Mr.
Fairman stated I’m sorry, I only saw the two. Mr. Connors stated there are five altogether. Mr.
Kevan indicated the proposed handicap spaces on the plan.
Chairman Levenstein asked the Board for further questions relating to the entire application.
There were none.
Chairman Levenstein asked for any comments or questions from the audience. There were none.
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MOTION by Councilor Bandazian that the Planning Board grant a waiver from the
Land Development Control Regulations, Section 322.2, Off-Street Parking
Requirements, to provide 52 parking spaces where 65 spaces are required, with the
condition that the applicant include a note on the plan to show where potential
paved parking for 13 additional spaces, as well as paved drive access, may be
located if the need arises. Town Manager Sawyer duly seconded the motion.
Mr. Sullivan stated I would like added to the motion as follows: ‘A note be added to the plan
that if a different fitness use is provided on the site, the applicant shall return to the Planning
Board.’
Councilor Bandazian and Town Manager Sawyer approved the following
amendment to the motion: A note shall be added to the plan that if a different fitness
use is provided on the site, the applicant shall return to the Planning Board.’ Vote
taken on the amended motion. With all members voting in the affirmative, the
amended motion carried.
MOTION by Councilor Bandazian that the Planning Board grant final approval to
the change of use of 6,400 square-feet of general office and manufacturing uses to
medical offices at 30 Harvey Road, Lot 35-98-32, in accordance with engineering
plans prepared by TF Moran, last revised May 2, 2019, with the following
conditions to be fulfilled within one year and prior to plan signature, and the
remaining conditions of approval to be fulfilled as noted:
1. The Director of Public Works and the Planning Director shall determine that
the Applicant has addressed all remaining technical review comments to the
Town’s satisfaction.
2. The applicant shall revise the plan to show the dumpsters within fenced
enclosures a minimum of 25-feet from the property boundaries.
3. If the Planning Board approves the waiver, the applicant shall note the
waiver on the plan and indicate it is specific to the martial arts use and that
Planning Board review will be required if another fitness use is proposed or
for any change to the site that increases parking demand.
4. The applicant shall revise the plan to note the correct parking calculation for
the physical therapy use.
5. Prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the building, all site
improvements depicted on the plan shall be completed.
Town Manager Sawyer duly seconded the motion. Vote taken - all in favor. Motion
carried.

2. Harvey Road Commercial Property, LLC (Owner) – Request for a site plan
amendment to change the use of a previously approved industrial warehouse and office
building and to add additional second floor office space at Harvey Road, Lot 35-98-48,
Zoned PZ.
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Jeff Kevan of TF Moran was present to address this site plan amendment on behalf of the
applicant. Tony Nazaka was also present from Stone River Architects to present the
architecturals for the applicant.
Mr. Kevan stated this is a plan that had been approved last September for a 20,000 square foot 1story building. It was at that time going to be 1,500 square feet of office and 18,500 square feet
of warehouse space. They have a different user that would occupy the building. The footprint is
20,581 square feet, so the footprint is only 581 square feet larger but they are adding a second
story to the office space, which brings the gross floor area up to 27,162 square feet. The
footprint doesn’t change a lot, but with the second story office the square footage goes up 7,162
square feet. This will be 13,162 square feet of office space, 11,200 square feet of manufacturing
and 2,800 square feet of warehouse. If you will recall, the last building was set up kind of set up
the way the rest of the buildings on Harvey Road were, smaller units with little pull-in bay doors
in the back. All of those bay doors have been removed on this and we have added a covered
loading area at this end of the site so that a truck can pull in and back in and pull out. You can
see we have located the dumpster interior so one of the waivers that we will be asking for is to
not be required to provide landscaping around the dumpster since it is on the interior to the site.
Mr. Kevan continued the change of use drove up the amount of parking spaces required. We are
required to have 52 spaces and we are providing 52 parking spaces.
Mr. Kevan stated the only waiver that we have is the screening of that dumpster. The rest of it;
the impervious coverage actually has gone down slightly because there was a large gravel
outdoor lay-down area type thing at this corner of the site that has been cut back or reduced in
size. Drainage and everything else as it was proposed previously will function just the way it did
last time. The architect is here to talk about the architecturals.
Mr. Nazaka stated I will give a brief overview of the architectural design. As Mr. Kevan
mentioned, the use has changed from a warehouse to office building and manufacturing building.
The first three bays of this building are the 2-stories, which is this main rendering as you enter
the site. That is the office and now is the corner of the building that we focus most of our
attention on as far as architectural design. The clients were interested in the Land Rover building
right down the road as far as the metal panel and the look of that building, so in a way we were
looking towards that building as inspiration. This corner of the building we used a smooth faced
metal panel, we called out this entry, the LSNE has a similar panel, different color with this sort
of modern canopy. This being the east face, the north face got the same treatment, again,
because those are the two main elevations you will see as you enter the site. The rest of the
building is getting sort of a horizontal ribbed metal panel. These two elevations also get a 4-foot
dark brick base to give it a little more character and then the elevations that you don’t really see,
the back elevations, get the same horizontal ribbed panel. From the previous design we added
more windows in the office areas, again, since it is two stories it just called for more windows.
In the rendering I tried to put the landscaping as much as possible to what it will actually look
like, obviously not immediately because the vegetation has to grow. The landscaping I know
was a question as far as the architectural design that the Town doesn’t like long expanses of
metal panel without it being broken up, but we did feel the amount of landscape we were putting
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in sort of blocks the view of Harvey Road and calls more attention towards the entry. We are
certainly open to any questions of what we could do or any likes or dislikes.
Town Manager Sawyer stated I think I was maybe one of the only ones that spoke about the
Land Rover project because of the architecture and the metal panel. I continue to ask the
question and just reading from our regulations it says, ‘Prefabricated steel panels are not
encouraged but may be acceptable on the sides and rear elevations of buildings that are not
exposed to public view.’ I am just trying to figure out how we get away from that or if we need
to waive that criteria to do this. I am not a fan of the ribbed metal panel especially, but I
understand why it is being proposed this way. I just struggle with it as we compare it to our
regulation. Ms. Hebert stated I do believe a waiver would be required if the Board wanted to
move forward with this design because of the lack of articulation along both the front and rear
façades. Mr. Fairman stated you didn’t design a very attractive building, that is for sure. Mr.
Nazaka responded we tried on the office side. The rear is a clean room where they manufacture
different types of drugs, as far as I know, so they are really sensitive to what can get in the
building and windows and more openings could cause problems. I will respectfully say that
attractiveness in architecture is subjective, and I like it. Mr. Kevan stated and it is fairly in
keeping with the industrial look of this subdivision or what have you. Chairman Levenstein
stated it is not a street that is going to be traveled a lot where people are going to look and see
how nice the big buildings are down there. Ms. McGinley stated I think that helps my position,
and I am attracted to this. Chairman Levenstein stated I actually like it too.
Mr. Fairman stated it seems like we are having a lot of construction on Harvey Road with two
changes of use tonight and growing, but I haven’t seen any recent traffic study. There is nothing
mentioned of a traffic study here on change of use and I am wondering at what point do we kick
in and say you need a new traffic study for this road with continuous building and continuous
changes. Ms. Hebert responded that is a good point. The project was previously approved as the
warehouse project for Harvey Road, and at that time they did do a trip generation memo and we
had them compute what we call our fair share roadway calculation, so they will need to make a
contribution to our roadway program. The calculation, however, because of the lack of data the
Town has on Harvey Road, is based on the frontage and doesn’t take into account the use. The
number is the same for the office building and for the warehouse building, so they do need to
make a generous contribution but the number hasn’t been modified as a result of this application.
Mr. Fairman stated Harvey Road can probably handle the traffic. I am concerned about the turnoffs on South River Road, Route 3, as we continually get more and more buildings and no matter
what you say, offices are going to have a lot more people than warehouse, so I would think at
some point we need to consider doing a full-up traffic study for all these new buildings. I don’t
know if you want to do that, but I wanted to share my concern.
Vice Chairman Newberry stated you are suggesting that your landscaping will help mitigate the
corrugated part of the elevation and I see it listed as 2.5 – 3-inch caliper. Typically, how tall are
those and would you consider adding a few more taller pieces along the parking area to break up
visually that long stretch across the front of the building? Mr. Kevan stated I think what is
shown is a lot of the landscaping that runs along the top on the opposite side of the pavement, not
up against the building. For a space that usually has labs in it, we try to minimize it. Vice
Chairman Newberry stated I wasn’t suggesting adding more on the building side of the parking
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but on the side of the parking away from the building. Mr. Kevan responded I would say I don’t
think we have an issue with adding additional plantings on that side if you feel a few more would
be necessary to get some additional height on those plantings. Vice Chairman Newberry stated I
think a few more with some height to it would help if you are suggesting that the answer to
reducing the visual impact of your structure would be addressed by landscaping. Mr. Kevan
stated right now there are some arborvitae and a variety of different deciduous trees. Do you
have a preference on the plantings that we would add? Vice Chairman Newberry replied no.
Mr. Kevan stated okay, then we will just work with staff and add some additional. Vice
Chairman Newberry asked what is the actual height of that building? Mr. Nazaka replied it is 25
feet plus a few inches. Vice Chairman Newberry stated so by the time you get out to the road if
you have some reasonably tall plants that would tend to it break it up. Mr. Kevan stated, and the
road is down a little bit, so you will be looking up, and if the trees are brought forward, it should
break it up fairly well. The arborvitae are 10 to 12 feet and the other trees are probably taller
than that even when they are planted, but we can work with staff and add additional plantings.
Vice Chairman Newberry responded I think that would be desirable.
Chairman Levenstein asked for any comments or questions from the audience.
Bob Gallagher, 25 – 27 Harvey Road, stated I am not sure if I really have an objection but a lot
of the concentration is on the front of the building, but the front of the building for us is the back
of the building, which is definitely an improvement not having all of the overhead doors but the
overhead doors did break up what is now a massive wall. I am not saying that you need to do
anything but if there was anything they could do to accent it or maybe just break it up and try to
keep the view of that not just one big wall. Chairman Levenstein asked what is it going to look
like in the back? Mr. Kevan replied we have actually landscaped the rear of the building
significantly around that property. Mr. Gallagher stated I know they are landscaping it, which
Bill and I had agreed that they would do that, it is hard to tell until the building is up exactly
what is in view. What is the height of the back of the building, because I think 25 is now higher
in the front than it was going to be? Mr. Nazaka replied the front actually remained constant.
Mr. Gallagher asked how high is the back now? Mr. Nazaka replied I believe the back is now 23
feet. Mr. Gallagher asked what was it before? Mr. Nazaka replied 17 or 18. Mr. Gallagher
stated so you now have quite a bit more height in the back, so it will be a long time before the
trees grow. If it could be something simple but maybe not make it just one big massive wall.
Mr. Nazaka responded again, I tried to show roughly what it may look like once the plants are
matured. Mr. Kevan stated there we did a variety of white spruce and arborvitae. Ms. Hebert
stated there is a picture in your packet that shows the site today, which is they are doing quite a
bit of rock removal, and I believe all of the trees have been removed from the property.
Mr. Gallagher stated there is going to be a generator on the site and my only concern there is the
noise from the corner where it located, whether the sound from it would reflect off from the
building back towards our buildings because that is where it is located. The other thing is the
enclosure of the HVAC units on the roof. You have them shielded from the street but it actually
looks worse for us from the back because now you have an open section pointing backwards.
Those are probably the real concerns that I have. Chairman Levenstein asked is there a way to
shield it from the back or do you have to leave it open for the airflow? Mr. Nazaka replied it is a
louvered system so there is air flow in the panels themselves. The thing would be is that it would
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be added cost for the owner and then once you enclose the whole thing, you have doors and it is
a whole system. I don’t know if that is something the neighbors can talk about. I know they
have been talking at some point. Mr. Gallagher stated it just seems to look worse. If it had
nothing, it wouldn’t be so bad because the HVAC units are only so big, but now they are kind of
magnified facing backwards. Thank you.
Vice Chairman Newberry asked to the issue of the abutter to the west; with your horizontal
paneling would it be possible to consider creating a section of that in a different color so that it
would visually break the expanse of that wall? Mr. Nazaka replied sure. I am sure we could talk
to the client and the owners and I am sure we could come up with something with the neighbor
that we could agree on. Vice Chairman Newberry stated I am not thinking checkerboard but just
a column in an appropriate distance. Mr. Nazaka stated you don’t want to throw color at it just
to throw color at it; you want it to look nice. Vice Chairman Newberry stated something like
that might be a reasonable way of breaking it up visually. Chairman Levenstein stated even if
you have a panel the same color as the one where the offices are. Mr. Nazaka responded right.
Chairman Levenstein asked for any further comments or questions from the audience. There
were none at this time.
Mr. Kevan stated we have two waivers. One would be for the screening of the dumpster and
then what Ms. Hebert mentioned from Section L and M of the architectural guidelines. Ms.
Hebert stated just after reading through the section, I would have the Board waive Section 324,
which is the architectural design standards. It is kind of a broad catch-all for this because the
checklists are intended to be guidelines rather than requirements, but I really do feel like even
though the Board feels this is appropriate, I do want to recognize that this is several steps away
from what our guidelines are looking for and prescribing. If we make an intentional effort to
waive them, I think that will help us as we review the next building that comes in and says they
would like to have a blank façade. Mr. Fairman asked what is the rationale for waiving our
architectural guidelines? Ms. Hebert responded I am not in favor of it. I would like to see more
articulation on the building. Mr. Fairman asked why do we want to waive them? The client has
given no rationale as to why we should waive them. I wonder why. Mr. Kevan stated the way
the building is designed is that it is very much in keeping with the industrial park or subdivision
that is within. I think the one guideline talked about being greater than 20,000 square feet, we
are 20, 581 square feet, and I think with the materials that are being used and what not, between
that and the landscaping we have broken up that façade. Mr. Fairman stated that is not a
rationale for waiving the requirement, Sir. Just because you are breaking it up is not a rationale
for waiving it. Mr. Kevan responded I think it is in keeping with the use and the subdivision in
which we are building within. Ms. Hebert stated Harvey Road has developed over several years
and I think the industrial buildings, the one behind, has been designed with some articulation and
different building materials. We see a lot of brick along that street, you see buildings that have
architectural interest. I don’t know that we have any buildings that have 100+ feet of
unarticulated, very tall, this is two stories, along a street front, so this would be different for
Bedford and I think we are trying to keep some continuity within the whole development so
Harvey Road creates a loop and you have several businesses located up and down Harvey Road
that have gone through this process and designed buildings to meet our standards. Haigh-Farr is
an example of a building that did not want to have a lot of windows, did not need a lot of
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articulation, but they went through this process and developed I think two phases of construction
that relatively met the design standards. Chairman Levenstein asked Ms. Hebert, if they divided
into let’s say three sections along that long articulation and had in the middle a section that was
flat instead of with the corrugated, would that meet our guidelines? Ms. Hebert replied I think
adding something. The earlier building that you looked at as a warehouse was a multi-tenant
building so it actually had three separate entrances; so, there were three separate tenant spaces
that were defined on the building and it had a different look and feel. It was shorter and it had
the overhead doors along the back which helped to break up that expanse. But to have horizontal
metal paneling for 175 feet, that is a significant surface area. It really is not in keeping with your
guidelines, and if the Board wants to move forward, I would recommend waiving it just so that
when we have someone come back and say we really liked the LSNE building, the way we are
hearing, they really liked the Land Rover building, which, if you remember came back to the
Board on several occasions to talk about the architecture because it was different from what the
Town typically approves. Ms. McGinley stated and they didn’t have a lot of choice on whether
they would do that. Ms. Hebert responded it was a dealership working with standards that were
prescribed by the Land Rover company. Councilor Bandazian stated so Condition #3 in the
proposed staff memo is to have the applicant return to the Planning Board for approval of the
architectural plan, which seems to make a lot of sense to me rather than designing a 27,000
square foot building.
Mr. Nazaka stated if it is okay, we actually have an alternate elevation for this scenario if that is
okay to show. Ms. Hebert stated I would love to see that. Mr. Nazaka stated it is not a
completely different building. I think this rendering shows that our landscaping will kind of
cover it because you can’t really see it in the realistic view but in the elevation itself. We broke
up the bays with vertical trims and then added a line of windows that are high enough to keep
privacy in the manufacturing space but at least add some interest to that section of the building.
Ms. McGinley stated it is better. Vice Chairman Newberry stated we talked about using color on
the west side. How about using color also? Mr. Nazaka stated I was just going to say we could
work with the owners. You can get the same panel in 15 different colors. We could certainly
work with them and see what they like. Ms. McGinley stated and work with the staff when you
have a decision with the owners. Mr. Nazaka stated sure. Vice Chairman Newberry stated I
think one of the current conditions is they come back once they have responded to the Board’s
concerns. Mr. Nazaka stated we were trying to circumvent that with this alternate.
Town Manager Sawyer stated the front elevation there seems to be a parapet above the signage
panel. Is there just a parapet wall there? Mr. Nazaka replied no, that is an 8-inch metal fascia, so
that is pretty much your top of roof there. Town Manager Sawyer stated from the rear elevation
it looks like you have a higher wall on the front wall. Mr. Nazaka responded it is just because it
is not a true flat roof. It is sloped ¼-inch a foot. Town Manager Sawyer asked can you take that
section where the sign panel is and just elevate that above your current roofline to break up the
horizontal roofline? I guess you don’t have to answer it tonight if you don’t want to, but I like a
lot of what I have heard tonight about repeating the same color on the side. I still don’t see the
metal panel being the primary, especially the corrugated metal panel, material along the frontage.
I think there are arguments to Mr. Fairman’s comment about the applicant selling the waiver. If
you go down the street, there is now very much a metal paneled building at the beginning of it on
one end and then there is self-storage with metal and Haigh-Farr has metal in it. The project we
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just saw tonight has metal on the ends; there are a lot of uses of metal, but it is not the primary
use except for the Land Rover building. So I think there are arguments that you could articulate
for a stronger waiver request in the subdivision. I have never seen us go, except for Land Rover,
to that extent of metal panel along a frontage piece. Mr. Fairman stated Land Rover has an awful
lot of glass to break it up. Town Manager Sawyer responded and that was the persuading
argument that the Board took on that was that overall architecture and the glass were innovative
pieces. Mr. Fairman stated a lot smaller building too. Chairman Levenstein stated a lot more
visible building though too. The amount of people going along Harvey Road can’t be compared
to the amount of people going along South River Road. Town Manager Sawyer stated this is a
great tenant that I want to continue to see them being very successful in town. They have taken
over a number of buildings and that’s great and all of those buildings are brick. I don’t think
they are in a single building that isn’t brick, so the change in pattern for this company to a metal
panel building is a complete change. Mr. Nazaka stated I think the overall look is more part of
their corporate structure than the brick buildings they are currently in and we did introduce the
dark brick to the base. And then again, as the counter argument towards Land Rover having
more glass, we are putting a ton of landscaping out front to help buffer that view. Vice
Chairman Newberry asked so the base you show is going to be brick or is it block? Mr. Nazaka
replied it is brick. Vice Chairman Newberry stated the elevation is not clear exactly what the
material is. Mr. Fairman stated I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that with Condition #3 that we not do a
waiver on the architecture tonight, that we delay that until they come back.
Town Manager Sawyer asked can you speak to the generator that was asked about? Mr. Kevan
asked as far as the noise? Town Manager Sawyer responded the location and can it be moved to
a better spot for the abutters. I tried to see on your utility plan if there is a reason why it has to
be where it is. Mr. Nazaka replied the corner of that building houses the mechanical room and
the sprinkler room. Ease of access; I can’t speak directly to the mechanical designers, but that is
certainly the preference to be right near the mechanical room. Mr. Kevan stated it is 82 feet from
the property, so it is not like we have pushed it up on the outer part of the parking lot. Typically,
the generator is next to the utility room and the transformer and that usually you try to get as
close to the building as you can get it. Again, that generator is going to kick on for its regular
run for maintenance purposes, but other than that, it will only be on if the power is down. Mr.
Nazaka stated when the power is down, and I know it was talked about that they would schedule
any maintenance overnight, and I think it is only on for 10 or 15 minutes during that time. Town
Manager Sawyer asked is this natural gas? Mr. Nazaka replied that’s correct.
Chairman Levenstein asked Mr. Fairman, are you making a motion or did you just say that is
what you want? Mr. Fairman replied I don’t think we need to do a waiver on the architecture.
Chairman Levenstein asked is somebody going to make a motion for that? Vice Chairman
Newberry stated I don’t read Condition #3 as a waiver.
Bill Stevens, property owner, stated we had this project approved in September, we have spent a
lot of money getting the site work done, we are waiting to start the building, and we can’t move
forward until we have your approval. I am not sure kicking the can down the road and making
us wait until the next meeting is appropriate based on the investment that we have made so far.
We are willing to work with staff to get something that they will approve. I think we had a
building that was approved before that is not much different than this. We have a great client in
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LSNE, who is taking the entire facility. Originally I was going to have four tenants in here; now
you are going to have one single use, one single landowner. I tried to do it the right way by
meeting with Ms. Hebert a while ago, we got on the agenda, you guys are busy, we had to wait
another month to get heard tonight, so time just keeps marching forward and I’m not able to
move forward with the building. They have a tight timeline. They own another piece of
property in Bedford on Harvey Road and they weren’t going to wait to get that approved because
they need to be in this facility. I would just ask you to take that into consideration when you are
deliberating tonight, and if we can get an approval, we certainly will work with staff to get a
building that they feel comfortable with. We did show brick on the bottom, we have upgraded
the facility from the typical pre-engineered metal building to suit everyone’s needs. I just make
that comment for you to use for your consideration. Thank you.
Mr. Kevan asked do you feel the waiver would not be necessary if we went with this alternate
and worked to change up the colors to break the façade in a couple of different pieces? Vice
Chairman Newberry responded I guess I would ask if staff is comfortable working with the
applicant to address some of the issues that were raised by the Board. Chairman Levenstein
stated if we don’t need a waiver, you can. Ms. Hebert stated I am comfortable working with the
applicant. I feel confident that if we can’t come to an agreement that we will be able to bring the
plans back to the Board. Mr. Kevan stated the intent would be to stick with the same type of
materials. Again, I know Town Manager Sawyer you have commented that you don’t like them.
Town Manager Sawyer stated I am just one. Mr. Kevan stated so if the Board and staff are
looking at changing that, we would need to know now. Ms. Hebert stated I will say the Board
has been commenting since we received the application that the architecture isn’t in keeping with
our standards, so these issues have been made known. I know Mr. Connors has been working
with Mr. Nazaka, and I think with the Board’s support that we can request additional articulation
on the building and we can probably come up with a design that everyone is comfortable with.
The Board should understand it still would be a smoothed-surface building, similar to Land
Rover, it would just have probably articulation in materials, but I don’t think we would see the
building itself bump out or change in any type of 3-dimensional aspect. I just want to make sure
we get clear direction from the Board if you decide to take this path. Chairman Levenstein asked
Mr. Nazaka, is that something you can do or is this the only choice? Mr. Nazaka replied it would
be time and money; that is what everything comes down to and as Mr. Stevens said, this tenant is
itching to get going on this project, and I personally think this is an upgrade from the last
building that was approved as far as materials and the overall look of it. Yes, the last project had
more doors and windows but I think the quality of the materials is vastly superior here. The
canopy is much nicer, the storefront entry and the grander entry of LSNE there is just that, it is a
lot grander for the size of the building. Nothing is impossible but it is borderline impossible.
Ms. McGinley stated I think given innovation that all of Bedford businesses bring to Bedford
that having a building that is not a cookie-cutter or trying to be a cookie-cutter like other
buildings is a good thing.
Mr. McMahon asked did we reach agreement on the shielding of the mechanicals from the rear?
Chairman Levenstein responded we haven’t discussed those yet. I thought that the talk was that
they would agree. Ms. Hebert stated we would work with you. Mr. Nazaka stated I am sure the
client and owner would be more than happy to talk with the neighbors about what else can be
done there.
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Vice Chairman Newberry stated given what we have talked about to mitigate some of the
concerns with this building, it is an industrial building, so I don’t really have a problem with it
looking like an industrial building but not quite as industrial. Town Manager Sawyer stated I
would just note on the screening; I don’t think we have any other place where it is that visible
from another abutter that we haven’t fully screened the mechanicals. I think we have a few
places where we only screened it from two sides potentially, but I think every other place we
have always screened it all the way around. Mr. Stevens stated actually the abutter asked that we
do no screening versus all four sides. I certainly would be amenable to no screening. We could
spend more money on landscaping. Chairman Levenstein stated I know we require screening.
Ms. Hebert stated we do require screening. That would be a waiver. Chairman Levenstein
stated it would be awfully hard without seeing what it is going to look like or having some type
of rendering to say don’t screen it without knowing whether it is going to be just atrocious. Ms.
McGinley stated it has screening around it on the top of the building. Chairman Levenstein
responded right, but it is only on three sides. Mr. Nazaka stated we will certainly enclose it if it
pleases the neighbor. Chairman Levenstein stated that is the best way to go. I think it is really
the only thing you can do.
MOTION by Town Manager Sawyer that the Planning Board grant a waiver from
Section 275-63(8) Minimum Landscape Performance Standards of the Zoning
Ordinance, to waive landscaping of the dumpster enclosure as the dumpster
enclosure is still going to be fenced and located within the middle of this property.
Mr. Fairman duly seconded the motion. Vote taken - all in favor. Motion carried.
MOTION by Vice Chairman Newberry that the Planning Board grant final
approval for the revised site plan for a 27,162 square-foot office and manufacturing
facility, at Harvey Road, Lot 35-98-48, in accordance with engineering plans
prepared by TF Moran, last revised April 3, 2019, with the following conditions to
be fulfilled within one year and prior to plan signature, and the remaining
conditions of approval to be fulfilled as noted:
1. The Director of Public Works and the Planning Director shall determine that
the Applicant has addressed all remaining technical review comments to the
Town’s satisfaction.
2. All conditions of the September 10, 2018 site plan approval shall remain in
effect.
3. The applicant shall work with the Planning staff to address the architectural
concerns discussed by the Planning Board this evening.
4. The applicant shall revise the plan to add additional landscaping adjacent to
the covered loading dock and rear southern pavement area such that it is
compliant with the Performance Zone landscape requirements.
5. If the Planning Board approves the waiver, it shall be noted on the plans.
6. Prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the building, all site
improvements depicted on the plan shall be completed.
Town Manager Sawyer duly seconded the motion.
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Mr. Fairman stated I have a question on Condition #3. Today if they were to go forward with
this building, we would have to do a waiver. Are we saying that they work to the point where a
waiver is not required? That they are going to meet our architectural guidelines so no waiver is
required? Is that the intent of your motion? Vice Chairman Newberry replied yes, that is my
intent. Ms. Hebert stated that would be my hope that we would have a building that met the
purpose and intent of the architectural guidelines. Mr. Fairman stated thank you very much.
Chairman Levenstein called for a vote on the motion as stated. With all Planning
Board members voting in the affirmative, the motion carried.

3. 206 Route 101, LLC & Bow Lane Bedford, LLC (Owners) – Request for approval of a
site plan and lot consolidation for a restaurant and a proposed 93-unit workforce
housing development, consisting of three 3-story apartment buildings and associated
site improvements at 206 Route 101, Chestnut Drive, and Bow Lane, Lots 20-22-14, 2099-1, 20-99-2, 20-99-3, and 20-99-4, Zoned CO.
Mr. Sullivan stated per previous meetings and at the request of the applicant, I will recuse myself
from this application. Ms. Malcolm was appointed to vote.
Bob Duval of TF Moran, Dick Anagnost owner, Attorney John Cronin, and Tom Burns of TF
Moran were present to address this request for approval of a site plan. Mr. Greiner and Mr.
Michael were also present.
Attorney Cronin stated this property and this project has had a long history. Many of you
remember it when it came in here with Route 114 – 115 units, a different road configuration and
some issues relative to wetlands. We went through that process, had some public hearings and
listened to the input not only from the Board but from members of the public relative to both
issues, and the result was that Mr. Anagnost and his team, and Mr. Duval, went back to the
drawing board to see if they could address those concerns. The plan that I believe was accepted
at the last meeting is significantly downsized, it is reduced to the 93 units in size, the road
configuration was redesigned in such a manner to avoid any need for getting the wetlands
variances, which seemed to be a large topic of concern for not so much the abutters but a number
of people that came to speak in regard to this particular project.
Attorney Cronin continued since the meeting and throughout this process there has been a lot of
concern raised by the abutter, Ms. Dumas and her family, with a good concern, represented by
Attorney Sokul, who I believe is with us here tonight. We have tried numerous times, we have
had a number of meetings to go through their concerns and try and address them. I am happy to
report that I believe that we have an agreement that addresses their concerns to their satisfaction,
and it is our hope and expectation that they will be able to support the project this evening.
Attorney Cronin stated rather than rehash a lot of the details that you have already heard about, I
thought it would be time productive to address some of the issues in the staff report that were
raised just so that we can spend some of the time on substantive issues and leave sufficient time
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for the public to speak. We looked at the draft report and would like to address the following
conditions:












Condition #9 ‘The Applicant shall modify the landscape plan to rebuild portions of the
stone walls at the workforce housing site and include additional tree plantings behind
building #3 and the adjacent parking lot. The final landscape plan shall be approved by
the Planning Director.’ Certainly we don’t have any issue with respect to that, but
because of the stone walls, there are numerous stone walls that are out there, we certainly
want to address them. We want to put a cap on that, so it wasn’t so broad, at $10,000 of
the developer’s cost.
Condition #12 ‘The site plan shall be modified to include not more than the required
number of parking spaces (186 spaces).’ What is being proposed is 201 and we believe
that although there is always a call for more green and more trees and more landscaping,
that it is important to have sufficient spaces, not only to park residents but to park people
that may visit and so forth, and certainly you don’t even want a single car out there on the
road or in the circle at Chestnut Drive. We are hopeful that the Board would see fit to
agree that 201 is the appropriate number of spaces.
Condition #14 ‘The Applicant shall obtain the necessary sight distance easements to
achieve the 400 feet of required sight distance at the Bow Lane & Chestnut Drive
intersection.’ That was also the subject matter of a waiver in one direction. To Mr.
Duval’s and Mr. Anagnost’s credit, they have worked with the abutters, they have
obtained an easement from one of the property owners along Chestnut Drive that will
allow the 400-foot sight distance out towards Route 101. The sight distance going in the
other direction takes you to the end of the cul-de-sac, probably is an additional need to
take that distance further into the woods, so we believe that we have addressed that.
Condition #17 ‘The offsite improvement plan for Chestnut Drive shall be modified to the
satisfaction of the Public Works Director and Planning Director. The scope of
improvements shall be negotiated with the Planning Director and Public Works Director,
if the parties are unable to reach an agreement, the Applicant may return to the Planning
Board.’ The offsite parking issues and offsite improvements, that condition is identified
to have a meeting and a discussion with the Planning Director and Director of Public
Works. That is pretty typical and sounds like a good way to try and resolve it. What we
can’t iron out, we can come back and have a discussion with the Planning Board.
Condition #25 ‘Bow Lane shall be constructed to meet the Town of Bedford Road
Construction Standards.’ The thought was to rope that into Condition #17, because even
though technically it meets the standards for cross-sections and everything else, I think
there are a few minor areas where there may be some deviation with curvature or more of
an engineering detail, but I would like to have that included in Condition #17 so that
discussion can take place with appropriate parties and see if we can get resolution for it.
Condition #20 ‘Arrangements will be made with the Planning Department and Public
Works Director regarding payment and coordination of third-party inspections for both
the on and offsite improvements.’ In recent years I will say that many developers, not
specifically here in Bedford but in other communities, have had issues with this third
party reviews and a concern that people that may not be qualified as engineers would sit
in a car at the end of the road for a full eight hours a day and bill aggressively for their
time and on bigger projects it could be very expensive. There is no issue with that with
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VHB, but I thought that maybe we could modify that condition to state regarding
payment, scheduling and coordination of periodic third-party inspections because I think
there is often a disagreement if inspections sometimes where a third-party review
engineer thinks they have to be there all the time and bill for their time. We certainly are
not bocking at any legitimate inspection for any duration of time that is deemed
necessary, it is just I think an ongoing concern that I see in all of my projects that people
aren’t happy to pay folks to sit in a car for a long period of the day.
Condition #23 ‘The applicant shall provide a letter from the Bedford School Board
indicating their final approval of the utility extension as shown on the site plan.’ I
believe that issue has been resolved based on the minutes of the meeting. We would ask
that that be reworked to state the following: ‘The applicant shall provide the easements
from the Bedford School Board indicating the utility extension as shown on the site plan.’
Condition #24 ‘The applicant shall apply for site plan approval for the proposed parking
lot improvements at 188 Route 101.’ I believe this condition has been resolved.
Condition #28 ‘Prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for the building, all
site improvements depicted on the plan shall be completed.’ We would just like to add
‘or bonded or appropriately securitized’ if that is something we could do.

Attorney Cronin stated other than that, we are fine with all of the other conditions. I will turn it
over to Mr. Duval so he can talk a little bit about some of the engineering work that has been
done since the last meeting.
Mr. Duval stated what I have up the screen is an overall layout with the former Shorty’s
restaurant on the left and the three buildings on the right, with Chestnut Drive off to the top right
of the screen. What is being proposed now, as we discussed before, is a 93-unit development as
opposed to the 120 that was last before this Board. We have gone through all of the engineering
issues at a prior meeting. We have talked about traffic, we have talked about drainage, we have
talked about snow storage, we have talked about architecture, so what I would like to do is just
go through the changes that we have made on this plan since the last time, and in addition to
addressing all of the engineering comments that we had before, we were just handed some
additional comments in the last couple of days, which we are working our way through, but I
don’t see anything in there that is going to make significant changes to this plan. The changes
that we did make, to put this plan before you, include a straightening out of the intersection of
Bow Lane with Chestnut Drive to a 90-degree angle here up in this location, and then a
straightening out of these driveways, which were skewed before to a 90-degree angle, so that has
been done. We have clarified that this section of road here, as Attorney Cronin pointed out, will
be built to Town cross-sectional standards for essentially the strength of the road will be built to
Town standard, and the width of the road is built to Town standards. There is some minor
alignment, I don’t even know if it would be a waiver, but departures from Town road standards,
was mentioned one of the comments, for example, in this section here in the first 300 feet, which
is what we are talking about, is there is an S-curve here and the Town Standards would require a
100-foot tangent section between it, but the reason we introduced this S-curve was because we
wanted to square up this intersection with Chestnut Drive. We could either introduce this Scurve here and have a 70-degree angle or we could square it up to 90 degrees but not have
enough room to put 100-foot tangent. But as you can see the degree of curvature is quite small,
it is essentially a very small deflection. Traveling this whole length of road, you can see both
sides of the road all the way along its length; I see no safety issues caused by that minor
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departure. Anyway, we would need a waiver either with the angle or with that S-curve. If in fact
a waiver is required for that, then we would seek that waiver here tonight.
Mr. Duval continued the other issues that we have done, and they don’t really show on this plan
so much, but we have introduced some utility stubs that will be run to the edge of the pavement
here at this end in the event that Bow Lane is extended by the Dumas’s, that extension would run
down here, down the easement that they own, across this land, and come out and you can see it
here the black lines that parallel essentially the rows of trees on either side and then it continues
on their land to point south. They would pick up where we are leaving off here, we will make
sure this cross-section is suitable for them to continue a road that may become a public road, and
we will provide utility connections to sewer, water and gas as close to that edge of pavement as
possible to minimize disruption to this project and to minimize cost to the Dumas’s when they
extend that.
Mr. Duval stated looking at the posted offsite plan. In this plan here we have installed a
sidewalk on the west or south side of Chestnut Drive that runs all the way from Route 101, up
across the project site, that’s up in this area here, then crossing the Bow Lane entrance and then
continues up to this emergency access, which is a paved way, it is basically a 20-foot sidewalk,
up to the high school parking lot. Lastly, and Attorney Cronin mentioned this, in the last few
days we have received permission from this inside abutter here to do some sight distance
improvements along his property, so it might be worth me just taking a couple of extra minutes
to explain the sight distance issues here.
Mr. Duval stated posted you will see the site driveway. According to site driveway standards,
sight distance standards, a driver that is 14 to 19 feet back from the edge of the traveled way
would be sitting here in the middle of the outbound lane of Bow Lane and he looks left, he would
look along this line here in order to meet the 400 foot sight distance requirement, which that
distance is measured along the travel of the road, it is not the length of that sight line. In fact, if
the road doubled back on itself, the sight line could be quite short, but the distance traveled is
along the path of the road. So when you talk about 400-foot sight distance, that is what you are
looking for and that is where 400 feet brings you. But to make sure that you have good sight
distance here, and as you can see as I show you the profile without getting into too much
engineering, you can see the road drops off quite a bit, so the sight distance is clear and
unobstructed all the way down to 400 feet down on Chestnut Drive, but this area here would still
need to be cleared of brush that would interfere with that sight distance. So an easement is being
provided by this landowner, which is actually one of the partners of this development, Bill
Greiner and Mr. Michael, they have signed agreements to provide this sight distance clearing
easement here on this side. and then we have also two easements on this abutter’s property; Tang
Realty, LLC is the name of the owner. It is just a small 150 square feet or so of clearing out that
would be needed and you will notice that that is not along this 400-foot line and that is because
the road curves, and to be able to see a vehicle that is traveling up there all the way, there would
be a tiny portion of that travel where they might be obscured by some brush in this area here, so
we have secured that easement to make sure that doesn’t happen. And finally looking right, you
can see that we have brought the sight line right up to the mouth of the cul-de-sac. The idea is
that the travel distance is based on a car traveling at a certain speed, and, of course, there is just
no way, short of a top fuel dragster, to leave this cul-de-sac and get up to 20 or 30 MPH by the
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time you reach this point here. So, we are essentially saying that the effective sight distance
stops at the entrance to the cul-de-sac, and then along that path of travel we have 295 feet and
that requires a little bit of brush clearing and also there is a large boulder in about this location
that has to be removed and the ground smoothed out. And as part of the agreement with the
abutter we are also going to be blocking the foot traffic path that comes down this direction here
from high school students walking through his property down a fairly steep, treacherous
embankment, so we are going to put some bounders here at the top to try to discourage that
activity, plus with the construction of the sidewalk, hopefully the students will be encouraged to
take that safer path of travel.
Mr. Duval stated I’ll cover a couple of other things while I am on this plan. We still recommend
posting warning signs to 15 MPH even though the 400 feet essentially is good for all season safe
distance on state highways, so there is no specific speed restriction there, but these curves here
that are built in, essentially an unavoidable part of Chestnut Drive, are 50-foot centerline radiuses
and they can’t really be traveled, not just safely, but they can’t even be traveled comfortably,
over 15 maybe 18 MPH, so that is the effective speed of traffic going through here. And, in fact,
this is the kind of curvature that you build into roundabouts and you build in traffic calming
devices to slow people down to 15 or 20 MPH. So, you have here a self-calming roadway as far
as travel speeds go. It is a good idea, we think, and you can see here that sight distance criteria,
even if we hold to the 295-foot limitation that we have, and that takes into account a downslope
in the calculation, that is good for 24 MPH. Nevertheless, we think it is appropriate since you
can travel those curves at 24 MPH, to post both sides to 15 MPH warning signs and we have now
been able to provide sight distance 400 feet looking left and essentially 300 feet looking right. I
think that is a big step forward here and reduces the need for waivers in regard to sight distance.
Chairman Levenstein asked Ms. Hebert, who decides about those traffic signs? Ms. Hebert
replied it would need to go to the Highway Safety Committee for review. Mr. Duval stated I do
have sign easements from the landowners. (The easement documents were given to the Planning
Director.) Town Manager Sawyer asked do we have this drawing? Mr. Duval replied no, this
drawing was just produced today and you are seeing it here. Chairman Levenstein asked has
Robin Bousa from VHB seen it other than right now? Mr. Duval replied no. She has seen the
predecessor drawing that was submitted that showed the sight distance lines that didn’t need an
easement, but this plan here we will certainly submit to the Board and to Ms. Bousa showing that
we now have this sight distance. Town Manager Sawyer asked so the drawing that was in our
package talks about meeting AASHTO standards. You still believe that it always did meet that?
Mr. Duval replied yes; I think we did. Given the actual design speed of that roadway, which is
15 MPH, we felt we met the AASHTO standards before where we were showing that we met the
intersection stopping distance without any easements over the roadway for 15 MPH design
speed. So, I believe we met the AASHTO standard with what was submitted in the packet, but
to avoid the issue of needing waivers or appearing to have an unsafe condition, which is certainly
not the case, we have gone ahead and negotiated these easements provided they will provide the
easements so that we essentially meet the Town standards and a greater degree of safety.
Vice Chairman Newberry stated while we are on this diagram, will there be any striping at the
Bow Lane entrance driveway to help establish lanes? Mr. Duval replied yes. There would be a
centerline striping and a stop bar but there is no left and right turn lane out, if that is what you are
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asking. Vice Chairman Newberry responded no. I wasn’t clear whether there would striping
there to help keep exiting traffic to the right and entering traffic to the left. Mr. Duval stated we
did this for sight distance purposes on the grading plan, but there would be centerline striping
and a stop bar. Mr. Fairman asked is the cul-de-sac large enough for a school bus to turn around
or what are you proposing for school bus access to the apartments? Mr. Duval replied we
assume the school bus would turn up Chestnut Drive, come to the end, turn around in here, and it
is just short, it is about 96 feet across, so we are proposing a slight widening here, and we have
done some turning templates that we can provide to staff to review as well, that would show a
school bus making the turn with this slight widening in here on this section. Mr. Fairman stated
thank you.
Mr. Duval stated so those are the changes that we have made essentially. I would be happy to
answer any questions that you might have about issues we have already discussed or any of the
new issues or comments that we have just received. Ms. Hebert stated you did mention the sight
distance waiver but there is another waiver for the covered parking. It would be a good idea to
talk about that. Mr. Duval stated that would be the other waiver that this project is looking for is
a waiver on covered parking. The justification for this waiver is that covered parking is not
attractive. We have attractive architecture here and covered parking is just going to take away
from that experience, instead of driving down this road and see the architecture, as posted.
Shown is the 24-unit building, the other buildings are similar, and then the 36-unit building, so
this is fairly nice architecture, but to put basically carports across that vista as you are driving
down, and you are driving down essentially at front door level as you are driving down that road,
I don’t think that would be very attractive. That is probably the main reason. The additional
reasons are that the Town has granted this waiver in the past. As I recall, at Kensington that
waiver was granted and I believe there are other instances too. At the Wayfarer project, which is
fairly recently, and Meeting House as well so we think it is a reasonable waiver to ask for. There
is really no benefit to the public at large by providing this covered parking, and I think this
project, especially with the public road that would be going down the middle of it in the future,
would be better served by not requiring carports over some of the parking. Attorney Cronin
stated the other to recall is when these buildings were originally designed, they had the parking
underneath platform construction and there were concerns about the height of those buildings,
we were asked to bring them down, which was done.
Mr. McMahon asked could you show where the wetlands are on this schematic? Mr. Duval
stated on this drawing that is posted, the little shapes that are shown in yellow represent the
edges of delineated wetlands. Mr. McMahon asked you are proposing that if Bow Lane was
connected, that the road would go where? Mr. Duval replied the road would go essentially right
through the middle of that. What these wetlands are, are essentially the remnants of a railroad
cut that went through here. There was a railroad bed that came from Merrimack, came up
through Bedford, and then it turned and it ended up forming essentially Route 101. The railroad
came up this way and then it joined up with Route 101 here and went back into town towards
Boynton Street and off in that direction. In fact, while the construction was going on there of
this widening of Route 101, you could see the old railroad cut was exposed in that cleared brush
along Route 101. This was a cut through a hilltop here, this whole area is essentially a hilltop,
and this railroad was cut through that hilltop to come out level with Route 101 and the remnant
ditches on the side of that railroad cut, which have just silted in over the years, are what formed
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those wetlands. In fact, the reason that they are cut in two here is because there are little pockets
of railroad ballast that are still out there. Mr. McMahon asked but it is a designated wetland?
Mr. Duval replied it is a delineated jurisdictional wetland. Mr. McMahon asked how could you
get a road through there? Mr. Duval replied you would need a permit for that, but one of the
primary reasons for DES to grant permits is for access and specifically for roads or crossings,
and also that is mirrored in the Town’s regulations where a variance is not needed for that kind
of construction in the wetlands district provided it is for a roadway or a crossing. But to build a
building on that, you would need a variance. If the Dumas’s do decide to exercise their right to
build a road in that easement, they would need a wetlands permit from DES to build that, but it
would be granted, and I think it is within the purview of the Planning Board to grant that relief to
construct a road. Mr. Fairman stated that is where the existing right-of-way is. Is that correct?
Mr. Duval replied that is where their existing easement is. It is specifically in the deed following
the old railroad corridor.
Mr. Fairman stated I assume you are going to want to clean that wetland up for aesthetic reasons.
Do you have to get permits to do the cleanup because that is a mess right now obviously? Are
you going to have to do some work in that area? Mr. Duval replied no. Our plans show stopping
outside of the wetlands. We are stepping off 4 feet from the edge of the wetlands for protection
and leaving it completely natural.
Town Manager Sawyer stated you are not necessarily on that sheet, but your conceptual roadway
plan and profile Sheet 1 of 1 for Bow Lane, shows at least a couple of contour lines right off the
edge of your proposed asphalt. It just didn’t seem like that would work for proposed road. I
know this is conceptual and maybe the grading wasn’t meant to be shown, but the sheet has
contour lines 252 and 250 right next to each other right after your improvements, so it feels like
Bow Lane is taking a pretty steep drop-off off the end of your improvements. Mr. Duval
responded if I understand your comment, you are questioning whether that can be constructed
without disturbing the wetlands and it absolutely can. The posted plan has since been reworked
so that it is squared up. This was just showing in plan view where the road would go but the
current plan does show that that’s been squared up. Town Manager Sawyer stated I was the one
that asked for that concept plan to be developed so that we could show that a roadway could be
built there conceptually and was concerned about a drop-off. Mr. Duval stated there is no dropoff there. That is the new alignment. There are still two contours here but our conceptual
roadway profile shows that this is actually building up here as you move south, to a high point
that is just around the corner, and then that high point flows down and joins with these catch
basins to the first 100 feet or so flows north into these catch basins and then there is a shallow
crest curve there of just a couple of percent, and then the rest of the road pitches gently 1.5
percent or so. Town Manager Sawyer stated I saw that in the profile, I just didn’t see how it
matched up with the grading, but that grading is for your current construction. Mr. Duval replied
right, and this is so we can tow out this construction before the wetlands. Town Manager
Sawyer asked and if Bow Lane got built, that steepness would be graded to the rest of the road?
Mr. Duval responded it would be graded to the rest of the road. Actually, essentially the crown
of the road is about the thickness of the structural box above the existing ground, so that would
be mucked out and then you put in some gravels to bring it up just a foot or two above existing
ground surface there, so it is going to be almost on the level within 2 or 3 feet generally of the
parking lots on either side as it moves south. Town Manager Sawyer stated I do think it would
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be good for the staff to have the updated plan for the interior alignment of the driveways. Mr.
Duval responded I believe that was sent. Ms. Hebert stated the plan we got is in the Board’s
packet. We would need an updated conceptual roadway plan and profile for Bow Lane. Town
Manager Sawyer stated I was having trouble matching up the squared driveways with that
drawing.
Vice Chairman Newberry stated looking at the staff memo, could you go over Chestnut Drive.
The memo seems to indicate that there are still some issues there and are those resolved? The
staff memo cites one lane versus two lane configuration and improvements on Chestnut Drive.
Mr. Duval replied they asked us to provide some turning radiuses, so we did, and the first set of
turning radiuses we did showed a large truck, a WB-62, and I guess our point was is that here is
encroachment given the roadway width, the roadway throat opening that DOT was providing no
matter which configuration you used. But then at a subsequent meeting with staff that we had
just a few days ago, the staff said wouldn’t it make more sense to look at the truck that is going
to be there more frequently, specifically a single-unit type truck, which is what is being used for
deliveries to the back of Bedford Village Shops and the occasional deliveries to the other
abutters. If somebody is moving in or out of that apartment, presumably they are going to be
doing in a U-Haul type box truck and not a moving van, so we did redo those templates using a
30-foot truck, which is the largest truck that I would say is typically accessing Chestnut Drive,
and those templates do show that they can make this with either configuration, either the 2-lane
approach or the single-lane approach. It gets a little tight with a the 2-lane approach but this is
not a high truck intersection. It is just not the nature of the uses that would generate a lot of truck
traffic here. Vice Chairman Newberry asked so it would be tight for a vehicle coming from the
west? Mr. Duval replied the concerns are right turns. There is plenty of room for left turns to
maneuver safely and then clearly. The right turns are what is tight. A right turning-in truck and
a right turning-out truck is keeping within its lanes. We also looked at a school bus since there
would probably be two buses coming to this site for school children, and using the closet
template, there is not an exact template that is published for the bus that is actually used by the
Goffstown truck center, but using the closest one, again, it is tight on the 2-lane section but it is
doable staying within their lanes, and of course there is a little bit more room with a 1-lane
section. But our recommendation is that the 2-lane section because this is a busy road, New
Hampshire Route 101, that even for the existing levels of traffic, it is better to have a 2-lane
section because that will really reduce queuing substantially because right turning traffic, which
is a fairly heavy move, doesn’t have to wait behind a left turn. So, if you have a single-lane
approach and there is one person making a left turn, it may have a 30 or 40 second delay, all
those right turns that could otherwise spin out, have to wait behind them and that pushes the
queue back farther beyond the place where you would have two lanes, so it just compounds
itself. It just makes sense, not just for this development, but for the existing uses and for any
future extension of Bow Lane, to have the 2-lane section there. However, if the Board or staff
prefers the single-lane section, that also works. The delays are a little longer, the queuing is a
little longer, but it also works. It doesn’t fail. Mr. Anagnost stated when we were last here, I
wrote down that the Board showed a preference for the 2-lane section, so we have presented it in
both formats for your decision. We will build it 2-lanes, we will build 3-lanes, either way you
would like to see it. Chairman Levenstein stated I think when we initially talked about the two
lanes, there was a wider opening probably than what DOT actually gave you. Mr. Anagnost
asked how wide is that opening? Mr. Duval replied it is 38 feet, which is enough for three 12-
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foot lanes, or actually what VHB recommended was two 10-foot lanes and a 16-foot lane
entering, plus a 1-foot shoulder on each side. Chairman Levenstein stated we will ask VHB in a
minute.
Ms. Malcolm stated Condition #15 says the plan shall be modified to provide a space where
children can wait safely for the school bus. Are you planning to put any kind of rain shelter
somewhere? Mr. Duval replied we weren’t planning on putting a rain shelter, but at the top of
the site, we were planning on widening the sidewalk, and this was also an open question from
before is which side the sidewalk wants to be on. I think in our last meeting with staff we have
decided it was going to settle and stay on the west side, but if that is the case, then what we
would do is just provide a platform behind the sidewalk, or basically just a wide piece of
sidewalk, for the kids to wait, preferably this side so that the bus doesn’t block the driveway.
Chairman Levenstein stated some of it depends on where the bus people decide the bus is going
to stop. Mr. Duval responded right; ultimately the bus stop is something that is worked out with
the transit provider.
Vice Chairman Newberry stated going back to the staff memo. I see an issue with the sewer
extension that sounds like it is not resolved and an issue related to the closed drainage system.
Can you speak to both of those? Mr. Duval asked what is the specific question that you are
talking about? Vice Chairman Newberry replied I am looking at Page 6 where it says Public
Works is concerned and then the following paragraph. Mr. Duval stated in regard to the sewer;
we have talked about this and I guess we really have not been able to make any progress with the
Public Works Department about this issue, but we do have an agreement with the high school to,
because you can see here the proximity of the side to the high school, and just off from the plan
is where the water connection tie-in would be, and just off the plan on the other side is where the
sewer connection tie-in would be. This is a few hundred feet for each as opposed to thousands of
feet, literally, to go down to Route 101 and then along Route 101 to Wallace Road with gravity
sewer, and then up that whole distance, back to Bedford Village Shops with the force main is
probably 2,500 feet or some such. Half of a gravity sewer, which is very expensive, and have of
it force main, where the alternative is just a few hundred feet of force main to run up directly
here, and there is an agreement in place with the school department to do that, so that would be
the preference of the developer. It ends up in the same place, both of these connections would
eventually go to Nashua Road, be pumped up Nashua Road to a gravity manhole and then flow
down County Road to an existing Town pump station. So, it is all going to the same place, so it
is not a question of overloading one sewer versus another; it is really just a question of dollars
and cents and practicality of construction.
Chairman Levenstein asked Mr. Foote, what is the issue? Mr. Foote replied I have put together a
map showing how the sewer has expanded over the last 34 years, and we have a Master Plan in
place, and essentially what this proposal will do, not from the housing component of it, but the
shortest component of it, they are bypassing out every other developers’ extending the sewer
main so the next person to hook on, and if you look at the plan, it is really a concern that you
should just understand that if the sewer extension moves forward, it is going to preclude further
development west and at the intersection of Wallace Road because the next person in line would
have to go back and then design and pay for the improvements that should have happened in
front of Shorty’s and Route 101. It is really a cost thing at some point. Either some other person
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is going to have to pay the monies to extend it or no future development occurs. You should be
aware of that. We developed a Master Plan for the sewer and if we don’t follow it, it really is
going to reduce the ability for those other adjacent property owners and those further west for
further development as shown. Vice Chairman Newberry asked Mr. Foote, it could still be done,
it is just a question of what the cost would be and who would bear that cost? Is that correct? Mr.
Foote replied exactly.
Mr. Foote stated just the history of how we got to where we are today as indicated on the posted
map. If you look at the right-hand side of the plan, you show the area on South River Road
where back in the 1970’s and 1980’s through the State and the federal government, sewer was
introduced to Bedford. Then you look in the green area, which is Village Green back in the early
1990’s, that developer paid to extend the sewer and it allowed the next person to connect, which
happened to be the Town and the school, who extended it from there to McKelvie School and we
threw some numbers in so you can see what the cost has been over the years for this. The next
developer was again the school and the high school, the taxpayers, extending the sewer line from
McKelvie School to the high school. From there in 2007 Normandeau paid to extend it up
Nashua Road, I forget how many feet, to the Town Little League field complex when we were
improving the roadway. So Normandeau paid up to that location and then last year the Bedford
Village Shops actually extended it to their property. It wasn’t the original design that was
included but what it did was when they did that, they actually made it a 6-inch force main that
would allow the sewer to be continued to be expanded per the district plan. The red line, if you
look where the Bedford Village Shops are, essentially what would occur is the red line would go
towards Wallace Road and it would terminate there with a pump station. What that would do is,
it would allow essentially everything you see that is shaded gray to gravity feed towards that.
There might be one or two parcels that would still need to have a force main, but the other parts
of it would all be gravity from the pump station all the way and would be pumped back to the
high school pump station. I guess what I just want everyone to understand that if we move
forward with this proposal and we shortcut over to the intersection of Wallace Road, that would
cause whoever constructs the pump station they would have to construct that and not the people
that are adjacent to it today. Chairman Levenstein asked could you show us where Mr. Foote is
saying it should go? Mr. Foote responded I am not saying it should go anywhere; I just want you
to be aware that at some point if this development doesn’t pay for it, then somebody else is going
to pay for it, whether that is another developer or the taxpayer. Ms. Hebert asked Mr. Foote,
could you explain that you would prefer sewer coming up Chestnut Drive. Mr. Foote responded
the means that it gets there I am ambivalent. The project should be built to include sewer that
gets to Wallace Road at Route 101. So you see where it says on the posted plan PS, that is the
pump station, so everything would be gravity sewered to that spot and then it would be pumped
either up over to the high school or behind the Bedford Village Shops. Chairman Levenstein
stated and what they are proposing is that it is over sort or by the corner of the red. Mr. Foote
responded right; right where the arrow is is the Shorty’s lot. So, what they are proposing is those
four lots are combined on Bow Lane and they just want to shortcut it over to there and I don’t
believe that what they are proposing, I think I saw on the plan was a 2-inch line, will not support
future development in that sewer district. Ms. McGinley stated by doing what our engineer has
suggested, then the land that is for this project and the land next to it has to pay for it but they
can’t pay for it now because you want it to go a different route. I don’t know why this project,
which is up the hill a bit, needs to pay for it. Where is that route? Mr. Foote responded let’s just
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say it is the red line from the Bedford Village Shops down to the intersection of Wallace Road.
Here is the Bedford Village Shops, it could be brought down, it could be extended down to the
intersection. That follows the Master Plan, which everybody since the 1970’s has adhered to to
get to this point. Ms. McGinley asked isn’t there an alternative to that that and leave that route
open for the projects that are on that road, but if there is going to be a project here and then
possibly the other property to the west of this project which is a build-upon piece of land,
wouldn’t they also want it and why would you not take the route now of what they want and then
somebody else who is downline from here on the high? Mr. Foote responded because what is
being proposed will not satisfy anything west of Wallace Road as it doesn’t have the capacity.
Chairman Levenstein asked so somebody who is west of Wallace Road would have to go all the
way up to basically the Nashua Road corner? Mr. Foote replied depending on if they came to
terms with someone; the Bedford Village Shops at this point is the closest connection point.
Chairman Levenstein asked and they would have to go through the property, which they don’t
necessarily own. Mr. Foote responded correct, but so don’t they. Everyone should just be aware
that we don’t believe what is being proposed is going to allow for future expansion of the
district. If you look in the right-hand corner with what has been spent over the last several
decades, which itemizes all of these areas, you will see that every time something has been
expanded, it meant and it was understood that the next person could connect, and so the next
person could connect versus having someone here wants it going by a property that is shown on
this plan and having to construct past someone else’s property. Shorty’s is part of this proposal,
I think, isn’t it, so that is frontage along Route 101 that is bypassed, so somebody down the road
is going to have to pay for that cost and that would make it prohibitive, I think, for the next
person to hook up. Chairman Levenstein stated it is really two-fold though. It is where it is
going and what the capacity is of where they want to put it. Mr. Foote responded from our
analysis with the engineering firm we use for sewer, he is very comfortable that that 6-inch force
main that is behind Shorty’s, or the 8-inch at the high school, will handle whatever this district
generates as far as sewer. I am ambivalent how it gets there, but we should account for the
Master Plan. Chairman Levenstein stated again, I may be repeating myself, but I am confused.
If they had the 6-inch main and the 8-inch main but still went through the high school, would
that comply with what you see as the Master Plan? Mr. Foote replied yes, I think it would.
Chairman Levenstein stated okay; it is not really where it is. Mr. Foote stated no, it is not where
it is, it is where it is being proposed to get to the corner is precluding, the proposal shortcuts it
from the apartments across to Shorty’s. Whereas if they came from the high school, went down
Chestnut Drive and then down to the intersection, that would allow the apartments to be
connected, there are two or three other lots on Chestnut Drive that would be able to be
connected, there are a couple along Route 101 that would be able be connected, and also if you
look here, as part of what we are doing on Route 101 now, I think we just spent about $70,000
putting a sleeve across at this location for future expansion, and there are sleeves that are going
to be placed at this location, those red lines are all proposed sleeves. We are following the
Master Plan and I think it would be good practice if we continue to. If this Board decides not to,
just understand that someone else at some point is going to be bearing the cost of the
improvements or they won’t happen. It will be exceedingly expensive.
Mr. Anagnost asked Mr. Chairman, may I address this? Chairman Levenstein replied yes. Mr.
Anagnost stated if you follow the logic of how the sewer got extended, each additional person
extended it down the line. We have made arrangements so that the Dumas project can be
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completed and extended by our line. What essentially I am hearing is that a 93-unit workforce
project is going to bear the cost of coming down Chestnut Drive with gravity sewer, all the way
up to Wallace Road with gravity sewer, building a force main all the way back in order to pump
it back. At this point there is no project of 93-units that could ever afford that. You are talking
in the seven figures in order to put that kind of sewer in, and there is no pump station at Wallace
Road, so you have another pump station at that end as well. I am not sure that it is our
responsibility to meet the Town’s obligations of a Master Plan. Mr. Foote said that typically the
next person needs to pay for it. Well, if two more people down Chestnut Drive and two more
people on Route 101 and a dozen people across the street are going to get sewer, I am not sure
that it should be on our nickel, it should be them extending it along those lines just like it has
been previously with respect to the original development of the sewer.
Chairman Levenstein asked Ms. Hebert, haven’t we in the past had improvements where the new
people who hook in paid the person who initially did the improvement like on Kilton Road? Ms.
Hebert responded like a betterment district or a sewer district where people pay, but we don’t
have that set up here. Councilor Bandazian stated the Town Council did look at this in 2014 to
coincide with the Route 101 improvements and it was prohibitively expensive. The commercial
development potential would never offset in revenue the cost of extending sewer according to the
Master Plan, unfortunately, and that was even assuming some properties were rezoned to
commercial; and it is clear that the sentiment of the Townspeople right now is to do less rather
than more in that area. The difficulty has been the landowners on Route 101 have never been in
sync. There was a time when 188 was looking to extend sewer and Bedford Village Shops
wasn’t ready. It is difficult because of the commercially zoned land I don’t think supports the
cost of extending. Ms. McGinley stated and given that I don’t think where you can pick one
particular developer who is here now and say you have to make sure everybody around you can
get connected. Vice Chairman Newberry stated it sounds like we may have resolved that it is
what it is.
Chairman Levenstein stated let’s now have Ms. Bousa of VHB explain the traffic issues. Ms.
Bousa stated the last time I was here and we were looking at that cross-section, and if Mr. Duval
could pull up the bus turning movement for the 3-lane section that you sent over today. Last
time I was here and we were looking at the 3-lane cross-section, we were still waiting on the
truck and the bus turning template, so we really hadn’t drawn a conclusion on how well it
worked. The 10, 10, 16 that Mr. Duval modified the plan to show is actually a Steve Pernaw
recommendation. He was also at the last meeting with us, if you recall. We met on Friday with
DPW, engineering staff, Planning staff, with the applicant’s engineer and we sort of looked at
both aspects of the 2-lane approach, the single-lane approach, and it was very clear that we all
decided it was best to veer on the side of safety and not on convenience. What Mr. Duval
mentioned earlier it is a significant improvement to the queue to have the two lanes existing.
Max queue is four cars, so the max queue is not very long to begin with. That is the 95th
percentile queue that happens 5 percent of the time during the peak hour in the morning only. So
worst case, you are going to see four cars sitting there in a single-lane egress. Most of the time it
will probably be two cars or less. This is the 3-lane section showing the bus trying to come out
in the morning. I know it is a little bit hard to see but this is what our concern is. The bus is
coming down Chestnut Drive and in order to make that right-turn out, it hugs the curbing on the
right side of the street, and if it is striped for two lanes, it has its right-turn blinker on, so the car
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behind it thinks it is going to turn right, then all of a sudden as it approaches the intersection, it
swings out into the left-turn lane to make that movement. I see that as a serious safety concern
considering that buses are going to be here five days a week coming in and out twice a day. So,
our recommendation would clearly be for that to be a 2-lane cross-section, for it to be striped to
make sure that that bus can stay in its lane and allow all of the other traffic to move freely in and
out. I don’t think a 4-car queue, worst case scenario, is really much of an inconvenience to
anyone considering the safety concerns. Chairman Levenstein asked are there any other
concerns you have with traffic? Ms. Bousa replied no. The single-unit truck seems to work in
this scenario. I think there will be occasions that you will have a larger vehicle than that, but
they should be very rare, and there will be encroachments with larger vehicles. Mr. Duval stated
I would just like to clarify, Mr. Chairman, that the single-lane section is acceptable to this
developer, if that is the preference of the Board.
Chairman Levenstein stated there is a memo in our packet from VHB dated May 14th, and it has
ten pages of comments that it says are still outstanding. I don’t know how we vote or can
approve it with all of these things outstanding. How many of these have been resolved since
then, if any? Mr. Duval responded we did just get this a few days ago ourselves, but a lot of this
is just sort of a recapitulation of prior comments or either asking a follow-up question to the first
or just asking for further clarification. We don’t really see any substantial issues being raised
here, other than the ones we have already talked about, sewer primarily being one of them. I feel
entirely comfortable we can work these out with staff in fairly short order. Ms. Hebert stated we
would need the comments to be addressed as recommended in the VHB comments. These are
comments that largely came up during the first review and are being repeated because there was
a disagreement in how the comment was handled. So we would just need to know you would be
okay addressing them. Mr. Duval replied we are, but I am just picking a page at random here,
Page 3 starting at the top, there is a discussion about Bow Lane being constructed to Town
standards and so forth. And then it talks about what those standards are and then it talks about
the existing geometry on Chestnut Drive and it being 90 degrees and then we talk about how we
have changed it to meet 90 degrees and then it goes on to say yes you did but we need to check
with DPW to make sure the concerns are addressed. So there is a half-page talking about an
issue that is resolved as far as I am concerned. Chairman Levenstein stated you think it is
resolved but DPW doesn’t. Mr. Duval responded yes, but in my mind the condition is resolved,
we have responded, we have aligned it up to 90 degrees, we have provided the sight distance.
Certainly we are going to meet with Mr. Foote and with Ms. Bousa, if necessary, to handle any
remaining comments, but it would have to be a new comment because we have addressed those
specific items in our plans. Ms. Hebert stated we are seeing new plans, so I think we reserve the
right to make new comments if we are getting new plans. Mr. Duval responded I think that is
part of the issue is that you are seeing plans fairly recently here and we are seeing comments
fairly recently. Having gone through them in the last few days, I don’t see anything that we can’t
work out with staff and we are agreeable to all of these comments and making sure that the Town
is satisfied, except for the sewer, and that is really the only one that comes to mind that I don’t
think we can address.
Vice Chairman Newberry stated going back to the staff memo again. On Page 6, the second to
last paragraph, there are some open issues around the stormwater drainage closed system. Can
you speak to those? Are those resolved or are those still open issues? Mr. Duval replied there
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are a few issues circulating around stormwater. The technical issues and the alteration of terrain
permit is understood, we need to receive an alteration of terrain permit from DES and we will do
so in short order, and we would expect that to be a condition of approval, which it almost always
is, and now that we feel that the design has been locked down from a layout point of view, and of
course that is what we are here to hopefully get ratified tonight, then we would complete the
stormwater application to DES, get the comments from DES and make sure that we are a
conforming project. We have said from the earliest meeting that we have to apply for an AoT
permit, we will apply for an AoT permit and we will get an AoT permit for this project.
Mr. Duval continued there was a comment relating to MS-4 that is a little bit open ended and
perhaps that is what you were alluding to. There is an existing outfall from the high school that
comes onto this site and that is in about this location here. The concern that some Town staff
have expressed to us is, what happens when you construct your drainage system and you convey
that outfall that comes onto this developer’s property next to the high school and bring it across
the site and discharge it closer to Riddle Brook? Is that going to be a problem and is that a new
point discharge, and in my opinion, and this is not just my opinion, but in discussing with other
people who work in the MS-4 industry; MS-4 is an EPA program that talks about handling town
drainage and managing town drainage and making sure town drainage is held to the same
standards that private drainage is; that is the direction it is moving in. So what we are doing is
taking this site’s drainage and running it through AoT standards, which is something that
typically the legacy drainage systems of the towns have not done, however, this particular
discharge is from the predecessor of the AoT system, which was the old site specific permit, you
probably remember that being referred to, which was essentially the same program, it just had a
different set of rules back before 2009 and now it uses a stricter criteria, but the intent is the same
to provide some treatment. So that site was designed and that discharge that we are talking about
coming from the high school has been cleaned up according to site specific alteration of terrain
standards and it is just being conveyed across our site and it is actually comingled with some of
the site drainage and then the overflow is discharged into Riddle Brook. All of that would be
treated to DES standards, including the high school, that then gets comingled with our treated
water and then gets carried across the site and gets discharged into Riddle Brook, all in
accordance with DES standards and the Town has no further responsibility. I would say if we
were able to keep that pipe separate and provide the Town a drainage easement, which they don’t
have by the way, for that drainage entering this site, that we would then say yes we are creating a
new discharge and the Town is responsible for it. But we are taking that discharge onto our site,
comingling it with our drainage because that is the most practical thing to do, I don’t see how the
Town has any further requirements other than to make sure what leaves their site is properly
maintained, so they have to maintain their detention pond on the school, they have to make sure
their drainage system is in good repair, they have to make sure people don’t change the oil in
motorized vehicles and dump it in the catch basins just like everybody else has to on their site.
But once it leaves their site, we are essentially accepting that drainage, putting it through our
system and discharging it, that will be part of our AoT permit and that system will be part of our
AoT maintenance. So I don’t think there is any requirement, nor should there be any angst on
the part of Public Works, that they are somehow responsible for that system. If they want to
volunteer to be responsible for it, I guess they can, or if they want to get an easement across the
site to make sure they have the right to, I guess they can, but they don’t need to. I don’t see that
as a concern moving forward. Mr. Foote stated department staff had our consultant contact the
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person who writes our MS-4 permit through EPA and that was the person that came back and
told us that what was being proposed here was not consistent with our understanding. If they are
willing to take this over and DES is in agreement with this and all the regulatory agencies, then
so are we, but that is not how it was presented to us. We need to sort that out. Chairman
Levenstein asked how do we do that? Mr. Foote replied I guess we need a letter from the
developer telling us what they are proposing to do and then we will submit it to our consultant
who will see the EPA administrator or the permit issuer from Boston, and if they are fine, we are
fine. But that is not how it was suggested to us. The Town is responsible for the school’s water.
Vice Chairman Newberry asked so that letter would be in addition to VHB’s technical
comments? Mr. Foote replied yes. Ms. Hebert stated it is mentioned in the VHB comments
right now.
Mr. McMahon asked Mr. Foote, what you just explained, would that also include the concern
about snow storage and secure area that will capture salt and chem B before it gets into Riddle
Brook? Mr. Foote replied we haven’t gotten that far. Mr. McMahon stated because that seems
to be a significant factor. Mr. Foote responded as Mr. Duval said, they could be introducing
pollutants on their site that is mixing with the Town’s water coming from the high school and
who knows how that gets sorted out, but if it is a way for them to take responsibility for it, then I
don’t see why Public Works would have an issue. Mr. Duval stated if I could just clarify; I don’t
think that is what I said. I think what I said was we were cleaning up the discharge from our site
and we are taking the clean water from the high school, comingling that, and sending it to Riddle
Brook, and we would be responsible for the maintenance of the drainage on our site just as they
would be responsible for the quality of the discharge from their site, and ultimately, whoever
introduces any pollutants would be responsible. But these systems are designed and maintained
and there is required operation and maintenance plans that have to be written at the time of the
permit, they are on file at the DES, the DES is contacting every permittee going back from the
beginning of the program and asking to see their written records as required, to show that they
have been maintaining their system. That is a robust enforcement action that is ongoing and the
high school will be responsible to demonstrate those records and in due time, but private sites
now are currently being asked to provide those records, so that will be done as part of this
system, and the intent is that this system will be maintained properly just as any other building
component be maintained properly so that you can continue to occupy the building. Mr.
Anagnost stated in addition, with respect to the salt, Mr. McMahon, there is a DES protocol in
this actual program that snow removal companies get an actual certificate from DES for reduced
salt use and employ those standards and we employ those types of companies. They have to
provide us with the reduced salt certificate. Mr. McMahon asked and all of that would be
approved by DES? Mr. Anagnost replied yes. Mr. Duval stated it is a certification program that
actually I think goes through the stormwater center at UNH. Mr. McMahon asked do you have
an idea where the snow will be stored or will it be removed from the property? Mr. Duval
replied we have designated snow storage. There is a small area here as shown on the plan, there
is another small area here, and there are other small areas scattered around the site, but there is
only enough room for a couple of inches of snow, let’s say, before it starts becoming impractical
to store onsite. At that point it would be hauled off once those areas are used up. Mr. McMahon
asked and the snow melt water would go where? Mr. Duval replied the snow melt water in these
areas would eventually head towards this tributary to Riddle Brook, and then there is nothing that
goes directly down the slope into Riddle Brook, but it would run across this, and this is not a
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steep bank here, this is a much more gradual slope, so it would be treated and absorbed by this
vegetated area before it got into that little tributary that you see along the north. As Mr.
Anagnost was pointing out, the whole point of this limited salt use program is to minimize salt
loading on all runoff, whether it is on a Town road into the Town catch basin directly through a
culvert into Riddle Brook, or in a site like this that has substantial treatment of runoff. Mr.
McMahon asked so you are depending on natural filtration for the snow melt before it gets into
Riddle Brook? Mr. Duval replied yes. For the small amounts of snow that would be stored here
on the edges, basically a snowbank at the back of the parking area, which is really all there is
room for, that would filter through 100 feet of woods or so to get down to this little tributary.
The rest of it would have much more travel distance across the site to get to that tributary. Mr.
McMahon stated it will be an interesting snow pile in a 1-foot – 2-foot storm for all the area that
you have to clear. Mr. Anagnost responded it is a little more than 2 feet but because we employ
the ability to stack it higher, but putting that aside, we actually employ these low salt methods
across the street at Harvest Market, which is much more directly adjacent to Riddle Brook and
would impact Riddle Brook significantly more, we employ the same method at Bedford Hills, so
that certification comes with a significant reduction in salt use.
Chairman Levenstein asked Mr. Duval, what can you give to Public Works that they can run by
whatever Mr. Foote feels he needs to have? Mr. Duval replied what I would suggest is we meet
with DES and invite an EPA representative in, if necessary, sort of a pre-application meeting,
and I would welcome Public Works to come along and we would have all of this out to make
sure everybody understands who is responsible for what and incorporate that into our AoT
permit. Chairman Levenstein asked Mr. Foote, does that work for you? Mr. Foote replied
absolutely.
Town Manager Sawyer stated Condition #13 talked about the email from Captain ThatcherPlante of the Fire Department; it looks like on the screen I am seeing an updated plan for access
around building 3 that we don’t have. I am assuming you have added that gravel pathway all
around? Mr. Duval replied yes. I failed to mention that when I was talking about changes to this
plan. That is an all-weather path that would be maintained in the winter by the applicant and that
provides access for a ladder to the back of building 3, all the way around from this dumpster
area. Town Manager Sawyer asked can you show us your updated grading plan for that corner
of the building? The southwest corner? Mr. Duval responded what we have done is we have
lowered the grade there, as I recall it, to 246 or 244 and that provides enough room for that path
to come level across the building and tie in. We also moved this dumpster south so that that path
is continuous around this building here. That will be in the updated plans that we submit to the
Town. That condition was important and required by the Fire Department in order to make this
project acceptable. Town Manager Sawyer stated my concern is that banking and just seeing
how far the grading is going and how steep it is becoming. I see you have an outfall there, so I
know you are already going to be grading or working in that bank, I just didn’t know how you
were achieving that pathway without a retaining wall or some other act. Mr. Duval responded
we don’t need a retaining wall; we are lowering the grade there by starting to bring it down back
about here. So as we bring it down, then that increases the level of the path. Town Manager
Sawyer asked the walkway won’t be a consistent grade? Mr. Duval replied the walkway will be
heading down about an extra 3 or 4 feet in that corner, gradually, as it comes down and then
coming back around this way. Town Manager Sawyer stated the whole point of the walkway is
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to be able to put a stabilized ladder footing location so if it is on any kind of significant slope, I
would be concerned about that. Mr. Duval responded it is on a very flat slope. I don’t know
what the grade is out there off the top the head, but it will be like a roadway slope. Town
Manager Sawyer stated obviously the conditions there, if the Board chooses to approve the plan,
I think it would be reviewed by the Fire Department, but it was my impression that they were
looking for a fairly flat walkway around the building without a lot of side slope or pitch to it.
Mr. Duval responded right, and keep in mind that there is ladder access to the sides and to the
front, we are just talking about this area here. So this is the area that wants to be a level slope
and that is going to be provided as a level slope. It may mean we have more foundation reveal
on the back than we had before, but it will be a level platform suitable for a ladder at the right
distance to provide the right ladder angle and sufficiently wide to provide a good stable base.
We will go over this with Thatcher and the Fire Department staff to make sure they are
comfortable with the product that we provide.
Chairman Levenstein asked for further comments or questions from the Board.
Mr. Fairman asked can you go over the restaurant a little bit and tell us what you are doing down
there with that? You haven’t talked about that at all. Mr. Duval stated the restaurant is being
improved with an exterior upgrade. It is being renovated on its existing frame, the existing
building is being renovated, it is having a new façade put on all the way around and some minor
changes to the back where they have that sun deck and so forth. That deck in the back will be
improved and expanded a little bit. Otherwise to the building it is really just an architectural
upgrade. Then there is going to be some upgrades to the handicap access and a slight raising of
the grade at the main driveway to remove essentially one little platform of stairs about 4 feet and
that blends in easily to the existing parking lot on either side. The parking lots themselves are
really just being overlaid and cleaned up, and the handicap access will be improved in the front,
and an architectural upgrade to the rest of the building. We looked at those elevations last time.
I don’t know that I have them with me. Mr. Fairman stated we saw them in the package.
Councilor Bandazian asked our workforce housing ordinance requires 24 workforce housing
units. We haven’t covered the other side of that. Are 69 going to be market rate? Mr. Anagnost
replied currently that is what is proposed. We will meet the minimum. I am not sure where we
go from there. Councilor Bandazian stated because it does affect fiscal analysis, obviously.
Chairman Levenstein asked what is going on with the Dumas family? Is everything they say
true? Attorney John Sokul of Hinckley Allen law firm was present representing the Dumas
family. Our concern all along has been with Bow Lane. The Dumas family has a 50-foot wide
private easement running right through the middle of the property. It was always intended, at
least when it was originally created in 1979 and 1980, that it would become a public road. Our
concern has been in reviewing the plan to make sure nothing is done that would negate the
ability of that to become a public road in the future.
Attorney Sokul stated I just would like to say a couple of things on that point. One is I wanted to
thank staff for being attentive to some of the comments we have given them in that regard. I
think they have done a good job hearing what we have had to say and communicating with the
developer on that. I know that they asked Attorney Bart Mayer to write a letter responding to
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some of the comments that I made about the legal status of Bow Lane and that is in your
package. Even though I don’t agree with every sentence in that letter, I agree with the general
conclusions in that letter, and I think Attorney Mayer and I are on the same page with respect to
the legal status of Bow Lane.
Attorney Sokul continued with respect to the developers; we have been in conversations with the
developers over the last three or four weeks especially and we did give them some specific
comments to incorporate into their plans and they are working to do that. We are generally
supportive of the project. We are concerned about some of the final details; we are confident
that they will be able to be worked out. One of the comments made by Attorney Cronin about
the condition of approval that had Bow Lane being constructed to Town standards being
combined with approval Condition #17, I don’t have a problem with that but we would like to be
part of that process since it is going to be built in our easement area and we are going to be living
with whatever the final resolution is. There have been quite a few moving pieces over the last
several business days, we are generally in agreement with how the plan is coming out, we are
generally supportive of it, they say the devil is in the details, we are interested until the final
details, and we don’t want anything on the plans to expressly negate Bow Lane from becoming a
public road in the future. Whether everything they said is true, I have no reason to doubt
anything they have said. We have been focused on Bow Lane. Again, thanking staff, thanking
Attorney Mayer, thanking the developer for working with us over the last few days; there are
some details to work out, we are confident and hopeful that they will be worked out. We will be
watching.
Mr. McMahon stated with regard to the back roads for Chestnut Drive. How do you envision
Chestnut Drive to look after all of the construction vehicles have gone back and forth and it is
built in accordance to what has been determined as far as the number of lanes, as far as the mill
and overlay and the full deep reconstruction? In your mind, what will happen and what will it
look like when construction is all over? Mr. Duval responded what we have shown here, what
we have shown for some time, is reconstructing the lower 300 or 400 feet of Chestnut Drive,
which is this hatched area here, to include shim and overlay. Then about where this line is drawn
here, or almost exactly where this line is drawn right now, in fact, those of you who were out on
the site walk, you could see that the pavement condition changes there, this section does need to
be shimmed and overlaid. This section here is in pretty good shape all the way up around the
entrance to Bow Lane and that good section pretty much stops at the high school emergency
access. I don’t know for a fact but I surmise that it was improved at the time of the high school
construction either for construction traffic or for the ultimate emergency purposes. At any rate,
that section would therefore be about 10 or 15 years old and it looks like it is in excellent shape
and, in fact, far better than many other roads in town. I don’t think any improvements need to be
made there, other than the sidewalk improvement that we are proposing. The lower section here,
this developer is willing to do this 300 feet of strip widening because it is sort of a variable width
as you go up this section, and a shim and overlay at their expense. The Town has asked, or
Public Works has asked, whether instead this section could be reclaimed and repaved, which
would be a substantial additional expense. The developer is willing to pay a fair share towards
that, but not the entire expense. Pointing out that they are building the sidewalk, they are doing a
lot of improvements to this section, they are widening the approach here to match up with DOT’s
improvements and they are also having to do this, or I should say agreeing to do this, substantial
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redesign of their site in order to clean up this existing, very close driveway separation to Route
101 issue at the front. Now there is nothing they can do about Bedford Village Shops because
they don’t own it, but on this side here they have agreed to make this a 1-way in, reconstruct the
parking lot and take some of the displaced parking here and replace here along the front of the
building and make a 1-way circulation out, which is really going to do a lot to take away driver
confusion. Right now people are parking just right up to and sometimes over the right-of-way at
the front of Chestnut Drive and this I think will clean that up, will provide some delineation
there, along with a sidewalk. So I think between the improvements that the developer is offering
to make on Chestnut Drive and on this offsite improvement here, which, again, is not technically
an offsite improvement. That is something that they are willing to do to their own property to
voluntarily sort out or improve a traffic confusion/congestion issue that exists today. Mr.
McMahon stated thank you.
Town Manager Sawyer asked how wide is Chestnut Drive in the 1-way in or 1-lane in, 1-lane
out? Mr. Duval asked how wide is that driveway or how wide is Chestnut Drive? Town
Manager Sawyer replied Chestnut Drive. Mr. Duval replied even though it would be a singlelane approach through this first section here, we would be tapering down from the 38 feet that
DOT gives you, I would say that we probably carry that through to behind this driveway and
then start to taper down. So this shows it as 38 feet wide here, that is probably correct, and then
we would start to taper down even with a 1-lane section to match by the time we got back to this
driveway here. The existing road is mostly 26 to 28 feet wide. Town Manager Sawyer asked
and you are widening it that much why? Mr. Duval replied for one thing because that is where
the curb line that DOT is building so it is a good place to match into. Also, I think having the
extra width makes it easier for buses and the occasional truck to maneuver and stay clear of one
another. I think it is a benefit to have that extra width there. Ms. Hebert asked it is a mill, shim
and overlay for that first section? Mr. Duval replied we are proposing shim and overlay for this
first section or if the Town wants to do a more robust reconstruction there, then we could work
that out and provide the cash equivalent to a Town project. Ms. Hebert stated I know one of the
VHB comments was that the condition of the road is so cracked that there is concern that you can
successfully do the shim or mill and overlay without the pavement just crumbling. I wouldn’t
want to be in a situation where we don’t have a plan that is buildable or that the Town is
comfortable with. I don’t know if Mr. Foote has any opinions on that. Mr. Duval responded I
think the best thing would be probably to participate in a Town project for a better reconstruction
here. Chairman Levenstein stated I assume you are doing this after your construction is done so
that construction vehicles don’t further tear up the road? Attorney Cronin replied I assume that
would be correct. But one of the things in the staff report talked about a front door improvement
to various things and this road has other users on it. My recollection is there has been fair share
exactions made against some of the other property owners on that corridor that were not used.
Why they were not used, I am sure there was a reason for it, or there weren’t sufficient funds at
the time, but if the road as it stands now isn’t in inferior condition, that is really not a fault of the
developer. Certainly, they want to do their fair share in terms of the offsite improvement and are
willing to do more, so if it is best to do a more comprehensive repair, that is one of the things I
think that we would talk about that we noted in that meeting with Planning and Public Works to
say what really does need to happen. I don’t think anyone wants to take a situation where the
underlying pavement is so bad that it can’t support a shim and it is just lipstick on the road for a
temporary period of time. Nobody wants that, so we want to get it right, so I think it is first
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determining the scope, what really needs to be done, and then the question of how to pay for it.
With all of these workforce housing projects, the conditions and the expenses start to mount up
and take a project that is doable and get in that gray area where it is questionable if it is or not. I
don’t think we need to get to that point, but I think we can work it out. Mr. Fairman stated I also
assume that if the good section gets damaged by construction vehicles, then you would take into
account and fix all of that. Attorney Cronin replied that would always be the developer’s
responsibility regardless. Mr. Fairman stated it is nice now but with all of those heavy trucks it
might not be at the end. Attorney Cronin responded I agree with you. We have all seen it
happen unfortunately.
Chairman Levenstein asked for any comments or questions from the audience.
Bob MacPherson, 93 Wallace Road, stated from what I heard tonight it is my understanding that
Chestnut Drive will not be a straight road right up to the high school? There are still going to be
curves? Chairman Levenstein replied I believe that is correct. Mr. Duval replied yes; the road
would stay where it is today. Mr. MacPherson stated my concern is the safety of all of our
school children. They are driving to school, they are walking down Chestnut Drive, so I would
like to speak to some specific data, not estimates or averages from a study. The data comes from
the Bedford Police Department accident reports. During the time period from January 1, 2018 to
May 14, 2019, a total of 16.5 months, there have been 43 automobile accidents between Wallace
Road and Nashua Road. The breakdown is as follows: intersection of Route 101 and Wallace
Road is 15; intersection of Route 101 and Chestnut Drive is 12; intersection of Route 101 and
Nashua Road is 16. That calculates to 2.5 accidents every month in this very congested area of
town. The proposed apartment complex with all the additional traffic, we heard a minimum of
201 automobiles, we have heard about construction vehicles, we have heard about buses and all
of that will not help alleviate the problem. It will only make it worse. Also, the question of still
having a curved road, and I have observed and taken the time to observe students walking from
the high school down Chestnut Drive a few times. I will give you an example: on April 2nd
between 2:45pm and 3:15pm 65 students were walking from the school down Chestnut Drive.
On May 13th during the same time period, I observed 61 students walking this route. So, we are
still going to have curves, kids are going to be walking down Chestnut Drive during
construction. When you think of it, you are going to have all of these construction vehicles
coming up the road while the kids are walking down and you are going to have the 201 vehicles
coming and going. You heard about trucks and buses coming and going, so my concern is that
we can be putting our Bedford school kids at risk and we should not do that. That is my concern.
Chairman Levenstein stated thank you.
Steve Clough, 5 Huntress Road, stated you had a little list earlier that you said a lot of things that
they haven’t done. Mr. Duval always comes back with they have an AoT permit that they are
going to do. Well, every meeting I come to they say they are going to have an AoT permit done,
and even at the January 15th meeting, and it is still not done. An AoT permit is a big deal, so I
would ask you to delay any vote on anything, any approval, until at least they even start the AoT
permit. I sent a letter to the Board a few days ago, an email, addressing the wetlands issue. On
the 15th the Zoning Board voted 9 – 0 to address the uncertainties in the wetland flagging that
was based on my testimony and the testimony of Mr. Gagne and that was validated by Carl
Benedict at New Hampshire DES. Now Ms. Hebert said the wetlands issue goes away because
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they designed around it, but if the wetland flagging issues and the uncertainty involved with the
delineation, which was not a good delineation at all, I have been doing this for 30 years and it
wasn’t a good delineation, if the locations of the flags are suspect, then this design is suspect
because it carries over. Even though the wetlands issue goes away, they still have to design
around the wetlands, so I would ask the Board to address that.
Mr. Clough continued and then on the sewer; I listened very carefully to Mr. Foote and I think
what he says makes sense. It was the developer’s decision to combine the Shorty’s property,
which is across the wetland with this property, so future developers shouldn’t have to bear and
undue financial burden based on their decisions to combine one large parcel with another.
Shorty’s is frontage along Route 101 and I think what Mr. Foote had to say is, if I am a taxpayer
and someone else is going to come in with a business, I really think that it is what it is and if
Shorty’s is going to sewer, the future developer should not have to bear an undue financial
burden.
Mr. Clough stated with regard to the hook-up to the high school. That is really on the taxpayer
nickel. If I was the developer and I was developing this, I would think just hooking to the high
school, we don’t have to pay much, but us, the taxpayer paid for that sewer going up to the high
school, so it is kind of like a freebee for the developer if they can just take this little jaunt over to
the high school and hook up the sewer. The taxpayer is bearing the brunt of that financial
burden.
Mr. Clough stated finally, I was kind of surprised that there is a point discharge into Riddle
Brook, and in all of these meetings I have heard that everything was going to be stormwater
runoff, non-point source pollution. All of a sudden we have a point source into Riddle Brook
and I really think that their high-tech stormwater infiltration system should be able to handle any
runoff that is coming onto the property, whether the high school is adding to that or not. Thank
you for hearing me.
Kevin Gagne, 51 Federation Road, stated I am here as a resident of Bedford, not speaking on
behalf of my employer. I am going to speed talk, so I don’t get cut off, so forgive me for the
speed with which I put this information into the record. First, I am curious to what happened to
the straightening of Chestnut Drive that I seem to recall the School Board was promised when
they made that deal that that was part of the plan we saw that night. Now we see steep grades
and other safety concerns at that intersection. I reject the idea that the School Board minutes
constitute approval when such fundamental elements of their past motion are unsatisfied. Now
the sight distance looking to the right as you exit is 300 feet, so I don’t see how we are not still
requesting a waiver since the minimum requirement is 400 feet. Remember, cul-de-sacs become
thru-ways via development and there is no reason to believe that this cul-de-sac will not
eventually follow the same suit. Let’s be realistic here. The consequences of inadequate sight
distance are death. Only structural BMP’s are proposed for drainage treatment. They are
certainly not as effective as natural sustainable BMP’s such as bio-retention and other open
systems. They are a 1-trick pony, they offer no environmental habitat or any other value other
than treatment, when they are actually working. They also require robust maintenance, whereas
we are also very concerned about Riddle Brook and structural BMP’s are the least reliable. In
addition to the new point discharge already discussed, I think VHB noted erosion stabilization
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concerns at other outfalls to Riddle Brook, outfalls that are constructed on steep 2:1 slopes. I
saw the response from TF Moran indicating that those issues have been resolved, additional
stone has been added, and then the follow-up response from VHB is no it hasn’t.
Mr. Gagne continued the staff report indicates sewer proposals not consistent with the Master
Plan. Interestingly the Master Plan was cited repeatedly by supporters to this project to justify
the project. This cherry picking which parts of the Master Plan to follow for financial gain. It is
nothing less. The sewer water freebee to developers would result in shifted cost to someone else
who would have to do it the right way later. I enjoy the irony of the developer saying “not on
our nickel” with regard to future development benefiting from their sewer work being doing in
accordance with the Master Plan. They want it on our nickel, the taxpayer’s nickel.
Mr. Gagne stated with regard to fire access around the building. I saw that and I was just
curious. Was that gravel? What way is it pitching? Is there drainage treatment to that runoff?
And what is the effect on the tree line where it looks so close on the southwest corner of the
building? The staff report also mentions several items that it felt needed further review and
requested that this project be tabled this evening. When I am done, I would love to hear Ms.
Hebert reiterate which of those issues has not been resolved tonight.
Mr. Gagne continued finally, I think it is only fair that I state that I believe the project has been
responsible for some positive impacts to the Town of Bedford. It woke people up to attempts to
urbanize our town based on a manufactured housing crisis. It brought citizens out to town
meetings in very large numbers in opposition. It was the catalyst for robust public participation
in the Master Plan update process, people came out in droves to change the roadmap that led to
this project to begin with. This project led to support for an election of candidates in May who
opposed the urbanization of Bedford. It led to unprecedented successes in the passing of three
zoning amendments, all of which were unsupported by the Planning Board, to eliminate this
exact type of stack-and-pack urban project in our town center. This project helped us send you a
message that along with the petition makes it clear what most Bedford residents want for
Bedford. It woke us up to the dirty, behind the scenes actions of one developer. Finally, it led to
the mistrust of some local officials, a closer scrutiny of other shenanigans at the Town level and
a total shutdown of support for spending at the ballots. Despite these positive aspects of the
project, I continue to take the position that this project is not suitable for this location. Thank
you very much.
Becky Soule, 327 New Boston Road, stated tonight I would like to respectfully remind the
Boards that they are voted in members and appointed to serve the residents of Bedford before
they meet requests and project applications of developers. Literally thousands of Bedford
residents have voiced concerns over the location of this project as well as the impact that it will
have on Town services such as police, fire and emergency. There are also major concerns
expressed over the so called agreement over water and septic facilities. While plans were being
confirmed on building of the high school, Sue Thomas, who was the Chair of the School Board
at the time, made a public statement that should any developers wish to hook into the water and
septic in the future, those developers would be required to pay for the entire cost of the water and
septic installation. There is no guarantee that hooking basically 93 living units, houses, of
bathroom, dishwashing, clothes washing, showering, toilet flushing will not cause the failure of
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these facilities creating a financial burden to school and town budgets. It has been requested by
the developers that the Boards ignore the huge safety issue of second egress. They somehow
have gotten the Fire Chief to agree to that idea. At one of the meetings that we had at Lurgio
cafeteria in January, I believe Ms. Hebert did say the Fire Chief would request that there would
be a second egress. The Board’s walk back on that issue, keeping in mind that Chestnut Drive is
the only emergency and second exit to the high school, should any emergency situation arise at
that building. I am going to suggest that the water and sewer facilities are Town and taxpayer
property and are not under the jurisdiction of the School Board to sign over or enter into an
agreement with any developers. Thank you. Chairman Levenstein stated thank you.
Kamee Verdrager Leshner, 44 Olde English Road, stated I just wanted to comment on one thing
as someone who closely follows School Board issues. I don’t believe that comment about Sue
Thomas is correct. My understanding is actually the high school was built with an accesspoint as
part of the plan intended for the possibility of future development, but more importantly, and I
am sure you all know, but for the folks watching at home who may not be aware, one member of
a board making a statement cannot bind a board, and I think that is an important thing for the
community to understand. The Sue Thomas story has been circulating online and it is simply not
possible that Sue Thomas could have said something as an individual member of the School
Board that would somehow be binding on anything that the School Board does or that you folks
here are going to do today. Chairman Levenstein stated I am not sure a past board couldn’t bind
a future board. Ms. Verdrager Leshner responded I totally agree with that legal argument as
well, but let’s focus on the one that’s been stated here.
Chairman Levenstein asked if the Planning Board had any further comments or questions.
Mr. Foote stated I have a one quick thing while the parties are both here. As I see this proposal
coming off from Route 101, the posted speed limit when you come off from Route 101 is 30
MPH. Mr. Duval responded I don’t know if there is a posted speed limit on Chestnut Drive, but
the default speed limit is 30. Mr. Foote stated so it goes from 30 to 15 up and around to the culde-sac. That is what you are proposing? Mr. Duval replied no. It wouldn’t be a speed limit, it
would be a warning sign because of the geometry of the road, and frankly it is hard to drive it
faster than that. Mr. Foote asked so it would be an advisory sign? Mr. Duval replied it would be
a yellow diamond warning sign. Ms. Hebert stated I saw the 15 MPH sign also on those plans.
Would that be to caution to drive slower? Mr. Duval replied yes. It is a cautionary sign. Posted
is what we are actually proposing. This is black on yellow square; this is black on yellow. It is
just like a curve sign on Route 101, for example. You approach a curve, the posted speed may
be 50, but the warning will say 30. Mr. Foote asked so it is advisory? It is not enforceable? Mr.
Duval replied right. It is not a regulatory sign but it is a good idea, and it is nothing because of
what we are doing, it is just an inherent warning. Mr. Foote stated my concern is that we are
going to go from 30 to 15 and then we are all talking about making Bow Lane a public way, and
if that happens, the design standard minimum, and I think that would need a waiver, would have
to be a minimum of 25. You should be aware that when you are going through that iteration, that
Bow Lane, if you come up with a 30 MPH design speed, is going to come into an intersection
that has an advisory sign or a regulatory sign that says 15 MPH until you get to the bottom of the
hill where it goes back to 30. I just want to make sure that everybody in the room is aware of
that. Mr. Duval responded there is no way you can drive this section of road at 30 even if you
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wanted to. You would end up off the shoulder. It has been built to essentially a 15 MPH design
speed. You could probably drive at 20, but anything after that, you are not going to stay on the
road. It is effectively being constructed with a 15 MPH design speed. There is nothing wrong
with that, there is no traffic. By the time you get up here, the only traffic would be this site
traffic and if the Dumas’s ever do develop, their traffic would be added on. But this is a dead
end section of road here that the only traffic on it is a cell tower off the back, which is infrequent
traffic, and then the emergency access to the high school. So those people who would be passing
this last driveway, would really just be project traffic. There is no through traffic. There is
nobody who is going to be going 30 MPH. It would be a good idea to let motorists know that 15
MPH is the appropriate speed for this because that is how it was built. There is no need to post it
down or have regulatory signs that are enforced because as I said, you can’t drive it any faster
than 15 or 20. It is a traffic calming device, if you will, that has already been built.
Mr. Fairman asked Mr. Foote, would you discuss the reasons for the curve. It seems too that
when the high school was built, Chestnut Drive was extended up there and the curve was put in
because of the elevation change. Mr. Foote replied Chestnut Drive preceded the high school.
Mr. Fairman asked all the way up to the top? Mr. Foote replied yes. Mr. Fairman asked when
that was built, was the curve put in because it is too steep to go straight? Mr. Foote replied who
knows. I think road is older than everybody in the room. I am not sure what they did. Mr.
Fairman asked you could build it straight today? You have grade requirements? Mr. Foote
replied I haven’t looked at it. Mr. Duval stated Mr. Fairman, we did look at straightening at the
earliest time when we were first starting out because the Fire Department was concerned about
their access to the high school easement. We looked at relocating that easement for them as part
of a land swap, which ended up not happening, but to straighten that road out would necessitate a
20 percent grade. You need that length to make it even 10 percent. Mr. Fairman responded that
was my impression.
Attorney Sokul stated I did just have a follow-up question on the point that Mr. Foote just made.
What is the implication that you are saying to the Dumas family, with respect to what you said
about the likelihood or ability of Bow Lane to become a public road in the future? Mr. Foote
replied that when we receive a plan, the Town is hoping that the curves, the sight distance, etc.,
everything within that has a minimum design speed. Attorney Sokul asked of 25? Mr. Foote
replied I think that is all that is enforceable. A 15 MPH road is not enforceable, per State statute.
Chairman Levenstein asked Ms. Bousa, can you clarify for us? Ms. Bousa responded I don’t
know what you want me to clarify. Chairman Levenstein replied Attorney Sokul’s question. Is
there anything in what Mr. Foote said that would prevent them from building a road to standards
through their easement? Ms. Bousa replied through their easement, no. You can always
downpost a curve for a lower speed limit. It is not enforceable, as Mr. Foote said. It is a
cautionary sign, it is a warning that you should slow down and drive the speed. Other than
straightening out the road, that is going to be the situation there. Chairman Levenstein asked but
are the sight distance calculations that we saw tonight dependent on somebody going 15 MPH?
Ms. Bousa replied your sight distance requirements are not requirements of speed. Chairman
Levenstein responded okay. So if somebody was going 20 – 25 MPH, that wouldn’t change
those calculations as to what is necessary? Ms. Bousa stated for the sight distance, no, and keep
in mind anybody coming out of Bow Lane is going to stop to come out to enter Chestnut Drive,
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so they are going to be starting from zero. It is really the traffic coming up the hill that you need
to be careful about. Chairman Levenstein replied okay. Thank you.
Bob MacPherson, 93 Wallace Road, stated I just wanted to make a follow-up comment about not
much traffic going up Chestnut Drive. In the morning we all know, and we would have to be
blind to not see all of that congestion going up Route 101 and to the high school. Parents, to
avoid that, do go up Chestnut Drive, and my observations are at least 30 the times I was there,
going up, dropping the kids off and driving back down. The same thing occurs at the end of the
school day. I watched all of these kids walking down, but in addition, you’ve got all of this
traffic coming up to pick up kids and drive back down Chestnut Drive. Trying to get onto Route
101 or trying to cut through the Bedford Village Shops, it is a mess. Thank you.
Vandna Sharma, 3 Sonoma Drive, stated I just wanted to back up Mr. MacPherson because I
have dropped my kids off there a lot of times and we do that all the time. I have seen that once
you go there, there are a bunch of cars lined up and they take down the road. If you think about
considering buses coming in at the same time and trying to turn around, it is going to be a
nightmare.
Chairman Levenstein asked Ms. Hebert, per Mr. Gagne’s question, what do we think is still
unresolved here? Ms. Hebert replied staff has been receiving plans for Chestnut Drive up until
today this afternoon. We haven’t had a chance to really review them, digest them. The
negotiation for the scope of work for the Chestnut Drive offsite improvements is a significant
effort on staff’s part. I heard the applicant talk about not wanting to do certain things and that
they would prefer a fair share roadway fee. I guess I feel like I would like to give staff the
opportunity to review these plans and develop a preferred scope of work for Chestnut Drive,
bring it back to the Planning Board, review it with the applicant, and have that discussed with the
Board. That is probably the biggest open ended item in my mind. There are lots of technical
comments outstanding and you can see them in the memo in your staff report. I think there are
nine pages of technical comments, and that doesn’t include the comments we received from
DPW and miscellaneous planning comments, and things that may have come up in the
discussion today.
Chairman Levenstein stated Mr. Foote, you referred to that Sewer Master Plan. Is that part of the
Town’s Master Plan or is that just something that the DPW has put together? Mr. Foote replied
it was done before me, but it was at the direction from, I guess, the Town Council. Ms. Hebert
stated it is not part of the Town’s community Master Plan, the Master Plan the Board adopts and
uses to guide development. Chairman Levenstein stated I didn’t think it was. Councilor
Bandazian stated I think that was in the 1990’s. Ms. Hebert stated it is certainly used to inform
the Master Plan and was likely referenced when writing our Master Plan. Town Manager
Sawyer stated it was updated about six years ago when we bought the additional sewer discharge
rights from the City of Manchester. It was all updated as part of that and an updated sewer
ordinance and we added a couple of sewer districts, and I think this was one of them. Chairman
Levenstein stated the only reason I was curious is because I have never seen it in the Town’s
Master Plan, what I consider the one the Planning Board adopts. Town Manager Sawyer state it
is the Sewer Master Plan recommended by the Water and Sewer Commission to the Town
Council and the Town Council adopted it.
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Vice Chairman Newberry stated I think with the concerns expressed by staff and some of the
other items that were discussed this evening, I heard a lot of things, which are in the works, but it
doesn’t sound like the details have been documented, and I think with a project of this size, it is
better we take just a little bit longer and make sure that everyone is understanding and in
agreement with what we are doing. I am not sure of the exact timing of it. Maybe the applicant
has a preference when you would want to come back with having addressed both the things that
staff pointed to and some of the other things that were discussed this evening. Ms. Hebert stated
June 10th would be your next meeting and then the one after that is June 24th. Attorney Cronin
stated June 10th looks like the date, but I would, Mr. Chairman, if we could, because this has
been lingering so long, as a way to limit the public part of this other than items that are still open,
for future meetings so we are not rehashing things that are not outstanding. Chairman
Levenstein responded I think that is a reasonable request. What the public has said we have
heard it before. I don’t think that would be a problem.
MOTION by Vice Chairman Newberry that the Planning Board table the
application submitted by 206 Route 101, LLC & Bow Lane Bedford, LLC (Owners)
requesting approval of a site plan and lot consolidation for a restaurant and a
proposed 93-unit workforce housing development, consisting of three 3-story
apartment buildings and associated site improvements at 206 Route 101, Chestnut
Drive, and Bow Lane, Lots 20-22-14, 20-99-1, 20-99-2, 20-99-3, and 20-99-4, Zoned
CO, to the June 10, 2019 Planning Board meeting and this motion shall serve as
public notice. Mr. Fairman duly seconded the motion.
Town Manager Sawyer stated just make sure one of the clarifications that gets worked out is
whether there is still a waiver of sight distance or not. I know we certainly have a letter
currently, but I am not sure after tonight’s discussion if you are withdrawing that or not.
Chairman Levenstein stated if you could get something from the School Department, more than
just their minutes, because I think that did leave some open questions. Attorney Cronin stated I
think I addressed that with Ms. Hebert, and maybe Attorney Mayer, about that issue because they
went through that process and they have their public input and various things. To generate
something different, they said they wanted to stand on their minutes, which is acceptable to us.
The end game is we have to come up with an easement and that is really all that matters. If we
don’t come up with an easement, then we don’t have the right to cross over it. I think that would
be our preference. Ms. Hebert stated I do have a communication from Attorney Bart Mayer
stating that the minutes are sufficient for authorization to proceed with this application.
Chairman Levenstein responded okay, and if there does have to be a formal easement they sign,
so without an easement it doesn’t work.
Mr. McMahon stated if people watching this tonight have questions that have not been asked
before, is it within our purview to disallow residents to be able to come to one of our meetings
and not allow them to speak. Chairman Levenstein replied we could probably close the public
hearing. I would prefer not to do that just because there could be new issues that are raised,
which I do want to hear maybe what people think about if they are a major sort. What I would
propose is that people who speak not go over the same stuff again, and they do as Attorney
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Cronin asked, address the new points that are being raised that night and hopefully they will.
Mr. McMahon stated thank you.
Town Manager Sawyer asked can I just clarify what Ms. Hebert said. She said it absolutely right
but I don’t know if everybody understood it. With the School Board minutes, just so that they
could apply here to the Board tonight, not that there are conditions that the School Board passed
have been. That is what her condition of approval was of getting a letter from the school. They
are two different things and I just want to make sure people weren’t trying to confuse those two
items as one item. Ms. Hebert stated in fact, apply for the site plan was one of their conditions.
Chairman Levenstein stated and presumably in our approval there will be a condition that they
provide an easement from the School District. Town Manager Sawyer stated the condition as
written as a letter, which I understood meant the same thing. Chairman Levenstein stated I think
that should satisfy it. Town Manager Sawyer stated that is Condition #23. Ms. Hebert stated we
need to know that they have granted their final approval. Chairman Levenstein responded right,
because if they don’t get sewer, they can’t build the thing. That is pretty simple. Ms. Hebert
stated yes.
Chairman Levenstein called for a vote on the motion. With all members voting in
the affirmative, the motion to table this application to the June 10, 2019 Planning
Board meeting carried.

4. Discussion of project of regional impact for a commercial ground-mounted solar farm
at Shirley Hill Road and NH Route 114 in Goffstown, NH.
Chairman Levenstein stated the reason we are going to do this now is because Goffstown needs
an answer before our next meeting. Mr. Connors stated yes. This is a project in Goffstown on
the Bedford border, it is 60 acres, ground-mounted solar array where the solar arrays themselves
won’t take up the entire 60 acres, maybe about 25 or so of those acres, and it will directly abut
properties on Whippoorwill Lane and Suzanne Drive in Bedford. The Goffstown Planning
Board determined that at their last meeting on this project that it did meet the State requirements
for a project of regional impact, so that basically affords Bedford the opportunity to act as
abutters to offer comments. We don’t have any regulatory authority on this application because
it is wholly in Goffstown. We do have the opportunity to offer comments, and in my experience
typically the Board in the other community will give their best efforts to address any comments
that the Board has.
Vice Chairman Newberry stated Mr. Connors, looking at your letter I did note a couple of things
that I thought that the Board should consider communicating to the Goffstown Board, and that is
to optimize the buffer on the Bedford line side of their proposed development. Mr. Connors
responded the stormwater detention ponds come pretty close to the Bedford line, especially the
one furthest to the south. If there is an opportunity to shift that a little bit further north, I think
that would be beneficial to the abutters in Bedford.
Vice Chairman Newberry stated I think the other issue was trying to maximize the no-cut or nodisturb. Mr. Connors responded yes; we just want to be sure that they are going to maintain that
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vegetated buffer, and if possible, maybe add some additional landscaping to screen the
stormwater facilities. Mr. Fairman stated I think we ought to go a little further than just
maintaining what is there. I am concerned. These panels are facing south, facing directly toward
those homes, and I am concerned about the glare affecting those homes. So I would like to
communicate that we would like to see additional landscaping buffer and/or a fence with the
intent to minimize the glare. There are a lot of solar panels, all facing south, which is toward
those homes, so I would like to see us ask for more, not just a no-cut zone, but more landscaping
that will be of a height to shade the homes from the glare of the solar panels.
Mr. McMahon stated from my understanding the residents, the abutters, when attending the
meeting, asked the question of things of that nature, and in 19 and 17 of Whippoorwill and a
couple of the roads on Suzanne won’t even be able to see the arrays. The cut line is well away
from that area. Now there may be some other areas in Bedford that it would affect. I think one
of the biggest things that came out of it is a resident of 19 Whippoorwill gave a briefing that you
are looking at right now. When the development to the west of it came in, Cote d’Or, his
property was flooded, his basement and his well was also required as a hand-dug well. The way
that the drainage looks right now, according to the contractor, that same thing would happen
again. The Town engineer in Goffstown I think understood the complaint by the resident of 19
and she was looking at a way to be able to work with the engineers to be able to completely
reroute the drainage that comes from the clearing of the land and then the installation of it. He
did not come tonight but he did offer that briefing to be handed out and that seemed to be the
principal concern. His neighbor in 17 is also going to have flooding problems. So he has a
history of it, he has proof of what happened about ten years ago, and his primary concern is not
to stop the project, but is to be able to have us work whatever we can do in Bedford to be able to
encourage the developers that are putting this in to realign how they are going to drain the area in
which the arrays are going to go in. Chairman Levenstein stated I think the law probably is a lot
stronger now about putting stormwater from your neighbor’s property onto yours than it was
back then, and, frankly, if this is what I recall was, what happened was when they built Cote
d’Or, they did all sorts of clear cutting, which they weren’t supposed to do, and it was primarily
an issue with the developer as opposed to, I think, the fact that it was being developed, it was
how it was being developed. Mr. Foote stated I was here, I was part of it, and you are right. It
was all attributed to the developer and a lack of BMP’s. I remember the horse being stuck in the
barn. Chairman Levenstein stated he just cut everything off from that hill and just it let all flow
back down the hill. Mr. Foote stated I think the Town had some sort of security, I forget what it
was, a lot or what not, and we went in and essentially mulched and seeded up near Merlot. That
was where the big angst was. Once it was stabilized, I don’t recall too many issues since then.
Chairman Levenstein stated I think basically those pictures show that. They show it when it
flooded back in 2006 and what it is like now and it is a big difference. Town Manager Sawyer
stated except for this July 2018 photo, which I am hoping is just misdated, but I am not
remembering a significant flood last summer. Chairman Levenstein stated I am sure Mr. Foote
would have known about that. Councilor Bandazian stated it was powder dry until about the
third week in July then it didn’t stop raining. Town Manager Sawyer stated there were drought
issues up to then; I am just curious if this was a dam issue or something else happening that
caused that driveway to flood that way.
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Chairman Levenstein asked do we send them a letter saying what we feel? Mr. Connors replied
we could send Goffstown a letter or we could send the staff comments and minutes from this
meeting. Chairman Levenstein stated if anybody has anything they would like to add on, why
don’t you just send the minutes and let them do what they do. Councilor Bandazian stated I
would say all things considered, this is their Flex Zone, which is sort of like our Performance
Zone, so for a neighbor to an abutting residential development in Bedford, this is a pretty quiet
neighborhood. Town Manager Sawyer stated my preference would be to authorize either the
Chair or the Planning Director to write an actual memo on behalf of the Board and attach the
minutes.
MOTION by Town Manager Sawyer that the Planning Board authorize the
Planning Board Chairman to write a letter on behalf of the Planning Board with
our concerns and also attach the minutes from this meeting. Mr. McMahon duly
seconded the motion. Vote taken - all in favor. Motion carried.

5. The Board will elect its officers and liaisons to other Boards and Commissions.
Ms. Hebert stated this item was postponed from your last meeting.
MOTION by Town Manager Sawyer to nominate Jon Levenstein as the Chairman
of the Planning Board for the 2019 – 2020 term. Councilor Bandazian duly second
the motion. Vote taken; all in favor, with Chairman Levenstein abstaining.
MOTION by Town Manager Sawyer to nominate Hal Newberry as the Vice
Chairman of the Planning Board for the 2019 – 2020 term. Councilor Bandazian
duly second the motion. Vote taken; all in favor, with Vice Chairman Newberry
abstaining.
MOTION by Town Manager Sawyer to nominate Karen McGinley as the Secretary
of the Planning Board for the 2019 – 2020 term. Councilor Bandazian duly second
the motion. Vote taken; all in favor, with Ms. McGinley abstaining.


Conservation Commission Liaison: Chairman Levenstein appointed Mac McMahon as
the Planning Board liaison to the Conservation Commission.



Historic District Commission Liaison: Chairman Levenstein appointed Charlie
Fairman as the Planning Board liaison to the Historic District Commission.



TIFF Advisory Committee: Chairman Levenstein appointed himself as TIFF Advisory
Committee for the Town of Bedford.

Ms. Hebert stated there is one vacant alternate position on the Southern NH Planning
Commission. This is a community member who serves on Southern NH Planning Commission’s
board. This appointee does not need to be a Planning Board member. Chairman Levenstein
asked does the public know that there is an opening? Town Manager Sawyer replied I don’t
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think we have advertised it as part of our regular January advertisements. Chairman
Levensteinasked have we heard from anybody who just out of the blue says I hear you have a
vacancy? Town Manager Sawyer replied no. Mr. Fairman stated I will throw my name in for
that appointment.


V.

Southern NH Planning Commission: The Planning Board voted unanimously to
recommend to the Town Council the appointment of Charlie Fairman to the Southern NH
Planning Commission to the vacant alternate position.

Approval of Minutes of Previous Meetings:

Amendment: Page 14, last paragraph half-way down, line starting with Newberry, ‘pole’ should
be ‘poll.’
MOTION by Town Manager Sawyer to approve the minutes of the May 6, 2019
Planning Board meeting as amended. Councilor Bandazian duly seconded the
motion. Vote taken; motion carried, with Mr. McMahon, Mr. Sullivan, and Ms.
Malcolm abstained.
Town Manager Sawyer stated on the site walk minutes the last sentence states “Mr. Foote noted
that Chestnut Drive already had a fair amount of pedestrian traffic and asked if a mid-block
crosswalk would be appropriate.” I don’t believe that was Mr. Foote saying that. I thought it
might have been Mr. Hawkins or maybe Mr. Fairman that raised the question about a mid-block
crosswalk, but I didn’t think it was Mr. Foote. Mr. Fairman stated it was not me. Mr. Connors
stated we can just strike that. Town Manager Sawyer stated there was definitely a question about
where was the crosswalk going to be. I just didn’t think it was Mr. Foote that said it. We could
say “A question was asked if a mid-block crosswalk would be appropriate.” and not refer to any
particular member, if that is alright. I just didn’t want Mr. Foote being on the hook for that if it
wasn’t his.
MOTION by Town Manager Sawyer to approve the minutes of the April 29, 2019
Planning Board site walk as amended. Vice Chairman Newberry duly seconded the
motion. Vote taken; motion carried, with Councilor Bandazian, Chairman
Levenstein and Ms. McGinley abstained.

VI. Communications to the Board:
Ms. Hebert stated I would like to announce that Mark Connors took a really difficult exam this
morning on the day of a Planning Board meeting, and sat for his AICP exam, which is the
American Institute of Certified Planners, he passed his exam, and we can now welcome Mark
into the AICP. The Planning Board congratulated Mark on his passing the AICP exam.

VII. Reports of Committees: None
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VIII. Adjournment:
MOTION by Vice Chairman Newberry to adjourn at 10:25 p.m. Town Manager
Sawyer duly seconded the motion. Vote taken – all in favor. Motion carried.

Respectfully submitted by
Valerie J. Emmons

