TOWN OF BEDFORD
May 18, 2020
PLANNING BOARD
MINUTES
A remote Zoom platform meeting of the Bedford Planning Board was held on Monday, May 18,
2020. Members who were present remotely: Hal Newberry (Acting Chairman), Bill Duschatko
(Town Council), Rick Sawyer (Town Manager), Jeff Foote (Public Works Director), Randy
Hawkins, Mac McMahon, Kelly Murphy, 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:

Acting Chairman Newberry called the remote meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. Chairman Jon
Levenstein and Town Council alternate Phil Greazzo were absent. The position of Secretary to
the Planning Board is presently vacant. Mr. Fairman and Ms. Malcolm were appointed to vote.
Ms. Hebert stated due to the Corona Virus crisis and in accordance with Governor Sununu’s
Emergency Order #12 and pursuant to Executive Order #2020-04, the Planning Board is
authorized to meet electronically. This meeting is being conducted using the Zoom platform and
all members of the Planning Board have the ability to communicate with each during the
meeting, and members of the public may listen to the meeting using BCTV broadcast or by
logging into the Zoom meeting. There are instructions on how to log into the Zoom on the
screen of the BCTV broadcast and instructions have also been published in advanced of this
meeting with directions on how to reach Planning staff to get information about how to join the
meeting.
There is no physical location for this meeting, the Town of Bedford is providing public access to
the Zoom meeting by telephone and by the broadcast live on BCTV’s Channel 22. Members of
the public or folks watching from home may email staff during the meeting. If they are any
issues with the electronic broadcast or if you have questions about anything that is being
discussed, you can email staff at Planning@bedfordnh.org and we will be monitoring this email
account throughout the meeting. You may also participate and ask questions using the Zoom
platform and the phone number for participating via Zoom is listed on the BCTV screen and
members of the public can also be given instructions by emailing us at Planning@bedfordnh.org
All votes tonight will be taken as a roll call vote. If there are technological issues during the
meeting, the Chair will recess the meeting first and we will try resolve any technical issues. If it
has become apparent that the meeting cannot continue or if for some reason the meeting is
discontinued due to technological issues, the applications will be postponed and the meeting will
be adjourned immediately. Tonight Vice Chairman Hal Newberry is chairing the meeting.
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Old Business & Continued Hearings: None

III. New Business:
1. Robert Gendron (Owner) – Request for approval of a time extension to meet
conditions of approval for a phased subdivision to create two new lots at 99 McAllister
Road, Lot 2-12, Zoned R&A.
2. Shane Patel (Applicant), Akhil Hotel Group, LLC (Owner) – Request for approval
of a time extension to meet conditions of approval for a site plan to construct a fivestory, 120 room extended stay hotel and associated improvements at 270 South River
Road, Lot 24-98-8, Zoned PZ.
3. Riley Investment Properties, LLC (Owner) – Request for approval to subdivide 189
and 193 South River Road into three separate commercial parcels, Lots 22-87 and 2223, Zoned PZ.
4. Mega-X, LLC c/o Elie El Chalfoun (Applicant), Riley Investment Properties, LLC
(Owner) – Request for a conditional use permit and site plan approval to construct a
gasoline service station with a 3,400 square-foot convenience store and an attached
1,200 square-foot fast food restaurant with drive-through service facilities and
associated site improvements at 189 and 193 South River Road, Lots 22-87 and 22-23,
Zoned PZ.
5. Mega-X, LLC c/o Elie El Chalfoun (Applicant), Riley Investment Properties, LLC
(Owner) – Request for approval of a sign waiver to allow an off-premises monument
sign, additional building and monument signage, and electronic readerboard signage for
a proposed gasoline service station, convenience store, and fast food restaurant at 189
and 193 South River Road, Lots 22-87 and 22-23, Zoned PZ.
IV.

Concept Proposals and Other Business: None

Mr. Connors stated the applications have been reviewed by staff, and staff would recommend
that the Planning Board find the applications to be complete. The abutters have been notified,
and 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 do not pose a regional impact.
MOTION by Ms. Murphy to accept the agenda as read. Town Manager Sawyer
duly seconded the motion. On a unanimous roll call vote, the motion carried.

1. Robert Gendron (Owner) – Request for approval of a time extension to meet conditions
of approval for a phased subdivision to create two new lots at 99 McAllister Road, Lot
2-12, Zoned R&A.
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Robert Gendron, 95 McAllister Road, was present at the Zoom meeting to address this
requested time extension. I am asking for an extension to complete what I am working on now,
which is taking the stuff out of the old house on 99 McAllister Road and then ultimately to
demolish it. I am requesting a 1-year extension so I can complete this act. Thank you. An
image of the proposed subdivision was posted on the screen.
Mr. Connors stated Mr. Gendron has already subdivided. This originally came in as a 3-lot
subdivision and Mr. Gendron changed it so it is two separate subdivisions now. One
subdivision to create one new lot each, and he has already completed the subdivision for the
northerly part of the property and he is asking for an extension to create a subdivision for these
two lots to the south.
Town Manager Sawyer stated I have no questions, but I want to point out for the record that I
don’t believe you asked Mr. Foote for his vote on the agenda, so you may want to get that when
you call on him on this application before we vote on it. Acting Chairman Newberry stated I
will. Thank you. Mr. Foote voted in favor of accepting the agenda as read.
Acting Chairman Newberry polled the Planning Board members for any questions for the
applicant. There were none.
Acting Chairman Newberry asked for comments or questions from the public. Mr. Connors
stated Planning staff has no written comments on this application. Ms. Hebert stated there have
been no questions that have been received by email.
MOTION by that the Planning Board grant a one-year time extension to the
Planning Board approval to subdivide 99 McAllister Road, Lot 2-12, Zoned R&A,
into two residential lots, creating the new Lot 2-12-7, in accordance with the plans
by Sandford Surveying & Engineering, last revised March 21, 2019, with the
following conditions to be fulfilled within one year and prior to plan signature:
1. All conditions of the April 8, 2019 subdivision approval shall remain in
effect.
2. The applicant shall obtain approval of a Stormwater Management and
Land Disturbance Permit for the subdivision from the Department of
Public Works.

Ms. Murphy duly seconded the motion. On a unanimous roll call vote, the motion
carried.

2. Shane Patel (Applicant), Akhil Hotel Group, LLC (Owner) – Request for approval of a
time extension to meet conditions of approval for a site plan to construct a five-story,
120 room extended stay hotel and associated improvements at 270 South River Road,
Lot 24-98-8, Zoned PZ.
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Tom Burns of TF Moran was present at the Zoom meeting to address this request for a 1-year
time extension on behalf of the applicant. The request for the extension is being made at this
time to allow the applicant the additional time he needs to work out some of the continued
negotiations and arrangements with finalizing the architectural design of the building as well as
lining up a contractor for construction of the building. He has been working through making
these arrangements but with the current situation that we are encountering globally here, he is
just looking for some more time to help finalize those items as well. To that end, we are
looking to request a 1-year extension on his approval, and given that time and hopefully bring
us out of the climate that we are in right now so he can proceed with construction.
Acting Chairman Newberry asked Mr. Burns, is there anything else you would like the Board to
be aware of before we ask any questions? Mr. Burns replied no. There is nothing additional at
this time. I am happy to answer any questions the Board may have.
Acting Chairman Newberry polled the Planning Board members for any questions for the
applicant.
Councilor Duschatko asked is there any impact to your responsibility or the owner to participate
in the development of the sewer extension that has been contracted for? Mr. Burns responded
the applicant is still onboard with participating with the utility extensions. Depending upon the
timing of it, they may want to have some discussion going forward with it as far as the
arrangements on when it is going to be timed and how it is going to be done, whether or not a
stub would be put into the property off of the utilities at the time of construction if they are not
ready to connect into it, but they are still onboard. Councilor Duschatko stated I would like to
ask Mr. Foote if he could make any comments on that. Mr. Foote stated Bedford Public Works
put a contract out for improvements along South River Road as you know, and I believe the
developer’s portion of that, which was Part B of the contract, totaled approximately $188,000
for a contribution. We are intending on moving forward with the construction in June, no later
than July, to complete that work as promised by September 1st. Councilor Duschatko asked Mr.
Burns, to your knowledge, does that have any impact on your client? Mr. Burns responded
again, from what I was informed was that the client would be happy to discuss it with the
Town. One of the things that they have encountered obviously with everything that has been
going on is that they have had a loss of revenue with their other operations. For example, the
other hotel that they operate in the area they saw a 97 percent reduction in their revenue from
the same month last year to this prior month this year with this, so they do have some concerns
as far with financing and everything, but it is something that they still want to proceed with the
project, they still want to connect in, they just have to be able to work out their financing. They
would just want to talk to the Town as they go forward with everything to make sure that
everything lines up and that they can participate appropriately. Mr. Connors stated that was a
condition of the original site plan approval was to enter an agreement with the Town and that
agreement has been signed, so if they wanted to revisit that, they would have to come back to
the Planning Board. Mr. Burns responded right. Councilor Duschatko asked so that would not
be covered by this particular request? Mr. Connors replied no. Mr. Burns responded no.
Councilor Duschatko stated thank you.
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Acting Chairman Newberry asked for comments or questions from the public. Ms. Hebert
replied we have no emails that have been received in the Planning inbox and I do not see anyone
from the public who has phoned into the meeting, but there are other folks in participation
tonight where you could open it up to questions. If you have a question, please either visibly
raise your hand or raise your hand using the tool in the Zoom platform or turn your mic on and
just speak up. I do not see anyone making any indication that they would like to speak.
MOTION by Ms. Murphy that the Planning Board grant a one-year time extension
to the April 22, 2019 site plan approval for an extended stay hotel at 270 South
River Road, Lot 24-98-8, Zoned PZ, in accordance with the site plans prepared by
TF Moran, last revised April 4, 2019, and the architectural plans by ZHA
Architects, last revised April 16, 2019, subject to the following condition:
1. All conditions of the April 22, 2019 site plan approval and the October 7,
2019 site plan amendment approval shall remain in effect.
2. The applicant shall obtain approval of a Stormwater Management and
Land Disturbance Permit for the subdivision from the Department of
Public Works.
Mr. McMahon duly seconded the motion. On a unanimous roll call vote, the motion
carried.

3. Riley Investment Properties, LLC (Owner) – Request for approval to subdivide 189 and
193 South River Road into three separate commercial parcels, Lots 22-87 and 22-23,
Zoned PZ.

Acting Chairman Newberry stated if the applicant could introduce your team and walk us
through your presentation and maybe give a little more attention to some of the issues that were
raised in the staff memo around parking, traffic, lighting, and walk through the site plans, with
giving them a little more detail than you would normally. It might make it a little easier to
understand and make it clear to everyone on the session.
Earl Sandford of Sandford Surveying and Engineering was present at the Zoom meeting on
behalf of the applicant with regard to the change in the boundaries. I will hand off any
discussion as far as the site plan when I am done. The first item that we need to have happen is
that if we take the two existing lots at the intersection with South River Road and Back River
Road where the lights have been changed now so that that is a 4-way intersection, and we are
taking and utilizing that land for better potential. Right now there are two existing buildings on
the two existing lots, which are Lots 2-23 that has the River Road Tavern and then there is Lot
2-22-87 that has Edward Jones Realty and White Willow Salon, and as you can see, those
buildings are on the posted graphic. The hatched areas are what is the latest part of the 4-way
intersection. Across the road from that hatched area is Back River Road and kitty corner to this
is Dunkin Donuts for just a general perspective of where this is. We are just proposing to take
Map 22, Lot 87; about in the middle of your screen you will see the dashed line with a Z
through it. If you follow that around and bring it back by the restaurant, that is what is existing
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today. So we are reshaping that and we are actually making that bigger by adding Parcel A to it
and then we are taking Parcel B out. That will be coming into Lot 87 and then Parcel B will be
leaving. The net is that it will go from a little under an acre to 1-1/3 acres with that proposal,
and then of what is remaining after that is being subdivided into two lots, of which one that will
be 1.2 acres that will have no frontage, which is the main part of the waiver that is required at
this point. I am not addressing waivers for building setbacks because they are related to the
actual buildings that are going in and I am not involved in that aspect and someone else will
speak to that later.
Mr. Sandford continued as part of the approval for this change in the boundaries, we would
need relief from the frontage requirement because the new lot 23-1 will have no frontage, and
then the restaurant will remain with almost 2-3/4 acres. It will continue to own the hatched
area, which will be an easement toward the land at the rear, the undeveloped land, which is Map
22, Lot 27. That is just the general lay of the land, taking two lots and reconfiguring them to
make three lots as shown on the plan in front of you. I think that is about it. I would be happy
to take any questions.
Acting Chairman Newberry polled the Planning Board members for any questions for the
applicant.
Ms. Malcolm stated as an abutter, I am recusing myself from this application.
Acting Chairman Newberry asked for comments or questions from the public. Ms. Hebert stated
we do not have any email communications from the public, and I do not see anyone attempting
to call in or join the meeting. If you are participating online, you can raise your hand either
physically if you have your camera turned on, or you can use the raise your hand button on the
Zoom platform. If you are unfamiliar with that technique and you just want to turn your mic on
and speak up, we will pause for a minute so you can let us know you have a question. There
were none.
Town Manager Sawyer asked now that a Board member has recused themselves from this
application, could Mr. Sullivan be appointed to vote on this application? Acting Chairman
Newberry appointed Mr. Sullivan to vote on this application. Mr. Sullivan indicated he had no
questions on this application.
Ms. Hebert stated Ms. Malcolm has recused herself from this application as well as the two
following applications, the site plan for the gas station and the waiver request for the proposed
signage, so for efficiency you could appoint Mr. Sullivan to vote on all three applications.
Acting Chairman Newberry appointed Mr. Sullivan as a voting Planning Board member on
Items 3, 4 and 5 on this evenings agenda.
Ms. Murphy stated so as not to jump the gun, was there a further presentation on the staff
report, or I know Mr. Sandford had said I am tackling this part of it. Did you mean tonight’s
presentation in its whole or is there something else that we are waiting on? Mr. Sandford
replied someone already came in representing Fuss & O’Neill and there may be more than one
from the engineers on the survey or on this one. I expect them to chime in at some point. I
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think we do need to probably address that waiver, which is critical to this first part, and other
waivers would come with the other sections. I am not prepared to present for the site plan. I
am fully expecting someone to chime in and cover that aspect.
Acting Chairman Newberry stated I may have inadvertently confused things here a little bit.
We have two separate agenda items. First is the one that we are discussing now, which is the
subdivision. The subsequent agenda item will be to address the development itself. I think for
Item 3 from the agenda, we do have some waivers first. Ms. Murphy responded we do, and I
was confused because one waiver was referenced in particular and the comment was made that
we could wait until later for the rest of them. It is my understanding that before we proceed to
the proposed motion in the staff report, that we need to address waivers 1 – 5 in that May 18,
2020 staff report, but I am sure Ms. Hebert will correct me if I am wrong. Ms. Hebert
responded you would need to address the waivers in the staff report. The Board may also want
to hear the presentation of the site plan and delay making any motions on the subdivision until
you have had a full overview of the entire project, as they are closely related applications. Ms.
Murphy stated that would certainly be my suggestion.
Mr. Connors stated Amy Sanders is the engineer for the site plan, and it sounds like the Board
is comfortable moving into the site plan portion, so Ms. Sanders can take over.

4. Mega-X, LLC c/o Elie El Chalfoun (Applicant), Riley Investment Properties, LLC
(Owner) – Request for a conditional use permit and site plan approval to construct a
gasoline service station with a 3,400 square-foot convenience store and an attached
1,200 square-foot fast food restaurant with drive-through service facilities and
associated site improvements at 189 and 193 South River Road, Lots 22-87 and 22-23,
Zoned PZ.

Amy Sanders, Senior Project Engineer, Fuss & O’Neill, was present via Zoom to address the
Conditional Use Permit on behalf of the applicant. On the call tonight with me is Chris Riley,
Riley Investment Properties, Tom Riley, Elie El Chalfoun, applicant, Linda Greer, Fuss &
O’Neill traffic group, and Alan Yeaton, architect.
Ms. Sanders stated as Mr. Sandford point out, the property is at 189 and 193 South River Road,
it is Tax Map 22, Lot 23 and 87 currently. On the screen are the existing conditions of the site.
It is home to the White Willow Salon, the Edward Jones Investments and the River Road
Tavern. To the south is Mini Cooper and Dunkin Donuts is across the street.
Ms. Sanders stated currently on site there are about 64 parking spaces, there are two sheds, a
dumpster pad, an enclosure, there is pedestrian access from South River Road and the main
access is from the signalized intersection from South River Road. Back River Road is across
the way. There is a cross-access easement that extends from South River Road to the rear of
the property. The geometry of that is going to be redefined with the subdivision part of the
application. The access easement will be used for a future driveway access to the adjacent
parcel to the rear. There is a 725 square foot pocketed wetland as indicated on the screen; the
plan is to fill that wetland and a wetland permit from the DES Wetland Bureau has been
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approved. There is another wetland to the north along the north corner of the property and then
Patten Brook extends along the southern edge of the property. There is a large 72-inch culvert
that carries Patten Brook from the west side of South River Road over to the east side, and there
are retaining walls that extend along the south side for the existing driveway and also acts as the
headwall for that 72-inch culvert. There are some existing signs that are on the property for the
White Willow Salon and for the River Road Tavern and those signs will remain unchanged for
this application. There are also some existing light fixtures that are on granite posts and most of
those would be removed but also relocated in the proposed design. I think there are two of
them that will remain. The undeveloped portion of the site is mostly some low areas and also
some wooded areas and then the wetland along the south side.
Ms. Sanders stated the next plan I am going to post on the screen is the demolition plan. Most
of the existing pavement that is the parking lot of the site is going to be removed so that the
parking lot can be reconfigured. The sheds that exist on the property are going to be removed
and the dumpster is going to be removed. There is an existing concrete walkway that extends
from the parking lot for the tavern over to the main entrance to the tavern and also connects to
this lower parking lot area. That is going to be removed so that the parking lot can be
reconfigured, and then there is some landscaping along the entrance area that is going to be
removed and one tree near South River Road.
Ms. Sanders stated the next plan is the site plan, and for the moment I am going to focus
primarily on the gas station itself. What we are proposing is a 4,600 square foot convenience
store that includes a restaurant with a drive-thru. We do have a conditional use associated with
putting a gas station here. There is also a 16 fueling station canopy and we have a waiver
associated with the location of the front setback to the canopy. It is 31 feet as proposed and 45
feet is required, but with the new configuration of the subdivision, there is really no technical
frontage for this lot but the distance from South River Road over to the canopy is 116 feet. We
are also proposing a patio along the south side of the building and that would be used for
outdoor seating. Adjacent to the patio are going to be two electric vehicle fueling stations, and
then the drive-thru lane as adjacent to that area goes 1-way circulation around the back side of
the building, and then adjacent to that is the bypass lane, and then adjacent to that is a loading
area. To the north of the building is a dumpster area. The dumpster is located 14 feet from the
property line where 30 feet is required. The dumpster has been located in close proximity to the
building for ease of use and to accommodate the refuse vehicles from accessing that dumpster.
We are proposing landscaping, that I will show you in a couple of plans ahead, that are being
planted around the dumpster and going to be used for screening. We are requesting a waiver to
allow that closer proximity to the property line, and lastly the adjacent property is owned by the
same owner and they don’t object to that closer distance to the property line.
Ms. Sanders stated the drive-thru lane can accommodate the 10 stacking spaces, the order board
has been located at about the mid-point of the stacking area, and there is a generator pad located
just to the south of that order board and speaker.
Ms. Sanders stated the parking area will be configured to provide an overall number of parking
spaces of 122 and that would be used for all three uses to have shared parking amongst the three
uses. There are 24 parking spaces solely on the lot for the gas station but 42 parking spaces are
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required, therefore a waiver is required. Since the additional parking is available on the
adjacent lots and the intent is to provide shared parking, we feel that there is sufficient parking
to meet the gas station use. There are two parking spaces for air pump use. On the salon and
tavern properties the parking has been reconfigured to provide additional parking spaces for the
existing uses, the walkway from the tavern entrance will be reconfigured to provide handicap
parking right adjacent to this sidewalk that will extend out to the entrance, and then the
sidewalk will also extend over to South River Road and will connect to the existing walkway
that connects down to South River Road. Along the main driveway the retaining wall will be
extended along the north side of Pattern Brook; there will also be a retaining wall on the
opposite side of that future driveway connection and that will have a guardrail located along the
top of that retaining wall, and the retaining wall will match the existing wall that is currently
there. There is a waiver required for the retaining wall for retaining walls that are taller than 6
feet. We are proposing a retaining wall greater than 6 feet half a foot away from the property
line and that is generally in this area over here as shown on the screen. Again, it is adjacent to
the property that is controlled by the same owner and they don’t object to that waiver request.
The posted page shows the circulation the WB-67 maneuvering through the site and entering
the site.
Ms. Sanders continued the next plan is the grading and drainage plan. The onsite pavement, the
convenience store roof, and the canopy roof will all be collected in a closed drainage system
and discharged to one of three underground stormwater management systems. There is one
under this parking lot area here, there is one under this parking lot area here, and then there is a
small one under this area here as shown on the screen. No runoff is directed to flow across the
canopy and that is in compliance with NHDES regulations for gas stations. There is also a
positive limited barrier that has been designed for spill containment of a minimum of 5 gallons.
The underground stormwater system is designed to treat the full water quality volume, it is
limited with the post development peak flow rates and meet the channel protection
requirements required by NHDES Alteration of Terrain. There is also sufficient storage in the
underground system to accommodate the larger 50-year design storm. Stormwater discharges
to the existing stormwater system, discharge to the existing manhole and then to Patten Brook.
Along the northeasterly side of the development we are proposing a 2:1 slope that would
include an erosion control blanket with loam and seed and using a specific slope seed mix, and
then there is small retaining wall along the northern property line at the base of that 2:1 slope to
eliminate any need for wetland impacts to the wetland to the north. There is a guardrail
proposed along the retaining wall but also along the top of that 2:1 slope.
Ms. Sanders stated the next plan is the utility plan. There is a grease trap provided for the
restaurant use and there is a small sewer pump station that will connect to the municipal system
up over by South River Road. There is an existing water stub, so the water surface will be
connected and then come into the back of the building. There is a gas main in South River
Road, so our gas service will extend from the main to the rear of the building, and then there is
a utility pole that has 3-phase power on South River Road just to the north of this property and
that is where the electric, telephone and cable will be extended from underground to the
transformer in the back and then over to the building.
Ms. Sanders stated the next plan is lighting. We are proposing new LED fixtures for the area
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lighting primarily and these landscaped islands and this landscaped island and then along the
perimeter over here. Along the front of the these parking spaces, those are going to be the
relocated granite post fixtures that exist on the site, so they are about 6 feet in height and then
we are going to extend them along the walkway down toward South River Road. Posted now is
a picture of what the lighting looks like. There is lighting under the canopy, this is the area
lighting for the site, these are the wall sconces that on the sides and the rear of the building and
then the front of the building would have gooseneck style lighting.
Ms. Sanders stated the next plan is the landscape plan. As I mentioned before, we have the
dumpster and the transformer in this sort of northeastern corner from the building, and we are
proposing arborvitae for screening in around that area. Then other landscaping is proposed
with various trees and different landscaped areas. Some of the trees that are included are
maple, dogwood, ginkgo biloba, spruce, and then various shrubs and grasses and groundcover,
including hydrangea, juniper, spirea, daylily, hosta, black eyed Susan.
Ms. Sanders stated there are a couple of additional waiver requests, in addition to the ones that I
have mentioned already, which are Section 275, Table 3 for impervious cover. On Lot 23-1,
which is the gas station lot, we have 81 percent impervious cover where 75 percent is allowed.
Primarily the need is for cohesive circulation of the delivery vehicles, customers and
employees. We have the shared parking with the adjacent sites that we need to provide access
to those. It is a very integrated design with the other lots because of that shared parking and the
shared access. If we were to look at the overall site as a whole, for all three lots the impervious
cover is 57 percent, which is much lower than what is allowed at 75 percent. Section 275-63(E)
4-N and Section 275-63(E) 5-B as related to minimum landscape performance standards. We
are providing zero-foot side and rear landscape strips where 10 foot is required and zero-foot
exterior landscape strips where 10 feet is required. Again, this is to accommodate the shared
parking layout for all three uses to provide parking aisles and spaces that overlap the property
line, which allows for efficient parking layouts and proper circulation.
Ms. Sanders stated I am going to turn it over to Ms. Greer so she can give a brief summary on
the traffic and then I will come back to go through the conditional use permit if you want me to
go through each line item. Acting Chairman Newberry stated that would be excellent.
Ms. Greer… just a brief overview of the traffic. Our traffic counts were collected in September
of 2018. When those counts were collected, Whole Foods, Trader Joe’s, and I believe Friendly
Toast was already open. Prior to the scope for collecting the trips and determining the overall
traffic volume at the intersection to include the Market & Main development, also the Wayfarer
development and the Mini Cooper. I know that because we didn’t take out traffic for the
developments that were already up and running. It was really difficult to try to separate out
what they proposed. Also, when we were getting ready to do this study, the land uses were in
flux where they were going to do more apartments, so all of that makes our traffic numbers very
conservative and a little more to the high side for our base. The overall trips that the
development produces are 148 trips in the AM, 90 trips in the PM, and 116 on Saturday.
However, because of the type of uses a lot of those trips will be trips that are already on the
network, pass-by trips where you are going to the grocery store so you stop and get gas, so it is
not an additional trip added to the network. When we did our analysis, we did find that the no-
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build case was at level of service B and then the build cases were level of service D. With that
said, the other perimeter that we looked at, which are capacity ratio and the amount of delay
and it was very little change. It sounds like a big change when you also look at level of service,
but because level of service B was due to that delay, is typically right around 35, or under 35,
and our build case the delay was 35 seconds for the intersection. You could think of it as in
grades. With a C you are at a 70, at a D you are at 68. You are still very close to each other but
there is that line in the sand that crosses a B to a D. So overall the intersection won’t be that
different from the build to the no-build.
Ms. Greer stated also we looked at the queues that would be generated from the build condition
and there was a very small increase in queues, so all of the queues will fit in the storage pockets
that are there already.
Ms. Greer stated there was no real overall improvement that we saw that would be needed for
the intersection over what is already there. We know that the intersection right now is not
coordinated with the intersection at Target, so that is one thing that we were going to do is
provide signal timing to propose signal stacking coordination.
Ms. Sanders stated I think I am going to just go over the Conditional Use Permit before we
open it up to questions. For the Conditional Use Permit to allow the gas station, including a
convenience store and restaurant with drive-thru. Would you like me to go through each one of
these criteria for Article 275.58? Mr. Connors responded could you touch on the architecture
first.
Alan Yeaton, AIA, Amoskeag Architectural Group, stated it is a 3-piece design. There is a
store, there is side store, and then there is a tenant space to the right of the front elevation and
that also is serviced by the drive-thru. The architecture on the exterior is meant to represent
more of a New England style especially with the addition of things like barn doors and the light
fixtures and also coordinating underground support system utilities to go with this. The
materials are like copper roofs on the building and then shingle style on the roof, there is a
colored system for a finishing system, and then there is also Hardy Board representing wood
siding on several facades of the building. In terms of the gas station canopy, that is basically
16-foot high with a 3-foot band around it, with a sign on one corner that says Mega-X and it is
basically white with just a blue and red sign as shown on the elevation within the plan set. I
would be happy to answer any questions from the Planning Board.
Acting Chairman Newberry stated I think if we were doing this again that we might open it to
questions as we go through each of these sections. We could work backwards at this point. Is
there anything else that the application team would like to present to the Board? Ms. Sanders
responded I can go over the conditional use criteria. That is something that we had submitted
with the application, and if you have any questions about what we submitted, we can address it
in that form as well. Acting Chairman Newberry stated we will do it that way, and then we will
go to each of the Board members for any questions they have on your walkthrough.
Ms. Sanders addressed the criteria for the Conditional Use Permit.

Town of Bedford
Planning Board Minutes – May 18, 2020

12

a. Use is consistent with the purposes of the Performance Zone listed in Article 275-58:
A.
To attract environmentally acceptable commercial, industrial, recreational,
institutional, and residential uses to the District;
B.
To encourage diversity in the community tax base through appropriate flexibility
in land use and land use development;
C.
To optimize financial return on public infrastructure investments and
expenditures, including municipal sewer, municipal water supply, the Manchester
Airport, Class I and II public highways, and the Merrimack River amenities;
D.
To minimize adverse traffic impacts on U.S. Route 3, the I-293/NH Route 101
Interchange, and surrounding local streets and roadways; and
E.
To preserve valuable historical, cultural, and natural features within the district
and to minimize adverse environmental impacts such as water, air, light, noise pollution,
flooding, clear cutting of vegetation, and the blocking of scenic views.
We tried to design this gas station to meet all the environmental requirements such as
providing the spill protection, the fueling pad, the stormwater management system, by
providing permanent and pretreatment of stormwater for the entire water quality volume.
The gas station use is diverse to the surrounding area. There are no gas stations within a
mile of this location. There is a wetland impact associated with this application but it is a
low functioning isolated wetland, which now has been permitted for filling.
The use will not have an adverse impact on the surface water, air quality, noise, or light
pollution, therefore, as described above, the proposed gas station use is consistent with
the purpose of the Performance Zone.
b. Proposal complies with the Performance Zone setback dimensional standards:
The proposed design complies with the spirit of the setback dimension standards. We
are requesting one waiver for the canopy setback, but, again, it is 116 feet from South
River Road where 5 feet is required and we are at 41 from the proposed lot line.
c. Site will be connected to municipal sewer and water:
Yes; we are connecting to municipal sewer and water.
d. The proposal complies with the Performance Zone Sign Standards:
Given the unusual right-of-way geometry at the existing site driveway, a waiver of the
sign standards is requested. That is a separate waiver application that is being presented
by others.
e. The proposal complies with the Performance Zone Landscape Standards:
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The landscaping design generally complies with the Performance Zone requirements with
the exception of the side and rear landscape. Again, a waiver is requested, but we are
also providing shared parking and shared driveway access so that interconnectivity is
very critical to the layout that we are proposing.
f. Proposal complies with the parking standards for gasoline service stations:
There is sufficient parking proposed for the lots as a whole. There is a waiver request
associated specifically with the parking that is on the gas station lot, but, again, there is
sufficient parking for the adjacent lots that the gas station can utilize.
g. Screening of refuse and pumps has been addressed:
The design includes vegetative screening as well as a fence enclosure for the refuse. For
the pumps there is landscaping along the landscaped edge of pavement to provide
screening of the pumps as well.
h. Proposal complies with the lighting standards for commercial development:
Yes; it complies with the standards for commercial development.
i. All necessary environmental safeguards have been provided:
The gas station complies with the State of New Hampshire Department of Environmental
Services. Underground storage tank requirements, the underground storage tanks are
double walled and include a tank sump, piping is double walled, monitoring devices
including audible alarms and a 5-gallon spill bucket are provided at the delivery hose
locations, and gas vapor recovery systems are provided. Overfill protections include an
automatic shut-off valve and spill containment on the dispensing fuel pad. The
stormwater system includes pretreatment for the stormwater water quality volume. The
owner has agreed to contract with a green snow pro certified contractor for salt
applications.
j. Nuisance odors have been addressed:
Yes; the gas vapor recovery system as provided to address these odors.
k. Market data supports the proposed location:
The owner has reviewed market data for this location. The data supports the gas station
use.
l. Existing gas stations within a five-mile radius have been identified:
A map of gas stations with a 5-mile radius has been supplied to the Planning Department.
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m. Existing and future traffic analysis has been provided:
Yes; we have provided that analysis and has been reviewed by the Town’s engineer.
n. Recommended highway improvements have been provided:
There are no recommended highway improvements, aside from signal timing of the
signals between the Target/Lowe’s intersection and the Back River Road/South River
Road intersection.
o. Access to a signalized intersection has been provided:
Yes; there is already a signalized intersection for the main access driveway.
p. Provision for the termination of the Conditional Use Permit has been provided if the
gas station is abandoned:
Yes; notes have been added to the plan set regarding abandoning the station.
Acting Chairman Newberry stated thank you for walking us through that. I think the map of the
5-mile radius for gas stations was in the Board’s materials. The map was posted on the screen.
Ms. Sanders stated in addition to this map there was another map that kind of zoomed in. The
nearest gas station to the proposed location is 1.2 to 1.6 miles as the crow flies. I think that
covers the Conditional Use Permit criteria for the gas station use.
Ms. Sanders stated I think we have presented all of the material that we wanted to get on the
record. We will try to answer any questions that the Board has.
Acting Chairman Newberry responded that was a good view from top to bottom. At this point
we will start with the Board members and see if they have any additional questions. I suspect
there may be some questions around traffic, parking in particular.
Mr. Foote stated I have one question relative to sewer. It is my understanding that Mr. Spooner
and Mike Trank, our consulting engineer had some sewer questions or comments. Have those
been addressed? Ms. Sanders replied they have not been addressed specifically, and I did
receive them and Jeremy was very quick to turn around his comments. I am working with
Triple A Pumps to address those comments, but unfortunately I haven’t been able to connect
with them since I received them. We will work to address those, but I haven’t been able to just
yet. I understand that there is a sewer connection permit that required through the State that is
being reviewed by the Town and the City of Manchester and then the State of New Hampshire.
We will address those.
Mr. Fairman stated I have a question on the traffic study. Rightly so there is a lot of concern
about traffic on Back River Road especially in front of the exit and entrance to the Village
Green complex. Frequently the traffic in and out of the existing Dunkin Donuts results in
considerable congestion in that area, but it seems to me that the new Dunkin Donuts will reduce
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that problem by giving an easier stop for coffee by the northbound cars on South River Road.
Did the traffic study look at this and determine how many northbound cars on South River
Road will use the new Dunkin Donuts rather than turning left into Back River Road and go to
the existing Dunkin Donuts thereby reducing congestion in that area? Linda replied when we
did the study it was just considered that it was going to be a restaurant and not that it was
necessarily going to be a Dunkin Donuts. In that case we would not look at the change in
traffic based on a Dunkin Donuts use and a Dunkin Donuts across the street. I don’t know for
sure that is what is going to go in there; that is why we didn’t look at it. If that would be true,
your change in traffic would probably change for the existing Dunkin Donuts. Mr. Fairman
stated you didn’t look at that so you don’t have any idea how many cars do come northbound
and go around into Back River Road. I think it is considerable. I think that would be an
interesting number to have. Ms. Greer stated as far as making sure that that driveway wasn’t
blocked, we are still holding that right turn not to be an overlap but they need to stop at the light
and not have the free flow right when the lefts are in the movement. Mr. Fairman stated there is
a highly congested area in that area particularly in the morning when they are school buses. It
is tough to get through some days, so I think it would have been interesting to see that. We
always knew it was going to be a coffee shop, whether it was Dunkin Donuts or anything else,
that would reduce that traffic and it would have been interesting and I think an important part of
the study. Thank you.
Mr. Hawkins stated it was a helpful presentation. If we could pull up the parking map. I
remember you saying that it was required, I believe you said 45 spaces for the convenience
store portion of the project, and I didn’t recall how many you said were actually provided in the
plan. Ms. Sanders replied I think it is 42 required and 24 provided. Mr. Hawkins responded I
thought that is what I heard. That is my concern. I am worried specifically and I would like to
focus on the movement of crossing pedestrian traffic from the parking that is available, which is
really along the north side of all three properties, crossing all of the traffic required to get to the
convenience store. As I saw the plan, there just wasn’t enough parking around the convenience
store, so we have all of the parking really around River Road Tavern a little bit but mostly the
salon and Edward Jones, and they have got to make their way successfully and safely to the
convenience store. They are crossing a lot of lanes of traffic, including the drive-thrus, and all
of the canopy traffic around the filling station to get to the convenience store. Is there any
crosswalk, walk signage or anything like that to safely get the majority of the parked cars to
where the majority of those folks want to go? Ms. Sanders responded that is a fair question. If
you were at the Edward Jones or the salon and you wanted to get up to the gas station, there is a
sidewalk that extends from the parking lot to the north of the tavern up over to the south, by the
dirt driveway there is a crosswalk that crosses the tavern driveway, it crosses through the
landscaped island and then there is a crosswalk across the new driveway for the gas station and
then there is a sidewalk that runs parallel with the access aisle and then ends right near the
entrance to the sidewalk near the gas station entrance. We were trying to accommodate
pedestrian access from South River Road, from within the development to the new gas station
to provide that kind of connectivity. I don’t have access to the screen to use as a pointer, but
essentially that would be the pedestrian access from that majority of the parking. Mr. Hawkins
responded I am with you, but I am not really with you. I see what you are saying. If I am
forced to park over there on the north side of the property, which is not where I want to park if I
am going to the convenience store, but to be fair I believe a fair number of folks are going to be
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stuck in that situation and that pedestrian traffic route that you just described feels miserable. It
just doesn’t feel very good. There is always our planned route of travel and then there is the
utilized route of travel, which is the direct Point A to Point B and I don’t want people to do that,
to a large extent, and being unsafe doing it. There are a lot of lanes, there is a lot of traffic and
there is a great distance from where the majority of the parking is as it relates to the
convenience store. Ms. Sanders responded I definitely hear what you are saying. I think that
the parking has sort of been laid out around the gas station and just kind of having a little bit of
an understanding of how the gas station use works, they could definitely have employees either
parking to that parking area to the north to free up more of the parking spaces that are around
that convenience store, but mostly you have people that are running in to do very quick
purchases, not necessarily be in the building for an extended period of time or people that are
parking to fuel up their cars and then they run into the convenience store so their car is
remaining where it is being fueled. Very few people actually relocate their cars when they go
into the store after refueling. I do understand what you are saying, but I also think that there is
a fair amount of parking that is around that gas station use.
Mr. Hawkins stated you described a waiver for the retaining wall because it is greater than 6
feet. What is the height of the retaining wall that is proposed? Ms. Sanders replied I believe
the maximum height is 8 feet but I will double check. There is a portion right around that kind
of bench that is 8 feet along that easterly property line. Mr. Hawkins asked that is the highest?
Ms. Sanders replied yes.
Town Manager Sawyer stated my first question is clarification and maybe will be talked about
more during the sign application portion, but the request for the monument setback along South
River Road. The sign is 10 feet back from what I would call the typical right-of-way along
South River Road but it is not 10 feet from the side right-of-way that juts back into the
property. Is that correct? Ms. Sanders replied I am not doing the sign waiver, but I believe the
setback is 13 feet from South River Road right-of-way and then it is probably a foot or half foot
from the side, but yes, it is because the South River Road right-of-way kind of projects into this
property by a significant amount and that is really need for that side waiver.
Town Manager Sawyer stated the two parking spaces adjacent to the south side of the store
along the entryway to the drive-thru. I know I raised it during the conceptual review that I had
a concern with any spaces that might interfere with a drive-thru and I see you have nine cars
shown and then a tenth would fit clearly, but I guess I am going against what Mr. Hawkins said
and I believe there is plenty of parking around the storefront and those two spaces should be
eliminated and the electric vehicle charging locations be relocated to any other parking stalls on
the site. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman.
Councilor Duschatko stated I am going to follow up on both Mr. Hawkins and Town Manager
Sawyer comments. I too share a concern about how the parking is laid out. What is it really set
to accomplish? If you look at the map on the current screen, it shows a vast number of parties
having to cross a transit lane with a large truck on it, which is where I see a problem, folks
going across the drive-in, drive-out through a situation from the convenience store. I think it is
a very unsafe type of layout. I also question the fact that there is not a great deal of ability for a
disabled person that might be forced to park down by the health spa, or more likely Edwards, to
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get over to go to the convenience store. It is just a very hazardous trip for them to do that. I
share Town Manager Sawyer’s concerns on the two parking spaces that he mentioned. I think
it is a very poor place to put an electric charging station that would normally require a longer
period time of a car to take that particular space.
Councilor Duschatko stated on top of this I am somewhat confused as we heard in the
presentation you keep referring to this as a gas station. We all know it is trying to be presented
as three separate businesses on this. I would just like to have a clarification of what is it.
Councilor Duschatko continued the second part of my traffic concern is that in the morning
people are going to use the existing entrance/exit going north on South River Road and I don’t
believe, except for some comments in the VHB report, that any traffic analysis has been done
there, that would cause basically uncontrolled traffic entering into South River Road at that
time of day. It doesn’t have much impact at the moment because of the timing of the existing
businesses. I just think there should be some considerable given to that. Thank you.
Acting Chairman Newberry asked if the applicants would like to respond to the questions? Ms.
Sanders replied yes. I will talk about the first few and then I will turn it over to Linda for the
traffic regarding the northerly driveway.
Ms. Sanders stated with regard to the parking layout and the truck turning movements, the plan
that you see on the screen that is really just to show you that the largest WB-67 vehicle can
maneuver through the site in order to get in, turn around the building and then exit out. It is not
that that truck is going to be lingering on the site and they can accommodate deliveries based on
timing when the site is less busy. As far as the ADA parking spaces, we actually provide a lot
more ADA parking spaces than what is required on this site. The ADA parking spaces are
currently about 23 11/16.
Ms. Murphy stated so it is really not changing that much. The reason why I bring that up is
because as it stands, you can barely get one car into that aisle going one direction, let alone a
second car coming the opposite way, and I know I have had to back out of parking spaces in
that parking lot and if there is a car coming down looking for parking while you are trying to
back out, it is sort of an impossible situation. I feel like the aisles are fairly narrow as is, so my
first concern would be the impact of adding that much more traffic to what I view as pretty
narrow aisles between parking spaces. My second concern is that that lot is frequently filled,
both during the day and in the evening, as it is, and I understand that there are additional
parking spaces that are being added but I echo the concerns of Councilor Duschatko, Town
Manager Sawyer and Mr. Hawkins because I think that given the demand of the convenience
store/fast food restaurant/whatever it is going to be utilized as, I am counting parking spaces
and thinking that that is not going to be sufficient for the demand on the space.
Ms. Murphy stated my third point is just concern about, say for example a Dunkin Donuts were
to go into that space, I think the backup based on every other Dunkin Donuts in town and the
backups that occur at those drive-thru locations, I have never seen it backed up by only four or
five cars. I have only ever seen it backed up considerable and I would be worried about how
that impacts access to the gas station, how that impacts access to the salon and the restaurant,
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and how that impact peoples’ ability to not get stuck in a traffic jam coming in and out of that
lot. Ms. Sanders stated I am going to jump back to the existing parking aisle. Ms. Greer stated
each of those three developments that drive the highest volume is actually the gas station pumps
themselves, the 16 gas station pumps. Those are people coming in, pumping gas and then
leaving, not necessarily parking in the parking spaces. Ms. Sanders stated going back to your
concern about how they are narrow, again, we are basing the dimensions on required parking
dimensions, and when I looked at what the parking stall depth is today, it is 17.5 feet, just over
17 feet, so we are going up to the 18 feet, which is required, and then the full 24 feet here.
Again, that is what the standard parking dimensions are for the Town of Bedford, which should
be more than sufficient for maneuvering in the parking area. We are trying to provide an
understanding that there is a significant amount of people parking in the existing parking lot so
we are trying to provide that additional parking, especially for the restaurant use, which I think
especially later in the day is a pretty big driver of those parking spaces, maybe less so for the
salon later in the day, but maybe midday that is a bigger use, and that was primarily why we
were concentrating a lot of those parking spaces in this general area providing that more
efficient layout than what exits there today.
Chris Riley stated thank you making the provisions to have the meeting tonight. It is really
appreciated.
Mr. Riley stated I have been writing down the questions that the Board members have had and
address a couple of those items. I think Ms. Sanders has done a really wonderful job of the
technical aspects of the plan and making sure that we have a planthat moves freely for the
different uses on the site, also gives people on the site options and how movements occur so
that we don’t run into issues which we have seen in town sometimes have some backup issues.
With this development it really gave Tom Riley and I a chance to kind of look at what we had
on the site for existing uses, two of which, as Ms. Murphy mentioned, have very high uses, and
then we got the opportunity to redesign around and even kind of fix the things that we thought
could show improvement we add the addition of the convenience store and the parking site.
Being residents in town we frequent the site quite often so we obviously want to have a good
development and an attractive development, something the Town is proud of and also serves a
use.
Mr. Riley stated to talk to Mr. Fairman’s first comment pertaining to the coffee use, and Mr. El
Chalfoun can speak to this as the proposed tenant with Mega-X if he needs to. We are in the
works to try to secure a sublease with a tenant, it may be the same tenant that is across the
street. Mr. Fairman brings up a good point as far as what we see as backup in the morning
commute hours, which is the peak hour for the coffee use, onto Back River Road as well as the
Peter Woodbury traffic coming in. We feel if it is the same coffee use, or an alternate coffee
use, that a portion of that, if not the majority of that backup that you are seeing on Back River
Road, would be alleviated or at least eased to some degree. Currently the majority of the
commuting traffic is heading from south to north to access the I-293 onramp, so the movement
right now is a left-hand movement onto Back River Road where you have to get into the queue
of the Dunkin Donuts drive-thru, or if you are coming down Back River Road after you drop
the kids off and you get into that queue, that is where our backup is continuing. So you are
getting two movements that need to occur through that intersection at Back River Road. In this
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particular site with a coffee use it will be a right-hand turn in, queue into the line, and righthand turn out. So it should address that issue that you brought and that we recognized early,
Mr. Fairman, so thanks for bringing that up because we did want to let the Board know that we
had that concern as well having to maneuver that intersection ourselves and we are looking for
some relief there in trying to do this.
Mr. Riley stated to address Mr. Hawkins’s concerns about parking. The site does show close to
22 spots directly around the convenience store. It is more spots than you are going to find at
White Avenue Irving, the Irving 1.2 miles up the road, and definitely more spots than we are
going to see at the station of Heaven’s Gas on Boynton Street. We tried to come up with a plan
that would address an adequate number, if not an excessive number of parking spots directly
surrounding the convenience store for that consumer that is going to go in and fill a
convenience need or get something for lunch. In addition to, and Mr. El Chalfoun can probably
address this, that customer that is at one of the pumps that fills the car, goes into the store while
filling the car. Now the concern that was raised and pedestrian traffic is a concern, and that is
why we had Ms. Sanders try to design as many pedestrian walkways to the site along South
River Road, as well as internally into the site. If you have been to River Road Tavern, if you
have gone there between 4:00pm and 6:00pm or 4:00pm and 7:00pm, in the current condition,
you can see that there is overflow, well not currently because it is closed and we hope they
make it through well and resume business as soon as it is safe, but we have a dirt parking area
where there is currently the shed where the Christmas trees are sold in the winter, we have cars
parking in the dirt areas. So the peak hours for River Road Tavern generally fall between
4:00pm and 8:00pm and that is when they are seeing their highest volume of traffic count.
What we tried to do is focus that parking behind the lot that currently exists at White Willow.
Likewise White Willow is seeing high traffic counts certain evenings of the week, Thursday
being one of them, Friday being one of them, where they see a high traffic count, so we were
trying to make the lots so that the need that was being met by all the users on the site, and
interconnectivity was one of the big discussion points in the last Master Plan, as well as this
Master Plan, so we really wanted things to be able to move freely, you weren’t stuck coming in
one entrance and having to go through that traffic lane to get in or out so that people could get
in and out with ease. So if you really look at the overall, but we have that 3-D rendering overall
that shows the Back River Road intersection with the convenience store. The 3-D rendering
gives you an aerial view of what the whole thing looks like. The 3-D view was posted on the
screen. I think this might give a little bit clearer visual than trying to see it 2-D on how traffic is
going to move through the site. You can see if we look at the blocked-out buildings, the first
one to the left with the walkway is obviously River Road Tavern, the building next to that is the
White Willow Salon and Edward Jones. Edward Jones has very low traffic count. Their
requirement for the leased space of about 1,000 square feet is only four parking spots of which
two are usually empty. White Willow we discussed has a little bit higher requirement. We
tried to make the parking fields so that it addressed each users need and also thought about it in
terms of peak uses, where the gas station is peak uses are in the morning, maybe in the evening
commute, but the majority would be in the morning, and then you have the tavern use, which is
in the evening. So we felt like it was a good synergy on the site for the uses. We addressed the
number of spots, we have more spots than are required by the ordinance, but based on
experience for the last five years with River Road Tavern, we understand what a peak situation
looks like there and we really wanted to make sure we could accommodate that on the site as
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there isn’t any offsite parking for this location. I hope maybe that addresses your parking issue,
Mr. Hawkins. I think it was definitely valid in how you brought it up, but if you think about it
that yes it is one site with interconnectivity but we are trying to meet each uses need in the
proximity to the parking fields.
Mr. Riley stated the question was raised, I think it was Councilor Duschatko’s concerns, the
truck deliveries would be for gas, so the only time you are going to see that big truck in there is
in off-peak hour or for the dumpster emptying so you are going to see that as well in off hours.
Mr. Riley stated with regard to the electric vehicle spots. When we came for our conceptual,
there was some discussion on how we could hit green initiatives, we looked at solar potential
for the gas station canopy, it just wouldn’t work. We looked at it and we would have to
position the canopy the other way and the site didn’t layout well. The green initiative charging
spots were discussed and initially there were four spots with two chargers. Mr. El Chalfoun and
I discussed it, Ms. Sanders and I discussed it, we have plenty of spots around the building so we
so we could move them if that the Board’s wish, but we would like to try to still keep those
spots. Someone said that you don’t go in there and charge your car for two minutes; that is
probably and 10- or 15-minute minimum, maybe 20 or 25 minutes to charge a car. Typically,
you are also not charging your car under high peak use for the coffee use or the drive-thru use,
you are not going to charge your car on your way to work when the peak is occurring.
Typically, that is going to be an off-hour use; that is the reason Mr. El Chalfoun put an area that
has a nice patio, where he is trying to do an upscale convenience store that fits the character of
Bedford well, and meets the needs of the clientele that will frequent the location as far as
product line, appearance and look. So that was the reasoning behind the spots where they were,
but kind of the way in our mind, but if it is a sticking point for the Board, we can definitely
make a decision tonight on those whether they are appropriate or not.
Mr. Riley stated Ms. Murphy, I definitely hear your concerns, Kathryn is busy at White Willow,
we hope she is busy again when she opens up, and hopefully it is soon. When she is busy, that
lot is full, so as Ms. Sanders mentioned, I think your direct question was, is it going to remain
the same. The spot count is going to remain the same but it does get a little bit wider, a foot is a
foot and makes a big difference. I don’t think there are any drive aisles at this point where you
have two Suburbans backing into each other; it is going to seem like it is enough room but it
does meet the requirement.
Mr. Riley stated I hope I addressed most, if not all of the questions, that were brought up to this
point. I would be more than happy to answer any other questions.
Ms. Murphy stated I had a second question but it has nothing to do with parking. It was just a
point of clarification, I think, for Ms. Hebert or Mr. Connors. Agenda Item #3 Waivers 1 – 5
flow to the land itself, and Agenda Item #4 Waivers 1 – 6, flow to the proposed building? Mr.
Connors responded yes. We kind of set aside the site plan issues and moved those over to the
site plan, so the waivers for the subdivision relate more to the setback issues.
Mr. McMahon stated the first question I have is some of the comments by VHB. Has DES seen
or have you accomplished the test pit for the Alteration of Terrain? Ms. Sanders replied the
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Alteration of Terrain permit has been received from NHDES. Mr. McMahon asked please post
the site plan again. Could you explain how the treated water is going to be exited onto Patten
Brook, I believe it is on the south side? Ms. Sanders responded the stormwater runoff generally
flows from South River Road across the pavement and is collected in various catch basins. In
this general area indicated on the screen, most of the stormwater from here goes through this
underground system, this underground system is a collection of plastic chambers and
underneath the plastic chambers is crushed stone and then a filter media and then an underdrain.
So the runoff is going to filter through that media, it is going to collect in the underdrain and
discharge to a drain manhole here. That drain manhole has a series of weirs inside of it that
control the stormwater and from there it is going to discharge into this drain manhole, this drain
manhole and this drain manhole. It is a continuous line all the way over to here. Mr. McMahon
stated I can maybe see the contour lines but what type of a drop will it be at the end of the
discharge before it drops into the brook? Ms. Sanders responded this is actually an existing
drain manhole that we are tying into and there is an existing headwall along the south side of
that existing driveway, and there is an existing pipe that discharges to that brook currently
today. We are not modifying that at all; we are just going to make the connection further
upstream so that there is no change from the existing condition to the proposed condition.
Mr. McMahon stated on the north side with the retaining wall, it looks like it comes close to the
setback for the wetlands. I can see where the wetlands are, I don’t know where the setback is. I
guess my concern is that it is hard to tell by scale, but when you build that retaining wall, and
maybe someone else is better to answer that, it looks like the retaining wall would have to be
built with equipment from the south side to keep the heavy equipment from going to the north
side and getting into the setback for the wetlands. But, again, I can’t see how far away that
retaining wall as currently shown from the setback of the wetlands. Ms. Sanders replied this is
a fairly short retaining wall, I think the maximum height is four feet. The maximum height of a
retaining wall within the wetland setback I believe is six feet, so we are able to put it up against
the wetland but obviously we are not doing that, we are staying within this property. So they
would be constructing the retaining wall and then backfilling, so they wouldn’t need to go onto
that adjacent property, they would be able to construct it with that larger equipment on this side
of the property and then backfill to create this 2:1 slope and then kind of back out of it from
there.
Mr. McMahon asked has the Fire Chief seen this and made comments on it? Ms. Sanders
replied yes. I did reach out to Thatcher Plant, he is the person at the Fire Department who
reviewed the circulation, the in and out movements for the largest ladder truck and he approved
those layouts that we see there.
Mr. McMahon stated maybe we have all been at a gas station occasionally and have difficulty
getting in because of the tanker that is going to refill your underground tanks. Where will that
tanker actually park to do its pumping? It looks like it is going to close one lane. Ms. Sanders
responded this is the location of the underground storage tanks and we have a 40-foot aisle,
which is pretty significant. As Mr. Riley mentioned, likely the pumper truck would come here
on off hours so when they are not at their peak or busiest times, so they can park in this general
area and cars can still have an aisle that can get around there for the limited time that that tanker
is actually there or come around and use this access below.
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Mr. McMahon asked how many seats do you plan on having in the restaurant? Ms. Sanders
replied we don’t know what the user is just yet, so I don’t know the number of seats. I think
primarily it is not necessarily of the high eat-in. Mr. El Chalfoun or Mr. Yeaton do you know if
there is seating in the restaurant and what that number may be? There was no response from
Mr. El Chalfoun or Mr. Yeaton. Mr. McMahon stated if the number of seats in the restaurant
are not known, doesn’t that have an impact on the parking plan? Mr. Connors stated for fast
food, Mr. McMahon, it is based on square footage. We require 11 spaces per 1,000 square feet.
Ms. Sanders stated and then the convenience store is 8.38 per 1,000 square feet. Mr. McMahon
asked with those criteria and taken into consideration for your parking plan? Ms. Sanders
replied correct.
Mr. McMahon stated Mr. Riley, you did a great job in explaining that, and in all fairness, I
think the four people that raised concerns also had some good points. It seems like you are
putting an awful lot into a very small area with the possibilities of Back River Road or the
intersection with Dunkin Donuts, and I would think that you would probably need, if that’s true,
before going forward, you are probably going to need all of that data. Or did I mishear that?
Ms. Greer responded I think that not considering it being a Dunkin Donuts is worse case, by
considering that it would be a Dunkin Donuts, then that is going to improve the crossover and
the movement of traffic going into the existing Dunkin Donuts. To collect that data would be
not an easy fete. I think someone would have to actually sit out there and watch the Dunkin
Donuts driveway during the peak hour and to try to figure out which direction everybody is
going to use that driveway and then try to then assume that okay if that person came in this
direction, would they go into the Dunkin Donuts across the street, when the worst case scenario
is it not being a Dunkin Donuts. Mr. McMahon responded I was under the impression that you
had factors that are inside of traffic studies that VHB also have because they have backed up
several of those that have come up in front of the Board before. I guess my question remains is,
did I hear incorrectly that the traffic study of traffic coming in and out of the road that goes to
Dunkin Donuts to Back River Road, has that traffic study been incorporated into the ones you
have already done in and out of Back River Road? Mr. Connors responded they looked at Back
River Road, South River Road, as well as the South River Road, Lowes/Target, Mini Cooper
intersection. Mr. McMahon stated maybe it was the sequencing of lights that may have been
worked on. Thank you very much.
Acting Chairman Newberry stated I have a question going back to traffic. I think that one of
the recommended mitigation steps to minimize negative impacts is to synchronize the light at
this intersection and the one up at the Mini Cooper. Ms. Greer, could you just speak briefly to
what that would consist of? I think VHB reviewed it, concurred, but it wasn’t completely clear
to me exactly how that would work. Ms. Greer responded originally we did the traffic study
when the 4-way intersection went in, in the first ideas of this site and we didn’t know what the
use was and the improvements that were done for that. At that time, the signals were
coordinated. Somehow between some years something happened and some other equipment
was added, there was a thunderstorm and they went out of synch, the conduit and the
connection was no longer working. So when we first picked up the study this time knowing
what the site was going to be, know that it is going to be a gas station, and we reached out to
find out what the signal timing was, the intersection was running free, meaning they were not
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coordinated together, they were running off from the calls to the signal and that signal timing,
but they weren’t coordinated together. That is how we ran our analysis because that was the
existing conditions at this time. We now know that the intent is to put them back into
coordination to help that flow go from one intersection to the other smoothly and in synch with
each other. So we are going to provide plans that now put the coordination back together again.
Acting Chairman Newberry asked who would review or determine what the synchronization
needs to look like? Ms. Greer replied it used to be that way before. It was set that way years
ago, so with our analysis program it helps optimize what the offset should be based on the new
traffic volumes, so we will provide the new timing based on the new traffic volumes.
Tom Riley, Riley Investment Properties, stated what I thought would be important. I love that
3-D plan that Chris Riley put up on the screen, because what it shows, and I am going to give
you a little bit of history, back 30, 40, 50 years ago before the Village Green was installed, on
the corner across the street was a gas station, a large convenience store and a Dunkin Donuts
drive-in. The exact same concept that we have on this corner was across the street only on an
acre and a half of land. That goes back a long time. When that was demolished, there were
about three or four gyrations to that Back River Road intersection, and the first one was actually
a Town of Bedford taking. When they did the take, they took the gas station and the
convenience store turned into the Dunkin Donuts and they took a little piece of land that extra
and we actually donated it. What I am trying to say is, this has been approved for this
intersection, it just evolved over the years only it is a much larger site than what was there
previously.
Tom Riley continued as far as the parking in front of that, I think Chris Riley answered that
perfectly. We are very proud of what we own and do here in Town. It’s not what we do, but it
is how we do it. I am very, very fussy, I walk around every one of my buildings at least once or
twice a week, landscaping is important, lighting that does not splash is important, and getting to
the back properties is important to us. Very, very important. Chris Riley actually put most of
this together, but when it was announced, the positive comments that I get walking around town
is just amazing. How it is needed. One guy came up to me and said that is an essential use.
The Governor and President and government decided that gas stations and convenience stores
are an essential use, how soon can you get it built. A lot of comment.
Tom Riley stated I know Mr. McMahon had a comment about the wetlands, so let me give you
a little more description of the wetlands back there. I gather it was the assistant road agent and
road agent in Bedford in the 50’s and 60’s and 70’s, and that is actually a runoff that the Town
of Bedford needed and they needed a backhoe to get the water off from Club Acre and off
Route 3. If you ever go down and look at it, you can see it is a perfectly dug ditch that runs all
the way down and pours directly into the back side of the abutter’s property.
Tom Riley stated again, I want to thank you all for doing it. I think we are doing something
that is very nice, very positive for the Town, a lot of positive comments, and everything we
have done, I don’t know how many of you have been around as long as I have, but I know Alan
Yeaton has been around, but if you can remember this whole area, I think we have done a really
good job of it and it is something that if it wasn’t nice and a good use and a good need and a
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good tax benefit to the Town of Bedford, we wouldn’t do it. We don’t just do it to do it. We
have about a million square feet in Bedford now and this is just a nice use for a good piece of
land. Thank you for doing that, I really do appreciate it, and if there are ever any questions or
concerns or comments from the parking to the tavern, and believe me, the spa is as important a
client for us as the 60,000 square foot user. Chris Riley answered most of your questions, but I
just wanted to thank you as his partner and dad and a long-time resident. Thank you all for
serving; I really appreciate it. Ms. Murphy great questions.
Acting Chairman Newberry asked are there any comments from the Board with regard to
architecture. I will note that in the staff report, they pointed out that the applicant has worked
pretty extensively with the staff to address some of the architectural issues that were raised in
the conceptual. Does anyone on the Board have comment on the architecture, elevations, etc.?
Councilor Duschatko stated I would just like to compliment the whole team in putting together
a very good architectural rendering. I think it reflects very well on their building to understand
what the Board has said in the past. I happen to like the project very much in terms of
architecture, and I would like to compliment Chris Riley in having a 3-D explanation. It makes
a big difference to really understanding the parking. Thank you.
Ms. Murphy asked what material is the roof made out of? Mr. Yeaton replied the roof is
asphalt shingled and then there is a copper metal roof on the restaurant end of the building. Ms.
Murphy asked what color are the shingles? Mr. Yeaton replied probably a brownish gray tone.
It is not a bright green or any other color, just a very neutral color.
Chris Riley stated if I could just add to what Mr. Yeaton said. I don’t know that Mr. El
Chalfoun has selected actual standing seam copper as the material. I think it is a copper or
bronze in color standing seam roof. Is that correct? Mr. Yeaton stated it is a standing seam
metal roof and it has a copper finish on it, but it is not a real copper roof. Ms. Murphy asked
you think this design is going to play well with the existing architecture of the two buildings
that are on that property right now? Mr. Riley replied I do. I remember you being at the
concept hearing that we had way back when. You have a building that was built in 1751 where
White Willow is, and you have been in so you know how we tried to preserve the inside of that
the best we could. River Road Tavern was added onto as an existing single family, we added
what I would call the barn addition, but it is really the main area that you sit in at River Road
Tavern. This was a challenge. Mr. El Chalfoun and I had some heated challenging discussions
as to what we felt was the most appropriate look for it. I didn’t want to see something that was
just a flat roof or a simple inexpensive pitched roof type of gas station like we see in other areas
of town. I wanted the use of a lot of materials. Mr. Yeaton has done a wonderful job, the
pictures give some representation but I do feel what the site will look like in person is enhanced
even more from what you see in the colored rendering. You are not getting any real
dimensioning from it. That wood-like material that I call the tall section of the building where
the patio is, is a really, really nice product. The lights coming out off from the top that I refer to
as fishermen’s lights. but there is probably a more technical name for them, is nice. Even the
back of the building initially was just hardy plank across the back and Mr. El Chalfoun and I
had a discussion and Mr. El Chalfoun has been really great as far as putting up with me. I can
be a little bit of a pain sometimes, especially when it is a site that I am near so often. In doing
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the false barn doors, sheltering any areas that would have anything on the outside of the
building. I told him right off the bat that this site was going to be pushed back from South
River Road, but it is on a nice radius of South River Road, so we will have decent visibility. I
didn’t want to see things on the front like you typically see at gas stations, so as much as the
Board and staff have given great response and recommendation, and staff has been great
working with us on the site, I think if you ask Mr. El Chalfoun directly, he will say that I was
much more stringent in what I wanted to see there.
Acting Chairman Newberry stated I think we can open it to any comments from the audience. I
don’t know if there are any hands raised or any emails and we could deal with those, and then I
think you have some written comments that we can go over with the Board. Mr. Fairman asked
before we do that should we talk about the waivers? Or do you want to do that after public
comment? Acting Chairman Newberry stated I thought we could do public comment on this
part and then we can go back to the waivers if that meets the Board’s approval. Mr. Fairman
responded okay. Ms. Hebert stated you would need to ask for public comment on the waivers
after you discuss the waivers. If you feel like there is more to discuss with this application, to
continue the presentation. Acting Chairman Newberry stated I thought to keep everyone from
getting too confused, we would finish the conversation around this Item #4 of the agenda and
then we will go back to the waivers. Ms. Hebert asked do you mean the waivers for the site
plan and the subdivision? Or do you mean the sign waiver application, which is separate?
Acting Chairman Newberry replied I think we have waivers related to the subdivision and then
we have waivers related to Item #4, which is what we are reviewing now, I thought we could
see if we could wrap up Item #4 comments and then we would go back to the subdivision and
its associated waivers. Ms. Murphy stated if we are going to get into public comment, can we
take a full comment on all of it at once or do we need to take comment on agenda item by
agenda item, the waivers and then the eventually motion. And if that is the case, would it not
make more sense to go back to Item #3 and go in order at that point? Acting Chairman
Newberry responded I will defer to staff’s recommendation. Ms. Hebert stated we seem to
benefit by having a clear method or sequence for these applications in the Zoom meeting
platform. I would recommend going back to the subdivision now that you have a better
understanding of the gas station, convenience store, restaurant site and completing your
discussion, public hearing and actions on the subdivision and then we can continue with the site
plan for the gas station, convenience store and restaurant and you will need to hear some
presentation of the waivers, we need to have public testimony and then the Board can discuss
and take any action. Does that sound good? Acting Chairman Newberry responded that sounds
like a plan. Thank you. I will say that I appreciate everyone’s patience. This is a challenging
application since this is only the second time we have tried to work in this particular venue. We
will now go back to Item #3.
Ms. Hebert stated we would like Mr. Sandford or Mr. Connors to share the subdivision plans
and Mr. Sandford could present the waivers for the subdivision. Acting Chairman Newberry
stated I think we could go right to the waivers because Mr. Sandford did walk us through the
subdivision.
Mr. Sandford stated I will jump right into the waivers. Basically, as I described, the main issue
is here Map 22, Lot 23-1 has no frontage, so we are asking for a waiver to Article VIII, Section
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276-63 and Table 3, Table of Performance Dimensional Standards, and Bedford Land
Development Control Regulations Section 231, Lots General Requirements, Sections 231.1.2,
231.1.4, and 231.1.5. The purpose is to allow the creation of a new lot without frontage on an
existing proposed street. The proposed lot will be accessed by an extension improvement to an
existing access for Lots 23, 27 and 87. Also, to allow the waiver from Setback Standards and
Impervious Surface Coverage Requirements. The existing buildings on Lots 23 and 87 are
from previously approved site plans and the lot lines that are being adjusted and created do not
affect these. The two sheds/garage nearest the new lot lines are noted to be removed on the site
plan. These specific waivers will be handled as part of the site plan for proposed Lot 23-1.
Again, I am here mainly to do what is of concern for the geometrical aspects of the actual
property lines in creating a lot with no frontage. Then my understanding is the dimensional
things relate to a lot of what is going into the construction in the site plan, so I would defer
those waivers, at least from my presentation. I think the key one here is for the non-frontage,
which is not uncommon, I have been told, so we are not asking for something that hasn’t been
done before. It just fits with the overall design for this site.
Acting Chairman Newberry asked does anyone on the Board have a question related to the
waivers associated with Item #3? There were no comments or questions from the Board on this
request.
Acting Chairman Newberry asked Ms. Hebert, do we have any questions from the public? Ms.
Hebert replied we have not received any emails on this application and after checking the
participant list, I do not see any new participants that have logged into the meeting.
Acting Chairman Newberry stated I think related to Item #3 we at least one waiver. What is the
pleasure of the Board?
MOTION by Town Manager Sawyer that the Planning Board grant the five waivers
that are listed in the staff report, and listed below, for Item #3 on the Planning
Board agenda, for the reasons that they are essentially being requested to provide
lots only to be created for financing reasons and that we do allow multiple buildings
on a single lot in the Performance Zone. All of these buildings could be on one lot
and the lots are being created to allow the financing and management purposes
only, and they have typically been provided for in the community in several other
locations. With regard to Waiver #5, I believe all of that information has been
provided for the area being developed through the site plan process.
1. Zoning Ordinance Article 275-62 and Table 3 the Table of Performance
Dimensional Standards to allow a lot to be created without meeting the
minimum lot size requirements.
2. Land Development Control Regulation Section 231.1.2 Lot areas and
dimensions to allow creation of a lot (Lot 22-23-1) without frontage.
3. Land Development Control Regulation Section 231.1.4 to allow a lot to be
created without access through its own frontage.
4. Land Development Control Regulation Section 231.1.5 to allow a lot to be
created without frontage on an existing or proposed public street.
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5. Land Development Control Regulation Section 218.1.11 to not provide a
topographic subdivision plan.
Councilor Duschatko duly seconded the motion. On a unanimous roll call vote, the
motion carried.

MOTION by Town Manager Sawyer that the Planning Board grant final
subdivision approval, for Item #3 on the Planning Board agenda, for Riley
Investment Properties (Owner), 189 and 193 South River Road, Lots 22-23 and 2287, Zoned PZ, as shown on the plans prepared by Sandford Surveying, last revised
March 10, 2020, with the following precedent conditions to be fulfilled within one
year and prior to plan signature, and the remaining conditions of approval to be
fulfilled as noted:
1. A letter shall be submitted to the Planning Department by a Licensed
Land Surveyor certifying that all boundary monumentation has been set
as noted on the approved plan, or in lieu of a letter, the final subdivision
plan to be recorded may be submitted noting that the bounds have been
set.
2. Any waivers granted by the Planning Board shall be noted on the plans.
3. Prior to the plan being recorded, easements to allow for shared parking
and access shall be submitted to and approved by the Planning
Department and recorded with the plan. All recording fees shall be paid
by the applicant and submitted to the Planning Department.
Ms. Murphy duly seconded the motion.
Mr. McMahon asked did I hear correctly that the sewer connection permit has not been received?
Ms. Hebert replied the sewer connection permit is typically a condition of site plan approval. So
the applicant would need to pursue and receive approval of that permit before they could start
construction and finalize the site plan. Mr. Connors stated that is a condition of the site plan.
Mr. McMahon asked as we have done in the past, do we amend it to say that the staff would be
able to satisfy that requirement once we vote on this? Mr. Connors replied that is one of the
recommended conditions once we get the motion on the site plan, Item #4 on the agenda. Mr.
McMahon asked so we are good? Ms. Hebert replied yes we are. Acting Chairman Newberry
asked Mr. McMahon, does that answer your question? Mr. McMahon replied yes it does. For
reference, I think it was #1 on the VHB concerns.
Town Manager Sawyer stated I don’t believe the motion should be amended. We will deal with
that, Mr. McMahon, under the next item. Don’t lose track of it, we will take it up on the next
item.
Acting Chairman Newberry called a roll call on the motion as stated.
unanimous roll call vote, the motion carried.

On a
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The Planning Board turned back to Item #4 on the agenda.
Acting Chairman Newberry stated we will move back to agenda Item #4, that we have looked
at in order to understand the rationale for the Item #3 subdivision request. Ms. Hebert stated
you would be looking for a discussion of the waivers for the site plan application. Acting
Chairman Newberry asked is there comment or questions from the Board with regard to the
waivers. I think we have had a good explanation of the waivers from the application team.
Mr. Fairman stated I have a question on the pervious area. I am concerned about that. As
rationale for the waiver, you state that the integrated site will have an impervious cover of 57
percent. It is hard to see that looking at one of the site maps that there is only 57 percent
impervious. I have a couple of questions related to that. Does the pervious surface used in that
calculation, subject to becoming impervious in future development? In other words,
particularly the part that is designated to be a future driveway but now is grassed surface. So I
am assuming that you used that area to get your 57 percent calculation. If that is the case,
would you agree that once you get it fully developed, it is unlikely that the integrated site will
still have an impervious cover of 57 percent? Ms. Sanders replied I did not include the future
driveway as part of the impervious area in that 57 percent, and I don’t know what that number
is if I were to include it, but I would guess that it is still less than the 75, just considering the
amount of wetland area and the wetland buffer area that still would exist along that southern
property line, and then there is pretty significant green space along the frontage of South River
Road. There is limited impervious area to the south of the tavern building and then there is a
big chunk of green space that is in the northeastern corner of the property as well, if we were to
look at it as one property. Mr. Fairman responded it is hard to look at it as one property and see
43 percent that is not pavement or buildings. Ms. Sanders stated it is not 43. Mr. Fairman
stated 57 percent is impervious, so 43 percent is pervious, and that is hard to see where that 43
percent is when you look at the site. I won’t argue with your calculation. You did it and you
came up with a number.
Mr. Fairman stated one of the things that you are changing in this development is putting a lot
of pavement on the other two lots, but you have not come in for any waivers on those lots
relative to impervious surface. That means, I assume, that you meet the 75 percent on both of
those lots after all the new pavement is done? Or have you not looked at that and considered
that calculation? Ms. Sanders replied our site plans include a chart that has the proposed
impervious cover for 22-87 at 67 percent and 22-23 at 16 percent. Mr. Fairman asked so two of
the lots will meet the 75 percent and the gas station lot will not? Is that correct? Ms. Sanders
replied that is correct. Mr. Fairman stated you could improve your pervious surface by
reducing any amount of parking. You are over on the amount of parking you are calling for,
and unfortunately we have a tendency to put in too much asphalt. I would like to see the
pavement reduced to the requirement and not include excess parking spaces. Ms. Sanders
responded I appreciate that comment but we also have heard other members. I am hearing both
that there is too much and not enough parking to meet the existing uses that are on the property.
We are trying to create a balance to create those parking spaces that are closest to those existing
uses that require that parking and then create parking around the convenience store. Mr.
Fairman stated most of the comments that you have heard is that there is not enough parking
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around the convenience store, which I share, but that is mostly because you have a restaurant in
there and you don’t have any parking for the restaurant. Overall you have more than required
parking for the total integrated site, and yes, some of the Board probably disagree with me, but I
still feel that you could reduce the pavement, as the staff report requests by the way, reduce the
parking area down to the amount of required parking rather than having excess parking, as
requested in the staff report. Mr. Riley stated Mr. Fairman, we did try to meet that, we worked
with Ms. Hebert and Mr. Connors a number of times. I agree with you; and I don’t like driving
by Bedford Mall and seeing the giant asphalt field out there. It is just not attractive. If you look
at the picture up on the screen, the area next to South River Road, I call it the quad, it reminds
of a college quad, that big grass area doesn’t change. So as you drive by the site, you see the
treed area where the culvert is and Patten Brook runs, you see the big grass area and then you
have broken pavement areas. So you are actually going from a big green space, to a drive-thru
aisle, to another green planted space, to the pumps, to the convenience station, which, again, we
are talking that that convenience store I think is over 140 feet back. We did try to break it up,
because we didn’t want it to look like an asphalt field, but we also had to keep in mind that we
do not have the ability to do offsite parking on this site as it is on South River Road. I needed
to accommodate those high flow traffic areas for River Road Tavern. It is a small tavern but
you have seen it and it gets busy. We keep calling it a restaurant; you guys have been into
convenience store before, you have seen Dunkin Donuts in a convenience store or a Starbucks
in a convenience store, and talking about tables, it is not a restaurant that you are going in there
to sit down like you would in a typical sit-down restaurant. So we feel like we really tried to
work diligently on that parking and breaking the visuals up with the islands to try to address
that concern. Mr. Fairman stated thank you. You did do a nice job with the overall site and I
think it will look attractive and I agree that the pub gets crowded and looking quite often not
finding a parking place as it is now, however, I don’t believe that if you filled all of this parking
up, you could get all of those people in the pub. I think you have excess parking, more parking
than can be used for the seating that you have, and I think it could be reduced down to the
requirement, not excessive asphalt. Thank you.
Mr. McMahon asked was the stormwater collection system designed based on the actual
impervious area that has been briefed? Ms. Sanders replied yes, it was designed on the actual
impervious area. Mr. McMahon stated thank you.
Acting Chairman Newberry stated we are now ready to open comments and questions to the
public. Do we have any hands raised indicating members of the public? If so, we can take
those now. If there are no online comments or questions, I think we have a couple of email
comments that the Board should be aware of. Ms. Hebert stated we have not received any
comments by email and there is no one participating online indicating they would like to speak.
Mr. Connors can go over the email comments, which I believe are included in your packet.
Acting Chairman Newberry asked those comments are in regard to the site plan, not with regard
to the waivers? Just a point of clarification. Ms. Hebert responded yes.
Mr. Connors stated we received five emails on this application and all of those emails are in
your packets. Those emails are as follows: Victoria and David Kuhn, 28 Gleneagle Drive,
Marilyn and Tony Frederick, 25 Gleneagle Drive, Carol Conti, 21 Gleneagle Drive, Dan
Monfried, no address, and Jay Allen, JDS Flooring Associates, LLC. Ms. Hebert stated the
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packet has been made available to the public as well. Acting Chairman Newberry asked Mr.
Connors, please summarize each of those by what their concern is. Mr. Connors stated the first
three are critical of the application and most of the comments were related to traffic and kind of
congestion. The latter two emails are in support of the project and those emails note that the
Town needs a gas station in their opinion and that it would have an economic benefit to the
Town. Acting Chairman Newberry stated and all of those comments will be attached as part of
these minutes. Mr. Connors responded we can include them in the minutes.
Acting Chairman Newberry stated if the Board has no further comments or questions related to
Item #4, the site plan, we have some waivers to address.
Ms. Murphy asked are you looking for a motion on the waiver requests first? Acting Chairman
Newberry replied yes.
MOTION by Ms. Murphy that the Planning Board approve the waiver requests
from the Land Development Control Regulations as follows:
1. Section 275, Table 3, Performance Zone Dimensional Standards, to allow
81 percent impervious surface coverage where a maximum of 75 percent
is required on the parcel reserved for the gas station.
2. Section 275, Table 3, Performance Zone Dimensional Standards, to allow
a front setback of 41 feet for the gas station canopy where 45 feet is
required.
3. Section 275, Table 3, Performance Zone Dimensional Standards, to allow
a retaining wall over six feet 0.5 feet from the property line where a
minimum of 20 feet is required on Lot 22-23.
4. Section 275-63(E), Performance Zone Landscape Standards, to allow
reduced rear and side landscape strips on all of the subject parcels.
5. Section 327.2 of the Land Development Control Regulations to allow a
dumpster 14 feet from the property line where a minimum of 30-feet is
required.
6. Section 322.1.4 of the Land Development Control Regulations to allow the
required parking serving the gasoline service station and accessory
restaurant to be partially located on abutting parcels.
Town Manager Sawyer duly seconded the motion.
Town Manager Sawyer stated four of these waivers, I believe they are Waivers 1, 2, 4, and 6
are all as a result of the subdivision of the land that is creating these parcels for financing
purposes and otherwise would not be requested. The other two waivers, the dumpster location
located in the back of the site, I think, couldn’t be in a better location, and the height of the
retaining wall I totally completely support that waiver so it will allow access to the rear of the
site in the future.
Acting Chairman Newberry called a roll call on the motion as stated.
unanimous roll call vote, the motion carried.

On a
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Ms. Murphy asked do we now make a motion on the Conditional Use Permit or the site plan?
Acting Chairman Newberry stated I think we should take them separately. Town Manager
Sawyer stated I would also like to make a point of order maybe for staff: One of the items in
the Conditional Use Permit is that the project meets the signage criteria, and I guess that is to be
handled as Agenda #5. It feels like we should be acting on the signage criteria before we act on
the Conditional Use Permit. I will look for clarification that. Ms. Murphy stated I would like
to speak to that because Subsection 1 of the Conditional Use Permit and specifically referenced
the facts that the signage shall be revised, if necessary, to comply with the decision of the
Planning Board on the related sign waiver applications. So I don’t necessarily think that taking
them now precludes us from that discussion on the next agenda item. Ms. Hebert stated I
would agree with that. I think you could move forward with the Conditional Use Permit
provided you are keeping the condition. Ms. Murphy stated it would make sense to me to make
the motion on the Conditional Use Permit prior to the site plan motion, unless that doesn’t make
sense to anyone else. Acting Chairman Newberry stated I would agree with that.
MOTION by Ms. Murphy that the Planning Board grant a Conditional Use Permit
and find that the permit criteria of Section 275-61(R) of the zoning ordinance has
been met per our deliberations to allow construction of a 16-pump gasoline service
station with an accessory convenience store and fast food restaurant with drivethrough service facilities at 189 and 193 South River Road, Lots 22-23 and 22-87,
Zoned PZ, in accordance with the engineering plans prepared by Fuss & O’Neil,
last revised April 28, 2020, and the architectural plans by Amoskeag Architectural
Group, received April 30, 2020, subject to the following condition:
1. The signage shall be revised, if necessary, to comply with the decision of
the Planning Board on the related sign waiver application.
Mr. Hawkins duly seconded the motion. On a unanimous roll call vote, the motion
carried.

MOTION by Ms. Murphy that the Planning Board grant final site plan approval
for the construction of a gasoline service station with an accessory convenience store
and fast-food restaurant with drive-through service facilities at 189 and 193 South
River Road, Lots 22-23 and 22-87, in accordance with the engineering plans
prepared by Fuss & O’Neil, last revised April 28, 2020, and the architectural plans
by Amoskeag Architectural Group, received April 30, 2020, 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. In the event that the Planning Board approves the waivers, the plan shall
be updated to list the waiver granted as approved.
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3. The applicant shall obtain approval for a Stormwater Management
Permit from the Department of Public Works.
4. The Applicant shall submit any outstanding engineering review fees, if
any, to the Planning Department.
5. A letter from Manchester Water Works stating that they will be able to
serve this project shall be submitted to the Planning Department.
6. The applicant shall work with the Planning and Public Works Directors
to coordinate the traffic signals at Back River Road/South River Road
and Target/Lowes, and South River Road to optimize traffic flows. Such
measures may include modifications to phase sequences and coordination
of the internal time clocks at the two signal controllers to maintain
synchronization. All associated costs shall be borne by the applicant and
the proposed mitigation measures shall be to the satisfaction of the
Planning and Public Works Directors.
7. The hours of operation shall be noted on the plan and exterior lighting
shall be dimmed or turned off by 11:15 pm. The applicant shall provide a
lighting plan, to be approved by staff, indicating the exterior lighting
levels after 11:15pm
8. The applicant shall provide easement language to allow for shared
parking and access between the parcels to be reviewed and approved by
the Planning Department. The approved easement documents, and all
necessary recording fees, shall be provided to the Planning Department.
9. Prior to commencement of work, a performance guarantee in an amount
approved by the Town shall be provided for the removal of the gas tanks,
pumps, and associated infrastructure, in the event the gas station is
abandoned.
10. Prior to commencement of work, a pre-construction meeting shall be held
with the Planning Department, Department of Public Works and the
Building Department.
11. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the Fair Share Roadway
Contribution fee of $3,057 shall be paid to the Planning Department.
12. Prior to commencement of work, a performance guarantee in an amount
approved by the Town for onsite maintenance of erosion and
sedimentation controls shall be placed on file.
13. Prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the building, the
sewer accessibility fee shall be paid.
14. Prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the building, all
landscaping shall be restored such that it is consistent with previously
approved plans for the site.
15. Prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the building, all site
improvements depicted on the plan shall be completed.
Councilor Duschatko duly seconded the motion.
Town Manager Sawyer stated I would like to have discussion. I would offer, if possible, a
friendly amendment that would be Condition #16 that would say, “Prior to a plan signature, the
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two parking spaces shown to the south of the store shall be removed and the electrical charging
stations can be relocated on the plan to an area to be approved by the Planning Director.”
Ms. Murphy and Councilor Duschatko agreed to revise their previously stated motion to add
Condition #16 as follows:
16. Prior to a plan signature, the two parking spaces shown to the south side of
the store shall be removed and the electrical charging stations can be
relocated on the plan to an area to be approved by the Planning Director.
Acting Chairman Newberry called a roll call on the motion as amended. On a
unanimous roll call vote, the amended motion carried.

Acting Chairman Newberry stated before we start with the next agenda item, let me do a straw
poll of the Board and the Applicant. I think to give the sign waiver a fair hearing, we may need
a little bit of time to do it, and whether the Planning Board and the Applicant want to take that
on tonight or whether we want to consider tabling it for a future hearing.
Ms. Murphy stated as a member of the Planning Board, I have no objection to taking it up this
evening. I wouldn’t mind a 2-minute break. Councilor Duschatko stated I would like to take it
up this evening also. I think we have heavy agendas in front of us. Acting Chairman Newberry
called for a 5-minute break.

5. Mega-X, LLC c/o Elie El Chalfoun (Applicant), Riley Investment Properties, LLC
(Owner) – Request for approval of a sign waiver to allow an off-premises monument
sign, additional building and monument signage, and electronic readerboard signage
for a proposed gasoline service station, convenience store, and fast food restaurant at
189 and 193 South River Road, Lots 22-87 and 22-23, Zoned PZ.

Peter March, NH Signs, was present to address the sign waiver request on behalf of the
applicant. Mr. March stated we are applying waivers for the following items. We are asking
for a larger monument sign than the 32 square foot, the maximum we would typically be
allowed, we are asking for it to be located off-premises, as it is located on a separate parcel, we
are asking to be allowed to put electronic price signs on the monument sign and on the gas
pumps, to allow a canopy sign where one is not permitted, and to allow three building signs
where only two are permitted.
Mr. March continued Mega-X is a local petroleum distributor that operates a number of sites in
the immediate area of Bedford, including Auburn, Manchester and Hooksett. The site proposes
a petroleum island with a building, and won’t belabor that too much, it is safe to say that really
it should be considered as three separate businesses for all intents and purposes, i.e. a gas
station, that offers three grades of fuel, as well as diesel, a C Store that offers a higher than
normal range of food, including hot food, coolers, and a range of groceries, and a Dunkin
Donuts with a drive-thru. Each of these businesses are separate and distinct from one another
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and have separate needs for promotion and in some places, different clientele. For example, not
everyone buying gas wants the pizza from the C Store and not everyone will purchase coffee
from Dunkin Donuts. Each part of the business thus requires some form of promotion, and we
argue that this development meets the spirit of the bonus area for additional businesses.
Mr. March stated the Town has agreed to treat the various waivers as one, and as such, the
elements we are requesting are the monument sign. We are requesting 60 square feet where 32
square feet would otherwise be allowed. The 10-foot maximum height is being maintained.
The sign does incorporate electronic price changes, and the background of the signs are opaque,
where only the letters light. The sign itself is not monolithic. It comprises a number of
components rather than a solid lit sign. When you look at it as a 60 square foot sign, it
comprises components rather one monolithic sign, and this gives it a lower dimension of size,
than with a monolithic sign. The LED digits on the sign are designed to display fuel prices
only. They will only change with an end-user actively changes the sign by remote control or
Internet connection. The signs do not have the ability to display information other than number
digits, nor do they have the ability of displaying moving images, flashing or animation. They
are only able to display numbers, not graphics or text. The alternative would be plastic
numbers that basically are the traditional method of displaying gas prices. LED price changes
make it easier for the public to read gas prices, and as such, improve traffic safety when
approaching the station. The other type of signs are difficult to change in icy conditions and the
plastic track system is part of the failure and the letters fall out from time to time. LED signs
are changed from inside the building and this improves the safety of employees and passersby.
Finally, these signs link into a network that allows the owner to change prices on the dispensers,
at the till and on the sign simultaneously and remotely. Mega-X operates a number of different
gas stations and has a need ultimately to network all of its signs together and be able to change
prices remotely.
Mr. March continued the reality of it really is that these LED price changes are neater than the
old plastic signs. They are much simpler to change. In other words, in the wintertime someone
has to trudge out through the snow to this remote location and change plastic letters on the old
system. On the new system a remote control network connection will be done remotely. The
other benefit than the other, one of the real reasons for them is so that you can network them
into a network and change prices on a number of sites at the same time.
Mr. March stated a comment was recorded that we might be able to use white LED pricers. We
how that amber is accepted. Amber units are more widely available than in white and are
subtler than the red/green units. The white units do not last as long as colors. Life expectancy
for white LED price characters is about 30 percent less than the amber letters.
Mr. March stated as far as putting the signs off site, again, I am not going to belabor this point.
The three adjacent parcels are under the same ownership. The nature of the development as a
whole is that it is subdivided for tax, liability and financing purposes and access to the gas
station is through another parcel.
Mr. March stated the second element that we are requesting is digital pump toppers. New
Hampshire Code 339:30-a Gasoline and Diesel Fuel Prices requires a gas station to post prices
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of all grades sold on two of the three following locations: the ID sign itself, the LCD screen of
the dispenser, or the pump topper, so one has to post prices on those locations. Most people
limit the number of prices they put on the ID sign so that they can reduce clutter on the ID sign.
The effect of it is essentially to reduce clutter of the ID sign, the station advertises the prices on
the pump topper. Typically, the pump toppers are unused today, magnetic pump toppers fit
letters into a magnetic track of a black and white pump topper where the LED pump topper is
remotely done. It is very time consuming to change them, they are quite often inaccurate and
they are very maintenance intensive just because of the nature of the product. So these LED
pump toppers basically limit a lot of labor, they improve accuracy, but the other thing is that
they also are in the network, so the operator can change the price on the dispenser, the pump
topper, the ID sign, and at the till all simultaneously. For that reason, we are asking for digital
pump toppers on each of the pumps.
Mr. March stated as far as the canopy is concerned, we are requesting a white canopy, neutral
colors, non-glossy finish, with dental trim requested. There was a request that we possibly look
at converting the canopy to a brown or tan color. The issue with that is if we were to try and
match the building, we would have to paint the canopy. The canopy fasciae are made out of a
product called ACM, which is a metal facing on a composite panel. It is essential self-cleaning,
it lasts extremely well, and if we were to paint it, we would incur significantly more
maintenance with painting that canopy. And that would be the only way to match that fascia
color to the building. If we painted it, most of the attributes of the ACM fascia are lost when
that surface is painted. It would age quicker, lose the self-cleaning ability and would a
maintenance nightmare.
Mr. March stated we have also been asked for canopy downlighting. This will mount under the
cove and is a vertical wash shielded from above and it washes down onto the fascia. There is a
representation of it on the bottom right quarter of the drawing in your packet. The purpose of it
is to wash the canopy and also wash the food court area as you enter the station with a soft,
gentle, warm light. It has an effect of safety entering the site. The canopy graphics as shown
are 28 square feet.
Mr. March stated to the fourth element of the signage, which are building signs, we are asking
for three buildings signs, where two would normally be allowed. We are asking for a Mega-X
Falcon, which is the Mega-X logo, we are asking for the word Mega-X and we are asking for
the Dunkin Donuts logo. Essentially the Mega-X logo that we are asking for is 32 square feet,
the Falcon would be 28, the Dunkin Donuts 18, and the canopy obviously would be 26.
Though the entrances to these separate businesses are not separate, we feel that the diversity of
services warrants separate signs, and we feel what we have proposed complies with the spirit of
the code.
Mr. March stated we can speak to several points to prove the waiver:
1) To attack environmentally acceptable commercial, industrial, recreational,
institutional, and residential use to the district. As has been stated, the station fills the
need for a gas station and C Store along the South River Road corridor. The only other
stations in the area are the one at Second Street on the Manchester/Bedford line and the
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other is the Irving station on Technology Drive, which is 1.2 to 1.5 miles from this site.
Creating a diversity of services available to the public is one of the goals stated in the
rationale for the Performance Zone, lighting on the site is all LED, and the site
incorporates EV charging stations.
2) To encourage diversity in the community tax base through appropriate flexibility and
land use development. As has been stated before, this station fills the need for a gas
station and C Store along the South River Road corridor. The last gas station developed
in Bedford was more than 15 years ago, i.e. before 2005. With only one other gas station
along the entire South River Road corridor, there is likely a significant unmet demand for
this service, and it creates diversity within the retail environment.
3) To optimize financial return on public infrastructure investments and expenditures,
including municipal sewer, municipal water supply, the Manchester Airport Class I and II
public highways, and the Merrimack River amenities. The project as a whole will have
significant beneficial impact on Bedford tax revenues and it will consequently optimize
the capital investments made by the Town in the infrastructure that supports it.
4) To minimize adverse traffic impacts on Route 3, this well-designed clear signage will
improve traffic safety by community information clearly and effectively without clutter.
It can be assumed that this site will provide services to the adjacent population that will
limit the miles needed to travel to fill with gas and will thus reduce overall traffic.
5) To preserve valuable historical, cultural, and natural features within the district and to
minimize adverse environmental impacts. The business and signage have been designed
to be aesthetically attractive and in character with surrounding development. The design
of the signs, including the stone elements on the base of the main ID sign, the understated
nature of the canopy and the restrained nature of the of the signage on the building, limit,
in as much as is possible, the impact of the site in this area. In comparison, the Irving site
off the airport bypass (20 Roundstone Drive, Manchester), which is a very close site to
this one, has a 30-foot high main ID sign, a second 20-foot ID sign, a lettered canopy
with a light bar, and numerous other signage. This site is much more restrained than that
and is sympathetic to the area, incorporates local features, such as stonework, and subtle
colors and fits into the area as well or better than many of the adjacent properties.
Mr. March stated I would be happy to take any questions.
Acting Chairman Newberry stated I know a couple of the Board members have comments or
questions, but I think we will give everyone individually an opportunity.
Mr. McMahon stated the sign on the canopy might be redundant, I don’t know what it adds.
When people pull in, I am sure they will be able to find the pumps, and I do understand that
businesses are going to want to ask for as much as they can. I would like to ask staff; are not
most of the monument signs in Bedford in the area of 10 feet? Unless it is for a shopping center?
Ms. Hebert replied that is correct. Most of our signs are 10 feet tall. Mr. McMahon stated I
don’t see why it would hurt the business at all if they could make that monument sign scale down
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to Bedford’s standards. I would very much object to the electronic signs for the gas prices. On
the pumps it is normal, but I think for something in Bedford it may be the first we have ever had,
I don’t know for sure, but I do not think I would agree with that. Thank you.
Ms. Murphy stated I would actually enthusiastically support all of these signage waivers with
some pretty stringent caveats. I am sure you are familiar with sign design in historic district type
communities. By way of example, the Dunkin Donuts in Amherst, NH in the historic district, the
Dunkin Donuts in Boston, MA’s financial district, the Dunkin Donuts in Salem, MA in the
historic district. All of these are black background signs with gold lettering, very classy, very
unobtrusive, very non-multicolored. If I am looking at this, and I have been wracking my brain
to find a nicer way to say this, it looks really tacky. There are too many colors, there is too much
going on the signs, and I am of the generation where I think you should be able to change your
sign remotely, and I absolutely am completely in support of that. I don’t have a problem with the
height, I don’t have a problem with the design, I have a problem with the coloring on it, and
whether that navy blue eagle and the logo on the top left-hand side stays that way and the red E
changed to blue E and the Dunkin Donuts sign went to black and gold or gold on the same color
navy blue and those LED’s went to, if you prefer to stick with a color, and because white has 30
percent less lifespan, and I heard you on that, go with a blue, a dark blue LED or whatever it is
that it would take to make it uniform. I could wholly get onboard with multiple signs and with
the canopies and with the interchangeable LED’s and with all of it, but the coloring of the sign
and the design of the presentation I think needs to present a certain level of class. To cop an old
argument that I hate, because I think it overgeneralizes development, but it is also poignant in its
own regard, is that you don’t want Bedford, New Hampshire to look like South Willow Street in
Manchester, and you don’t want that sort of vibe to be presented in this town. You have two
very beautiful signs; the River Road Tavern sign is gorgeous and the White Willow Salon sign is
equally as classy. White Willow is black and white, River Road Tavern, if I recall correctly, is
black on a brown barnyard type reclaimed wood background. I just think if we could keep the
signage with this project in line with the design for the entire complex, I would be completely
okay with granting waivers for height and number and location and for LED placement. I could
be in the minority, but that is my opinion.
Acting Chairman Newberry asked if there was any response from the sign package presenter.
Mr. March responded blue LED’s are not particularly visible; I am not even sure if they are
available. The problem with a blue LED is that it would be almost unreadable. I think what you
are asking for is exterior illuminated signs, but my understanding is we are allowed internally
illuminated signs by right. Certainly exteriorly illuminating these would definitely be a
possibility but would definitely limit the visibility. As far as I am aware, it is allowed by right.
Mr. March stated as far as the colors are concerned, they are the colors of Mega-X, they are the
brand standard developed for their gas stations, or whether it is a Mobil or a Dunkin Donuts or
whatever. Businesses obviously have a need to present conforming colors across the range of
their locations and that is what we are trying to do here. Ms. Murphy stated I think the fact that
in historic districts in various towns throughout the United States these signs are done
differently. I understand branding, I come from a marketing background. I worked as a brand
manager before I went to law school, so I get it, I really do. But in situations like these where
you are trying to project and overall feel to a project and the design coloring here is so all over
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the place, if it could be uniform, I will vote for whatever you want, and if it can’t be uniform in
color and design and it looks like this, I will probably vote against it because I just think it looks
horrendous.
Mr. Hawkins stated in the interest of time, because it is late, I was going to say a similar thing
using slightly different towns but the actual same color scheme that I was thinking of, which is
the black background with the gold lettering. To extrapolate on that thought process, U-Haul
wanted orange doors and if you drive by U-Haul, you see that they are hunter green. They
understood that it represented an opportunity to do something a little bit different to comply with
the wishes of the Planning Board, which are a cut above, a step above, and I think there is just
too much. There is too much conflict, it is trying too hard, I appreciate logos and colors and
schemes, but when you put it all on one sign in Bedford, New Hampshire, it simply doesn’t
work. And I don’t think we need to do that.
Mr. Hawkins stated my other question was, if you were to go with amber as opposed to blue,
which you couldn’t see, and things like that, is there any way to translate that to the pump
toppers as well because the red and green is hideous and not what we want to do. You succeeded
in one area by South River Road and then you failed miserably when you get up to the pump
because that is just borderline offensive when you get to the pumps. Mr. March stated if we
could do it on the pump toppers, that is not an issue. Mr. Hawkins stated I know you have the
right, we have confirmation of the code in order to have backlit signs, but in this instance, I think
it is not directionally correct, that is not where we are looking to go, and I would appreciate any
effort you could make in order to take it up a notch in terms of a classier appearance of an
otherwise kind of offensive sign presentation.
Mr. Sullivan stated the idea of this larger 10-foot sign out from is just what sticks with me. That
and the multiple signage on the building itself, especially since two of three of them are logos or
branding for a singular entity. Why can’t that be condensed into one piece of signage, which if
you go to the Mega-X website, there are multiple examples of similar gas station front that have
smaller signage there. Just the absolute amount of signage, the color schemes, and how it is so
contradictory to some of the beautiful signage that is on the same ‘property.’ It is going to get
my no vote for now.
Councilor Duschatko stated I would like to support what Ms. Murphy said initially. I have two
comments. One of the problems with the main sign is the fact that you have a Dunkin Donuts,
which is the hideous orange, and you are trying to combine it with a look of the amber, and I am
no sure that is the right color that we are looking for. Stepping to the next area, you have the
green and amber at your pump tops, how are you going to deal with someone who might be
colorblind differentiating between these particular colors? The choice of colors is very poor, and
I am going back to colors originally type of thing, I understand the branding needs for Mega-X, I
think Mr. Sullivan’s comments about the fact that they are trying to make three companies out of
what is basically two, it is a little bit misleading, but I am all for the digitalization of information,
I think we have to move that way, and if we are not doing, we are really cheating ourselves and
our community down the road. If I had to vote on this particular thing, I would vote for the
digitalization but I would certainly vote against the other parts and looks of the signs. Thank
you.
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Acting Chairman Newberry stated just a follow-up comment to the design comments, which I
basically agree with. My observation would be that the numeric portion of the sign if those were
reduced and made a little more proportional to the rest of the sign, I think might go a long way
toward addressing some of the other concerns that have been expressed around the overall design
of the monument sign. Councilor Duschatko stated I have to agree with that, but I think the
purpose of all of these price signs is to throw that price out in front of the consumer, because that
is what most of the gas stations are selling solely on, the price, not any other type of brand
recognition. Fifty years ago that might have been different, but I don’t think it is the case now.
Ms. Murphy stated I would agree with Councilor Duschatko.
Ms. Murphy stated if I could pose a question to the application, and I understand this is really a
question for the franchisees and not for you. Is it possible to circle back and see if you can treat
that sign and make those logos look more historically appropriate? Mr. March replied I hear that
fundamentally the digital prices are not necessarily an issue. You prefer amber on the pump
toppers. One gentleman asked about people that are colorblind; these things are used widely all
over the place, they are becoming much more widely used than the old plastic numbers, and each
pump topper actually has the grade named above the pump topper, so it calls out the grade. I
understand what you want on the Dunkin Donuts with the black and gold look, a more sort of
classic look to the sign. I don’t think fundamentally we have any objection to going back and try
to meet the comments that have been made here tonight.
Acting Chairman Newberry stated to summarize, I think most of the concern of the Board is
around the monument sign not the other signage issues. If anyone wants to elaborate on that,
please do.
Town Manager Sawyer stated far be it for me to disagree with the councilors and former
councilors on the Planning Board, but I cannot support changeable copy signage in this
community. I think it would be rather detrimental to the community as a whole, and it would be
by far the biggest step to making us look like South Willow Street or Route 101A, No. Amherst
Road in Nashua. The first time we allow changeable copy on a corridor like this, it will open us
up for changeable copy signs all over this community, and I don’t know how we would stop
them given Supreme Court decisions on electronic changeable signs. I will not be supporting
any vote for changeable copy signage, either on pump toppers or at the road. I am sure either
Mr. Riley’s will speak to that at some point. That would be by far the worst decision we could
make here tonight. I completely support all of the other signage requests except for the square
footage of the monument sign. I think it has been stated a couple of times, and I think some of
the best examples we have for monument signs are on this property for the other two businesses
and there is absolutely no reason to exceed the 32 square feet. I think we all know the White
Avenue Irving station that has a Dunkin Donuts in it, that sign as far as I know at maximum 32
square feet, and we have discussed at length when they wanted to have internal illumination, and
actually I think internal illumination before it was allowed, as well as electronic changing signs,
and that was not supported. The Planning Board spent a significant amount of time discussing
the Technology Drive gas station when they wanted to have electronic changeable signage and
the Board did not support that there either. I just don’t feel like the applicant has reached the
threshold for a waiver to the square footage of the sign or to allow electronic changeable signage.
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Thank you.
Mr. Fairman stated I agree with a lot of the previous comments; I certainly agree with Town
Manager Sawyer. I don’t think we need changeable signs, I see no reason for the big sign,
particularly when you have signs on the buildings as well. If you look at the sign they put on the
canopy, it is a combined sign of the two logos for Mega-X, so why not combine the two on the
main building and not have separate logo and sign. I think they can combine them on the
building, and only have two signs on the main building, let’s get the monument sign down to
size, and let’s get rid of the electronic signs, and let’s correct the color. That is a terrible sign; it
doesn’t have any place in Bedford. When you are ready, I will make a motion to table this
application until they can get the signs fixed.
Tom Riley stated it is getting a little late here tonight, and I can see there is a lot of discussions
on the sign. With all due respect to my son, Chris Riley, and Mr. El Chalfoun. Ms. Murphy, I
agree with you 100 percent. That Dunkin Donuts color is ugly, the sign design, and that is just
me. Chris and Mr. El Chalfoun I apologize, but might I suggest that it didn’t seem like there was
a lot of discussion and concern about the number of signs other than Mr. Fairman, perhaps if we
could move excluding the actual color design of the pylon sign and with the understanding that
we will probably reduce the size of the pylon. It seems like all of the other signs you guys are
okay with, but the pylon had 90 percent of the questions. Let’s try to reduce it down to as close
to the 10 feet as possible, let’s give it a classier look with the black. I love the idea that Ms.
Murphy said. If we could do something to that effect, make a motion that contingent upon
coming back with a final color design for the pylon and go to something with that aspect. I think
we could live that, because then we could start designing. At least we know where the sign is
going, the size of the signs, excluding the pylon, and then move forward.
Acting Chairman Newberry stated the only question I have is that we have a number of these
things as waivers. I would be interested in staff’s advice on whether we take all of the waivers,
with the exception of the monument sign, address those tonight and hold off on the monument
sign waiver. Ms. Murphy stated Councilor Duschatko and I still have questions.
Ms. Murphy stated Town Manager Sawyer, to respond to your point specifically on content
based regulation, I have read Reed v. Town of Gilbert, and I don’t read it as broadly as you do.
It is my understanding from reading that Supreme Court case that you cannot regulate the
content of speech in signs regardless and there is a broad application of what constitutes speech.
In a situation where we are looking solely at pricing and not at scrolling signs or messaging or
the actual use of the English, or any other language for that matter, I am not sure that I read Reed
v. Gilbert as broadly as you are reading it. I would be interested in what the Town attorney
thinks about that. I am not taking that broad of a read on it. I have read the majority of it a
couple of times now and I am just not getting that. That comment is specifically directed to you.
My second comment is, aside from agreeing with Tom Riley, I would just encourage you guys to
come back with a different design, because I think that you put the rest of it out of the park and I
see no reason why the sign design shouldn’t reflect the quality and the time that you have put
into the architecture and into developing that property.
Councilor Duschatko stated Ms. Murphy, I couldn’t agree with your more with your
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interpretation in that case, and I was going to bring that up to Town Manager Sawyer. I am
really glad that you did, you did a great job. I think that the principle there is that we have to be
open to these ideas, we have to understand what they are, we are dealing with pricing, we aren’t
dealing with a scrolling sign with a lot of different information. Unfortunately, we have already
allowed these certain things to happen within the community already. The school system has an
electronic sign. We use electronic signs at the transfer station. To say we can’t have that, makes
us very hypocritical, and I think we would be very subject to review. I do think that particular
part of the thing should stand an understanding of what we are getting into. Nobody wants to
make this thing hideous, we certainly don’t want to make it look like Route 101A in Nashua,
Hudson or Amherst, we don’t want to make it look like South Willow Street or Route 3 in
Hooksett, trying to keep what we have. But what we also have to be is in the future. The
problem is when you deal with multi-tenants, different things, different logos, some of them have
very hideous logos and Dunkin Donuts has one of them, and I think Tom Riley has pointed that
out, and I think we all understand that we have to do something different and not force them, but
direct them into a position that they can enhance their entire brand within this community by
doing something different that we all want to along with.
Ms. Murphy stated I would like to make a gentle suggestion, which literally flies in the face of
the motion I made 40 minutes ago on this. Would the applicant be willing to be onboard with
tabling this for further design to come forward? I am hesitant to grant waivers without seeing a
design. Chris Riley responded I guess the simple answer is we can do better, we have heard all
of these comments, I have been diligent in writing down everybody’s comments. We can do
better with the signage. I think digital display is probably a major point for the tenant in that it is
just how it is done now. I know we are Bedford and I am very proud of our Town and what we
have done to develop and have responsible planning, but this is our commerce center in town.
The bigger development, the multi-tenant developments, if we start at Bedford Mall, they have
over 12 colors in different signage as well as a pylon that is obviously grandfathered in. The
Lowes/Target has over seven colors, Whole Foods development has over seven color. We are
seeing multiple color. I understand given the site, the other users on the site that you want to see
a redesign of the sign and we can accommodate that. We want it to be something that not only
we are proud of but you as a Board is proud of. I think the recommendation to get us on that
meeting where we specifically just focus on the sign is probably best course of action, and
myself and Mr. El Chalfoun and Mr. March can all get together and do better and see what we
can come up with to try to satisfy what you are trying to see. I would make the note though, and
I would hope that the Board would be objective in their evaluation of what we come back with. I
know when we looked at signage, and it has always been a push button for the Town of Bedford,
as well as the Planning Board, we always discussed the topic of proportionality to the site. The
reality is that this is a good commercial site and I think Mr. El Chalfoun is going to do very well
here given the need for the use, but the site fits further back than a lot of national retailers even
look at. It doesn’t sit on the road like most of the other sites that you see for this use, so we do
have to take that into consideration, and I would hope the Board can look at that objectively
when we come in with whatever redesign is presented to you. As far as the station on White
Avenue that uses the old style 32 square feet traditional uplighting, the sign looks horrendous. If
you take a ride over there to get some gas and really look at it compared to what we can do
today, I think we can do better. I think we can give you a clean looking sign that meets the
tenants’ needs but still integrates some of the characteristics which we have heard loud and clear.
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If there is room for us on the next meeting if we table this to get something to you, I think we can
be accepting of that so that the project can still move forward.
Chris Riley stated we do appreciate the time and effort you all have put in tonight, we understand
this is difficult, it has gone long, it is late, I remember meetings like this, but what you are doing
is very important and we do thank you because it keeps the economy moving, and we all know it
has stopped in a lot of industries, construction projects and development projects, really do allow
us to keep this project in particular moving, Mr. El Chalfoun can get his store open in a timely
manner, we can bring other tenants to town, and keep some economic growth and movement
happening in the Town of Bedford. Thank you, and we will accept any motion that you have.
MOTION by Ms. Murphy to table this application of Mega-X, LLC c/o Elie El
Chalfoun (Applicant), Riley Investment Properties, LLC (Owner) requesting
approval of a sign waiver to allow an off-premises monument sign, additional
building and monument signage, and electronic readerboard signage for a proposed
gasoline service station, convenience store, and fast food restaurant at 189 and 193
South River Road, Lots 22-87 and 22-23, Zoned PZ. Councilor Duschatko duly
seconded the motion.
Mr. McMahon stated I would like to backup what Town Manager Sawyer has stated concerning
the electronic signs. I would just ask everybody to consider that once we approve something like
this on the main street, and yes, the transfer station does that but it is not on the main street, can
you imagine what our signs are going to look like in 10 years, how big will those signs look.
The second thing is that if we approve a monument size that they are asking for right now, how
will we be able to control any future monument signs. What I am looking at is down the road
and what kind of a precedent this would set. I just wanted to get that in before we vote. Thank
you. Acting Chairman Newberry stated Mr. McMahon, I think that was something we will cover
when and if the Board approves tabling this.
Acting Chairman Newberry stated I have a quick question for Chris Riley. If the Board approves
tabling, when do you think you will be ready to come back? Mr. Riley replied I think we can
actually have it quickly, Mr. Chairman. I think we can be done in a couple of weeks if we
needed to. I understand there are some larger projects that the Board will be considering and
looking at, so we don’t want to overwhelm the Board on an agenda, but on the same token, I
think with the approvals that we did receive tonight, we can keep moving with the project.
Obviously the signage issue being a major issue, but we can address that when the Board has an
opening. We would like it as soon as possible but we will work around the schedule. Acting
Chairman Newberry stated the question is to staff is when we could review this, assuming that it
gets table. Ms. Hebert responded I would suggest the June 8th meeting and staff will bring more
information on the electronic changeable copy signage. It does go beyond the Reed case, it is
important to look at the Naser Jewelers in Concord case as well and we can bring some more
information on that.
Mr. Foote stated I too have concerns regarding the electronic changeable messaging based on
what Town Manager Sawyer has shared, with what Mr. McMahon has explained, Mr. Fairman
touched on it as well, so I do have concerns about turning this into a South Willow Street or pick
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any type of commercial area in the State of New Hampshire. It has an effect on a community,
and I do have concerns about it as well. Thank you.
Acting Chairman Newberry stated as we hear this further, that will be a major topic that the
Board will be looking for more information on. I have a question for staff. Do we need to take
comment from the public or do we do that with the subsequent rehearing of this? Ms. Hebert
replied if the applicant is bringing a revised design, I would recommend you open the meeting on
June 8th to public comment as well. Acting Chairman Newberry asked do we need to ask for
public comment on the tabling motion? Ms. Hebert replied I think you have closed this meeting
for public testimony. Town Manager Sawyer stated we haven’t opened it for public testimony
yet on this whole application. Ms. Hebert stated I would open it for public testimony. Ms.
Murphy stated if there are people that are present that wanted to comment during this meeting
this evening, are we able to take those comments now, and if there is no one, I am assuming that
the public comment process would reopen again when we revisit this on June 8th. Ms. Hebert
responded that is correct. I would take public comment tonight as a point of order. I have
received no emails in regard to the application and we have no one online asking to participate at
this time. Acting Chairman Newberry stated we have asked and there appears to be none. That
brings us back to taking a vote on the motion to table. We need a date certain in this motion.
Ms. Hebert responded I would recommend June 8th and you do need a date certain.
Ms. Murphy and Councilor Duschatko amended their motion to table this application to with the
following:
The application shall be tabled to the Monday, June 8, 2020 Bedford Planning
Board meeting and this would serve as public notice.
Acting Chairman Newberry called a roll call on the motion as amended. On a
unanimous roll call vote, the amended motion carried.

Ms. Malcolm returned to the meeting.
V.

Approval of Minutes of Previous Meetings:
April 6, 2020 Planning Board minutes:

Amendment: Page 7, Condition #8 in the motion, amount of Fair Share Roadway Contribution
be changed to $36,212.
MOTION by Ms. Murphy to approve the minutes of the April 6, 2020 Planning
Board meeting as amended. Councilor Duschatko duly seconded the motion. On a
unanimous roll call vote, the motion carried, with Mr. Hawkins abstained.

VI. Communications to the Board:
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Ms. Hebert stated we have three meetings scheduled for the month of June. The dates are June
1st, which is a special meeting to begin the discussion review of the site plan application for the
Market & Main Project, June 8th and June 22nd. You do have a bit of a backlog because of the
Corona Virus pandemic, and we are hoping adding that third meeting will help us get through
some of the backlog.
Ms. Hebert stated staff is also working to move the Master Plan forward. As you know, we had
a public informational meeting scheduled with the planning consultant, TPUDC, on March 26th,
and the Corona Virus pandemic resulted in us cancelling that meeting. We have been working
with BCTV and the planning consultant to discuss ways to reach out to the community remotely
or electronically. We are looking at an option of recording the presentation and broadcasting a
program on BCTV that could be replayed to the community to solicit more feedback and
comments. Mr. Connors has just scheduled a meeting with the Think Tank, and we will have
more updates on that and some possible dates for the broadcast at your June 1st meeting. Wanted
to let you know that we haven’t lost sight of the Master Plan, we are moving that along, and we
have received several thoughtful comments from Planning Board members and members of the
community. Thank you for your comments.
Acting Chairman Newberry stated I want to thank Ms. Hebert and Mr. Connors and the Planning
staff for helping to organize and make these meetings happen. I thank everyone for their
patience and assistance in keeping this on track. The first time you try it, it is not as easy as
keeping all the screens you want open and accessible. I look forward to more meetings like this
and the Board getting it down to where we can run it as nicely as this one was. This was a
challenging agenda, I think, to try to work in this format. Ms. Murphy stated thank you for
chairing this meeting. You have done an excellent job, and I thought this went seamlessly.
VII. Reports of Committees: None
VIII. Adjournment:
MOTION by Ms. Murphy to adjourn at 10:48 pm. Ms. Malcolm duly seconded the
motion. With no objections, the motion carried.
Respectfully submitted by
Valerie J. Emmons

