TOWN OF BEDFORD
August 27, 2018
PLANNING BOARD
MINUTES
A meeting of the Bedford Planning Board was held on Monday, August 27, 2018 at the Bedford
Meeting Room, 10 Meetinghouse Road, Bedford, NH. Present were: Jon Levenstein
(Chairman), Hal Newberry (Vice Chairman), Karen McGinley (Secretary), Chris Bandazian
(Town Council), Jeff Foote (Public Works Director), Rene Pincince, Mac McMahon, Matt
Sullivan (Alternate), Becky Hebert (Planning Director), and Mark Connors (Assistant Planning
Director)
I.

Call to Order and Roll Call:

Chairman Levenstein called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. Town Councilor Kelleigh
Murphy, Town Manager Rick Sawyer, regular member Randy Hawkins, and alternate Charlie
Fairman were absent. Mr. Sullivan was appointed to vote for Mr. Hawkins. Mr. Connors
reviewed the agenda.
II.

Old Business – Continued Hearings: None

III.

New Business:
1. Ministerial Realty Trust (Owner) – Request for approval of a lot consolidation and
subdivision into seven residential lots at 62 and 66 Ministerial Road, Lots 14-44-2 and
14-44-4, Zoned R&A.

IV. Concept Proposals and Other Business:
2. 206 Route 101, LLC & Bow Lane Bedford, LLC (Owners) – Request for conceptual
review of a lot consolidation and site plan for a restaurant and a proposed 120-unit
workforce housing development, consisting of two 3-story 36-unit apartment buildings
and two 3-story 24-unit apartment buildings and associated site improvements at 206
Route 101, Chestnut Drive, and Bow Lane, Lots 20-22-14, 20-99-1, 20-99-2, 20-99-3,
and 20-99-4, Zoned CO and R&A.
Mr. Connors stated the new application has been reviewed by staff and the abutters have been
notified. Staff recommends that the Board find the subdivision application on Ministerial Road
to be complete. It is the opinion of Planning Staff that this application does not pose a regional
impact. Staff would recommend that the Board accept the agenda and find the Ministerial Road
application to be complete.
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MOTION by Ms. McGinley to approve the agenda as presented. Vice Chairman
Newberry duly seconded the motion. Vote taken – all in favor. Motion carried.

1. Ministerial Realty Trust (Owner) – Request for approval of a lot consolidation and
subdivision into seven residential lots at 62 and 66 Ministerial Road, Lots 14-44-2 and
14-44-4, Zoned R&A.
A staff report from Mark Connors, Assistant Planning Director, dated August 27, 2018 as
follows:
I.

Project Statistics:
Owners:
Ministerial Realty Trust
Proposal: Lot Line Adjustment and 7-lot Subdivision
Location:
62 Ministerial Road (Lots 14-44-2 & 14-44-4)
Existing Zoning: “R&A” –Residential & Agricultural
Surrounding Uses: Residential
II. Background Information:
In 2011, the Planning Board approved a subdivision and lot line adjustment between Lot 14-442 and the adjacent property which created Lot 14-44-4 (66 Ministerial Road).
In April 2016, the Planning Board approved a lot line adjustment between Lots 14-44-2 and 1444-4, which transferred 3.5 acres to Lot 14-44-4 (66 Ministerial Road).
In February 2017, the Planning Board reviewed a conceptual plan for a cluster subdivision with
five residential lots and one open space lot at 22 Laurel Drive (Lot 14-40). Previously, in May
2015, the Zoning Board approved a variance to permit a cluster subdivision on the parcel of
14.92 acres where a minimum of 15 acres is required for cluster subdivisions.
In May 2017, the Planning Board approved a lot line adjustment between Lot 14-44-4 (60
Ministerial Road) and Lot 14-40 (22 Laurel Drive). The adjustment transferred 10.9 acres from
the lot on Laurel Drive to the lot with frontage on Ministerial Road, expanding the size of Lot
14-44-4 to 16.3 acres.
III. Project Description:
The two subject lots for this application border each other on the west side of Ministerial Road.
Lot 14-44-2 (62 Ministerial Road) is 2.2 acres and includes a single-family home. Lot 14-44-4 is
16.3 acres and is undeveloped, apart from a tennis court on its far western edge closer to Laurel
Drive. The lots slope down in elevation from the north and west, with a high elevation of 440 feet
and a low elevation of approximately 370 feet. There is a larger wetland complex on the
southwest corner of the lot in the lower portion of the large tract. There are two smaller
wetlands which cross both lots running north to south.
The applicant is proposing to subdivide Lot 14-44-4 to create a six lot residential subdivision
served by a private road with access off of Ministerial Road. The application is for a
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conventional subdivision such that all of the lots will meet the Town’s regulations related to
minimum lot size and frontages. Additionally, the boundaries of Lot 14-44-2 will be adjusted to
enlarge the lot and provide it frontage along the new private road. The driveway for this lot
would be relocated so that the driveway curb cut on Ministerial Road is eliminated and the
driveway access is off of the new private road.
This development is located within the Residential & Agricultural Zoning District, which
requires a minimum 1.5 acre lot size and 150 feet of road frontage. The lots will range in size
from 1.66 acres to 3.79 acres, although all of the lots, save for one, will be over two acres in
size. The size and frontages of the proposed lots created by the subdivision of Lot 14-44-4 are
outlined below:

Lot
14-44-4
14-44-5
14-44-6
14-44-7
14-44-8
14-44-9

Proposed
Area
2.361 acres
1.663 acres
3.654 acres
2.277 acres
2.022 acres
2.779 acres

Proposed
Frontage
730 feet
212 feet
150 feet
150 feet
150 feet
150 feet

In addition to the six lots above, the lot line adjustment to Lot 14-44-2 will result in an expansion
of the lot from 2.248 acres to 3.792 acres and an increase in frontage from approximately 190
feet on Ministerial Road to several hundred feet along both Ministerial Road and the new private
road.
All of the lots will extend to the center line of the public road to ensure that the road remains in
private ownership under the care of a homeowners association, to be established, in perpetuity.
The R&A District requires soils based lot sizing and the applicant has submitted soil
calculations of all the lots. Based purely on the soil characteristics of the parcels, the area could
accommodate up to 10 residential lots under the Town’s regulations, however it would be
difficult to meet the Town’s other subdivision and land development requirements and include
that number of lots under the constraints of the existing properties.
Private Road
The applicant is proposing a private road to serve the subdivision. Located within a 50-foot
easement area for private access, drainage, slopes, and utilities, the road would extend
approximately 700 feet from Ministerial Road before terminating at the cul-de-sac. The private
road is 20-feet across for most of its length, before expanding to 24-feet at the cul-de-sac to
allow for expanded turning movements. The subdivision plan shows the driveway aprons for all
of the proposed lots, which meet the Town’s sight distance requirements.
The applicant is requesting three waivers of the Land Development Control Regulations relating
to the private road and driveway placement, including:
1.) Section 231.1.4, to allow a driveway to be sited within 100 feet of an intersection;
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2.) Section 231.1.5, to allow the parcels to front a private road; and,
2.) Section 231.1.10, to allow a roadway pavement width of less than 24 feet.
As noted earlier in this report, the driveway for Lot 14-44-2 will be relocated from Ministerial
Road to the new private road. The new driveway will be located approximately 75-feet from the
intersection of the new road with Ministerial Road. A wetland is located just west of the
proposed driveway apron location, so moving the driveway further would result in a wetland
disturbance. For that reason and because the proposed driveway location is much preferable to
the existing one (which is located closer to the proposed intersection location on Ministerial
Road), staff does not object to the waiver.
The development of private roads for residential subdivisions has been reasonably common in
Bedford in recent year and is cost-effective for the Town in the long-term, since the municipality
is not charged with maintenance of the road and drainage facilities. Therefore, staff takes no
objection to the waiver from Section 231.1.5.
The pavement width of the new private road is 20-feet, except for the cul-de-sac, which is 24feet, where the Town requires a minimum 24-foot width. Narrower roadway widths have fewer
environmental impacts and tend to discourage higher vehicle speeds, which appears appropriate
for a roadway of this nature - a low volume cul-de-sac located off of a Class V road.
Additionally, the applicant has coordinated with the Fire Department, which does not object to
the reduced pavement width. For these reasons, staff does not object to the waiver request.
Bedford requires new roads to meet a minimum 400-foot all season sight distance requirement.
The new road does meet this requirement, assuming that some improvements, including
vegetation clearing, are made to the frontage of the neighboring lot at 68 Ministerial Road. The
applicant has signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the abutting property owner
to make such improvements, which is included in the Planning Board packets.
The applicant has not yet selected a name for the new road. Prior to recording of the
subdivision, a name will need to be determined for the road and noted on the plan, and the
applicant will need to coordinate with the Bedford Fire Department to confirm the name is
acceptable to the Town for the purpose of emergency response (Condition #8).
Traffic
The applicant has submitted a stamped traffic impact statement summarizing the anticipated
traffic impacts of the subdivision. The subdivision will have a very modest traffic impact on the
surrounding road network. Under the ITE Trip Generation Manual for single-family homes, the
five new lots will result in four vehicle trips during the AM peak hour (1 entering and 3 exiting
trips) and five trips during the PM peak hour (including 3 entering and 2 exiting trips). The
Town’s consulting engineer VHB has reviewed the traffic impact statement and does not object
to the applicant’s characterization that the development will have no measurable traffic impact
to Ministerial Road.
Wetland Impact
Two small wetlands run north to south on both parcels following the contours of the land. The
Town of Bedford holds a drainage easement to allow drainage improvements associated with
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Ministerial Road to be located on Lot 14-44-4. The new road will be located south of the
easement area and will not impact the Town culvert located on this portion of the lot.
The construction of the private road will require some disturbance to both wetlands, including
the fill of 3,545 square-feet of wetlands. Under Section 275-27(C) of the Zoning Ordinance,
construction of roads, accessways, utilities, and pipelines across a wetland may be approved by
the Planning Board, after receiving comments from the Conservation Commission, the Board
determines that:
1.) The proposed construction is essential to the productive use of the land or water outside
the wetland; and
2.) No reasonable alternative to the proposed construction exists which does not cross or
alter a wetland, or which has less detrimental impact to the wetland.
The Conservation Commission reviewed the Dredge and Fill application at its July 24, 2018
meeting. Minutes from that meeting related to the application are included in the Planning
Board packets. The Conservation Commission had reasonably few comments and voted
unanimously to recommend approval of the fill of 3,545 square-feet of wetlands as presented. A
Dredge and Fill permit must be secured from the NH Department of Environmental Services and
the approval number noted on the plan (Condition #6).
Stormwater & Utilities
The applicant is proposing a 3,300 square-foot shallow detention basin on Lot 14-44-2 to
capture and treat stormwater generated from the development. A 12’ wide gravel driveway will
serve the detention basin to allow regular maintenance of the facility. Easement language will
need to provide prior to recording of the subdivision plan, burdening the owner of Lot 14-44-2
with the stormwater facility and providing permission for access of the lot to construct, reconstruct, and maintain the facility (Condition #11). The basin is sited very close to the abutting
property at 58 Ministerial Road. Staff would recommend that the plan be revised to provide
landscaping, including a minimum of eight arborvitae shrubs, to screen the basin from the
abutting property (Condition #9).
The applicant has submitted a Stormwater Management Report, reviewed by VHB, showing
there will be a slight decrease in peak flows in a 25-year storm event under post development
conditions. A homeowners association will need to be established which will be responsible for
the maintenance of the road stormwater facilities, and drainage system (Condition #11).
Documents for the establishment of the homeowners association must be submitted to the
Planning Department for review and approval (Condition #10).
All of the lots will be served by private on-site well and septic systems. The application shows
underground utility lines.
IV. Waiver Requests:
The applicant is requesting the following waiver of the Land Development Control Regulations
for which the Board will need to take action (please see the attached two letters dated June 26
and August 6 from Jason Lopez of Keach-Nordstrom Associates, Inc.):
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1. Section 231.1.1, to allow Lots 14-44-2, 14-44-4, 14-44-5, and 14-44-6 to be configured in
irregular shapes.
2. Section 231.1.4, to allow the driveway for Lot 14-44-2 to be located within 100 feet of an
intersection.
3. Section 231.1.5, to allow the parcels to front a private road.
4. Section 231.1.10, to allow the private road to have a minimum 20-foot pavement width.
For the reasons previously stated in this report, Planning Staff does not object to the waivers
from Section 231.1.4, for the driveway location, Section 231.1.5 to allow frontages along a
private road, and Section 231.1.10, for the road pavement width.
For Section 231.1.1, the applicant notes the irregular shape of the mother lot and other
constraints of the lot including its topography, wetlands, and meeting sight distance. Staff
recognizes that in this case meeting this requirement may conflict with meeting other Town
requirements, and does not object to the waiver.
V. Staff Recommendations:
The Planning Board needs to vote on whether or not to grant the waivers from the Bedford
Land Development Control Regulations, for Sections 231.1.1, 231.1.4, 231.1.5, and 231.1.10 as
previously described.
The Planning Staff recommends that the Planning Board grant final approval of the lot line
adjustment and subdivision plan of Lots 14-44-2 and 14-44-4, Zoned R&A, for Ministerial
Realty Trust, as shown on the plans by Keach-Nordstrom Associates, Inc., last revised August
2, 2018, with the following conditions to be fulfilled within one year and prior to plan
signature, and the remaining conditions to be fulfilled as noted:
1. The Planning Director and the Department of Public Works Director shall determine that
the applicant has addressed all technical review comments to the Town’s satisfaction.
2. All recording fees shall be submitted to the Planning Department at the time of
recording.
3. Outstanding engineering review fees, if any, shall be paid to the Planning Department.
4. In the event that the Planning Board approves the waivers, the plan shall be updated to
list the waivers and date of approval.
5. The Applicant shall provide a performance guarantee in an amount and form acceptable
to the Planning Director, for the completion of all proposed roadway and infrastructure
construction.
6. The following state permits shall be secured and the approval numbers noted on the plan:
a. NHDES Dredge and Fill permit
b. NHDES Subdivision permit
7. All requisite easement documents shall be executed by the Applicant and submitted to the
Planning Department to be recorded simultaneously with the plan, including:
a. A drainage easement burdening Lot 14-44-2.
b. A 50-foot wide private access, drainage, slope and utility easement.
8. The Applicant shall revise the plan to note the name of the new road. The Applicant shall
provide documentation from the Bedford Fire Department indicating that the name is
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acceptable for emergency response.
9. The Applicant shall revise the plan to include landscaping screening the stormwater
detention basin from Lot 14-44-1, including a minimum of eight evergreen shrubs.
10. A homeowners association shall be formed and final association documents shall be
submitted to the Planning Department for review and approval and to be recorded with
the plan.
11. The homeowners association shall be responsible for the maintenance of the private
roadway the drainage system. An operations and maintenance plan shall be provided to
the town and approved by the Public Works Director.
12. Prior to commencement of work, a performance guarantee in an amount approved by the
Town of onsite maintenance of erosion and sedimentation controls shall be placed on file.
13. Prior to commencement of work, arrangements shall be made with the Planning
Department regarding payment and coordination of third party inspections.
14. Prior to any construction occurring on the site, the applicant shall schedule a preconstruction meeting with the Planning Department and the Department of Public Works.
15. Prior to any inspections of dwellings being performed, the road must meet NFPA 241
Section 7.5.5 access roadways. The road shall have an all-weather surface (compacted
road subgrade) capable of supporting firefighting apparatus. Prior to issuance of any
certificate of occupancy, the entire road must have base coat applied and be approved by
the Director of Public Works.
16. Prior to a certificate of occupancy being issued for each lot, 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 plan.
Dick Anagnost of Ministerial Realty Trust and Jason Lopez of Keach-Nordstrom Associates
were present to address this request for lot consolidation and subdivision.
Mr. Anagnost stated I am the developer tonight. Along with me tonight are my co-developers,
who are my son Alexander and my son Stavros. This is their first attempt at land development,
and they will also be the first two occupants of the subdivision. Mr. Lopez will take you through
the basics of the project and we are happy to answer any questions.
Mr. Lopez stated there are two lots here; 62 Ministerial Road that is the existing house on the
property, 66 Ministerial Road is a lot that had a building permit. Some history: We have been
here before the Board on these two lots for lot line adjustments. It was the existing house and
then we did a lot line adjustment and creating a building lot. The driveway was constructed out
there, we got a wetlands permit for a driveway culvert, we got a septic design done, they were
ready to start construction on a house out there and then 22 Laurel Drive became available. They
came before the Board I believe it was for an open space subdivision. When that property came
forward with those concepts, Mr. Anagnost had the opportunity to do a lot line adjustment with
them, we brought that before the Board, that was approved, and we increased that building lot up
to about 16.3 acres. Around the same time he had the opportunity to purchase 62 Ministerial
Road, that is the existing home and that brought the total area of ownership up to 18.5 acres.
Like he said, he has three boys and is looking to create a new building lot for each one of them
and also have an extra lot for future use.
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Mr. Lopez continued we started out looking at different options, different concepts, given the
family community, the three boys are living out there, we looked at establishing a private road,
we met with the DPW Director, the Planning Director and we discussed the layout, private road
status, along with a reduction in pavement width and sight distance issues, and also gated access.
We were encouraged to go meet with the Fire Chief to discuss the reduction in pavement and fire
suppression needs and also the gated access. During that meeting we were also encouraged to go
speak to the abutter to the north, Ms. Standow. Due to work within the right-of-way in order to
achieve sight distance coming out of the proposed road looking to the left, we needed to do some
work along her frontage, create a ditch line; there was some existing vegetation, landscaping,
mailbox, and items like that within the right-of-way. We needed to relocate and work with her
on that. We ended up coming up with a Memorandum of Understanding, which both Ms.
Standow signed and Mr. Anagnost signed. That is on file in the Planning Board records. They
both have a signed copy and that the memorandum is noted on the plans to be part of the
approval and documented on the plans.
Mr. Lopez stated we met with the Fire Department, they were in support of the reduction of
pavement from 24 feet to 20 feet along the straightway but they wanted to keep the width of
pavement around the cul-de-sac at 24 feet to aid in the turning of the fire trucks out there. No
fire suppression was needed, and we did talk about the gated access and due to some of the
complications with that, redundant systems and so forth, we removed that from the proposal.
Mr. Lopez stated we had an existing building lot out there, which got a driveway permit. We put
in a driveway culvert to go to that lot, and we were originally looking at utilizing that culvert
crossing for the new road where we already had the wetlands permit for that, but we couldn’t
obtain the full sight distance coming out of the road looking to the left, looking up the hill, so we
ended up having to move the driveway down closer to the existing house in order to gain that
sight distance, and that did result in work along Ms. Standow’s frontage, of which that
Memorandum of Understanding outlines some of the contingencies working with her on moving
the plants and adding a driveway culvert. After completing that, she was in support of the
application.
Mr. Lopez continued this is a conventional subdivision, no open space; it will be a private road,
50-foot wide easement. If you look on the plan I have posted, we actually have a property line
going down the centerline of what would typically be the right-of-way, so that right-of-way is 50
foot wide and it is a private easement that all lots will have access rights to, that will help the
road stay in private ownership over time.
Mr. Lopez stated the HOA will maintain the road and drainage. We did look at the soils. There
are enough soils there to support 10 lots, but once you start looking at slopes and wetlands the
most you get is nine; we are proposing seven, which are six new lots with the one existing house.
We do require two wetland crossings with this proposed road. We have been to Conservation
Commission and they recommended support of the application. We have the application
currently before the Wetlands Bureau that is under review. Also, State subdivision is currently
under review. Each one of these are, again, conventional lots, standard size, they will all be
served by onsite septic and well and all of the utilities will be underground.
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Mr. Lopez continued we will require four waivers. One is for lots to front on a private road; the
second would be road width for a reduction to 20 feet where 24 feet is required; the third would
be to allow the existing house on Ministerial Road we are going to disconnect that driveway
accesspoint and connect it into the new road. In order to do that we have a little wetland channel
that flows through the property, so we need to locate that new driveway access onto the proposed
road within 100 feet of an intersection, so that will require a waiver, but it gets that driveway off
from Ministerial Road and reduces the curb cuts there. The final waiver is for lot shape. We do
have four lots, which are Lots 44-2, 44-4, 44-5, and 44-6. As you can see, the lot line layout we
are running essentially perpendicular to the proposed road slight angle but the shape has to do
more with the parent parcel shape, the outer perimeter boundary.
Mr. Lopez continued we do have a copy of the recommendations by staff and we do have a
question on two of the conditions. The first would be Condition #5, The Applicant shall provide
a performance guarantee in an amount and form acceptable to the Planning Director, for the
completion of all proposed roadway and infrastructure construction. The question is, is that
applied to the private road or just to the work that needs to be done within Ministerial Road?
And then along the same lines, Condition #13, Prior to commencement of work, arrangements
shall be made with the Planning Department regarding payment and coordination of third party
inspections. And, again, is that Ministerial Road only or does that also include the private road.
The onsite erosion, sediment control I believe is acceptable onsite to make sure that if something
should happen during the construction of the project, onsite construction would be stabilized.
Chairman Levenstein asked Ms. Hebert, what was your intention? Ms. Hebert responded
although this is a private road, once the plan is signed and recorded, those lots can be sold to
anyone. I know you are planning to keep a few of them in your family, but if you were to
abandon this project for some reason, those lots would be for sale and it is a consumer protection
policy as much as it is insurance for the Town that the road is constructed. With public roads we
need to make sure they are constructed because the Town will ultimately own them and be
responsible for maintaining them, but in this case we want to make sure that anyone who buys a
lot on the proposed road has a road to drive down to reach their property. Mr. Anagnost asked
are you saying, Ms. Hebert, that upon execution of the plan the individual lots would be sold
even though they didn’t have an access? Ms. Hebert responded they can be, yes. Mr. Anagnost
stated that is interesting. Ms. Hebert stated when you record the plat, those become lots of
record so the performance guarantee guarantees that the road is constructed and before someone
tries to build on the lot that the road will be guaranteed to be completed to a point that they can
use their new property and access their home. Ms. McGinley stated Ms. Hebert, I have a
question on that. Just because it would benefit the Town, couldn’t we add a condition that all of
the roads within the subdivision be constructed and maintained by the applicant, which I think
that was his intention, and that you would not be granting a building permit to anyone until that
was done? Ms. Hebert responded actually the condition requires the road to be paved to a binder
surface, have an all-weather surface prior to any inspections by our Fire Department or building
code officials. Mr. Anagnost stated that is why I am confused because that is what I was relying
on that I can’t get an occupancy certificate without the binder coarse down. Why do I need to go
through the effort of bonding a private road and then having third party inspections? Ms. Hebert
responded well it actually says prior to any inspections of the dwellings being performed the
road must meet NFPA 241 section 7.5.5 access roadways, and the road shall have an all-weather
surface compacted subgrade capable of supporting the firefighting apparatus, and then prior to
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Certificate of Occupancy, the entire road must have a base coat applied and be approved by the
Director of Public Works. Mr. Anagnost stated that one I totally agree with. Ms. Hebert stated
yes, but it doesn't have the final paving. It is a condition of our subdivision regulations and I felt
like there was a consumer protection reason to apply it to a private road. You could bond the top
coat. Mr. Anagnost responded I am good with that. I would be happy to bond the top coat. Ms.
Hebert responded okay. Chairman Levenstein stated that makes sense.
Chairman Levenstein asked what was the other one? Mr. Anagnost replied it was the
inspections, the same improvements. I assume then the inspection would be the top coat and the
erosion control stuff. Ms. Hebert responded you are still not addressing the situation if the
project were not constructed at all and someone had purchased a lot. That is the reason to bond
the entire. Mr. Anagnost asked so they would purchase a lot without the ability to get a building
permit or a Certificate of Occupancy? Chairman Levenstein stated or we could make a condition
they can’t sell any lots until then. Ms. McGinley responded right. Mr. Anagnost responded no
problem. That is what we did in Pulpit, by the way. Those other two pieces, Phase 2 and Phase
3, have a condition that no lots could be sold until the road was constructed. Ms. Hebert
responded okay; I am good with that.
Chairman Levenstein asked Mr. Lopez, what else do you have? Mr. Lopez replied we can go
right to questions.
Councilor Bandazian asked for the improvements on the abutting lot, do any of those require
ongoing maintenance in the future of trimming bushes or anything else? Mr. Lopez replied no.
Currently she has some existing landscaping in the right-of-way. We are going to relocate that
outside. As seen on the posted plan, her existing driveway is in this area and she has like a post
light, her mailbox is right there, currently there is no driveway culvert, no ditch line, and no
curbing. The edge of pavement comes off and it kind of slopes up and she has rhododendron and
so forth, so we need to come off, create a road shoulder and then a ditchline, put a driveway
culvert under the driveway, so the agreement talks about working with her on the placement of
the mailbox during construction. There is a tree over there that shades a lot of her plants so we
are looking at taking that hemlock down. Mr. Anagnost stated that has been removed. Mr.
Lopez continued and then relocating all of the plants and working with her in relocating the
plants. There is also a large diameter tree further down the property line into the project, it is in
close proximity to her house, and when they were starting to do that building lot and clearing that
area, she had concerns that now it is kind of more open, not supported by other trees, that that
would potentially fall, so it was agreed to take that down. No ongoing maintenance.
Chairman Levenstein stated Ms. Hebert, the notes on the plan say that the approval is subject to a
private agreement between Ministerial Realty Trust and Trust of Sophie T. Standow, signed
agreement is on file with the Town Planning Department. Do we need to somehow put it in the
approval conditions too or is just the fact that it is on the plan is sufficient? It probably is. Ms.
Hebert replied I think because it has already been executed and we have a copy of it, it is okay
that it is not listed as a condition. The condition would be to note it on the plan and they are a
couple of steps ahead of us with that. Mr. Connors stated it is the last two pages of the Planning
Board packets. Ms. McGinley asked is it of a nature that it should be recorded? Ms. Hebert
replied I think as long as we have it on file. Mr. Lopez stated the current format doesn’t meet the

Town Of Bedford
Planning Board Minutes – August 27, 2018

11

registry recording requirements. Chairman Levenstein stated you can put a cover page on it.
Mr. Pincince stated Mr. Lopez, in your letter I didn’t see where it talked about sight distances at
the driveway onto Ministerial Road. Do we satisfy that? Mr. Lopez replied yes. The proposed
road we moved the location further to the south, closer to the existing house on the property, so
we can get the all-season safe sight distance by looking to the left and to the right. Those
modifications that we are making across the frontage of the abutter’s property aid in getting that
sight distance.
Mr. Pincince stated in your drawing 3 of 19 the roundabout, there is a dimension that looks like it
is 35 feet for the width. What is that 35 feet? That’s not pavement. It is in a circle in the center
of the page. Mr. Lopez asked the 35 feet typical? Mr. Pincince replied yes. Mr. Lopez replied
that is front setback. So we are showing the front setback line, building setback line off the
easement line as you would in a conventional subdivision with a public right-of-way. Mr.
Pincince stated thank you.
Chairman Levenstein asked Mr. Foote do you have any issues with this? Mr. Foote replied no; I
think they came in and addressed most of our concerns, specifically the sight distance, which I
think they have achieved.
Chairman Levenstein asked for comments or questions from the audience.
Robert Kant, 76 Ministerial Road, stated my question is for the Planning Department. Is the plan
presented tonight the same exact plan that was submitted originally? The one you sent me a
copy of? Mr. Connors asked are you talking about the concept that was submitted last year? Mr.
Kant replied no; this was something that was sent to me in late June or the beginning of July.
Mr. Connors responded they would have worked with the Planning Department to make some
minor tweaks. Mr. Kant asked but conceptually it is the same plan? Mr. Connors replied yes.
Mr. Kant responded okay, I am good with that. Thank you.
Mark Colegrove, 61 Ministerial Road, stated I am directly across the street from 62, and my
concern is about the location of the proposed road. With the change from where the driveway is
on that 66 lot down the road for the purposes of sight clearances, it puts the road almost in front
of my house, so my concern is some loss of privacy there. I spoke briefly with Mr. Connors
from the Board and also Mr. Lopez a few days ago and mentioned that to them. From my
understanding the outside flare of that road is going to be only about 10 feet from the outside
flare of the existing driveway on 62, so that puts it very close to the front of my house, and my
concern is headlight sweeps, things like that, from people exiting the road and turning right and
heading south going down Ministerial Road. I am wondering what can be done about that.
Chairman Levenstein stated Mr. Lopez can you answer that. Mr. Lopez stated we did have a
phone conversation. I was looking at when we discontinue the existing driveway at the existing
house we have a small section of wall we needed to rebuild and whether or not landscaping
could go there. I am not really coming up with a good way of providing screening there because
we have a, and I am sure Mr. Foote will agree, that any landscaping we put in the wall will need
to be back out of the right-of-way, which is going to put it about 15 – 20 feet back from the edge
of the road. Headlights from cars that approach the stop line are going to be up 8 feet or so off
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that edge of pavement even closer, so any screening I just don’t think is going to serve its
function. It is not going to be practical for placement over on our side, and then we have a
similar issue over on the other side of the road. You can see on the screen the edge of our
pavement, and, again, that right-of-way line being back quite a ways, I don’t see any real
practical solutions. Ms. Hebert stated Mr. Lopez, there is an aerial photo in that project file if
you want to pull that up to maybe give us a better idea of where the affected house is. The aerial
photo was posted on the screen. Mr. Lopez stated our existing driveway, which is a little hard to
see here, and the driveway across the street is in this location and our proposed road will be
coming out right along this lot line there. There is some vegetation there that looks to be a lot of
deciduous type vegetation. Again, I didn’t see anything that was going to be real practical. I did
look at it a little bit, but where we are going to have to keep vegetation outside of the right-ofway, it pushes it back quite a ways. Mr. Connors stated there is another file in there called street
view looking south. That might be a better picture. The referenced picture was posted on the
screen. Mr. Lopez stated this is our existing driveway over here and this is a small section of the
stone wall that we are going to need to remove, so our road will be coming out in this area and
this is the driveway in question over here. Chairman Levenstein stated it seems like it is going
further from the driveway. Mr. Lopez responded the proposed road will be further up the hill,
further north, than the existing driveway, but during our phone conversation he was questioning
whether or not we could keep the road where that existing driveway cut was, where the driveway
culvert is, and that existing driveway access we had to that building lot, that was a 200-foot sight
distance for a residential driveway whereas this is a roadway, which requires 400 feet. I was
trying to keep it up there like in our original proposal, and I was trying to see if we could get a
waiver reduction in sight distance just so we didn’t have to deal with the extra wetlands
permitting, but we have to get the 400 feet of sight distance, so I just kept creeping it down the
hill to the south until I could achieve that 400-foot sight distance. Mr. Colegrove stated as you
see though, it is right there on my driveway, so people will be coming out of that road and
turning in that direction. If you could get a waiver on that sight distance of even 20 feet, it would
make a huge difference to us. It doesn’t have to be all the way back to that driveway, but just a
bit of distance there, a bit of cushion. Mr. Lopez stated I was looking over here too and you can
see a little bit on the aerial that he has that turnaround and stuff that goes in front of the house so
the driveway comes in and then the turnaround, so even anything coming in that direction there
is pavement there, to even put plants, there is driveway and pavement. I did take a look at it; I
am not coming up with anything real practical and aside from a waiver on the 400 feet, which we
have already been through quite a bit with Mr. Foote, I don’t see that as an option. Ms.
McGinley asked what about any type of planting or stone walls? I am not looking at your
property in full, so would there by anything that could be done along those lines that would help
the problem? Mr. Colegrove asked near the base of my driveway? Ms. McGinley replied yes?
Mr. Colegrove replied possibly behind the mailbox I guess. Mr. Lopez stated but again, there is
the right-of-way line. We have to be back. What I see is that sweep by the time you put the new
plantings behind the right-of-way, outside of the right-of-way, that sweep is going to be over the
driveway and over that turnaround, which is in front of the house. That is my opinion of it. Ms.
McGinley stated you couldn’t put it close enough to the road to make a difference. Mr.
Anagnost responded that is the issue on both sides because the right-of-way actually extends
beyond the vegetation that you see on both sides of the street. Vice Chairman Newberry asked
so instead of moving the proposed road, would moving the driveway curb cut at 61 do anything
to relieve the situation? Mr. Lopez replied I don’t want to go further to the south because he
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already has coming out and looking to the left here, you have those cars coming up and around
the corner. Mr. Anagnost stated it is a sight distance issue. Vice Chairman Newberry stated it
sounds like the answer is no. Mr. Lopez stated and I guess if I could ask Mr. Foote your opinion
of plantings within the right-of-way over on that side. Mr. Foote responded I have no opinion on
that. In looking at this photo, and I am looking on the right side of the screen which is on the
proposed development side, it looks like it is at grade with the road and it appears to me the
driveway is not at grade. Does the driveway go up from the roadway? Mr. Anagnost replied a
little bit, and that is the driveway that goes away. Mr. Colegrove asked are you talking about my
driveway? Mr. Foote replied yes. Does the water flow from your driveway towards the road?
Mr. Colegrove replied yes; I have a grade. Mr. Foote stated so as far as the light sweep, I would
think that that would, headlights on a vehicle are a couple of feet up and I wouldn’t think that
that would be dramatic if the house and the driveway is above the grade of the road. Mr.
Colegrove responded well there is also the issue of the actual road itself. Right now there is a
fair amount of vegetation on the side of the existing driveway. My assumption is that most of
that is going to go away when the road gets put in there, so there is going to be cars heading in
the relative direction of our house. Mr. Foote asked vegetation on your side of the road is being
removed? Mr. Colegrove replied no; on Scott’s side of the road. Mr. Lopez stated in this area
indicated. Mr. Colegrove asked am I wrong about that? Is most of that vegetation going to be
cleared away? Mr. Lopez replied yes, where the roadway is yes. It doesn't look like there is a lot
right along Scott’s driveway on the north side here. Ms. Hebert asked could you add some
plantings behind the mailbox where the existing driveway is going to be relocated? Mr. Lopez
replied that is what I was getting at. By the time we relocate the stonewall outside of the rightof-way and we put some landscaping on the lot side of that stonewall, that is going to be about
15 – 20 feet off the edge of pavement and the cars up at the stop line are going to be in front of
that. Ms. Hebert responded right, but behind the stonewall, kind of just to improve your privacy
so you are not looking across the street at it, but you would probably still see the road, but it
would close off the driveway with some landscaping as well. Mr. Foote asked what about some
plantings on 61? Mr. Anagnost replied that is what we were just saying when you put them in.
Mr. Foote responded I mean on their property. It sounds like it is a little ways off, a couple of
balsam trees of whatever to break it up.
Mr. Colegrove stated I am curious about this. The sight distance to my right from my driveway,
that is a distance from where to where. It is from where this private road would be to Ministerial
Branch or some other location? How much sight distance? Ms. Hebert replied you would need
200 feet of sight distance ideally from your driveway exiting onto Ministerial Road looking north
to south, in both directions. Mr. Colegrove responded okay, because there is a lot more sight
distance to the right than there is to the left, quite a bit more. The minimum is 200 feet so it
would have to be like from this road looking down Ministerial Road would have to be at least
200 feet? Chairman Levenstein replied it appears that the curve in the road is the issue. You are
moving it further up from that curve. Mr. Foote stated the horizontal and vertical curve.
Chairman Levenstein stated there is a curve to the left as you go down and it looks like that is
why you had to move it further up to get more room. Mr. Colegrove responded right, but I guess
my point was there is a lot more sight distance in the opposite direction. We are facing down the
road there; it is very limited sight distance where you have this road going in, but if you turn
around and look up the street, there is a lot more sight distance there. So I am curious as to why
the road isn’t positioned further up to where the driveway is? It seems like you have a lot more
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sight distance there. Chairman Levenstein replied they probably need frontage. Mr. Foote stated
my guess is it is with Ms. Standow cause impacts to that property. Mr. Lopez stated we have a
vertical curve we start to deal with up in front of her property, and then a little further beyond it
starts to veer to the left, so a similar situation. He comes out of his driveway, kind of looks to the
left and that road is starting to vertically change and coming back into the property we have the
similar situation on the other side of the road looking to the north with the vertical curve and the
horizontal curve. Mr. Colegrove stated but there really is a lot less sight distance to my left, so if
you are trying to balance the sight distances sort of equally on both sides of the road, it would
seem like you would want to move that road a little bit further northwest. Mr. Foote responded
but then you decrease the sight distance coming from the proposed road. Chairman Levenstein
stated in the other direction. Mr. Foote stated yes. Mr. Anagnost stated right now we meet the
400 in both directions with very little wiggle room, so the other thing with that would be to
waive the sight distance in one direction or the other. Mr. Lopez stated and I don’t believe he
would want us to go further south anyway, but going further south and then we start to combat
where we have front setback off from that existing house to what would be the edge of the rightof-way. So we are limited, without removal of the existing home, how far we can go south and
then north where this road starts to peel back away, there is a curve up here as you get beyond
Ministerial Branch, between the vertical and horizontal, kind of get it pinned.
Chairman Levenstein asked Mr. Anagnost, would you guys have a problem if there was a
condition that you work with staff to try to get to some agreement as to what plantings can be put
there to try and minimize the impact? Mr. Anagnost replied I don’t have a problem with that. I
just want to make sure that what we put there is effective, because the way we have both
reviewed this, if we have to stay back 15 feet off, which is about the amount off from the edge of
pavement, then no matter which direction a car is coming in, it is going to be less than 15 feet
when it hits the stop to make the right or the left. Chairman Levenstein responded well I think
the thing that Mr. Foote mentioned about his driveway going up, so his house is higher than the
road, so I don’t know if you have looked at it from his side of the road. Mr. Lopez stated I
haven’t been over on his property. Chairman Levenstein asked what do you say the height of
headlights are? Mr. Foote replied a couple of feet, four feet or three feet. Chairman Levenstein
stated so between the road and his driveway grade and the grade of his property, maybe you guys
could put some plants there which just makes it a little more minimum.
Vice Chairman Newberry stated out of curiosity, to the left what is the actual sight distance? Mr.
Lopez replied it is 400 feet for our proposed road, in both directions. Vice Chairman Newberry
asked nothing in excess of 400 feet? Mr. Anagnost replied there is very little wiggle room. Mr.
Lopez stated with the snowbank requirement on that, I am pretty much right at the sweet spot.
Vice Chairman Newberry asked you are right at 400? Mr. Colegrove stated just to clarify
because I am a little confused. Sight distance is line of sight you can see 400 feet down the
road? Chairman Levenstein replied yes. Mr. Colegrove responded I haven’t measured it with a
tape measure but that seems pretty generous. Mr. Foote stated when you look at their plan from
the proposed road looking south, if you look at the sight distance calculation, the mailbox just
downstream from you or just south from you, they just kiss that to get the 400 feet, so it is very
limited. So from their lot looking south, the line of sight crosses the road and it just touches the
mailbox south of you. So when he says he found the sweet spot, it is not 500 feet of sight
distance one way and 300 feet the other, it is pretty much 400 both ways. Mr. Colegrove stated
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yes, it can be an adventure turning left there on a snowy day. Ms. McGinley asked what is being
suggested is to put plantings on the gentleman’s property that are not invasive into the sight
distance that they have proposed? Chairman Levenstein replied no, they wouldn't affect sight
distance from the road. Ms. McGinley stated but the new plantings are what they are saying, that
they would put new plantings on your property across the street. Mr. Colegrove responded yes; I
think as Mr. Lopez explained to me, putting plants on the other side of the road wouldn’t make a
whole lot of difference because the stop line or whatever they would end up turning ahead of
them, so I understand that.
Mr. McMahan asked if you are going to work with the Town to be able to see if you can do
something to improve, would that be to include your property and the gentleman’s property?
Would you entertain that? Mr. Anagnost replied yes. We have examined our property pretty
closely and we don’t see any benefit that he would receive by us doing anything on our side. We
did not look at it from the opposite side of the street on his property. He has an elevation there,
so maybe there is a hedge that can go at the point of the elevation, I don’t know, we didn’t look
at that. The only solution that I could see would be one of two and one is the waiver on the sight
distance or we go and we look at his property to see where the elevation is where you could put a
small hedge of a couple of trees that might break up, which is what I think Ms. Hebert was
alluding to. Mr. McMahan asked Sir, would you be happy with that? Mr. Colegrove replied I
would be happier with the waiver. About 20 feet would make all the difference if it is possible.
Mr. McMahan stated but the possible planting on your property. Mr. Colegrove replied that
would be a good Plan B. Mr. McMahan responded and, again, that would be between the
applicant and the Planning office.
Keith Melaas, 52 Ministerial Road, stated I am new to Bedford. I just bought the house at 52
Ministerial Road down the hill. I am not abutting to any of the lots involved but I have a very
old house and have spent a lot of money correcting drainage problems on my property since I
moved in last year, and I would like just some assurances that the wetlands that are on the maps
on Lots 7, 8 and 9 are recognized and drainages would be honored. I am at the bottom of that
long slope and long hill. In fact, the Town has put in drains; there is a drain on the east side of
the road, on the west side, the side of the entrance of this, we are dealing basically with culverts.
The culverts end on my property. Chairman Levenstein stated Mr. Lopez, why don’t you explain
what is happening with stormwater. Mr. Lopez stated we came in the roadway, we are going to
have a closed drainage system, ditch lines, no curbing, so the water from the lots on the uphill
side, the northerly side, will all flow down in the ditchline, and pick it up in the closed system.
We will pick up a little bit of the front lots on the south side, not a lot but a little bit, that will,
again, flow into the closed drainage system, and flow from the cul-de-sac will go down towards
the road entrance and then we have a pipe that outlets down into a detention pond. So we have
gone, we have looked at the drainage pre to post, we have met the Town requirements on that, no
increase, we have sized the pond appropriately to mitigate that increase in impervious out there,
and, again, we are working with the Wetlands Bureau because we have a wetland crossing there.
We will be working with them, they are going to verify that we have the pipes size appropriately,
they will also be checking that, so we have gone through the drainage analysis that has been
reviewed by the Town’s third party consultant, and we have addressed the comments on that.
Vice Chairman Newberry asked that is the State that you are working with on the design? Mr.
Lopez replied the State on the design on the culverts for the wetland crossings. Ms. McGinley
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asked and the gentleman’s house is to the bottom? Mr. Lopez replied yes, to the south. That is
the natural direction. We have a couple of wetland fingers that come down and drain into a
larger wetland complex, so we deal with our drainage all up on the property and then it will
release and we have a level spreader coming down and then it will take its natural path through
those wetland channels out into the larger complex, but we do mitigate that peak rate of runoff.
Chairman Levenstein asked so that should not increase the flow? Mr. Lopez replied no.
Chairman Levenstein asked for further comments or questions from the Board. There were
none.
MOTION by Ms. McGinley that the Planning Board grant the following four
waivers from the Bedford Land Development Control Regulations:
1. Section 231.1.1, to allow Lots 14-44-2, 14-44-4, 14-44-5, and 14-44-6 to be
configured in irregular shapes.
2. Section 231.1.4, to allow the driveway for Lot 14-44-2 to be located within
100 feet of an intersection.
3. Section 231.1.5, to allow the parcels to front a private road.
4. Section 231.1.10, to allow the private road to have a minimum 20-foot
pavement width.
Mr. Pincince duly seconded the motion. Vote taken - all in favor. Motion carried.
MOTION by Ms. McGinley that the Planning Board grant final approval of the lot
line adjustment and subdivision plan of Lots 14-44-2 and 14-44-4, Zoned R&A, for
Ministerial Realty Trust, as shown on the plans by Keach-Nordstrom Associates,
Inc., last revised August 2, 2018, with the following conditions to be fulfilled within
one year and prior to plan signature, and the remaining conditions to be fulfilled as
noted:
1. The Planning Director and the Department of Public Works Director shall
determine that the applicant has addressed all technical review comments to
the Town’s satisfaction.
2. All recording fees shall be submitted to the Planning Department at the time
of recording.
3. Outstanding engineering review fees, if any, shall be paid to the Planning
Department.
4. In the event that the Planning Board approves the waivers, the plan shall be
updated to list the waivers and date of approval.
5. The Applicant shall provide a performance guarantee in an amount and
form acceptable to the Planning Director, for the completion of all proposed
roadway infrastructure construction.
6. The following state permits shall be secured and the approval numbers noted
on the plan:
a. NHDES Dredge and Fill permit
b. NHDES Subdivision permit
7. All requisite easement documents shall be executed by the Applicant and
submitted to the Planning Department to be recorded simultaneously with
the plan, including:
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a. A drainage easement burdening Lot 14-44-2.
b. A 50-foot wide private access, drainage, slope and utility easement.
8. The Applicant shall revise the plan to note the name of the new road. The
Applicant shall provide documentation from the Bedford Fire Department
indicating that the name is acceptable for emergency response.
9. The Applicant shall revise the plan to include landscaping screening the
stormwater detention basin from Lot 14-44-1, including a minimum of eight
evergreen shrubs.
10. A homeowners association shall be formed and final association documents
shall be submitted to the Planning Department for review and approval and
to be recorded with the plan.
11. The homeowners association shall be responsible for the maintenance of the
private roadway the drainage system. An operations and maintenance plan
shall be provided to the town and approved by the Public Works Director.
12. Prior to commencement of work, a performance guarantee in an amount
approved by the Town of onsite maintenance of erosion and sedimentation
controls shall be placed on file.
13. Prior to commencement of work, arrangements shall be made with the
Planning Department regarding payment and coordination of third party
inspections.
14. Prior to any construction occurring on the site, the applicant shall schedule a
pre-construction meeting with the Planning Department and the Department
of Public Works.
15. Prior to any inspections of dwellings being performed, the road must meet
NFPA 241 Section 7.5.5 access roadways. The road shall have an all-weather
surface (compacted road subgrade) capable of supporting firefighting
apparatus. Prior to issuance of any certificate of occupancy, the entire road
must have base coat applied and be approved by the Director of Public
Works.
16. Prior to a certificate of occupancy being issued for each lot, 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 plan.
Ms. McGinley stated there are changes to some of the conditions that need to be discussed.
Chairman Levenstein stated to change Condition #5 for a performance guarantee for just the top
coat, not construction of the whole road, and then Condition #13 also. Mr. Anagnost stated the
associated inspections would go along with the bonding portion. Ms. Hebert stated I would not
want to change that condition for the inspections because we inspect private construction on
private lots to make sure the drainage is constructed in accordance with the plan, and for the
neighbors we would want to make sure that that drainage system was working properly.
Mr. Sullivan stated I thought we were going to have an additional condition to not allow any sale
of lots until fully approved. Ms. Hebert responded yes; fully constructed.
Ms. McGinley stated I don’t have a problem with the first change you made, and I am not sure
we have had discussion on what the other change should be, if any. Chairman Levenstein stated
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why don’t you make the motion to what you think and then we can amend the motion if we want
to. Ms. McGinley stated we are talking about Conditions #5 and #13. Chairman Levenstein
responded yes. Ms. McGinley stated I actually don’t recall exactly what was suggested on
Condition #13. Vice Chairman Newberry stated I thought I understood staff to just say that they
really wanted to retain Condition #13 as written. Ms. Hebert stated it is a very standard
condition on all Planning Board approvals for site plans and subdivisions. Ms. McGinley asked
and what was the issue that you raised on Condition #13? Mr. Anagnost replied I have no
problem with the drainage being inspected, where my problem lies is an inspector comes out
there for six or seven or eight different inspections to inspect a road that I have to maintain, that I
have to fix, that I have to own for the rest of eternity. Why do I need to pay for those inspections
to be out there? Candidly it is a cost that doesn’t need to be incurred. I understand the drainage
being addressed and I have no problem with inspection of the drainage or the top coat. Chairman
Levenstein asked is that private road being constructed to Town standards? Mr. Lopez replied
aside from width, yes. Chairman Levenstein asked okay; can we get a certification from your
engineer that it has been constructed to Town standards? Would that satisfy you, Ms. Hebert?
Ms. Hebert replied it would but we typically do some inspections during construction. We check
erosion control; we need to make sure that the site is being constructed in accordance with our
standard requirements for either public or private sites. I don’t think we would anticipate full
time inspection like we do with public roads. We could modify the condition to indicate that.
Mr. Anagnost responded I am good with that. Ms. Hebert responded okay. It could be
inspections consistent with a private development. Chairman Levenstein asked Ms. McGinley,
is that acceptable to you? Ms. McGinley replied it is. Do you have someone else doing that?
Ms. Hebert stated I can mark mine up.
Ms. McGinley stated so what we want to do is modify Condition #13 to read “Prior to the
commencement of work, arrangements shall be made with the Planning Department regarding
payment and coordination with third party inspections for erosion control and inspection that the
road is being…” Ms. Hebert stated you could just say consistent with private development. Ms.
McGinley asked for the road or both of them? Ms. Hebert replied yes. Councilor Bandazian
asked does that include erosion and drainage if we say ‘road?’ Ms. Hebert replied yes.
Chairman Levenstein stated there was discussion adding a Condition #17 that no lots could be
sold until the road has been fully constructed in accordance with the plans. Ms. McGinley stated
I am fine with both of those, including Condition #13.
Ms. McGinley amended the following conditions of the motion as follows:
5. The Applicant shall provide a performance guarantee in an amount and
form acceptable to the Planning Director, for the top coat of the proposed
roadway.
13. Prior to commencement of work, arrangements shall be made with the
Planning Department regarding payment and coordination of third party
inspections consistent with private development of the private road.
17. No lots can be sold until the road has been fully constructed in accordance
with the plans.
Vice Chairman Newberry duly seconded the motion as amended.
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Councilor Bandazian asked were we also talking about adding a condition for working with
Planning staff on landscaping on 61 Ministerial Road? Chairman Levenstein replied yes. Ms.
McGinley and Vice Chairman Newberry, is that condition acceptable? Ms. McGinley and Vice
Chairman Newberry replied yes.
Ms. McGinley and Vice Chairman Newberry agreed to the addition of Condition
#18 as follows:
18. The Applicant shall work with Planning staff for landscaping mitigation at
61 Ministerial Road.
A vote taken on the amended motion. With all Planning Board members voting in
the affirmative, the amended motion carried.

IV. Concept Proposals and Other Business:
2. 206 Route 101, LLC & Bow Lane Bedford, LLC (Owners) – Request for conceptual
review of a lot consolidation and site plan for a restaurant and a proposed 120-unit
workforce housing development, consisting of two 3-story 36-unit apartment buildings
and two 3-story 24-unit apartment buildings and associated site improvements at 206
Route 101, Chestnut Drive, and Bow Lane, Lots 20-22-14, 20-99-1, 20-99-2, 20-99-3, and
20-99-4, Zoned CO and R&A.
A staff report from Becky Hebert, Planning Director, dated August 27, 2018 as follows:
I.

Project Statistics:
Owner:
206 Route 101, LLC & Bow Lane Bedford, LLC
Applicant:
206 Route 101, LLC & Bow Lane Bedford, LLC
Proposal: 120-unit workforce housing development and restaurant
Location:
206 Route 101 and off of Chestnut Drive (Lots 20-22-14, 20-99-1, 20-992, 20-99-3, and 20-99-4
Existing Zoning: “CO” Commercial and “R&A” Residential & Agricultural Zone
Surrounding Uses: Commercial development, school & vacant land
II. Background Information:
The Planning Board approved the subdivision that created Bow Lane and the four lots with
frontage on Bow Lane in 1979. The plan was revised in 1980, but the road was never
constructed and the subdivision approval has lapsed. Bow Lane is privately owned and not a
public right-of-way, as it was originally intended to be when the subdivision was approved.
The former Shorty’s restaurant building was constructed in the early 1980’s and has changed
ownership over the years but has always been used as restaurant. Shorty’s restaurant closed
about a year ago and the building is currently vacant.
III. Project Description:
The concept plan is for the renovation of the former Shorty’s restaurant and the construction of a
120-unit workforce housing development, consisting of two 3-story 36-unit apartment buildings
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and two 3-story 24-unit apartment buildings. The site is in the Commercial District and both the
restaurant and workforce housing are permitted uses in this district. The apartments would
include 90 market rate units and 30 workforce units.
The apartment style multifamily housing is permitted provided a minimum of 25% of the units
are designated as workforce housing. The Zoning Ordinance defines “Workforce Rental
Housing” as “housing that has a monthly rent not exceeding 30% of the gross income of a
household earning no more than 60% of the median income for a three person household for the
Manchester, New Hampshire, Fair Market Rent Area as published annually by the United States
Department of Housing and Urban Development.” The current maximum workforce housing
rental rate for units in Bedford is $1,120 per month for a three person household.
The site consists of five separate parcels including four vacant lots off of Chestnut Drive and the
Shorty’s property along Route 101. The applicant is proposing to merge all of the lots to create
one 9.6 acre tract with approximately 564 feet of frontage on Route 101 and 125 feet of frontage
on Chestnut Drive. Riddle Brook crosses through the property at its narrowest point and the
floodplain and floodway associated with the brook also encumber the property. There are
pockets of isolated wetlands roughly following the Bow Lane right-of-way. The land slopes uphill
approximately 30 feet from Route 101 to the highest point off of Chestnut Drive.
Access to the workforce housing development will be off of Chestnut Drive via a realigned Bow
Lane right-of-way. The adjacent landowner to the west has a deeded access rights to use Bow
Lane for a future connection to Chestnut Drive. It is unclear whether or not the applicant can
relocate the private right-of-way without first obtaining permission from the abutting property
owner. The restaurant would continue to be accessed off Route 101 via the existing driveway, but
the plans also show a possible future connection to Wallace Road.
The site plan includes 246 parking spaces for the apartments, where 240 spaces are required.
The Land Development Control Regulations requires at least 120 of the spaces to be covered
and the plan satisfies the covered parking by placing 153 spaces in garages below the apartment
buildings. The parking for the restaurant would remain in its current location, but the grade of
the parking lot would be raised to be more level with Route 101. The project also includes
internal sidewalks connecting the apartment buildings to adjacent parking areas. Staff would
recommend adding a sidewalk connection to Chestnut Drive and constructing a new sidewalk
along Chestnut Drive to bring residents of the apartments safely to the Route 101 sidewalks,
which are currently being constructed as part of the Route 101 expansion project.
A traffic memorandum has been submitted and reviewed by VHB. The memo estimates the trip
generation for the new apartments to be 43 trips (11 entering & 32 exiting) during the weekday
morning peak hour and 53 trips (32 entering & 21 exiting) during the weekday evening peak
hour. The analysis shows that the development will decrease the level of service for traffic
exiting Chestnut Drive. To mitigate the traffic impacts, the applicant is proposing to build
dedicated right and left turn lanes on Chestnut Drive. VHB has reviewed the memo and agrees
that turning lanes appropriately address the traffic impact, however the applicant will need to
carefully look at how the turn lanes may impact the existing driveways on Chestnut Drive. The
widened Route 101 also includes approximately 200 feet of storage for vehicles making left turns
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into Chestnut Drive from Route 101. The VHB memo also notes that Chestnut Drive is in poor
condition and not currently up to town standards for a public road. As part of the final site plan
application, the applicant should provide a plan to improve the condition of Chestnut Drive.
The project will be served by municipal sewer and water. The applicant is proposing to extend
the existing Pennichuck water line and municipal sewer line on the adjacent Bedford High
School property. The sewer and water service would also be extended to the restaurant. The
utility lines are controlled by the Bedford School District and the applicant is in discussions with
the School Board, but the utility extensions have not yet been approved. The zoning requires
workforce housing developments to be served by sewer and water.
The concept plan includes architectural renderings of the apartment buildings as well as façade
improvements for the restaurant. The apartment buildings are a colonial style with peaked roofs,
double-hung windows, clapboard and cedar shake siding, balconies and traditional trim details.
The buildings are large and the design is very similar to the apartments at Bedford Hills. The
maximum height permitted in the CO Zone is 48 feet and the apartment buildings appear to meet
this height limitation, but the exact height of the building is not detailed on the plan. The
restaurant façade would be updated with new materials to give the building a fresh look. Staff
would recommend that applicant provide a perspective rendering illustrating views of the
apartments from Route 101 and from Chestnut Drive, to give the Board a better idea of how the
development will look in the context of the surrounding buildings and Bedford Village Shoppes.
There is no landscaping shown on the concept plan, but if the project moves forward screening
and buffering to limit views of the development from Bedford High School will be important. The
buildings face a small green or common area but there is very little green space around the base
of the apartments. Staff would recommend revising the design to provide more landscaping and
green space in the vicinity of the apartment buildings.
In the Commercial District, workforce housing is permitted at a density of 12 units per acre,
however the lot merger creates a mixed use parcel. The zoning ordinance does not specifically
define how density should be calculated for mixed use projects. As the Zoning Administrator, I
have issued an opinion that the land that solely being used for restaurant and parking area
associated with the restaurant needs to be excluded from the density calculation. This is similar
to how the density was calculated for Bedford Hills, which is also a mixed use site. The
apartments at Bedford Hills are on a 12 acre parcel and there are 144 units, even though the
overall project area is much larger. When the land for the restaurant is excluded, approximately
90 units would be permitted. The applicant is applying for a variance to increase the density to
120 units.
The Master Plan generally encourages commercial redevelopment along the Route 101
commercial nodes where water and sewer service is available but with a “village” style scale
and design. The Master Plan also recommends that the Town carefully monitor the use of the
workforce housing zoning and recommends having the ordinance expire when the town has met
its required regional share of housing units. The zoning for workforce housing was adopted in
2009 in response to changes in the state law which require municipalities to make reasonable
and realistic accommodations for workforce housing in their communities. At that time, Bedford
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was approximately 1,000 units short of its regional fair share. Since the ordinance was adopted
approximately 100 new workforce housing units have been constructed. Although the regional
share can be accommodated with a variety of housing types, including accessory dwelling units
and smaller single family homes.
Staff is concerned with the design and density of the project, particularly relating to the size,
scale and number of apartment buildings. This project is one of the few locations in Bedford
where higher density housing could be located within walking distance of schools, parks,
restaurants and retail amenities. We would recommend fewer units and smaller buildings to
better fit within the “village” character of this area. However the use is permitted in the district
and if the restaurant was torn down, 115 units would be allowed.
IV.
Variances
The applicant has applied for two variances which will be reviewed by the ZBA on September
18th. The first variance request is to allow a density of 120 units when 90 units would be allowed.
The second variance is for filling of 5,990 square feet of wetlands. If either of the variance
requests are denied, the applicant will need to modify the plan.
V.

Staff Recommendations:

The Planning staff recommends that the Board provide the applicant with as much input as
possible on the plans that have been provided, including the appropriateness of the development
at this location, density, architecture, site layout, traffic and access. The Board should also
advise the applicant if any special studies should be included with the final application such as a
fiscal impact analysis.
Bill Greiner of 206 Route 101, LLC and Bow Lane Bedford, LLC and Bob Duval of T. F. Moran
were present to address this conceptual review.
Chairman Levenstein stated Ms. Hebert, before we start, why don’t you explain what conceptual
discussion entails.
Ms. Hebert stated the conceptual review is the first step in the site plan review process. It is an
optional step and it involves an informal discussion with the Planning Board to talk about the
merits of a project and to discuss a project that has been designed to a conceptual level. So this
is not a binding discussion with the Planning Board, there are no formal decisions being made
tonight and it is also a discussion with the Board, it is not a public hearing. The Town has
traditionally heard public testimony at concept discussions but it is not a public hearing and it is
not a requirement. The idea is to get feedback on the application and then the applicant would
take that feedback and incorporate it into a final design. When a final submittal is prepared,
abutters would be notified by certified mail and a public hearing would be held.
Mr. Greiner stated I am one of the principals of the development. Dick Anagnost, who was just
up here, is another principal as is Brian Michael and Tom Boucher, who are both behind me.
Bob Duval is representing us from T. F. Moran and will go through the engineering. Before we
do that I just wanted to say a few words and go through a little bit more detail on what we are
going to be presenting tonight in terms of the regulations and some of the things that lead us to
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this point.
Mr. Greiner stated Mr. Chairman I have to say that I was shocked by some unconscionable
comments that we have seen on social media about this proposed project in the past few weeks.
They don’t deserve repeating, and I would hope we don’t hear that tonight if the public is going
to speak. Hatred and fear mongering don’t have a place in this room, and I hope that the Board
will make sure that everybody on either side is respectful and addresses the project and not
individuals. And although the Board understands what I am going to say, I do think it is
important to get this on the record so that perhaps some of the attempts to scare people will have
a diminished impact as we go forward, and when we do come forward with our final site plan, I
think there will be a better understanding in this community of what we are bringing forward.
Mr. Greiner continued apartments in Bedford are nothing new. In fact, I have lived here in
Bedford for over 22 years and before I moved here I knew that there were apartments on South
River Road. Workforce housing is not new in Bedford either. In fact, it has been part of the
zoning districts since 2009. The apartments that were built behind Copper Door, which this
Board approved several years ago, are workforce housing. What does that mean? It means of
the 144 units that we built, 36 are workforce housing units and 108 are market rate. For
somebody that lives in the workforce housing unit there is no subsidy given by this Town or by
the State or the federal government. We as owners are limited as to how much we can charge
those individuals. So there is a misconception that there is a subsidy of some sort and in fact
there is not. And aside from the income requirements to qualify to live in one of those units,
there is no difference between the workforce and the market rate units. All of the units have
hardwood floors, they all have granite countertops, they all have identical appliances, and they
all have balconies. The proposed project that we are going to hear about tonight from Mr. Duval
would create 30 workforce units and 90 market rate units and like we did behind Copper Door,
the market rate units and the workforce units will be interspersed between the floors in the
building so it is not as if one building will be workforce and the rest would be market rate. That
is just not how we plan our buildings. And just from a comparative perspective, what we are
going to present tonight is 20 percent smaller in size than the ones that are behind Copper Door.
Mr. Greiner continued some additional background: First, workforce housing was mandated by
the State of New Hampshire to all communities. In other words, every community in New
Hampshire must provide realistic and reasonable opportunities to build workforce housing. As I
mentioned, in 2009 this took place and the Town of Bedford hired a planning consultant to
examine what this meant for Bedford and to make recommendations. We learned that Bedford at
that time had a deficit of 1,200 workforce or affordable units. It was recommended that Bedford
zoning permit workforce housing in the Commercial Zone, not in the Performance Zone, and not
in residential zones, and in 2009 the Town voters approved in the Zoning Amendment by a wide
margin for workforce housing. In fact, 84 percent of the registered voters that voted voted in
favor of workforce housing in a Commercial Zone. As a result, in the 2010 Master Plan
workforce housing became incorporated. Secondly, if Bedford had chosen to ignore the State
law and not allow workforce housing in any zone, it would mean simply that any developer
could bring forward a proposal for a workforce housing project anywhere in Bedford. On New
Boston Road, Joppa Hill Road, Jenkins Road, or any other road and there is nothing, frankly, that
the Planning Board or residents could do to stop that project from being approved; nothing at all.
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And in the case that a Planning Board chose to ignore the law and reject a plan, the courts would
take away most if not all authority over that project and the developers would have substantial
latitude going forward. Third, there are currently only a couple of lots, including this property,
that we are going to talk about this evening, which in fact, will permit workforce housing in
Bedford. Fourth, and there has been some talk about this in the community, if residents decide
that through a Zoning Petition they want to eliminate workforce housing from Bedford
altogether, it is not going to impact this project. We will be in front of this Board and be
grandfathered long before that would impact us, but they would open up the real likelihood that
future developers could come forward with plans for workforce housing in any area of Town,
including residential areas, with a plan and the Town will either have to accept it or the courts
will ensure that it gets accepted and that would be unfortunate and I suspect unintended
consequence of some residents. Fifth, since 2009 Bedford has built less than 150 workforce
units as compared with what was outlined for Bedford at 1,200 in the deficit. Tonight we are
proposing 120 units of which only 30 will be workforce. Lastly, I just want to refer back to the
2010 Master Plan. The plan talks about combining elderly and workforce housing developments
on the South River Road corridor or other districts that have access to municipal sewer as part of
new mixed-use developments. It states that the redevelopment of the Route 101 corridor could
allow higher densities through potential extension of the municipal sewer system. Funding for
such utility extension might be financed through tax increment financing, or TIF, or through
public/private partnership. It also called for discussing with property owners in the Route 101
corridor the level of interest in and the potential for co-financing for providing water and sewer
services to the corridor without impacting the tax rate. Finally, it called for creating compact
development opportunities in areas appropriate for growth along the Route 101 corridor by
creating innovative mixed-use development and redevelopment opportunities in the South River
Road corridor and other areas of Town, which have public water and sewer. This, Mr.
Chairman, is exactly what we are doing, and I appreciate the indulgence of the Board this
evening.
Mr. Anagnost stated good evening again. I find myself in a little bit of an unusual position that I
would like to take an opportunity to discuss, if I may have your indulgence, Mr. Chairman. In 37
years of doing this this is the first time I have ever not had a proposal before anybody and had so
much opposition to it, and the opposition that we have had has been on social media, it has
actually been in correspondence to us and it has also been in public testimony before another
forum. There are a few things that I would like to beg the Board’s indulgence to accept. First,
we are going to present this project like we would any other project we had come forth in our
usual manner. After 37 years and millions of square feet and thousands of units being approved
with our hands open and cooperative with the Town, there are a few things that we have heard
that I find interesting because usually I look to the voice of the community in order to figure out
how best to present the project, but one of them was that water and sewer are public assets and
they should not be shared with private developers. History will tell you that most towns put in
water and sewer in order to attract private developers and economic development. A second one
might be we don’t want any more children in our schools. We have built this fabulous school
system over time and I don’t know when children became the enemy, but that is one of the
comments that we had because our project will generate children. A third one is, and Mr.
Greiner has already addressed this so I won’t belabor it, we haven’t gone out to financing on this
project, we have no subsidies, it is not HUD, it is not low income housing projects, it is
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workforce, it is exactly the building that is behind the Copper Door now. In those 36 units we
have three teachers, we have two police officers, we have one firefighter, we have three people
that work at the Copper Door, we have two people that work at Optics on the hill, we have two
people that work on Constitution Drive, and as of today two employees of the Eliot hospital, all
people that work within the confines of the Town of Bedford, and I don’t know when our public
servants and our local employees became the enemy as well. There are a lot of things and
rumors that have been put forth; we are hoping to dispel all of those before you tonight, and I
think the last one and most egregious is that apartments are not the kind of housing that Bedford
should have. We need the diversity of housing, we need diversity in general, and that was
another statement that I won’t bother to address.
Mr. Anagnost stated without further ado, I would like to turn it over to Mr. Duval. As Mr.
Greiner pointed out, we are proposing a mixed-use development, it will be the rehabilitation of
the Shorty’s restaurant and a great new concept, which hasn’t even been unveiled to me yet by
Tom Boucher of Great American Restaurants, and he is keeping his cards very close to his vest.
We will be building 120 units in four buildings. Two of them will be the exact building with the
same underground parking, the same architecture that is currently at Bedford Hills, and two of
them will be 24-unit buildings in the same vein. We are going to have water, sewer, and gas.
You might hear a lot of talk about sewer. There are three options for sewer. We have
approached the School Department with an option because should we be able to accept that
option, we will also bring natural gas to the corridor. Natural gas is estimated to be at least a sixfigure savings to the School Department’s budget on an annual basis, it would be very good for
our project as well, the break even on it is about 114 units, so that is why we are proposing 120,
and it would also be an advantage because it could be extended to the Bedford Village Shops and
all of the other businesses up and down Route 101 very easily.
Mr. Duval stated thank you, Mr. Anagnost. We have up here on the screen a conceptual layout
of the proposed 120-unit development, and you can see on the right-hand side of the screen there
are four buildings, two 36-unit buildings, as Mr. Anagnost just pointed out, two 24-unit
buildings, all four with parking under, and to the left of this green is the existing Shorty’s
restaurant, which would be rebuilt and the site would be generally improved in place with better
grading and better access to the building, as well as improvements to the parking areas.
Mr. Duval stated the first aspect of this project would be a consolidation of the five lots here.
There are four lots on this Bow Lane piece, so called there. They are Lots 22-91, Lots 1 – 4 and
then there is a private road that serves as a fifth lot. Together they total approximately 7 acres,
and the Shorty’s lot totals approximately 2.6 acres, so those would be consolidated to make its
own mixed-use, multi-use development, resulting in a total of 9.6 acres. We are seeking 120
units, as I said. The Zoning Ordinance allows 12 units per acre, so just doing some quick math,
you can see that at 9.6 acres if the total land area was available, would be just shy of 120 units,
would be on the order of 115 units, so we would be going to the Zoning Board of Adjustment
next month for a resolution and relief of that variance. We have also been in discussion with Ms.
Hebert, who as the Zoning Administrator, said that we need to cordon off an area on the Shorty’s
piece and exclude that from the calculation, so we haven’t exactly gotten to the bottom of that
yet. If we took off say 2 acres, then it would be something less than 115 permitted, so
somewhere between 90 and 115 would be permitted on the site where we are seeking 120. But
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the bottom line is there is enough underlying land area, whether Shorty’s is rebuilt, torn down, or
stays as is, that would support something close to what we are proposing here. The development
as laid out here has its access off from Chestnut Drive and for a moment I am going to post
another plan on the screen to put a little context on this. You can see here in an aerial view of
the neighborhood with the high school on the lower right, the 7-acre piece here in the center and
then the Shorty’s piece on the left, and you can see that there is a series of commercial properties
in the front, some medical office, professional office and then Bedford Village Shops to the right,
then here is the Town’s recreational fields in the back, County Road just off to the bottom of the
screen, Nashua Road on the right of the screen, Wallace Road to the left of the screen, and of
course Route 101 going through the upper left. It is interesting to think of this project, we're
talking about mixed-use here just on our own property, so to speak, but if you were just to take a
step back to this aerial view here and you were planning this development on this section of
town, I think you would end up with an ideal scenario that isn’t too far off from what we have
here. We have some municipal recreation, we have a large school campus, we have some
commercial facing the major road, and then back up in an area remote from the commercial that
really doesn’t support a retail or even a commercial activity, you have some high density housing
that is insulated by this low density rural area behind it that also has significant wetlands and
essentially green space that cannot be developed. So I think you end up with a macro-scale,
mixed-use development that makes a lot of sense and the residential density, even if it were 120
units where say 100 is permitted here, if you look at this on a macro-scale, this is fully developed
here along the corridor in the front, this is school campus, always will be, and this will be low
density development here, but even if it weren’t, there is plenty of green space to support more
density in these developments here. So the net overall density of residential in this area is fairly
low and will stay fairly low, but as Mr. Anagnost pointed out, skewerable and in fact desirable
because it will provide the housing that the employees of the school, employees of these
commercial uses here can occupy reducing the need for car trips and making a walkable
neighborhood and really a nice little center of the development of town here.
Mr. Duval continued going back to the site; you can see here, as Mr. Anagnost pointed out, each
of these has parking under, which reduces the impervious impact, makes the development more
compact and provides more green space. At this point being conceptual I just really want to sort
of hit the high points. I just want to say that the parking, which is required at two per unit, is
satisfied. That would be 240 required and we are proposing 246 or so, green space requirements
met, all the setbacks are met, all of the landscaping, snow storage, lighting and so forth on the
final plan will be met and can easily be met following Town requirements. So there is really no
issue with overcrowding of this site, or ten pounds in a 5-pound bag, or anything of the sort.
This fits nicely on the site.
Mr. Duval stated as I said, we do have to go to the Zoning Board of Adjustment for some kind of
density relief, which in the big scheme of things is not substantial relief. And also zooming in,
we are going to be before the Conservation Commission tomorrow night to discuss wetlands.
There is this long essentially drainage ditches here that you can see in the light gray, these are
drainage ditches associated with a former rail bed that used to cut across this property, and when
the rail bed was put in, it was blasted into ledge and basically as rail beds are, they tend to be
very flat. When the rail bed was disconnected at both ends, it left this isolated pocket that has no
hydraulic or wetland or environmental or plant value, for that matter, and it is just sort of a low
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value remnant wetland that we would seek to have a permit to fill from the DES. Mr. Pincince
asked you are saying that 5,000 square feet of wetland that you have to go to the Conservation
Commission for that ultimately at this time serves McQuade Brook, you are proposing to just fill
that in for this? Mr. Duval replied no; it doesn’t connect hydraulically to anything. It is just an
isolated pocket, a former drainage ditch along a railroad bed so there is no connection. Mr.
Pincince asked over the years it has turned into wetlands? Mr. Duval responded exactly. The
water has just stagnated there so it is muddy and has some wetland plants in it, so it fulfills the
criteria of a wetland but in terms of wetlands functions and values but it is practically nil. Mr.
Pincince asked but it is 5,000 feet? Mr. Duval replied approximately 6,000 square feet.
Mr. Duval stated I just wanted to go on to some other aspects of this project that are not
immediately obvious. As Mr. Anagnost pointed out, we will be looking for an extension of
sewer and water, which is anticipated in the Master Plan. There are a number of places that we
can connect. The two most readily obvious would be a connection to the Bedford Village Shops,
which is in the process now of providing sewer and water to their own property, so that is one
option to connect to that system and increase its capacity a little bit so it could handle the
development that we are proposing here, including a connection with Shorty’s. The other is to
extend the high school utilities, which run just off the page to the lower right, which is, I would
say, the preferable solution because a) existing capacity is already there in those lines, and b) it is
a shorter run than the Bedford Village Shops and a more direct connection to the Town’s
infrastructure. In order to facilitate this, there are a number of things that we are proposing to do
for the high school that are shown here on this plan that is posted. The first would be the
existing emergency access to the school campus is in the upper right, it is this sort of curvilinear
S-shaped path to the back of the high school, and we are proposing to straighten that out to make
a more direct connection to the school, which makes it easier for 1) emergency vehicles to access
the campus in the back, and it also gives the school a potential second means of egress if they
ever choose to open it up as such by straightening out the road like this where the grading is such
that the connection points are about the same and the grade is a reasonable grade to make that
happen. So that is one benefit to the school that would be accomplished by this project. We are
looking, and, again, these things are not necessarily part of this project, but I think it is important
to bring these out tonight for some discussion and some feedback on the sense of this Board of
how important they are if at all, is a possible connection to Wallace Road from the Shorty’s
restaurant, either right-in/right-out or as shown here this would be an exit only, which would
provide access to the signal here, which would allow people to go in all four directions under
signal control whereas now there is a full access driveway curb cut here that intends to remain
after the current project is complete, however, the access would be much better for capacity of
the corridor and safety and congestion and so forth if this second means of egress out the back
door is provided. So this is just something conceptual that we are looking at and thinking about
and talking to DOT and the Town about but not necessarily has to be part of this project.
Mr. Duval continued in addition to the sewer and the water capacity, and we have done some
preliminary analysis of this, and just to give you an idea, Pennichuck Water Works assures me
there is plenty of capacity for this and future development on Wallace Road in the water main
that is installed on the current campus, and in fact, they designed and constructed that for such a
future extension to Wallace Road and picking up developments along the way. So there is plenty
of capacity there for them for that extension, and the sewer capacity itself to the high school in
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round numbers, just looking at the existing usage and potential usage here, the high
school/middle schools are using about a third of the capacity of the sewer lines, the development
that we are proposing, including Shorty’s, would be a little less than 30 percent, so when you add
those two things together, there is approximately 1/3 capacity remaining even after this
connection. So if you want to look at it this way, there would be enough capacity to build
another high school and middle school of the same size as the ones existing here after these
connections are made, so there is plenty capacity in those lines.
Mr. Duval continued we also prepared some initial traffic study work in association with this
project just to make sure that the existing intersection of Chestnut with Route 101 would be
capable of handling this. What I have done is I have shown here, and I will go back to the aerial
photo to see where this applies, here is where Chestnut intersects Route 101 right in the center at
the top of the screen and the uses on Chestnut Drive are the medical offices here, the other
professional offices, and it is also a back door to the Bedford Village Shops, and the bank in
particular which access directly off from Chestnut. There are a few hundred trips now during the
AM and PM peak hours and this development would add 43 trips in the AM peak hour and 53
trips in the PM peak hour. Of course most of them, about 3:1, would be exiting in the morning
and entering in the evening and many of them are right turns. So there is not a lot of stress being
put on the Chestnut Drive intersection above and beyond what is currently there. We found that
the current layout of Chestnut Drive is almost 40 feet wide, there is plenty of room for three
lanes of pavement, which would be one inbound lane and then we could restripe this to be a left
lane and a right lane and by so doing so this improvement would mitigate and actually improve
future levels of service over the existing conditions, so it would take the existing traffic.
Chairman Levenstein asked you said there is a dozen in the PM peak hour? How about coming
in though? Mr. Duval responded associated with the apartments in the PM peak hour there
would be 32 in, so lefts, some rights, there would actually be 21 out, probably a dozen lefts and
the rest rights. But the individual levels of service for each of those moves is equal to or better
than it is today, even in the buildout year, and we have submitted a memo to the Town on that.
That is in a nutshell what is being proposed here, and if I could summarize, I would say other
than a slight increase in density, it conforms to all Town regulations for use and setbacks and
parking and green space, traffic can easily be mitigated without much difficulty, sewer and water
is available from a number of sources, and there is enough capacity to absorb the development
here, still leaving the possibility for a further extension of development, and maybe one more
thing I should point out is that this development also does provide a stub along Bow Lane, the
private road, for connection to the abutting properties in the back, and where there has been a lot
of talk about connecting the back of the high school to Wallace Road over the years, this is a
natural extension of that and actually facilitates that connection in the connectivity of all of the
uses in that neighborhood. That is really all I have for you here, and I would be happy to answer
any questions.
Mr. Anagnost stated I have one last thing, Mr. Chairman. There is one more effort that we have
made prior to coming here tonight and that is we have met with the gas company on multiple
occasions. They have plotted a route to bring gas. It would come down County Road, up
through the high school, and then to this project and be able to be further distributed from there.
Because of the density that we are proposing, the cost would picked up entirely by the gas
company, so there would be no charge to the school or this project because apartments are the
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sweet spot, if I could plagiarize from a previous application, the sweet spot of the gas company
for constant level production in their equations. So we met with them multiple times. We also
met with staff and reviewed a couple of different routes in order to figure out how best to bring
it, and the gas would be a significant savings to the school department based on hooking up
McKelvey, the SAU, the high school, and the middle school. The middle school and the high
school this was already anticipated at some point and whatever needs to be converted those
things are ready. McKelvey would need to be converted from scratch, as would the SAU, and as
part of our proposal, we have put forth a cash offering to the school department in order to
achieve that conversion. With that being said, we would be happy to entertain any questions or
recommendations.
Chairman Levenstein asked are there any questions from the Board.
Councilor Bandazian stated I definitely would support another ingress/egress from Shorty’s, that
property onto Wallace Road just speaking anecdotally. I find it difficult to make a left-hand turn
into that property. There have been times when I maybe would have patronized the restaurant
that I just went by it because of the parking lot was full and it is dangerous, even with Route 101
configured as it has been historically, to cross. I don’t know, maybe you are not at the stage of
determining what the distance is from Route 101 that you would have that additional
ingress/egress. Mr. Duval responded we have shown it as 250 feet or so, which seems to be a
reasonable location. Councilor Bandazian stated and how that might align itself with the
development across the street. Those would be considerations but I would strongly support that.
Councilor Bandazian stated I know you would go through a much involved process in terms of
ingress/egress from Chestnut Drive, but it does look to me like right-turn-out stacking there isn’t
much of a pocket before you hit the entrance to Bedford Village Shops. I think if there was any
stacking at all, it basically would make that ingress/egress useless to Bedford Village Shops. I
don’t know what the impact would be but that is something you might want to address.
Councilor Bandazian continued I don’t know if there is any kind of physical barrier between the
property and the high school property. That is contemplated, I am not a fan of black chainlink
fence, but I think that there ought to be some kind of physical barrier around the apartment
complex. The high school is a distant memory, but I know that that would have been an awfully
tempting secluded place to go and limiting the access to the apartment complex might be a wise
thing to do.
Councilor Bandazian stated and then we really are not here to talk about the economics of
workforce housing, that goes back to the Reagan administration in 1985 when they mandated
that housing be available regionally that didn’t cost more than 30 percent of gross income. I do
my numbers out and I find a gross income, at least a maximum, of $44,800 a year for a
household. I don’t know what the minimum is that you would be required to rent. Is that kind of
the same territory? Mr. Anagnost replied yes. You have to be making at least $45,000 in order
to live here because that is the affordability piece of it, but it really 60 percent of median income
is what we go by. Ms. Hebert correct me if I am wrong, we use the Greater Manchester PSMA.
Ms. Hebert responded that is correct. Mr. Anagnost stated in order to determine that and that
PSMA is out there and the rents are typically determined by New Hampshire Housing Finance
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Authority and published on an annual basis. Ms. Hebert stated right now it is $1,120 per month
for a 3-person household for the workforce units.
Councilor Bandazian stated if you are working with the School District on use of their sewer
connection that is fine. If that is going to shape into something where the enterprise fund and the
sewer district was taking over what is now a townwide obligation to service that pipe, I think
then I would want to see some kind of fiscal analysis for that. Right now I don’t unlike the
property on the old Wayfarer site where workforce housing or multi-family housing was not
allowed as of right and we were being asked for a use waiver. Hre it is allowed as of right, so
that fiscal impact has really been imposed on us from Washington and the State and endorsed by
the voters. I don’t see a real need for it unless we are going to be asked to undertake some
infrastructure obligations.
Chairman Levenstein stated since part of the whole plan is the redevelopment of Shorty’s, why
don’t you show us what you are going to do with it. Rob Harbeson, Market Square Architects,
stated we are working with Great New Hampshire Restaurants on just the restaurant component
of this. We have done some preliminary elevations, as well as a rendering for you, and I am
going to do my best to not let Mr. Anagnost know what the concept is while still telling you what
the concept is. In general, we are trying to keep as much of the existing property as possible.
There is a good existing structure there, it is in good shape. Certainly we will be renovating
enough of the interior that it will be coming up to code in terms of food code for the Health
Department, building code, as well as life safety code. When we do that, one of the obligations
will be to improve some code compliance at the front entry. So you will see a new entry element
as shown on the screen, and part of that is to increase the landing space that we have to work
with, with both ramp access from the side that exists now, but bring that up to code compliance
as well as to improve this stairway. Really a lot of what we are doing is simply color changes
with some screening to better hide the mechanicals that are up on the roof now. We have added
some brick elements here at the front entry and a lot of that has to do with the concept of the
restaurant, which is really built as an upscale, family style restaurant, American Grill. There is
sort of the thought process about this having a relation to sports, especially local sports. Some of
the thought process that came about with this brick element was sort of the exterior of Fenway
Park where you see the brick and then some parts recessed. Really a lot of the rest of the
building remains the same. It is really finish materials. Shown on the screen is just a concept
rendering from the street view. You see the form of the restaurant building is not really changing
in essence; it is really driven around this front entry and the new concept that would be going in
there.
Chairman Levenstein asked are you going to be making any change in the parking? Mr. Duval
replied the idea is that the parking would be reconstructed. The challenge is because of the short
driveway throat we can’t change the grade much, so it may end up being more or less
reconstructed in place but we will improve grades and condition of the pavement, of course, as
part of this project. Mr. Anagnost stated where now there won’t be a septic design necessary to
the rear or a tank farm we may have some additional space there. It is a matter of how we get
them around the building to get up there, but with the septic field going away as a result of the
sewer and the tank farm going away as a result of the gas, it provides us with some additional
space to look at additional parking. Chairman Levenstein stated even if you have some
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employees park up there. Mr. Anagnost stated that would free up the front, and you guys do
know I was set up tonight. I didn’t know anything about this. I didn’t even know he was
coming. Tom Boucher and Bill Greiner strike again.
Chairman Levenstein stated I know you are consolidating the lots and you are making this a
mixed-use development, but is there any connectivity between the Shorty’s, can you get from the
apartments to Shorty’s, or does the brook mess you up there. Mr. Duval responded it is not
going to be easy because of the wetlands there, the brook and the wetlands along the side it, it
does get quite wide in that area. We would like to make a connection and you can see how wide
it is here across the path. It is impractical to bridge, so it would involve a wetlands permit. If we
do decide to go in that direction, we could possibly do a boardwalk across part of it and a bridge
across part of it, but I think as a practical matter, the challenges of getting across that wetlands
make it not feasible to have a connection there. Mr. Anagnost stated the slopes and the grades
but we are going to be proposing a sidewalk down Chestnut, which will connect into the
sidewalk that is on that side of the street that is being put in as part of the DOT improvements, so
you will have walkability from the high school and the apartments to get to the new restaurant.
Mr. Duval stated from an overall perspective, there is good connectivity from the apartments
here all along these commercial properties along Chestnut and along Route 101. Chairman
Levenstein asked is sidewalk going to be on that side of the road? Councilor Bandazian replied
yes. Mr. Duval stated yes, there is sidewalk on that side of the road.
Vice Chairman Newberry stated I think I agree with staff on the density. I think something
closer to 90 than the proposed 120 would fit better, and I think that relates to another issue that I
am concerned about and that is the traffic, particularly westbound left turns in the PM peak time.
I would be interested to see what that will look like with the final configuration of Route 101 and
how that is going to stack up and what your traffic projections are for those left turns at that
stack, will it be adequate to accommodate left turns. I know Route 101 should flow better when
they are through with it, but right now it is sometimes problematic to make any turns out of there
just given the volume of traffic not the configuration. Chairman Levenstein asked Mr. Foote, is
there going to be a turning lane in there on Route 101 to go into there? Mr. Duval replied yes, in
the full build there is a left-turn pocket for that area. Mr. Duval stated and we did look at that
and the future condition there is a Level of Service B. The perception is that traffic volumes are
a lot worse on Route 101 than they really are because of the congestion, because it doesn’t move
very well, and there are enormous queues and slow progression. But if you actually look at the
volumes, and this analysis was done using the State’s build volumes after the improvements,
using those levels of service, the left turns ins are relatively unimpeded, a B 13.4 second delay, I
believe there is room for four or five cars stacking there. The average queue at that delay is less
than one vehicle on the left turn in, so that movement will be made under fairly favorable
conditions. Chairman Levenstein stated if you put this in. Mr. Duval responded that is the build
projection, so that would be including the traffic generated by this, and to Councilor Bandazian’s
question a few minutes ago, the outbound left turn, the stack in the opening year of 2019 is one
car long, so it really doesn’t block anything and it is a 1.5 cars or 40 feet so it still doesn’t block
off that driveway for entering traffic. Vice Chairman Newberry stated I am just suggesting when
you come back to include something that clearly delineates that. Maybe something graphic that
is understandable to people other than traffic engineers. Mr. Duval responded absolutely.
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Chairman Levenstein stated something you could do for me when you come back is if you can
show renderings of what this is going to look like from the road. Are these apartments going to
be visible or are they buried up there or what? And actually if you could do it for the parking at
the school so we can see what it is going to look like from all of these different areas. Mr. Duval
responded I think it is as good a time as any to show the proposed elevations here. As Mr.
Anagnost pointed out, these are very similar to the ones just up the road a bit. This here is the
building that shows the parking under, it is the same size and footprint of the building that is
shown here at both places, and here a little bit of color showing what would be proposed there as
opposed to the earth tones on the other development. I also have included here an actual
photograph of the development that has been constructed behind the Copper Door and the Elliot
at Bedford Hills. It is the same general idea, of course the materials and the colors will be a little
bit different, but this is actually a photograph of a very similar building. Chairman Levenstein
stated I want to know what it looks like if I am standing in different places. Mr. Duval
responded I understood that and I have so noted, and I just wanted to show you the elevations
because we do have them here.
Vice Chairman Newberry stated while we are talking about the building, will this be sprinkled.
Mr. Anagnost replied yes. Vice Chairman Newberry asked and will there be any amenities? Mr.
Anagnost asked like a swimming pool and that kind of thing? Vice Chairman Newberry replied
no, a gym or workout rooms? Mr. Anagnost replied we actually haven’t gotten that far in the
design yet. Mr. Duval stated we do have kind of a central green incorporated into the
development here, so we are showing just at this point leaving it generic, but a path system in the
central green here where you can relax and sit on a bench with a little gazebo there, as sort of a
focal point for the apartment dwellers. Vice Chairman Newberry stated the concept shows what
looks like thru-traffic for the garage. Will those be 2-way or is that 1-way? Mr. Duval replied
that would be 2-way so you could enter or leave from each end of each building. Vice Chairman
Newberry asked in that case do you need the connection between them? Mr. Duval replied the
site layout lends itself to it. We could have it all coming in one end and out the other, but it just
makes it that much easier to get in and out of the garage. The grade is going to be there for grade
access anyway because of the way the site lays out, so it is certainly something that is not
necessary but I think it is nice to have when you can have it.
Ms. McGinley stated comparing this to the project that is built, it appears that it is tighter and the
parking I know in the existing building, if you want to park underground, you have to pay extra.
Is there going to be enough available for the tenants that can’t pay the extra to be able to park?
Mr. Anagnost replied yes; we meet the parking requirement of two per plus an extra six, and I
believe that there is a little more than one per under, so there is more than one per under and one
goes with each unit now. Ms. McGinley asked one underground goes with each unit? Mr.
Anagnost replied that’s correct. Ms. McGinley responded okay.
Mr. McMahan asked will you be going to the Conservation Commission as far as the filling of
the 6,000? Mr. Duval yes, tomorrow evening.
Mr. McMahan asked will you be paying for the sewer extension to get it into your project? Mr.
Anagnost replied yes. Mr. McMahan stated help me out because I too am not an engineer, but
you are going to have a lot of cars in here probably leaving pretty much the same time to go to
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work, so if they are going to make a right-hand turn onto Route 101, is the light on Wallace Road
going to stop the flow of traffic to allow people to make a right-hand turn? Mr. Duval replied the
trip generation from 120 units, multi-family, and this is right out of the ITE, results in let’s say in
the morning, because you are talking about people leaving, is 43 trips. That is 11 in and 32 out.
Mr. McMahan asked during what timespan? Mr. Duval replied it would be the peak hour of
traffic between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m., a 2-hour block. So wherever that peak hour falls inside
that block is considered the AM weekday peak hour and similar in the afternoon between 4:00
p.m. and 6:00 p.m. So you will be looking at, and these numbers are very conventional, they are
in every multi-family project throughout the state, and actually throughout the country, so there
is good support for these, hundreds of studies, and they show multi-family units of this type to
generate exiting AM traffic at 32. Just given the neighborhood here, most of those will be two
from Manchester and two from the major highways, so we would expect maybe 20 right turns.
That is going to work very favorably in a 2029 build condition that is going to work at a level of
service B, 14 – 15 second delay. A very favorable level of service. When the DOT has done its
improvements and relieved the congestion out there, there is going to be enough gaps in that
traffic stream so that you on average are waiting 14 or 15 seconds to make that right turn. Mr.
McMahan asked and you don’t expect a backlog on Chestnut? Mr. Duval replied no; the
queuing on Chestnut will be really a maximum of about one car and that is the 95th percentile
queue, which means it is the queue that is only exceeded five percent of the time. Of course this
traffic study is a preliminary version, we will do a final version that will be reviewed by VHB,
the Town’s consultant, so they will be signing onto these conclusions or making suggestions if
they feel something needs to be adjusted, but this is solid data. Mr. McMahan asked so you will
be widening Chestnut at the throat to three lanes? Mr. Duval replied correct; well there is
enough pavement out there but it is poorly defined now, it just sort of blends into gravel on either
side, but that will be overlaid and improved and restriped to make clear a left turn lane and a
right turn lane at that approach and that makes a big difference. Mr. McMahan asked so
approaching Chestnut or westbound traffic there is going to be a third lane, a left-turn dedicated
lane going in? Mr. Duval replied yes. There is actually a 5-lane section that is being proposed
by DOT there. Two lanes eastbound, two through lanes westbound and a left-turn pocket that is
going to be constructed, protected by a median with an opening at Chestnut so that you can make
lefts out and protected lefts in. If you want to make a left turn, you are coming out of the main
traffic stream and you are waiting for an opening and then making that left turn. Mr. McMahan
asked hypothetically if this does not work, and I am not doubting your words, as I said, I am not
schooled in that, and it turns out to be unattainable and a traffic light is required, who pays for
that? Mr. Duval replied this is something that is solvable by a consensus of traffic engineers at
the Town, the Town’s consultant, the developer’s consultant, ourselves, and the DOT, and not
until each of those four people agree with the numbers and the analysis method and the analysis
results, will anything happen here. So only if all four of those people, including the best and the
brightest at the Traffic Division of DOT and the Town’s consultant, which is a very capable
traffic firm, nothing happens. So all of those people will have to agree that these numbers or
something very close to them are correct before this project would go ahead. Mr. McMahan
responded I understand; thank you.
Mr. Pincince asked is there a vision when you look at what you provided to us there is very little
that is said about what is going to happen to Chestnut other than what happens right at Route
101. I have had the privilege of going on Chestnut for the first time after living here for 14
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years; that road is not in the best of shape. Are there plans to do anything to Chestnut? Mr.
Duval replied we really haven’t gotten into that level of detail about what type of public
improvements would be necessary. I think the very bottom of Chestnut Street is a little bit
beaten up and it may be just because of its age and maybe just a little grinding overlay is all it
needs in that area. The upper section is actually in pretty good shape. The pavement is sound,
there is no evidence of rutting or alligator cracking. Mr. Pincince stated there are curb cuts for
housing, there are curb cuts for professional buildings on Chestnut and I think you need to look
at that. Mr. Duval responded we certainly will and I am sure there will be a discussion about
offsite improvements with the Town that we are prepared to enter into as with any project, and I
think in particular in this case the volume of traffic on Chestnut Drive is reasonable for the type
of roadway that it is and the increment of traffic that is going to be added to it is moderate or
almost minimal so that I don’t see any change in the way Chestnut Drive will operate or needs to
operate as a result of this project. That is a discussion that we obviously have to have with staff
and with this Board when we come forward. Mr. McMahan asked Mr. Pincince, were you
thinking about the road damage that occurred with the cement trucks and the dump trucks to be
able to build all of these things there is going to be a lot of heavy traffic on that? Mr. Pincince
replied that too, but I recently went on that road and I didn’t think it was in great shape. I don’t
profess myself to be, I have a lot of respect for Mr. Duval, but it is 120-units and you are telling
me the trip generation is 30 cars a day. Did I understand that correctly? Chairman Levenstein
replied 30 for the peak hour. Mr. Anagnost stated that was 43. Mr. Duval stated it is actually 43
AM peak hour and 53 in the PM peak, and of course, hundreds of trips a day.
Mr. Foote stated along with improvements to Chestnut, obviously the last applicant we talked a
lot about sight distance coming out of the development so hopefully we will achieve whatever
we need for that as well. With sewer capacity, I know when you came in a month or so ago I
asked if you were going to build any kind of pump station to Town standards and you declined.
My concern, Mr. Duval, can you just answer one thing before I go on. You said the sewer
capacity with this development and everything there is going to be at 65 percent? Mr. Duval
replied I was talking about the capacity of the sewer lines going through the school campus. The
total capacity is about say 2/3 with this development included with the flows from the high
school. Mr. Foote asked so that pump station that is at the bottom of the hill that the Town
owns? Mr. Duval responded no; I wasn’t looking at the pump station capacity. I was just
looking at the pipes in the campus and do they have capacity at the slope and size that they were
installed to handle this and we assume that whatever other improvements, if any, need to be done
either now or maybe a contribution to a future fair share or whatever, whatever that is not
included in this analysis. Just the pipe capacity through the campus is sufficient. Mr. Foote
asked so the other developments at the Bedford Village Shops, which we know is ongoing and
Normandeau is connected to it too, we could be at 70 percent probably for that area? Mr.
Anagnost asked are you talking about the pipe that he was talking about through the high school
or are you talking about the pump station? Mr. Foote replied all combined. So we are worried
about the pump station and where that is. Mr. Anagnost stated we haven’t looked at the pump
station yet. We only looked at the capacity of the sewer pipe. Mr. Duval stated the numbers are
just apples and oranges. I couldn’t even guess at the capacity of the pump station currently or
future. We could certainly look at that as part of this. Mr. Foote stated my concern is that if this
development occurs and you are at 60 percent and then the total build-out will be at 60 or 70
percent, then with the improvements that are made here there is really not going to be anywhere
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to expand the sewer franchise area once this is in because this plan doesn’t follow what was
approved four or five years ago by the Town Council, I believe it was the Town Council, as far
as the program to extend the water and sewer up Nashua Road and then down on Route 101 to
that intersection. As you know, our plan shows a pump station at the intersection of Wallace
Road and Route 101, so if that isn’t built now and that plan isn’t adhered to to build a pump
station there, we are really preventing any other future expansion for the sewer franchise area.
Mr. Duval responded I hear what you are saying, Mr. Foote, but I disagree with the premise.
There are a number of ways to look at it, and of course the capital cost of building right
alongside Route 101, which is entering a moratorium soon after completion of the State project,
but even putting that aside, the capital cost of that would be tremendous, a tremendous burden
for the ratepayer and the taxpayer and this would be no burden for the ratepayer and taxpayer.
Of course the capacity is existing in the high school and it can take this development and still
leave capacity for another high school in the future, so we are just really using the built-in
otherwise wasted capacity that is already there. We haven’t looked at the pump station so we
really can’t say whether it is 60 percent or 90 or 40 percent. We don’t know but we can certainly
look at that as part of this, and we are proposing a small pump station at Shorty’s to pump up
into a larger pump station at this development that will pump up and then gravity flow through
the high school. As you know, pump station improvements are fairly cheap compared to
building a line to get to them and especially constructing thousands of feet of gravity sewer. It is
just a matter of pump size and maybe it is even impellor size, so it is relatively cheap to upgrade
that pump station to accept more flow, and even if we decide that there wants to be a huge new
tributary flow there and Route 101, the rest of the infrastructure is there, it would just be a matter
of constructing a couple of new wet wells that are already connected with the pipes and
improving the pumps and the size of the wet well if necessary and bing, bam, boom, you are
connected. Mr. Foote responded if it was that simple, we would have done it. But as far as not
having an effect on the taxpayer or the people that pay into the sewer rates, if we are not
maximizing that, if we never maximize that pump station that we built, then we are influencing
revenues. So we would want to see the availability for others to hook up at that intersection like
is shown in our sewer Master Plan, which was approved, and I know there is some cost involved
with that, but as you said, you are running the sewer line down to Shorty’s now and to run that
another couple of hundred feet to get to that intersection and then have an alternative to service
other properties within the franchise area, I think would be desirable. Mr. Duval responded we
can certainly consider that in the design of this project and see how the economics work out, and
I suspect that we can come to a reasonable agreement.
Mr. Duval stated one other point that maybe should be made; let’s say that this is approved more
or less the way we have conceptually outlined it here. As soon as that connection is made to the
existing infrastructure that is already in place with no further outlay of funds expected from the
Town, there is a huge influx of cash to the sewer system in terms of sewer fees. That’s 100
percent available for defraying the cost of some future public expenditures either here or
somewhere else where the Town wants to go with it. Mr. Anagnost stated you have the impact
fee and then you have the additional ratepayers that are coming on as well. Mr. Foote stated
right; so we are only at 70 percent. I would like to see us maximize the area to 100 percent, is
what I am saying, and if we are not doing that, then we are losing revenue. And if we just extend
that to that development and do not offer others to hook up, they don’t have the ability, then we
are never going to realize our maximum potential in revenue for that area. Mr. Duval responded
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I am sure Mr. Anagnost can speak for himself on this, but it is certainly to his advantage to
provide as much potential for future development as possible with the expenses he is already
going to incur in developing this. So it is to his advantage as well as the Town’s advantage to do
exactly that. Mr. Foote stated the Town is spending $50,000 for sewer sleeves to go under Route
101 as part of the Route 101 project. Is that right? If we don’t have the availability to utilize
that, that is an expense we incurred that is not going to have any benefit to the ratepayers. Mr.
Duval responded Mr. Foote, your point is noted and understood, and we will work together with
you to come up with something that makes sense for everybody. Mr. Foote responded great.
Chairman Levenstein asked could those sleeves be stubbed off at Chestnut so they could be
brought up at a later date? Mr. Foote replied the goal of the area that is to be serviced by sewer
is to have a pump station at the intersection is the low, so everything would be gravity to there
and then it would be pumped over to the Town-owned pump station at the intersection of County
Road and Nashua Road.
Chairman Levenstein asked for anything else from the Board members.
Vice Chairman Newberry stated I know it is conceptual, but when you are doing your landscape
planning, it looks like there is some space that you might be able to utilize for the residents to be
able to utilize besides your fire pit. Mr. Duval stated you have lost me there. Vice Chairman
Newberry stated keep in mind when you are doing your landscape planning, I think it would be
good to also look for opportunities to provide some outside space for the residents. Mr. Duval
responded okay; absolutely.
Mr. McMahan stated I agree with the Vice Chairman and with staff that since there is no real
pedestrian connectivity between the two pieces of land that the density might be better served
with 90-units. And if in fact the road is deteriorated due to building, what your proposal would
be to bring it back up to code when you come back. Thank you.
Chairman Levenstein asked for comments or questions from the audience. I would like to set
some guidelines for the audience. Please do not all get up and say the same thing. If somebody
says the point you want to make, you don’t have to say it again. We will get the point; we don’t
need to hear it ten times. It is not going to make us accept it any more or any less, but it will
keep us here a long time and other points that other people want to make may not get heard.
Please try to keep that in mind.
Kevin Gagne, 51 Federation Road, stated I want say a few points about both traffic and
environmental issues. I will start with traffic because I think it is most fresh in our minds. We
are talking 120 units, that is a total of 246 parking spaces, 246 drivers. The traffic trip data that
they say and they cite directly comes from the ITE table, includes as you will recall, 43 total trips
in the AM peak and the PM peak. I am an engineer myself for over 20 years, a professional
engineer doing exactly the same kind of work. We love it when we can find a table that we can
cite and move on. Unfortunately it is common that we have to use what is called engineering
judgment and look at a project individually and see if other conditions warrant an evaluation
beyond that which we find in our recommended guidelines for engineering. I don’t think the
table result for the AM and PM peak estimates is appropriate for the project in this instance. We
are being told very effectively that there are 30 workforce apartments involved here. These are
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for the community’s essential workers, police, fire, teachers, restaurant workers, and I think it is
reasonable to assume then, based on the information the developers are providing, that these 30
workforce families work. The Bureau of Labor Statistics indicates that 69 percent of families are
2-parent households and 61.1 percent of those families both parents work. So applying the math
to the number of workforce families, just 30 households, we get that 21 2-parent households and
nine are single-parent households. Of the 21 2-parent households, 13 households would be
where both parents work and eight would be where one parent works. Therefore, adding the nine
single-parent households, we have a total of 43 workers just in the workforce housing. That is
up to 43 car drivers going to work. Now you may say what about the distribution between AM
peak and PM peak. Quick research shows that certainly there is a prevalence of night and
evening shift workers in this kind of workforce, the service occupations. An average of 16
percent actually, according to the source I found, works night shifts. So applying that to the
previous numbers, we would have 36 cars leaving in the morning and seven coming back and the
reverse in the evening. This is, again, just for the 30 workforce housing units. Now I look at the
market rate units. Quickly skipping and applying the same math, we would have from those 90
households an additional 128 workers. That is 128 car-driving people going to work. Now
white collar workers, which we are assuming it is safe to say those market rate apartments are for
because we are told that the workforce can’t afford the regular market rates. White collar
workers work overnight shifts at only 2.15 percent, so that means 125 cars would be leaving in
the morning and three coming back and the reverse in the evening. So combined we have 171
trips, 161 leaving in the morning and 10 returning and then the reverse in the evening. I think
that engineering judgment passes the smell test better than the ITE table. Chairman Levenstein
stated Mr. Gagne, we have a traffic consultant who will review all of this stuff for us and won’t
necessarily make the same assumptions that Mr. Duval has made. So it will be looked at and the
Department of Transportation is going to look at it also. Mr. Gagne responded absolutely; I
know the process very well and I agree 100 percent. I was just hoping to get on the record, and I
know a lot of the things I will cover other people may not have to say. Chairman Levenstein
responded that is fine; I just wanted to let you know that we are not basing our decision solely on
what he is telling us. Mr. Gagne responded absolutely; understood. Thank you.
Mr. Gagne stated I will briefly go through the environmental issues. I have been in Bedford
since 2004. I have two kids going to the high school this year and I have two other kids, one in
McKelvey and Peter Woodbury. I served on the Conservation Commission for several years
here in Bedford as well, some of you may recognize me, and so I will speak briefly to the
environmental issues. Riddle Brook is on the NHDES list of impaired waters, which means
already before the project, it is, and this is quoted from DES, ‘it is impaired or threatened by a
pollutant or pollutants. It is not expected to meet water quality standards within a reasonable
time even after application of best available technology standards for point sources or best
management practices for non-point sources. It requires the development and implementation of
a comprehensive water quality study.’ So I don’t think it is reasonable to say that a development
of this size constructed essentially on the brook or bordering the brook, would be considered a
good step towards improving that water quality of that impaired water. I could also recognize
that the floodplain stretches into three of the five developer parcels that we are talking about
here. I wonder as we move forward and see more details how much of the critical flood storage
capacity of the existing wooded properties will be displaced by the placement of buildings and
paved parking lots. The proposal, or at least the notion of potentially raising the depressed
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Shorty’s parking lot, or that entire lot itself, is within the floodplain would certainly displace a
large volume of existing flood storage. With climate change and ever increasing severity of
storms, we can only wonder what the negative effects of this project will have on existing
adjacent and downstream properties. With regard to stormwater; the greatest threat nationwide
to surface water quality is stormwater runoff. The conceptual plan doesn’t seem to address the
serious concern for increased stormwater runoff leaving the site. Chairman Levenstein stated
again, when he does his final plan, he has to have all of the stormwater calculations done. That
will be addressed; there is no question about that. Mr. Gagne responded okay, I would like to
certainly see then the type of development that we welcomed in Bedford when I was on the
Conservation Commission, which is sustainable, low impact design development as opposed to
collecting all of the water and plumbing it to some pond downstream or into one of our wetlands.
We will be looking to see if the swales on the property can absorb the kind of excess water that
will be needed to be retained onsite and also if the Route 101 drainage, which is being installed
now or has already been installed, including cross culverts, has been designed to handle the
stormwater volume that will be generated by this project.
Mr. Gagne continued I am concerned about light pollution in Bedford. I can only imagine the
level of additional lighting that we will end up seeing for these buildings and associated parking
areas. I know I like the night sky and the last thing I want is Bedford to be a lighthouse guiding
drivers from the west to Manchester. Last but not least, we are seeing increasing instances of
coyotes, fox, bear and other wildlife in our backyards throughout Bedford. Often the reason for
this is because of the displacement of their habitat. I wonder how many more of these animals
we will be finding on our doorsteps if we keep watching these giant parcels of land get
developed and the habitats destroyed. Thank you. Chairman Levenstein stated thank you. Mr.
McMahan stated as you heard earlier, the Conservation Commission meeting is tomorrow night.
Edward Baroody, 23 Galloway Lane, stated in addition to my four children I have been involved
in the Bedford Little League coaching system and also the CYO basketball coaching system for
St. Elizabeth Seton Parish, I have been a Bedford resident for about 20 years, and I am here to
support the project because I have had the unique opportunity of actually witnessing some of the
positive aspects of the development behind Copper Door. I had met my recent wife about four
years ago and we got married about 2.5 years ago and she needed to transition into New
Hampshire. I contacted the local property management of the apartments on Cooper Lane and
she moved there along with her two children, so I had an opportunity to frequent the apartment
quite often. With that being said, I made some good friendships with some of the other people
that lived in the apartments, I can see them here today, my children and now my step-children
developed good friendships with some of the kids there, they had a pool, and to be quite frank, it
felt like it was a resort, it was beautiful. I had already owned a home on 4 Meetinghouse
Terrance down by the other end of Meetinghouse Road near South River Road. When we
decided to buy a home, I actually moved closer to that area, so I am here to speak to some of the
traffic concerns, the density and so forth. I have four children; if anyone is in a rush in the
morning to get out, it is me or my wife, and we deal this same kind of issue where there are
apartments coming out of Cooper Lane taking a left onto Old Bedford Road, and either taking a
left or right on Route 101, and to be quite frank, it never has been a hindrance to me. I just pull
out of my driveway, pull out of Galloway Lane, take a right onto Old Bedford Road and then just
take a left on Route 101 and head into my office in Manchester. So I can speak to the fact that
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there is some density, there is some commercial aspects, I think the Dunkin Donuts is great,
Bellwether Credit Union, there are some conveniences there for us and I also look at the
opportunities of my children. My children now have a place to work when they are 15 and 16. I
think it would be great that they can work at Dunkin Donuts, they can work at Copper Door, and
so it gives them some local employment opportunities as well. In addition to that, our CPA firm
recruits talent throughout the country, so we hired a CPA from Chicago, IL, he was a former
police officer for ten years, he moved to this area and stayed at that building. He stayed at the
building on Cooper Lane, stayed there for a couple of years with his two kids, got married and
bought a house in Bedford. So they contribute well to the tax base and as far as the quality of the
individuals, I know people are concerned about some of the workforce elements of the income
levels and so forth, but I will be quite frank, I was a person that was in the building, I am a long
time Bedford resident, I live in a beautiful home on Galloway Lane now, however, I didn’t find
any of the people to be inappropriate. I have read some of the comments, which I don’t want to
get into, but at the end of the day, it contributed positively, I think, from my perspective as a
resident of Bedford, so much so that I even moved closer to the building and deal with whatever
potential congestion that people are concerned about on a day-to-day basis, and I personally
don’t see it. I can appreciate the fact that Route 101 is disturbing now because it is going
through some changes but I am sure everybody here, including the Board, hopes that we are
betting on a success there and it is going to work great. Again, I am just here to voice my
support for the project, and if anyone has any questions for me, I would be happy to answer
them. Chairman Levenstein stated thank you.
Michael Sandhu, 4 Burleigh Terrace, stated I have lived in this town for 25+ years, I had three
kids that went through Bedford Morning Village School to Memorial, to McKelvey, to Ross
Lurgio, to BHS, luckily they have all graduated, it is all good. The reason I am speaking at this
hearing is almost three years ago we had a fire on December 1, 2015 and we lost our house, and
for the first month after the fire we lived in a hotel and then during that time we were looking for
housing, and we explored a lot of options and there a lot of apartments on South River Road,
there are single family homes you can rent in Bedford. At that time our life was in such chaos
that we really didn’t want to make a long term commitment to any of those locations, which
seemed at that time kind of far out. South River Road is four miles from where I live and this
Cooper Lane apartment complex at Bedford Hills is 1.5 miles. We needed to be close to our
house. For some of the people who don’t know where Burleigh Terrance is, it is right near the
library. It is a couple hundred yards walking distance. And one of the reasons we chose to live
here was my daughter at that time was the only one at home, the other two kids had graduated
and had gone to college. She was 15 and she didn’t have her license and for us to transplant to
the different end of Bedford just seemed so unreal, so difficult under those circumstances. We
made a commitment to the apartments there and we thought maybe we would be there for six
months but we ended up being there for two years and three months. We just moved out of the
apartment complex four months ago at the end of March. I am not going to talk about the
technical aspects of what is required to do the project, I think there are people far smarter than
myself that are on both sides of the aisle and they can figure that out, but from personal reasons I
can certainly say that we met so many nice people living in that apartment complex. There were
people in difficult situations like ourselves. We were there because of the fire. We met a couple
of ladies that were going through a divorce, they didn’t want to deal with a single family homes,
they were there with their kids just trying to get through that phase in their lives. There was a
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gentleman whose mom was old and she didn’t want to go to the nursing home and he didn’t want
her to be at a home by herself but he wanted her nearby, so he put her in the apartments so he
could come and look after her. It was enlightening to see the people going through there, and the
young people starting their careers who were at the dawn of their careers. There were young
engineers, teachers, we met a teacher who is in the Manchester school system also working at a
restaurant trying to supplement the income, we met a policeman living there, people who sold
their homes before the summer and they wanted temporary housing before they moved on, there
were seniors moving in because they didn’t want to buy a house, it was amazing to see the kind
of people that were living there and the kind of people that the complex served. For us we were
focusing on our side of things but I have to tell you that I was so enlightened and we met so
many nice people. This project that has been proposed is a similar project of 30 percent, 75
percent; we really couldn’t tell the difference who was the 30 percent, who was the 75 percent.
They all just seemed the same to me. That is our personal experience living in the complex, and
I know the team that is doing this are outstanding members of the community. I am not really a
political person so people on both sides of the aisle I could care less, but we have seen the kind
of work they have done in this community and surrounding communities, and if they are allowed
to do this project, if the Town wants the project, I think they will do a great job. Chairman
Levenstein stated thank you.
Nick Vailas stated I am CEO of the Bedford Ambulatory Surgical Center, CEO of Apple
Physical Therapy, Bedford Diagnostics, and I employ a bunch of nurses, physical therapists, and
a few people in the community. Many of my staff drive great distances to get to work and they
are outstanding people and they would love the opportunity to live in Bedford. With that being
said, I don’t know anything about engineering and those issues and they are serious issues, but
from a socio and economic standpoint, I think it is a great thing for our community. It brings in
people who would eventually love even live here long term. I have a son who just got married,
he lives in an apartment in Bedford with his wife, they were both raised in Bedford, and they
would love to raise their family in Bedford. To me it is a community. I remember the dialogue,
I have lived long enough and I lived through the nightmare of building a high school and what
that took, and one of the biggest reasons why people did not want to build a high school was the
lack of diversity in Bedford. West High was a place where they felt their children would meet
other types of children and would give them a better and broader perspective and perception of
people in general. I wholeheartedly support this program, and yes, I am good friends with Mr.
Anagnost and Mr. Greiner, but that is not why I am here. I love our community, we have an
incredible community, and I think with careful planning we can figure this out. But it would be
great for people who work and live in this town. Thank you. Chairman Levenstein stated thank
you.
John Russell, 19 Summit Road, stated I live in the Greenfield Farms development. I think this
workforce housing idea is a fantastic idea, and I think it is something we should definitely try
and do. I first saw this and I thought it was a very creative solution as a free enterprise solution
and it allows people to come in. I didn’t have a whole lot of money when I started off and as we
came to Bedford in 2008, myself and Marie, that was about 20 years after I started any kind of
real work. I took many, many years to get to a point that I could buy property and I am
especially thinking about all of these kids coming out of college saddled with debt and that is a
big thing. How do you get those guys started off? I think that is something we need to think
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about, and I think this is a very creative solution. The other thing I would just like to point out is
this is like a property and you need to bring it back to life and it is kind of sitting there and
nothing is happening. This seems like a very creative solution. We have great developers here
who can handle the ups and downs, they love this town, and they have been around here forever.
It is not going fail, they are not going let it fail, and they are going to make it work. But I keep
on thinking of like teachers who want to teach in the high school walking to school, young
teachers that have a ton of debt, young entrepreneurs, and we could hold people in town. I see so
many possibilities with this kind of idea and quite honestly I hope we kind of replicate it and we
do it over and over again. I would really like to encourage you to think about do we encourage
this kind of thinking. It took me 20 years before I came here. What if I could have come here
within five years or eight years or something like that, and I just think about kids who grow up in
New Hampshire. We rented out our condo in Charlestown and quite honestly we had these
wonderful tenants but they just had so much debt they just couldn’t move and so we benefited
from their misfortune in many ways. When I first saw this, I saw a solution and I thought this
could help kids get started, so I would like to think of it in terms of how do you kick start young
professionals, people starting off, people starting over, all of those kinds of things and I support
it. Chairman Levenstein stated thank you.
Attorney John Sokul from Hinckley, Allen and Snyder stated I am here tonight on behalf of
Joanne Dumas and her family. The Dumas family owns about 43 acres behind this project site to
the east of Wallace Road. The Dumas family sold the property to the high school when the high
school was built; they sold the high school property in 1990. Over the years, and in connection
with the high school sale, the Dumas family has acquired and reserved certain development
rights. I am not here tonight to speak in favor of this project; I am not here tonight to speak
against this project. We recognize and respect the developer’s right to develop their property. I
am here to say we expect the developer to recognize and respect the Dumas’ family right to
develop their property when they decide to do so in the future. The discussion about water and
sewer capacity was interesting. When the Dumas family sold to the high school, they reserved a
water and sewer easement across the high school property to the pump station at Nashua and
County Road, so they would expect that to be available to them when they develop in the future.
The other thing more particularly relevant to this particular concept plan is the Dumas family has
a 50-foot wide access easement through this property to Chestnut Street and we don’t feel that is
being accurately shown on this plan or recognized, so that is something that would really need to
be thought through going forward. We understand this is just a concept plan, but it is showing
something about half the width of 50 feet and it is really not showing it lining up with the Dumas
family where the easement exists. So we would expect that to be addressed going forward. I just
got hired within the last week or so, happy to talk to the developers about this, and, again, I am
not here to speak in favor or against, just wanting to let people know that they have a lot of
property behind here, they haven’t developed it yet, they expect this development to be
respectful of their development rights and vice versa. Thank you. Chairman Levenstein stated
thank you.
Henry Veilleux, 20 Greeley Hill Road, stated I moved here in 1997, so it has been about 21 years
here and have raised two kids. I am just here to speak in favor of the concept. I suspect the
experts will figure out all of the parking issues and the egress and ingress issues, all of that stuff,
so I am not here to speak to that but just here to speak in favor of the concept for two reasons.
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The first is I think this kind of housing is needed in Bedford and secondly, there really isn’t a lot
of place to put this kind of housing in Bedford that is appropriate and this is an appropriate area,
it is an area that the Town has voted that this kind of development can occur and should occur.
Workforce housing is needed; I know a lot of businesses not just here in Bedford but in the State
of New Hampshire that have trouble right now finding workers and they are competing very
heavily for workers. Certainly proximity to where you work is something that is taken into
consideration and anything we can do to make it easier for employers here in Bedford to attract
people and retain them, I think, would be wise. I am just here to speak in favor of the concept
and you guys can figure out all of the details. Chairman Levenstein stated thank you.
Bob MacPherson, 93 Wallace Road, stated I don’t have a problem with an apartment building
but I do have a grave concern with the location. Living on 93 Wallace Road I live with it every
day. Trying to make a left-hand turn out of my driveway is very difficult. At certain times of the
day I just wouldn’t even consider it and trying to put more traffic out there I think would be a
safety hazard, but I am sure you will look into it. I think we also have to look very carefully, as
the gentleman mentioned, I don’t want to repeat, but from the safety aspect 34 versus 246 isn’t
adding up and it is at the most difficult time of the day when the children are going to school.
You have congestion there and if you look out tomorrow you will see gridlock, you know that, I
am not telling anything new, but I think there is a major safety issue that has to be very carefully
examined before this goes any further. Thank you. Chairman Levenstein stated thank you.
Frank Anthony, 64 Hitching Post Lane, stated I think workforce housing is incredibly important
to the State of New Hampshire. We export college students more than any other state in the
country, and I think it would be incredibly important for Bedford to get on top of that and find a
way to keep these young people here. As someone who went to high school here, I graduated
four years ago, I go to St. Anselm College right down the road, I still live on Hitching Post Lane,
and I make the commute every day just a little bit further than I would have to the high school,
so I am familiar with the traffic. I have been looking for ways to live in the area and it is almost
impossible unless you want to live in the middle of Manchester. I grew up here, I moved here
when I was one year old and a way to keep young people like myself in the town of Bedford I
think is incredibly important. Chairman Levenstein stated thank you.
Laura Condon, 12 Brick Mill Road, stated I work at 10 Chestnut Drive. What I didn’t hear
mentioned, and let me say, I am familiar with the conversation on social media, and I think it
was kind of unfair to characterize those comments as fairly mean spirited. I think some of us
have very genuine sincere concerns about this project and I don’t think there is an effort really to
thwart the efforts of these businessmen to develop their property. There are just concerns if this
is the right project in the right location. There has been mention in the past of a street called
Bow Lane and I didn’t hear that mentioned really tonight about putting in that road. It was just
mentioned of Chestnut Drive. There has also been promises of providing 40 student parking
spaces in conjunction with this project as really kind of a sweetener for those parents in the
district who might otherwise be opposed to this project, and I didn’t hear that mentioned tonight
so I wasn’t sure what was going on with that and of course that would be a traffic concern. I
don’t see on this apartment complex that there are two entrances and exits like you will see at the
Copper Door apartments that really the only access here is Chestnut Drive. I am not sure what
the emergency access would be for this many apartment buildings. There are also two driveways
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at the end of Chestnut Drive as you come out onto Route 101, one goes into the medical
complex, the other one goes into TD Bank and coming out of Chestnut Bank, I would invite
anyone to come have tea with me any weekday between say 3:30 and 6:60, and then I challenge
you to turn left out of Chestnut Drive onto Route 101. I have worked on Chestnut Drive since
2011, so I have experienced the traffic there prior to the construction that is going on currently
on Route 101, so I don’t think that the traffic issues are for construction per say. It is just very
difficult that to make a left-hand turn you will find that many people will stop and until the
traffic is stopped, they won’t even pull out into the turn lane. Now we are going to have two
lanes of traffic that they are going to want people to stop before they pull out into a turn lane. I
can’t imagine that would work without a traffic light there at the end of Chestnut Drive and there
is a considerable wait there. There are many times where I just back up and I make a right-hand
turn and I wind up having to go up Nashua Road and around that way. I banned the left-hand
turn as it is now without all of the added traffic of these apartment dwellers. And honestly,
nothing against apartment dwellers, obviously there is a need for that and there are many good
people who live there and they meet many good friends. I am just concerned that this project is
too big for this particular locale and I trust in the Board that you will look carefully at those
traffic issues. Thank you very much. Chairman Levenstein stated thank you.
John Vanuden, 49 Seton Drive, stated I have been here for 80+ years of my life, I have seen
Bedford grow and it is growing now. I have seen where the old town dump has been improvised
into the Bedford Village Shops and we have ballparks over there and we have a high school that
is very nice. There have been a lot of comments that we don’t have enough apartments, well
maybe years ago when I was younger and getting married an apartment in Bedford would have
been ideal but there were none. There are many apartments in Bedford today along Route 3,
along the Merrimack River, and there are apartments going up at the old Macy’s building. There
was the mention HUD and HUD socializes them. I am not against it, but I am not for it, and the
reason I am not for it because I have heard comments about the wildlife, I have heard comments
about the water. I know in the past because I grew up here and I am very familiar with the
farms, I know about Dumas’ property and the anticipated expansion. There was no comment,
the attorney was absolutely correct, it is a hedge area of being quiet and I will say no more about
it. By the same token, when I am gone, which is not too far from now, I won’t be worried about
it but I am worried about it today. I think that the Town Council and the Planning Board should
be very, very careful on how you place ideas such as mass housing. Mass housing brings traffic;
mass housing brings expenses. There was a write-up in the newspaper sometime back when this
project was being introduced about ways of the Town to compensate. Well the Town is
compensating quite a bit. There have been comments tonight by individuals on the Board about
a pump station. The pump station in turn will be at full capacity shortly before this is completed.
The further expansion of Route 101 we haven’t seen yet. I know about it because I have seen it.
Don’t ask me how I have seen it, but I know it is coming on both sides of the road. I had
forecasted ten years ago that 2- and 3-story buildings would be on the side of the road. Well we
have seen the beginning of it. The people who have moved into Bedford over the last 25 years
who have come before the Board and have complained about the destination that they came to of
Bedford, of a rural community with growth. We have a school, young kids used to go to West
High School and now they go to their own school. It is a hell of a good school, but they got an
education at West High School, and you are getting an education from the people who have been
before you this evening saying they think it is a hell of a good idea. Well sometimes ideas are
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short-lived and problems come thereafter. Take a good look at what you have today with the
expansion of Route 101. At one time the expansion of going from north to south was by the
library, North Amherst Road, and then back in the early 1950’s they began to put a bypass in and
the bypass was to get away from the center. We have a tremendous town but the town is no
longer what it used to be. It would be much more effective if the project that they are talking
about was looked at as townhouses, something of substance, not 120 apartments, and two times
120 is 240 people. It is bringing more people into the town. But take a good look at Route 101
of what we see today is a major thoroughfare coming with high traffic. The young lady who was
up here before and mentioned about Chestnut Drive coming out of the area with TD Bank and
the urgent care property, you have a tremendous problem there and the only way it is ever going
to be corrected is by stop lights. It is great to have Route 101 expanded into four lanes, but you
also have intersections, so don’t think for a moment that the traffic is going to flow any quicker.
They are going to go flying to get from here to there and you are going to have fatalities. Mark
my word. The expansion of Route 101 is just a beginning of what the gentlemen are trying to
produce. I would strongly vote against it. It doesn’t belong there. Take a good look and
remember. I have said this before – we are the stewards of the land, we are the stewards of the
wildlife. The water table today is contaminated. We have PFOA in the area. I have said this
before, it is like a nuclear bomb that has been dropped and it will never go away and once you
take the property away, it will never be able to come back. Take a good look at the trees; take a
good look at the water. At one time the brook down there you could fish in and pull out brook
trout and now it is nothing. There is only one consolation, the geese have come back to the area
up at Meetinghouse Road for the time being, but I urge you to be very, very careful and what is
going to be happening in 25 years from today. You can never bring back Bedford. Chairman
Levenstein stated thank you.
Stacy Mcauliffe stated I just wanted to quickly give you guys an example of somebody who lives
in the Copper Door Bedford Hills apartments and is benefiting from the workforce program. I
grew up in Bedford, I graduated from West, went to UNH and stayed up on the seacoast for a
while, came back with my now ex-husband and three kids, found myself in the middle of a pretty
difficult divorce, I had been a stay at home mom and didn’t have a lot of options that would have
allowed me to stay in Bedford and let my kids continuing to go to school here. The stars aligned
for me and I found out about the apartments that were being built, ended up getting through the
wait list and was able to move in. My kids never really had to skip a beat, they didn’t lose their
support system, they got to continue going to their schools, and it has been a gift to us like life
changing. Also in terms of the traffic; I do live there and there isn’t a crazy amount of traffic.
Because there are so many different walks of life living there everyone seems to keep a different
schedule, you don’t hardly even run into anybody in the hallways, and I am one of the ‘senior
citizens’ over there now because I have been there probably longer than anyone I have met along
the way. I feel better about it after tonight because I feel like people are looking at it a little bit
more reasonably but it really has been a great experience for us and I can’t see that it would be
anything but if they were allowed to build another one. Thank you. Chairman Levenstein stated
thank you.
Keith Adams, Rundlett Hill Road, stated I have been in Bedford for about 12 years. I have had
three sons that graduated from Bedford High School. My step-daughter recently graduated from
college last year, as you are aware, college students don’t make much money. This was a perfect
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opportunity for her to live in Bedford. I had the opportunity to live there for about a month after
my wife and I were transitioned and the same issue. I leave anywhere between 6:00 a.m. to 8:00
a.m., depending if I go to the gym or work, and I have never had any issues with traffic over
there; I never see anybody. My youngest son is going to school to be a high school math teacher
and his goal is to be a teacher in Bedford and he has already told me this is where I want to live
when I start at the high school, so I am in full support of it. Chairman Levenstein stated thank
you.
Becky Soule, 327 New Boston Road, stated I am here to speak out against the apartment
buildings for several reasons, some of which have already been mentioned. Overdeveloping in
Bedford; I have been in Bedford for 20 years, I have been a CCD teacher, a soccer coach, Girl
Scout den mother, Boy Scout den mother, and I run a small business out of my home, so I have
been quite involved in this community, and in the past 20 years I have watched Bedford grow
and become overdeveloped, overdeveloped until there is barely any empty space. The fields are
being filled with houses, it is not the Bedford I moved into, and it is not the Bedford a lot of
other people moved into. These developers have started at the corner of Route 101 and Route
114 and Route 101 and they are moving down into the heart of Bedford, and they are developing
all of Bedford until they develop all around your houses. Another concern is the strain that these
apartment units are going to put on the safety resources in Town. Several years ago on the ballot
we had a voting issue for a second firehouse out on South River Road and it was voted down and
I believe that the police and fire and emergency resources in town are already overburdened.
Any more building of units such as this, and buildings that are going up where the Wayfarer is,
are only going to create further burdens on safety resources and impact our taxes. That is all I
have to say for now. Chairman Levenstein stated thank you.
Tom Boucher stated I am the CEO of Great New Hampshire Restaurants, which is T-Bones,
Cactus Jacks and Copper Door. We have two other employees that are here that live in the
apartments behind Copper Door, and I will just tell you that no everybody can afford to live in
Bedford and we need employees that can be employed by the businesses that are in Bedford. I
am not of the opinion that development or growth in the town is a bad thing. I don’t understand
how that becomes such a catch phrase. I have lived here for 20 years and Bedford has improved
tremendously with restaurants and shops and Starbucks and Target and all the things that all of
us enjoy but you need employees to work there and they need to have affordable housing,
whether it is workforce housing or just apartment living it is needed. I will tell you that there is
still plenty of open land. This is very unusable land, there is nothing that can go there other than
what is proposed, and I will also tell you that Mr. Anagnost and Mr. Greiner have done a
tremendous amount for this town, tremendous, and they do first class work and they follow
everything by the rules and regulations, and as you suggested, Mr. Chairman, that you will
absolutely uncover all that needs to be done. I actually applaud the Planning Board over the last
20 years for actually being very careful in how this town has developed. There are other towns, I
am not going to name them, but they have done a terrible job at laying out how the town should
be developed, so I just feel like you guys are doing your job and let the developers do what they
do best. Thank you. Chairman Levenstein stated thank you.
John Schneller, 86 Brick Mill Road, stated I am a former Town Councilor and worked closely
with Councilor Bandazian before. We worked on solving the parking problem that abuts the
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high school, and as part of that, one concern that really hasn’t been raised tonight, by the way,
you will never see a go green sticker on the back of my Expedition, but one thing that hasn’t
been talked about is environmental concerns, and I believe the Chairman has said that all of
those issues will be addressed by the developers as the plan comes together. Is that correct?
Chairman Levenstein replied it depends on what you mean by environmental concerns. Mr.
Schneller responded things like runoff on the property that is bifurcated by the brook. Chairman
Levenstein stated for stormwater that is no question. Mr. Schneller responded okay. The other
thing is because this is arguably at the margin of a little bit of an urbanization of an area that as
you travel west of it, the town becomes more rural. I think it would be appropriate if Councilor
Bandazian through the Town Council keeps the Town apprised from the Council side. I know
the Council doesn’t get a vote on this issue. And the last thing is my background is in finance
and one of the things that we focused on when we developed that plan to solve the parking issue,
is we provided very detailed analysis on a line-by-line basis right down to the type of paint that
we used to stripe the stripes, oil paint versus water based, oil having the greater impact on the
environment, so we provided that level of analysis to the Town residents so that they could see
how it would impact the Town positively and negatively because there are a lot of concerns. I
have never seen this many people at a meeting like this in the Town so there are obviously
people on both sides of the issue. I told Mr. Greiner on the way in that I am not onboard with
this project and I should have said yet. I think as these concerns become alleviated and
addressed, I could definitely be on it. I am also on the Board of the BTA and they are very
focused on this as ratepayers, and, again, my background is finance so I want to see what the
financial impact is going to be to the taxpayers. Thank you. Chairman Levenstein Stated thank
you. Chairman Levenstein asked Ms. Hebert, do they have to do a financial analysis? Ms.
Hebert replied the Board could request a fiscal impact analysis.
Michelle Ditomaso, 6 Colonel Daniels Drive, stated I just have a question about the design. It
was three stories with underground parking or is it above-ground parking with three stories
above? Originally you said underground parking but is it actually under the earth or is it like the
picture shown by the Copper Door area? Chairman Levenstein asked you are not going to bury
the parking, the first level will be parking? Ms. Ditomaso asked so it is really four stories, from
the road you will see four stories? Chairman Levenstein stated I don’t know if it is into a hill.
Mr. Duval stated just to answer that one question. The buildings are sort of 2-level because of
the slope of the ground there, so one side will likely be exposed and one side will likely be at
grade. Whether or not you are meeting the definition of a story depends on the average grade
line, so it is between three and four stories. Mr. Anagnost stated and that same condition existed
behind the Copper Door. Vice Chairman Newberry stated in any case, I think there is a height
limit anyway.
Mr. Anagnost stated thank you very much for your feedback, and we look forward to seeing you
probably in October.
Chairman Levenstein stated as part of the record on this project there are a number of emails that
we will include in the file for this project both for and against the concept. Ms. Hebert stated for
the concept discussion I think we had 12 letters of support and one letter in opposition and you
have copies of those letters. I was just handed a petition from one of the members or our
audience and she said 200 people have signed in opposition of the project. Mr. McMahan asked
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does that have to go to the Town Clerk and the Supervisors of the Checklist? Ms. Hebert replied
I can scan it and send it to the Board. It is just a concept discussion. It is basically a list of email
addresses; I will pass it around.

V.

Approval of Minutes of Previous Meetings:
MOTION by Vice Chairman Newberry to approve the minutes of the August 13,
2018 Planning Board meeting as submitted. Mr. Pincince duly seconded the motion.
Vote taken; motion carried, with Councilor Bandazian and Mr. Foote abstained.

VI. Communications to the Board:
Ms. Hebert stated we want to give you an update on the Master Plan. The Community Kick Off
has been scheduled for September 13th from 6:30 to 8:00 p.m. at the Manchester Country Club.
We have cards that we are going to be distributing to several of the local businesses to just help
to get the word out, and if you know i\of any locations or want to put some at your place of
employment, let us know and we will make sure you get a stack of cards. Mr. Connors stated we
have the cards here tonight so you can take a stack. Ms. Hebert stated we also worked with
BCTV and they created a public service announcement both in the form of radio and video and
we can play that for you right now. Mr. Connors stated thanks to BCTV for bringing it together
and also to Christine in our office who volunteered to do the audio on that because Ms. Hebert
and I are terrible at that. Ms. McGinley asked how do we make this available to the residents?
Ms. Hebert replied that will play on BCTV, it will air on the Facebook page and it is also posted
on YouTube. Ms. McGinley asked what about the Town’s website? Ms. Hebert replied and the
Master Plan website and the Town’s website. Ms. McGinley stated a lot of people wouldn’t
know how to get to all of those that you mentioned without looking it up. Ms. Hebert stated and
then there is a radio public service announcement that would just be the audio. The image that
you saw in the beginning was taken with a drone. BCTV has recently acquired a drone and they
are taking some aerial pictures for the Master Plan and wanted to use it for the public service
announcement.

VII. Reports of Committees: None

VIII. Adjournment:
MOTION by Mr. McMahan to adjourn at 9:55 p.m. Vice Chairman Newberry duly
seconded the motion. Vote taken – all in favor. Motion carried.

Respectfully submitted by
Valerie J. Emmons

